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This dissertation presents a study of African American and Hispanic speakers in 

East Austin, Texas, an area that has been historically segregated and is now experiencing 

rapid gentrification. The current literature is lacking research on minority participation in 

sound change. This dissertation contributes to redressing the deficit in this area by 

describing data from sociolinguistic interviews with African American and Hispanic 

speakers; the following questions are considered: How do social variables influence a 

linguistic system? How do the social pressures of gentrification influence linguistic 

variables? To what extent do minority speakers participate in sound changes present in 

the majority group’s variety of English?   

Specifically, it considers GOOSE and GOAT fronting and the relative positions of 

LOT and THOUGHT. It has previously been suggested that only Anglo speakers 

participate in changes affecting these vowels. With regard to GOOSE and GOAT, in 

many varieties of Southern English, the back vowels become fronted in Anglo speech 

while they remain backed in African American and Hispanic speech (e.g., Thomas, 

2001a).  However, the findings discussed here show that African American and Hispanic 
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speakers may front these vowels to achieve particular stylistic purposes. With regard to 

LOT and THOUGHT, these vowel classes have merged, or are undergoing merger, in 

many regions of the United States (Labov, Ash, & Boberg, 2006). In Texas, Anglo and 

Hispanic speakers exhibit the LOT~THOUGHT merger while African American 

speakers reportedly do not and in general resist the merger (Bailey, Wikle, & Sand, 1991; 

Bernstein, 1993; Labov et al., 2006; Thomas, 2001a). The findings presented here 

suggest a trend for LOT~THOUGHT moving towards merger among African American 

speakers in Central Texas. This is unexpected among African American speakers in 

Texas and in the U.S. at large. 

The findings presented illustrate the importance of ethnically diverse samples in 

describing speech. In Texas where there is a large population of Hispanic residents, we 

cannot claim to have a thorough knowledge of the regional variety of English without 

investigating minority speakers.  The analysis presented here is a step towards describing 

a more diverse data set of regional American English. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

 

1.0. Introduction 
This dissertation seeks to contribute to the literature concerned with the following 

question: How do social variables influence a linguistic system? More specifically, how 

do the social pressures of gentrification influence linguistic variables? What kinds of 

correlations may exist between linguistic performance and attitudes towards 

gentrification? To what extent do minority speakers participate in sound changes present 

in the majority group’s variety of English? This dissertation presents a study of African 

American and Hispanic speakers in East Austin, Texas, an area that has been historically 

segregated and is now experiencing rapid gentrification. It explores the ways in which 

speakers’ identification with particular social groups and their specific identification 

against other groups impacts language and language change. 

1.1. Austin 
 Located in the Central Texas Hill Country, Austin is a medium sized city with a 

metropolitan area population of approximately 1.7 million (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 

2010). Austin is the state capitol, home to the University of Texas’s main campus, and, 

since the 1990s, a center of the technology industry. Interstate Highway 35 bisects the 

city socially and economically, with the eastern side traditionally housing lower income 

families and the western side being home to the middle class and wealthier families. In 

1928 Austin segregated all public facilities and officially planned a “negro district” east 
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of what is now IH-35, though at the time it was essentially outside the city limits (Koch 

& Fowler, 1928).1 This policy of segregation essentially continued throughout the 

twentieth century as the neighborhoods in East Austin continued to house minorities 

primarily. The city defines East Austin as a triangular area bordered by IH-35 to the west, 

Airport Boulevard to the east, and the Colorado River to the south. This area is 

highlighted in the map displayed in Figure 1.1 below. This area comprises approximately 

3% of the city’s geography as well as the population. In the 1990s, Austin’s population 

grew by 48% and was recently rated America’s most rapidly growing city (Austin 

Chamber, 2011; Fisher, 2011). As the city grew, the housing market in Austin proper 

became prohibitively expensive for many middle class people, while East Austin 

remained relatively affordable and thus attractive to prospective homebuyers. These 

middle class homebuyers were predominantly Anglo,2 which has resulted in a population 

shift, new development, and subsequently rising property values. Tables 1.1 and 1.2 

below show the population by ethnicity in East Austin and in Austin based on the 2010 

and 2000 census respectively (Robinson, 2011; U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2010).  

Citywide, there is a population shift towards an increase in the number of Hispanic 

residents of Austin. This increase likely contributed to the overall decrease in the 

percentage of White residents. In East Austin, the population shift described above is 

                                                
1 Construction began on the current IH-35 highway in the 1950s; it opened through Austin in 1962. It 
aligned with a previously existing highway and East Avenue (TexasFreeways.com, 2007). 
2 The terms Anglo, White, and Caucasian all refer to the same group of people in the U.S. and should be 
understood as interchangeable. In Texas, this group of people is typically referred to as Anglo except in 
official Census Bureau reports. I will use this convention when referring to the segment of this population 
who resides in Texas, and will use White or Caucasian when referring to the segment outside of Texas.  



 3 

evident in the increase in the percentage of White residents and the decrease in the 

percentage of both African American and Hispanic residents.   

 

 

Figure 1.1:  East Austin, Texas (Maps, 2009) 

 
 Caucasian Black Hispanic Asian Other Total 
East Austin 7,603 

(31%) 
4,232 

(17%) 
12,089 
(49%) 

291 
(1%) 

59 
(.2%) 

24,698 

City of Austin 385,271 
(49%) 

60,760 
(8%) 

277,707 
(35%) 

49,560 
(6%) 

17,092 
(2%) 

790,390 

Table 1.1: Population by Ethnicity, 2010 Census 

 Caucasian Black Hispanic Asian Other Total 
East Austin 5,075 

(18%) 
6,630 

(23%) 
16,561 
(57%) 

213 
(.74%) 

412 
(1%) 

28,891 

City of Austin 347,554 
(53%) 

64,259 
(10%) 

200,579 
(31%) 

30,915 
(5%) 

13,255 
(2%) 

656,562 

Table 1.2:  Population by Ethnicity, 2000 Census 
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The United States has experienced migration to cities and metropolitan areas, 

accelerating greatly after World War II (Tillery, Wikle, & Bailey, 2004). Is the increased 

popularity of East Austin just a part of this overall demographic trend? It is likely that at 

least some of East Austin’s appeal comes from its proximity to central, downtown 

Austin. However, there can be no doubt that this migratory trend has had an impact on 

the community, resulting in rapidly rising home values and displacement of long term 

residents from East Austin – a process typically described as gentrification. The 

American Heritage Dictionary defines gentrification as “the restoration and upgrading of 

deteriorated urban property by middle-class or affluent people, often resulting in 

displacement of lower-income people” (“The American Heritage Dictionary entry,” n.d.).  

In East Austin, added to the economic facts of gentrification are the social repercussions 

of segregation and the inherent power differential between the old and new residents. 

Urbanization and gentrification are not necessarily always intertwined, but in East Austin 

it seems clear that both trends are very real. 

Questions of “who we are” are intricately related to questions of “where we are” 

(Dixon & Durrheim, 2000). As people from the North move to Texas, native Texans 

focus their linguistic performance to contrast their Texan identity with the Northerners' 

non-Texan identity (Thomas, 1997). We may expect this to be the case in East Austin as 

well – lifelong residents may seek to focus their Eastside identity in some way to contrast 

with the new Anglo residents. What it means to be from East Austin versus what it means 

to be from the rest of the city might take on different meanings to the longtime residents 

as the demographics of the area shift. Linguistic differences that were previously 
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unnoticed, or noticed only anecdotally, might now become important indices of 

community identity. Residents might be aware of what makes them “Eastsiders” and 

have opinions about how that is different from being a “regular Austinite.”  

Linguistically, such population change could give rise to placing social import on 

linguistic variables – certain ways of talking like an Eastsider may become salient and 

important in ways that previously didn’t exist. 

In Austin, the dynamics of prestige and stigma associated with Texan identity 

described above are coupled with rapid urbanization. Austin is one of the fastest growing 

cities in the U.S. (Fisher, 2011). One interpretation of the city’s motto, “Keep Austin 

Weird,” is that it is a reminder to support local business in the face of corporate 

development; it is also a reminder that Austin was once, in the not-too-distant past, a 

small town. Above all, it is an appeal to remember and retain those local, small town 

roots, to whatever extent might be possible. Additionally, multiple ethnic groups have 

been established in Austin since its inception as a city, while similar diversity in many 

other cities is more recent. As all of these factors coexist in Austin – the complexities of 

Texan identity, rapid urban growth, multiple established ethnic communities – East 

Austin is an interesting place to investigate questions of linguistic change and the 

relationship between language and identity.    

This dissertation is part of the Texas English Project (TEP) and serves to 

contribute to the goal of documenting the varieties of English spoken in Texas. The TEP 

corpus is composed of recordings of word lists, reading passages, and sociolinguistic 

interviews. The data are collected and analyzed by undergraduate students at the 
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University of Texas at Austin. Speakers live in the Central Texas region, and should not 

have spent a long period of time elsewhere. There is a range of ages represented, from 18 

to over 60 years old; the three primary ethnic groups in Texas are represented – Anglo, 

African American, and Hispanic. In addition to contemporary recordings, the TEP corpus 

includes legacy data recorded with the same methodology in the 1980s. The inclusion of 

this type of data allows us to examine language change in Texas in both real and apparent 

time. Since the range of data available allows us to examine language change at multiple 

points in time, we can make predictions about the direction of future change. More 

importantly, the legacy data gives context to contemporary data and allows us to 

understand the current linguistic situation within its historical context. 

At this point it is necessary to interrogate the definitions of minority and majority. 

In this dissertation they will be used in accordance with typical usage in the United States 

so that majority refers to the White population and minority refers collectively to the 

disparate groups of non-Whites. Within the (socio)linguistic literature, when we refer to 

minority varieties of English, we typically are referring to varieties spoken by African 

American and Hispanic speakers. Though this terminology may be problematic in many 

parts of the Southwest, Texas included, these standard definitions will be retained in 

accordance with this common parlance. 

The current literature is lacking research on minority participation in sound 

change. With few exceptions (e.g., Anderson, 2002; Fought, 1999; Fridland, 2003; 

Wolfram et al., 2004), research on minority varieties of speech tends to focus on 

distinctive linguistic elements or stable linguistic variables (Fought, 1999; Wolfram et al., 
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2004). What we know about current sound changes in the United States largely comes 

from research using Anglo speakers, such as The Atlas of North American English 

(Labov et al., 2006). Without in depth linguistic research on minority varieties of English, 

we do not have a complete understanding of sound patterns in the many varieties of 

American English. It could be the case that there are unique sound changes occurring in 

minority varieties. It could be the case that minority speakers do in fact participate in 

majority-led sound changes. We simply do not have the data to consider these issues with 

any degree of certainty.   

This dissertation will contribute towards remedying the deficit in the literature in 

this area by providing data from African American and Hispanic speakers. In any study 

discussing minority ethnic groups, we must go beyond geographic identities and consider 

social identities as well. Social identity is certainly a factor in language change, which 

will be discussed in more depth in the next section. Fine-grained case studies such as the 

one presented here help us understand the details of complicated linguistic processes, like 

how and why language change occurs. Studies exploring the kinds of social identity that 

may be a factor in the process of change continue to be an important area of study. The 

role of social identity in language change raises questions about the interrelated role of 

social pressure for the speaker to differentiate herself from a group – rather than an 

explicit pressure to conform to a given linguistic norm, a pressure to contrast from the 

given norm. Another linguistic process in which fine-grained studies are relevant is that 

of diversification. The role of social and geographic factors in understanding language 
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change has implications for understanding the ways in which languages divide into 

family tress and, more generally, the world-wide distribution of languages. 

1.2. Language & Indexicality 
Linguistic systems do not exist in a vacuum; they are necessarily influenced by 

the social context of language. Beginning with Labov’s (1963) study of Martha’s 

Vineyard, sociolinguists have been exploring the influence of social variables on the 

linguistic system. In that study, Labov described the use of the PRICE3 vowel on the 

island of Martha’s Vineyard in Massachusetts. He noted both the centralized [əɪ] and 

non-centralized [aɪ] variants of PRICE in the Caucasian population. These variants were 

not in free variation, but rather correlated with a speaker’s orientation towards the island. 

Speakers who oriented to the mainland culture used the non-centralized variant while 

speakers who were oriented to the local culture – and specifically to fishing, a traditional 

occupation on the island – used the centralized variant. This study demonstrated that 

language change can be driven by social factors, namely the speaker’s social identity. 

In another seminal study investigating the relationship of speaker identity to 

language use and the direction of sound change, Eckert (1988, 2000) looked at Detroit-

area teenagers’ participation in the Northern Cities Shift (NCS).  She found that teenagers 

who were considered Jocks – oriented towards college and suburban life – used variants 

that were closer to the local standard and not very advanced in the NCS. However, 

teenagers who were considered Burnouts, students oriented towards post-high school jobs 

                                                
3 I will use Wells’ (1982) keywords to describe vowels.  This notation system will be further described and 
discussed in Chapter 2. 
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and the city of Detroit, used variants that were more advanced in the NCS, as compared 

to the local standard. Even though both groups of speakers participated in the Northern 

Cities Shift, the degree of participation was significantly different. Eckert’s findings echo 

Labov’s findings in the role of speaker identity as an important factor in sound change. 

Both studies confirm that social factors do influence language in ways that may 

contribute to sound change at large. 

In these particular studies, use of a specific variant indexed a particular identity. 

On Martha’s Vineyard, a centralized PRICE variant indexes a local identity while a non-

centralized PRICE variant indexes a mainland identity. For the Jocks, orientation towards 

the middle class, college, and the suburbs is indexed by a vowel system closer to 

Standard English; while for the Burnouts, orientation towards the working class, jobs, 

and the city is indexed by the vowel system of the Northern Cities shift. In Pittsburgh, 

MOUTH monophthongization historically indexed a working class identity (Johnstone, 

Andrus, & Danielson, 2006; Johnstone & Kiesling, 2008). However, recent awareness of 

the variant as unique to Pittsburgh has led to the indexicality changing. Rather than class-

based identity, use of MOUTH monophthongization now indexes the speaker’s identity 

as being from Pittsburgh. These studies and much of recent sociolinguistic work have 

shown that the indexical relationship between identity and language is important.   

This relationship between language variation and social indexicality is complex.  

It is not always the case that one variant indexes one social meaning; instead there are 

often multiple indexical relationships within a single local language variety. Silverstein 

(2003) describes different degrees of variation and potential indexicality inherent in a 
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linguistic system. The most basic level of variation, nth order in Silverstein’s terms, shows 

simple random variation, and may not have any associated social meaning. Each layer 

added to this basic level provides additional indexicality to the existing contextual 

understanding. For example, n+1st order variables may show differences in formality, but 

likely do not index identity in any strong way, while n+2nd order variables likely do index 

identity at a broad level – perhaps a category like class or gender – in addition to 

exhibiting the formality difference associated with n+1st order variables. As the indexical 

order increases, so too does the specificity of the property indexed. Each variable, 

therefore, potentially has a very wide indexical range – there is rarely a simple correlation 

between a single variable and a single social meaning. 

Of course, any kind of indexical relationship between language and identity 

requires that the listeners can differentiate both the different linguistic variables and 

properties of identity. Linguistic variants that are recognizably associated with specific 

identities are available to perform social work as well as linguistic work. That is, in the 

case of Martha’s Vineyard described above, a listener first has to recognize that a speaker 

is using a centralized PRICE variant, rather than other potential options; then the listener 

has to recognize that a particular group of Vineyarders, Chilmark fisherman, use that 

centralized variant while other groups do not. Once the listener has recognized the variant 

and a specific group uses it, she understands that the speaker associates himself with the 

identity of the fisherman even if the speaker is not actually a fisherman himself.   

How do listeners come to distinguish these relationships? Agha (2003) discusses 

the notion of enregisterment, whereby a set of linguistic features is identified as a socially 
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recognized register. Through a study of British Received Pronunciation, Agha shows that 

the cultural value of a language variety is not frozen in time but is a product of the 

practices of the speakers. He notes that in folk linguistics the term accent does not solely 

refer to the phonology of a speaker; it also refers to the speaker’s geographic identity. In 

this way, ways of speaking are linked not only to social markers of class but also directly 

to place. 

Similar to Martha’s Vineyard, Detroit, and Pittsburgh it is necessary to consider 

the ways in which identities of place and construction of specific identities will occur in 

East Austin. Will life-long African American and Hispanic residents seek to distinguish 

themselves from their newer Anglo neighbors? Will ethnicity be an important factor in 

considering who is an authentic East Austin resident? It is possible that speakers are now 

more aware of the particular language varieties that have existed in their neighborhoods 

as these varieties likely stand in contrast to the varieties spoken by the middle class 

Anglos who have moved in. If life-long East Austin residents do distinguish themselves 

from newer residents by employing a specific linguistic variant, it would provide 

interesting evidence of a language change in progress. It would also provide information 

about the social categories speakers perceive as relevant from which to distinguish or 

with which to align themselves. As will be discussed in Section 4.1, East Austin residents 

do employ both local and supra-regional variants in negotiating their identity with respect 

to gentrification; this is different from, for example, Martha’s Vineyard where a speaker’s 

specific geographic identity orientation drives the use of a given linguistic variant.   
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1.3. Linguistic Research on Texas English 
Texas’s identity as part of the United States is variously Southern and Western.  

Originally settled by people from the Southern and South Midland areas, previous 

dialectological work in Texas shows that Anglo Texas speech follows Southern speech 

patterns (Bailey, 1991; Johnstone, 1999; Thomas, 1997, 2001a). This includes both 

phonological variables as well as discourse styles such as metalinguistic displays of 

politeness and indirectness in interaction (Johnstone, 1999). The linguistic reality of a 

state the size of Texas is such that it cannot be described holistically. Texas has several 

metropolitan centers; each is likely to have linguistic particularities and deserves 

separate, fine-grained attention. In addition, there are pervasive cultural stereotypes about 

Texan identity. The identity of Texas, and of being from Texas, is like that in no other 

state. Geographically, Texas is described as variously western and southern, but it is 

simultaneously both and neither. Because of its history as first a former colony of Mexico 

and then as an independent nation, many residents feel very strong pride in the state of 

Texas and its history of independence. Identifying as Texan squarely places one’s 

identity in a category that transcends being either Western or Southern. These stereotypes 

are coupled with complicated issues of prestige: In rural parts of Texas, Texan identity 

may carry great local prestige, whereas in metropolitan areas, being stereotypically Texan 

might carry far less prestige. Linguistically, this contrast provides very interesting 

intersections of prestige and stigma that will likely be evident in linguistic performance.     

Nevertheless, sociolinguistic research on the variety of English that is spoken in 

Texas is lacking. With the exception of the work of Bailey and his colleagues (Bailey & 
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Bernstein, 1989; Bailey & Dyer, 1992; Bailey et al., 1991; Bailey, 1991; Tillery et al., 

2004), there is very little comprehensive, contemporary dialectological work published 

on Texas English. The work of Bailey and his colleagues seeks to describe Texas as a 

whole and is necessarily very broad. But as it is also derived from a single data set, we 

have limited knowledge of the extent of variation.   

Furthermore, little consideration has been given to varieties of English spoken by 

non-Anglos in Texas. Much of the existing research in Texas focuses on the variety 

spoken by Anglos, despite the state’s diverse population. While Bailey and his colleagues 

do briefly mention the speech of minority groups, the authors seem interested in African 

American and Hispanic speech only to the extent that they participate in the Anglo-led 

sound changes they have described. Cukor-Avila and Bailey (1995, 2001) take an 

ethnographic approach to studying African American English. Their research is 

conducted in a small town in rural Texas, yet the authors’ analysis of their data tends 

towards the discussion of the norms and rules of African American English at large, 

rather than describing what is regionally specific about this particular variety. Thomas’s 

(2001a) monograph provides an acoustic analysis of African American and Hispanic 

speakers in Texas. However the purpose of his research is to provide a broad, historical 

survey of general trends in varieties of New World English. In his analysis of minority 

speakers in Texas, he uses a small number of speakers from across the state. In sum, this 

body of research does not sufficiently describe local varieties of English spoken by 

minority speakers. Current sociolinguistic work is attempting to correct the lack of 

research both on mainstream varieties of English in Texas as well as minority varieties of 
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English in Texas (Hinrichs, Bohmann, & Gorman, 2013; Koops, 2010). The research 

presented here will further contribute to this effort by providing analysis of a rapidly 

changing area in East Austin.  

1.4. Structure of Dissertation 
 This dissertation will be structured as follows. Chapter 2 gives a brief overview of 

sociolinguistic variation research to help the reader place this study within variationist 

tradition. It also describes the data analyzed in this dissertation and provides the 

methodology used for analysis. Methodology that is specific to particular stages of 

analysis is discussed in the relevant chapter. It concludes with a suggestion for variation 

research moving forward.   

Chapter 3 provides an ethnographic description of East Austin, discusses the 

history and development of East Austin, and introduces the participants in this study.  An 

oral history of East Austin, as told by multiple residents, is given. This will allow the 

reader to appreciate some of the complex social issues encompassed in the development 

and gentrification of East Austin. This chapter also includes a discussion and analysis of 

ideologies of authenticity.   

Chapter 4 analyzes the production of GOOSE and GOAT vowels in East Austin.  

In particular, these vowels exhibit a range of F2 variation. This will be discussed and 

analyzed. This chapter discusses Texas’ place in the Southern Vowel Shift and presents a 

discussion of chain shift theory. Chain shift theory is related to the parallel fronting of 

GOOSE and GOAT in many regions. 
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Chapter 5 analyzes the near-merger of the LOT & THOUGHT vowels. These 

vowels are merging in many regions of the U.S. but the merger is a new process in Texas.  

This chapter investigates the extent to which it might be present among older, minority 

speakers in East Austin. Previous research has suggested that both African American 

speakers and Hispanic speakers tend to avoid the merger. The findings from East Austin 

are compared to findings from the larger Texas English Project. 

Chapter 6 concludes the dissertation with a discussion of the importance of this 

type of research for linguistics as a whole. 

The Appendix lists supporting material, such as sample interview questions, word 

lists, and the scripts and codes used for analysis. 
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Chapter 2:  Methodology 

 

2.0. Introduction and Structure of the Chapter 
 This dissertation approaches language use in East Austin from a variationist 

sociolinguistic perspective. This branch of sociolinguistics is historically rooted in 

dialectology and has evolved through explorations of the social meaning of language to 

the current emphasis on speaker style. This chapter discusses the history of variationist 

sociolinguistics so that the reader may understand the methodological background of the 

present study in context. Next this chapter discusses the specific data collection 

methodology relevant to this study and describes the data set. The general methodology 

for data analysis is also reviewed; methodology that is specific to the analysis given in 

Chapters 4 and 5 will be discussed in the respective chapter. Finally, this chapter returns 

to a discussion of suggestions for how researchers can utilize the best of variationist 

methodology. 

 At this point it is helpful to discuss the vowel notation that will be used in this 

dissertation. Linguistics typically uses the International Phonetic Alphabet to describe 

and discuss sounds.  A ‘binary notation’ system is often used in sociolinguistics (Labov 

et al., 2006, p. 12), though the name does not seem to be as widely used as the 

convention. The binary notation system is IPA-like, but some vowels are represented 

with symbols other than their IPA symbols. Rather than use either of these systems, 

which include symbols that may be unfamiliar to some readers, I use Wells’ keyword 

notation (1982) throughout this dissertation. Keyword notation makes the variable 
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accessible to a wider audience, since it is designed to be representative of the vowel class 

under discussion regardless of the variety of English. Sociolinguists often use competing 

symbols, I will use keyword notation as a clear and convenient way to represent the 

phonemes of that vowel class. Keywords are helpful for broad description, as will be 

presented here; for deeper analysis of the phonemes, more detailed symbols are likely 

required. The keywords along with their corresponding IPA and traditional 

sociolinguistic symbols as they are typically presented for General American English are 

displayed below in Table 2.1. 

 

Keyword IPA Binary 
FLEECE /i/ /iy/ 
KIT /ɪ/ /i/ 
FACE /e/, /ei/ /ey/ 
DRESS /ɛ/ /e/ 
TRAP /æ/ /æ/ 
LOT /ɑ/ /o/ 
THOUGHT /ɔ/ /oh/ 
GOAT /o/, /oʊ/ /ow/ 
FOOT /ʊ/ /u/ 
GOOSE /u/ /uw/ 
STRUT /ʌ/ /ʌ/ 
PRICE /ai/ /ay/ 
MOUTH /aʊ/ /aw/ 
CHOICE /ɔi/ /oy/ 

Table 2.1:  Keyword notation compared to IPA symbols 
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2.1.  Three Waves of Variationist Sociolinguistics 
Variationist research in general focuses on documenting and describing the 

myriad linguistic variants that exist in any given language variety. The history of 

variationist sociolinguistics has been described as encompassing three waves (Eckert, 

2005). In fact, this view has successfully taken hold in the variationist subfield to the 

extent that researchers will describe their research simply as “third wave,” for example.  

The first wave is traditional dialectology; the second wave brought a focus on indexical 

properties of variants; and the third wave is more speaker-centric. First-wave 

variationists, who are often termed dialectologists (as variationist sociolinguistics was not 

a subfield yet), were interested in the linguistic features occurring in a particular 

geographic place. This type of variationist research was primarily interested in 

documenting and describing geographic linguistic variation, particularly phonological 

variation; there was little interest in finding social motivation for the variation.  

Traditional linguistic atlases are an example of this type of research, such as Kurath 

(1949) and Kurath & McDavid (1961).   

While each wave of variation research documents attested variation in language 

for different purposes, first wave research does this explicitly and systematically for the 

sole purpose of documentation. If it is worth knowing the phonemes of a language, as it 

assuredly is, it similarly is worth knowing the variants of the phonemes that exist.  

Without this information, current researchers would not be able to conduct in-depth 

research on sound change over the last century, for example. In order to research sound 

change, we need to know what sounds were attested in the past and we need to know 
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what sounds are currently attested. If only for this reason, first-wave-type research is 

important and necessary and remains an essential field of inquiry. 

However, much of the original first wave research is now outdated and by itself 

does not tell us a great deal about the social distribution of local variants. It is also 

unrealistic to conduct a detailed dialectology project for an entire country. Such large 

scale projects, like The Atlas of North American English (Labov et al., 2006), often 

interview one or two people in selected metropolitan areas across the country. The result 

is a necessarily narrow picture of variation. It is also difficult to piece together a 

comprehensive view that represents various ethnicities; most atlas projects therefore 

select only respondents of the majority ethnicity.    

In the second wave of variation research, linguists became interested in the 

potential indexical properties of a variant. Eckert (2005) cites Labov’s Martha’s Vineyard 

study (1963) as an example of this type of inquiry. One particular strength of second 

wave variation research is the emphasis on linking local variants to social meaning.  

However, not all variation is equally meaningful, as linguists know; we seek to discover 

if variation is free or if it is conditioned perhaps by the phonetic environment in which 

the sound occurs. Since speakers use language in social interactions, it is important to 

explore whether there are social factors that condition variation along with the linguistic 

factors. After all, “no change takes place in a social vacuum” (Labov, 1963, p. 2).  In his 

study of Martha’s Vineyard, Labov (1963) documented different variants of the PRICE 

and MOUTH vowels. In analyzing the variation, he discerned that the speaker’s attitude 

towards Martha’s Vineyard, and particularly towards living on the island, was correlated 
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with which variant the speaker would produce. In this way, second wave variation 

research explores the socially meaningful factors for language variation.   

A primary weakness of this wave, however, is that second wave research can be 

essentializing and overlook fine distinctions, as the researcher imports his or her own 

view of the community. Researchers discuss what a given variant means in the 

community often without inquiring about the local opinion of that variant. For example, 

the researcher may note socially based variation and therefore associate a particular 

variant with a particular identity, essentially discovering a link between a social factor 

and a linguistic variant. This type of variation is often termed an indicator (Labov, 1994).   

But if the variation is not salient to the members of the community, or if they do not 

attribute any social meaning to it, one can wonder the significance of the discovery.  

The primary defining aspect of the third wave that Eckert describes is a more 

speaker-centric approach: speaker-defined communities of practice, rather than in 

researcher-defined speech communities. Another way that the speaker-centric 

methodology is expressed is by placing emphasis on speaker style, which can narrow 

research questions to the meaningful variation within a single speaker. This increasing 

emphasis on speaker-defined categories is a strength of third wave variationist inquiry.  

In previous research styles, the researcher would define the speech community and 

impose his or her interpretation of social groups or categories. Third wave research often 

utilizes communities of practice: a group that is defined by the members themselves, 

formed for some mutual purpose, and is further defined by the group’s pursuit of that 

purpose (Eckert & McConnell-Ginet, 1992). A book club, for example, is a community 
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of practice: a group of people who come together around their shared interest in reading 

and the community is made through their shared activity in reading and discussing books.  

Such community-defined categories are relevant to linguistic research because it is yet 

another social constraint that may influence language use. Researcher-defined categories 

may not be attuned to these local distinctions. 

Third wave’s emphasis on the speaker is also a weakness of this type of research 

as studies can often become intricately involved in the individual’s style or performance, 

without emphasis on the larger linguistic aspect. The primary motivation for the third 

wave is to learn more about what drives the variation observed in first wave studies, some 

of the later third wave studies seem to move away from this purpose. In these types of 

studies, language is often used as a means of investigating identity, rather than 

investigating linguistic behavior to learn more about language at large and the various 

ways speakers use and manipulate language. While it may be interesting and useful to 

understand such individual variation, these types of studies do not tell us very much 

about the nature or structure of language in general.  

This study is driven by the principles of the third wave. This research seeks to 

understand local meaning as defined by the speakers rather than meaning imposed by the 

researcher. It is still closely tied to principles of the first and second waves, as it 

addresses questions important to the larger linguistic system. Combining the three waves 

is important for sociolinguistic research, this will be discussed in more detail in Section 

2.3 below.   
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2.2. Methodology of the Study 
I conducted ethnographic observation in East Austin, attending monthly meetings 

of one neighborhood planning team (NPT) over a three-year period. This team’s planning 

area included six individual neighborhood associations; each neighborhood association 

had two representatives on the NPT board of directors. Long-time African American and 

Hispanic residents, as well as newer Anglo residents, attended these monthly meetings. I 

also observed several other NPT meetings throughout East Austin, though none as 

regularly as the meeting described above. Many participants were recruited from these 

meetings, and many were recruited through snowball sampling. In addition to the NPT 

meetings, I was invited to attend several community functions, such as holiday parties, 

block parties, and discussion groups. Furthermore, I volunteered as an adult literacy tutor 

for one year at a literacy center located in central East Austin. While the students at the 

center were not necessarily from the East Austin neighborhoods, tutoring gave me an 

opportunity to visit East Austin several times a week; many participants were also 

pleased to know that I was volunteering in their community.   

I conducted sociolinguistic interviews with twenty-seven residents of East Austin.  

Six interviews were conducted with recent residents, seven interviews with residents of at 

least twenty years and fourteen interviews were conducted with lifelong residents of East 

Austin. Table 2.2 below shows the demographic information for this corpus. The 

interviews were conducted in a quiet location of the participants’ choosing, typically at 

their home or a local library. The interview questions I used as a base were designed to 

engage the participant in conversation about East Austin. There were many times when 
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the conversation naturally veered away from the base questions, which I took as a sign of 

genuine conversation, and thus more informal speech. On average, interviews lasted 

approximately forty-five minutes to one hour.  

 

 Lifelong 20+ years Recent Total 
African American female 5 1 - 6 
African American male 2 2 - 4 
Hispanic female 2 1 - 3 
Hispanic male 5 2 - 7 
Anglo female - - 4 4 
Anglo male - 1 2 3 
Total 14 7 6 27 

Table 2.2: Participants by length of residence and ethnicity 

 

In addition to sociolinguistic interviews, I recorded word lists and short passages.  

Each participant was asked to read five word lists: one practice list with each vowel in 

both [h_d] and [b_t] contexts and four lists designed by the Texas English Project (TEP) 

to elicit many traditional features of Texas English. These lists also include the [h_d] and 

[b_t] contexts as a control. The reading passages consisted of three one-page passages:  

two were stories about Texas and Texan identity and the third passage was a neutral 

passage about rainbows. The Texas passages are based on the famous Arthur the Rat 

dialectology stories and were modified by Douglas Bigham, former Project Manager and 

current Research Associate of the TEP. The new story casts Arthur as an armadillo, a 

small animal common in Texas, rather than as a rat as in the original. In the original 

version, Arthur meets his end when he becomes the victim of indecisiveness. In the Texas 



 24 

version, Arthur is instead the hero of the story, modeling many of the qualities Texans 

typically admire, such as independence, decisiveness, and strong leadership. The first 

passage places the reader as a third party narrator to Arthur’s story while the second 

passage places the reader as the voice of Arthur himself, thereby eliciting a performance 

of Texas English. The word lists and reading passages were collected so that this data set 

is comparable to the whole TEP data set, only data from sociolinguistic interviews are 

analyzed here. All of the interview material, including sociolinguistic interview 

questions, word lists and reading passages, can be found in Appendix A.   

 With one exception, the author conducted all of the interviews. The interview 

with Delilah, an African American woman, was conducted by her neighbor who was an 

undergraduate fieldworker for the TEP. This decision was made primarily because of 

scheduling reasons, but having a familiar person conduct the interview can result in better 

conversational data as well. Because women are often the innovators of sound change, 

six female participants are used in the sociophonetic analysis; these participants will be 

introduced in detail in Chapter 3.  

Interviews typically covered a range of topics including East Austin’s 

development, the participant’s family, their favorite childhood memories, and their least 

favorite things about Austin. Each interview was recorded on a Zoom H4 digital recorder.  

The interviews were transcribed in ELAN using Standard English orthography.4 ELAN is 

a transcription program developed by the Max Planck Institute for Psycholinguistics and 

                                                
4 Many thanks to those who worked on the transcriptions: undergraduate research assistants Grace 
Momberger and Havilland Voss and special research assistant Andie O’Brien. 



 25 

made freely available to download at their website (Brugman & Russel, 2004).5 The 

software time-aligns the transcription with the sound file, and allows it to be exported in 

multiple formats for use in other programs. Additionally, the researcher is free to define 

multiple levels of transcription so many factors can be coded for at the appropriate time 

interval.   

Transcribed texts were uploaded to FAVE, a program developed and made freely 

available by the University of Pennsylvania to force-align text with sound segments 

(Rosenfelder, Fruehwald, Evanini, & Yuan, 2011). The user uploads the sound file and 

the transcription text file, which retains the time-aligned information from ELAN; each 

sound segment from the audio file is matched with the written symbol in the transcription 

text file. After processing, the user receives a TextGrid for Praat, a computer program 

designed to conduct acoustic measurements (Boersma & Weenik, 2013). The TextGrid 

displays the sound segment aligned with its written symbol and allows the user to view 

the sound wave and spectrogram for any selected sound segment. This TextGrid was then 

analyzed in Praat using a script to measure F1, F2, and F3 for each vowel at nine 

different temporal points. The spectrogram frequency range was set at 0 to 6500 Hz.  The 

script may be viewed in the Appendix.   

The script measures each vowel in the recording, so the data set must be trimmed 

to include only the relevant measurements. The first step to trim the data set was to 

remove any vowel with secondary stress, so that only vowels with primary stress were 

included in the final analysis. Additionally, only complete words were included in the 

                                                
5 http://tla.mpi.nl/tools/tla-tools/elan/ 
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analysis; misspoken words or false starts were removed from the data set. To further limit 

the data set, only cardinal vowels of American English were included, which is consistent 

with the TEP methodology. The final step to trim the data set was to remove any false 

measurements. For some vowels for some speakers, Praat and FAVE may mislabel F3 as 

F2 or other similar mistakes. Any vowel with reported measurements that fell obviously 

outside of the American English vowel space was removed from the data set: F1 values 

of less than 200 Hz or greater than 1500 Hz and F2 values of less than 500 Hz or greater 

than 3500 Hz. Other potential outliers were examined on a case-by-case basis and re-

measured by hand if appropriate. 

For analysis, measurements taken at the midpoint and at 80% of the vowel’s 

duration were chosen as the nucleus and glide measurements respectively. The 

measurements were then normalized using the Vowels package (Kendall & Thomas, 

2010) in R (R Development Core Team, 2011). Normalization is an important step to 

ensure the integrity of the dataset. The normalization process reduces acoustic effects of 

speakers’ different vocal tract lengths by applying a mathematical transformation to the 

formant measurements. The result is that normalized measurements are directly 

comparable to one another, since physical particularities of each speaker are removed.  

The Watt & Fabricius (WF) method was chosen as it has been shown to be among the 

best normalization methods in preserving the integrity of the original shape of the vowel 

space (Fabricius, Watt, & Johnson, 2009).  WF is a vowel extrinsic process that considers 

three points of the vowel space: the high front corner, the high back corner, and the 

bottom corner (Watt & Fabricius, 2002). The data set from the Texas English Project was 
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included along with the data set from East Austin as this allows all of the measurements 

to be normalized using the same specifications. After normalization, the values were 

scaled to Hertz-like units to allow the measurements to conform to standard vowel plots. 

For the sociophonetic analysis in Chapters 4 and 5, six female speakers were 

selected from the data set for analysis. Female speakers were chosen because they 

typically exhibit effects of language change before male speakers. If there are innovations 

in East Austin speech, we might see them among female speakers first. The particular 

speakers were chosen because they were born in East Austin and have lived most of their 

lives there; two are Hispanic speakers and four are African American speakers.   

Such a small sample size is certainly not ideal for a study on sound change as it 

does not provide statistical power.  Ethnographically based projects typically have a 

small sample size as we must consider the time investment in building relationships and 

conducting sociolinguistic interviews with speakers as compared to nearly anonymous 

linguistic survey data. Large-scale projects, like the Atlas of North American English, use 

survey techniques and are able to collect a wide range of data across the country, yet 

conclusions are often drawn on a small subset. For example, the discussion of Texas in 

the ANAE relies on just 17 speakers and the discussion of the Texas South dialect region 

relies on just 8 speakers (Labov et al., 2006, p. 131). Additionally, many variationist 

studies utilize small sample sizes (c.f., Becker, 2009; Fridland, 2003; Podesva, 2007). 

While not ideal from a statistical sampling perspective, we can still learn from small, 

concentrated samples such as this.    
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2.3. Integrating Variationist Techniques 
As each of the three waves of variation research has added new and beneficial 

methodology, it has also discarded methods from the preceding wave of variation 

research. Hazen (2011) calls for combining all three waves of variationism as the best 

practice for variationist sociolinguistics:  

To understand fully how dialects operate, it is important to understand the 
orderly heterogeneity of language variation [first wave] and also how 
individuals perceive and create social meaning with that heterogeneity 
[second and third wave]. (Hazen, 2011, p. 42) 

 

By including methods of all three waves of variationist research, linguists can better 

describe and explain dialects (Hazen, 2011). I agree with Hazen’s suggestions, that 

researchers should take a hybrid approach, utilizing the best practices from each wave, 

rather than abandoning the old waves entirely. An important outcome for variationist 

inquiry, and linguistic inquiry at large, should be more complete descriptions and 

explanations of different varieties of a language. An open question is how researchers 

should pursue this goal of combining the waves.   

 As with any research, there are limitations to traditional sociolinguistic 

methodology and linguists need to avoid researcher-imposed interpretation. How are we 

to know what a speaker’s use of a particular variant means in a given community, if all 

we have is speech data? How can we be sure the researcher’s interpretation matches the 

local listener’s interpretation for a given variant? Furthermore, certain research 

methodologies, such as those designed to elicit a particular variant, can be short sighted. 

For example, the TEP has access to data recorded in the 1980s for a project to research 
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the PRICE vowel in Texas. Included in this corpus are a large number of reading 

passages that could be useful for real-time studies of sound change. However, because 

the original project investigated the PRICE vowel, there are an insufficient number of 

tokens of other vowels.   

 One solution to this problem could be to conduct sociolinguistic interviews to 

record a variety of tokens used in semi-natural speech. But interviews, while traditional 

for second and third wave-type studies, present limitations as well. In situations where 

the researcher is not intimately familiar with the community, how does the researcher 

know what questions or topics will encourage fruitful conversation? What if the 

researcher does not ask the “right” questions?  

 To accomplish the goal of incorporating all three waves of variationist research as 

well as to constrain as far as possible the inherent limitations of data collection, one 

potential method includes large-scale, longitudinal projects, similar to the Texas English 

Project. However, this type of project may be difficult without a team of researchers to 

conduct fieldwork and analyze the data. Another method that can be undertaken on a 

smaller scale is ethnography. Ethnography is highly relevant to sociolinguistic fieldwork 

in that it can combine the best features of all three waves of variationist methodology and 

encourage the researcher to understand the data from a local perspective. Researchers can 

collect a range of data to encompass all three methodological waves: interview and 

naturalistic data, word list data, reading passages, even performance speech. Recording 

performance speech elicits popular views of a given variety, which might display core 

features of the variety (Schilling-Estes, 1998). Ethnographers develop local knowledge of 
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the community in which they are conducting research and so develop a greater 

understanding of local perspective, local issues and important themes in the community.  

With this local knowledge, sociolinguistic interviews might be more conversational and 

naturalistic – especially if the researcher has developed relationships with the speakers 

through their mutual engagement in the community. Interviews can, and should, be 

structured so that the researcher asks questions that are relevant to the community; 

furthermore, it should be easy for the ethnographer to design interview questions in this 

way.   

In summary, combining data collection methods of the first three waves of 

variation research with an ethnographic approach leads to a greater understanding of the 

sounds under study. Word lists and reading passages provide a wealth of data, but in 

order to interpret the data appropriately the researcher should understand the social 

environment of the speakers. Combining these traditional dialectological and 

sociolinguistic methods with an ethnographic approach yields a strong understanding of 

the local history and current political issues at work in East Austin with which to analyze 

the range of speech data collected. As linguists, we should not only document change, but 

also endeavor to find the motivations of sound change. If we don’t know the social 

context of sound change, we miss a crucial piece of the linguistic puzzle.   
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Chapter 3: Ethnographic Description of East Austin 

 

3.0. Introduction 
 The goal of this chapter is to introduce the reader to East Austin.  It begins with a 

brief overview of East Austin, including the demographics. Then, the primary speakers’ 

biographies are described. These are the participants whose stories are included in this 

chapter, and a subset of these participants is used for the sociophonetic analysis in 

Chapters 4 and 5.  The history of East Austin is discussed, followed by an oral history as 

described by the participants. This is followed by a discussion and analysis of 

authenticity in East Austin, including who may claim “true” Eastsider status as well as 

what counts as authentically East Austin at large.   

3.1.  East Austin 
  At the time of segregation in 1928, the area that would become East Austin was 

on the outskirts of the city boundaries. Austin has grown to such an extent that currently 

there are sections of East Austin that could be considered downtown. As gentrification 

has displaced many residents and businesses, East Austin has responded with an effort to 

preserve local landmarks and historic buildings as well as to curb over-development.  

Such discourse serves to raise awareness of East Austin as a separate entity from the rest 

of Austin, and a place that is changing from what it had been. The social dynamics of 

East Austin are changing as it becomes recognized as a trendy area of the city with 

desirable restaurants and nightlife. Because of this shifting association, it is an interesting 

place to investigate local social meaning. It is likely that residents have ideologies of 
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whom or what “counts” as East Austin; it is important to identify such ideologies in order 

to better understand the community at large. 

Traditionally, the Hispanic neighborhoods were in South East Austin, close to the 

river, while the African American neighborhoods were in Central East Austin. Today, the 

neighborhoods in East Austin are economically, ethnically and socially diverse. Each 

neighborhood has a mix of old and new residents, a mix of houses in various states of 

upkeep, a mix of yard types. It is common to see empty lots, and small houses that are in 

poor shape. These speak to the low income and poverty that is still extant in many parts 

of East Austin. Many elderly residents own their houses but cannot afford to make 

necessary repairs, at least in part because of the high property taxes. It is equally common 

to see houses that are new or have been remodeled and look modern: they often have 

multiple stories and multicar garages. These homes appear extravagant beside the 

smaller, run-down shacks. This dichotomy represents the extremes; many of the houses in 

East Austin are average-looking homes that might only be remarkable for a vibrant 

exterior color. In fact, when Austinites comment about East Austin, they often mention 

the “local color” in a literal description of the scenery.   

East Austin has many parks and community spaces: there are often pick-up games 

of basketball or baseball as well as formally organized activities like youth sports. On the 

right day at the right time, an observer might see a parade of cars with extravagant 

customization. The parade ends at a park near the river where aficionados can admire the 

alterations the owners have made to their cars. The parks host concerts and events on 
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local holidays, like Juneteenth, which commemorates June 19, 1865, the day that news of 

emancipation reached Texas.  

Throughout Austin, there is a perception that East Austin is crime-ridden. Crime 

data from 1970 confirms that East Austin did have the city’s highest crime rate, 19.5% of 

the city’s overall crime – the next highest crime area was in the downtown area, which 

had 12.9% of the city’s overall crime (Austin Police Department, 1970). Crime data from 

2010, however, demonstrates that East Austin is no longer the area with the most crime. 

East Austin had approximately 6% of the city’s overall crime, making it the seventh 

highest area, while the highest area, in southeast Austin, had 9.4% of the overall crime 

(Austin Police Department, 2010). It should be noted that the percentages given here are 

not directly comparable, as the city has grown in the intervening forty years, so we 

cannot say with any certainty whether there is less overall criminal activity in East Austin 

now than in 1970. However, it is worth noting that East Austin no longer has the highest 

crime area in the city, even though that reputation persists in the popular imagination 

outside of East Austin.   

 When asked about the crime rate in her neighborhood, one of the participants in 

the study, Sandra, did not feel that it was any higher than the rest of the city. When I 

asked if theft was a common problem in her neighborhood, she responded with the 

following:   

 

“I mean, it happens.  But I would think the crime rate is even lower, 
because everybody knows everybody. […] You can go outside, you can 
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walk your dog.  I don’t think you have to really be afraid that someone’s 
going to jump you.” 

 

The sentiment that crime likely no higher in East Austin was fairly common among 

participants who commented on the crime. As mentioned above, East Austin residents’ 

intuition about crime contradicts that of Austin residents who do not live in East Austin.  

Most of the participants who discussed crime acknowledged needing to take common 

sense precautions, such as locking doors, but none of the precautions seemed 

unreasonable to any of the participants. Many people felt that the crime rate was likely 

comparable to other neighborhoods with a similar mix of commercial and residential 

spaces. This perception appears to be borne out by the current crime statistics. 

3.2. Biographies of the Speakers 
Sociolinguistic interviews were conducted with 26 current residents of East 

Austin. Some were born, raised and have lived their entire lives in East Austin, others of 

them have moved to the Eastside more recently. The following section will provide a 

brief biography of the eleven speakers who are discussed in depth in this dissertation. Six 

of these speakers make up the sample that is analyzed in Chapters 4 and 5; an additional 

five of them are only discussed in this chapter. All of the speakers are identified with a 

pseudonym, for reasons of confidentiality. Insights from the entire corpus of interviews 

inform the discussion of authenticity in Section 3.4 of this chapter. 

Marina is a Hispanic woman in her mid 40s at the time of recording. She owns a 

home that was recently built in a neighborhood a few blocks away from her parents’ 
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house. The neighborhood where she lives now was developed within the last ten or 

fifteen years and includes people who have lived in East Austin for a long time as well as 

people who moved to East Austin recently. Marina is bilingual in Spanish and English, 

but considers English to be her primary language. Home ownership is extremely 

important to Marina, she often made the comment that “your home is your treasure” and 

that a person who owns a home should keep it under all circumstances. In addition to her 

own home, she still owns her parents’ home. She has researched ways residents can 

dispute their increasing property tax bills to try to hold on to their home despite 

gentrification; she helps her friends and neighbors with this process.   

Sandra is a Hispanic woman in her mid 50s at the time of recording. Her house 

has been in her family for three generations. In fact, her grandfather actually built the 

house across the street at the same time her current home was being built. She says that 

when the homes were completed, the respective residents decided to swap houses. Her 

house has a cellar, a unique feature in the area due to the underlying rock shelf, of which 

she is quite proud. She owns not only the house she lives in, but also several others that 

she keeps as rental property. At the time of her interview, two of the houses were being 

rented by Anglo residents. She has a beautiful yard and many gardens; neighbors 

frequently stop by to admire and talk to her about her gardens. Sandra is very proud of 

the history of her home; she talked about the original small dimensions of the house and 

how her parents expanded it and she herself built on as well. She has adult children and 

she hopes they will someday want to live in the family home in East Austin. In addition 

to her own houses in the neighborhood, she has several extended family members who 
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own property in the neighborhood. This pattern of family members living in the same 

area is quite common in East Austin, at least among the Hispanic residents. 

Erie is an African American woman in her mid 60s at the time of recording. She 

was born in Chicago and has lived in East Austin for most of her life, though she did 

spend some time away to attend college and graduate school. The house where she 

currently lives is the house where she grew up. She is the fourth generation of her family 

to graduate from college and the fifth generation to be an educator, a truly impressive 

legacy. Erie is very active in her church where she participates in several different 

groups. Living through segregation, she told remarkable stories about her childhood and 

the racism she experienced growing up in East Austin. When I asked her if Austin was 

any less racist now, she said, “Well a monkey can swing from one tree to another, but a 

monkey’s still a monkey.” 

 Nora is an African American woman in her mid 60s. She moved to East Austin 

when she was 3. She has an adult daughter and her elderly mother lives in her home with 

her. Though Nora is retired now, she is a registered nurse by training. She has several 

brothers who are also retired; her family makes an effort to take a vacation together once 

a year. Her immediate neighbors are Anglos who have moved to East Austin recently.  

She seems resigned to the fact that new residents often do not show interest in becoming 

involved with the community. She feels that there is a sense of the new residents “waiting 

out” the older African American residents. 

 Susanna is an African American woman in her late 40s. She moved to East Austin 

around 1970 when she was 9 years old; because of this, she does not consider herself to 
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be a true Eastsider. The people she considers to be true Eastsiders are people like her 

husband’s parents, who were born and raised in East Austin and who have lived their 

whole lives there. Susanna currently lives in a northern suburb of Austin. Many African 

Americans have moved out of East Austin to this area as property in East Austin became 

unaffordable. Even though she no longer lives on the Eastside, Susanna still feels ties to 

the community and goes there regularly both for work and for personal reasons. 

 Delilah is an African American woman in her early 40s. She was born and raised 

in East Austin. She has two adult children, one of whom had recently become her 

family’s first college graduate. Delilah prefers a bicycle as her mode of transportation and 

can be seen all over Austin on her bike; she estimates that she might ride up to 50 miles a 

day. The neighborhood where she lives is still the same area where she grew up; she 

talked about the changes she has seen in the neighborhood, and feels that some of the 

new people moving in are really distrustful and unfriendly. She said that she just likes to 

get to know who is living near her, be friendly, and see if there is a way she can help 

them out because she likes to help people. 

 Madison is an Anglo woman in her 40s. She moved to East Austin about ten years 

before I interviewed her. Madison has been very active in her local neighborhood 

association as well as the neighborhood planning team, which coordinates with the city 

about matters such as zoning. She has also been involved with social issues affecting 

Austin and East Austin. At the time of her interview, she was renting an older home that 

had been recently renovated. They chose to rent because they loved that specific home: 

the house is large and beautiful, and it overlooks a park in a wonderful neighborhood. At 
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the time, Madison said she could not imagine finding a nicer home, in East Austin or 

elsewhere; after living there for over a decade, they have recently bought the home. In a 

follow up interview, Madison said that they looked at other houses in other areas, but 

none of them felt like home the way that their house in East Austin feels like home. 

 Matthew is an Anglo man in his 40s. He is involved with an organization that is 

committed to affordable housing in East Austin. He moved to East Austin in the 1980s 

when he was doing his graduate work at the University of Texas. He continues to live in 

the house he originally bought, with his wife and their children. His long tenure in East 

Austin gives him an interesting perspective on the changes to the area and it has also 

allowed him to achieve a kind of in-group status in the community, as will be discussed 

below in Section 4. 

 Nadra is an African American woman in her 40s. She is a furniture designer and 

artist. She moved to East Austin from Chicago in 1989 and currently lives in a rented 

home. When I asked why she wanted to live in East Austin, she told me that she 

gravitated towards the Eastside because that is where the Black people were in Austin.  

Many people that I interviewed had a deep-rooted connection to the community, but 

Nadra’s connection was almost spiritual. She talked about the energy in the area and that 

she could feel “the ancestors and ancestresses that are running around and speaking all 

the time.” Perhaps because of this connection, she maintains a shrine house for the deities 

of her African traditions. She has adult children who currently live in East Austin as well. 

 Leo is a Hispanic man in his mid 30s at the time of the interview. He was born 

and raised in East Austin, moved away to attend college, and then moved back to East 
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Austin after graduating. His mother’s family and his father’s family are both very large, 

and he has a lot of cousins in the area. There are many small business owners among his 

family. Leo talked a lot about the sense of community on the Eastside. He said, “We have 

a lot of friends that I never knew weren’t family. Because they were family.” When I 

asked if this sense of community was still there, even today, he agreed that it was; that 

being from the Eastside made you part of something and you would help each other out 

regardless of whether you were friends or not.   

Jerry is Leo’s paternal uncle; he is in his early 60s. He was also born and raised in 

East Austin; in fact most of Jerry and Leo’s family lives on the same few blocks in their 

neighborhood. Jerry’s involvement in local events extends back several years, so much so 

that Leo referred to him as “the mayor of the Eastside.” He was active in getting the area 

rezoned to exclude industrial facilities and was active in his neighborhood’s planning 

process in the 1990s. Jerry decorates his entire street each year for Christmas. When I 

visited him, it was a week before Thanksgiving, and he was worried that he had not made 

enough progress yet. To a casual observer, it already looked complete.   

 Henry is a Hispanic man in his 50s; he was born and raised in East Austin. Henry 

worries about gentrification and feels that East Austin is under threat from it. By this he 

means both in the usual sense that some residents will lose their homes as property taxes 

rise, but also that an underlying feature of East Austin, the nature of the community, will 

be lost in the process of gentrification. During the course of our conversations, Henry 

spoke to me about the different experiences he had growing up in East Austin. He is 

proud of the time he had the opportunity to meet the actress Carol Burnet. One of the 
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nuns in his church parish had family ties to the caterer of the event at which she was 

appearing, “It helps to know someone,” he said. 

3.3. The History of East Austin 
Originally named Waterloo, Austin was first settled in 1835; it was incorporated 

as a city in 1839 and the name was changed to Austin. The first African American 

settlement in Austin was Masontown in 1867; it was located in present-day East Austin, 

between 3rd and 6th street, Waller Creek, and Chicon Street (Manaster, 1986). The next 

African American settlements were both on the west side of the city: Wheatville6 in 1869 

and Clarksville in 1871 (Manaster, 1986). Between 1865-1879 there were 24 African 

American communities throughout both eastern and western Austin (Brewer, 1940).  

There were slaves in Travis County as early as 1840 and the first free African Americans 

in Travis County appear on the census rolls in 1850; that same year in Austin there was 

one free African American and no slaves listed (Brewer, 1940). By 1936, the African 

American population of Austin was about 14,000 (Brewer, 1940). 

The earliest documentation of Mexicans or Mexican-Americans living in Austin 

is in 1890. They lived in a settlement on the west side of the city: north of the Colorado 

River and close to the mouth of Shoal Creek – near present-day San Antonio and Cesar 

Chavez Streets (Allen, 1993). Connell (1925) describes three settlements in Austin. In 

addition to the community near Shoal Creek, there was also a settlement immediately to 

the east of the Capitol, bordered by 14th Street, Trinity Street, 6th Street, and East 

                                                
6 Contemporary residents of Austin may be familiar with this term as Wheatsville.  This spelling appears to 
be a later convention, as many older documents refer to the area as Wheatville. 



 41 

Avenue. The third settlement Connell describes as being in the “outer municipal limits” 

of Austin and likely refers to an area in present-day East Austin (1925, p. 1). Of the three 

settlements described, Mexicans owned their own homes only in East Austin (Connell, 

1925). These communities were described as largely transient, with the majority of 

residents born in Mexico. The federal census of 1860 shows only 27 Mexicans living in 

Austin, and by 1930 there were around 5,000 (Allen, 1993). 

In 1928, the Koch and Fowler plan proposed relocating all African Americans, 

and likely Mexican Americans though they aren’t specifically named, to present-day East 

Austin. Because it was illegal to officially zone a city based on race, the planners instead 

placed all city services for African Americans in East Austin. Of the existing African 

American communities, only those in East Austin had water or sewer service, garbage 

removal, and fire hydrants. Additionally, the city placed all recreational facilities for 

African Americans on the Eastside and eventually moved all of the schools to East Austin 

as well. Even though African American households could receive public utilities in East 

Austin, those services were not available until years after they were available for Anglo 

households in the rest of Austin (Jackson, 1979). Centralizing all services and facilities 

for African Americans in East Austin was a major contributing factor to the 

disintegration of the existing African American communities around Austin. One notable 

exception is Clarksville, which remained an African American community through the 

late 20th century. Because the original founders of Clarksville were related, dense kinship 

networks persisted and many residents were reluctant to leave until they were forced out 

by gentrification (Henneberger, 1978; Jackson, 1979). 
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Initially, African American residents in East Austin felt that they were receiving 

“better consideration from the city” and that the city was being “fairer and more just in 

their dealings with Negroes” (Brewer, 1940, p. 34). The benefit of hindsight and history 

demonstrates that this is not the case at all, however. The city of Austin gained control of 

the water system from private enterprises in 1895, service was extended to East Austin in 

1902; the city-operated sewer system began in 1913 but East Austin was not included 

until 1930 (Jackson, 1979). In 1873, the city of Austin added curbstones, sidewalks and 

graded streets to improve drainage and run off; in East Austin similar improvements were 

first made nearly a century later in the late 1960s as part of the Urban Renewal program 

(Jackson, 1979; Manaster, 1986). 

Jackson suggests that unavailability of bank financing helped keep East Austin 

under-developed. Because people could not secure loans at all, never mind sufficient 

loans, development was inconsistent at best.   

Those able to secure financing built simple, often unattractive, box-
shaped, frame houses. To compensate for the small loans, owners often 
had to settle for inferior structures built with inferior materials (Jackson, 
1979, p. 136).   
 

These lending practices led to development patterns that became the basis for East Austin 

through at least the late 20th century – one can still see evidence of these patterns and 

practices today.  

3.3.1 Oral History 
The oral history of East Austin is as compelling as any official account of the city 

of Austin’s past. The following stories were elicited during sociolinguistic interviews.  
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They are arranged in order to roughly chronicle the development of East Austin, as it 

exists in living memory. They tell the story of the rural beginnings of East Austin, 

through segregation, through a period of abject neglect, and to the current gentrification.  

Even through this history, a sense of community persists in many of the stories told. To 

better highlight this oral history, the transcriptions have been edited to remove false starts 

and disfluent speech to enhance ease of reading. The stories are identified by the 

speaker’s pseudonym. 

 

“You know where Oakwood Cemetery is, right? Well I was there on 14th Street 

when Oakwood Cemetery had a little white picket fence. We used to walk through that 

cemetery, from 14th to MLK. And we used to get grapes, wild grapes, at the cemetery.  

And my mother would make grape cobblers out of it, we did that. And we used to have 

cows, OK? I used to take those cows and have to stake them. You know what they would 

call stake, you’d take them and graze them, down the street, and then you’d have to stake 

them. And when I’d see my school kids coming, I’d see them coming and I’d drop that 

chain and [turns her back on the camera] and play like I wasn’t even there.” [Cora, born 

1931] 

 

 “I remember my Dad had a ‘36 Chevrolet. And I don’t know what was going on 

at the end of school, but I had to ride with my dad. It must have been four kids with me, 

and we all got into my Dad’s car. And we rode down to Dacy’s Shoe Store, […] Mr. 

Dacy used to give each of the kids two pairs of shoes. Because, see, they wouldn’t let the 
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black folks get shoes until Fridays, and by that time all the shoes would be gone.” [Erie, 

born 1946] 

 

 “When I was in grade school, probably around the early ‘60s, one of our 

neighbors had the idea of putting on a neighborhood, sort of a talent show. Recruited all 

the neighbors that lived in the immediate area and we had a little, it was like a dance-a-

thon or something. And boy-girl, boy-girl would represent a different country or a 

different ethnic group or whatever. And they had it, the play was held at the old 

Guadalupe church, which is no longer standing. It was entitled “Around the World in 80 

Minutes.” I remember getting dressed up as a gaucho and the girl was in Argentine dress 

or Brazilian or whatever. We had a little dance routine. It was the whole neighborhood 

[…] We had a spotlight, in the old balcony, they had different colors, like the NBC 

Peacock. Just neighborhood stuff, you know.” [Henry, born c. 1952] 

 

 “Well, when it came time to go to graduate school, or just say to college, 

everybody had to leave here. There was no place to go. Unless you went to a land grant 

school. And so many went to the Midwest, to California, to D.C., or at least got above the 

Mason Dixon line, in order to find a decent job. You had to go some place else; there was 

no industry here. I laugh about it now, but we weren’t laughing then. It was ’64, ’65 and 

we were talking about teaching school. There were four of us, we set down and made a 

list of the Black teachers that we thought would be retiring soon – wasn’t too many. And 

you couldn’t get a job in a white school. There was no industry here. I mean, what are 
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you going to do, clean up somebody’s kitchen for a living? And you’ve got a college 

degree? So people left.” [Erie, born 1946] 

 

 “I can remember being like in junior high or high school, which is in like ’73, 

1976, and our street on 9th Street was made out of dirt. Isn’t that unbelievable? Dirt. It 

was dirt. And I remember that when it rained real bad, we had to park, the people in our 

street had to park, at the very beginning of the street because of the mud and all that.  

Isn’t that unbelievable, that all the streets were paved, but for some reason or other it was 

just not a priority. I mean, I could understand if it was back in the ‘50s, that’s 

understandable that the streets weren’t paved. But, you know.” [Marina, born c. 1963] 

 

 “I remember when I first moved here, August of ’86. Watching the school bus 

drop the kids off at the corner of 10th and Waller and there was about a six foot two inch 

tall African American transvestite prostitute wearing a bright yellow miniskirt and high 

heels. I thought, ‘Man, there’s something wrong with this picture.’ Because here’s the 

school bus unloading, and there’s this – middle of the day – hooker on the corner. We 

used to call them Hey Heys and Yo Yos, because all night long it was “Hey, hey!” “Yo, 

yo, yo, yo!” All night long.” [Matthew, born c. 1960] 

 

“I think in the late 1990s, or around 2000, they decided to subdivide the city into 

different neighborhood planning areas and let the neighborhoods in most areas do a 

neighborhood plan. […] I think we started seeing the changing, the shifting, when we did 
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our neighborhood plan. Most of the neighborhoods in our part of East Austin were zoned 

light industrial to industrial. It happened that any kind of industrial company could come 

and buy the house next door to you, or buy two houses, and set up shop there. So the first 

thing we wanted to do in our neighborhood planning was to go back and change all the 

zonings to what the land use was really being used as. Then we decided where we 

thought the industrial or light industrial businesses could be located. Through our 

neighborhood planning we changed over 600 zonings and we were only opposed by, I’m 

going to take a wild guess and say, maybe three or four.  […]  

That’s when we started seeing land being worth more because now that land was 

zoned properly, so we started seeing that change happen. The first thing that happened 

was mostly renters, many renters, getting displaced. Not so much because ‘Hey, you 

gotta leave,’ but because, ‘OK, you been used to paying $300 in rent for forever, but now 

we can actually rent for a lot more.’ Then of course a lot of other people started selling 

their properties too, for one reason or another. I guess they describe gentrification as 

when a much higher income group of people move in to an area that was first very low 

income. I can say some gentrification did happen and is happening as older people, 

especially if they have medical problems, they have to decide. They still pay some kind 

of property taxes, and many of them cannot afford the taxes.” [Jerry, born c. 1948] 

 

“I’ve met a lot of the new people that have moved in and I’m fine with that. You 

know, it’s all pretty well integrated. Before, it used to be predominantly Hispanic, and 

then the Mexicans started moving in, and then it started getting more and more 
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integrated. So now it’s like, it’s all mixed. I see Blacks, I see Whites, I see Mexicans, I 

see Hispanics, you know? No telling what they are, but it’s very well integrated.  […]  I 

would say it’s diverse. Even in my neighborhood, let’s say that at one point it was a 

hundred percent Hispanic. Okay, ninety-nine percent Hispanic and one percent Mexican.  

We didn’t have no Blacks. I think maybe we had one family that was white. And now I 

can easily just point out [counting] six Anglos in a one block radius, and one black 

family.” [Sandra, born c. 1955] 

 

 This collection of stories highlights East Austin’s development from a nearly rural 

area where people walked their cows down the street to graze, to a more urban area with 

dirt roads, to an urban area with blatant crime, to the diverse area it is now. In response to 

a question about what makes East Austin unique, many people discussed its central 

location or the parks or the close neighborhoods. But Erie said, “It’s home. And it just 

happens to be East Austin.” Even through segregation, urban blight, and gentrification, 

East Austin remains “just home” to many people. This oral history is a very important 

source for understanding the development and current gentrification of East Austin. It is 

easy to get mired in the history and circumstances of East Austin and to imagine it in an 

essentialist way. No matter how it is imagined, East Austin simultaneously contains all of 

these parts equally – segregation, blight, and gentrification. Because of this, it is 

important for a researcher to attempt to understand the local perspective before carrying 

forth any analysis. 
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3.4. Authenticity & East Austin 
East 11th Street is a major commercial area in East Austin, as you travel along it 

you will see historical buildings that have been remodeled and now hold trendy bars and 

yoga studios. You will also see bright mosaics celebrating East Austin’s history as a 

cultural center for African American and Hispanic residents. The Victory Grill, an old 

nightclub and restaurant, was a venue on the “Chitlin Circuit” during the Jim Crow Era; it 

featured African American performers who were not able to play on the other side of 

town (Kerr, 2004). The side of it displays a mural portraying some of the artists who 

played there. Currently the Victory Grill hosts the Purple Bean coffee shop and is still a 

music venue in the evenings. For better or for worse, this kind of repurposing of old 

buildings contributes to gentrification. On one hand, new customers are being welcomed 

into East Austin and the history of the community is being celebrated. On the other hand, 

the old business owners have been priced out as barbeque and soul food restaurants give 

way to bistros boasting organic, locally sourced, sustainable – and expensive – food.   

The contrast between trendy and traditional raises the question of what is truly 

East Austin. This section will explore ideologies of what is authentic Eastside. It should 

be noted here that the terms East Austin and Eastside are currently used interchangeably, 

both in East Austin and in Austin at large. However, this was not always the case.7 I 

interpret the widespread use of the toponym Eastside as an example of the perceived 

trendiness of East Austin by the greater Austin community: The Eastside has become 

commodified as a destination. This section will discuss conceptions of authenticity and 

                                                
7 My thanks to Jurgen Streeck for pointing this out. 
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the authentic speaker. With regard to East Austin, it will explore who is an authentic 

member of the community and what is considered to be authentic East Austin. Can any 

resident or business be considered authentic?  Do they have to have a long community 

presence? Do they have to be of a particular race or ethnicity? With regard to ideologies 

of authenticity, there are two important questions: first, who decides who or what is 

authentic? And second, does authenticity matter? Participants and researchers alike have 

ideas of what authentic is and what it means in the community. Such ideologies are likely 

to be inherent, and researchers should be prepared to wrestle with them. These are 

questions we might ask as research questions about a field site, but they are also 

important to ask about academic ideas of authenticity. I argue that questions of 

authenticity are important and relevant for sociolinguistic studies. If we are to consider 

local notions of authenticity in our research, it is necessary to examine and understand 

these ideologies. 

As we consider authenticity, it is necessary to ask what is meant by the term.  

Outside of academia, something that is authentic might be something that is true or real.  

It could be an artifact in a museum, something that can be researched and verified. With 

this view, we might look at authenticity as something that objectively exists and can be 

discovered. In another view, we might consider something to be authentic if it fits within 

our range of understanding of its essence: perhaps “authentic” ethnic cuisine. There are 

many varieties of, for example, Italian fare and so a dish needs only to be recognizable as 

belonging to that spectrum to be considered an authentic Italian dish. Handler (1986) 

describes authenticity as a Western culture construct and so we cannot assign objective 
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qualifications for authenticity. Rather than a narrow view of what can be called authentic, 

he says that “[e]ach thing is authentic because it is, it exists…” (1986, p. 3). He describes 

authenticity as embedded in theory and in the ideologies of the popular imagination. 

Because it is embedded, it is necessary to continue to investigate ideologies of 

authenticity so we may understand the ways in which they inform our theories and how 

they play a role in our studies. 

Handler & Linnekin (1984) interrogate the conventional understanding of 

tradition as a contrast between old and new.  They claim that this dichotomy is false and 

instead they evolve gradually through time: “traditions are like organisms that grow and 

change while yet remaining themselves” (1984, p. 275). Rather than being an objective 

quality, tradition is a symbolic process – an assigned meaning. Likewise, authenticity is 

similarly symbolic.  It “is always defined in the present” and does not always rely on the 

historical truth of the past but rather how we understand the past in our present time 

(1984, p. 286). With this in mind, it is likely that researchers in the future might 

investigate the hipster culture of “authentic” East Austin. Though the idea might seem 

blasphemous to the participants in this research study, the symbolic value of authentic 

East Austin will almost assuredly change over time.  

If authenticity is a social construct, we must ask who constructs it. Lindholm 

(2002) suggests that claims to authenticity, or perhaps the ability to confer authenticity, is 

an assertion of hegemony. It certainly seems true that those who are allowed to judge an 

artifact to be authentic hold power. In East Austin, the residents who are often called 

“authentic” are essentially powerless as it is in fact people who are part of the hegemonic 
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culture who most often confer the “authentic” label on to specific residents. Lindholm 

also suggests that the search for authenticity becomes prominent in the face of threats of 

modernity as we struggle to regain, or retain, an understanding of significance. Perhaps 

without the threat of gentrification, we could not discuss authenticity in East Austin; 

perhaps any discussion of authentic East Austin needs an opposing ideology – something 

that is not authentic East Austin. Is it the case that authenticity requires a contrast? For 

something to be authentic, does it require something else to therefore be inauthentic? 

Johnson (2000) suggests this; citing Bendix (1997), she describes that the very idea of 

authenticity suggests that something exists that is opposite. But, as has been discussed 

(e.g., Gable & Handler, 1996; Johnson, 2000; Linnekin, 1991), no matter the ways in 

which researchers problematize authenticity, it remains an existent social construct in the 

societies we investigate and we should not be quick to dismiss or ignore such ideologies.  

Within sociolinguistics, philosophies of authenticity often manifest in ideologies 

of the authentic speaker; these philosophies have lately and rightly been called into 

question in the literature. As linguists, we recognize that “the authentic speaker,” 

someone who was born in a certain place, speaks the local vernacular, does not have any 

outside influence to their speech, and does not consciously monitor their linguistic 

production, does not really exist. Even so, as linguists we are still tied to this ideology in 

many of our research endeavors, such as dialectological work and work on sound change, 

even if we do not overtly acknowledge it. Bucholtz (2003) problematizes traditional 

conceptions of authenticity as essentialist because in order to be an authentic member of a 

group one must “possess inherent and perhaps even inalienable characteristics criterial of 
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membership” (Bucholtz, 2003, p. 400). There can be no doubt that this essentialism is 

problematic, and yet authenticity is important. As Coupland says, “Authenticity matters. 

It remains a quality of experience that we actively seek out, in most domains of life, 

material and social” (2003, p. 417). We want the authentic experience. When we travel, 

we want to experience the true local culture; we want to sample the best of the local 

cuisine. In interactions with others, we expect some degree of genuineness, that the 

persona they are presenting is in some way authentic and therefore true. Nobody wants to 

participate in something that cannot be deemed to be authentic, as that would be an 

affront to our sensibilities.   

Eckert (2003) reminds us that the ideological construct of authenticity is also vital 

in research, both for the speakers as well as the researchers. It is important particularly in 

a local context, to local speakers, as it could be used to determine in-group or out-group 

membership. For analysts, without the construct of authenticity, much dialectological 

work would be impossible. Even if researchers make an effort to shy away from notions 

of authenticity because of the problem of essentialism, it is still somehow cognitively real 

for the speakers involved as participants. This makes ideologies of authenticity difficult 

to ignore and much of our work as linguists depends on this ideological construct.  

However, it is crucial to pay attention to whose ideological construct we, the analysts, 

take as the “right” authenticity. Is what the researcher think is authentic the same as what 

the informant thinks is authentic? Does the informant’s view match the community’s 

view at large? Does the community even have a unified view?  
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To help solve the essentializing problem of authenticity, Bucholtz (2003) suggests 

we instead talk about authentication. She defines authentication as “the outcome of 

constantly negotiated social practices” (Bucholtz, 2003, p. 408). Thinking about 

authenticity as a negotiated social practice, rather than an essentializing one, seems to fit 

better with our current academic ideals. Instead of the researcher designating authenticity, 

authentication is what speakers do themselves. It is a local process, best understood with 

local meanings, rather than a label imposed from outside the local community. 

The specific questions considered in this section are as follows. First, how do East 

Austin residents authenticate other East Austin residents? Second, how do they 

authenticate East Austin itself? The data are taken from sociolinguistic interviews 

conducted, both in response to the overt question who is an Eastsider? as well as from 

opinions expressed spontaneously throughout the course of the interview. The speakers 

presented here are the speakers whose biographies were presented above. These speakers 

are chosen from a larger corpus but are representative of the range of views expressed at 

large. The transcriptions presented here have been edited to eliminate false starts and to 

enhance readability.   

3.4.1. True Eastsiders 
We can draw many parallels to East Austin from Modan’s (2007) discussion of an 

area of Washington D.C. undergoing gentrification. She looks at the neighborhood 

residents’ use of language to mark particular people as being authentic to the area – those 

who are not from the suburbs, those who are not Anglo, those who are not middle class.  

By marking a subset of their neighbors as authentic by defining what characteristics they 
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do not possess, they both overtly and covertly mark other neighbors as inauthentic 

(Modan, 2007). This contrast between authentic and inauthentic echoes the discussion 

above, here we see an example of the ideologies in practice. We might expect East Austin 

residents to express a similar ideology, perhaps with three groups: people who were born 

in East Austin, people who moved later in life but had lived in East Austin for a long time 

(specifically pre-gentrification), and people who had moved to East Austin recently. The 

initial hypothesis was that, due to potential animosity towards “gentrifiers,” the only 

group who would be judged to be “true” Eastsiders would be those who were born in East 

Austin. Instead, these categories don’t seem to be relevant at all.  The population shift 

resulting from gentrification does not allow for a static view of authenticity. Rather, this 

situation illustrates the dynamics of negotiation involved in authentication work. In East 

Austin, discourse about who is a true Eastsider is certainly authentication; it is a 

negotiated social practice of embracing the community as one’s home at a minimum.  

The majority of participants talk about two categories of authentic East Austin residents: 

(1) those who were Born and Raised in the community and (2) those who Earn It by 

giving back to the community in some way. 

Matthew, an Anglo man in his 40s, has lived in East Austin since the 1980s. In 

Example (1) below, we can see that Matthew considers true Eastsiders to be those who 

were born there. 

 

(1) Uh, born, raised, lived in . . . Haven’t left for very long. It would piss you off and 
drive you crazy if you had to live somewhere else, you know the people and 
the places that a lot of other people wouldn't know, if they weren't from here. 
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Among the qualifications he lists for a person to be a true Eastsider are that a person has 

to be born, raised, and lived there. These are qualities that we might expect and seem 

reasonable to include. Another qualification is that person should actively want to live 

there. This quality carries an element of agency on the part of the resident and perhaps 

affinity for the community as well since they are choosing to continue living in East 

Austin. But, for Matthew the single qualification that matters the most is being at least a 

second generation resident – being born there. Matthew explains his belief further in 

examples (2) and (3) below. 

 

(2) It’s the second- it’s the next generation that really is true.  

 

(3) You can't take somebody from Mars and stick them on earth and have them die 
there and say, well they became a true native. It just doesn't happen. 

 

To this end, Matthew does not consider himself to be a true Eastsider even though he is 

active in community organizations and fits many of the qualifications he lists in (1).  

Matthew may not consider himself to be an Eastsider, but others certainly do. Many 

residents have suggested his name as a person I should interview about East Austin, that 

he is a local expert in some ways. The fact that others consider Matthew to be a true 

Eastsider is evidence of the practice of authentication and highlights the need to consider 

community ideologies in addition to the researcher’s own ideologies. 
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Madison is an Anglo woman who had lived in East Austin for approximately ten 

years at the time of the interview. In example (4), she tells us that authentic East 

Austinites have largely been displaced from East Austin. 

 

(4) When you say Authentic East Austin, I don't think there's like a big neighborhood 
or a huge swath, where I could identify that. Because they've been displaced.  

 

She feels that authentic East Austin does not exist anymore due to gentrification, which 

has caused many local residents and businesses to be displaced. The people that have 

been displaced by gentrification are largely African American and Hispanic. They are 

often elderly and many have owned their homes for generations. Though Madison 

doesn’t explicitly say that Authentic Eastsiders have a race or ethnicity qualification, it is 

certainly implied in this comment since it is not the newer Anglo residents who are being 

displaced.8 Additionally, the people who have been displaced were likely born and raised 

in East Austin. Like Matthew, being born into the community seems to be an important 

qualification for Madison.   

Nadra, an African American woman who has lived in East Austin for over twenty 

years, describes people who “walk the walk” in East Austin as being true Eastsiders.  

While on the surface this could mean anybody who participates in daily life in East 

Austin, or those who work to build the community, she affirms in (5) below that they also 

have to be African American.   

                                                
8 In fact, she confirmed in a follow up interview that she does see Authentic East Austin as having a race or 
ethnicity distinction.   
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(5) But I'm talking about those people who look like the people who were of those 
Elders and Eldresses I mentioned before.  

 

In her interview, she describes the Elders and the Eldresses of the community as those 

who were part of the original displacement to East Austin after the 1928 city plan. 

Like Matthew and Madison, Nadra feels that being born in the community is a 

defining characteristic of an authentic Eastsider. To further illustrate her point, she gives 

the following example: 

 

(6) If you are Italian. Italian heritage. Born and raised in, I don’t know, in Brooklyn. 
And you take a job in Japan. And you stay there, and you meet somebody in 
this corporation who’s, you know, from Indiana. And y’all get married. And 
you have a child there. Japan is not calling that child Japanese. 

 

From Nadra’s point of view, even if Anglos move to East Austin and raise children who 

are active community members, neither the parents nor the children will be considered 

Eastsiders. The comment “Japan is not calling that child Japanese” makes the 

race/ethnicity distinction quite sharp. In order to be a true Eastsider, you have to look like 

the Elders and Eldresses – you have to be African American, otherwise East Austin will 

not call you an Eastsider.  

To this point, we have seen evidence that a true East Austinite is one who is born 

and raised in the community, and likely is African American or Hispanic. Nora, an 

African American woman, has lived in East Austin since she was very young. She 
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believes that birthplace as well as affinity for the community are important, as 

represented in example (7).  

 

(7) A real East Austinite really would be someone who, kind of adopts this place and 
accepts it. But on the other hand, it's someone who's lived here all their lives.  

 

There are two competing views present in this statement: both that a real East Austinite 

has to be born on the Eastside, and that a real East Austinite may be someone who adopts 

the community. Nora moved to East Austin when she was three and, because she was not 

born there, she does not consider herself to be a true Eastsider. Like Matthew, this is 

ironic because other residents have authenticated her status by suggesting I interview her 

as she is a “real” Eastsider. By excluding herself from the category of true Eastsiders, she 

further highlights the importance of being born into the community. 

In examples (8) and (9), a different viewpoint is expressed. Both speakers feel 

that you can become a true Eastsider if you demonstrate your intentions through your 

actions. The first speaker, Jerry, is a Hispanic life-long East Austin resident. He is 

involved in community activism for both East Austin as a whole as well as for his 

particular neighborhood. For him, what is important to be an Eastsider is whether you 

work to make the community a better place. In (8), he says that you can earn the title of 

being an Eastsider if you accept the community and work to strengthen it. 
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(8) If they come in and they embrace, you know, what's here. But then help the 
community work, to better it? Then. You earn. I mean, you definitely earn. 
The title being, you know, of calling East- of being an Eastsider.  

 

Leo echoes Jerry’s opinion in (9). But Leo also feels that everyone has to give back in 

order to be a good community member. It’s not only the new residents who need to do 

this; everyone in the community shares this responsibility.  

 

(9) If you're going to be coming in and profiting within the community, try to give 
back. And that's not just to new people, that's to people that are here now too, 
you know? My grandpa's business. My mom's business. You know, try to help 
the community that you're a part of, you know? I think if people can do that 
you know, that shows initiative, which then gives them a badge of credibility. 
That's how you get Eastsider status.  

 

The examples presented above demonstrate that East Austin residents authenticate 

two different, possibly competing, ways of being an East Austinite. You can “be” 

Eastsider by virtue of being born in the community or of being a particular race or 

ethnicity. You can also “do” Eastsider by being active in the community in positive ways, 

as discussed by Jerry and Leo. For the people who are Eastsiders by place of birth 

however, there is still a necessary element of loving the community, as discussed by 

Matthew and Nora. These views represent different ways in which authentication as an 

Eastsider can be negotiated in social practice in the community. The different views 

reflect different ideologies of East Austin: an older, traditional East Austin juxtaposed 

with a new, diverse, possibly trendy, East Austin. 
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3.4.2.  Authentic East Austin 
In terms of what is authentic East Austin, three qualities are frequently 

mentioned: neighborhoods, historic houses or buildings, and knowing your neighbors.  

Matthew describes East Austin in example (10). 

 

(10) I live in a great neighborhood. Always have, really good people, it's old, 
well established, there's a lot of folks that live there that have had families 
there for a long time. Neat old houses really close to downtown, super 
convenient to everything. 

 

Matthew describes his neighborhood in a very positive light, it sounds similar to a real 

estate agent’s description. He uses words like great, well-established, neat houses, close 

to downtown, convenient to everything. It is interesting that he says it “always [has]” been 

a great neighborhood. In another portion of the interview, he described drug dealers and 

prostitutes doing business in his front yard when he first moved in thirty years ago. This 

seems contradictory to his description of the neighborhood as always having been a great 

neighborhood. The illicit activity no longer occurs, at least in Matthew’s area, and it does 

not seem to have colored his opinion of the positive values of his neighborhood.     

Susanna is an African American woman who moved to East Austin when she was 

a child. I asked her to describe East Austin as if I had never been there. She initially said, 

“It’s getting better,” implying that East Austin was formerly a bad or undesirable place.  

In response to what prompted the change, she talks about the strength of the 

neighborhood associations in (11) below. 
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(11) So the neighborhood associations are really strong in East Austin, thank 
God. Yeah, they've gotten stronger. Gotten a lot stronger.  

 

Having a strong neighborhood is seen as very desirable for Susanna. Neighborhood 

associations give all neighbors an opportunity to participate in decisions that will affect 

the entire neighborhood; they provide an opportunity for people to interact and get to 

know one another. Both of these attributes could help foster cooperation between older 

and newer residents. The neighborhood associations are also often tasked with keeping 

development in check to curb gentrification, as any business seeking a zoning change 

must have approval from the neighborhood association before the city council will 

consider the application. A strong neighborhood association would certainly be a positive 

thing in that regard. With this in mind, Susanna credits the strong neighborhood 

associations and the people who participate in them with the positive change that she sees 

in East Austin. 

Henry is a Hispanic man who has lived on the Eastside since he was born. In 

example (12), he talks about saving the neighborhood from the threat of overbuilding.   

 

(12) Henry Basically we're trying to save the neighborhood, by and large. (Dealing 
with) changes. 

 KSP So what do you think you're trying to save it from? 
 Henry Over-building. 
 

It seems that he shares many of the same values with Matthew in (10). He views the 

neighborhood as something of value, something that is important, and something that is 
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under threat. As such, his neighborhood is something that is worthy of being saved from 

the drastic changes that over-development would bring. Henry’s comment relates back to 

Susanna’s comment in (11), as it is the neighborhood associations who are involved in 

this process. With a strong neighborhood association, one can save the neighborhood 

from over-development and help keep it a great place. 

The sentiment that East Austin is made up of traditional neighborhoods is echoed 

among many of the participants – there seems to be a pervasive feeling that not only are 

their neighborhoods quite traditional, but also that the traditional neighborhood culture 

where everyone knows everyone else does not exist in the rest of Austin.  In (13) and (14) 

below, Marina talks about knowing her neighbors well. She is a life-long Hispanic 

resident of East Austin. For Marina, knowing your neighbors is a unique thing that is 

particular to East Austin.   

 

(13) Because we know who the people are. We can tell you, oh, so-and-so has 
a child, and two children, or is single, or whatever. And that's unique.  

 

(14) So we can walk down the street and know if there is a vehicle that doesn't 
belong there, or looks out of place, or we don't- it's not a waving thing, we 
actually speak to each other.  

 

Marina thinks it is important and special that her neighbors actually speak to each other 

and know each other. Their interactions are not surface level only – they don’t just wave 

to each other they actually have conversations. She sees this as an important 

characteristic of East Austin that the rest of the city does not share. In fact, this specific 
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opinion, that close-knit neighborhoods are a distinguishing trait of East Austin and not 

the rest of the city, has been expressed by many of the participants. 

In talking about what authentic East Austin is, it is Neighborhood. Residents 

describe the concept of Neighborhood rather than any particular neighborhood, or the 

specific neighborhood in which they live. In all of the examples presented here, the 

statements participants make about East Austin relate to Neighborhood. For these 

participants, East Austin is Neighborhood. The traditional neighborhood structure is seen 

as special to East Austin, and I would argue that this is a reason for East Austin’s recent 

desirability. Residents like Marina talk about knowing who their neighbors are and 

interacting with them, and see this as a distinguishing feature of East Austin. Many older 

residents say that new residents often do not take the time to get to know their neighbors.  

This is seen negatively, since it detracts from the close-knit feeling of the neighborhood. 

3.5.  Conclusion 
To sum, there are multiple ways of authenticating East Austin. In terms of who is 

an authentic East Austin resident, there are two primary ways in which this is imagined.  

There are people who are Eastsiders by virtue of their place of birth, and often coupled 

with race/ethnicity. This view was displayed by Matthew, Madison, Nadra, and, to some 

extent, Nora. There are also people who become Eastsiders by being active in the 

community and “earning” that status. Jerry and Leo describe this ideology, as well as 

Nora to a lesser extent. In terms of what is authentic East Austin, residents talk about East 

Austin as an entity. East Austin is neighborhoods that are worth saving, neighborhoods 

that have value. This is very consistent among all of my participants. They describe the 
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close-knit relationship among neighborhood residents, where people actually know each 

other, and highlight how unique this relationship is with respect to other areas of Austin. 

Participants in my research have clear opinions about who “counts” as a true 

Eastsider. Every participant was asked to describe who is a true Eastsider, and every 

participant easily did so. It seems clear that there are community ideologies about who is 

an authentic resident. To the extent that these ideologies permeate the community at 

large, they serve to authenticate certain groups of people as those who truly belong to the 

area. Because the opinions expressed by all of the participants in my study follow the two 

models described in this paper, it is reasonable to conclude that these ideologies generally 

exist in East Austin. Likewise, participants spontaneously discuss the importance and the 

uniqueness of the East Austin Neighborhood at large. It is tempting to hedge this 

statement and say that the importance and uniqueness are merely perceived by the 

participants, but I argue that this is a component of the social practice of authentication in 

East Austin. Because these opinions exist, the qualities of important and unique plainly 

are qualities of the East Austin Neighborhood, not merely perceived qualities. People 

share these opinions across East Austin, including those who do not live in the same 

physical neighborhood. Because residents can and do discuss these themes 

spontaneously, it is evident that participants do have mental images of who and what is 

authentic to East Austin, and that these images are important as they discuss East Austin.  

Authenticity matters in many domains from the basic assumptions of research 

participants to the researcher’s theories (Coupland, 2003; Handler, 1986), as such 

ideologies of authenticity should be interrogated. In East Austin the ideology of 



 65 

authenticity and the social practice of authentication serve to highlight the singular 

character of East Austin. 

No matter how they talk about it, the residents are actively constructing East 

Austin as a place different from what it had been, and actively redefining the geographic 

area and the people who live there. Through narrating about Eastside identity, residents 

are narrating and authenticating not only their own identity but also the identity of their 

neighbors as residents of the Eastside. They are constructing the Eastside as a particular 

place that is different from what it has been, and redefining the groups that reside there in 

terms of their involvement with the community in some cases rather than race, as was 

originally what made a person an Eastsider.   

As we reexamine our academic ideas of authenticity, we should be careful not to 

discard too much. Ideologies of authenticity permeate our lives and the lives of our 

research participants in complicated ways. These ideologies are cognitively real and 

worth exploring in local contexts. Researchers have much to gain by understanding local 

ideologies of authenticity. Such ideologies can be key to understanding local dynamics 

and therefore to interpreting data.   
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Chapter 4:  High Back Vowel Variation in East Austin 

 

4.0. Introduction 
This chapter addresses three primary research questions.  First, what is the 

relevance of place to local linguistic variables and sound change?  Second, how do supra-

regional variables acquire local significance?  Third, what is the role of ethnic minority 

groups in a local sound change?  With regard to the first question, linguists have long 

considered geographical place to be a locally important variable in work on 

sociolinguistic variation. The second question formulates a larger goal of sociolinguistic 

variation research.  With regard to the third question, while there is abundant linguistic 

research on various socio-ethnic groups in general, there is little available on minority 

participation in local sound changes.  

The layout of this chapter is as follows.  Section 4.1 reviews the literature relevant 

to the above research questions.  Subsection 4.1.1 reviews the Southern Vowel Shift and 

Subsections 4.1.2 and 4.1.3 review the literature on GOOSE and GOAT, respectively, 

both in the U.S. as a whole and in the South.  Section 4.2 describes the methodology used 

for this study and describes the data for GOOSE in section 4.2.1 and GOAT in section 

4.2.2.  Section 4.3 briefly summarizes the findings to this point in the chapter. Section 4.4 

is devoted to a discussion of chain shifting and back vowel fronting.  Finally, the chapter 

concludes with implications of the research in Section 4.5. 
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4.1.  Background 
Central to all of the research questions considered here is the issue of how 

meaning is created.  Eckert argues that it is through social practice that meaning is 

created: “[i]n the course of joint engagement, activity is structured and made meaningful 

through the continual joint recognition of salience” (2000, p. 42).  Similarly, Johnstone 

and Kiesling (2008) advocate that it is a person’s lived experiences that create indexical 

relationships, particularly those between a linguistic variable and a possible social 

meaning.  Linguistic variables have multiple possible meanings; this collection of 

meanings Eckert (2008) calls an indexical field.  Johnstone and Kiesling (2008) also 

argue that there is not a one-to-one correspondence between social meaning and linguistic 

variants, that there are multiple possible meanings for each variant.  Any of the potential 

meanings can apply to a specific utterance of the variable; thus speakers and hearers may 

interpret different meanings. 

These meanings can be quite local: 

…the meaning is based in ideologies about what the locality is about – 
what kinds of people live there and what activities, beliefs, and practices 
make it what it is.  Local identify is never an association with a generic 
locale but with a particular construction of that locale as distinct from 
some other. (Eckert, 2008, p. 462) 

 

One aspect that makes East Austin distinct from other places is the current gentrification 

contrasted with the previous segregation.  To be an Eastsider is to understand and have 

lived through the segregation, or through the days when the area was crime-ridden and 

run down, and to have persisted through gentrification.  These ideologies are necessarily 

a component of local East Austin identity and so also of local linguistic meaning.  
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Johnstone and Kiesling (2008) argue that it is the speaker’s stance that specifically links 

the social practice to the linguistic variant.  Stance, a speaker’s expression of his 

relationship to his talk (Kiesling, 2009), may therefore represent multiple meanings and 

multiple variants.  Stance is necessarily situated socially (Jaffe, 2009), it can be an 

“articulated form of social action” as each speaker takes a stance in each interaction (Du 

Bois, 2007, p. 139); considering stance is important for sociolinguistic inquiry.    

Research on minority participation in sound change is lacking in the literature.  

With a few exceptions (Anderson, 2002; Fought, 1999; Fridland & Bartlett, 2006; 

Fridland, 2003; Wolfram et al., 2004), research on minority varieties of speech tends to 

focus on distinctive linguistic elements or stable linguistic variables (Fought, 1999; 

Wolfram et al., 2004).  It has been widely assumed that minority speakers do not 

participate in sound changes affecting the majority’s variety of English, instead minority 

speakers are assumed to be monolithic and orient towards a larger national pattern 

(Labov, 1994).  Because of this assumption, researchers tend to exclude minority 

speakers in studies of sound change.  Rather than ask what kinds of sound change are 

evident in one group’s variety, it seems important to ask: what kinds of sound change are 

there at large?  Without in-depth linguistic research on minority varieties of English, we 

cannot begin to fully address questions of sound change.  It could be the case that there 

are unique sound changes occurring in minority varieties.  It could be the case that 

minority speakers do in fact participate in majority-led sound changes.  We simply do not 

have the data to consider these issues with any degree of certainty.  There has been very 

little contemporary linguistic research focused on Texas speech in general and even less 
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that is concerned with minority groups’ speech in Texas.  This chapter will help to 

remedy this deficit in the literature by providing an analysis of the GOOSE and GOAT 

vowels among Hispanic and African American speakers in East Austin. 

Historically segregated, East Austin remains an area primarily populated by 

African Americans and Hispanics.  With rising home prices in Austin proper, however, 

many middle class Anglos are seeing East Austin, with its lower home prices, as an 

attractive choice close to the downtown area.  This has resulted in gentrification of the 

area and has brought a change to the neighborhoods’ traditional ethnic and racial 

homogeneity.  The social pressure of gentrification may lead speakers to use linguistic 

variables in ways that serve to highlight a speaker’s identity as specific to East Austin. 

Important parallels can be drawn between the social background of Martha’s Vineyard in 

Labov’s (1963) study and East Austin.  On Martha’s Vineyard, there was a marked 

contrast between local residents and summer tourists.  In East Austin the contrast is 

between long-term residents, who are African American and Hispanic, and gentrifiers, 

who are typically Anglo.   Martha’s Vineyard benefited from the boost to its depressed 

local economy that tourism provided; East Austin has benefited from improvements to 

infrastructure, parks, and local businesses that gentrification has encouraged.  In Martha’s 

Vineyard, speakers who oriented to the mainland tended to use the supra-regional 

variants while speakers who oriented to the island tended to use the local variant.  

Similarly, in East Austin, there are contrasting local and supra-regional variants of the 

GOOSE vowel.   
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4.1.1.  The Southern Vowel Shift 
The ANAE describes parts of Texas as the Texas South, which is defined as 

having a more advanced version of the Southern Vowel Shift.  The Southern Vowel Shift 

(SVS) is a chain shift categorized by the following features: 

1. Monophthongization of PRICE 

2. Rotation of FACE and DRESS 

3. Rotation of FLEECE and KIT 

This is displayed below in Figure 4.1, reproduced from Labov (2010).9  The ANAE 

suggests that monophthongization of PRICE is the triggering event for the SVS (Labov et 

al., 2006).  This analysis motivates 1. and 2. very well:  As PRICE loses its glide and 

becomes a monophthong, it moves forward and out of the space it occupies towards the 

bottom of the vowel space envelope.  FACE moves lower to fill the gap and DRESS 

moves up to take the place vacated by FACE.  This results in a very low onset in the 

FACE vowel while DRESS becomes a diphthong.  The rotation of 3. is less well 

motivated by the chain shift theory, however, as neither FLEECE nor KIT fills a hole in 

the vowel envelope left by the movements in 1. and 2.  Even though they are part of the 

chain shift in the front vowel space, these two vowels rotate independently of the other 

shifts. 

                                                
9 Labov (2010) uses binary notation.  Please refer to Table 2.1 for a comparison of keyword notation, IPA 
notation, and binary notation. 
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Figure 4.1.  The Southern Vowel Shift, reproduced from Labov (2010, p. 16) 

 

 Raising of TRAP and fronting of GOOSE and GOAT are often considered to be 

features of the SVS as well (Feagin, 1986; Fridland, 2000; Labov, 1991, 1994), though 

they are not listed in the ANAE.  It’s likely that the ANAE excludes these features from 

the description of the Southern Vowel Shift, as they are not obviously connected to the 

chain shift occurring in the front of the system.  From a conservative point of view, to 

consider the SVS as a chain shift means to include only the connected front vowel 

movements while excluding TRAP, GOOSE and GOAT as they move outside of the 

chain formed in the front of the vowel space.  These changes in the back of the vowel 

system seem to be happening in the South in addition to the changes to the front of the 

vowel space from the SVS. 

 Texas as a whole is within the SVS area, though the ANAE designates an area in 

North Texas as the Texas South; this area has a more extreme version of the Southern 
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dialect features (Labov et al., 2006).  Map 11.6 from the ANAE is reproduced below as 

Figure 4.2. 

 

 

Figure 4.2:  Dialect regions in the South, reproduced from the ANAE (Labov et al., 2006, 
p. 131). 

 

As this map shows, Central Texas and the Texas Gulf Coast lie outside of the Texas 

South isogloss, as does the Texas Panhandle.  Though Austin is decidedly within the 

Southern isogloss, designated by the red line on the map, this map suggests that Austin 

has very few features of the Southern dialect.  There is no principled reason to assume 

that Austin is a dialect island and yet the Texas English Project has demonstrated various 

changes in Texas English, some of them relating to the traditional Southern features.  For 
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example, TEP has shown that monophthongization of PRICE and raising of TRAP are 

more limited among younger speakers (Bigham, White-Sustaíta, & Hinrichs, 2009).  In 

fact, the results reported in Bigham et al. (2009) suggest that PRICE is a diphthong for 

younger Anglo speakers – a change from the monophthongal variant of the older Anglo 

speakers; these results also suggest that TRAP is retracting in the vowel space rather than 

raising as might be expected elsewhere in the South.  To date, TEP has not investigated 

the front vowel rotations; the back vowel fronting patterns typical of Southern dialect 

features are currently being investigated. 

4.1.2. GOOSE 
The Atlas of North American English (ANAE) describes GOOSE variants (for a 

comparison of keywords to IPA and binary notation, please refer to Table 2.1 above) as 

fronted if they were below the grand mean of the normalized system, that is, below 1500 

Hz (Labov et al., 2006).  In the South, the authors report GOOSE fronting after both 

coronals and non-coronals, tune and coop respectively.  Furthermore, they make the 

geographic distinction between the Texas South and the rest of the South.  The Texas 

South is described as having an advanced version of the Southern Shift (Labov et al., 

2006).  Dallas, Odessa, Abilene, and Lubbock are considered to be the Texas South while 

Amarillo, San Antonio, Austin, and Houston are considered to be part of the South.  

Accordingly, the Central Texas area would be outside of the Texas South and therefore 

may not have an advanced version of the Southern Shift. 

In Principles of Change (2001, 2010), Labov provides more specific analysis of 

GOOSE fronting in the U.S.  This process is a change in progress occurring throughout 
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the U.S, with younger speakers fronting more than older speakers, but “…the South is 

considerably ahead, and the North considerably behind in the fronting process” (2001, p. 

477).10  In most of the U.S., fronted variants occurred after a coronal onset but not after a 

non-coronal onset.  In the South, however, fronted GOOSE did not show this distinction.  

Instead GOOSE fronting occurred more universally, after both coronal and non-coronal 

onsets, except in the case where the vowel is followed by /l/.  A following /l/ does not 

favor fronting and GOOSE is backed in those instances.  Additionally, Labov describes 

this process as occurring below the level of conscious attention and “normally 

independent of social and stylistic factors” (2010, p. 265).  Labov concludes that there are 

internal constraints on this sound change, and it is not lexically motivated.  We might 

wonder what motivates this change in progress; I will return to this issue below. 

Thomas (2008) describes the GOOSE vowel in the South as follows: 

When fully stressed, the GOOSE vowel is slightly diphthongal in 
Southern English.  Some degree of fronting is associated with the nucleus 
of GOOSE in virtually all forms of white Southern English.  The nucleus 
may vary from a central to a front position. (99) 

 

While GOOSE fronting is prevalent in the South, Thomas specifies that this pattern holds 

true only for Anglo Southern English; African Americans in the South do not participate, 

or participate only marginally in much of the Southern Shift, including GOOSE fronting 

(Thomas, 2008).  If it is indeed true that African Americans do not participate in this 

shift, we can similarly question whether Hispanic speakers in East Austin will participate.  

                                                
10 Koops (2010) describes two types of GOOSE fronting.  In the Southern-type fronting, the variant is 
front-gliding.  The other variant, which Koops describes as occurring outside of the South and labels 
mainstream, is back-gliding.  I will return to these types below. 
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Thomas says that it is unclear what motivates this contrast in GOOSE fronting among 

African American and Anglo speakers.  As discussed above, there is a lack of discussion 

of non-Anglo vowel systems in the South.  While Thomas does discuss the fact that 

African American speakers do not share the same vowel system norms as Anglo 

speakers, he does not describe the Southern African American vowel system.  

Particularly ignored are Hispanic speakers; in Texas, if not the South at large, Hispanic 

speakers make up a significant proportion of the population. 2010 census figures report 

the total population of Texas to be 25,145,561 with 37.6% reporting Hispanic or Latino 

origin (“Texas QuickFacts from the US Census Bureau,” 2011).  Because Hispanics 

represent over one-third of the Texas population, descriptions of the varieties of English 

spoken by Anglos are insufficient to describe the State as a whole.  

Among Anglo speakers in Houston, Koops (2010) notes GOOSE variants with 

different glide trajectories.  Speakers were placed into two groups on the basis of their 

participation in other Southern vowel shift patterns, excluding GOOSE-fronting.  The 

Non-Southern group has fronting of the vowel nucleus but the target of the glide is near 

the back of the vowel space; he calls this type of fronting the mainstream fronted 

GOOSE.  The Southern group’s fronted GOOSE had a more monophthongal trajectory.  

With respect to the mainstream GOOSE variant, Koops says it “strongly echoes the type 

of fronted /u/ reported widely outside of the South” (2010, p. 117).  Koops concludes that 

each group has distinct variants of GOOSE, which could make possible style shifting 

between Southern and Non-Southern variants. 
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We have seen that GOOSE fronting is prevalent across the South and is also a 

change in progress in the U.S. at large.  Though Thomas (1997) links some changes in 

progress to migration of Northerners to the metropolitan centers in the South, it seems 

unlikely that some similar large-scale population movement could trigger GOOSE 

fronting across the U.S.  Labov believes “there is no reason to think that this massive, 

continent-wide fronting is a response to overcrowding among the back vowels” (2010, p. 

104).  While there is a preceding consonant effect – GOOSE is fronted more after coronal 

consonants and less after noncoronals – Labov says that “the size of this effect…is more 

than one would expect from a phonetically motivated influence” (2010, p. 106).   

Labov (2010) instead proposes that GOOSE fronting in the U.S. is due to the loss 

of contrast between a GOOSE variant preceded by a glide – as in [dju] dew – and a 

variant with no glide – as in [du] do.  This contrast was evident only after coronals.  

Labov proposes that the /ju/ variant and the /u/ variant merged to a single variant – 

GOOSE – and today’s pattern of fronting after coronals reflects this original distinction 

(Labov, 2010). Tillery and Bailey (2003) list the loss of the glide /j/ in such contexts as a 

change in progress in Texas.  If the loss of the glide /j/ is a recent change, it does not 

seem likely that this is a cause of GOOSE fronting in the South since fronting has long 

been a prevalent part of the Southern sound system. 

 A preliminary analysis of word-list data from the TEP, showed evidence of a 

sound change towards the backing of the GOOSE vowel (Bigham & Shaw Points, 2010).  

Younger Anglo speakers, those in their 20s, had a more backed variant of GOOSE than 

their older Anglo counterparts, speakers in their 40s and 50s.  This suggests a change in 
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progress towards the backed variants of the Hispanic and African American speakers, 

who had the most backed GOOSE variant.  This is an interesting change in progress, 

given that Labov (2001, 2010) has suggested GOOSE is becoming more front nationally.  

Even though the younger Anglo speakers have a more backed variant than the older 

Anglo speakers, the variant is still quite front and should not be interpreted as a backed 

variant.11  Further analysis in Hinrichs & Bigham (2011) of the trajectory suggests that 

the backed GOOSE variant seen in the younger Anglo speakers may be similar to the 

mainstream vowel trajectory pattern described by Koops (2010).  This remains 

compatible with Labov’s (2001, 2010) analysis; he characterized a variant as front if the 

midpoint was under 1500 Hz.  If the trajectories are similar to those discussed by Koops 

(2010) and Hinrichs & Bigham (2011), the nucleus would be front while the off glide 

target is back, allowing a midpoint of 1500 Hz or more.  

4.1.3. GOAT 
 Unlike GOOSE, GOAT fronting occurs primarily in what the ANAE calls “the 

Southeastern superregion” – an area containing the Midland, the Mid-Atlantic, the South 

and the peripheral southeast dialect regions (Labov et al., 2006).  Where GOOSE fronting 

was favored following a coronal consonant, this does not appear to be the case for GOAT 

fronting: “the effect of coronal onset . . . is not markedly greater than other environmental 

effects” (Labov, Ash, & Boberg, 2006, p 155).  The effect of a following /l/ in GOOSE 

fronting does appear to be the same for GOAT in that tokens in this context are not 

fronted (Labov, 2010).  GOOSE also tends to be more advanced in its fronting than 
                                                
11 The average F2 for younger speakers was 1700 Hz.  The average F2 for older speakers was 1840 Hz. 



 78 

GOAT (Labov et al., 2006); that is, GOOSE often fronts past the grand mean of the 

vowel space, GOAT tends to front to the grand mean but not farther. Additionally, the 

influence of social factors on the fronting of GOAT is small; Labov (2010) estimates that 

about half of the variance can be accounted for by phonological factors. 

In the South at large, the nucleus of GOAT can become lowered and both the 

nucleus and glide may front as part of the Southern Vowel Shift (Thomas, 2008; Tillery 

& Bailey, 2008).  The nucleus of GOAT often occurs simultaneously with the lowering 

of the nucleus of FACE in the South (Thomas, 2001a).  Thomas (2001a) states that 

fronting of the GOAT nucleus is prevalent in young Anglos in the South, and notes that it 

is “largely confined to white speech” (29).  In the Southeast, the glide of this diphthong 

fronts as well.  In Texas, the nucleus of GOAT both fronts and becomes lower though it 

is rare for the glide to front (Thomas, 2001a).  This process has been well described for 

Southern Anglo speakers, but descriptions of minority speakers in the literature are 

infrequent.  Thomas (2001a) states that African American and Hispanic speakers tend not 

to front this vowel.  He states that both Anglo and African American speakers have a 

diphthongal pronunciation for GOAT but Hispanic speakers have a backed, 

monophthongal pronunciation.   

4.2. Data & Methods 
I will present data from six female life-long residents of East Austin, TX.  Two of 

the women are Hispanic; four of the women are African American. I conducted a 

sociolinguistic interview with each of the speakers, approximately one hour in duration.  

As discussed in Section 2.2 above, the speakers were recruited through the neighborhood 
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association meetings and snowball sampling. Demographic information for all of the 

speakers may be found below in Table 4.1.  The Hispanic women both have some degree 

of English-Spanish bilingualism and both women consider English to be their primary 

language. The influence of Spanish on a speaker’s English is likely similar across 

Hispanic populations in Texas. Even for monolingual English speakers, Spanish is 

present to some extent in many communities. While the influence of Spanish should not 

be ignored, it also does not confound the results. Spanish is simply a part of the linguistic 

repertoire of many Hispanic speakers in Texas, as is English. To examine the varieties of 

English spoken by Hispanic speakers, we will accept that it may be influenced by 

Spanish.  

 

 Gender Age Ethnicity 
Delilah F 40s African American 
Susanna F 40s African American 
Erie F 60s African American 
Nora F 60s African American 
Sandra F 40s Hispanic 
Marina F 40s Hispanic 

Table 4.1.  Demographic information of the speakers 

 

GOOSE tokens following a palatal or preceding a liquid consonant were excluded 

from analysis.  Similarly, GOAT tokens preceding a liquid were excluded.  From the 

remaining data set, a total of 656 GOOSE tokens and 1254 GOAT tokens were analyzed. 

Table 4.2 below displays the number of tokens for each speaker.  The data were extracted 



 80 

from interview speech, measured, and normalized according to the methods previously 

described in Chapter 2.  The vowel trajectories of the speakers examined here exhibit 

very little movement of the off-glide; the F2 trajectory starts high and remains high for 

the duration of the vowel. This is unlike Koops (2010) reports; some of his speakers 

exhibited a pattern similar to the mainstream GOOSE fronting where the nucleus is front 

and the off-glide moves back.  Because there is little off-glide movement, the 

measurements presented here are from the mid-point of the vowel duration.  

 

Speaker GOOSE Tokens GOAT Tokens 
Delilah 211 152 
Susanna 95 257 
Erie 171 204 
Nora 64 106 
Sandra 158 422 
Marina 57 113 
Total 656 1254 

Table 4.2.  Number of GOOSE and GOAT tokens per speaker 

 

4.2.1.  GOOSE 
 The GOOSE data for each speaker are plotted below in Figures 4.2-8, with the 

peripheral vowels for comparison.  For each speaker, the mean for GOOSE places the 

vowel to the front of LOT and THOUGHT in the vowel space, closer to the grand mean.  

As Texas is part of the Southern Vowel Shift, this fronting is expected among Anglo 

speakers, who often have the GOOSE mean close to the mean of FLEECE.  For African 

American and Hispanic speakers, however, GOOSE typically remains backed (Thomas, 
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2001a).  The measurements for the individual tokens span the F2 space for each speaker.  

This range of variation is quite unexpected and we may ask what prompts this 

distribution. 

 

Figure 4.3.  Delilah GOOSE plot  Figure 4.4.  Susanna GOOSE plot 

 

  
 

Figure 4.5. Nora GOOSE plot    Figure 4.6.  Erie GOOSE plot 
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Figure 4.7. Marina GOOSE plot   Figure 4.8. Sandra GOOSE plot 

  
First, let us compare these plots to contemporary data from the Texas English 

Project. The data analyzed here are split into an older group and a younger group.  The 

older group contains three Anglo speakers and one African American speaker.  The 

younger group contains seventeen Anglo speakers, one African American speaker, and 

two Hispanic speakers.  Additionally, the full TEP corpus contains both urban and rural 

speakers.  As there is often a great difference between urban and rural speakers, only 

urban speakers are analyzed here. 
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Figures 4.9 & 4.10.  TEP vowel plots for older African American (N=1) and Anglo 
speakers (N=3) 

 

Figures 4.9 and 4.10 above plot the averaged vowel measurements for the older 

African American speaker and the older Anglo speakers available in the TEP dataset.  

For both groups of speakers, we see that the GOOSE mean F2 measurements are high, 

indicating the vowel is fronted. Both groups have a mean F2 of approximately 1600 Hz, 

and in both groups GOOSE is quite front of the other back vowels. In considering 

GOOSE, it is interesting to note that the TEP data above suggest that the older African 

American speaker has a fronted GOOSE vowel. This has not previously been described 

in the literature; a larger sample is required to determine the extent of this pattern.  As 

there is only one African American speaker in this age group in the TEP corpus, this is 

the only data available with which to compare the East Austin data, however.  Comparing 

the TEP data to the East Austin data, and assuming the fronted GOOSE exhibited by the 

older African American speaker is representative, we see that the fronted GOOSE 
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variants exhibited by the East Austin speakers may be representative of Central Texas.  

What is unusual, however, is the variation in tokens across the entire F2 space. 

The distribution of tokens across the vowel space may have both a linguistic 

explanation and a social explanation.  First I will consider the possible linguistic 

explanations.  CART analysis, Classification and Regression Tree, is a nice way to begin 

to segment the data.  This method of analysis provides a tree-like structure to group the 

data according to the independent variables.  The result of this analysis is displayed 

graphically, and the segmentation of the data becomes clear.  Each branch of the tree is 

labeled with a decision rule; data that follow this rule are placed on the left node while 

data that are outside of the rule are placed on the right node.  Each node is subject to 

further splitting and decision rules based on the variables considered.  CART analysis is 

useful for exploratory purposes and is a descriptive measure only; it does not supply a p-

value (Tagliamonte & Baayen, 2012).  

CART analysis was conducted in R, using the “rpart” package (R Development 

Core Team, 2011; Therneau, Atkinson, & Ripley, 2012).  Because we are interested in 

possible explanations for the variation in fronting, the midpoint measurement of F2 was 

treated as the dependent variable while the previous phonetic environment and following 

phonetic environment were treated as the independent variables.  Figure 4.11 below 

displays the results of the resulting regression tree.  The first decision rule, on the top-

most branch, should be considered the first way the data is split.  The top-most branch 

here is labeled “prevseg=GLT, LAB, LIQ.”  The elements of this set, measurements 

where the preceding segment is either a glottal, labial, or liquid, are separated on the left 
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side of the tree with a mean F2 measurement of 1496 Hz.  Any token outside this set, 

those with a preceding coronal or dorsal consonant, falls on the right side of the tree.  The 

second branch of the tree lists the decision rule to further subset the data.  This rule 

groups together tokens that have a following segment of dorsal, glottal, or labial 

consonants and token in word-final position.  These tokens are placed on the left side of 

this tree, with a mean F2 measurement of 1536 Hz.  Other tokens, tokens preceding a 

coronal consonant, are placed on the right side of the tree with a mean F2 measurement 

of 1578 Hz. 

 Taking these decision rules into consideration, we can begin to understand the 

role preceding and following phonetic environment plays in the fronting of GOOSE.   We 

know from the initial decision rule that the segment that precedes GOOSE is important in 

determining whether the GOOSE token will be front or back; tokens with a preceding 

coronal or dorsal will be more front, tokens with a preceding glottal, labial, or liquid 

consonant will be more back.  We also know that the segment following GOOSE is of 

secondary importance, with tokens before a coronal consonant being the most front.  As 

indicated before, CART analysis does not give us a p-value.  We therefore cannot know 

whether preceding or following environment is a statistically significant factor until we 

conduct further analysis. 
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Figure 4.11.  CART analysis for GOOSE F2 midpoint, phonetic factors 

 

 In order to determine whether the results predicted by the CART analysis are 

significant, a linear mixed effect regression (lmer) was performed. This type of analysis 

is a regression model that considers variation in the dependent variable, allowing 

continuous variables – such as vowel measurement – and considers any number of 

variables specified by the user (Drager & Hay, 2010, 2012). Again, the midpoint 

measurement of the F2 of GOOSE was the dependent variable since we are interested in 

explaining the variation exhibited by the speakers in East Austin. The independent 

variables were again the previous segment and the following segment while speaker and 

word were considered random effects.  Figures 4.12 and 4.13 below display the results of 

this analysis. 
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Figure 4.12.  lmer results for GOOSE F2midpoint 

 

 

Figure 4.13.  p-values for the GOOSE F2midpoint lmer 
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 We will take a p-value of .1 or less to be a significant result following Baayen 

(2008). Because this is non-laboratory data and a fairly small sample size, this level of 

significance is sufficient. There are two significant results for the preceding phonetic 

environment and one significant result for the following phonetic environment.  

Preceding glottals (p<.01), and liquids (p<.1) have a significant effect on GOOSE 

fronting, while preceding labials and dorsals do not.  This pattern nearly mirrors the 

distribution predicted by CART analysis.  CART analysis predicted that preceding labials 

would also have an effect on GOOSE fronting. GOOSE tokens following glottals and 

liquids are significantly more back in the vowel space than those that follow labials, 

coronals or dorsals.  Regarding the following environment, significance is reached only 

when the sound following the GOOSE token is a coronal (p<.01). This also mirrors the 

pattern described by the ANAE for the South where GOOSE may front in any context.   

 Examining social reasons for variation using the same methods reveals that the 

topic of conversation is the most important consideration when we segment the data only 

using social factors.  A CART analysis was performed with F2 as the dependent variable, 

topic of conversation, ethnicity of speaker, and age group of speaker as the independent 

variables. Each transcript was coded for topic of conversation. The first level of coding 

was a very basic descriptions of a speaker’s utterance, some examples of these “micro 

topics” include story about childhood dog, discussion of dispute with neighbor, 

discussion of favorite restaurant. Micro topics were then grouped together based on 

similar themes into the “umbrella topics” listed in Table 4.3: story about childhood dog, 

story about childhood Christmas party, story about playing with bikes all were grouped 
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into the childhood umbrella topic. As Figure 4.14 shows, topic is the only factor used in 

segmenting the data into two groups. Because the other social factors were not used in 

making decision rules, we can conclude that topic of conversation is a more relevant 

factor.  The topics listed in the decision rule at the top of the tree with alphabetical codes 

will be described in Table 4.3. Results from the lmer analysis show that no social factors 

reach significance for GOOSE fronting.  The CART analysis, however, suggests a trend 

based on topic of conversation.   

 

 

Figure 4.14.  CART analysis for GOOSE F2 midpoint, social factors 
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Back variants, left branch of tree Front variants, right branch of tree 
Austin v. East 
Austin 

Property values Research related Conversational 
work 

Authentic East 
Austin 

Racism Change Restaurants 

Biography Childhood Work Current East Austin 
Community Demographic 

Change 
Ethnicity Gentrification 

Development East Austin History Parenting Personal 
Relationships 

Education Family Positive East Austin 
Gentrification 
(Positive) 

Language 

Life Lessons Negative East 
Austin 

Neighborhood Neighborhood 
Activity Property Ownership 

Table 4.3.  Topics used in CART analysis 

 
 The speakers analyzed here all exhibit GOOSE variation across the F2 vowel 

space.  We are interested now in determining if this variation is socially meaningful.  The 

backed variants correlate with topics specific to the lived experiences of each speaker, 

such as discussions about childhood, their biography, and family.  These variants also 

correlate with topics regarding living in East Austin during the last half century, such as 

racism, demographic change, and property values. All of these topics relate to the 

speakers’ experience as an East Austin resident and will be considered “East Austin” 

topics.  The backed variant of GOOSE is expected based on the ethnolinguistic repertoire 

of these speakers.  

The fronted variant is the Anglo variant in Texas; because of the relative power 

and prestige Anglo speakers enjoy in Texas, we will take this variant as the prestige 
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variant.  Speakers might adopt this variant to associate themselves with supra-local norms 

or to lend prestige to their stance.  In terms of targeting the supra-local variant, the topics 

research related – primarily direct questions to the researcher about the project – work, 

parenting, personal relationships, and restaurants seem to lend themselves to this 

explanation.  As speakers negotiate various aspects of their identity, the fronted “Texan” 

GOOSE variant is used in topics that the speakers wish to present themselves as 

knowledgeable.  Due to the fact that the fronted variant is a supra-regional prestige 

variant, the speakers use this variant and it’s associated power to position themselves 

within the larger Texan identity.  

 There are also categories correlated with the fronted variant that are about East 

Austin:  change, current East Austin, gentrification, and positive East Austin.  When the 

topic is about East Austin and more specifically gentrification, we might expect speakers 

to use the backed variant that is associated with the ethnolinguistic repertoire (Benor, 

2010) of Hispanic and African American speakers and not the variant that is associated 

with Anglos and therefore gentrification in East Austin.  There are two potential 

explanations for the association between East Austin topics and a fronted GOOSE.  The 

first explanation is that the speakers could be diverging from the interviewer as a way to 

place social distance between us.  Though I have not conducted acoustic analysis of my 

own speech, I grew up in New England, where GOOSE is backed.  While it is likely that 

I style shift at times to a more fronted GOOSE, it is reasonable to assume that my 

GOOSE variant is not as front as the traditional Anglo Texan variant.  Rao et al. (2013) 

have demonstrated accommodation effects in conversational dyads suggesting that, even 
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within a short conversation, speakers are sensitive to subtle variation in vowel 

production.  Because I am a middle class Anglo, the speakers might have associated me 

with the Anglo gentrifiers and therefore diverged from my backed GOOSE production as 

a way of creating social distance between themselves and the perceived gentrifiers. 

The second explanation for correlating the fronted GOOSE variants with East 

Austin and gentrification related topics relates again to supra-local prestige norms.  

Because fronted GOOSE is the prestige variant, African American and Hispanic speakers 

could employ it for status reasons, to position themselves as experts on their 

neighborhood and East Austin with regard to the contentious issue of gentrification.  The 

interviewer is an outsider to East Austin, though the speakers know me casually and 

likely feel comfortable with me, there is no reason to think they would regard me as a 

member of the community.  They adopted the prestige variant as a way of infusing their 

speech with authority on the subject.  By using these two variants of GOOSE, they are 

indexing both a local East Austin identity as well as a supra-regional traditional Texan 

identity.  Labov (2010) indicated that nationally, GOOSE fronting was below the level of 

consciousness and therefore was not used as a stylistic resource.  The data presented here 

show that this is not necessarily the case in East Austin, at least with respect to utility as a 

stylistic resource.  Because GOOSE fronting varies with topic of conversation, the 

speakers are potentially shifting style and stance as they negotiate among various aspects 

of their identity.  It does, however, appear to be below the level of consciousness as none 

of my participants claim to hear a difference in conversation. They do claim to hear a 

difference when examples from the extremes of the F2 range are played in isolation, but 
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the speakers regarded it as typical variation without social meaning.  Formal perception 

tests should be conducted in the future to determine the extent to which speakers are 

aware of the different variants. 

The use of GOOSE to index particular identities in conversation seems to be 

somewhere between a Labovian indicator, where variables are below the level of 

consciousness and differ only in respect to their use by particular social groups, and a 

marker, where speakers use variables in consistent stylistic manners and social 

stratifications but do not have a high level of awareness (Labov, 1994).  Silversteinian 

orders of indexicality, discussed above in Section 1.2, may contribute to differentiating 

between indicators and markers.  It is unclear which order of indexicality might currently 

describe GOOSE in East Austin.  Variation by topic of conversation is likely a higher 

indexical order, since the variants index different aspects of identity that are several 

levels more specific than a broad category like class.  The point at which indexical order 

requires consciousness of the variant is an important distinction and is the subject of 

much sociolinguistic research.  Since it does not appear that speakers are aware of the 

variation, attempting to assign a precise numerical indexical order is not a worthwhile 

pursuit at this stage.     

The best explanation of the ways in which different GOOSE variants highlight 

different aspects of the speakers’ identity is stance.  Stance is important in sociolinguistic 

inquiry (e.g., Du Bois, 2007; Jaffe, 2009; Kiesling, Onuffer, & Hardware, 2012; Kiesling, 

2009). Kiesling (2009) defines stance as a speaker’s expression of his relationship to his 

talk. With this understanding, I operationalize stance as the topic of conversation; the 
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stance is reflected in the GOOSE variant produced.12  Consciousness of the possible 

variants is not required in this view. As speakers take a stance as experts on East Austin 

gentrification, GOOSE is realized as a fronted variant, the Anglo prestige variant.  When 

speakers take a traditional stance oriented towards topics that are close to the heart and 

their identity as residents of East Austin, such as childhood memories or narrating stories 

about their neighborhood, GOOSE is realized as a backed variant which is associated 

with their ethnolinguistic repertoire.   

Kiesling describes the relationship between stance and indexicality as follows: 

…sociolinguistic variants are initially associated with interactional stances 
and these stances become in turn associated with a social group meaning 
in a community over time and repeated use…stance is, in Silverstein’s 
(2003) terms, where the “baptismal essentializations” of indexicality 
occur, and is the original first- (or, possibly, zero-) order indexicality 
(Johnstone et al., 2006; Silverstein, 2003).  (Kiesling, 2009, p. 172) 

 

As fronted and backed variants of GOOSE continue to be realized in speech in these 

ways, and if the difference between long-time residents of East Austin and the new Anglo 

residents continues, the variation described here could be an instance of a zero-order 

indexicality.  If speakers continue to realize GOOSE in these different ways in 

conversational stances, awareness of the variants will grow as this change in progress 

continues to spread.  As this happens, its indexical order could change as speakers use the 

variants in a more overtly stylistic manner.  Of course, more data from multiple 

generations will be needed to test this hypothesis in the future.  Given the rapid change in 

                                                
12 It would be interesting in future work to compare this data to data from speakers who have a positive, or 
neutral, view of gentrification in East Austin to test whether their GOOSE is fronted. 
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East Austin, it seems likely that the different variants will remain in speakers’ stylistic 

repertoires without being enregistered in such an overt way.  It is, however, interesting to 

observe language change in one slice of time where the social conditions could be right to 

spur larger linguistic change. 

 Using stance as an independent variable in a large data set nevertheless proves 

difficult (e.g., Kiesling, Onuffer, & Hardware, 2012).  Initial analysis of a subset of two 

speakers using the same methodology reported above, considering topic as an 

independent variable, suggested very different results. The pilot suggested that topics 

related to gentrification were correlated with backed variants of GOOSE while topics 

related to traditional themes, like childhood memories, were correlated with fronted 

variants. The initial interpretation was that speakers were style shifting towards backed 

GOOSE based on emotional stances against gentrification and shifting towards fronted 

GOOSE based on emotional stances related to a larger Texan identity. This is opposite 

the pattern displayed by the whole data set. One reason for this problem is the difficulty 

of employing stance as an explanatory variable. Operationalizing stance as topic of 

conversation worked well for smaller data sets including one or two individuals.  It is 

difficult to utilize stance as an independent variable for a large data set as each speaker 

experiences the world in different ways and therefore has a different attitude towards the 

topics they discuss.  For example while gentrification in East Austin is often negative, 

some speakers might consider positive aspects like lower rates of drug-related crime.  

Because each speaker has different experiences and different attitudes, stance is best 

considered on an individual level and it may be non-explanatory in a large and systematic 
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way.  It is, however, useful as an explanatory variable on a small scale and so efforts to 

operationalize stance should not be abandoned in future work. 

 4.2.2. GOAT 
 Vowel plots displaying the tokens of GOAT for each speaker are displayed below 

in Figures 4.15-4.20.  For each speaker, we again see variation towards the front of the 

vowel space.  The observed GOAT variation does not extend through the F2 vowel space 

as did the GOOSE variation though.  There are instances of tokens approaching FACE in 

F2 space, but the majority of the tokens appear to remain towards the back of the vowel 

space.  The exception is Susanna, in Figure 4.16.  Her GOAT tokens span the F2 space 

with no clear grouping at the back of the vowel space. 

 

Figure 4.15.  Delilah GOAT plot  Figure 4.16.  Susanna GOAT plot 
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Figure 4.17.  Erie GOAT plot   Figure 4.18.  Nora GOAT plot 

 

 

Figure 4.19.  Marina GOAT plot  Figure 4.20.  Sandra GOAT plot 
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 We see here that the mean F1 for GOAT is higher than the mean of FACE, 

indicating that GOAT is lower than FACE.  For general American English, we would 

expect these vowels to be approximately opposite each other in F1 space.  In the Southern 

Vowel Shift, GOAT often lowers in response to FACE lowering at the front of the vowel 

space.  It is interesting that GOAT is lower than FACE for these speakers.  Thomas 

(2001a) notes that GOAT remains backed for both African American and Hispanic 

speakers.  While there are certainly fronted tokens, the mean F2 for each speaker is lower 

indicating that the vowel remains back, approximately even with THOUGHT, and 

consistent with Thomas’ observations. 

Conducting CART analysis using social factors as the dependent variables reveals 

that the Hispanic speakers, Marina and Sandra, have a more backed GOAT than the 

African American speakers.  This observation is clear on the vowel plots as well.  Lmer 

analysis, however, reveals no statistically significant difference based on any of the social 

factors.  Considering phonetic causes of variation, lmer analysis reveals that each of the 

preceding segments is significant in contributing to the variation in GOAT.  Of the 

following segments, only a following dorsal fails to reach statistical significance for 

fronting.  A following coronal, glottal, or labial all have a significant effect on GOAT 

fronting.  Much like the findings for GOOSE, these findings are consistent with the 

pattern described in the ANAE where GOAT fronting may occur with any preceding 

segment.  The results of the lmer analysis are displayed below in Figure 4.21 and the p-

values are displayed in Figure 4.22.   
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Figure 4.21.  lmer results for GOAT 

 

Figure 4.22.  p-values for GOAT lmer 
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 Unlike GOOSE, the variation exhibited by GOAT among speakers in East Austin 

appears to be simple random variation.  It does not appear to be socially meaningful as 

there are no trends suggested by CART analysis nor are there statistically significant 

effects among the social variables.  The Hispanic speakers are slightly more back of the 

African American speakers, but this difference does not reach significance.  Additionally, 

GOAT does not seem to be fronting as the mean remains consistent with the F2 of 

THOUGHT close to the back of the vowel space.  The mean F2 is however higher than 

we might expect, making GOAT approximately even in height with TRAP rather than 

with FACE.  GOAT lowering is common in the South among Anglo speakers; it is 

possible that this is one way that African American and Hispanic speakers participate in 

the Southern Vowel Shift, though without multi-generational data we cannot make claims 

about vowel shifting.   

 Let us now compare these patterns to the patterns exhibited by the older speakers 

in the TEP data set, Figures 4.9 and 4.10 above and repeated below for convenience as 

Figures 4.23 and 4.24.  The older African American speaker has a mean F2 for GOAT 

that positions the vowel well to the back of THOUGHT and approximately even with 

LOT in F2 space.  This is consistent with the patterns displayed above for the East Austin 

speakers.  Regarding the height of the vowel, we see again that the vowel is lower than 

FACE with a mean F1 is higher than the F1 mean for FACE.  This is also consistent with 

the patterns displayed by the East Austin speakers.  This height difference seems to be 

different from the older Anglo speaker, whose GOAT approximately even in height with 

FACE.  It is also slightly in front of both LOT and THOUGHT, where it is backed for the 
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older African American speakers; fronted variants are expected for Anglo speakers in 

Texas. 

 

  

Figure 4.23 & 4.24 Older African American and Anglo Speakers from the Texas English 
Project 
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identity the variant is realized towards the front.  GOOSE is realized as a backed variant 

as the speaker presents her “regular” identity, associated with East Austin. Specifically 

with regard to gentrification, we see that speakers overall tend to use a more front variant 

when discussing related topics.  This is somewhat unexpected; we might predict that, as 

these speakers all exhibit a firmly anti-gentrification stance in general, they might use the 

backed variant that is typical of their respective ethnolects.  We do see this with several 

other topics, including discussing their neighborhood and neighborhood activity and 

comparing Austin in general to East Austin in particular.  Instead, when they discuss 

gentrification, the variant is realized as fronted, perhaps as a way to claim authority by 

using this prestige variant. 

 With regard to GOAT variation, the speakers reported here do exhibit variation 

towards the front of the vowel space but the means remain near the back.  It is possible 

that these fronted tokens are the first steps in a shift to the front, but data from one 

generation of speakers is not sufficient to claim this.  The variation then is analyzed as 

random variation as no social factors were found to be significant for it.  The realizations 

of GOAT at the back of the vowel space are expected for African American and Hispanic 

speakers.  What is unexpected, however, is the high F1 of GOAT.  Typically we might 

expect GOAT between FACE and TRAP.  Instead, for the speakers analyzed here, it is 

lowered and approximately even with TRAP.  Rather than GOAT lowering, this could be 

a result of TRAP raising, which is a feature of the Southern Vowel Shift. African 

American speakers and Hispanic speakers have been thought not to participate in the 

Anglicized Southern Vowel Shift, however.  Additionally, Bigham et al. (2009) 
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documented TRAP fronting without raising among Hispanic speakers in Central Texas.  

Again, with only one generation of speakers to consider, we cannot make conclusions 

regarding vowel shifting. 

 Going forward, the production of GOAT needs further researcher.  Labov (2010) 

documents GOAT shifting forward as GOOSE fronts in the U.S. at large.  Fronting of the 

back vowels has been called a feature of Southern speech.  In fact, there are many 

instances of GOAT fronting after GOOSE fronting occurs in a variety but there are no 

reported instances of GOAT fronting without prior GOOSE fronting.  The next sections 

will describe the Southern Vowel Shift and discuss back vowel fronting in more detail. 

4.4.  Chain Shifting and Back Vowel Fronting 
Throughout the literature, there are many reported instances of the GOOSE and 

GOAT vowels fronting together.  While GOOSE may front without GOAT (c.f. (Labov 

et al., 2006, p. 145), there are no cases of GOAT fronting without GOOSE.  Because of 

this, in the instances where they do front together, the fronting seems to be chain shift-

like.  It could be described as a drag or pull chain where the fronting of GOOSE drags 

GOAT along to the front.  This idea has been discussed in the literature at some length 

(e.g., Durian, 2012; Labov, Yaeger, & Steiner, 1972; Labov, 1994, 2010; Thomas, 2001); 

initially this pattern had been analyzed as a chain shift but current analysis discusses it 

not as a chain shift but as parallel movement.  This section will review the history of this 

discussion and conclude with my analysis. 

Martinet provides one of the earliest descriptions of chain shifting.  He describes 

both push chains and drag chains as a way of maintaining the “margin of security” 



 104 

between vowels (1952, p. 11).  In the following diagram, vowel A encroaches upon the 

vowel B’s margin of security.  B can either stay in place and the vowels will merge, or B 

can move away in a chain reaction caused by A’s movement.  This is an example of a 

push chain as A pushes B away.  In a drag chain, vowel D begins to drift away from C 

and drags C along with it.  In this instance, why would C move as all?  Its vowel space is 

not being encroached upon and there is no risk of merger.  Martinet appeals to symmetry 

and economy in this instance.  In many aspects of language, various parts of the system 

move overtime to create symmetry out of an asymmetrical system.  Movement towards 

symmetry often results in a system that is more economical for the speaker as symmetry 

creates regularity, and regularity is economical (see Lindblom, 1983). 

 

a. A          B   b. C     D    

Figure 4.25.  (a) Schematic diagram of a push chain.  A moves towards B, forcing B to 
also move or risk merger.  (b) Schematic diagram of a pull chain.  D moves 
away from C, C is pulled or dragged with D to maintain the relative position 
of the vowel envelopes. 

 

Labov, Yaeger, & Steiner (1972) define a chain shift as “a change in the position 

of two phonemes or allophones in which one moves away from an original position 

which is assumed or approximated by the second” (1972, p. 107). They also give three 

principles that govern chain shifting:   

I. In chain shifts, peripheral vowels rise 

II. In chain shifts, non-peripheral vowels usually fall 
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III. In chain shifts, back vowels move to the front (1972, p. 106). 

From this, it seems we may consider GOOSE and GOAT fronting as a type of chain shift 

under Principle III.  However, the authors conclude that it is not a chain shift as nothing 

moves into the place vacated by GOAT.  

Gordon provides a more general description of a chain shift:  “two or more related 

sound changes” which are presumed to be interdependent (2001, p. 7).  It is important to 

note that in all definitions of chain shift, the realizations of vowels may be changed but 

there are no mergers or splits as a result of a chain shift; the overall phonemic inventory 

does not undergo a net gain or loss.  Because we know that GOAT does not front without 

prior GOOSE fronting, it would seem that GOAT fronting is dependent on GOOSE 

fronting.  This rationale will be explored in more detail below.   

In Principles of Linguistic Change: Internal Factors Labov definitively states that 

GOOSE and GOAT parallel fronting is not a chain shift: “the fronting of /o/ has no 

connection with either chain shifting or the principles of chain shifting” (1994, p. 208).  

While he doesn’t fully motivate this analysis, there are some clues to this outcome.  The 

first is Labov’s definition of chain shifts, cited above from Labov, Yaeger, & Steiner 

(1972):  the second vowel must move into the space vacated by the first vowel.  In the 

GOOSE and GOAT shift, GOAT does not move into the space previously occupied by 

GOOSE; GOAT and GOOSE move along parallel tracks in the vowel space.  Related to 

this, is the notion of the functionality of the shift as discussed by Martinet.  GOAT does 

not move forward and threaten the vowel space security of GOOSE; there is no potential 

merger that motivates either vowel’s movement.  Another potential reason to avoid 
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describing this movement as a chain shift is that GOAT sometimes lowers as it fronts.  

This pattern is evident in the SVS and in East Austin where the nucleus of GOAT lowers 

below the nucleus of FACE.  It would appear that GOAT is not strictly following 

GOOSE in a chain-like manner as we might expect GOAT to raise rather than lower; 

though the fact that it does not front without the prior GOOSE fronting remains a 

compelling reason to consider the movements related.  For these reasons, linguists have 

been more comfortable calling the movements parallel movement instead of a chain shift. 

Parallel movement and chain shifts, both push and pull, represent overall 

movement towards regularity in the vowel system. At their most basic level, chain shifts 

function to do two things: preserve distinction between vowels as well as maintain 

regularity in the vowel space, as each vowel’s envelope remains the same with respect to 

each other vowel’s envelope. As GOOSE fronts by itself, it creates asymmetry in the high 

back corner of the vowel space, leaving a gap or a hole in the top corner of the vowel 

space.  GOAT might therefore front in parallel to preserve the symmetry by shifting the 

back of the vowel space towards the front; there is no longer a hole as the back margin of 

the vowel space has shifted.  This movement towards symmetry is a regularization of the 

vowel space, restoring the relationship in vowel space between GOOSE and GOAT. 

The goal of both chain shifts and parallel movements is the same; there is no 

compelling reason to consider them as different processes.  Both chain shifts and parallel 

movements are attempts by the internal linguistic system to restore or maintain regularity 

in the vowel space.  They both serve the same function within the linguistic system. “The 

term ‘chain shift’ forces us … to think of things happening as if our metaphor were closer 



 107 

to reality than it is.  There is no chain” (Bigham, p.c.).  Martinet first used the metaphor 

of a chain reaction to describe this type of vowel shift.  Along the way the metaphor’s 

meaning changed from a chain reaction to something closer to a chain with links.  The 

original metaphor of chain reaction is perhaps closer to the actual production and 

perception process observed in language.  The different types of movement – whether 

push chains, drag chains, or parallel movement – are all reactions to a given triggering 

event.  Additionally, push chains, drag chains, and parallel movement are all vowel shifts 

with the same end goal: regularity in the vowel system.  It is an unnecessary quest to 

determine the difference between chain shifts and parallel movements, the important 

analytical description is the manner in which the vowels move and the relationship of the 

movement to the overall linguistic process.  They are all parts of the same larger process 

and not substantially different from one another in their outcome.  Drag chains and push 

changes are both types of chain shifts.  We do not consider them to be fundamentally 

different in any substantial way.  Similarly, chain shifts and parallel movements are both 

types of vowel shift.  We do not need to consider chain shifts and parallel movements as 

fundamentally different types of sound change, we should consider them to be two types 

of the same process towards regularity in the vowel system. 

4.5. Implications 
The main findings presented here are that GOOSE varies from the expected back 

of the vowel space to the front of the vowel space.  This range of variation is unexpected.  

Speakers in East Austin shift between the local backed variant and the supra-regional 

front (and prestige Anglo) variant to highlight different aspects of their identity and 
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perhaps to position themselves as experts on gentrification.  The findings about GOAT 

variation are that, while not reaching the extent of GOOSE variation, it varies towards the 

front of the vowel space.  GOAT also is lowered so that it is roughly even with TRAP, 

rather than being higher and even with FACE.  These findings illustrate the importance of 

ethnically diverse samples in describing speech patterns as well as highlight the utility of 

ethnographic fieldwork.  The range of variation found in this data has not been previously 

reported in the literature to the author’s knowledge, with respect to reports of a regional 

variant.  Especially in Texas where there is a large population of Hispanic residents, we 

cannot claim to have a thorough knowledge of the regional variety of English without 

investigation of minority speakers.  If we are to claim that we have a basic knowledge of 

regional varieties of English, as should be the goal of any Atlas-type project, we cannot 

ignore segments of the population and focus only on Anglo speakers.  To do so is 

irresponsible; our data are woefully incomplete if we willfully exclude large segments of 

the population.  The analysis presented here is a small step towards describing a more 

diverse data set. 

 In terms of the importance of ethnographic fieldwork, it is likely that the range of 

variation reported here would not be evident from traditional dialectological fieldwork.  It 

is unlikely that reading passages, word lists, and even brief interviews would elicit such 

variation.  This study is an example of how to integrate the three waves of variation 

research discussed in Section 2.2, and why the waves should be integrated.  Without the 

local knowledge of the community gained through ethnographic fieldwork, the 

importance of topics of conversation would not be evident.  A local understanding of East 
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Austin and the effects of gentrification are important to understand the variation exhibited 

by the GOOSE vowel. We should first document the variation that exists, and then we 

should try to motivate it. Once the GOOSE variation was documented, it would not be 

possible to explain it without ethnographic knowledge of the community. Eckert (e.g., 

2005) is a staunch advocate for the use of ethnography to study linguistic variation, as 

this type of research can help the researcher discover locally relevant groups and 

categories and their relationship to linguistic variants. Such local knowledge will greatly 

benefit the research in question.   

 Furthermore, ethnographic research can provide a fine-grained analysis of macro 

patterns.  The Texas English Project (TEP) has documented varieties of English across 

Central Texas and has described sound changes in progress.  What TEP is unable to do, 

however, is to take a close look to start to answer some of these “why” questions.  TEP 

has described the sound change on a supra regional level, but ethnographic research is 

required to describe it locally.  Such analysis is currently outside the scope of TEP, but it 

is necessary to more fully describe the changes in progress. 

 In conclusion, the pattern of variation of the GOOSE vowel described in this 

chapter demonstrates stylistic use of a local variant in the negotiation of identity.  

Speakers style shift to a front realization of GOOSE to express a connection with a larger 

Texan identity as well as to position themselves as experts, given the prestige associated 

with the fronted realization. Speakers style shift to a back realization to present an 

association specifically with East Austin. There are parallels here to Labov’s (1963) work 

on Martha’s Vineyard in that the residents of East Austin are reacting to a group of 
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outsiders through use of linguistic variables. The same factors evident in Martha’s 

Vineyard are also present in East Austin: locals contrasting with outsiders, a depressed 

local economy that reluctantly needs outsider business, and speakers’ orientation to 

competing local and supra-regional norms.  Unlike Martha’s Vineyard, however, I argue 

that the variations in the GOOSE vowel can be interpreted stylistically according to topic 

of conversation and by a speaker’s stance towards that topic. Though the variants of 

GOOSE appear to be below the level of consciousness, the fronted GOOSE and the 

backed GOOSE serve to highlight very different aspects of the speakers’ identity.  
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Chapter 5: LOT and THOUGHT 

 

5.0. Introduction 
 This chapter addresses the production of the low back vowels LOT and 

THOUGHT among African American and Hispanic speakers in East Austin, Texas.  

These vowels are interesting to investigate as they have merged in many regions of the 

United States and are currently undergoing merger in other regions. Two primary 

research questions are addressed. First, what is the current state of the low back merger in 

Texas? These vowels have historically remained distinct in the South; does Texas follow 

this traditional pattern, or are speakers in Texas transitioning towards merger? Second, do 

African American and Hispanic speakers participate in the merger? The case of the low 

back merger is another opportunity to consider the extent to which minority speakers 

participate in sound changes in progress in the majority population.   

This chapter is organized as follows: Section 5.1 discusses the low back merger 

from a dialectological perspective in the United States at large. This discussion is 

followed by a discussion of LOT and THOUGHT in the South and in Texas specifically.  

Previous research on the production of LOT and THOUGHT by minority speakers 

throughout the U.S. will also be discussed. Section 5.2 describes the data and 

methodology used for the current study. Section 5.3 is devoted to a discussion of the data 

presented in the previous section. It includes implications for the state of the low back 

merger in Central Texas. Section 5.4 presents conclusions from this study, discusses the 

importance of statistical methods, and suggests areas for future research. 
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5.1. The Low Back Merger 
The history of the merger between LOT and THOUGHT in U.S. varieties of 

English is attested at least as far back as Kurath’s seminal dialectology work in the 

Eastern U.S. in the first half of the twentieth century. The regions surveyed by Kurath’s 

fieldworkers include the Eastern seaboard as far south as South Carolina and extend west 

through West Virginia and into Eastern Ohio. Kurath documented the merger in Eastern 

New England and in Western Pennsylvania, saying that in these areas “crop, rod, John, 

etc., have the same vowel phoneme as law, dog, frost, etc.” (1961, p. 13). All other areas 

surveyed for this atlas, including the Southern-most regions, exhibited difference between 

the LOT and THOUGHT vowels. The fieldwork for this atlas was conducted in the 

1930s, making Kurath’s analysis one of the earliest, widespread atlas projects carried out 

in contemporary U.S. dialectology.  

In recent dialectology atlas research, the Atlas of North American English (ANAE) 

also documented the complete merger in Eastern New England and Western 

Pennsylvania and added the West at large and Canada to the areas with the merger. The 

region covered by the merger is expanded from Kurath’s original work, perhaps simply 

because the ANAE covered a much larger geographic area than Kurath. The ANAE also 

reported that the South at large maintains a distinction, though it labeled Texas as a 

transitional area (Labov et al., 2006). Most of the Midwest does not have this merger, 

presumably due to the effect of the Northern Cities Shift (NCS). In the NCS, LOT moves 

forward towards TRAP, which raises, and THOUGHT lowers into the space vacated by 
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LOT. The movement of both vowels results in the maintenance of distinction, though it is 

still possible for these vowels to move towards merger in NCS areas (e.g., Dinkin, 2011).  

In the South as a whole, the maintenance of distinction between LOT and 

THOUGHT is credited to the presence of a back upglide in THOUGHT class vowels, as 

otherwise the nuclei of these vowels may be very close in F1-F2 space. Recent research, 

however, documents several cases of the merger in the South and provides evidence of it 

as a change in progress. In Kentucky, for example, Irons described the progression of the 

merger through glide loss and predicts that this means of merger will spread throughout 

the South as “elements of traditional Southern phonology recede” (2007, p. 167) and the 

glide is lost or reduced in other areas. Data collected for the ANAE also provided 

evidence that young people in the South advance the merger through glide loss. Because 

urban young people are likely to move away from traditional Southern phonology, such 

as diphthongal THOUGHT, this change towards merger is to be expected (Labov, 2010).  

Like the ANAE, Thomas (2001a, 2008) wrote that the South maintains the distinction and 

notes the presence of upgliding in THOUGHT. However, he also described the merger 

spreading in the South recently and cited stigma against the upgliding variant of 

THOUGHT as a possible catalyst. All of these sources reached the same conclusion that 

stigmatization of traditional Southern phonology results in the loss of the back upglide in 

THOUGHT and subsequently introduces the merger between LOT and THOUGHT in 

the South.  

Fridland (2000) described merger through a different process. She attributed the 

progression of the merger of LOT and THOUGHT in Memphis, Tennessee to the 
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lowering of THOUGHT rather than to glide loss. The ANAE included Memphis within 

the area that maintains distinction, yet placed it outside of the isogloss where the back 

upglide is described (Labov et al., 2006). Fridland did not address whether there might 

also be glide loss involved with THOUGHT lowering. In fact, she did not address the 

question of whether THOUGHT has a back upglide in Memphis at all. This raises 

methodological questions since it is possible for the nuclei of LOT and THOUGHT to 

occupy the same F1-F2 space and still remain distinct as a result of the back upglide.  

Comparing one measurement point and disregarding the glide is a methodological 

problem common to any examination of the low back merger in regions where the local 

variety of English includes diphthongal THOUGHT. Section 5.3 will address this issue in 

more detail and present one possible solution.   

Turning now to Texas specifically, the LOT~THOUGHT merger seems to be 

following a different progression, or at least a different timetable. In the South, the low 

back merger is a recent innovation among younger speakers. In Texas, however, there is 

some evidence that it is more established. The LOT~THOUGHT merger reportedly 

reached the Dallas-Fort Worth Metroplex in the years after World War II and spread 

southwest across the state by 1960 (Bailey, Wikle, & Sand, 1991). This seems to be 

earlier than when the merger entered the rest of the South. Thomas (2008) included Texas 

in the area of the South that currently produces the merger, but his evidence likely came 

from the same data set used by Bailey, et al. It should therefore not be seen as separate 

affirmation of the spread of the merger into Texas, but rather repetition of Bailey et al.’s 

claims. In a study of Central Texas, the Texas English Project documented a change in 
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progress for young Anglo speakers: though they are still distinct, younger speakers have 

much less distinction between LOT and THOUGHT than older speakers (Bigham et al., 

2009). The combination of the above studies provides confirmation of the ANAE’s 

designation of Texas as a transitional area. The LOT~THOUGHT merger is certainly 

progressing in Texas among Anglo speakers, but more data is needed to describe the 

process as much of our knowledge about Texas is derived from a single data set. 

Of interest to the present study is the state of the merger among Hispanic and 

African American speakers, in Texas and elsewhere. The ANAE, while it does not 

provide a great deal of information about African American speech, found that African 

American speakers in general tend to resist the low back merger (Labov et al., 2006).  

Among African American speakers in Pittsburgh, however, Eberhardt found that the low 

back merger has a “strong presence in Pittsburgh AAE” (2008, p. 297). She attributed 

this fact to contact between African Americans and White residents in the late nineteenth 

and early twentieth centuries. This seems to be the only area where African American 

speakers have completely merged LOT~THOUGHT; there are no other reported 

instances of the merger among African American speakers with which the author is 

familiar.  

Regarding the low back merger among Hispanic speakers, there is a noticeable 

hole in the literature regarding Hispanic speakers outside of Texas. The ANAE 

intentionally excludes Hispanic speakers because it is quite difficult to control for the 

language background of Hispanic speakers in the U.S., even for those who are 

monolingual. For better or for worse, dialectology research continues to seek out 
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participants who have limited outside influence on their speech, at least to the extent that 

researchers can control. Perhaps this perception will change along with the growing 

Hispanic population in the U.S. There are many reasons to consider including Hispanic 

speakers in sociolinguistic research, not the least is that we would otherwise be 

intentionally excluding a large population of speakers from our studies and thereby 

limiting what we know about varieties of English in the U.S. The growing population 

also allows us an opportunity to consider effects of language contact as well as to 

examine the sociolinguistic realities of second language acquisition. 

Examining Texas specifically, there seems to be consensus that Hispanic speakers 

in Texas do participate in the low back merger while African American speakers do not.  

Bailey et al. (1991) documented the merger among Hispanic speakers, but noted the 

maintenance of distinction among African American speakers. They described the merger 

in progress among Hispanic speakers as a “parallel but unrelated development” to the 

merger in progress in the Anglo community (Bailey et al., 1991, p. 205). In a statistical 

analysis of this same data set, Bernstein (1993) confirmed that African American 

speakers maintain the distinction between LOT and THOUGHT while Hispanic and 

Anglo speakers merge the two vowels. Thomas (2001a) conducted an acoustic study of 

regional varieties of U.S. English and found that Hispanic speakers in Texas typically do 

merge LOT and THOUGHT, but have a target that is more fronted than the merged target 

for Anglo speakers. Of African American speakers, Thomas said that this merger is 

“considerably less frequent among African Americans than among other ethnic groups” 

(2001a, p. 174). With data from the TEP, Bigham et al. (2009) found that young Hispanic 
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speakers exhibit movement towards the LOT~THOUGHT merger. Unlike Thomas 

(2001a), they did not find a difference between young Anglo speakers and young 

Hispanic speakers in terms of the target location of the vowels. To date TEP has not 

examined LOT~THOUGHT production among African American speakers. 

5.2. Methodology 
 The LOT and THOUGHT tokens analyzed in this chapter were extracted from 

interview speech, measured, and normalized according to the methodology previously 

described in Chapter 2. Table 5.1 below reproduces the demographic information 

displayed previously in Table 4.1. (A more thorough discussion of the speakers may be 

found in Sections 3.2 and 4.2.) Table 5.2 below lists the means for each vowel class for 

each speaker. The first 8 tokens preceding each of the following environments were 

selected: coronal, dorsal, labial, liquid, and word final. This yielded a data set with 168 

tokens of LOT and 143 tokens of THOUGHT total. The number of tokens per speaker is 

included in Table 5.2. 

 Gender Age Ethnicity 
Delilah F 40s African American 
Susanna F 40s African American 
Erie F 60s African American 
Nora F 60s African American 
Sandra F 40s Hispanic 
Marina F 40s Hispanic 

Table 5.1:  Demographic information 
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 LOT N LOT mean (Hz) THOUGHT N THOUGHT mean (Hz) 
  F1 F2  F1 F2 
Delilah 33 513 1495 29 512 1604 
Susanna 24 947 1500 23 429 1529 
Erie 32 517 1423 22 494 1608 
Nora 23 498 1321 20 467 1372 
Sandra 31 482 1373 25 454 1384 
Marina 25 526 1338 24 494 1301 

Table 5.2: LOT and THOUGHT mean (Hz) by speaker 

 

To assess whether there is a merger between these two vowel classes, three 

metrics were used: visual inspection of vowel plots, Euclidean distance – the distance 

between the means of each vowel class, and Pillai scores – an output of a MANOVA test.  

Euclidean distances and Pillai scores will be discussed below. The first metric for 

assessing LOT~THOUGHT merger is visual inspection of the vowel plots. While not 

statistically rigorous, simply looking at the vowel plots can determine whether other 

metrics are necessary to measure merger or it can serve as confirmation of the other 

metrics. Visual inspection of vowel plots provides information about the distribution of 

each vowel, which can be influential for both the Pillai score and Euclidean distance 

metrics.  

The second metric used to assess the degree of merger is the Euclidean distance 

between the means of each vowel class. The Euclidean distance, also called the Cartesian 

distance, uses the Pythagorean theorem to determine the distance between two points on a 

vowel plot. Though this method has routinely been used in sociolinguistics, it only 

considers the means of each vowel class and does not consider the overall size or shape 
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of each vowel envelope. The size and shape of the vowel envelope provides useful 

information to characterize the merger as the mean measurement can be adversely 

affected by one or two measurements at the edge of the vowel envelope. Euclidean 

distances are helpful in characterizing the progression of the merger through a 

community over time. For instance, the distance can be compared for multiple 

generations of speakers. As the merger progresses, we would expect the distance to 

decrease over time. Therefore, including Euclidean distances is a useful metric even 

though other methods are available that better describe the vowel envelope. 

The third metric is an output of the MANOVA statistical test: the Pillai-Bartlett 

trace, known more simply as the Pillai score. The Pillai score has recently gained 

momentum in sociophonetic research as a method of assessing merger (e.g., (Gorman & 

Johnson, 2013; Hall-Lew, 2010; Hay, Warren, & Drager, 2006). The Pillai score is a 

measure of difference between two clusters of measurements. In this case it is the 

difference between the cluster of LOT class measurements and the cluster of THOUGHT 

class measurements. A low Pillai score indicates that the two clusters of measurements 

have a high degree of merger and a high Pillai score indicates that the two clusters are 

separate.  

While the Pillai score is useful to determine cases where a complete merger 

exists, it is less useful to determine cases of near merger. It is possible that two clusters 

are statistically significantly different but still so close in production that speakers do not 

distinguish between the vowels. As vowels undergoing the merger progression become 

more alike, it is difficult to determine the precise F1-F2 measurements needed for the 
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vowels to qualify as a full merger, this problem stands for any method currently 

employed in sociophonetic research and is not a weakness particular to the Pillai test. 

A caveat about using the Pillai score: while it does take into account the range of 

variation present in the vowel measurements, it is important to be sure the clusters have 

similar distributions. If LOT has a greater distribution than THOUGHT, for example, the 

Pillai score would provide information about the difference between the clusters rather 

than about the degree of merger (Hall-Lew, 2010). Distribution can be estimated by 

visual inspection of the vowel space for each vowel.   

A word of caution about all three metrics is that they each provide a limited 

amount and type of information. Typically, vowel measurements used for the Pillai test 

and to compute the Euclidean distance are taken at either the vowel onset or the midpoint.  

But, as is often the case in the South, the glide of THOUGHT may serve to keep the 

vowels distinct. If we only consider one point of measurement, at the nucleus or 

elsewhere, this important information about the glide is necessarily excluded from our 

analyses. Ideally, analysis of a vowel merger in progress should include a combination of 

methods. This study considers Pillai scores at both the midpoint and the 80% duration of 

each vowel as well as Euclidean distance measurements for each vowel class. By 

considering two measurement points in the vowel’s trajectory, one taken at the nucleus 

and one taken at 80%, we can learn about diphthongal characteristics that may ultimately 

distinguish LOT from THOUGHT. 
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5.3. Data 

5.3.1.  Vowel Plots 
 The first metric used to investigate LOT~THOUGHT merger is visual inspection 

of vowel plots. Though this method is wholly subjective, it should not be discounted.  

Researchers can examine the distribution of the vowel space to determine if a Pillai test is 

appropriate. It can provide confirmation that the decisions made by the researcher are 

accurate and it can assist the researcher in determining cases of near merger. Figures 5.1-

5.6 below depict the LOT and THOUGHT tokens and means used for the Pillai tests and 

Euclidean distance calculations respectively, for each speaker. The Hispanic speakers are 

displayed first in Figures 5.1 and 5.2. The African American speakers are displayed with 

their age cohort: Figures 5.3 and 5.4 show the 40-year old speakers, followed by the 60-

year old speakers in Figures 5.5 and 5.6.   

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5.1:  Sandra    Figure 5.2:  Marina 
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Figure 5.3: Delilah    Figure 5.4: Susanna 

 

  

Figure 5.5:  Nora    Figure 5.6:  Erie 

 

Figures 5.1 and 5.2 display the vowel plots for the Hispanic speakers, Sandra and 

Marina. There is a considerable amount of overlap among the LOT and THOUGHT 

tokens for both of these speakers. There does not appear to be a clear way to separate the 
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pattern of each vowel class. This is true also for Delilah and Susanna in Figures 5.3 and 

5.4. There are a few outliers for each speaker, which may influence the mean 

measurement, but otherwise there is substantial overlap among the tokens. Again we see 

that there is no clear pattern to the distribution of the LOT and THOUGHT tokens.  

Finally, both Nora and Erie in Figures 5.5 and 5.6 appear to have LOT clustered towards 

the bottom right of the vowel plot. For Nora, the THOUGHT tokens are higher than the 

LOT tokens. For Erie, the THOUGHT tokens cluster towards the top left of the vowel 

plot. For both speakers, however, there is still some overlap among the tokens. At this 

point it is necessary to consider other metrics to judge the degree of merger.  

 

5.3.2.  Euclidean Distance 
 The Euclidean distance, or the Cartesian distance, measures the distance between 

the mean of one vowel class and the mean of another vowel class. It is computed as if one 

were measuring the linear distance between the vowels on the vowel plot; for this study, 

the Euclidean distance between the means of LOT and THOUGHT was computed using 

the distance function in R (R Development Core Team, 2011). The Euclidean distances 

between LOT and THOUGHT for each speaker are displayed in Table 5.3 below, along 

with the means for F1 and F2 for each vowel for reference.  

 

 

 

 



 124 

Speaker Vowel F1 mean (Hz) F2 mean (Hz) LOT~THOUGHT 
Euclidean Distance (Hz) 

Delilah LOT 513 1495 189 
 THOUGHT 513 1604 
Susanna LOT 447 1500 200 
 THOUGHT 429 1529 
Erie LOT 517 1423 323 
 THOUGHT 494 1608 
Nora LOT 498 1321 103 
 THOUGHT 467 1372 
Sandra LOT 482 1373 52 
 THOUGHT 454 1384 
Marina LOT 526 1338 85 
 THOUGHT 494 1301 

Table 5.3:  Euclidean distance measurements for each speaker, at the nucleus 

  

Three speakers, Nora, Sandra, and Marina, have a short distance of approximately 

100 Hz or less. The other three speakers, Delilah, Susanna, and Erie, have distances 

ranging from 189 Hz to 323 Hz. These results alone might lead to the conclusion that the 

speakers with a distance less than 100 Hz have LOT and THOUGHT closer together, 

while Delilah and Susanna might exhibit a near merger since their distances are larger. 

Erie is the most distinct at 323 Hz. If Erie does exhibit the near merger, she is likely 

farther away from the merged target than are Delilah and Susanna. This analysis seems 

reasonable, and is supported by the distribution of the vowel plots. 

To determine what these distances mean in practice, the distances obtained for 

this study will be compared to Dinkin’s (2011) investigation of LOT~THOUGHT merger 

in upstate New York. This particular study was chosen for comparison because the 

dialectological landscape is similar to that in East Austin: upstate New York has 
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traditionally resisted merger, yet Dinkin finds evidence for a sound change in progress 

towards the merger. The comparison to Dinkin is not a perfect one as his study includes 

speaker perception as well as Euclidean distance. Furthermore, while a near merger may 

not always lead to a full merger (e.g., Di Paolo, 1992), the situations are comparable.  For 

the New York speakers who produce and hear LOT~THOUGHT as the same, the 

distance ranges from 24 Hz – 152 Hz (Dinkin, 2011, p. 322). The shortest distances for 

the East Austin speakers, 52 Hz – 103 Hz, are well within this range. Based on this, we 

can say that it seems likely that Nora, Marina, and Sandra do have the LOT~THOUGHT 

merger. It is expected for the Hispanic speakers to exhibit the merger though it is 

somewhat surprising that an African American speaker does. This will be discussed 

below. The New York speakers who have a near merger, as determined by their 

judgments of minimal pairs, have a distance range of 25 Hz – 329 Hz. The remaining 

three East Austin speakers, Delilah, Susanna, and Erie fit within this range, with 

distances from 189 Hz – 323 Hz, and therefore likely have a near merger. Both of the 

New York speakers who do not appear to have an overlap in their LOT~THOUGHT 

production have a Euclidean distance around 400 Hz.   

The Euclidean distance is included as a secondary metric to analyze merger in this 

study; the Pillai score will function as the primary metric. The Pillai score is an objective 

way to determine whether two groups of measurements are merged, as it does not require 

the researcher’s judgment about whether the distance is “short enough” to be a merger.  

But, as discussed in Section 5.2, if LOT exhibits more variation than THOUGHT, for 

example, the Pillai score may measure this variation between the two groups instead.  
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Including the Euclidean distance provides more information about the F1-F2 space the 

vowels occupy. The downside to the Euclidean distance measurement is that it only 

considers the vowel mean and so meaningful variation may be missed. 

5.3.3. Pillai Scores 
 As previously discussed, speakers in the South often maintain distinction between 

LOT and THOUGHT through a back off-glide on THOUGHT. In obtaining Pillai scores, 

then, it is useful to conduct the test at both the nucleus and the glide to learn whether the 

vowel’s glide may play a role in keeping the vowel classes distinct. Again, the Pillai test 

measures the degree of similarity between two clusters of measurements; a low Pillai 

score indicates LOT~THOUGHT merger and a high Pillai score indicates that the vowels 

are distinct. Figure 5.7 below displays the result of the Pillai test for each speaker 

measurements at the nucleus. 
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Figure 5.7:  Pillai test results by speaker, vowel nucleus 

 
Only two of the speakers have a statistically significant difference between LOT 

and THOUGHT, indicating that the groups are different:  Erie and Sandra. The test result 

is significant at the p<.01 for Erie and at the p<.05 level for Sandra. Additionally, both 

speakers have relatively low Pillai scores: .21 for Erie and .15 for Sandra. While these are 

the highest Pillai results exhibited in this data, they are considered low in interpreting the 

test results. In terms of the statistical test, a low Pillai score indicates that the groups 
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being tested do not have a very robust difference. We can conclude, then, that the LOT 

and THOUGHT measurements are different for these two speakers, but the difference is 

not very strong. This finding will be interpreted below. 

The remaining four speakers do not have a significant difference between LOT 

and THOUGHT. Because there is no significant difference, we can conclude that the 

LOT and THOUGHT measurements at the nucleus are similar. Furthermore, the Pillai 

scores are all less than .1 for these speakers, which is very low, reinforcing the finding 

that the clusters of measurements are comparable at the nucleus. Because of the potential 

for diphthongization, we cannot affirm the LOT~THOUGHT merger before considering 

measurements at the glide.  

 Let us now consider the Pillai scores using measurements taken at the glide, 80% 

of the vowel’s duration. Figure 5.8 below displays the result of this Pillai test. Nearly all 

of the speakers exhibit similarity between LOT and THOUGHT, with the exception of 

Delilah and Erie. Delilah and Erie both exhibit a statistically significant difference at the 

p<.05 level. Even though there is a significant difference, the test returned low Pillai 

scores of .13 for each speaker. As before, the difference between the two clusters is 

therefore not very robust. We will return to this issue of statistical significance and a low 

Pillai score below.   

For the other four speakers, the test does not reach statistical significance, 

indicating similarity between the LOT and THOUGHT measurements taken at the glide.  

Additionally, the Pillai scores are all less than .1. These results are interpreted to mean 

that LOT~THOUGHT are comparable at the glide for these four speakers.   
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Figure 5.8:  Pillai test results by speaker, vowel glide 

 

 Considering the data from both the nucleus and the glide together provides 

evidence of the LOT~THOUGHT merger for at least three speakers: Marina, Nora, and 

Susanna. These speakers did not exhibit significant difference between LOT and 

THOUGHT at either the nucleus or the glide measurement points. The Pillai scores for 

these speakers are also low at both measurement points, indicating a high degree of 

similarity between the two clusters of measurements. Based on the combination of lack of 
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statistical significance and low Pillai scores at both measurement points, 

LOT~THOUGHT are merged for these three speakers.   

The remaining three speakers each present a different possible outcome. Sandra 

has a significant difference between the vowel classes at the nucleus but not at the glide.  

Delilah has a significant difference between the vowel classes at the glide, but not the 

nucleus. Erie has a significant difference between LOT and THOUGHT at both 

measurement points. Each of these three speakers, however, exhibits a low Pillai score 

that would otherwise suggest similarity between the clusters. Statistical significance 

coupled with a low Pillai score is interpreted to mean that there is a difference between 

the groups, but the difference is not very robust and therefore are only marginally 

significant.  

One way to conceptualize this result is that even though LOT and THOUGHT are 

different, they are not very different. We can similarly conceptualize a near merger in this 

way: the vowels involved in a near merger are different, but not very different – they are 

close enough to one another that there is perhaps little difference in practice. For Sandra, 

the vowels’ nuclei are distinct, but perhaps not very distinct, while the glides are similar.  

Delilah exhibits the opposite pattern where the vowels’ nuclei are similar and the glides 

are distinct, but perhaps not very distinct. Erie has a distinction at both the nucleus and 

glide, but again the difference is not very robust as evidenced by low Pillai scores. Given 

these results, significant difference in measurements paired with a low Pillai score 

suggests a near merger between LOT and THOUGHT for these three speakers.    
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 Further considering these results by ethnicity and by age does not reveal a clear 

pattern. Of the two Hispanic speakers, Marina exhibits a merger while Sandra exhibits a 

near merger. Of the four African American speakers, Nora and Susanna exhibit merger, 

while Erie and Delilah exhibit near merger. Additionally each of these pairs has one 60-

year old speaker and one 40-year old speaker. It would be convenient to find evidence of 

speakers moving towards the merger generationally, but there is not a clear pattern based 

on age. The progression of this merger over time will be further discussed below in 

Section 5.4.  Future research will consider the merger with a larger sample size. 

5.3.4. Summary of Findings 
To this point, we have considered the Pillai scores and the Euclidean distances 

separately. When we consider these metrics together, we see a more complete picture of 

the LOT~THOUGHT merger in East Austin. Table 5.4 displays the results of these tests 

together for each speaker. Two speakers are judged to have the merger based on both 

metrics: Nora and Marina. Two speakers are judged to likely have the merger, as at least 

one of the metrics suggests: Susanna and Sandra. The remaining two speakers have a 

near merger, as both metrics suggest:  Delilah and Erie. 

Speaker Pillai Test Result Euclidean Distance Merger Decision 
Marina Merger Short Merger 
Nora Merger Short Merger 
Sandra Near merger Short Merger 
Susanna Merger Medium Merger 
Delilah Near merger Medium Near merger 
Erie Near merger Longest, but within 

near merger range 
Near merger 

Table 5.4:  Comparison of Pillai test and Euclidean distance for each speaker 
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We can now compare the merger decisions from Table 5.4 to the vowel plots.  

The Hispanic speakers, Sandra and Marina, have the LOT~THOUGHT merger. This 

decision appears to be supported in Figures 5.1 and 5.2 above, as there is considerable 

overlap among the LOT and THOUGHT tokens for these speakers. This is true also for 

Susanna and Nora, the two African American speakers who have the merger. Vowel plots 

for these speakers are displayed above in Figures 5.4 and 5.5. There are a few outliers for 

each speaker, which may influence the mean measurement, but otherwise there is 

substantial overlap among the tokens. The statistical tests conducted here suggest that 

Delilah, displayed in Figure 5.3, has a near merger, but inspecting the vowel plot seems 

to suggest she might have a more full merger. There is no clear separate distribution of 

the LOT and THOUGHT tokens. Finally, Erie was also previously hypothesized to have 

a near merger. Inspection of her vowel plot, in Figure 5.6, seems to support this decision.  

While there is some overlap in the vowel space, there seems to be clear clusters of LOT 

and THOUGHT tokens. A near merger is a reasonable conclusion in this case. 

The results of the separate merger tests emphasize the need for multiple 

evaluation metrics. Considering both Euclidean distance and Pillai tests together allows 

us to expand the subset of speakers who have the merger from three speakers to four. It 

also provides confirmation that Delilah and Erie likely have a near merger, since both 

tests suggest that outcome. By considering these multiple metrics, we can make better 

decisions about the data and be more confident in those decisions. 
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5.4.  Discussion 
 The Pillai test demonstrates statistically that three speakers do not have a 

statistically significant difference between LOT~THOUGHT and so likely have the 

merger: Marina, Nora, and Susanna. Those speakers do not exhibit statistical significance 

at either measurement point. This test also suggests that three speakers likely have a near 

merger: Delilah, Sandra, and Erie. These speakers exhibit statistical significance at one or 

both measurement points, but also have a low Pillai score indicating similarity between 

the groups. Visual inspection of the vowel plots suggests that five of the six speakers 

exhibit the LOT~THOUGHT merger, with only Erie likely exhibiting a near merger.  

 Considering all of these metrics together suggests a trend towards the 

LOT~THOUGHT merger among minority speakers in East Austin. Because we are 

interested in how this merger is progressing among a community as a whole, it is less 

important that each individual speaker be evaluated with precisely the same result for 

each test to claim this finding. The performance of each individual is less important than 

the overall trend emerging from the data. LOT~THOUGHT seem to be moving towards 

merger among Hispanic and African American speakers in East Austin, a larger sample 

size coupled with perception tests are necessary to further investigate this claim.   

 The finding that Hispanic speakers in East Austin exhibit the LOT~THOUGHT 

merger is not surprising as this finding has been widely reported in Texas as a whole. 

Bailey, Wikle, & Sand (1991) wrote that Hispanic speakers have this merger. Bigham et 

al. (2009) found it for both their older and younger speakers. Thomas (2001a) also 

showed that Hispanic speakers in Texas have this merger, including one speaker born in 
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1936. This merger is not a new change in progress among Hispanic speakers, then.  Its 

presence among the Hispanic speakers in East Austin is expected.   

 The LOT~THOUGHT merger is, however, somewhat unexpected among African 

American speakers in Central Texas for several reasons. We know that the merger is a 

change in progress among Anglo speakers in Texas; as it has been hypothesized that 

African American speakers resist vowel changes happening in the White community 

(Labov, 2010), we might expect it to be absent among African Americans. Additionally, 

Thomas described the low back merger as “considerably less frequent among African 

Americans than among other ethnic groups” (2001a, p. 174). Not only is it therefore 

unexpected for African Americans in Texas to be participating in the same change in 

progress as the Anglo community, but also it is unexpected for this change in particular.  

Bailey et al. (1991) and Bernstein (1993) also confirmed that the LOT~THOUGHT 

merger is not evident among African American speakers in their data; if there was 

evidence of movement towards merger it seems likely it would have been discussed.  

Why should it be the case that African American speakers in East Austin exhibit 

movement towards this merger, but it is apparently unattested in the rest of the state? 

 One potential explanation for finding the low back merger in East Austin but not 

elsewhere is the method of data analysis. Bailey et al. (1991) tested one token of lost 

against one token of walk. While such a small diagnostic test was enough to discover the 

merger is more wide spread in the Anglo and Hispanic populations, it may not have been 

enough to discern the merger if it came into the African American population later than it 

appeared elsewhere. By the time data for the present study were collected, the merger 
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may have advanced enough among African American speakers for it to be more apparent.  

Additionally, the tokens analyzed by Bailey and his colleagues were elicited and 

therefore are examples of a more self-conscious speech style than the tokens extracted 

from interviews for the present study. It is possible that the degree of formality of the 

speech could contribute to the preservation of a distinction until after the merger is 

complete in the community. 

 Let us now compare the results from the East Austin speakers to vowel charts 

from speakers from the contemporary data from TEP. The data is divided into older and 

younger age groups and further by ethnicity. Table 5.5 below displays the demographics 

of these speakers. The data are unevenly distributed and heavily skewed towards Anglo 

speakers. Additionally, there is only one African American speaker in each age group and 

there are no older Hispanic speakers. Because of this, statistical processes are not 

appropriate though we will consider the data descriptively below. Ideally, we would 

prefer both a larger data set and one that is more evenly distributed. As TEP continues to 

collect data, a larger, more balanced data set will be available in the future. 

 

 Younger Older Total 
Anglo 17 3 20 
African American 1 1 2 
Hispanic 2 0 2 
Total 21 4 25 

Table 5.5.  Demographic Information for TEP speakers 
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 In comparing older and younger Anglo speakers in Figures 5.9 and 5.10 below, it 

appears that the distribution of LOT and THOUGHT overlaps much more for the 

younger speakers than it does for the older speakers. The mean values of LOT and 

THOUGHT are partially overlapping for the younger speakers, while they are close but 

still distinct for the older speakers. This pattern is as expected given that previous 

research (Bailey et al., 1991; Bigham et al., 2009) has suggested that younger Anglo 

speakers in Texas do exhibit the LOT~THOUGHT merger. 

 

    
 
Figure 5.9.  Younger Anglo Figure 5.10.  Older Anglo 
 Speakers, N=17          Speakers, N=3 
        

 

 Though we do not have a base line of older Hispanic speakers from the TEP data, 

based on previous research (Thomas, 2001a) we do know that Hispanic speakers in Texas 

exhibit this merger. This finding is supported by the data from the East Austin speakers 
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discussed above. Figure 5.11 displays the young Hispanic speakers from the TEP data.  

While there are two outlier THOUGHT tokens that are higher than the others, it seems 

that LOT and THOUGHT do have an overlapping distribution. This vowel plot is in line 

with the vowel plots for the Hispanic speakers displayed in Figures 5.1 and 5.2. Even 

though this data set is limited, we can cautiously say that this merger is present among 

Hispanic speakers. 

 

 

Figure 5.11.  Young Hispanic Speakers, N=2 

 

 Because the TEP data set includes only one older and one younger African 

American speaker, it is difficult to be conclusive about the LOT~THOUGHT merger.  

Findings from the East Austin speakers suggest that LOT and THOUGHT are moving 
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speakers have little overlap between LOT and THOUGHT tokens and the means appear 

to be quite distinct as well. One reason for this discrepancy is similar to the explanation 

raised above with regard to Bailey et al.’s findings: the data utilized by TEP comes from 

word list readings. It is possible that tokens elicited in such a manner are examples of 

more self conscious speech and therefore are more likely to remain distinct until the 

LOT~THOUGHT merger reaches a more complete state. It would be helpful to also have 

tokens extracted from sociolinguistic interviews or other informal speech to test this 

hypothesis. 

 

   

Figure 5.12. Young African American Speaker  Figure 5.13. Older African American Speaker 

 

5.5.  Conclusion 
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merger. They likely exhibit at least a near-merged stage in the change in progress from 

the fully separate vowel classes demonstrated by Thomas. Contemporary data from TEP 

is inconclusive as there is only one younger speaker currently available for analysis, 

additionally the tokens were elicited in a formal context rather than the more informal 

context utilized for the East Austin speakers. The Hispanic speakers do not exhibit 

significant differences between LOT and THOUGHT. Previous research indicates that 

Hispanic speakers in Texas already produce the LOT~THOUGHT merger; these data 

from East Austin affirm this trend is continuing. 

The Pillai test results, as a relatively new method in sociophonetic research, 

demonstrate the importance of increased use of statistical measures for sociophonetic 

research. Statistical tests describe the data as it exists numerically; the tests do not 

analyze it based on a hypothesis and they do not make subjective decisions about the 

data. Using the Pillai test describes the entire cluster of measurements for LOT and 

THOUGHT; the Pillai score informs the analyst whether there is a strong difference 

between these clusters. Additionally, even when statistical significance between LOT and 

THOUGHT is reached, understanding the Pillai score provides information about the 

strength of the significance. It is possible, as was demonstrated in this chapter, that 

significant results may not be very robust and therefore the difference between the 

clusters is not very strong. Such situations can therefore still provide evidence of 

movement towards merger. Euclidean distance measurements require a subjective 

judgment about how close or far apart the data points must be for there to be merger. The 

Pillai test requires no such subjectivity to interpret.   
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Future research should endeavor to expand the data set to include more speakers 

in the older age group. The finding that African American speakers could be moving 

towards the LOT~THOUGHT merger is surprising and so far not documented in 

previous research in Texas, to the best of the author’s knowledge. Other regions should 

be sampled to determine the spread of this merger across the state. Additionally, future 

research should include perception tests. Speakers may reliably judge tokens as distinct 

even though they produce the merger themselves. Conducting perception tests will help 

assess the progress of the merger at large. 
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Chapter 6:  Conclusions & Future Directions 

 

6.1. Summary of Main Findings 

This dissertation opened with the following research questions: How do social 

variables influence a linguistic system? More specifically, questions that are considered 

include the following: How will the social pressures of gentrification influence linguistic 

variables? What kind of correlations may exist between linguistic performance and 

attitudes towards gentrification? To what extent do minority speakers participate in sound 

changes present in the majority group’s variety of English? In this chapter we will tie 

these questions together, summarize the primary contributions to the field of linguistics, 

and address areas for future work. 

Chapter 2 discussed the three waves of variation research categorized by Eckert 

(2005): traditional dialectology in the first wave, indexical meaning in the second wave, 

style and speaker-driven research in the third wave. Following Hazen (2011), I emphasize 

that current variation researchers adopt a hybrid approach. We should not abandon 

techniques or methodologies as our research capabilities advance with technology. Long-

term projects, like the Texas English Project, are an example of one way we can combine 

the best practices from the different waves. In the short term, ethnographic research can 

help us integrate the waves. Researchers can learn locally relevant categories and 

meanings, conduct sociolinguistic interviews, as well as elicit data through traditional 

dialectological means. 

Combining data-collection methods of the first three waves of variation research 

with an ethnographic approach and rigorous statistical modeling leads to a greater 

understanding of the sounds under study. Word lists and reading passages provide a 
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wealth of data, but in order to interpret the data appropriately the researcher should 

understand the social environment of the speakers. As linguists, we should not only 

document change, but also endeavor to find the motivations of sound change. Without an 

understanding of the social context of sound change, we miss a crucial piece of the 

linguistic puzzle.   

Chapter 3 discussed the history of East Austin and gave an analysis of who and 

what may be considered authentic East Austin. Ideologies of the authentic speaker are 

simultaneously very real and important for linguistic research yet he or she does not exist 

in practice. Even as we attempt to let go of essentializing categories like this, the 

authentic speaker certainly exists for the participants of linguistic research studies. When 

I asked whether participants felt they were a “true” member of the East Austin 

community, many people deferred and instead named an older resident saying that the 

older person was a “real Eastsider;” they could all easily name someone who fit their idea 

of an authentic resident.   

Adopting Bucholtz’s (2003) idea of authentication, where true local status is 

conferred through social practice, speakers authenticate others by discussing their 

involvement in the community. For many participants, the authentication process 

involves being active in the community, working for the betterment of it, and “loving 

East Austin in their heart.” Likewise, participants spontaneously discuss the importance 

and the uniqueness of the East Austin Neighborhood at large. I argue that this is a 

component of the social practice of authentication in East Austin. Because these 

ideologies are expressed, the qualities of important and unique simply are qualities of the 

East Austin Neighborhood, not merely perceived qualities.  

Through the various ways East Austin is discussed, the residents are actively 

imagining the community in which they live. They are authenticating the groups that 
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reside there in terms of their involvement with the community in some cases rather than 

race, as was originally what made a person an Eastsider. As we continually reexamine 

our academic ideas of authenticity, we should remember that ideologies of authenticity 

permeate our lives and the lives of our research participants in complicated ways. 

Researchers have much to gain by understanding local ideologies of authenticity. Such 

ideologies can be key to understanding local dynamics and therefore to interpreting data.   

Chapter 4 asks the following research questions: First, what is the relevance of 

place to local linguistic variables and sound change? Second, how do supra-regional 

variables acquire local significance? Third, what is the role of ethnic minority groups in a 

local sound change? By examining tokens of GOOSE and GOAT, we saw that in some 

cases minority speakers may participate in a local sound change, such as the fronting of 

GOOSE. Participation in one aspect of a sound change does not necessarily require 

participation in other aspects though, as we saw that GOAT remained back. There was a 

great deal of variation towards the front of the vowel space among tokens of GOAT, so it 

is possible that future research will suggest GOAT fronting. 

The first two research questions may be considered together with the results of 

GOOSE fronting. The analysis suggested that the speaker’s stance towards the topic of 

conversation, and in particular to gentrification, may influence the realization of GOOSE.  

Labov (2010) indicated that nationally, GOOSE fronting occurs below the level of 

consciousness and therefore was not used as a stylistic resource. The data presented in 

Chapter 4 show that this is not necessarily the case in East Austin, at least with respect to 

utility as a stylistic resource. Because GOOSE fronting varies with topic of conversation, 

the speakers are certainly style shifting as they negotiate among various aspects of their 

identity. It does however, appear to be below the level of consciousness as none of my 

participants claim to hear a difference in conversation. Though they hear a difference 
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when examples from the extreme ends of the F2 space are played in isolation, no one 

reported attributing any meaning to either variant. The pattern of variation of the GOOSE 

vowel described in this chapter demonstrates stylistic use of a local variant in the 

negotiation of identity. 

To be an Eastsider, as many residents describe, is to understand and have lived 

through the past crime and urban blight and to have persisted through gentrification.  

These experiences are necessarily a component of local East Austin identity and so also 

local linguistic meaning. Johnstone and Kiesling (2008) argue that it is the speaker’s 

stance that specifically links the social practice to the linguistic variant. The front-back 

variation exhibited by GOOSE among speakers in East Austin supports this idea. The 

speaker’s stance towards gentrification links ideologies of aspects of East Austin identity 

to the token produced. If these ideologies persist and similar stances are reproduced, the 

environment might be right for a more established shift. As it is, we cannot make claims 

about sound shift with one generation of data.   

Chapter 5 discusses the production of the low back vowels LOT and THOUGHT 

among African American and Hispanic speakers in East Austin, Texas. Two primary 

research questions are addressed. First, what is the current state of the low back merger in 

Texas? Second, do African American and Hispanic speakers participate in the merger?  

Considering all three metrics for analysis together, it is clear that the LOT~THOUGHT 

merger does take place among minority speakers in East Austin. Because we are 

interested in how this merger is progressing among a community as a whole, it is not 

crucial that each individual speaker demonstrate precisely the same result for each test to 

claim this finding.The overall trend emerging from the data seems clear:  

LOT~THOUGHT are moving towards merger among Hispanic and African American 

speakers in East Austin.   
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This finding is expected for the Hispanic speakers. Previous research conducted in 

Texas confirms that Hispanic speakers have the LOT~THOUGHT merger (Bailey et al., 

1991; Bigham et al., 2009; Thomas, 2001a). The merger is unexpected among African 

American speakers, however. It has been previously stated that African American 

speakers resist vowel changes occurring in the Anglo community and previous research 

in Texas has determined that African American speakers tend to keep LOT and 

THOUGHT distinct. Through comparison of historical data from Thomas (2001a) and 

current data from young speakers collected by TEP, it seems reasonable to suggest that 

African American speakers in East Austin are moving towards the LOT~THOUGHT 

merger. 

Future research in this vein should endeavor to expand the data set to include 

more speakers, both in the older age group as well as to continue to collect a more 

balanced sample of younger speakers. The finding that African American speakers are 

moving towards the LOT~THOUGHT merger is surprising and so far unattested in 

Texas, to the best of the author’s knowledge. Other regions should be sampled to 

determine the spread of this merger across the state. Additionally, future research should 

include perception tests. Speakers may produce the merger yet hear a distinction; 

perception tests will help to determine the progress of the LOT~THOUGHT merger.  

6.2.  Contribution to the Field 
The data and analyses presented in this dissertation serve to address two specific 

gaps in the literature. The first gap is that there has been very little dialectological 

attention paid to varieties of English spoken by non-Anglos. We know many features of 

African American English, but our knowledge of regional phonetic variation is lacking.  

There is even less attention paid to the varieties of English spoken by Hispanic speakers 
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as these groups are typically excluded from survey-type research due to the potentially 

confounding effect of Spanish on their English production. This study includes bilingual 

speakers of Spanish and English, to the best of the author’s knowledge they speak the 

same variety of Spanish. To study varieties of English spoken by Hispanics in Texas it is 

likely necessary to include bilingual speakers. As the effect of Spanish is part of the 

speakers’ ethnolinguistic repertoire, even for monolingual speakers, there is no reason to 

exclude speakers with such language backgrounds. The second gap is that we know 

relatively little about Texas. The state is large and diverse; much of the research that has 

been published to date examines the same data set collected by Bailey and his colleagues. 

We need a more diverse sample of data to reflect the state’s demographics. 

The findings presented here illustrate the importance of ethnically diverse samples 

in describing speech patterns as well as in highlighting the utility of ethnographic 

fieldwork. If we are to describe and analyze regional varieties of English, we cannot 

ignore segments of the population and focus solely on Anglo speakers. Not only is it 

methodologically irresponsible, but we also construct incomplete data sets if we willfully 

exclude various segments of the population. The analysis presented here is a small step 

towards describing a more diverse data set. 

6.3.  Suggestions for Future Research 
Future work on Texas English should continue to expand the current data set. To 

investigate questions of sound change, we should have a sample of data from multiple 

generations. Ideally, we would construct a data set so that we can compare synchronic 

and diachronic changes. As mentioned, we need to continue to expand the diversity of the 
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data set to include more data from African American and Hispanic speakers. The data set 

should also be expanded through a range of collection techniques: word lists, reading 

passages, and sociolinguistic interviews; when possible the data analysis should be 

complemented by ethnography or other fine-grained social analysis. 

 Future work in the field in general should continue to utilize rigorous statistical 

models. While linguists are not necessarily statisticians, many researchers in the social 

sciences at large have a broad understanding of statistics beyond simple p-values or 

ANOVA tests. If we do not employ statistics well, we risk compromising the impact our 

findings might have on other social scientists. We have much to share with one another; 

linguists should endeavor to make their findings easily comparable across fields. 

 Finally, future work in East Austin should include continued data collection. A 

larger data set representing multiple generations of speakers would contribute to the 

research questions attempted here. For example, an examination of multiple generations 

could investigate sound shift in ways that this analysis cannot undertake. Additionally, 

perception tests are necessary to determine the extent to which front and back variants of 

GOOSE are salient in the community. As described, speakers report not being aware of a 

difference but can hear it when it is overtly played. Perception tests are the next step for 

the LOT~THOUGHT merger as well. It is possible that the speakers have very little 

difference in production of LOT and THOUGHT but continue to perceive a distinction 

between the two sounds. 

 Language does not exist in a social vacuum; speakers use language with other 

speakers. The analysis set forth for the influence of gentrification in East Austin on 
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language use may be applicable for larger-scale analyses as well. East Austin was 

gentrified very rapidly and could be a microcosm for the state; as Texas continues to 

grow and people migrate from other states, native Texans will be in contact with new 

residents and in some cases the two groups might be in competition or even conflict. The 

effect of the social pressures exerted on residents’ linguistic repertoire should continue to 

be examined. 

Case studies such as this dissertation can serve to help us understand the 

contribution of social identities and social factors to larger linguistic processes. These 

types of studies can help us examine the details of how and why language change occurs. 

The role that social factors play in language change in turn raises questions about the 

intertwined role of social pressure on speakers to both align with and differentiate 

themselves from prestigious linguistic norms in their community. This pressure, to 

distinguish oneself from the prestige variants, may be an important driving factor in 

language change. Detailed studies of the kind presented here can contribute to 

understanding such factors. 
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Appendix 

 

A.1.  Sample Interview Questions 
 

Biography 

Why don’t you tell me a little bit about yourself? 

When and where were you born? 

What do you do for work? 

What do you consider your ethnicity? 

How long have you lived on the Eastside? 

Have you always lived in one neighborhood, or have you moved around? 

 

Place 

What’s your neighborhood like?  

Where is the boundary for East Austin?   

What’s East Austin like?  Are all the neighborhoods the same?  

Tell me how East Austin and your neighborhood used to be when you first moved here. 

How is East Austin different from Austin?   

Are their different parts of Austin? 

What are some of your favorite places and things about East Austin?  About Austin?  

What are some of your least favorite places and things?  Why? 

Did you grow up here?  What was it like then? 
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How was your neighborhood changed in the last few years?  How was East Austin as a 

whole changed? 

Is your neighborhood being gentrified?  Is it good or bad?  Who is doing it?  Is it 

commercial or residential? 

What do you think of the gentrification?  Has it affected you?  Do you think it will? 

What’s the difference between gentrification and “regular” development? 

It seems like people are moving to East Austin because they like it better than the other 

parts of Austin, why do you think that is?  What makes East Austin more appealing? 

Some people say that East Austin is like a new urban suburb.  Is that true? 

 

Identity and Authenticity 

Who lives in your neighborhood?  Is your neighborhood like the rest of East Austin?   

Are there different groups or ethnicities here?  Are there lots of families?  What are they 

like? 

What makes someone a “real” East Austinite?  Can someone who moves in next week be 

a real East Austinite?  Do you have to live here for a long time? 

How do you know who is a local?  Can you tell by looking at their house?  Can you tell 

by hearing them talk? 

Do you consider yourself a local? 

Do the new folks that move in want to be part of the neighborhood?   

Do the new folks want to change a lot? 
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Language Attitudes 

Is there a certain way people here talk?  Is it different from the rest of Texas? 

Do the new Anglo people moving in sound like you?  How do they talk? 

Do people in Texas talk like people in the rest of the US?  How is it the same/different? 

 

Style 

Is there an East Austin “style”?  A way of acting or thinking that’s special to East Austin?  

Is East Austin style different from Austin style?  What’s different?   

Are there different styles in different parts of East Austin? 

 

A.2.  Texas English Project Word Lists 
 
PRACTICE GROUP  
heed, hid, hayed, head, had, hod, hawed, Hode, hood, who'd, hud, heard, hide, how’d, 
Hoyt, hewed beat, bit, bait, bet, bat, bot, bought, boat, put, boot, butt, Bert, bite, bout, 
Boyd, butte 
 
GROUP ONE  
steal, rye, pull, bomb, district, ant, heed, bet, pin, diet, tan, caught, for, yesterday  
Dawn, coarse, pill, wide, duel, psalms, hod, boot, pet, kin, fine, next, cigar, Jesus  
humble, caller, hud, bought, den, tight, bid, hock, fell, wolf, street, rice, alphabet, bother  
Ted, Kyle, stalk, cord, sighed, jail, hewed, bite, can, fold, stroller, lie, insurance, do, 
father  
heed, hod, hud, hewed, hid, heard, hawed, hide, hayed, Hode, hood, how’d, Hoyt, had, 
who’d, head  
bet, bought, boot, bite, bot, put, bait, butte, Boyd, Bert, bat, bit, beat, boat, butt, bout 
 
GROUP TWO  
still, ride, cold, almost, tid, aunt, white, hid, bot, pan, strict, cot, four, dew, maniac  
wrought, sight, heel, hawed, bait, pat, old, high, just, huge, bad, Sean, pool, simple  
horrible, my, fail, palm, heard, put, lied, hawk, did, straight, Ben, Detroit, mile, get, 
jungle  
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there, mice, hide, butte, ked, mull, guy, tin, cock, strings, card, hell, police, cow, moo  
had, heed, hood, hide, hid, hod, who’d, how’d, hayed, hawed, hud, Hoyt, head, hewed, 
heard, Hode  
beat, bat, put, bite, bit, bot, boot, bout, bait, bought, but, Boyd, bet, boat, butte, Bert 
 
GROUP THREE  
photography, right, pen, hayed, bit, almond, tad, bought, lice, hoarse, sell, due, mule, 
donkey  
Dan, Boyd, Hode, stock, fore, while, they’re, hill, Ken, sight, told, restriction, gizmo, 
Monday, shell  
Bert, tie, stale, immigrant, sign, sawed, torpedo, hail, d.v.d, hood, full, stroke, dead, 
monkey  
kid, mine, how’d, bat, record, stranded, bed, calm, Don, feed, light, collar, feel, hide, 
fishing  
head, hawed, who’d, hide, hayed, hod, hood, hewed, hid, had, heard, Hoyt, Hode, hud, 
how’d, heed  
bait, bot, put, butte, bit, bat, Bert, Boyd, beat, boat, butt, bout, bet, bought, boot, bite 
 
GROUP FOUR  
Shawn, horse, peel, tied, stroking, pin, guitar, Wednesday, had, beat, nice, jinx, ten, 
Sunday  
dull, who'd, why, folk, stress, mew, boat, fight, din, sod, horde, sale, height, ban, gun  
cad, Hoyt, robot, sigh, butt, their, caulk, Tuesday, fill, t.v., gel, file, dance, balm, exciting  
rot, head, dyed, bout, chemistry, bin, fool, dad, course, buy, hold, powerless, amen  
hayed, hid, hawed, hod, hud, who’d, Hoyt, how’d, heed, Hode, hide, heard, hood, hewed, 
had  
bit, bait, beat, but, boot, bot, Boyd, bout, butte, bite, Bert, put, boat, bat, bet, bought 

 

A.3.  Texas English Project Reading Passages 
 
ARTHUR THE ARMADILLO, pt. 1  

Once there was a young armadillo named Arthur, who lived in a barn in Texas 

with his aunt Helen. Arthur and Helen shared the barn with a family of bats and a 

commune of rats. One of the bats, Hank, was Arthur’s best friend. Most of the rats were 

either too young or too old to hang out with Arthur and Hank, except for one angry big-

mouth rat named Dawn.  

Nobody really liked Dawn because she could never make up her mind. Whenever 
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Arthur or Hank or her other friends asked her if she would like to go out with them, she 

would only answer that she “didn’t know”. She said neither "yes" nor "no". She would 

always shirk when it came to making a choice.  

One day Arthur got tired of Dawn’s indecision and told her that no one was going 

to care for her if she carried on like this. Arthur told her that she had no more mind than a 

blade of grass.  

One rainy day, the bats heard a great noise in the loft. The pine rafters were all 

rotten, so that the barn was rather unsafe. At last the joists gave way and fell to the 

ground. The walls shook and all the bats' hair stood on end with fear and horror. Hank, 

the captain of the bats, decided this wouldn’t do and he sent out scouts to search for a 

new home.  

Within five hours the ten scouts came back with good news. Hank flew down to 

tell everybody that the scouts had found a stone house where there would be room and 

board for everyone. There was also a kindly horse named Nelly, a cow, a calf, and a 

garden with an elm tree.  

The bats flew down from the rafters to direct the move; but Hank put Arthur in 

charge of directing the smaller animals. Everyone crawled out of their little houses and 

stood on the floor in a long line. Just when they were about finished lining up, Arthur saw 

Dawn. He coarsely ordered her to stop and, of course, asked if she was coming.  

Dawn told Arthur that she wasn’t certain. She told him that she was undaunted 

because no one really knew if the roof might come down yet or not.  

Arthur couldn’t wait for Dawn to join them, so he made an about face and just 

marched everyone else off, leaving Dawn behind.  

Dawn stood and watched them hurry away. She thought to herself that she might 

go tomorrow, or maybe not. She didn’t know; it was so nice and snug there in the barn.  

That night there was a big crash. In the morning some men—with some boys and 

girls—rode up and looked at the barn. One of them moved a board and he saw a young 

big-mouthed rat, quite dead, half in and half out of his hole. Thus the shirker got her due.  
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ARTHUR THE ARMADILLO, pt. 2  

Let me tell you a story about why Texans don’t shirk on making a choice.  

Once there was a young armadillo named Arthur (that’s me), and I lived in a barn 

in Texas with my aunt Helen. We shared the barn with a family of bats and a commune 

of rats. One of the bats, Hank, was my best friend—there’s Hank right over there.  

Now most of the rats were either too young or too old to hang out with us, except 

for one angry big-mouth rat named Dawn. Nobody really liked Dawn because she could 

never make up her mind. Whenever Hank or I or her other friends asked her if she wanted 

to go out with us, Dawn would only answer, "I don't know." She wouldn't say "yes" or 

"no" either. She would always shirk when it came to making a choice.  

One day I got tired of Dawn’s indecision and I said to her, "Now look here. No 

one is going to care for you if you carry on like this. You have no more mind than a blade 

of grass."  

One rainy day, the bats heard a great noise in the loft. The pine rafters were all 

rotten, so that the barn was rather unsafe. At last the joists gave way and fell to the 

ground. The walls shook and all the bats' hair stood on end with fear and horror. Hank, 

the captain of the bats, said to us, "This won't do. I'll send out scouts to search for a new 

home."  

Within five hours the ten scouts came back with good news. Hank flew down to 

tell everybody. Hank said, "We found a stone house where there is room and board for us 

all. There is a kindly horse named Nelly, a cow, a calf, and a garden with an elm tree."  

The bats flew down from the rafters and started to directed the move; but Hank put me in 

charge of directing the smaller animals. Everyone crawled out of their little houses and 

stood on the floor in a long line. Just then I saw Dawn. "Stop," I ordered coarsely. "You 

are coming, of course?"  

"I'm not certain," said Dawn, undaunted. "The roof might not come down yet."  

"Well," I said, "we can't wait for you to join us.” And with that I turned to the line 

and ordered, “Right about face. March!"  

Dawn stood and watched us hurry away. "I think I'll go tomorrow," we heard her 
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say calmly to herself, “but then again, I don't know; it's so nice and snug here."  

Later we found out that there was a big crash that night. In the morning some 

men—with some boys and girls—rode up and looked at the barn. One of them moved a 

board and he saw a young rat, quite dead, half in and half out of his hole. It was Dawn. 

Thus the shirker got her due. And that’s why Texans don’t shirk when it comes time to 

make a choice. 

 

THE RAINBOW PASSAGE  

When the sunlight strikes raindrops in the air, they act as a prism and form a 

rainbow. The rainbow is a division of white light into many beautiful colors. These take 

the shape of a long round arch, with its path high above, and its two ends apparently 

beyond the horizon. There is, according to legend, a boiling pot of gold at one end. 

People look, but no one ever finds it. When a man looks for something beyond his reach, 

his friends say he is looking for the pot of gold at the end of the rainbow. Throughout the 

centuries people have explained the rainbow in various ways. Some have accepted it as a 

miracle without physical explanation. To the Hebrews it was a token that there would be 

no more universal floods. The Greeks used to imagine that it was a sign from the gods to 

foretell war or heavy rain. The Norsemen considered the rainbow as a bridge over which 

the gods passed from earth to their home in the sky.  

Others have tried to explain the phenomenon physically. Aristotle thought that the 

rainbow was caused by reflection of the sun's rays by the rain. Since then physicists have 

found that it is not reflection, but refraction by the raindrops which causes the rainbows. 

Many complicated ideas about the rainbow have been formed. The difference in the 

rainbow depends considerably upon the size of the drops, and the width of the colored 

band increases as the size of the drops increases. The actual primary rainbow observed is 

said to be the effect of super-imposition of a number of bows. If the red of the second 

bow falls upon the green of the first, the result is to give a bow with an abnormally wide 

yellow band, since red and green light when mixed form yellow. This is a very common 

type of bow, one showing mainly red and yellow, with little or no green or blue. 
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A.4.  Praat Script for Vowel Measurements 
 

 
########################################################## 
# Analyze Vowels using a .wav file and force-aligned TextGrid           
# created using FAVE (fave.ling.upenn.edu)                                  
# This script April 2012 by Lars Hinrichs, Doug Bigham, Kate Points 
# based on scripts by Robert Felty and Mietta Lennes 
# Further modified by Kate Points to add more measurement points 
# contact: lh@utexas.edu, www.lars-hinrichs.net   
########################################################## 
 
# O P E N    S E L E C T E D    S O U N D    A N D    T E X T G R I D 
# (TextGrid must be forced-aligned output from FAVE) 
use_sound$ = selected$ ("Sound") 
use_TextGrid$ = selected$ ("TextGrid") 
select TextGrid 'use_TextGrid$' 
clearinfo 
 
# PRINT    C O L U M N     H E A D E R S 
# printline style phone word prevSegment folSegment begin duration
 tenF1 tenF2 tenF3 twentyF1 twentyF2 twentyF3
 thirtythreeF1 thirtythreeF2 thirtythreeF3 fortyF1
 fortyF2 fortyF3 midpointF1 midpointF2 midpointF3
 sixtyF1 sixtyF2 sixtyF3 sixtysixF1 sixtysixF2
 sixtysixF3 eightyF1 eightyF2 eightyF3 ninetyF1
 ninetyF2 ninetyF3 
 
# DEFINE TIERS 
tierForPhone = 1 
tierForWord = 2 
tierForStyle = 5 
 
# FORMANT SETTINGS 
select Sound 'use_sound$' 
To Formant (burg)... 0 5 6500 0.025 50 
 
# VOWEL ANALYSIS 
select TextGrid 'use_TextGrid$' 
nintervals = Get number of intervals... tierForPhone 
 
# now comes the loop that will analyze each vowel 
for i to nintervals 
 select TextGrid 'use_TextGrid$' 
 label$ = Get label of interval... tierForPhone 'i' 
 # next line selects all non-empty intervals, containing three 
characters (ie, all vowels)  
 if length(label$) = 3 
 
  j = i - 1 
  k = i + 1 
  preseg$ = Get label of interval... tierForPhone 'j' 
  folseg$ = Get label of interval... tierForPhone 'k' 
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  # S E T     T I M E S 
  start = Get starting point... tierForPhone 'i' 
  end = Get end point... tierForPhone 'i' 
  dur = (end - start) 
  duration = dur * 1000 
  ten = start + (dur/10) 
  twenty = start + (dur/5) 
  thirtythree = start + (dur/3) 
  forty = start + (dur/2.5) 
  midpoint = start + (dur/2) 
  sixty = end - (dur/2.5) 
  sixtysix = end - (dur/3) 
  eighty = end - (dur/5) 
  ninety = end - (dur/10) 
      intervalForWord = Get interval at time... tierForWord 
midpoint 
      word$ = Get label of interval... tierForWord 
intervalForWord 
  intervalForStyle = Get interval at time... tierForStyle 
midpoint 
  style$ = Get label of interval... tierForStyle 
intervalForStyle 
   
 
  # M E A S U R E M E N T S 
  select Formant 'use_sound$' 
  tenf1 = Get value at time... 1 ten Hertz Linear 
  tenf2 = Get value at time... 2 ten Hertz Linear 
  tenf3 = Get value at time... 3 ten Hertz Linear 
  twentyf1 = Get value at time... 1 twenty Hertz Linear 
  twentyf2 = Get value at time... 2 twenty Hertz Linear 
  twentyf3 = Get value at time... 3 twenty Hertz Linear 
  thirtythreef1 = Get value at time... 1 thirtythree Hertz 
Linear 
  thirtythreef2 = Get value at time... 2 thirtythree Hertz 
Linear 
  thirtythreef3 = Get value at time... 3 thirtythree Hertz 
Linear 
  fortyf1 = Get value at time... 1 forty Hertz Linear 
  fortyf2 = Get value at time... 2 forty Hertz Linear 
  fortyf3 = Get value at time... 3 forty Hertz Linear 
  midpointf1 = Get value at time... 1 midpoint Hertz Linear 
  midpointf2 = Get value at time... 2 midpoint Hertz Linear 
  midpointf3 = Get value at time... 3 midpoint Hertz Linear 
  sixtyf1 = Get value at time... 1 sixty Hertz Linear 
  sixtyf2 = Get value at time... 2 sixty Hertz Linear 
  sixtyf3 = Get value at time... 3 sixty Hertz Linear 
  sixtysixf1 = Get value at time... 1 sixtysix Hertz Linear 
  sixtysixf2 = Get value at time... 2 sixtysix Hertz Linear 
  sixtysixf3 = Get value at time... 3 sixtysix Hertz Linear 
  eightyf1 = Get value at time... 1 eighty Hertz Linear 
  eightyf2 = Get value at time... 2 eighty Hertz Linear 
  eightyf3 = Get value at time... 3 eighty Hertz Linear 
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  ninetyf1 = Get value at time... 1 ninety Hertz Linear 
  ninetyf2 = Get value at time... 2 ninety Hertz Linear 
  ninetyf3 = Get value at time... 3 ninety Hertz Linear 
 
  # O U T P U T 
  printline 'style$' 'label$' 'word$' 'preseg$'
 'folseg$' 'start:3' 'duration:0' 'tenf1:1' 'tenf2:1'
 'tenf3:1' 'twentyf1:1' 'twentyf2:1' 'twentyf3:1'
 'thirtythreef1:1' 'thirtythreef2:1' 'thirtythreef3:1' 'fortyf1:1'
 'fortyf2:1' 'fortyf3:1' 'midpointf1:1' 'midpointf2:1'
 'midpointf3:1' 'sixtyf1:1' 'sixtyf2:1' 'sixtyf3:1'
 'sixtysixf1:1' 'sixtysixf2:1' 'sixtysixf3:1'
 'eightyf1:1' 'eightyf2:1' 'eightyf3:1'
 'ninetyf1:1' 'ninetyf2:1' 'ninetyf3:1' 
 endif   
endfor 
 
 
select Formant 'use_sound$' 
Remove 
select TextGrid 'use_TextGrid$' 
select Sound 'use_sound$' 
 

A.5.  R code for Pillai Test 
 
## Code based on Hall-Lew (2010). 
## “ltsmall2” is the data set utilized 
 
ltsmall2$subj=as.factor(ltsmall2$Speaker) 
subs=levels(as.factor(ltsmall2$Speaker)) 
for(sub in subs) {  
 tmp<-subset(ltsmall2, Speaker==sub) 
 deps=cbind(tmp[,6], tmp[,7]) 
 type<-factor(tmp[,2]) 
 word<-factor(tmp[,3]) 
 folseg<-factor(tmp[,9]) 
 fit<-manova(deps~type+folseg) 
 print(sub) 
 print(summary(fit, test="Pillai")) 

 } 
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