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ABSTRACT

Most approachesto variability in Optimality Theory have attempted to make variationpossible
within the OT framework, i.e. to reformulate constraints and rankings to accommodate variable
and gradient linguistic facts. Sociolinguists have attempted to apply these theoretical advances
to thestudy of language variation, with an emphasison language-internalvariables (Auger 2001,
Cardoso 2001). Little attention has been paid to the array of external factors that influence the
patterning of variation. Inthispaper, weargue that some variation pattems— specially those that
are socially meaningful — are actually the result of athree-grammar system. G, is the standard
grammar, which has to be available to the speaker to obtain these variation patterns. G, is the
vernacular grammar, which the speaker islikely to have acquired in hislocal community. Finally,
G, is an intergrammar, Which is used by the speaker as his 'default’ constraint set. G, is a
continuous ranking (Boersma & Hayes 2001) and domination relations are consciously altered
by the speakers to shape the appropriate and variable linguistic output. We illustrate this model
with analyses of English and Spanish.
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166 Juan Antonio Cutillus Espinosu

L. INTRODUCTION
Explaining language variation hasbeen one of the rnainairnsof Optimality Theory from itsvery
origins. Thereisanessential rnotivation for such anendeavour. Labov's pioneeringwork (1966a,
1972) helped to establish two rnainprinciples: firstly, language isessentially variable; secondly.
this variation is principled and should, therefore, bethe subject of attention of linguistic theory.
Thisisprecisely why hesuggested that sociolinguistics was nothing but rea! linguistics, pointing
at the error of anaysing language as an idealised, invariable model. Thus, if language is
essentially variable, any acceptable grarnrnatical rnodel should be able to explain and produce
variability. In other words, if Optirnality Theory had proved to be unable to produce variable
patterns, it would have lost part of its plausibility as an account of how grarnrnar works.
Therearetwo key issuesin thediscussion of variability. First of al, theirnplications for
the standard OT conception of constraints and rankings. At the beginning, linguists working in
OT had to decide how to rnake variation possible, that isto say, how to adapt the OT systern to
produce variable patterns. Once this has been achieved, a second question arises. It is not enough
that OT grarnrnars can produce variation. We also have to check whether these rnechanisrns of
variability are consistent with what we know about language variation and change, basicaly
through the findings of sociolinguistics.

II. IMPLICATIONS FOR CONSTRAINTS AND RANKINGS

Most OT analyses focus on situations where a well-established constraint ranking (H) evaluates
all the possible candidates subrnitted by GEN and chooses one single optimal candidate. Sorne
of the constraints in that non-variable analysis rnay not be ranked, but thisis non-crucia, i.e. it
does not have consequences for the selection of the optirnal candidate. Thisisillustrated in (1).
Candidate u is selected by a ranking where C, and €, have equal importance.

(1)
/abe/ C, C,
¥ a, [abc] *
b. [def] * *!

If we establish a dornination relationship of the type C, » C,, there will be no change in the
selected candidate (2). In this sense, non-ranking of constraintsis just the expression of a lack
of argurnents favouring one dornination relationship over the other, given that the resulting
optimal candidate is going to be the sarne.
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@)

/abce/ C,
'F a. [abc]
b. [def] *!

One of the obvious possibilities when trying to produce variability is to introduce
mechanismsto obtain grammatical systems that do not choose just one single candidate or two
candidates in equal proportions. Nagy & Reynolds (1996,1997) suggest the concept of 'floating
constraints. They claim that a floating constraint should be allowed to move freely within its
domain, even when the rest of constraints are hierarchically ranked. Thus, if we allow a
constraint C, to float freely in the hierarchically ranked domain {C, » C, » C,} we would get all
these different possible combinations:

3) C,»CynCy»C, Ci»Cy» Cy» C,
Cy»Cy»Cyn»C, C»CynCy»Cy

Other researchershave considered aternatives to thesefreely floating constraints (Anttila
1997. Schiitze 1997). Anttila (1997) suggests that we can cope with variability by making use
of stratum-internal non-ranking. He divides constraints into sets' which are strictly ranked with
respect to each other, but internally random except for universal rankings" (Anttila1997: 15).
Heclaimsthat “while mutually ranked, the setsare internally random reflecting the fact that the
constraints are equally important [...]. Thisforms the probabilistic component of the grammar™
(Anttila 1997: 21). Consequently, ifwe wanted to add a non-ranked constraint C, to the strictly
ranked C, » C, » C;, it would have to be included forming a set with any one of the ranked
congtraints —with C; in the example presented in (4).

) C,»Cy» {C,,C,): CnCnC» €,
Cy»ConCinCy

This does not mean that Anttila's (1997) approach cannot produce the same variation patterns
as the floating constraint model. It just implies a different theoretical approach that does not
dlow a constraint to be freely-ranked with respect to a set of ranked constraints. Anttila has
subseguently moved on to propose a broader system of partially-ordered grammars, where the
approach that we have just presented is only aspecia case (Anttila & Cho 1998; Anttila 2002
a, b). He claimsthat it is not clear which of these approachesis correct, if any. It may turn out
that some restricted version of themultiple grammars model {...] is sufficient. It may also be that
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the full power of multiple grammars is necessary. Finally, it is possible that something quite
different isneeded (Anttila 2002¢: 231).

That 'something quite different’ that Anttilarefersto isamore drastic detachment from
standard OT, represented by the continuous ranking scale (Boersma 1997,2000; Hayes 2000;
Boersma& Hayes 2001). Thefollowing quotation summarisesthestarting point of thi sapproach:

1t would be useful in what follows to consider rankings notas simple arrangements of constraint
pairs, but rather as the result of the constraints' each taking on a range of values on an abstract
continuum {...[ Within each band, [there is a] selection point, which is defined as the particular
value of strictness taken on by a constraint on a given speaking occasion.

Hayes (2000: 89-90)

Let us imagine a language where, as the result of an uncompleted sound change, all
syllabic codas fend to be suppressed, except in aminority of cases where they are still retained.
In most cases, the markedness constraint NoCobA (‘avoid codas) would dominate the
faithfulnessconstraint MA X (‘elements in the input must have a correspondent in the output’).
If we look at constraints as ranges of values which can vary minimally in each evaluation, we
could explain the variable presence or absence of coda consonants as the result of NoCobaA
having aranking value which is higher than MAX, but so close to it that overlapping may occur
(seefigure 1). All the detail sconcerning how to cal culate and use strictness values can be found
in Boersma & Hayes (2001: 47-50) and will be further discussed in section 1V of this paper.

+strict —strict
100 <€ »0

N

NOCODA Strictness MAX Stnctness
Band Band

Figure 1. Strictness bands of NoCoba and MAX
following Hayes’ (2000) niodel, adapted from

Cutillas (2003)
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III. THE APPLICATION TO SOCIOLINGUISTIC STUDIES

II1.1. What has been suggested so far: internal causes of variability

Thetheoretical developments proposed by Reynolds (1994), Nagy & Reynolds(1996,1997) and
Anttila (1997) have been used in sociolinguistic studies by Cardoso (2001) and Auger (2001).
The application of these theories to sociolinguistic data has shown a potential to describe the
linguistic behaviour of both the speaking community and the individual quite accurately, thus
accounting for variable patterns.

In spite of thisapparent success, there are some problemsin these analyses. First of all,
the data under study is quite unusual in quantitative sociolinguistics. The authors focus on a
practically extinct language —Picard—, analysing written materials (Auger) or a mixture of
written and spoken extracts (Cardoso). Given that the (relatively few) speakers of the language
areolder menlivingin rural, isolated areas. there is no chance for classor gender differentiation.
Practically the same applies to stylistic variation. As Cardoso pointsout " Picard, asa dying (or
recessive) language, ischaracterized by monostylism. |[...] Languagesin the processof decay are
mostly used in asingle formality style” (Cardoso 2001 311). Stylistic effects are created by
distinguishingthree levels of formality (conversation, translation and written texts). Therefore,
most of thediscussionis limited to purely linguistic variability based oninternal factors. with no
reference to externa causes of variation.

The reason why external factors are avoided may be found in OT literature. Anttila
remarksthat "it isnot the business of grammatical theory to explain the effects of sex, age, style,
register and social class” (Anttila 2002¢: 212) before sketching two possible scenarios.
Variability based on sex or stylecan be 'modular' and have no interaction with language-internal
variation. Consequently, socially meaningful variability isjust the result of aselectionfrom aset
of avallable grammars. The ‘antimodular’ approach suggests that internal and external
constraints operate at the same level and can, therefore, be mixed.

111.2. What is left to say: external causes of variability

When wetalk about variability, we cannot forget that variation related to linguistic factorsisjust
one of the types that we may find. In fact, sociolinguistshave been interested in many different
kindsof extra-linguisticfactorsaffecting linguistic performance. Considering language-external
factorsin an OT approach to variability is certainly challenging. Firstly, because the definition
of these variables is sometimes difficult and controversial; secondly, because it introduces
concepts such as language loyalty, prestige and identity building, which are quite outside the
interests of most theoretical linguists.

Sociolinguistics has substantially advanced since its origins in the mid 1960s. More
specificaly, the way welook at independent variables hasbeen modified quitesignificantly. As
a matter of fact, these advances pose new challenges and problems to OT analysesof variation.
Let ustake the example of stylistic variation. In the very first sociolinguistic studies, it wasseen
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as the result of different levels of attention paid to one's speech (Labov 1966a, 1972: Trudgill
1974). Subsequent research has shown that informal styles are not necessarily the result of
carelessness, but rather a sign of adequacy to context. In addition, ‘formal' choices are not
necessarily more faithful than informal ones. Most researchers (inside and outside OT) assume
that different styles are the result of different grammars. In a way, they are reflecting a view of
style that is very convenient for the purpose of linguistic theory. but quite contrary to
developments in stylistic theory over the last twenty years.

Whether we consider style as a reflection of social variation (Bell 1984) or social
variation as a reflection of style (Finegan & Biber 1991), we notice that stylistic variation is
essentially gradual. Thiswasfirst suggested by Boersma & Hayes (2001: 82-83). Let usconsider
the example of Couplands' study of the speech of a sales assistant in a travel agency (1980,
1984). Her use of non-standard forms depended quite heavily on the occupational status of her
clients. With very few exceptions. the assistant's speech to members of each social class went
parallel to the class members’ own speech. The shift in her speech reached 55% in the direction
of that of her clients, but that depended on the status difference between the client and the
assistant. What we are describing is an essentially gradual phenomenon. We could, of course.
suggest that the assistant has got six or seven formality grammars and chooses one of them
depending on the perceived social and personal features of the interlocutor. But in that case, we
would obtaina pattern of variation that istoo neat. Once onegrammar isassigned to one speaker,
we should expect exactly the same percentage of variation along the whole conversational
exchange. From research. weknow that speakers can adapt and modulate their non-standardness
depending on all sorts of external factors. Thus. we can start a conversation with an 80% of use
of standard forms and move towards non-standardness gradually, making minimal changesthat
indicate continuity rather than an abrupt shift from one grammar to another'. In more recent
approaches to stylistic variation, speakers are assumed to design their speech as a projection of
a self-image (see Coupland 1985, 2001; Schilling-Estes 1999, 2002; or Traugott & Romaine
1985, for example). From these new perspectives, we are no longer talking about grammar
selection based on the interlocutor's identity or a formal or casual context, but rather about a
conscious process of identity building which is variable and orderly irregular.

Let us now consider the case of gender-based variablity. At the very beginning of
sociolinguistic studies, gender wasseen as an objective quality of the person. Individuals were
socialised as either male or female. and this wasin turn reflected by their linguistic behaviour.
Thus. there would be 'male’ constraint rankings and ‘female” constraint rankings. Again, these
two would be modulated depending on different external factors, suchas context, addressee, age
or social class. However. a drastically different viewpoint is suggested by Cameron (1998),
based on the work of the philosopher Judith Butler (1990) and her concept of performativity. In
agreement with what we commented on style, thelinguistic behaviour of maleor female speakers
is seen as a projection. rather than as a reflection. Men or women do not speak the way they do
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because of who they are; rather. they build their identity on the basis of their linguistic use.
Consequently. “it 1s unhelpful for linguists to continue to use models of gendered speech which
imply that masculinity and femininity are monolithic constructs, automatically giving rise to
predictable(and utterly different) patternsof verbal interaction (Cameron 1998: 282). Adapting
Cameron's words to an OT perspective, it is unhelpful to attempt to explain gender-based
variation using monolithic constraint rankings, automatically giving riseto predictable variable
distributions. Accordingtothisnew vicw of gendcr, speakers would beconsciously altering their
constraint rankings and linguistic outputs. It is not as simple as choosing from one of the
available multiple grammars; what we seeisa complex process of speech construction.

From facts about style and gender, we can infer that (i) variation is essentially gradual
—in line with Boersma & H ay esand (ii) it can perfectly beconscious. Thisiswhy we propose
that we should approach variability from a gradual perspective, limiting the complexity of the
multiple grammar model and leaving enough theoretical space for conscious choice to play a
central part in the explanation of linguistic variability. We cannot agree with Anttila’s (2002¢)
in considering external factors as something hardly relevant for an OT theory of variation. On
the contrary, these play an essential role, providing us with arguments to select one variable
grammar model over the others.

[V.CONTINUOUS RANKING AND THE THREE-GRAMMAR MODEL

We shall propose a model of analysis of external variation which is based on two main
principles: (i) a continuous ranking approach to contraints (Boersma 1997, 2000; Hayes 2000;
Boersma & Hayes 2001) and (i) a limited number of available grammars.

According to this view, constraints are not monolithic entities that always select one
single optimal candidate, or more than one if the ranking is arranged following one of the
approachesdiscussed in section 11 Rather, constraints are seen as strictness bands, with their
relative importance being assessed and checked against the rest in every evaluation and thus,
subject to (minimal, although sometimes crucial) variation.

Every time a candidate is evaluated. the grammar selects a particular point within the
strictness bands of the different constraints. Under stochastic evaluation, this point varies
whenever we choose a candidate. The extent to which this variation can be allowed in every
evaluation isexplicitly stated in the grammatical system, in theform of an evaiuation noise. The
mathematical implementation of thissystem is fairly simple. Strictness bandsare seen asarange
of valuesforming anormal distribution. Givcn amean (the central ranking vaiue) and astandard
deviation (the evaluation noise), we can obtain all sorts of patternsof grammatical variation (for
more details, see Boersma & Hayes 2001).

Let us consider the possibility that. apart from the evaluation noise —which generates
variablc selection points—, the system isalso subject to meaningful variations of ranking values
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consciously caused by the individual. The action of the speaker favouring the change in ranking
values is the consequence of the availability of two different linguistic systems, which are seen
as points of reference. The pattern is fairly straightforward. In many languages, we find that
speakers use variable percentages of standard formsand non-standard, usually local forms. The
exact percentage of use of each form depends on independent variables such asstyle, gender or
social class. Let usassume that the speaker has three grammars available to him/her, which we
shall call G,, G, and G,.

G, isthestandard, prestigious variety associated witheducation and propriety. It provides
speakers with an aternative to their 'native’ G, forms, which can be chosen for a variety of
purposes, either permanently or just in specific contexts. G, isthe local grammar availableto the
community. The valuesexpressed through thisgrammar arethose of language loyalty and covert
prestige, among others(see, for instance, Trudgill 1972). The system isacknowledged aspart of
the identity of the speech community. but it usually has connotations of non-standardness.
Finally, we have G,, whichisan intermediate, personal grammatical system. In much the same
way that the learner of aforeign language builds an intermediate system between her mother
tongue and the target language (interlanguage, see Selinker 1972) or between two different
dialects(interdialect, see Trudgill 1986: 63), it isreasonable to assume that the speaker in contact
with two different grammars builds his’her own constraint ranking.

G, is the default grammar used by the speaker, both in everyday, informal contextsand
in other moreformal situations. In informal contexts. G, may or may not beidentical to the local
grammar (G,), dependingon acomplex seriesof social variables.' Informal contexts, G, will be
more or less similar to the standard grammar (G, ) depending on the availability of the standard
formsand the conscious choice of the speaker.® The most defining feature of thisgrammar is that
itis extremely dynamic, depending on the needs of the individual speaker. Taking G, and G; as
references values, the individual designs hisiher speech conveying different sorts of social and
personal meaning, thus projecting a self-image and building a linguistic identity. We have
attempted to summarise the links between these grammarsin (5).

(%)
G, G, G,
- Sandard ’v = Grammarin ‘@ | - Local
- Overtly i use il - Covertly
prestigious - Dynamic prestigious
Consciously - Source,
reference adaptable reference
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The system that we have just described is certainly identical in results to the 'style
sensitivity' approach of Boersmad& Hayes (2001: 82-83), asfar asthe behaviour of the speaker's
current grammar is concerned (G,). The difference is essentially theoretical. Instead of
establishing two abstract pointsin astylistic continuum, we suggest that we should assume two
linguistic systems on their own right. Among other reasons, because these systems can be
claimed to exist and are observable. By approaching one or the other, the speaker conveys the
meanings that are associated with each one of the reference linguistic varieties. 1f the speaker
approaches the standard —an accent as acceptable asany other—. he is probably attempting to
convey the positive val uejudgmentsassociated withthe standard (education, propriety, formality,
etc.). However, if the speaker approaches the vemacular —again, an accent like any other, not
a 'casual' or ‘careless” version of the standard—, he/she is probably trying to transmit the
positive values associated with thelocal forms(language loyalty and group membership, among
others). The obvious advantage is that thisanaysis can then be easily extended to other external
variables.

IV.1. Thethree grammar system in English

In hisNew York City study. Labov (1966a) reports the case of Susan Salto. who showed striking
stylistic shifts for variable (r). Simplifying the facts. in that variety of English (r) can be realised
in two different ways: either it is pronounced as [1], or it is suppressed. Salto used the standard
variant [1] 100% of the timesin her most careful style and suppressed it in 98% of the cases in

casual style (6).

(6) Percentage of the[i] variant in the speech of Susan Salto

MP 100%
WL 61%
RP 58%
IS 26%
cs' 2%

Let us now look at thisdatafrom the three-grammar perspective. The standard grammar
(G,) establishes that coda /r/ cannot be suppressed. Consequently, MAX must be high-ranked.
making sure that candidates which are not faithful to the input are rejected. We also need a
markednessconstraint, militating against /r/ in coda position. Weshall assume that thisconstraint
is*Copa/r.” Thus, the constraint ranking in G, will be MAX » *CoDa/r as shown in (7).

On the other hand, the local grammar (G,) demands that /r/ in coda position has to be
deleted. The niarkedness constraint *ConaA/r is ranked over MAX, thus selecting the unfaithful
candidate (8).
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(7) G, grammar: [1] kept in coda position in the word guard.

/go1d/ MAX *CODA/r
w3, [goid] *
b. [go:d] *!

(8) G, granimar: [1] deleted in coda position in the word guard.

‘ /goid/ *CoDA/r MAX
a. (go1d] * ’ ‘
= b, [go:d] , o

Susan’s linguistic behaviour impliesatotal ranking reversal from minimal pair reading
(MP) to casual style (CS) and a transition area which goes gradually from G, to G,. One could
argue that this can be explained by posing three more grammars (Word List grammar, Reading
Passage grammar and Interview Style grammar). But there are good reasons against this logic.
Firstly, these different styles are arbitrarily established. Why could not we have a distinction
between an informal interview styleandajob interview style?Or acasual styletalkingto friends
asopposed to acasual style talking to colleagues?Thesedistinctions are perfectly reasonable and
we would beforced to propose some more grammars to explain these new chunks of the stylistic
continuum. Secondly, Labov's styles are essentially artificial. We do not read minimal pair lists.
We rarely, if ever, read aloud. However, the methodology followed by Labov is useful insofar
asit help usto visualize the continuum of style shift. It is not reasonable to assume that we have
dozens of grammars to explain a change, step by step. from MAX » *Copa/r (7) to *CODA/r »
MAx (8). Rather, we can sketch a simple OT account of sociolinguistic facts by accepting
continuousranking scal es and the three-granimar system that we outlined in the previous section.

We base our calculations on the model presented in Boersma & Hayes (2001). We have
to go froni the percentages of variation that we have observed to the relevant ranking values,
assuming astandard deviation of 2.° The resulting ranking values are presented in (9). Note that
we have decided that the markedness constraint hasafixed ranking value of 80. Variation derives
from a change in the ranking value of the faithfulness constraint MAX. Although, in principle,
there are different possibilities to obtain the same result, we suggest the hypothesis tliat
markedness constraints have a fixed place in the ranking —as a result of their 'physical
grounding’— and faithfulness constraints are allowed to niove.
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(9) Ranking values of MAX and *CoDA/r and derived percentages of variation

Max N I VU wCopalr o
Styley:: = . .
Ranking value | Percentage of[A] | Ranking valu:) Percentage of 7

| —

L MP 91'31 100%’ 80 0%

B WL 80'79 61% 80 39%
-

RP 80'57 58% 80 42%

IS 78'18 26% 80 74%

CS 68'69 0% 80 100%

From these results, we can establish the ranking values of MAX and *CoDA/r in the two
reference grammars, G, and G,. In the standard grammar —G,—. MAX would have aranking
vaue of 91'31, whereas *CoDA/r would beassigned aranking value of 80. Thus, coda/r/ would
always be pronounced. In the local grammar —G;—, MAX would have aranking value of 68'69
and *Copa/r would awaysdominate MAX, sothat coda/r/ would never be pronounced. In Susan
Salto's personal and variable grammar (G,). which takes G, and G; asthe points of reference for
the construction of social meaning. the values of Max range from 91'31 to 68'69, being
consciously modulated by the speaker.

The advantage of this model is that it does not assume the existence of multiple
grammars. Rather, it suggests that there are two reference models and one personal grammar
based on the principle of continuous ranking. Furthermore, it acknowledgesthe possibility that
the speaker modulates his/her own constraint ranking to accommodate the extralinguistic context,
to project a desired self-image or to build an identity. Grammar is no longer seen as a fully
automated mechanism; persona and meaningful decisions are granted a place.

IV.2. The three grammar system in Spanish

Cutillas-Espinosa & Hernandez-Campoy (2004) study the linguistic behaviour of a radio
presenter at a local station in Murcia (Spain). More specifically. they compare his use of the
standard and non-standard variants of variable (s), amongst some other prominent variables in
the local dialect. In Murcia. (s) can be realised as either [s] —the standard, Castilian Spanish
form— or as O, causing changes in the preceding vowels (for details, see Efernandez-Campoy
& Trudgill 2002).

Let us first define the two grammatical systems used as a source. The local variety of
Murcian Spanish —G;— is characterised by the practically total absence of consonant codas,
except for the nasal /n/. The standard variety —Castilian Spanish, G,— allows different types
of one-member codas and a few complex codas of the type —consonant+/s/— asin ins.truc.cion

© Serviciode Publicaciones. Universidad de Murda Al rights reserved. IJES, vdl. 4 (2), 2004, pp. 165-184
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instruction' or bi.ceps.t One of the most common codas in Castilian Spanish is /s/, which is
systematically suppressed in Murcian Spanish. Weshall propose two constraints, which are very
similar to the ones in the preceding analysis. MAX (elements in the input must have a
correspondent in the output) and NoCobDA (codas are not allowed). The ranking of these two
constraintsin G, and G, are the following:

(10)  Rankingsof MAX and NoCODA in G, and G,

G, (Standard Castilian Spanish): MAX » NoCobDA
G; (Local Murcian Variety): NOCODA » MAX

Given an input /pésas/ (*weights’), G, and G, would select thefollowing optimal candidates(11
and 12).

(11) G, grammar: Coda consonant preserved

/pésas/ MaAX NoCoba

=¥ a. [pésas]

b. [pése:] *

(12) G, grammar: Coda consonant suppressed, causing vowel changes.

/pésas/ NoCobA Max
a. [pésas] %) e
= b, [pése:]

Cutillas-Espinosa & Hernandez-Campoy (2004) study the differencesin (s) deletionin
the speech of the presenter in two different performances: (i) in broadcasting, when talking to
a predominantly non-standard speaking audience on the phone; (ii) in aformal interview with
the researchers. The results obtained are shownin (13).

(13) Variant 1 (Standard): [s] Variant 2 (Local): O
Broadcasting: 89% 11%
Interview: 1% 99%
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The presenter of theradio programme used an overwhel ming majority of standard [s] forms when
talking to audience members on the phone during broadcasting. In spite of the fact that audience
members were non-standard speakers, he kept a high degree of standardisation. This was due,
according to his own words, to an attempt to express 'respect’ and awareness of being heard by
an audience (G, beingidentified with 'respectability’ and 'correctness’). Theinterview with the
two researchers was performed by the presenter in a different way, in spite of the fact that an
interview with alinguist is not precisely a'casual’ context. Two factors have to be considered.
Firstly, the researchers used a local accent and the presenter shifted towards a practically
complete absence of coda/s/ accordingly. Secondly, the presenter was aware of the linguists
curiosity for hishigh standardisation in broadcasting and, during the conversation, heinsisted on
a positive —although contradictory — view of the vernacular (G,). It could be argued that he
showed that he had no prejudice against Murcian Spanish by using G, forms extensively. The
picture, therefore, is more complex than apurely formal vs casual contrast in one single grammar
as suggested in the appendix to Boersma & Hayes (2001: 82-83).

Again, weshall interpret thedata in termsofthe three-grammar system and acontinuous
ranking. The value rankings of MAX and NoCopa in G, —Castilian Spanish grammar — are
91'31 and 80, respectively, making sure that /s/ in coda position is always pronounced. On the
other hand, the value rankings of Max and NoCobDA in G, —the local grammar — are 68'69 and
80, respectively, making sure that /s/ in coda position isnever pronounced. Taking those values
as a reference, the radio presenter builds his own grammar —G,—. Its observed values are
calculated following the procedure described in the previous section. The results are presented
in (14).

(14) Rankine values of MAx and NoCopA and derived percentages of variation.

Styles . i , bt ;

T Ranking value | Percentage d [s] | Ranking value | Percentaged O
Broadcasting 83'46 89% 80 11%

Interview 73'4 1% 80 99%

Thus, theobserved ranking valuesof MAX inthepresenter's grammar —G,— rangefrom
8346 to 734. This variation in ranking values is meaningful and, again, it points towards a
dynamic and continuous system delimited by the values of the two reference grammars, G, and
G,. For example, it is reasonable to assume that, when the presenter addresses the station
director, the ranking value of MAx may be significantly lowered below the 83'46 ranking value
of broadcasting, or raised above the 73'4 value selected for the interview. Thus, we admit that
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the presenter can play with ranking values, which isan extremely effective way to describe the
stylistic continuum.

IV.3. Three or more?

So far we have looked at an ideal —although commonly found— linguistic situation where the
speaker 1s only exposed to rwo linguistic models. the standard and the local. However, we have
to admit the possibility that a speaker may be exposed to more than onelocal grammar or, more
rarely, more than one standard. It is also very likely that there is more than one standard or non-
standard variant for each variable. Thisjust adds some mathematical complexity to the system,
but it remains fully operational. Thefact that continuous ranking works with probability makes
it the best approach to cope with the complexities of language variation and change.

I1V.4. Going beyond style-shifting

At this point, it would be reasonable to wonder whether the three-grammar system is just
applicableto style-shifting. Weargue that it can be generalised to other sociolinguistic variables,
such as gender (see discussion in section 111.2) or social class. Such generalization is possible if
we assume a consfructivist view of language variability, whereby variation is not areflection of
personal characteristics, but rather a projection and construction of one's self-image. In OT
terms, this view implies that the speaker is able to control ranking values consciously.

Let ustake the case of social class. Labov (1966b) re-analysed his New Y ork City study
data taking into account how many of his informants could be regarded as socially ‘upwardly
mobile’.” In Labov's study, variable (dh) —like in this, then, there— has two variants: the
standard one [b] and the non-standard [d]. In (15) we show how patterns vary depending on
whether working class and lower middle class members are upwardly mobile.

(15) Use of the non-standard [d] variant (this > [dis]) depending on class and social mobility.

Working Class Lower Middle Class
Upwardly Mohile; 27% 17%
Stable: 80% 50%

Aswe can see, people who move —or attempt to move— from onesocial classtoanother
changetheir linguistic behaviour quite substantially, sothat instead of preserving their grammar
in adifferent situation, “upwardly mobile individuals adjust (emphasis mine) the frequency of
certain linguistic variables in order to sound more likethe classthey arejoining and less like the
onethey areleaving™ (Chambers1995: 55). Thissuggests that it is not enough to claim that there
isa'working class grammar’ or a'lower middle class grammar, which are fixed and acquired
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by theindividual. Rather, there isa conscious process of identity building, vialinguistic means.
In other words, given two piecesof grammar extracted from two different grammatical systems
(G,,this > [815]; G,, this > [d1s]), the speaker is able to adjust hisown grammar (G,) in the
direction of the standard (G,) and convey a meaningful declaration of a particular social group
membership.

Again, the fact that personal grammars are not monolithically preserved throughout a
person's life favoursthe idea of continuous rankings and the three-grammar system. Under this
approach, variation isessentially continuous, meaningful and conscious.

V.CONCLUSION

In this paper we have attempted to show how sociolinguistic theory can contribute to propose an
OT model of variability that is grounded on more than four decades of extensive research. We
have started by reviewing different approaches to variability in OT literature and their
applications to sociolinguistic studies. The phonologists concern has been to find a way to
describe gradient and variable facts in an architecture which was designed to select just one
optimal candidate. discarding the rest. Different solutions have been suggested. The
sociolinguists concern has been to apply these models of variability to real data, but there has
been a tendency to limit this endeavour to the explanation of language-internal variability.

We have commented on the complexity of external factors. We disagree with Anttila’s
remark (2002c¢) that the explanation of thesefactsisnot the business of grammatical descriptions.
It istrue that they add alot of complexity to the picture, but we agree with Hayes’ idea that "'at
present linguistics is not difficuit enough" (Hayes 2000: 118). However, it is reasonable to
assume —and thisis probably close to what Anttilameant — that the study of these external facts
is not central to phonological discussion.

The question is not only that external facts need to be explained, but also that they can
provide uswith valuable information for the choice of an OT model of variability. We cannot
just claim that anything that produces variation is an acceptable solution. We also have to pay
attention to the patterns of variability that are found in the real world, because these can be used
as the criteria for the choice among the different OT models. We have concluded that the
continuous ranking approach to variation (Boersma& Hayes 2001) seemsto be the one that best
fits sociolinguistic knowledge. It is capabl e of describing and producing both drastic and minimal
adjustmentsto linguistic outputs.

In addition to continuous ranking, we propose a basic, three-grammar model of
variability. There would be two reference grammars, G, —the standard —and G; —the local—
and one intermediate, personal grammar —G,— which may be closer to G, or G, depending on
contextual, socio-demographic or just personal factors.
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In spite of its apparent difficulty, this approach could prove useful. It rnay help to
overcorne the traditional gap between theoretical phonology —for sociolinguists, armchair
linguistics— and real-world patterns, which have to be the centre of our business.
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NOTES:

1.A similar ideais presented in Boersma& Hayes (2001: 82-83) where they assume acasual to formal continuum.
with gradual stylistic variations based on an equation. Thedifference is that we do not refer to 'formal' and ‘casua’
within the sanie grammar; rather. we look at stylistic variation astheresult of taking two different grammars on their
own right as reference points. This analysis can then beextended to the analysis of other independent variables, or
to the analysis of stylistic variation under audience or speaker design-based approaches.

2.The relative similarity of G, to one of thegrammatical models—either the standard or the local — will depend on
factorssuch as gender, social class. age and socia network. The discussion of the effects of each specific factor is

outside the scope of this study.

3.We are assuming that speakers have access to the standard grammar (G,) and, ofcourse, thisis not necessarily the
case. They may have a limited accessto it, or they may have constructed a personal version of what they see asthe
standard grammar. In niuch the same way, speakers may have a limited access to the grammar of the loca
community (G,), ifweassume that their link to the community's social network and vemacular speech is very weak.
Inorder toillustrate the theory, weshall assume that the speaker hasfull accessto G, and G,, athough the possibility
of having an individual version of these grammars cannot be discarded.

4.MP: Minimal Pairs; WL: Word List; RP: Reading Passage; IS: Interview Style; CS: Casua Style. The data have
been extracted from Chambers (1995: 20).

5.This constraint is similar to the ones proposed by Hammond (1999) in hisanalysis of English phonotactics.

6.We carried out thefollowing calculation to go from percentagesto ranking values. Given that ranking values are
based on an arbitrary scale, the essentia point is to calculate the difference betweenmax and *Coba/r’s means (X),
which justifies each specific percentage of variation. Let us see, for instance, what difference in ranking value has
to separate MAX and *CoDaA/r to explain that Susan Salto uses variable (1) 61% of the times when reading a word

list:
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If *Copa/r = N (i, 0,2) and MAX - N (u,, 6,%) and both are independent, then

X = *CODA/r-MAX ~ N (n,-p,, 6,7+ 6%
If X<0, then MAx » *Coba/r
X - (- /ll)( 0- (- )

P(X<0)= P[ R

- (2= )

= 0'61 (which corresponds to an f(x) value of 0'28)

7 " 028 0 -(h i) =028 2283 -(ump) =079 > py-p; =079

Thus. the ranking value of MAXx will be the same as that of *Coba/t, plus 0'79, to generate 61% of the standard
variant [J]. Weshall assurne that *Coba/r hasaranking value of 80. Consequently, Max must have aranking value

of 80'79.

7.In fact, a 100% probability cannot be obtained, as probability distributions tend toe. If MAX hasaranking value
of 91'31, there is @ 99'997% probability that it will dominate *CoDa/r. The same appliesto 0%.

8.There are few words in Castilian Spanish that have word-final complex codas, such asbrcepsor forceps. They are
usually loans that can be regarded as peripheral to the system. However. word-internal combinations of —consonant
+ s— are more common: abs.tru.so 'abshuse’. cons.tre.fiir ‘constraint', ads.crip.cion *assignment’. In these cases.
it is quite usual todrop the first consonant and simplify the codatoasingle/s/ in pronunciation:as. tru.so, cos.tre. ir,

as. crip.cion (Alarcos 1994: 40).

9.For details, see Labov (1966b). A good summary of the facts can be found in Chambers (1995: 55-57).
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