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1 Introduction

In a letter to the editor which appeared in an Arizona newspaper, the Tucson Daily
Citizen, on July 25, 1882"%, a reader asks: “Will you kindly inform me what con-
stitutes the American language?” To this question, the editor replies with only
one sentence: “It is the English language with the “H’s” in their proper places”.
While the American reader at the end of the nineteenth century thus seemed to
be interested in how the “American language” would be defined by the editor,
the question is whether the answer given by the editor should be of interest to
today’s linguists who aim to study the emergence of American English as a new
variety of English.

Two influential models of the process of the emergence of new varieties of
English give completely different answers: According to Trudgill’s (2004) model
of new-dialect formation, the question must be answered in the negative, while
according to Schneider’s Dynamic Model, which he first presented in an article
in 2003 and elaborated on in much detail in his monograph Postcolonial English:
Varieties around the world (2007), it must be answered in the affirmative. This
striking difference between the answers can be explained by the fact that the
two models are fundamentally different with respect to an important issue: the
role of social factors, especially identity. Trudgill’s model is essentially determin-
istic, attributing a major role to frequency distributions of variants, while in the
Dynamic Model “identity constructions and realignments, and their symbolic lin-
guistic expression, are [...] at the heart of the process of the emergence of PCEs
[Postcolonial Englishes]” (Schneider 2007: 28).

This issue has caused considerable debate among linguists — a major contribu-
tion to it was Kretzschmar’s (2014) article, in which he integrated the Dynamic
Model and his own theory of language as a complex system by arguing that they
complement each other: While the internal development of a variety is charac-
terized by random interactions between speakers in a complex system, causing
frequency distributions to change, the evolution of the perception of these fre-
quency distributions can be accounted for by the Dynamic Model. The problem
is, however, that it is an essential claim of the Dynamic Model that perceptions
of and attitudes towards language influence structural developments because it
“predicts that via language attitudes a speaker’s social identity alignment will
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determine his or her language behavior in detail” (Schneider 2007: 95). In other
words, the speaker’s recognition of variants and the concept he or she has of
a variety influences his or her own linguistic behavior and thus the structural
developments. Given the fundamental nature of the disagreement regarding the
way that the process of the emergence of new varieties of English can be mod-
eled, it is clear that this debate needs further attention and this study aims to
contribute to it in several ways.

The first aim of this study is theoretical: Based on a comparison of Trudgill’s,
Schneider’s and Kretzschmar’s models, paying particular attention to how ex-
actly they conceptualize and define the emerging construct, the variety or dialect,
and how they argue for or against the role of social factors, I will present an argu-
ment for distinguishing between structural varieties, perceptual varieties and dis-
cursive varieties, and for investigating the emergence of these types of varieties
in their own right. The focus of this study is on the discursive variety, and I sug-
gest that its development can be studied by using a theoretical framework which
originated in linguistic anthropology and redefines and modernizes the notion of
register as “a cultural model of action [...] which links speech repertoires to stereo-
typic indexical values”, which “is performable through utterances” and which “is
recognized by a sociohistorical population” (Agha 2007: 81). Registers are con-
structed through processes of enregisterment, defined accordingly as “processes
and practices whereby performable signs become recognized (and regrouped) as
belonging to distinct, differentially valorized registers by a population” (Agha
2007: 81). Studying enregisterment thus directs the focus onto the conceptual
or discursive level. It is important, however, that this level is not independent
from but instead in a dialectic relationship with the structural level of language
use — Silverstein (2003) has described this relationship in much detail by using
the notion of indexical order. Consequently, the framework is not only useful to
investigate the emergence of discursive varieties, but it also provides a theoret-
ical account of the interaction between the discursive level and the structural
level. Furthermore, theories of enregisterment also discuss the role of identity in
the construction of discursive varieties and I will thus explore how they add to
the theoretical basis of Schneider’s Dynamic Model. The concepts of indexicality
and enregisterment have already been fruitfully applied in sociolinguistics (e.g.
by Johnstone et al. 2006 and Eckert 2008, to name two prominent examples), and
they also play a role in the new field of discourse linguistics that was delineated
in detail by the German linguists Spitzmiiller & Warnke (2011). The theoretical
framework developed for this study thus integrates approaches from linguistic
anthropology, sociolinguistics and discourse linguistics to develop a model of the



construction of discursive varieties, which can then inform a general model of
the emergence of new varieties.

The second aim is to apply the model in order to contribute to a description
of the emergence of American English as a discursive variety in the nineteenth
century. The reason for focusing on American English is that it is the case that
is discussed in most detail by Schneider (2007). Even though it is the “best re-
searched postcolonial variety of all”, Schneider’s account is the first one that is
“theoretically informed” (Schneider 2007: 250), and using enregisterment as a the-
oretical framework not only adds to the theoretical basis of such an account, but
it also yields insights that shed further light on how American English evolved.
The study is restricted to the nineteenth century because it is in this century
that Schneider locates (parts of) the phase of nativization and the entire phase
of endonormative orientation, claiming that increasingly positive attitudes to-
wards the American variety also fueled its structural differentiation from British
English. Other studies on the history of American English also postulate that it
was in the nineteenth century that American English became recognized and/or
stabilized as a variety of English (e.g. Algeo 2001a, Bailey 2017, Simpson 1986). By
applying the model, I aim to show how tracing enregisterment processes leads
to insights about the discursive level and how these insights contribute to a the-
oretically informed description of the history of American English.

As the application of the model requires a methodological approach, the third
aim of the study is to develop a method for studying enregisterment processes in
a historical context in a systematic and goal-oriented manner. At the heart of en-
registerment are reflexive activities — “activities in which communicative signs
are used to typify other perceivable signs” (Agha 2007: 16) — because it is through
these activities that speech differences become linked to social differences and
that linguistic forms acquire indexical meanings. For example, a person utter-
ing the statement Saying jolly sounds so posh uses linguistic signs (one type of
communicative sign) to create an object, the lexical item jolly, that is typified
through the assignment of the social value ‘posh’. This constitutes an instance
of reflexive activity, in this case a very explicit type of reflexive activity, which
is metapragmatic because it conveys information about the pragmatic effect of
using the word jolly (signaling the characteristic of being posh) and also metadis-
cursive because the object typified is a part of discourse, that is, of “communica-
tive action in the medium of language” (Johnstone 2018: 2). If reflexive activities,
which typify linguistic forms, occur repeatedly, these typifications become so-
cial regularities and as such lead to registers as large-scale cultural formations.
Reflexive activities can take many shapes and forms, but it is essential that they
are by definition observable. This makes it possible for the linguist to study them
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systematically. In this study I propose to use a model for analysis that was devel-
oped by the above-mentioned discourse linguists Spitzmiiller & Warnke (2011):
the discourse-linguistic multi-layer analysis (DIMLAN). The model is based on
an understanding of discourse that goes beyond the sense given above: It is de-
fined as a linguistic practice through which knowledge is negotiated and consti-
tuted (Spitzmiiller & Warnke 2011: 53). The central element in this process is the
statement — it is the smallest unit of discourse. Studying discourses empirically
means to study statements by taking into account three levels: the intratextual
level (based on the observation that statements typically appear in the context
of texts), the transtextual level (because statements and texts are essentially re-
lated to each other in discourses) and the level of actors (taking into account
that transtextuality is a characteristic that is created through linguistic action by
individual people, groups of people or non-personal actors like institutions or
political parties). Taking the DIMLAN model as a basis, I approach the empiri-
cal study of enregisterment processes in nineteenth-century America by focus-
ing on one metadiscursive genre: newspapers. Newspapers contain texts which
contain statements about language (constituting reflexive, metadiscursive activ-
ities) and they are electronically accessible and searchable because they have
been collected in two large databases, America’s Historical Newspapers (AHN)
and Nineteenth-Century U.S. Newspapers (NCNP), which comprise close to 78 mil-
lion articles. By searching these databases for specific pronunciation respellings
(representing phonological forms) and for lexical items, I obtained collections
of statements and texts which are related on a transtextual level (because the
same linguistic forms become typified). The intratextual level was examined by
analyzing each newspaper article qualitatively in order to identify the indexical
links which are created between the linguistic forms and social values and per-
sonae. By comparing the articles to each other and using quantitative analyses
to identify larger evaluative patterns as well as the regions and the time periods
in which the respective texts were produced and received, I analyzed the trans-
textual level and the level of actors. I argue that these analyses provide insights
not only into which linguistic forms were indexically linked to the value of ‘be-
ing American’, but also into how, when and where the process of delimiting an
American register from other registers proceeded.

The structure of this book reflects these aims. In Chapter 2, I will give an
overview of the models of the emergence of new varieties of English, followed
by a discussion of the definition of the notion of variety and the role of social
factors in these models. I will describe the theoretical framework of enregister-
ment and discuss how this framework and one of its key concepts, indexicality,
have been applied and developed further in sociolinguistic research, in the field



of perceptual dialectology and in discourse linguistics. Based on this discussion,
I will present a model which captures the relationship between two levels that
are relevant in the construction of discursive varieties, namely the structural and
the discursive level. The final part of Chapter 2 contains a review of previous re-
search on the history of American English, paying particular attention to how
the starting point of the variety is determined and the role that is attributed to
the discursive and the structural level in this process.

In Chapter 3, I will describe the methodological approach of this study by ex-
plaining why I focus on metadiscursive activity in newspapers, by describing the
process of data collection and by motivating my choice of linguistic forms: The
phonological forms are /h/-dropping and -insertion, yod-dropping, a lengthened
and backened BATH vowel, non-rhoticity and a realization of pre-vocalic /r/ as
a labiodental approximant, and the lexical forms are baggage (in contrast to lug-
gage) and pants (in contrast to trousers). I will also give reasons as to why metadis-
courses on the phonological forms will be identified by searching the databases
for specific pronunciation respellings (hinglish, noospaper/s, dawnce, deah, fellah,
bettah, and several spelling variants of TROUSERs). Against the background of the
distinction between the structural and the discursive level established in Chapter
2, previous research on these linguistic forms will be reviewed.

In Chapter 4, I will describe the results of the quantitative and qualitative anal-
yses of the metadiscursive activities surrounding the phonological forms (§4.1)
and the lexical forms (§4.2) by focusing on the construction of indexical links
between the linguistic forms and social values and social personae. These results
will be interpreted in Chapter 5 with regard to the question of what they reveal
about the enregisterment, that is, the construction of American English as a dis-
cursive variety, in the nineteenth century. I will show that three values are of cen-
tral importance in this process, ‘nationality’, ‘authenticity’ and ‘non-specificity’,
and I will explore each of them in turn. Finally, in Chapter 6, I will discuss the
theoretical implications of this study for modeling the emergence of new vari-
eties of English, for writing a theoretically informed history of the development
of American English and for general theories and models of language change.
The study will conclude with a summary of the central findings of the study in
Chapter 7, which show that the statement made by the nineteenth-century ed-
itor about the characteristics of the American language” is highly relevant for
giving a theoretically informed account of the emergence of American English.






2 The emergence of American English:
theories, descriptions, and models

This chapter lays the theoretical groundwork for the present study. Section 2.1
presents an overview and a discussion of theories of the emergence of new vari-
eties of English and the way that the emergence of American English is described
in these frameworks. This leads to the development of the essential argument of
the study in §2.2, namely that the concept of enregisterment provides an impor-
tant perspective on the emergence of new varieties and should be incorporated
in the theoretical modeling of the process as well as used to complement method-
ological approaches to studying it. A central aspect of the argument is the dis-
tinction between three types of varieties, namely structural varieties, perceptual
varieties and discursive varieties, and in §2.3, I develop a model which illustrates
the difference as well as the relationship between structural and discursive va-
rieties based on the framework of enregisterment. Section 2.4 directs the focus
onto the history of American English again by discussing how the development
of the variety has been described in works without an underlying theory of the
process of emergence and which role is assigned to the structural and the discur-
sive level in these descriptions.

2.1 Theories of the emergence of American English as a
new variety of English

There are several works which have been written on the history of American
English during the last 100 years. In general, according to Schneider (2007: 250),
American English is the “best researched postcolonial variety of all”. However,
Schneider (2007: 250) also notes a lack of a “theoretically informed history of the
language” and he addresses the need for such a history by describing the emer-
gence of American English within the framework of his Dynamic Model. This
study continues this line of research, which is why I focus on describing and
discussing mainly three theories and models of the emergence of new varieties
and the way that they describe this process in the case of American English. In
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§2.1.1, I compare and contrast Trudgill’s (2004) theory of new-dialect formation,
Schneider’s (2007) Dynamic Model, which draws heavily on Mufwene’s (2001a)
theory of the “ecology” of language evolution, and Kretzschmar’s view of the
emergence of new varieties within his theory of language as a complex system
presented in Kretzschmar (2014, 2015a,b). Based on this overview, I will discuss
two issues in more detail which are crucial to the debate: the definition of the
term variety (§2.1.2) and the role of social factors in the emergence of new vari-
eties (§2.1.3). In §2.1.4 I finally discuss important consequences of the theoretical
debate which are the foundation for my subsequent argument that studying the
emergence of new varieties of English needs a careful distinction between struc-
ture and discourse in order to be able to investigate the relationship between
these two dimensions.

2.1.1 Overview of theories and models of the emergence of new
varieties of English

Trudgill’s (2004) theory of new-dialect formation and Schneider’s (2007) Dy-
namic Model have in common that they both identify a set of stages or phases
that underlie the emergence or formation of new dialects or varieties. Trudgill,
who develops his theory mainly based on his study of the history of New Zealand
English, argues that “in tabula rasa colonial situations, dialect mixture and new-
dialect formation are not haphazard processes” (2004: 26) but a predictable devel-
opment proceeding from stage 1, which he labels “rudimentary levelling and in-
terdialectal development” to stage 2, labeled “variability and apparent levelling in
new-dialect formation” and finally to stage 3 “determinism in new-dialect forma-
tion”. In the initial stage, adult speakers of different dialects come into contact in
anew place. The communication between these speakers can lead to the leveling
of minority and very localized variants because, as Trudgill suggests, speakers
need to make themselves understood and the use of linguistic forms unknown to
a majority of speakers can inhibit this aim. Additional reasons for this rudimen-
tary leveling can also be that speakers accommodate to particularly salient forms
or that they react to normative attitudes which speakers have brought with them
from their home country (2004: 89-93). Trudgill regards this stage as the least im-
portant one because in his view, “adults are only capable of limited amounts of
accommodation” and it is not them but children who are largely responsible for
the formation of a new dialect (2004: 94). It is not accommodation but language
acquisition which leads to the apparent leveling in stage 2. Children do not notice
low frequency forms (below a threshold of roughly 10%) and do not acquire them,
thereby reducing the number of forms which are available to the next generation
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to a considerable extent. This second generation of children plays a crucial role
in stage 3, because from an already reduced number of forms they now select the
most common ones. The result is a “final, stable, relatively uniform outcome” in
the form of “a stable, crystallized variety” (2004: 113). The final stage is completed
by a process called focusing, first described and labeled by Le Page & Tabouret-
Keller (1985) and defined by Trudgill as “the process by which the new variety
acquires norms and stability” (2004: 88). However, it is important that focusing
only occurs when a stable set of forms has emerged through stages 2 and 3, which
is why the process of new-dialect formation is essentially deterministic, the new
dialect being “a statistical composite of the dialect mixture” (2004: 123).

Because the theory is mainly based on the case of New Zealand English, Trud-
gill does not describe or analyze the emergence of American English using his
theoretical framework in any detail. He notes several times that it is harder to
study the formation of American English than that of New Zealand English be-
cause the mixture processes underlying the formation of the variety took place
such a long time ago (Trudgill 2004: 2). In general, he argues that American En-
glish went through the same stages as all other colonial dialects, and he notes
only one possible difference, namely that comprehensibility played perhaps a
more important role in the rudimentary leveling of the first stage because the
traditional dialects spoken by the settlers were more different from one another
than those in colonies which were settled later. Although his study does not in-
clude American English in the analysis, it is therefore still relevant because his
theoretical claims apply to American English as well and it is one of the goals of
the present study to discuss their validity.

The second model, Schneider’s (2007) Dynamic Model, also assumes that the
emergence of new varieties of English is characterized by “a uniform underlying
process [which] has been effective in all these [contact] situations and explains a
wide range of parallel phenomena from one variety to another” (Schneider 2007:
4). However, the phases which he identifies and the mechanisms operating in the
process are in many respects different from Trudgill’s. Table 2.1 summarizes the
key parameters of the different phases and shows that Schneider does not view
dialect formation as a deterministic process, but that linguistic effects constitute
only one parameter in his model. They result from sociolinguistic conditions,
which are a consequence of speakers’ identity constructions, which are in turn
caused by the historical and political context.! Accordingly, Schneider (2007: 30)
speaks of a “monodirectional, causal relationship” operating between the param-
eters. While his model predicts that all post-colonial varieties go through all of

!Schneider (2007) distinguishes between two speech communities in his model: the Settlers
speech community (STL) and the Indigenous speech community (IDG).
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these phases, he does not claim that he is able to predict the precise linguistic
forms of the new repertoire. His model is not deterministic but explicitly dy-
namic. Consequently, Schneider does not use the term formation to describe the
emergence of new varieties but evolution, and he aligns himself explicitly with
theories of language evolution, particularly with Mufwene’s (2001a) feature-pool
model. This model postulates that in a contact situation all linguistic features
produced by the speakers are in competition (in a “pool”) and speakers select
from this pool. Their choices are influenced by the “ecology” of the contact sit-
uation comprising linguistic as well as non-linguistic factors, such as the demo-
graphic and political situation and social factors, particularly identity construc-
tions (which identity speakers want to express) and role alignments (which other
speakers they want to align with). In Schneider’s Dynamic Model, “identity con-
structions and realignments, and their symbolic linguistic expression, are also
at the heart of the process of the emergence of PCEs [Postcolonial Englishes]”
(Schneider 2007: 28). The mechanism that operates in this process is accommo-
dation (Giles 1984), but in contrast to Trudgill, who regards accommodation as an
“automatic consequence of interaction” which is “not necessarily driven by social
factors such as prestige or identity” (Trudgill 2004: 28), Schneider emphasizes the
social nature of the process:

Speakers who wish to signal a social bond between themselves will mini-
mize existing linguistic differences as a direct reflection of social proximity:
they will tend to pick up forms used by the communication partner to in-
crease the set of shared features and to avoid forms which they realize are
not used by their partner and might thus function as a linguistic separator.
(Schneider 2007: 27)

This difference is indicative of the fact that the role of social factors is a matter
of considerable debate in theories of the emergence of new varieties and it will
therefore be discussed in more detail in §2.1.3.

With regard to the case of American English, Schneider considers it to be “an
almost unique opportunity to observe the entire developmental cycle in hind-
sight” (2007: 251) because it is the oldest and also the best researched variety
of all postcolonial varieties. I provide a brief summary of his analysis here by
focusing especially on those aspects which illustrate his central thesis that so-
cial factors, especially identity constructions, have linguistic effects. In the first
phase (roughly from 1587 to 1670), evidence of identity constructions is scarce,
but Schneider finds it very likely that the early settlers still perceived themselves
as Englishmen (Schneider 2007: 258). Consequently, it is the degree of mixture
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2 The emergence of American English: theories, descriptions, and models

of speakers coming from different regions and speaking different dialects which
has the most effect on linguistic developments. Regions in which the population
mixture was highest (as in the case of the Quakers in Pennsylvania) exhibited the
highest degree of koinéization, defined by Schneider (2007: 35) as the “emergence
of a relatively homogeneous “middle-of-the-road variety”” based on a process
in which “speakers [...] mutually adjust their pronunciation and lexical usage
to facilitate understanding”. In regions with culturally and linguistically more
homogeneous settler groups (particularly New England, the South and the Ap-
palachian Mountains), less koinéization occurred. This explains the present-day
situation, in which the most distinctive dialects are found in the South and in the
East, while the mainstream American variety is located in the Midland, the West
and the North (Schneider 2007: 261-262). At the same time, Schneider (2007: 262)
argues that social similarities between the settler groups in New England and
in tidewater Virginia, namely their middle-to-upper-class background and close
ties to the home country, were responsible for the fact that southern and eastern
dialects share a number of features, for example lack of rhoticity, yod-dropping
and lexical forms like piazza ‘veranda’.

In the second phase (ca. 1670-1773), Schneider (2007: 265) distinguishes two
English-speaking groups with different identity constructions. One group was of
higher social status and lived on the coast and the other group was of lower social
status and lived in more inland regions. While the first group still firmly identi-
fied with England, the second one adopted an “English-plus” colonial identity,
which was influenced by their more frequent contact with other cultural groups
and their “frontier experience” (Schneider 2007: 265). Additionally, Schneider ar-
gues that non-English speaking groups had a split identity because even though
they wanted to adjust in America and leave problems in their home countries be-
hind, they also wanted to retain their cultural and linguistic heritage (2007: 266).
And lastly, African groups were torn between forces to adjust and the desire to
resist these forces and maintain their cultural identity. This combination of iden-
tity constructions resulted on the one hand in a stable exonormative orientation
(as predicted by the Dynamic Model) among the high-status social group and
on the other hand in a bilingualism or multilingualism among groups coming
from non-English-speaking countries and in a variable sociolinguistic situation
for African Americans who sometimes had extensive contacts with white speak-
ers of English and sometimes primarily intra-ethnic contact without an opportu-
nity to acquire English (2007: 266-269). In terms of linguistic effects, Schneider
(2007: 269-273) finds a high degree of linguistic homogeneity and lexical bor-
rowings as well as innovations (“Americanisms”). With regard to homogeneity,
he notes that this is of course not to be seen in absolute terms, i.e. the complete
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2.1 Theories of the emergence of American English as a new variety of English

absence of variability. It is rather the case that leveling processes took place as
the result of mixing and koinéization, but “cultural and linguistic peculiarities”
were retained as well, and English innovations were adopted as a result of the
prevailing exonormative orientation. An important example is rhoticity:

The most interesting case in point is postvocalic /r/, a sound which was pro-
nounced even in southern British English well into the eighteenth century
and disappeared only then, as in modern RP. In other words, the r-lessness
of New England and the South must have developed in America, modeling
English linguistic fashion — a strong indication of the exonormative linguis-
tic orientation of colonial America. (2007: 271)

The term Americanism, coined by John Witherspoon in 1781 (see Schneider
2007: 272), is another indicator of the exonormative orientation because the lexi-
cal items labeled as such were usually evaluated negatively because they did not
conform to a British norm. With regard to African American English Schneider
finds that there is no evidence of it in the colonial period, although he also notes
that “there was room for the development and retention of ethnic speech mark-
ers, for the development of linguistic means to signal a non-white, and possibly
subliminally counter-European, ethnolinguistic identity” (2007: 268).

The crucial phase in the emergence of American English is the third phase, the
nativization phase, which Schneider (2007: 273) dates from ca. 1773 to 1828/1848.
According to him, the “birth of American English as a concept and as a variety
falls into that period” (2007: 276) — as an effect of the political independence
which was accompanied by changing identity constructions. An American na-
tionalism replaced the orientation towards England and Schneider makes it clear
that the “close nexus between political events and linguistic developments (via
identity rewritings), and the causal role of the former for the latter, are undis-
puted” (2007: 275). He cites several authors who establish the claim for a language
separate from Britain, including Noah Webster’s famous words: “as an indepen-
dent nation, our honor requires us to have a system of our own, in language as
well as in government” (Webster 1789: 20, quoted in Schneider 2007: 277). There
were also voices resisting the call for linguistic independence by continuing to
favor British norms (forming a “complaint tradition”) but Schneider argues that
“[i]n quantitative terms [...] nativization made the balance tip toward the for-
mer position” (2007: 277). Schneider postulates a clear relationship between the
positive evaluation of linguistic difference and actual structural developments:

[T]he period of structural nativization was the one during which effects in-
hibiting divergence disappeared and, in contrast, linguistic differences be-
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2 The emergence of American English: theories, descriptions, and models

came actively promoted or at least positively evaluated. Westward expan-
sion, then, brought an increasingly appreciative attitude toward down-to-
earth speechways and hence strengthened another powerful factor promot-
ing linguistic nativization. While of course British and American English
still have a lot in common and linguistic continuity has also been impor-
tant, differences between the two major varieties of English kept increasing.
(2007: 278)

As evidence for these increasing differences he gives examples of lexical bor-
rowings and innovations, stressing the creativity of word-formation processes
characteristic of this phase, which found expression especially in many conver-
sions (2007: 279). On the level of grammar, he finds an “almost endless” number
of innovations at the lexico-grammatical interface, e.g. different than (vs. from, to)
(2007: 280). What is also important in this phase is spelling because several dif-
ferences to British English did not emerge from use (like differences on other lev-
els) but through deliberate language planning and have acquired a symbolic sig-
nificance in public discourse (e.g. <-or>/<-our>, <-ize>/<-ise>) (2007: 281). The
phonological level is the only level on which Schneider finds that hardly any ev-
idence is available and if it is, it is difficult to interpret. Schneider consequently
does not give any examples on how structural nativization proceeds phonolog-
ically (2007: 279). He does, however, provide more information on how he con-
ceptualizes the process by arguing that

differences between varieties of English, British and American in the present
case, not only consist of the ones frequently observed, documented and
listed, but they encompass an infinitely larger set of habits and construc-
tions which are hardly ever explicitly noted, most of which are associated
with particular lexical items. [...] This suggests that structural nativization
operates inconspicuously but highly effectively, affecting frequencies and
co-occurrence tendencies of individual words and constructions more than
anything else. (2007: 282)

This shows that he regards actual structural nativization as proceeding be-
low the level of awareness, but it also raises the question of the exact nature
of the relationship between consciously expressed attitudes and evaluations and
unconsciously proceeding structural changes, a question that remains open in
Schneider’s account.

The fourth phase is dated from 1828/1848 to 1898 and, in line with the Dy-
namic Model, it is characterized by an endonormative orientation based on “a
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new type of national self-dependence and a national pride based on local, Ameri-
can, achievements” (2007: 283). In this phase, the entire continent was settled and
controlled by Americans, and this “achievement”, at the cost of Native Americans
who were killed and forced away from their lands, was not only a source of na-
tional pride but also led to “a second heightened phase of koinéization” (2007:
290) resulting in a high degree of uniformity. The uniformity was strengthened
by the codification of American English in Webster’s An American Dictionary
of the English Language (1828) and Bartlett’s Dictionary of Americanisms, a Glos-
sary of Words and Phrases usually regarded as peculiar to the United States (1848).
At the same time, regional and social variability obviously continued. Schneider
(2007: 289) observes that many literary works which became part of a distinc-
tive American literary canon employed representations of regional and social
dialects, but he does not explore the relationship between the literary interest in
linguistic variation at a time characterized by the codification of a uniform Amer-
ican variety further. This is something that I will do in the present study, which
will show the relevance of this observation to the emergence of American En-
glish. Another relevant point that Schneider makes is that the development does
not always proceed continually in one direction, but that there can be breaks
or even returns to an older phase, as evidenced by “a purist, pro-English move-
ment, which [...] gained momentum after the Civil War and in the 1870s and
1880s, after endonormative stabilization” (2007: 288). So exonormative orienta-
tions, based on different identity constructions, did not cease to exist, even in a
phase of endonormative stabilization, and this study will also shed some light on
the interplay between these two types of orientations in the nineteenth century
and also on the ways that they interact with regional and social variability as
well as with national uniformity.

The starting point of the fifth phase, which continues until the present day,
is 1898. Schneider regards the Spanish-American War in 1898 as a turning point
because it was the first war fought by the whole unified nation against another
power, which strengthened feelings of national unity which were then a pre-
requisite for cultural fragmentation under the umbrella of the nation. “Ameri-
can society is being transformed into a multicultural mosaic, and this process is
mirrored by the emergence of distinct varieties of English, each associated with
different identities” (2007: 294). A very important aspect is that Schneider does
not postulate that dialect diversity occurred only in the twentieth century, but he
finds that it has always existed. In contrast to earlier centuries, however, he finds
that the twentieth century is marked by a “socially indicative dialect diversity, an
ethnic and regional fragmentation of the population along linguistic lines in per-
ception and production” [emphasis mine] (2007: 296). The crucial difference is
therefore that diversity comes to index social identities:

15
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[Thhis diversification happened because the various regional, social, and
ethnic groups recognized the importance of carving out and signaling their
own distinct identities against other groups and also against an overarching
nation which, while it is good to be part of, is too big and too distant to be
comforting and to offer the proximity and solidarity which humans require.
(2007: 296)

This had an impact on linguistic structure in that dialect differences became
more pronounced and, in Schneider’s words, more “strictly compartmentalized”
(2007: 296). As for the nativization period, he stresses that the process operated
subconsciously and that it was not the result of an intentional act. As evidence
for the developments in the fifth phase he cites several sociolinguistic studies,
e.g. Labov’s investigation of Martha’s Vineyard (Labov 1972 [1963]) and Wol-
fram & Schilling-Estes’s (1996, 1997) study of the island Ocracoke, which illus-
trate how people on the islands used traditional regional variants to symbolize
and demarcate their island identity against outsiders and to ensure that they are
not absorbed in the mainland group identity. Next to these endangered local vari-
eties he also describes the development of further varieties and their connection
to identity constructions and realignments: Southern English, a Northern En-
glish marked by the Northern Cities Shift, ethnic speech forms in the European-
American groups, Native American English(es), African American English, Chi-
cano English and other Hispanic varieties, Cajun English, Hawaiian Creole and
Asian Englishes. To give an example, he cites Tillery & Bailey’s (2003) research
which finds that there were two periods of great social change in the South, the
first after the Civil War and the following Reconstruction period (marked among
other things by immigration of northern Americans) and the second around
World War II (marked especially by urbanization), and in both cases these social
developments were accompanied by significant linguistic changes. For example,
after World War II “the linguistic expression of a new, modern Southern identity
was shaped, [which] affected both “Traditional” and “New” Southern features”
(2007: 299). So non-rhoticity and yod-retention were for example features which
were associated with traditional, rural, antebellum culture, whereas rhoticity and
yod-dropping have come to symbolize the “New South” (2007: 299).

All in all, Schneider’s (2007) Dynamic Model stands in stark contrast to Trud-
gill’s (2004) model of new-dialect formation. Trudgill’s stages are very much fo-
cused on linguistic developments while Schneider’s developmental phases em-
phasize the close connection between the historical situation, social factors and
linguistic developments. The type of evidence that both linguists draw on reflects
this difference. Trudgill relies largely on data from the Origins of New Zealand
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English (ONZE) project and on dialectological research on nineteenth-century
British English dialects. While Trudgill therefore keeps a strong focus on linguis-
tic data, Schneider cites an abundance of research not only on linguistic devel-
opments in seventeen postcolonial varieties of English but also on social devel-
opments in order to support his model. With regard to linguistic effects, his case
studies provide many examples, but they do not offer as systematic and detailed
an overview as Trudgill’s analysis of New Zealand English. Instead, Schneider
emphasizes the common characteristics of sociolinguistic developments, a di-
mension that is almost completely neglected in Trudgill’s model. These contrary
views illustrate the need for more research on the emergence of new varieties of
English.

A third theory has been developed by Kretzschmar (2014) as part of his the-
ory of speech as a complex system. In contrast to Trudgill (2004) and Schnei-
der (2007), he does not postulate the existence of separate phases that lead to
the emergence of a new variety because this view is not compatible with his
theory of language. A complex system is “a system in which large networks of
components with no central control and simple rules of operation give rise to
complex collective behavior, sophisticated information processing, and adapta-
tion via learning or evolution” (Kretzschmar 2014: 143, citing Mitchell 2009: 13).
Applied to speech, these components are linguistic forms, variants realizing a
variable, and what is “truly stable and systematic about speech” (Kretzschmar
2014: 151) is that the token frequency distribution of these forms is nonlinear,
leading to a typical A-curve when graphed on a chart (Kretzschmar 2014: 147).
This nonlinear distribution occurs at different levels of scale, for example at the
level of an individual, a community, a larger region or a nation, and variants
which occur at the top at one level of scale can occur in the tail of the curve at
another level of scale. Consequently, linguists who identify a variety tradition-
ally do so by identifying the top-ranked variants which occur on a specific level
of scale, for example at the level of nation, so that American English, for exam-
ple, is considered to consist of the variants which occur at the top frequency
ranks at the national scale. Kretzschmar (2014: 151), however, considers it a mis-
take to focus only on these top-ranked variants in linguistic analysis because
the low-frequency variants are in fact highly relevant in language change and in
the emergence of new varieties as well. Change occurs because speakers inter-
act and these interactions can result in changes in the frequency distribution of
variants. This in turn leads to new variants ranked at the top of the frequency
curve, which can then be described as a new variety at some level of scale. Kret-
zschmar (2014: 151) supports Schneider’s view that the emergence of varieties is
not a deterministic process:
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Random interactions between speakers may eventually promote variants
at lower frequencies to the top rank, and vice versa, so there is no fixed re-
lationship between input frequencies (say, from settler, indigenous, or ad-
strate languages) and what will become most common in a new variety.

He argues that not only language is involved in interactions but human percep-
tions as well and human perception is not restricted to what is most frequent but
also encompasses reactions to the use of variants. In this context, Kretzschmar
uses the concept of positive feedback, which he regards as equivalent to Le Page
& Tabouret-Keller’s (1985) concept of focusing:

The idea of feedback recognizes that the information content in speech is
not just the functional message of some utterance or piece of writing, but
also an evaluation of who says what when. (Kretzschmar 2014: 151)

Judging by the reactions of other speakers to the use of linguistic forms, speak-
ers evaluate the success of their use and adapt accordingly. Kretzschmar consid-
ers this a better view of Schneider’s and Mufwene’s concept of a selection pro-
cess because, in his view, variants are not selected (and rarely lost). Instead, they
simply become more or less frequent through “massive numbers of random in-
teractions between speakers” and “the perceptions of the human agents using
language” (2014: 152). Unlike Trudgill, who uses focusing to explain the stabi-
lization of the forms of the new variety (basically the last step in the process),
Kretzschmar assigns a much more central role to focusing because in his view it
explains why the process is not deterministic (i.e. the predictable result of input
frequencies). It is noticeable, however, that he does not elaborate on how exactly
focusing proceeds and which mechanisms are operative in the process of giving
and receiving feedback and evaluating the success of linguistic forms. However,
he points out that his model and Schneider’s Dynamic Model complement each
other precisely because in his view Schneider describes “the evolution of the new
society’s perceptions” and not “the internal linguistic history of a new variety”
(2014: 157). By relegating Schneider’s “new varieties” to the level of perception
of usage (to be distinguished from actual usage), he questions the traditional
definition of variety, of the object whose emergence is controversially modeled,
which is why in §2.1.2 I will take a closer look at the understanding of the term
in linguistics in general and in the models described in this section in particular.

Kretzschmar (2015a) describes the implications of his model for an account of
the emergence of American English. For the early phases of settlement, he de-
scribes the linguistic situation as a “pool of linguistic features collected from a
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radically mixed settlement population” (2015a: 251), a conceptualization that is in
line with Mufwene’s feature pool but not with historical accounts on American
English such as Fischer’s (1989) Albion Seeds, which describes the culture and
language of the different regions of settlement as having been transplanted from
the respective regions in Britain and remaining fairly homogeneous. In this situ-
ation, order emerged in the form of the nonlinear distributions characteristic of
complex systems. And owing to the scaling property of complex systems, these
distributions occurred at different levels of scale, so that Kretzschmar speaks of
American English already in this early phase:

Right from the beginning somewhat different sets of variants emerged as
top-ranked elements in different localities. Also right from the beginning,
a particular set of variants emerged at the highest level of scale, American
English. (2015a: 257)

So in contrast to Schneider (2007), who considers American English to na-
tivize in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth century, Kretzschmar suggests
that an American variety, conceptualized as a set of top-ranked elements at the
highest level of scale, has already been present from the seventeenth century
onwards. He views the nativization that Schneider describes as located on the
level of perception (people started to notice and describe differences between
American and British English) and argues along the same lines that eighteenth-
century comments on uniformity are equally a result of perception and not to
be taken as evidence for an actual colonial koiné (Kretzschmar 2015a: 258-259).
While Schneider (2007: 270) is also critical of strong versions of the koinéiza-
tion hypothesis (he cites Dillard 1975 as the strongest one), he nevertheless as-
sumes a “remarkable degree of linguistic homogeneity in the colonies” in phase 2,
which is in contrast to the diversification of phase 5. Kretzschmar also disagrees
here by stating that diversification also occurred from the seventeenth century
onwards, when “noticeable differences, both between American regions and be-
tween American and British English” (2015a: 257) emerged. In order to support
this view, he gives examples of linguistic forms which were present then and are
still associated with specific regions, e.g. non-rhoticity, lexical items like chunks
and tote and grammatical forms like hadn’t ought. The diversification just became
more noticeable as time progressed (2015a: 259). Even though Kretzschmar does
not postulate the existence of developmental phases in general, he notes a ma-
jor difference between the eighteenth century and the nineteenth century in the
case of American English. While the great population mixture in the early settle-
ments and in the eighteenth century led to the creation of new and independent
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patterns (2015a: 259), the nineteenth century was rather marked by an extension
of these complex systems from the east to the west as a result of westward mi-
gration. Groups of settlers who already lived in western parts of the country,
especially Scotch-Irish settlers in the Appalachian mountain regions, could con-
tribute to these complex systems, and Kretzschmar cites Montgomery’s (1989,
1991, 1997) findings that indeed some Scotch-Irish variants have been retained in
these areas, but overall, he finds that Atlas data shows that “major patterns cre-
ated by historical east-west settlement largely persist” (2015a: 261). Nevertheless,
change always occurs in complex systems, but Kretzschmar regards it as located
rather at lower levels of scale (neighborhoods and cities) and not at larger re-
gional levels of scale (2015a: 261).

This overview of three models of the emergence of new varieties illustrates
that linguists are far from achieving a consensus of opinion on the common,
underlying operations and mechanisms behind this process. I argue here that
some differences between the models are a result of different conceptualizations
and definitions of the term variety and that it is important to clarify what the term
refers to in order to be able to analyze the emergence of new varieties and discuss
and ultimately test the models proposed by Trudgill (2004), Schneider (2007) and
Kretzschmar (2014, 2015a). The analysis of the meaning(s) of the term variety is
therefore going to be the subject of §2.1.2, before I will pay detailed attention
to the role of social factors in §2.1.3 and conclude with a final discussion of the
models in §2.1.4.

2.1.2 Definition of the term variety

A first step in any discussion on how new varieties emerge must be to define
what precisely the term variety refers to and how a “new” variety can be dis-
tinguished from an “old” one. At first, it needs to be noted that the different
theories and models foreground different terms. Trudgill (2004) speaks predom-
inantly of dialects and particularly of colonial dialects, while Schneider (2007)
prefers the term variety and refers to the varieties that emerge in the different
places as postcolonial varieties or Postcolonial Englishes.? It is often indicated that
dialect and variety are used more or less synonymously, with variety being a
newer and more neutral term. Meyerhoff (2011: 32), for example, defines vari-
ety as a “[r]elatively neutral term used to refer to languages and dialects” which

?It is important to note that each author uses both terms, dialect and variety, in their books
but foreground different terms by choosing them as the main term for the newly formed or
emerging entities.
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“[a]voids the problem of drawing a distinction between the two, and avoids neg-
ative attitudes often attached to the term dialect”. Chambers & Trudgill (1998: 5)
make a slight distinction between the two terms. They write in their introduc-
tion to dialectology that they “shall use ‘variety’ as a neutral term to apply to any
particular kind of language which we wish, for some purpose, to consider as a sin-
gle entity” [emphasis mine], while they regard dialect as a more particular term
which refers to “varieties which are grammatically (and perhaps lexically) as well
as phonologically different from other varieties”. It can be inferred from this dis-
tinction that Trudgill (2004) foregrounds the term dialect in his theory because
the main criterion he uses to distinguish a new variety or dialect from an old one
is the criterion of structural distinctiveness. He argues that in order to explain
the formation of a new dialect, one has to “first decide what the distinctive char-
acteristics of New Zealand English are” (Trudgill 2004: 31). The distinctiveness
is established in relation to British dialects, the starting point being a mixture
of dialects spoken by the parents of the first New-Zealand-born Anglophones,
and the end-point the dialect spoken by the second generation of Anglophone
children in New Zealand. Differences which emerged afterwards (since 1890) are
not included in the analysis because they are the result of changes occurring
only after New Zealand English had been formed (Trudgill 2004: 32). So in or-
der to distinguish and define a “new” variety of New Zealand English against
“old” varieties of British English, he looks for evidence of a new set of linguistic
features, distinct from other older sets of features, based on two main sources:
studies on the history of the English language, especially dialectological research
on nineteenth- and twentieth-century English, and the ONZE project, compris-
ing recordings of New Zealanders made by the National Broadcasting operation
of New Zealand between 1946 and 1948, which provide insights into the second
stage of the formation process because the informants represent the first genera-
tion of children born in New Zealand (Trudgill 2004: 33). The linguistic features
he analyzes are almost exclusively phonological and located on the segmental
level, and the analysis rests heavily on frequencies of use. What distinguishes
stage 3, the stage at which he postulates the existence of a distinct New Zealand
variety, from stage 2 is that the variety is now characterized by uniformity and
stability (Trudgill 2004: 113). Uniformity is achieved because majority variants
have survived and minority variants have disappeared, and stability is achieved
through focusing. It appears therefore that while the primary criterion in defin-
ing the new variety is the structural distinctiveness of a uniform set of features,
stability, achieved through focusing, is at least a secondary criterion, which is
applicable only after a new set of features has formed. It is noticeable, however,
that Trudgill (2004) does not analyze the focusing process in his study on New
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Zealand English, which again highlights the relative unimportance of the stabil-
ity criterion.

Schneider (2007) also focuses on the criterion of structural distinctiveness in
his model. He speaks of “the birth and growth of structurally distinctive PCEs”
(Schneider 2007: 45) and describes a PCE as “a new language variety which is
recognizably distinct in certain respects from the language form that was trans-
ported originally, and which has stabilized linguistically to a considerable extent”
(Schneider 2007: 51). In the phase of structural nativization, the degree of differ-
ence to the former input varieties increases the most. He states that “this stage
results in the heaviest effects on the restructuring of the English language itself;
it is at the heart of the birth of a new formally distinct PCE” (Schneider 2007:
44). S-curves, which typically characterize linguistic changes, have a phase of
rapid increase of a variant in the middle of the development over time and this is
where Schneider locates the phase of structural nativization. In line with Trud-
gill (2004), Schneider (2007: 51) regards stability as a second characteristic of a
variety, and he argues that it is achieved during a phase which can be seen as cor-
responding to the later part of the S-curve. However, in stark contrast to Trudgill
(2004), speakers’ perceptions play a role in his conceptualization of a variety as
well. He writes that “regional speech differences emerge, stabilize, and become
recognizable in the public mind” (Schneider 2007: 9), which shows that in addi-
tion to structural difference and stability, public recognition is also a factor to be
dealt with in determining what a variety is and how it emerges. In the case study
on American English, he finds that the “birth of American English as a concept
and as a variety falls into that period [the period between ca. 1773-1828/1848]”
(Schneider 2007: 276). In this statement he explicitly distinguishes between the
concept of a variety and the variety itself, but he does not elaborate on this distinc-
tion any further, which is problematic because he assumes a direct relationship
between the development of structural differences and people’s perceptions and
attitudes:

[Tlhe period of structural nativization was the one during which effects
inhibiting divergence disappeared and, in contrast, linguistic differences
became actively promoted or at least positively evaluated. Westward ex-
pansion, then, brought an increasingly appreciative attitude toward down-
to-earth speechways, and hence strengthened another powerful factor pro-
moting linguistic nativization. (Schneider 2007: 278)

So in Schneider’s (2007) model, speakers’ perceptions and attitudes, which
can be seen as formative of the concept of a new variety, did not only play a
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role in the phase of endonormative stabilization, but they are also supposed to
influence structural nativization, that is the emergence of a structural variety.
Schneider (2007: 94) argues that people usually focus on a few salient distinc-
tive forms when they perceive and evaluate a variety, but that “those properties
of a variety which seem specifically distinctive [are] quantitative tendencies of
word co-occurrences, recurrent patterns, speech habits, prefabricated phraseol-
ogy”. Based on this, a conceptual variety can be defined as consisting of a small
set of salient linguistic features which are recognized by speakers as distinct and
which attract some sort of evaluation. A structural variety can be defined as con-
sisting of a large set of features which make the variety structurally different
from another set of features.

Nevertheless, Schneider’s idea of what a variety is, and how the concept of a va-
riety and the structure of a variety are related, remains rather vague. Kretzschmar
(2014, 2015a,b), on the other hand, discusses the term variety in more detail and
he is fairly critical of traditional understandings of the term. As pointed out in
§2.1.1, he relegates Schneider’s (2007) Dynamic Model to the level of perception
only and argues that this is the case for most descriptions of varieties:

What actually makes “new varieties” of English or of any other language,
in the sense that we usually mean in linguistics, is that linguists from time
to time choose to record their perceptions of the usage of some population
of speakers. (Kretzschmar 2014: 157)

These perceptions include only the top-ranked variants of the complex sys-
tem of speech at a specific level of scale which makes the varieties described
by linguists “idealized abstractions” (Kretzschmar 2014: 156) which linguists and
also lay people are always interested in, but which should not be confused with
linguistic reality. According to Kretzschmar (2014), this reality should best be
understood as a complex system:

New varieties are not just something to be associated with former colonies;
they are emerging all around us every day, as speakers of English form
new groups in local neighborhoods, communities of practice, social settings,
and new places around the globe in many places besides colonial settings.
It is not a process that happens once and is done. The complex system of
speech continues to operate, and new order emerges from it all the time.
(Kretzschmar 2014: 157)

He does not address Schneider’s (2007) distinction between structural vari-
ety and conceptual variety, but claims that Schneider views varieties only as
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“identity-driven discourse constructs” (Schneider 2007: 51, cited in Kretzschmar
2014: 157), a claim which is clearly not justified given that the nativization phase
in the Dynamic Model rests crucially on structural differentiation.? In an ear-
lier article, Kretzschmar & Meyer (2012) make a distinction similar to the one
between structure and concept. They argue that natural language varieties need
to be distinguished from ideational language varieties. They discuss the case of
Standard American English and argue that it is an idea which does not have
an empirical basis in language use. Instead, it is “just another manifestation of
a particular culture” (Kretzschmar & Meyer 2012: 156). By calling it an “idea”,
they relegate Standard American English to a level that corresponds to Schnei-
der’s conceptual level, so that, in the end, we can derive a threefold distinction
between a) the linguistic reality, which is a complex system, b) the perceptual
variety, which is based on the linguists’ perceptions of the top-ranked variants
on a specific level of scale (e.g. individual, local or national) and c) the concep-
tual/ideational variety, which is based on people’s idea about language. With
regard to the ideational variety, it is important to note that even though it does
not directly reflect language in use, it is “not a myth” but “a very real [...] con-
struct” for its speakers (Kretzschmar & Meyer 2012: 143).

Kretzschmar is not the only one who critically discusses the notion of variety
in general and in the context of new variety formation in particular. Leimgru-
ber (2013b) also calls for “rethinking the concept of ‘geographical varieties’ of
English”. He argues that the starting point for defining a variety, especially in
the context of World Englishes, is usually a geographical and political but not a
linguistic concept:

It may seem impractical to completely do away with such a useful concept
as the variety, which has for so long been the basic unit of analysis in many
fields of linguistics, including World Englishes. It remains, however, that the
concept is often under-defined in works setting out to describe such vari-
eties — terms like ‘Singapore English’, ‘Malaysian English’, “Welsh English’,
etc., are taken for granted because, after all, they contain a geographical
component everyone can relate to. The actual linguistic form of the ‘vari-
ety’ is then described post hoc, with the analytical unit ‘variety’ condition-
ing the analysis. (Leimgruber 2013b: 6)

*In fact, Schneider (2007: 51) writes that the homogeneity that is often emphasized in descrip-
tions of new varieties is an “identity-driven discourse construct” and not the variety itself. Still,
it makes sense to ask to what extent the conceptual variety in Schneider’s (2007) Dynamic
Model can be defined as a discourse construct and which role identity plays in the process of
its emergence. I will address these questions in more detail in §2.2 and §2.3.
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This discussion shows that a clearer definition of what kinds of varieties there
are, how they are related and how they can be identified and described is neces-
sary. A recent contribution by Pickl (2016) is helpful in this regard. He draws on
the terms emic and etic to distinguish different types of varieties. Emic dialects
are “cognitive concepts of the speakers whose speech is at the same time the
object of linguistic investigation” (Pickl 2016: 78) and etic dialects are based on
objective linguistic analyses of speech productions. Regarding the relationship
between emic and etic dialects he states that

There is no reason why the fundamental linguistic concept of a dialect vari-
ety should differ from the folk linguistic concept. In other words, scholarly
or etic ideas about geolinguistic entities can and should have the same prin-
cipal structure as lay persons’ implicit ideas about dialects in space while
being based on transparent — and, as far as possible, objective - criteria
that are not derived from the speakers’ ideas, but from scientific reasoning.
(Pickl 2016: 78)

The shared “principal structure” is a prototypical one, with the important char-
acteristic of fuzzy category boundaries and linguistic features which have differ-
ent degrees of typicality. The distinction between emically and etically defined
categories is analogous to Schneider’s (2007) distinction between a conceptual
and a structural variety, but the similarities and differences are elaborated on in
more detail. With regard to the emic category, Pickl (2016) refers to perceptual
dialectology as a research area, while his own study focuses on the etic category.
He defines it more precisely by using a definition by Berruto (2010):

The tendential co-occurrence of variants gives rise to linguistic varieties.
Therefore, a linguistic variety is conceivable as a set of co-occurring vari-
ants; it is identified simultaneously by both such a co-occurrence of vari-
ants, from the linguistic viewpoint, and the co-occurrence of these variants
with extralinguistic, social features, from the external, societal viewpoint.
(Berruto 2010: 229, cited in Pickl 2016: 79)

In order to identify sets of co-occurring features, Pickl argues for using sta-
tistical methods, more specifically factor analysis, which he regards as superior
to other statistical methods like cluster analysis, bipartite spectral graph parti-
tioning and multidimensional scaling (2016: 80-83). He supports this view by
conducting an analysis on dialect areas in Bavarian Swabia based on data from
the dialect atlas Sprachatlas von Bayerisch-Schwaben (SBS, K6nig 1996-2009). The
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variability in the region is reduced to 16 factors which account for 62.21% of the
variance in the data. Each factor stands for a recurring pattern of linguistic vari-
ants which is particularly strong in a geographical region (and within the region,
the locations exhibit different degrees of typicality for the pattern) so that in the
end, a combined factor map can be constructed which shows the prototypically
structured dialect areas in geographical space. The point is that he finds a way for
identifying dialect areas based on a statistical analysis of the data only and with-
out recourse to either lay people’s or linguists’ subjective judgements. Attempts
in this direction have been numerous (they belong to the field of dialectometry),
but they did not draw on prototype theory or were skeptical of the existence of
dialect areas in general (e.g. Kretzschmar 1996). Pickl’s suggestion therefore com-
bines the insight that emically and etically defined varieties share a prototypical
structure with a suggestion for describing the structure of etic varieties by means
of objective criteria, thereby minimizing the influence of ideas on the outcome
of the analysis.

Pickl’s (2016) approach counters Kretzschmar’s (2014) criticism that the vari-
eties perceived and described by linguists are restricted to top-ranked variants
and that all those variants which occur at lower frequencies are ignored and con-
sidered irrelevant because he aims at identifying abstract varieties in a way that
takes the complexity of speech more strongly into account than other methods.
For example, Pickl (2016: 81) states that “it is [...] impossible for a cluster analysis
to come up with anything more subtle than global, exclusively dominant areas;
subordinate, non-dominant areas that are determined by smaller numbers of fea-
tures cannot be identified by cluster analysis”, which is why he proposes factor
analysis as a statistical method instead. As his goal is to identify dialect layers
overlapping in space, each layer consisting of “congruent distribution areas of
co-occurring linguistic forms” (Pickl 2016: 79), he tries to achieve an abstraction
that is closer to the linguistic reality than traditional analyses which identified
discrete dialect areas based on the presence or absence of distinctive linguistic
features.

Pickl’s (2016) focus on geographical varieties leaves open the question of how
an etic variety can be described which is not only based on regional distribu-
tions of data, but also on social ones. It is conceivable, however, that his ap-
proach can also identify social varieties if sufficient data are available. Leimgru-
ber (2013b: 6) also points out the need for more data to carry out quantitative
studies which complement qualitative analyses conducted by sociolinguists like
Blommaert (2010), who do not consider it important anymore to identify and de-
scribe varieties at all but are primarily interested in describing and explaining
how speakers draw on linguistic resources in their social interaction with others
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(see §2.2.2 for details). In general, Pickl’s (2016) approach to defining and iden-
tifying structural varieties takes the criterion of structural distinctiveness more
seriously than other approaches.

To summarize, it seems that linguists distinguish several types of varieties.
Based on the discussion above, I propose a distinction between the linguistic
reality, conceptualized as a complex system, and three abstract types of varieties:
structural varieties, perceptual varieties and discursive varieties, as illustrated in
Figure 2.1.

— T T
/ abstract construct \
/ based on speakers’ ideas
_ —* discursive variety -

— —

——— abstract system \
based on perceptions by speakers

abstract system

based on distributions of data Y
— structural variety — perceptual variety

— - ' — -

language in use
— a complex system

Figure 2.1: Types of varieties described by linguists

While the linguistic “reality”, i.e. the total number of forms used by speak-
ers in particular regional, social and situational contexts, is a complex system as
described by Kretzschmar (2014, 2015a,b), it is possible to identify and describe
more abstract patterns of co-occurring forms. Structural varieties are tendential
co-occurrences of variants in a particular place (and potentially also in a particu-
lar social situation or in relation to social factors). They are determined based on
production data, collected and analyzed by the linguist using statistical measures
and Pickl’s (2016) prototype approach is a very convincing one because it allows
for fuzzy category boundaries and does not just identify one dominant pattern
but also its overlaps with other non-dominant patterns. Perceptual varieties are
tendential co-occurrences of forms in lay people’s perceptions of language varia-
tion. They are determined based on perception data, again collected and analyzed
by the linguist. Here, perception in a cognitive sense (what is perceivable by the
senses) and in a conceptual sense (what is perceivable because people have a cul-
tural concept of the pattern in mind) are both included and it is convincing to
assume a prototypical structure of these perceptual categories as well. Discursive
varieties take the ideational character of varieties into account, which is for exam-
ple discussed in Kretzschmar & Meyer (2012). They are tendential co-occurrences
of forms in speakers’ discursive constructions of patterns of variation and it is
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the aim of §2.2 and §2.3 to show how the concept of enregisterment is useful in
defining and investigating discursive varieties.

It is important to note that the different types of varieties overlap. In deter-
mining structural varieties linguists might be influenced by their perceptions
already in the process of collecting data, so it is questionable whether a purely
fact-driven abstraction of co-occurrence patterns is even possible.* At the same
time, perception is of course related to structure in that highly frequent variants
could be more easily perceivable than low-frequency ones. It is, however, more
than doubtful that frequency of use is the only factor influencing perception. If
variants are often the focus of discourses on language, for example, they are more
likely to be perceived by speakers even if they are used infrequently. And lastly,
perception influences the construction of discursive varieties because speakers
are more likely to engage discursively with variants that they perceive. However,
it is equally possible that linguistic forms remain part of discursive varieties even
though they are neither produced nor cognitively perceived anymore. Against
the background of this distinction I compare and discuss the role of social fac-
tors, particularly of identity, in the emergence of new varieties of English in the
next section.

2.1.3 The role of social factors in the emergence of new varieties

The roles attributed to social factors in the emergence of new varieties by Trudgill
(2004) and Schneider (2007) could not be more different. The following citations
illustrate this well. Schneider (2007: 95) writes that

The Dynamic Model, supported by accommodation and identity theory,
predicts that via language attitudes a speaker’s social identity alignment
will determine his or her language behavior in detail. Note that there is no
implication made here that these developments have anything to do with
consciousness: accommodation works irrespective of whether the feature
selected and strengthened to signal one’s alignment is a salient marker of
which a speaker is explicitly aware or an indicator which operates indirectly
and subconsciously.

Trudgill (2004), on the other hand, is skeptical of social factors influencing the
formation of the new variety. Especially identity, which assumes a central role
in the Dynamic Model, is ruled out as a relevant factor:

*Leimgruber (2013b: 6) for example criticizes that the collection of corpora for studying World
Englishes take a “conceptual linguistic system tied to a particular locale” as a starting point.
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And it is clear that identity factors cannot lead to the development of new
linguistic features. It would be ludicrous to suggest that New Zealand En-
glish speakers deliberately developed, say, closer front vowels in order to
symbolise some kind of local or national New Zealand identity. This is, of
course, not necessarily the same thing as saying that, once new linguistic
features have developed, they cannot become emblematic, although it is as
well to be sceptical about the extent to which this sort of phenomenon does
actually occur also. For example, we can say that the twentieth-century
innovation in New Zealand English, whereby the x1T vowel became cen-
tralised might perhaps now constitute a symbol of New Zealand identity
and that the vowel might for that reason in future even become more cen-
tralised. But I have to say that I would, personally, find even this uncon-
vincing. Why do New Zealanders need to symbolise their identity as New
Zealanders when most of them spend most of their time, as is entirely nor-
mal, talking to other New Zealanders? But in any case, we most certainly
cannot argue that New Zealanders deliberately centralized this vowel in
order to develop an identity marker. (Trudgill 2004: 157)

A further argument which he puts forward against the role of social factors re-
lates to the key role played by children in the process of new-dialect formation. In
his view, children are not influenced by social factors like prestige or stigma, but
“[t]hey simply selected, in most cases, the variants which were most common”
(Trudgill 2004: 115). Adults influenced the new variety only marginally through
accommodation in the early stages of contact, but even this accommodation “is
not necessarily driven by social factors such as prestige or identity, but is most
often an automatic consequence of interaction” (Trudgill 2004: 28).

These two extreme positions have attracted the interest of a number of lin-
guists and consequently, a discussion section in Language in Society 37 (2008)
has been devoted to the issue. Schneider (2008) and Trudgill (2008b,c) defend
their respective positions and support it with more arguments and evidence.
Mufwene (2008) and Tuten (2008) partly agree with Trudgill’s position; Bauer
(2008), Coupland (2008), Holmes & Kerswill (2008) disagree with Trudgill and
argue in favor of Schneider’s (2007) view. One of the key issues of the discussion
is the role of identity and it is noticeable that it is not understood by all partic-
ipants in the same way. Trudgill’s (2004, 2008a) argument focuses on “national
identity” and all authors concede that if identity is reduced to this national per-
spective, Trudgill rightly doubts its relevance. However, apart from Mufwene
(2008), all authors emphasize that the question of identity should not be reduced
to some sort of abstract national identity. Bauer (2008: 273), for example, argues
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that “complex kinds of identity are being expressed in the choice of a particular
phonetic variant. It will not be as simple as feeling that one is ‘British’ or ‘New
Zealand’; it will be much more local and much more specific”. Tuten (2008: 259)
also suggests that it is more likely that local or regional identities develop and
influence the variety formation. Coupland (2008: 269) goes beyond the local/na-
tional distinction by pointing out that identity in general is “often less coherent,
less rationalised, more elusive, more negotiated, and more emergent [...]. Iden-
tities are known to be often multiple and contingent”. This view is echoed by
Holmes & Kerswill (2008: 274) who state that “[...] to imply, as Trudgill seems to
be doing, that “national identity” can stand for all types of identity deflects our
attention from the real sociolinguistic issues”. Schneider (2008: 265) also points
out that identity plays a role in all phases of the model, also before the stage
of nation-building. Nevertheless, he still emphasizes the importance of national
identity (next to all other identity constructions):

Of course, there are linguistic forms considered diagnostic of individual
postcolonial Englishes, and it is difficult to see how precisely these forms
rather than any others should have been selected on a purely determinis-
tic basis, excluding national identity as a factor. The strongest argument
for the impact of identity in these processes is the observation that the ori-
gin and/or recognition and spread and/or scholarly documentation of these
forms typically fall into periods of heightened national or social awareness.
(Schneider 2008: 266)

Related to the question of what kind of identity is supposed to play a role (na-
tional, local, individual) is the question of intentionality. In Trudgill’s (2004) view,
arguing for a role of identity means arguing that people change their linguistic
behavior intentionally and Mufwene picks up on that point by stating that

Trudgill is certainly correct in refuting the position that colonial identity
drove the structural divergence of “new dialects” both from their metropoli-
tan kin and from each other. This would be tantamount to claiming that evo-
lution is goal-oriented and the colonists had really planned to be different
linguistically. (Mufwene 2008: 257)

While it is convincing that settlers in a colony did not come together and devel-
oped the goal to intentionally change their speech in order to mark themselves
as different from their country of origin, it is nevertheless unclear why Trud-
gill (2004, 2008b) and Mufwene (2008) reduce the question of identity to the
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abstract national level and interpret effects of identity construction as the result
of intentional moves because this is not at all what Schneider (2007) or other
sociolinguists claim.

On the contrary, Schneider (2008: 264) clarifies his position again by emphasiz-
ing that he sees identity constructions and linguistic accommodation as closely
related. He regards identity as an “individual stance with respect to the social
structures of one’s environment” and accommodation as “a process [in which] in-
dividuals approach each other’s speech behavior by adopting select forms heard
in their environment, thus increasing the set of shared features” and concludes
that accommodation is therefore “one of the mechanisms of expressing one’s
identity choices” (Schneider 2008: 264). As a counterargument to Trudgill’s (2004,
2008a) view that accommodation is automatic (and not social) because it is bio-
logically given, he states that it is actually the social nature of the process that is
biologically given because human beings are by nature social beings who strive
to create group cohesiveness to ensure their survival in a hostile world (Schnei-
der 2008: 264). Holmes & Kerswill (2008: 275) argue similarly for the importance
of identity not only in influencing the direction of accommodation but also in
determining the frequency of interactions between people:

[N]on-demographic social factors bear directly on frequencies of interac-
tion. Because people bring to each encounter their personal and social iden-
tities, as well as knowledge and beliefs about intergroup relations and about
the social marking of linguistic variants, interactions with certain social
groups will be sought out or avoided. Thus, social factors influence both
the frequency of interactions and the direction of accommodation.

This is reminiscent of Kretzschmar’s (2014, 2015a) argument that complex sys-
tems evolve and change through massive interactions between speakers, which
are naturally constrained by the place that they live in and their social back-
ground, which also has an influence on how much they travel and which com-
munication channels they use to get in contact with people who live in other
places. While Kretzschmar (2015a: 262) is very skeptical of simple correlations
between linguistic features and regional and social features, he nevertheless ar-
gues that “positive feedback, or focussing, creates the A-curve for every feature”
(Kretzschmar 2014: 152) and cites from Le Page & Tabouret-Keller’s (1985) Acts
of Identity:

We see speech acts as acts of projection: the speaker is projecting his inner
universe, implicitly with the invitation to others to share it. [...] The feed-
back that he receives from those with whom he talks may reinforce him, or

31



2 The emergence of American English: theories, descriptions, and models

may cause him to modify his projections, both in their form and in their con-
tent. To the extent that he is reinforced, his behavior in that particular con-
text may become more regular, more focused. (Le Page & Tabouret-Keller
1985: 181-192, cited in Kretzschmar 2014: 152)

This shows that Kretzschmar (2014, 2015a) argues for a role of social factors
and identity, albeit not in an abstract national sense, but in an individual sense
and that he regards people’s reactions and social consequences of speech in ac-
tual communicative situations as crucial for the creation of A-curves in complex
systems of speech.

Even Mufwene (2008), who strongly argues against a role of identity, regards
accommodation as a social process. He states that “[t]he speakers’ mutual ac-
commodations are certainly the social aspect of the mechanisms by which se-
lection from among the competing variants (and language varieties) proceeds”
(Mufwene 2008: 257). Why he sees accommodation as a social process influenc-
ing the evolution of varieties while at the same time ruling out identity as a factor
is less clear; perhaps it is the restriction of identity to an abstract colonial one that
makes him skeptical. He does, however, speculate that “[i]f identity has a role to
play, it must be in resisting influence from outside one’s community” (Mufwene
2008: 258). As he does not elaborate on this any further, his view on the role
of social factors remains very general and it is also not clear how they interact
with other linguistic factors like frequency and “simplicity, perceptual salience,
semantic transparency, regularity, and more familiarity to particular speakers”
(Mufwene 2008: 257) and the role of children as “affective filters” (Mufwene 2008:
258).

Trudgill (2008b) defends his position against the criticism by emphasizing
again that children play the crucial role in new-dialect formation and he draws
on Pickering & Garrod’s (2004) interactive alignment model to support his argu-
ment that young children automatically accommodate to each other, without any
influence of social factors, and that therefore the majority variant survives (Trud-
gill 2008b: 279). However, Tuten’s (2008) discussion of the interactive alignment
model emphasizes that its applicability seems rather restricted to young children
while “older children and adults could adopt a strategy of non-alignment when
appropriate” (Tuten 2008: 261). He argues that when children grow older, they
change their social orientation away from their parents towards the peer-group
and that they become aware of similarities and differences between them and
others. Furthermore, in the process of growing up, people “are heavily socialized
to perform in certain ways” (Tuten 2008: 260) so that “it may be that accom-
modation (or automatic interactive alignment) and identity formation (among
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older children and adolescents) are closely linked” and that “community iden-
tity formation and koine formation are simultaneous and mutually dependent
processes” (Tuten 2008: 261).

It can be concluded that the overwhelming majority of the arguments are in fa-
vor of a position that includes social factors, particularly identity constructions,
in the process of new variety formation. This is not to say that identity is un-
equivocally seen as the main driving force. Schneider (2008: 265) for example
concedes that other factors may be as strong as identity and Coupland (2008:
267-268) warns that “there are dangers in running too freely to causal explana-
tions around identity”. Trudgill’s (2008b: 279) strongest point remains that there
is no “feature-by-feature social-reasons account” which shows convincingly how
social factors and identity influence the shape of a new variety. Schneider (2008:
266) equally concludes that “[D]esigning a study that will test a straightforward
connection between socio-psychological attitudes (including national identity)
and the use of specific linguistic forms in these contexts will certainly be a worth-
while task”.

2.1.4 Conclusion

This section has shown that theories of the emergence of new varieties of English
still differ to a considerable extent with regard to the underlying mechanisms and
phases involved in the process. Even though Kretzschmar (2014) claims that his
account is complementary to Schneider’s (2007) Dynamic Model, the analysis
has shown that this is only true to a limited degree. The only feature-by-feature
account is provided by Trudgill (2004) on the emergence of New Zealand En-
glish, but as he regards his model to be applicable to all new dialects in tabula
rasa situations, his claims can be tested in the American context as well. I have
raised two important issues in §2.1.2 and §2.1.3: The first issue was that the dif-
ferent theories and models conceptualize the emergent new variety in different
ways, which has a considerable impact on their claims, and the second issue was
that one of the key differences between the theories is the role attributed to so-
cial factors in the process. It is not hard to see that these issues overlap. Trudgill
(2004), who regards a new variety as a new linguistic system that is structurally
different from other linguistic systems (particularly from those that the settlers
brought to the new country), views social factors as irrelevant in the process.
They could only become important after the formation process in the way that
people single out new linguistic features as characteristic of the variety and make
them emblematic of it. I interpret this as claiming that social factors could con-
tribute to the emergence of a perceptual and/or discursive variety, but only as
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a consequence of the formation of a new structural variety. Schneider (2007) on
the other hand claims that not only a structural variety emerges but a percep-
tual and/or discursive variety as well, and that the emergence of the latter acts
as a driving force in the emergence of the former. The perception, recognition,
public documentation and discussion of a variety is therefore in his view not
just a consequence of already present structural differences, but it is one of the
causes of structural differentiation. The linguistic features which make the new
variety distinct from other varieties are of course much more numerous than
those perceived and discussed as distinct and Schneider (2007) claims that they
are found on different linguistic levels as well: While the majority of forms of the
perceptual and/or discursive variety are located on the phonological and lexical
level (with a focus on individual phonological segments and particular words or
different spellings of the same word), the majority of structural differences can
rather be found on the lexico-grammatical interface. The link between the two
levels is supposedly found in the social realm — in the phase of structural na-
tivization, a positive evaluation of forms recognized as distinct leads people to
increasingly use distinct forms and patterns because they can express a new (na-
tional) identity by aligning themselves with a new model of speech, a discursive
variety which subsequently stabilizes in the endonormative phase. However, the
description of this process, that is the “micro-level of the relationship between
attitudes and the evolution (i.e. selection or avoidance) of individual linguistic
forms” (Schneider 2007: 95) remains rather vague and is only supported by some
examples which do not represent a “feature-by-feature social-reasons account”
that Trudgill (2008b) demands. The same is true for Kretzschmar’s (2014, 2015a)
claims that positive feedback in people’s interactions influences the non-linear
frequency distributions which form the basis for the idealized abstract structural
varieties described by linguists. Concrete evidence or detailed descriptions as to
which forms receive feedback, how this feedback is expressed and perceived and
how people adapt their linguistic behavior based on the feedback is not provided.

In my view, the question of how new varieties emerge needs to be approached
by first of all distinguishing more systematically between the different kinds of
varieties because the investigation of each kind of variety requires a different
methodology. Structural varieties should be identified based on bottom-up anal-
yses of data, but it needs to be acknowledged as well that a completely data-
driven, bottom-up analysis might be difficult to conduct in practice and this type
of analysis is especially difficult in historical contexts because of the scarcity of
data. Perceptual varieties should be described based on data obtained by methods
used in perceptual dialectology, and discursive varieties should be investigated
by means of discourse-linguistic methods (see §2.2.4). The systematic investiga-
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tion of these different types of varieties should then form the basis for exploring
the connection between them. The concept of enregisterment is helpful in this
regard because it involves a theory of how people construct registers as mod-
els of linguistic (and social) behavior based on language use in everyday social
situations. To conceptualize discursive varieties as registers which are based on
structural varieties because they are formed as a result of social interaction (both
immediate and mediated) helps to clarify the link between the different types of
varieties. It is the aim of the present study to gain insights into the enregisterment
of American English by showing how the construction of a discursive variety can
be traced systematically in nineteenth-century America. In §2.2, I will therefore
describe the concept of enregisterment in detail and discuss its relation to several
research areas of linguistics.

2.2 Enregisterment

Enregisterment is a concept that has been developed by the anthropological lin-
guists Michael Silverstein (2003, 1979, 1993) and Asif Agha (2003, 2007). In §2.2.1,1
compare and contrast their definitions of register and enregisterment and sketch
the advantages that their models hold for theorizing the emergence of new vari-
eties. In §2.2.2, I outline and discuss the integration of enregisterment and central
concepts to which it is tied (e.g. indexicality and orders of indexicality) in soci-
olinguistic research in general and show what potential it holds for analyzing
social factors in the emergence of new varieties in particular. Taking up Kret-
zschmar’s (2014) observation that Schneider’s Dynamic Model (2007) is primar-
ily concerned with the perception of new varieties (and not with actual linguis-
tic usage), I sketch the theoretical assumptions and important findings of the
field which is primarily interested in the perception of varieties by non-linguists,
namely perceptual dialectology, and discuss its relation to enregisterment in
§2.2.3. Finally, I suggest in §2.2.4 that the newly emerging field of discourse lin-
guistics, which is concerned with the social negotiation of knowledge through
linguistic practice (Spitzmiiller & Warnke 2011: 53), can contribute to a study of
enregisterment, both from a theoretical and a methodological point of view.

2.2.1 The origins of the concept enregisterment in linguistic
anthropology

The term enregisterment was originally introduced by the anthropologist and lin-
guist Michael Silverstein in the mid-1980s (see Silverstein 2016 for details on the
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earlier uses of the term), but elaborated on in most detail in his 2003 article on
indexical order.”> He claims that an analysis of any sociolinguistic phenomenon
requires an analysis of the indexicality of the linguistic forms used. Indexical-
ity means that the linguistic forms possess the quality to point to aspects of the
micro- as well as the macro-context in which the forms are used. For example, in
a specific micro-context of wine tasting evaluative phrases like beautifully com-
plex, very pronounced yellow and assertive backbone index connoisseurship (even
though they are not part of specialists’ vocabulary, which comprises words like
bouquet and phrases like slightly pasty/acidic texture). At the same time, this con-
noisseurship is “macro-sociologically locatable” (Silverstein 2003: 226) in that
the use of these specific forms also indexes a social distinction between those
who know how to describe wine and people who do not. Therefore, the use of
the evaluative terms indexes more than connoisseurship: It also indexes social
traits of the speaker, such as being well-bred or being at least upwardly mo-
bile and having an interesting character. These two types of indexicality are
located by Silverstein on different orders: The connoisseurship indexed by the
phrases is on the n-th order and the social traits on the n+1st order of indexi-
cality. This example illustrates that these orders are in a dialectic relationship.
The existence of n-th order indexicality makes it available for what Silverstein
terms “ethno-metapragmatic evaluations” (Silverstein 2003: 214) which are em-
bedded in a larger cultural schema shaped by social and linguistic ideologies:
Being an expert of wine is associated with being part (or trying to be part of) an
elite social group and this in turn is connected to expectations about the char-
acter and the social and linguistic behavior of that group. Describing a wine as
beautifully complex therefore comes to index social traits of the speaker such
as a high social standing, educatedness and cultivation. This is what Silverstein
calls essentialization: The social traits are ideologically constructed as essences
of persons and thus become “predictable-as-true”. When people believe that the
phrase beautifully complex is uttered by members of an educated, cultivated and
upper-class elite, the utterance of the phrase points to these qualities. As such, it
can be used by speakers to signal this macro-social identity. The essentialization
(and sometimes even naturalization) of the values indexed by the form makes it
possible that n+1st order indexicality blends with n-th order indexicality or even
replaces it: Speakers have an idea about “wine talk” and about people engaging
in it even though they may never have been part of a wine tasting situation them-
selves. This in turn opens up the possibility for new n+1st order indexical values:

*This article is both based on and an elaboration of ideas presented in Silverstein’s prior publi-
cations (1979, 1993).
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The use of the forms can for example be evaluated negatively within a cultural
schema that is skeptical or even highly critical of elites and elitist behavior.

The idea of indexical order is a prerequisite for Silverstein’s definition of en-
registerment and register. Enregisterment is the process by which “n-th- and
n+1st-order indexicalities are dialectically mediated” through “culturally constru-
ing and interpreting contextual formal variation as “different ways of saying
‘the same’ thing”” (Silverstein 2003: 216). Enregisterment is therefore a process
of cultural construction. A wine can be described with the phrase beautifully
complex with an assertive backbone or with the phrase very good and tasty; even
though both phrases do not denote the exact same thing, they are culturally
constructed as expressing the same meaning. Silverstein (2003: 212) calls this
phenomenon “metapragmatically imputed denotational equivalence”. Through
the cultural schema and metapragmatic evaluations described above, the first
phrase which indexes connoisseurship (n-th order) is enregistered (n+1st order)
and becomes part of a lexical register which Silverstein (2003) labels as oinoglos-
sia. Registers are defined by Silverstein as “alternate ways of “saying ‘the same’
thing” considered “appropriate to” particular contexts of usage” (2003: 212). This
means that even though both phrases are constructed as having the same basic
meaning, they are different in that only the phrase beautifully complex with an
assertive backbone is deemed appropriate in a wine tasting situation — not only
because it indexes knowledge about wine but also because it indexes knowledge
about appropriate linguistic behavior in social circles where wine tastings are
common. Silverstein writes further that “the register’s forms being extractable
from the sum total of all possible texts in such a context, a register will consist of
particular register shibboleths, at whatever analytic plane of language structure
(phonologico-phonetic, morpholexical, morphosyntactic, grammaticosemantic,
etc.)” (2003: 212). Applied to the example of the oinoglossia register, this means
that this register can be recognized by shibboleths which are found on the lexi-
cal level (I assume that this is why Silverstein calls it a lexical register). A phrase
like beautifully complex indexes the use of the oinoglossia register, but in order
to produce a coherent text it must co-occur with other linguistic forms which
are also part of the register. To illustrate this, I suggest the following example
sentences:

(1) Sir, you must taste this beautifully complex wine!
(2) Dude, you must taste this beautifully complex wine!
(3) Dude, you must taste this awesome wine!

These sentences show that the address terms and the adjective phrases are in
a paradigmatic relationship and that their syntagmatic co-occurrence is deter-
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mined by the register to which they belong. In (1) and (3), the address term and
the adjective phrase belong to the same register or registers which are compatible
with each other, whereas in (2) they belong to different registers which are in-
compatible with each other. The oinoglossia register is created by a higher-order
indexicality linking beautifully complex to a high social status and the prestige ac-
tivity of wine tasting - these indexical values are not compatible with the values
of American masculinity and non-conformity indexed by the address term dude
(Kiesling 2004). Sentence (2) is unlikely to be produced by speakers, unless they
want to create irony and achieve a humorous effect. It is therefore possible that
linguistic forms which belong to different registers co-occur syntagmatically, but
these combinations are usually marked and open to interpretations involving an
even higher-order indexicality ((n+1)+1). Silverstein therefore concludes his def-
inition by saying that “[w]hile such shibboleths are strongly salient as indexes
that the register is in use, the overall register itself consists of these plus what-
ever further formal machinery of language permits speakers to make text, such
as invariant aspects of the grammar of their language. (A language is thus the
union of its registers.)” (2003: 212). This definition implies that registers are rec-
ognized by means of salient linguistic forms (register shibboleths) co-occurring
syntagmatically, but that they consist of other forms as well which are invariant
or at least not register shibboleths of other incompatible registers.

The aspect of recognition is also at the heart of Agha’s (2007) concept of enreg-
isterment. He defines it as “processes and practices whereby performable signs
become recognized (and regrouped) as belonging to distinct, differentially val-
orized registers by a population” (2007: 81). He therefore regards registers as
entities that come into existence through recognition by a group of people in a
particular cultural and social context and during a particular time period. It is
also noteworthy that registers are not restricted to linguistic forms but comprise
all kinds of signs which are performable and therefore visible to others. Semiotic
registers in a wider sense are consequently distinguished from more specific reg-
isters of discourse. In contrast to Silverstein, whose focus is on the development
of a semiotic model of enregisterment (and ultimately a model of language as
a union of registers), Agha is very much concerned with modeling the cultural
and social processes by which registers are created and changed continually in
a socio-historical context. The definitions of semiotic register and register of dis-
course reflect this (Agha 2007: 81):

A register of discourse: a cultural model of action

(a) which links speech repertoires to stereotypic indexical values
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(b) is performable through utterances (yields enactable personae/relation-
ships)

(c) is recognized by a sociohistorical population

A semiotic register: a register where language is not the only type of sign-
behavior modeled, and utterances not the only modality of action. A register
of discourse is a special case.

While the indexicality of (linguistic) forms is as central for Agha as for Silver-
stein in the emergence of registers, it is crucial that Agha defines registers not
as repertoires of signs per se, but as cultural models of action. A model of action
is only an abstraction of the actual, observable action, but it is necessarily based
on that action and serves as a point of reference for all participants in the ac-
tion and therefore influences the action that it models. The emphasis on action
means that only that which is performable and therefore observable can become
part of the model. In all these observable instances of action which necessarily
happen in a social context, indexical links are created between signs involved in
the action and aspects of the context. Agha’s main contribution is to provide a
theoretical model for how these links between (linguistic) forms and indexical
values, created in every instance of observable action (“the micro-time of inter-
action”, 2007: 103), become cultural models of actions (“macro-social regularities
of culture”, 2007: 103), which then influence actual action again. I outline this
process of enregisterment in the following paragraphs.

The key activities in enregisterment are speakers’ reflexive activities, “namely
activities in which communicative signs are used to typify other perceivable
signs” (Agha 2007: 16). This means that several signs are grouped together and
assigned a metalinguistic predicate which relates to types of persons, types of
interpersonal relationships or types of behaviors. Using the wine example again,
the speaker’s use of beautifully complex with an assertive backbone, the elegant
and expensive jacket that he or she wears and the way he or she greets peo-
ple with a smile and a handshake are evaluated and typified by participants in
the same situation as ‘wine-connoisseur’, ‘superior social standing” and ‘polite’.
In this process, disparate cross-modal signs become icons of categories of per-
sonhood, behavior and relationships and the use of these icons comes to index
characteristics of its users. The icons are therefore classified by Agha as indexical
icons, which are emblematic signs. It is important to note that while these typi-
fications are perceivable by definition, this does not mean that they are always
expressed explicitly and linguistically. On the contrary, they are often implicit
and only mediated by overt signs, e.g. by the deferential behavior of others (2007:
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103). Individual face-to-face encounters between people (as in this example) are
part of larger “communicative chain processes” and “communicative networks”
(2007: 69) through which typifications are transmitted within a population. Agha
(2007: 151) provides a list of common typifications of language use (Table 2.2)
which reflects the difference between reflexive activities in direct interpersonal
interactions (1.) and in larger more indirect cultural forms of communication (3.).
Typifications also occur as the result of interventions of experts (2.).

Table 2.2: Typifications of language use in Agha’s framework of enreg-
isterment (from Agha 2007: 151)

1. Everyday reflexive behaviors, such as
(a) use of register names
(b) accounts of usage/users
(c) descriptions of ‘appropriate’ use
(d) patterns of ‘next turn’ response behavior
(e) patterns of ratified vs. unratified use
2. Judgements elicited through
(f) interviews
(g) questionnaires
(h) ‘matched guise’ experiments
3. Metadiscursive genres such as
(i) traditions of lexicography
(j) grammatology
(k) canonical texts
(1) schooling
(m) popular print genres
(n) electronic media
(o) literary representations
(p) myth
(q) ritual

It is essential in enregisterment that one instance of metapragmatic activity
cannot constitute a register, but that typifications have to be recurrent in the be-
havior of many speakers. It is only through the transmission and recurrence of
evaluations of forms that they become recognized and distinguishable as a regis-
ter. The frequently recurring typifications become “stereotypes of indexicality”
or “metapragmatic stereotypes” (2007: 151-153) which means that they become
social regularities. It is evident that especially the reflexive behaviors in (i)-(q) of
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Table 2.2 contribute to this development because they involve mass communica-
tion of some sort where linguistic forms and their indexical values are brought
to the attention of a large audience. It is possible that these stereotypes become
so widely known and accepted that they become “a routinely background reality
for very large groups of people” and therefore “socially routinized metapragmatic
constructs (such as beliefs, habits, norms, ideologies)” (2007: 29). In the transmis-
sion process, however, typifications are also negotiated and transformed. Here,
Agha draws on Silverstein’s orders of indexicality: If an evaluation of a set of
forms becomes so common that it becomes presupposable by many people, it
can become subject to reanalysis which could affect both the forms (regrouping)
and the indexical values (revalorization). For example, if the indexical link be-
tween beautifully complex with an assertive backbone (together with other signs)
and the image of an ‘expert of wine’ and ‘polite’ behavior and social ‘superior-
ity’ becomes transmitted to a large audience (possibly through advertisements),
it may become so strong that it becomes subject to evaluation itself, for exam-
ple it could be revalorized as an index of snobbery. This does not imply that the
former valorization disappears; it is rather the case that there may be competing
valorizations which co-exist and depend on the evaluator. What is ‘polite’ and
‘sophisticated’ for a person who is part of higher social circles may be ‘snobbish’
for a person who is not part of these circles. This is why Agha defines registers
as dependent on the people recognizing its forms and evaluating them as differ-
ent from other forms. It also explains why Agha finds questions of boundaries of
registers “fruitless and misplaced” (2007: 168) because any boundaries associated
with registers are continually negotiated and reset in the processes of enregister-
ment. Table 2.3 provides an overview of the dimensions of register organization
and change that Agha (2007: 169) postulates:

Registers can be characterized with regard to the three dimensions A-C, but
“any such account is merely a sociohistorical snapshot of a phase of enregister-
ment for particular users” (Agha 2007: 170). Even though Agha places particular
emphasis on this processual perspective, he nevertheless also stresses that there
are mechanisms which work towards a relative stability and persistence of reg-
isters. Institutions of various kinds play an important role here; it is possible, for
example, that the forms of a register are codified in dictionaries and grammars
and used in educational institutions. This is obviously the case for standard reg-
isters whose size is usually not only much larger than that of other registers, but
also more resistant to change. Agha uses the example of Received Pronunciation
to illustrate how phonological forms come to be enregistered as a national stan-
dard of pronunciation in England.® Furthermore, processes of essentialization and

®This article was first published in 2003 and has been re-published in 2007 as Chapter 4 in
Language and social relations.
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Table 2.3: Some dimensions of register organization and change (from
Agha 2007: 169

A. Repertoire characteristics
Repertoire size: number of forms
Grammatical range: number of form-classes in which forms occur
Semiotic range: variety of linguistic and non-linguistic signs associ-
ated with use

B. Social range of enactable (pragmatic) values
Indexical focus: Stereotypes of speaker-actor, relation to interlocutor,
occasion of use, etc.
Images (or icons) stereotypically attached to indexical sign-forms:
for speaker-focused indexicals, persona types (male/female, up-
per/lower class, etc.); for interlocutor-focal indexicals, types of rela-
tionship (deference, intimacy, etc.)
Positive or negative values associated with the registers

C. Social domain(s): Categories of persons acquainted with the register
formation
Domain of recognition: persons who recognize the register’s forms
Domain of fluency: persons fully competent in the register’s use

naturalization, which also play an important role in Silverstein’s model of enreg-
isterment, establish a natural motivation of the link between the register’s forms
and values (Agha 2007: 74). Metapragmatic activity which repeatedly presents
the values indexed by the forms as natural qualities of its users causes people
to disregard the fact that the indexical link has in fact been socially constructed.
This is for example the case when the use of standard forms is so commonly
linked to the attribute ‘intelligent’ in metapragmatic activity that language users
start considering intelligence as a natural characteristic of the people using the
forms. Using standard forms even comes to be seen as an essential quality of the
group of intelligent people. It is easy to see how normative criteria are based on
these essential qualities: In such a scenario, people must use standard forms in
order to be seen as intelligent by others. Stabilizing mechanisms are reinforced
when they are formulated and backed by authority, for example by institutions
of expertise, or by people who have been assigned an expert role. Despite these
mechanisms of stabilization, however, registers are always subject to reanalysis
and transformation; the difference lies in the speed and the extent to which that
happens.
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What, then, is the effect of registers? The circulation of metapragmatic stereo-
types and images of personhood associated with them provide the ground for role
alignments of speakers in interaction. This means that they can either signal their
sameness and their co-membership in a social category (symmetric alignment)
or their difference (asymmetric alignment) (Agha 2007: 133). This happens in
every instance of interaction, but the existence of culturally shared stereotypes
also leads to social regularities in role alignment. Alignments are particularly
motivated by so-called characterological figures linked to registers. Such a fig-
ure is “any image of personhood that is performable through a semiotic display
or enactment (such as an utterance). Once performed, the figure is potentially
detachable from its current animator in subsequent moments of construal and
re-circulation” (Agha 2007: 177). This means that links between forms and their
indexical values become less abstract, but embodied, and as such more readily
inhabited by speakers to signal their social identity.

Comparing Silverstein’s (2003) and Agha’s (2007) definition of register, it be-
comes clear that they are very similar in many respects. They see the metaprag-
matic engagement with perceivable signs (linguistic and others) as the key pro-
cess in the emergence of registers as it is through this engagement that the signs
come to index social values (on the n+1st indexical order). They both stress the
interrelation between micro-contexts and macro-contexts (Silverstein) and indi-
vidual face-to-face encounters and large-scale cultural processes (Agha) because
registers cannot come to exist on one of these levels only. However, there is
also an important difference, which can be explained by the fact that they pur-
sue slightly different aims with their theories. Silverstein’s aim is more (socio-)
linguistic in that he wants to show how sociolinguistic analysis needs to be com-
pleted by studying not only the nth-order of indexicality but also the n+1st-order.
Agha’s theoretical orientation is more sociological as he aims to describe and ex-
plain the role that language has in social life and its impact on social relations.
For Silverstein, accordingly, a register comprises all linguistic forms needed to
make a text which are judged to be appropriate in context, but while some forms
are salient and point to the existence of registers, some forms are not salient or
simply invariant. He elaborates on this view in a recent article where he states
that

Language users evaluate discourse with intuitive metrics of coherence of
enregistered features of form co-occurring in text-in-context across seg-
mentable stretches of discourse such as an individual’s contribution to dis-
cursive interaction, generally focusing on highly salient ‘register shibbo-
leths’ that reveal a basic register setting around which cluster the untrou-
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bled compatibility or indexically marked lack of compatibility of other as-
pects of usage. (Silverstein 2016: 59-60)

His statement that a language is a union of its registers is basically a theoreti-
cal claim about the nature of language. Agha’s definition of registers as models
of conduct is not so much language-theoretical but rather social. By emphasiz-
ing that models are reference points for social (including linguistic) behavior,
he distinguishes them at the same time from actual conduct and language use.
Therefore, a register does not comprise all forms needed to produce text in an
actual context, but only those forms which are recognized by people as part of
the register. It can therefore vary in size — some registers comprise only few
forms, while others, especially standard registers, comprise a very large number.
It seems as if Silverstein locates registers more on the level of actual language
use, while Agha locates them on a discursive level: It is language through which
such models are formulated (the terms discourse and discursive will be discussed
extensively in §2.2.4). Nevertheless, as both stress the interrelation between the
level of language use and the discursive level, this difference is more a reflection
of their different research aims than a difference between their theories: Silver-
stein’s registers, located on the level of language use, only exist because of the
metapragmatic engagement of language users with some of its forms; Agha’s
registers, located on the discursive level, have a bearing on actual language use
and in these instances of actual use the register’s forms of course co-occur with
other forms. These forms can be congruent with the register or they may “by
degrees, cancel the stereotypic values” indexed by the register’s forms, as in the
example sentence (2) above.

This discussion of Silverstein’s and Agha’s conception of registers and enreg-
isterment shows why enregisterment is a useful theoretical framework for study-
ing the emergence of new varieties: First of all, it provides a way of linking the
two levels identified in Schneider’s Dynamic Model, the level of the structure and
the level of the concept of a variety, in one theoretical framework, the structural
one corresponding to actual language use and the conceptual one correspond-
ing to the discursive level of metapragmatic activity and engagement with lin-
guistic forms (and other signs). At the same time, the theoretical framework of
enregisterment also provides a basis for systematically distinguishing between
these levels in a study of the emergence of a new variety. This in turn is the ba-
sis for providing empirical support for the important role of social factors and
people’s perceptions, beliefs and attitudes in the emergence of new varieties if
a changing statistical correlation between linguistic forms and social and geo-
graphic categories can be shown to correlate with changing metapragmatic ac-
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tivities surrounding these forms. Secondly, Agha and Silverstein elaborate cen-
tral ideas of the Dynamic Model in much more detail: the interrelation between
identity construction and the construction of linguistic difference as well as the
emergent recognition of forms as differential by a population, which is important
because it is part of Schneider’s definition of the term variety itself (see §2.1.2).
The third advantage of the theoretical framework of enregisterment is that it pro-
vides a methodological basis for studying the discursive level. By emphasizing
that metapragmatic activity is by definition observable it becomes clear that it
can be studied empirically. Agha’s and Silverstein’s case studies and examples
are mostly qualitative and intended to underline their theoretical arguments; in
this study, however, I develop a methodology for extensive case studies which
combine both quantitative and qualitative methods to analyze enregisterment
processes in nineteenth-century America and contribute to a theoretically in-
formed account of the emergence of American English.

2.2.2 Indexing varieties: enregisterment in (historical) sociolinguistics

Given its emphasis on theorizing the relation between language and social behav-
ior, it is not surprising that the concept of enregisterment has caught the interest
of sociolinguists. Silverstein himself links his order of indexicality explicitly to
sociolinguistic research by aligning it with Labov’s (1972) order of linguistic vari-
ables as indicators, markers, and stereotypes as well as with the difference be-
tween dialectal and superposed variability posited by Gumperz (1968: 383-384).
But it was essentially a change of orientation in sociolinguistics, which Eckert
(2012) describes using the metaphor of three succeeding waves, that has sparked
the interest first of all in indexicality and increasingly also in enregisterment.
While the first wave of sociolinguistics was concerned with discovering the sys-
tematic relations between linguistic variation and macro-social categories like
social class, age, gender as well as race and ethnicity by using mainly quantita-
tive methods, second wave studies rather looked at how language use correlated
with social categories which were relevant to a specific group of speakers on a lo-
cal level by adding qualitative and ethnographic methods to the research design.
Third wave studies shifted the focus from correlations to agency: Instead of view-
ing linguistic variation as a reflection of social categories they concentrate on
the way that speakers make use of variation to construct and express social cate-
gories and identities. Consequently, the social meaning created through stylistic
practice is at the center of interest of third wave studies and the concept of index-
ical order is very helpful in this respect because it shows how linguistic forms
come to index social attributes and how these indexical meanings co-exist but
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also change over time. Eckert (2008) develops the concept of the indexical field
which she defines as “a field of potential meanings” of variables, or “constella-
tion of ideologically related meanings, any one of which can be activated in the
situated use of the variable” (2008: 454). It is evident here how the emphasis on
activation reflects the importance of agency: By activating one or more indexi-
cal meanings of a variant, the language user contributes to the maintenance but
also to the change of the indexical field, which is in constant flux. Eckert illus-
trates the concept by using the released /t/ as an example. Drawing on several
studies conducted in American contexts, Eckert constructs an indexical field (see
Figure 2.2) consisting of social personae indexed by released /t/, qualities, which
are seen as permanent, and stances, which are rather momentary and tied to spe-
cific situations but can become constructed as part of people’s identity if they
are habitually expressed.
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Figure 2.2: Indexical field of released /t/: social personae (in circles),
permanent qualities (in grey boxes) and stances (in italics), my own
illustration based on Eckert (2008: 469)

The indexical field created here emphasizes again the importance of social
personae (similar to Agha’s characterological figures) which, according to Eck-
ert (2008: 470), anchor the process of interpretation because they are less fluid
than permanent qualities and situated stances. Eckert’s (2008: 454) proposal to
study “variation as an indexical system, taking meaning as a point of departure
rather than the sound changes or structural issues that have generally governed
what variables we study and how we study them” is therefore a programmatic
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statement for third wave sociolinguistic studies. Using the field metaphor, she
makes the point that Silverstein’s indexical order is not to be understood as lin-
ear (as it is the case in the first sociolinguistic studies on enregisterment which I
will discuss below), but as a continual reconstrual of indexical value. At the same
time, she also draws on Agha by claiming that “variables combine to constitute
styles” (2008: 472) and that styles are “the product of enregisterment” (2008: 456).
However, she does not employ the term register because she regards the common
definition of register as “a static collocation of features associated with a specific
setting or fixed social category” (2008: 456) as too established in sociolinguistics.
However, as her own definition of style is also very different from the estab-
lished definitions of the term in traditional variationist studies, her argument
against the use of the term register is not very convincing - it rather underlines
the necessity to develop and redefine established terms and concepts.” This is
precisely what Agha does for the term register by criticizing earlier views (2007:
167-170). Nevertheless, it becomes clear that Eckert places herself firmly in the
field of sociolinguistics and aims at developing her own theoretical framework of
style (instead of using a framework from linguistic anthropology) and testing its
usefulness for the study of sociolinguistic variation. At the same time, she also
stays within the variationist sociolinguistic tradition by focusing on the indexi-
cal potential of single variants and by studying actual usage and behavior, not
metadiscursive activities. It is interesting that she does identify a “need to exam-
ine a far greater range of variables than is commonly done in the field” (2008:
472) and a need to address questions of the structure of styles and to model the
process of bricolage, the process whereby individual (linguistic) resources are
“interpreted and combined with other resources to construct a more complex
meaningful entity” (2008: 456-457), since it is precisely these issues that Agha
and Silverstein address in their theory of enregisterment. In a recent article, she
elaborates more on the relation between her conception of style and Agha’s reg-
ister: She describes Agha’s register as “a style that is enduringly associated with
some widely recognized character type such as Posh Brit or Surfer Dude” and
therefore as “an outcome of stylistic practice” (Eckert 2016: 76) in which people
do not use registers, but refer to them and draw on them in their actual language
use when they make smaller or larger interactive moves. By describing register
as “a sign at a particularly high level of consensuality and metadiscursivity” (Eck-
ert 2016: 76) she locates it on a conceptual level and distinguishes it from actual
linguistic and stylistic practice. Although Eckert captures a very important point

"For an extensive overview of the development and definitions of the concept of style see e.g.
Coupland (2007).
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in Agha’s theory here, namely that registers are models of action and not action
per se, it is an account of Agha’s theory that is too reductionist. In Agha’s model,
a differential metapragmatic treatment of sets of forms is already sufficient to
indicate the existence of a register because it points to a differential evaluation
of these forms: Users associate one set of forms with different indexical values
than another set of forms. In Agha’s view, explicit metadiscourses on speech
forms and the values that they index can exist and they often do exist, especially
in the form of characterological figures embodying these links, but it is not a pre-
requisite for the existence of registers. Registers may acquire a very large social
domain (especially with respect to the domain of recognition), but their domain
can theoretically also be much smaller. Instead of viewing registers as specific
types of style, Agha distinguishes them in a different way and adds the concept
of enregistered style. Styles are “patterns of co-occurrence among semiotic de-
vices” (Agha 2007: 186) and these devices include linguistic and non-linguistic
tokens. Every utterance can therefore be described as a co-occurrence style be-
cause in an actual interaction tokens cannot occur in isolation, but they always
co-occur and therefore create an observable formal pattern. Only when a formal
co-occurrence pattern is differentially evaluated, Agha speaks of enregistered
styles because they have acquired a cultural intelligibility and significance. It is
these enregistered styles that are “reflexively endogenized to a register model”
(Agha 2007: 186). Figure 2.3 illustrates this integrative view of styles and regis-
ters.
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a cultural model of action
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style enregistered style

basis for
formal co-occurrence pattern of linguistic a style that is differentially evaluated
and non-linguistic tokens through reflexive activities

Figure 2.3: Style, enregistered style and register based on definitions
by Agha (2007)
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Third wave sociolinguistic studies basically study the relation between style
and enregistered styles because their aim is to identify the indexical meaning
of (combinations of) linguistic variants, thereby paying attention to how they
are linked to other signs in the social landscape. This indexical meaning is used
by speakers to position themselves socially by making stylistic moves, thereby
changing styles and creating the possibility for new indexical meanings.® Agha
adds another dimension to these studies by explaining how this process works:
Indexical meaning is created through reflexive activities, resulting in a register
which is a model of action and therefore not to be equated with a pattern occur-
ring in actual use. Nevertheless, it has an influence on language use as the model
is performable in actual stylistic practice. In addition to an empirical study of
language use, Agha sees an empirical study of reflexive activity as crucial in
identifying how people create and transform social identity and social relations
through language.’

Another theoretical framework in which the notion of indexicality plays an im-
portant role and which is closely related to Eckert’s theory of style and the index-
ical field is Bucholtz & Hall’s (2005) framework for the analysis of identity. They
regard identity not as an internal psychological phenomenon, but as a social and
cultural phenomenon produced through linguistic and other semiotic practices.
Identity, defined as “the social positioning of self and other” (2005: 586), is linguis-
tically indexed in various ways: through labels, implicatures, stances, styles, or
linguistic structures and systems. This incorporation of linguistic structures and
systems in their indexicality principle is particularly interesting because it is rem-
iniscent of Agha’s (2007: 18) idea that “acts of value ascription to language can
[...] acquire much more generic discursive objects (e.g., entire speech varieties),
and become habitual for large groups of evaluators”. Bucholtz & Hall (2005: 597)
do not elaborate on that point in more detail, nor do they employ the concept
of enregisterment, but they do mention the works on language, nationalism and
ideology that inform this view, especially that of the linguistic anthropologists
Gal & Irvine (1995). These two researchers elaborate on the semiotic processes
by which differences between languages and dialects are constructed through

8In my view, Silverstein’s notion of register can therefore be equated with Agha’s notion of
enregistered style.

°In her well-known classification of sociolinguistic studies in three waves, Eckert also states
that “every case of variation [discussed in her article] involves enregisterment” (2012: 96), but
she does not clearly distinguish or relate enregisterment and style in this article. This makes
it difficult to follow her argumentation that enregisterment loses its analytic force at some
point because nuances of sound, such as fortition or lenition, cannot fruitfully be regarded as
components of registers because it is only “in continual stylistic practice that nuances of sound
take on sufficient meaning to participate in processes of enregisterment” (2012: 97).

49



2 The emergence of American English: theories, descriptions, and models

linguistic ideologies: “[I]deologies interpret linguistic structure, sometimes exag-
gerating or even creating linguistic differentiation” (1995: 993). They argue that
this construction process is not only shaped by the speakers (“the immediate par-
ticipants in a sociolinguistic field”, 1995: 977), but also by scholars (“professional
observers”, 1995: 993) and criticize that

Although it is now a commonplace that social categories—including na-
tions, ethnic groups, races, genders, classes—are in part constructed and
reproduced through symbolic devices and everyday practices that create
boundaries between them, this analysis is only rarely extended to language.
Despite a generation of sociolinguistic work that has persistently provided
evidence to the contrary, linguistic differentiation—the formation of lan-
guages and dialects—is still often regarded as an a social [sic] process. (Gal
& Irvine 1995: 969)

As a potential reason for this, Gal & Irvine identify nineteenth-century ide-
ologies which equated one language with one culture - an equation which was
then used as a basis to claim nationhood and territory. They argue that precisely
because of the idea that language is independent of social activities it could be
used for the identification of nations. As the unity of the nation was identified
based on the unity of language, linguistic homogeneity became an important
characteristic of nations, and ideologically-driven processes of erasure led to the
eradication of internal variation to such an extent that people viewed language as
free of variation and as a fixed system that should not change. Borders between
languages and dialects are therefore socially constructed - a line of argumenta-
tion that is continued by Agha’s proposal that these construction processes must
be paid attention to and complement (if not replace) traditional variationist anal-
yses:

The terms dialect and sociolect describe forms of variation in the denota-
tional system of a language community. [...] Dialects may exist and be de-
scribable by linguists but groups speaking these dialects may be separated
in various ways so that cross-dialect contact among persons does not occur
and the existence of dialect differences is not even suspected by most (in
principle, by any) speakers of the language. Dialect differences are relevant
to social life only insofar as they are experienced through communicative
events. How such relevance is construed society internally is an empirical
question that will have different answers in different sociohistorical locales.
(Agha 2007: 132)
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What people view as languages and dialects are registers (in Agha’s sense of
the term) which are constructed through an interpretation of linguistic variation
through reflexive models — Agha (2007: 135) calls this “the reflexive construal of
such ‘-lects’ as registers”. Bucholtz & Hall’s statement that identity can be in-
dexed through linguistic structures and systems can therefore be interpreted by
using the framework of enregisterment: Linguistic forms have the potential for
being grouped with others and evaluated as a distinct speech variety (a dialect,
a sociolect, a language) by speakers in a process which links these forms to as-
pects of the social identity of speakers using these forms. And it is in fact this
potential of forms to become indexes of speech varieties that has been the focus
of sociolinguistic studies of enregisterment to date. In the following paragraphs
I outline and discuss the most important studies on enregisterment in order to
demonstrate that although these studies provide numerous important insights,
some theoretical and methodological clarifications and adjustments are neces-
sary to make enregisterment a fruitful theoretical framework for the emergence
of new varieties of English.

The first sociolinguistic study using Silverstein’s orders of indexicality and
Agha’s concept of enregisterment as a theoretical framework is Johnstone et al.’s
(2006) study on the enregisterment of Pittsburghese. They relate their study to
Agha’s (2003) case study on the historical enregisterment of Received Pronunci-
ation by emphasizing that enregisterment can also be used to explain how vari-
eties which do not carry overt prestige can nevertheless also become standard-
ized through the development of vernacular norms (2006: 80). Furthermore, they
take up Silverstein’s point that Labov’s (1972) trichotomy of indicators, markers
and stereotypes can be captured by orders of indexicality, the latter being more
abstract and providing the advantage of a more nuanced understanding of how
relationships between linguistic forms are formed and stabilized (2006: 81). Their
study is of great value because it links three fields of research: dialectology, so-
ciolinguistics and linguistic anthropology. They use dialectological evidence to
describe linguistic variants which are used in Pittsburgh or in the Pittsburgh
metropolitan area, but which are at the same time not limited to this geograph-
ical area (the only variant with a small area of occurrence is monophthongal
[a] in the lexical set MOUTH), and can therefore not be used to identify a set of
linguistic forms distinctive of this area. They use sociolinguistic interviews to
determine an index score for the use of the monophthongal variant of MmouTH by
five speakers to measure the extent to which they use this local variant. At the
same time, the interviews are used to study their perception and their evaluation
of this variant. They find that there are two groups of speakers with respect to
usage: The two oldest speakers use the local monophthongal variant most of the
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time, while the middle-aged speakers and the youngest speaker use it hardly at
all. In terms of attitudes and perception, they find that one of the older speakers
is not aware of using the variant and does not recognize it as local, while the
other speaker has learnt to recognize this variant as local and, while knowing
about negative evaluations of the variant, regards it as rather neutral (he states
that sounding like a working-class Pittsburgher is not “a big deal” (2006: 89). In
the second group, the two middle-aged speakers regard the variant as local, in-
correct and as signaling working-class membership. One of them, however, also
indicates a potential of signaling solidarity by using the variant. The youngest
speaker in the second group regards the monophthongal variant as an indicator
of local speech and local identity, but in contrast to the other speakers, he does
not associate any negative values with it. These findings, which are summarized
in Table 2.4, are interpreted by drawing on the anthropological concepts of or-
ders of indexicality and enregisterment.

John K’s almost invariable use of [a:] and his complete lack of recognition of
the form in his own speech is interpreted as the variant being a first-order-index
in his speech: He does not use it to express social identity but because he is from
the region. According to Johnstone et al., this situation is typical of the time until
the 1960s, when the localness of the variant [a:] was observable to outsiders, but
not to speakers themselves. Dottie X. confirms this experience but recognizes the
variant now as local and working-class. Since she evaluates it neutrally (it is not
a problem for her to sound working class), she also does not use the variant to
do social work and it is therefore also seen as a first-order index. Arlene C. on
the other hand, evaluates the monophthongal variant negatively as incorrect and
working-class and uses the diphthongal variant to the extent that even a pattern
of hypercorrection can be observed (2006: 91).

In Johnstone et al’s view, this marks the second-order-indexicality of the vari-
ant, as it is avoided by Arlene C. to avoid stigmatization. Barb E’s use of [a:] is
very low, but her evaluation of [a:] is interpreted as an indicator of stylistic vari-
ability in her own speech because she regards the use of the variant negatively in
some contexts (with its potential to index incorrect and working-class speech),
but also positively in other contexts (with its potential to index solidarity among
fellow Pittsburghers). This potential to index localness in a positive way is fore-
grounded in the evaluation of [a:] by Jessica H. As older, negative evaluations of
the forms are now in the process of being replaced by a new, positive one, the
form is now interpreted as being a third-order index by Johnstone et al. (2006).
A further indication of its third-order status is that it is not stylistically variable
in Jessica H’s own speech and not used in her everyday interactions, but only
in explicit performances of identity, which she describes in the interview. This
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Table 2.4: Speakers’ use and perception and evaluation of [a:] in John-
stone et al.’s (2006) study on the enregisterment of Pittsburghese and
interpretation in terms of orders of indexicality

Use of [a:]
Speaker in MOUTH

Perception and evaluation of [a:]

Order of
indexicality

Dr. John K.,  high
born 1928

Dottie X, high
born 1930
Arlene C., low

born ca. 1940

Barb E., low
born 1957
Jessica H., low
born 1979

« No recognition of the variant in
his own speech

« Evaluation of the variant as not
local, as working-class and as
signaling a lack of education
when asked to compare it to the
diphthongal variant

« Recognition of the variant now,
but not when she was younger

« Neutral evaluation of the
variant as local and
working-class

« Recognition of the variant,

which is evaluated negatively as
incorrect and working-class (and
not as a marker of local identity)

« Recognition of the variant,
which is evaluated negatively as
incorrect and working-class, but
also positively as a marker of
social solidarity with fellow
Pittsburghers

« Recognition of the variant,
which is evaluated positively as a
marker of local Pittsburgh
identity

First-order

Second-order

Third-order
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performance of local Pittsburgh identity by drawing on a specific set of linguis-
tic forms, including but not limited to [a:], is supported or even made possible
by a growing number of metadiscursive activities. Johnstone et al. (2006) ana-
lyze twenty newspaper articles about local speech and observe that they have
appeared more regularly since the 1950s and 1960s and that they evaluate the
supposedly regional forms they describe in a disparaging way (2006: 95). In the
1960s and early 1970s, the attitude shifted mostly due to experts like the Univer-
sity of Pittsburgh dialectologist Robert Parslow, who legitimized these forms and
assigned them to a local dialect in several interviews. Other materials analyzed
by Johnstone et al. (2006) also constitute evidence of an increasingly favorably
evaluation of (supposedly) local forms which are listed in a folk dictionary titled
Sam McCool’s New Pittsburghese: How to Speak Like a Pittsburgher (1982, cited by
Johnstone et al. 2006: 96) and which became commoditized by being written on
T-shirts, mugs, postcards, shot glasses and similar products. It is in this context
that younger speakers like Jessica H. now recognize forms like [a:] in MOUTH
and associate them with Pittsburgh speech and use them in performances of lo-
cal identity even though they do not use them in their everyday speech.

The reason for summarizing this study in such detail is that it has been very
influential - it is cited in every sociolinguistic work drawing on enregisterment
— and has therefore shaped the understanding of theoretical issues, such as the
delimitation of the different orders of indexicality and the relationship between
these orders and enregisterment, as well as methodological approaches to the
study of enregisterment within a broader sociolinguistic framework. There are
three theoretical points made by Johnstone et al. (2006) that need closer attention
and which I will discuss in detail below: They relate to the role of awareness
in delimiting different orders of indexicality, the relationship between orders of
indexicality and enregisterment and the relationship between production and
recognition of language forms.

Awareness (or consciousness) is an important factor for Johnstone et al. (2006)
in delimiting the different orders of indexicality. While a correlation between a
linguistic form and an extra-linguistic characteristic is not noticeable to speakers
on the level of first-order-indexicality, it is crucial for second-order-indexicality
that speakers start to notice the correlation and use it to do social work. When a
linguistic form is explicitly discussed in metadiscursive activities and used con-
sciously in performances of identity, it is a third-order index of a particular aspect
of identity (here of local identity). The difference here seems to be not only one of
awareness but also of intentionality: Only when a linguistic form is intentionally
and reflexively used to signal a social characteristic is it a third-order index. Their
view is in line with Labov’s classification of indicators, markers and stereotypes,
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which also rests on differing levels of awareness, from not being aware of social
correlations (indicators) to not necessarily being aware of them, but definitely
reacting to them (markers), to being very aware and explicitly discussing them
(stereotypes). It is not in line with Silverstein (2003), however, who explicitly
argues against Labov’s views by stating that

Where the Labovian sociolinguistic marker differs from the mere indicator
is the inherent interaction of whatever SEC-indexing rates of production
of standard with what we might term register demand (a species of tasks
demands in the normal psychological sense, and having nothing inherently
to do with “consciousness,” contra Labov’s speculation). (Silverstein 2003:
218)

This shows that he also regards style shifts (i.e. intra-speaker variation in dif-
ferent situations) as evidence for the respective forms being second-order in-
dexes because speakers react to the “demands” of an existing register by chang-
ing those forms which are linked to it. But the process of indicators becoming
markers (or first-order indexes becoming second-order indexes) is independent
of whether speakers do this consciously or not. This view on the role of aware-
ness in style shifting can also be found in sociolinguistic theories belonging to
the third wave. In a recent theoretical article, Eckert (2016) argues against the
traditional sociolinguistic emphasis on consciousness and awareness, which is
also visible in distinctions like change from below and change from above as well
as overt prestige and covert prestige. In her view, “consciousness and awareness
are not simple matters, and agency does not equal or require awareness” (2016:
78). Rather than being external to cognition, “the social is embedded in the un-
conscious to the same extent, in the same way, and along the same timeline, as
the linguistic” (2016: 78). To support her argument she cites experimental stud-
ies which show that speech perception is influenced by social information about
the speakers (D’Onofrio 2015) and nonlinguistic information like the presence
of stuffed toy kangaroos and koalas or toy kiwis invoking associations to Aus-
tralia and New Zealand respectively (Hay & Drager 2010). Using eye-tracking,
D’Onofrio (2015) shows that persona-based information affects early and auto-
matic speech processing (which is not under conscious control by speakers) be-
cause it leads speakers to expect a particular vowel which they associate with
the persona. Even though these studies focus on perception, they suggest that
speakers’ sensitivity to social information is not necessarily conscious but can
be automatic as well. Given these findings, it is doubtful whether consciousness
or awareness are helpful constructs in delimiting different orders of indexical-
ity. What is important instead is the metapragmatic engagement with language
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which is empirically observable evidence for n+1st-order indexicality and there-
fore of enregisterment. If we can observe speakers’ reflexive activities in which
they typify perceivable signs, we have evidence of the construction of a register
which then influences speakers’ conscious or unconscious perceptions and pro-
ductions. What makes n+1st-order indexicality different from the (n+1)+1st-order
of indexicality is in Silverstein’s view not primarily a matter of consciousness but
of presupposition:

Labovian sociolinguistic ‘stereotypes’, of course, are markers that have tilted
in the direction of ideological transparency, the stuff of conscious, value-
laden, imitational inhabitance — consciously speaking “like” some social
type or personified image [...]. The values of stereotypes are presupposed in
the social-structure-as-indexed according to an ideological model, pure and
simple; n+1st-order indexicality has become presupposing, in other words,
in effect replacing an older n-th-order indexical presupposition. (Silverstein
2003: 220)

When the values indexed on the n+1st-order become presupposing, they be-
come open for reanalysis and reinterpretation. The existence of metadiscursive
activity involving explicit comments on language use and the use of the features
in stylized performances cannot be regarded as evidence for (n+1)+1st-order of
indexicality per se, but if it occurs repeatedly, it shows that the form-value links
are transmitted and become more and more stable and therefore potentially pre-
supposing. Using the example from §2.2.1 again, it is possible that the adjective
phrase beautifully complex with an assertive backbone is explicitly commented
on in a magazine article giving readers suggestions as to how they can describe
wine at wine tastings. This contributes to the transmission and stabilization of
the oinoglossia register but it is not an indicator of a (n+1)+1st-order of indexi-
cality as the values associated with the form are not subject to reinterpretation.
However, if an article makes fun of the use of such phrases and suggests that
time is better spent drinking wine instead of describing it, the wide recognition
of the phrase as belonging to the oinoglossia register is the basis for its nega-
tive revalorization. This is an instance of (n+1)+1st-order of indexicality. To sum
up this discussion, it is not convincing that consciousness or awareness would
be helpful concepts in separating the different orders of indexicality. Metaprag-
matic engagement with language, including (but not restricted to) all types of
reflexive activities listed in Table 2.2, is best seen as evidence of second-order in-
dexicality. Metapragmatic activities which build on second-order indexicality to
reanalyze and reinterpret these indexical values are evidence of (n+1)+1st-order
of indexicality.
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The second issue is the relation between different orders of indexicality and
enregisterment. Johnstone et al.’s (2006) study seems to equate the enregister-
ment process with succeeding orders of indexicality, such that a form is not
enregistered when it is a first-order index, somewhat enregistered when it is
a second-order index, and fully enregistered when it is a third-order index. This
conception is implicitly or explicitly found in most other works on enregister-
ment. Beal (2012: 137-138) for example describes the process of enregisterment
as follows:

Enregisterment comes about through the ‘indexing’ of linguistic features
as associated with social characteristics of speakers. Applying a language-
ideological approach first developed by Silverstein (1976, 1998), Milroy (2000,
2004) asserts that there are three orders of indexicality whereby linguistic
forms are associated with social categories. The orders relate to ascending
levels of awareness within and beyond the speech community:

« First-order indexicality: the association of a particular linguistic form
and some specific social category. At this stage the association may
be noticed by, for example, linguists, but speakers themselves are un-
aware of it.

« Second-order indexicality: speakers may rationalize and justify the link
between the linguistic form and a particular social category.

« Third-order indexicality: forms which have been linked with a certain
social category become the subject of overt comment.

This characterization illustrates again the problematic distinction between the
different orders of indexicality based on different levels of awareness and the
close parallel to Labov’s indicators, markers and stereotypes. It is especially un-
clear why speakers need a lower level of awareness for rationalizing and justi-
fying the link between the linguistic form and a particular social category than
for overtly commenting on it. Milroy (2004: 167) in fact states that “second-order
indexicality is a metapragmatic concept, describing the noticing, discussion, and
rationalization of first-order indexicality”. Her definition therefore includes the
discussion of linguistic forms, which is by definition overt and explicit, on the
level of second-order indexicality, but also other forms of metapragmatic engage-
ment without recourse to notions of awareness, while third-order indexicality is
not defined or discussed in this article at all. In line with Silverstein (2003), this
definition of second-order indexicality rather emphasizes the important role of

57



2 The emergence of American English: theories, descriptions, and models

language ideologies, which are defined by Silverstein (1979: 193) as “sets of be-
liefs about language articulated by users as a rationalization or justification of
perceived language structure or use” (cited by Milroy 2004: 166), in the emer-
gence of second-order indexicality. Even though she does not use the concept of
enregisterment in her article either, it is telling that her main focus is on first- and
second-order indexicality because, as shown in §2.2.1, this is where Silverstein
locates enregisterment. Following his view, forms become already enregistered
by becoming second-order indexes. In fact, the data presented and discussed by
Johnstone et al. (2006) and Beal (2009b, 2012) can be interpreted in a different
way. In the Pittsburgh case, the analysis shows that the linguistic forms have
first been enregistered as non-standard, based on a linguistic ideology associat-
ing local forms as deviating from a national prestige variety. A form like [a:]
therefore became a second-order index of primarily social characteristics and
the resulting register is rather a more general register of non-standard speech.
The explicit metapragmatic judgments elicited through the interviews and the
metadiscursive activities identified in newspaper articles are evidence for this
enregisterment process. The results of the interviews (see Table 2.4) also show
that the social domain of the register has expanded over time. While Dottie X.
did not recognize the variant [a:] and did not associate it with local and incorrect
speech when she was young, she recognized the variants and the values indexed
by it at the time of the interview. John K. still does not recognize the variant as
local. So the social domain of the register has expanded so that it includes Dottie
X. but not John K. yet. The expansion of the social domain is a potential factor
influencing the transformation of the register and the revalorization of the regis-
ter’s forms. While localness has played a role before in that it marked the forms
as deviating from a national standard, the social repercussions of this deviation
were in the foreground and not the indexicality of place. But against the back-
ground of ideologies attributing a positive value to regional identity, the index
of localness was foregrounded and positive social evaluations were added. They
existed parallel to the negative ones or even disappeared for some people, espe-
cially young people like Jessica H., who regards it as positive to have a linguistic
form which signals her regional identity. The register label Pittsburghese, which
first appeared in a newspaper article published in 1967 (Johnstone et al. 2006: 95),
shows the transformation of the social range of values with its increasing focus
on local identity and its positive evaluation. Pittsburghese is therefore a register
which builds on a prior register whose form-value links ([a:] indexing local, non-
standard, incorrect, uneducated speech) have become a social regularity and as
such open for reanalysis in the given sociohistorical context marked by social
and geographical mobility ([a:] indexing local identity). This change in social
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range and social domain is typical for enregisterment and emphasizes the pro-
cessual character of the concept and its fluidity. In fact, in Johnstone’s (2009) ar-
ticle on the commodification and enregisterment of Pittsburghese, she interprets
the results in this way by stating that the local forms are already enregistered
by becoming second-order indexes. In her book on Pittsburghese published in
2013, Johnstone even uses the term re-enregisterment to label the transition from
second-order to third-order indexicality. Even though, on principle, the prefix re-
is not necessary here, as the term enregisterment already encompasses fluidity
and change (as does the dialectic relationship between nth-order and n+1st-order
of indexicality described by Silverstein 2003), it is useful because it adds emphasis
to the transition process of one order of indexicality to the next.

The second case is Beal’s analysis of enregisterment in a northern English
dialect, which she presents in several articles (e.g. 2009b, 2012, 2017). It has a
strong historical focus and shows how linguistic forms come to index localness
and are evaluated positively. One example is the creation of “symbolic working
heroes” in dialect literature “with the characters of the weaver in Lancashire and
Yorkshire, the pitman and keelman in the northeast, embodying the symbolic
virtues of the “gradely” or the “canny lad™” (2012: 136). While these are certainly
instances of metadiscursive activity and therefore evidence of the enregisterment
of northern dialects, I suggest considering them as third-order indexes not sim-
ply because they link form and values explicitly, but because they had already
been enregistered as northern and non-standard before. Beal (2012: 137) herself
notes parallels between the historical development in Pittsburgh and in northern
England: The increasing mobility led to contact between speakers of different di-
alects and the increasing exposure to different variants increased the potential
for higher-order indexicality and enregisterment of forms as belonging to spe-
cific regional dialects as well. She describes the rising number of metadiscursive
activities in northern England particularly in the second half of the nineteenth
century, but in contrast to Johnstone et al. (2006), she does not elaborate on
prior negative evaluations of these local forms as non-standard, incorrect and
uneducated. Her argument is that the enregisterment of northern dialects is a re-
action against leveling processes, defined by Trudgill (1986: 98) as the “reduction
or attrition of marked variants”. While Trudgill considers variants as marked
which are of relatively low frequency, Beal also considers variants as marked
which are socially stigmatized. As an example she cites Watt’s observation that
some phonological forms of Tyneside speech are “stereotyped as parochial, unso-
phisticated, old-fashioned (etc.)” (2002: 55, cited in Beal 2012: 127). Interestingly,
this implies the presence of prior negative evaluations of variants which are in-
dicative of second-order indexicality and therefore of enregisterment before the

59



2 The emergence of American English: theories, descriptions, and models

second-half of the nineteenth-century. In fact, in a more recent article Beal (2017)
argues that second-order indexical links between linguistic forms and the North
of England can already be identified in the sixteenth century and that a new or-
der of indexicality started to emerge in the eighteenth century because “forms
which have been indexed at the n+1-order become associated with another ideo-
logical schema” (2017: 28). To sum up, this discussion shows that the traditional
emphasis on the Labovian distinction between indicators, markers, and stereo-
types and the accompanying different levels of awareness is not helpful to study
enregisterment processes. For this reason, scholars most prominently engaged in
promoting the use of enregisterment in sociolinguistics like Johnstone and Beal
have changed their definitions and interpretations in the last decade at least to
some extent to follow Silverstein and Agha more closely. In my study, I will do
so even more by disregarding the concept of awareness completely and by view-
ing enregisterment as the discursive construction of a cultural model of action
which rests on an emerging second-order indexicality, empirically observable
through instances of reflexive activity, with an inherent potential for third-order
indexicality. Instead of theorizing enregisterment as proceeding on a cline from
first- to second- to third-order indexicality (perhaps even implying some sort of
completeness at the last order), I emphasize the dialectic relationship between
the orders of indexicality, which is the basis for the processual character of en-
registerment.

The third issue is the relationship between perception and production. It is re-
lated to the question of the role of consciousness and awareness and also to the
relationship between orders of indexicality and enregisterment discussed above.
Johnstone et al. seem to imply that it is the difference between using forms in “un-
self-conscious speech” and using forms in self-conscious, stylized performances
of identity which marks the difference between forms which are enregistered and
forms which are not (2006: 97-99). They distinguish “the variable, second-order
use of regional variants in everyday interaction” from “third-order performances
of a person’s knowledge of the sociolinguistic stereotypes that constitute “Pitts-
burghese”, and they seem to suggest that only the latter case is tied to enregis-
terment. Their example case to illustrate this is the youngest speaker, Jessica H.,
who evaluates the variant positively as a marker of Pittsburgh speech, but her
frequency of use is as low as for those speakers who evaluate the variant nega-
tively (see Table 2.4). She has a middle-class background and little contact with
people using local forms but an “explicit awareness of “Pittsburghese™ (2006: 97),
which makes it possible for her to use the forms of the register Pittsburghese to
index her identity when it is called for (she describes a situation where a group of
college students from different places compare and perform their accents). While
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this case undoubtedly provides evidence of enregisterment because Jessica H’s
account of her own linguistic behavior is an account of reflexive activity, it is only
one potential way of how speakers can position themselves socially through lan-
guage use. In fact, considering Agha’s definition of enregisterment, it is not the
production of forms which is crucial for defining registers but the perception of
forms. A register is a register when its forms are recognized by a sociohistorical
population - this is independent of whether speakers of the same population ac-
tually produce the forms. Nevertheless, Agha suggests analyzing the extent to
which speakers are competent in the use of the register as well and therefore
distinguishes two social domains: the domain of recognition and the domain of
fluency (see Table 2.3). His analysis of the enregisterment of RP illustrates this ne-
cessity as the asymmetry between receptive and productive competence is very
high. The point is that Agha’s suggestion to view registers as cultural models of
action implies that speakers can align with them when they use language, but
that they do not have to. Spitzmiiller (2013) has developed a model of social posi-
tioning which extends a sociolinguistic model of stancetaking (Du Bois 2007) to
include what he calls metapragmatic stancetaking as well.
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Figure 2.4: A model of social positioning through language (my own
illustration based on the German and English versions in Spitzmiiller
2013, 2015, 2016)

This model integrates the two dimensions which are visible in Figure 2.3: The
triangle on the left captures the dimension of actual language use in a commu-
nicative situation in which an actor uses and evaluates linguistic forms in a spe-
cific way. The triangle on the right, by contrast, captures the dimension of the
register as a cultural model of action which links linguistic forms to abstract
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types of persons (social personae) and practices. So by using a linguistic form, a
speaker not only aligns himself or herself with other actors, but also to types of
persons and behavior which are indexed by the linguistic forms that he or she
uses. The model emphasizes the relation between the concrete linguistic interac-
tion and the abstract register as a social regularity — a relation which is not fixed
but highly dynamic. At the same time, it also allows for a separation of the two
dimensions to study their interaction in specific cases. The implications for the
role of production and perception are that while language use shapes registers,
actors can position themselves with respect to registers through evaluation as
well as through production.

Spitzmiiller (2013) draws on Bucholtz & Hall’s (2006, 2005) proposition regard-
ing the different ways in which actors construct identity in positioning their
selves in relation to other actors and to abstract register models. The first way is a
process of adequation or distinction. Adequation means that an attempt is made to
create the impression of similarity to the other actors by downplaying differences
and foregrounding similarities. Distinction is complementary to adequation. In
this process, differences are foregrounded and similarities are downplayed to
create the effect of differentiation to other actors. The second possibility is a pro-
cess of authentication or denaturalization. The key concept here is authenticity,
but Bucholtz & Hall emphasize that authenticity as an inherent essence needs
to be distinguished from the social process of authentication through which the
realness and genuineness of an identity is verified discursively (2005: 601). De-
naturalization is the opposite process because it involves the deconstruction and
subversion of claims to authenticity. Assumptions of naturalized and essential-
ized links between identity and social and other characteristics (e.g. biological
characteristics like skin color) are called into question in this process. Actors can
therefore establish a relation to other actors by claiming authenticity of their
own language use or by denaturalizing it e.g. through parody. The third way is
a process of authorization or illegitimation where identities are affirmed and pos-
sibly even imposed or, by contrast, dismissed or ignored. In this process, social
institutions play a great role as they give power to ideologies which underlie both
processes. All these processes show the relationality of identity, which requires
the social positioning of actors in relation to other actors through linguistic and
other means. It is for example possible that they evaluate linguistic forms that
other speakers use as authentic for the group of people they recognize as in-
dexed by the forms, but that they do not feel the need to align with this group
and therefore do not use the features themselves. The decision as to whether to
align with a group or not can also be a matter of situational context as in the case
of Jessica H. She might feel the need to align with Pittsburgh speakers when es-
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tablishing her identity in relation to other college students, but obviously not in
the interview situation. Coming back to the issue of consciousness and aware-
ness, it needs to be stressed again that Bucholtz & Hall (2005) argue in the same
way as Eckert (2016) that the construction of identity and social positioning is
not by definition a conscious process: “identity may be in part intentional, in
part habitual and less than fully conscious, in part an outcome of interactional
negotiation, in part a construct of others’ perceptions and representations, and
in part an outcome of larger ideological processes and structures” (2005: 585).
To sum up, this discussion shows that it is fruitful to integrate enregisterment
with current sociolinguistic theories and models which belong to the third wave
rather than with first-wave ideas and concepts like Labov’s indicators, markers
and stereotypes.

Since the classic studies discussed above, several sociolinguistic studies have
described enregisterment processes in varying contexts.!? In studies on enregis-
terment in English-speaking contexts, most attention has been given to the role
of region and regional dialects in this process. Analogous to Johnstone et al.’s
(2006) study on the enregisterment of Pittsburghese, the enregisterment of sev-
eral other regional dialects was investigated, with an almost exclusive focus on
England and the United States: in England, Sheffieldish and Geordie (Beal 2009b),
the Black Country dialect in the West Midlands (Clark 2013), the Yorkshire dialect
(Cooper 2013) and, more specifically, the Barnsley dialect (Cooper 2019) and other
“distinct sub-Yorkshire’ repertoires” (Cooper 2020: 128) as well as the Lancashire
dialect (Ruano-Garcia 2020); in the United States, Copper Country English or
Yooperese in Michigan and Wisconsin (Remlinger 2009, Remlinger et al. 2009,
Remlinger 2017), the Cleveland accent or the northern accent in Ohio (Campbell-
Kibler 2012, Campbell-Kibler & Bauer 2015) as well as Southern speech (Cramer
2013). While social factors necessarily play a role in all the enregisterment pro-
cesses described in these studies, the labels given to the registers clearly under-
line the prime importance of positive values associated with the regional culture
and language. An interesting case is the “northern accent” in the United States be-
cause it demonstrates that a perceived lack of social meaning is actually a social

The following overview is restricted to studies of enregisterment processes in English-
speaking contexts and communities, but it should be noted that there are studies of enreg-
isterment in other contexts as well: Cole (2010) and Goebel (2007, 2008, 2012) study enregister-
ment processes in Indonesia, Babel (2011) and Romero (2012) in South America, Dong (2010)
in China, Eggert (2017) in France, Elmentaler & Niebuhr (2017) in Germany, Frekko (2009)
and Peter (2020) in Spain, Madsen (2013) in Denmark, Managan (2011) in Guadeloupe, Newell
(2009) in Cote d’Ivoire, Park (2016) in Korea, Slotta (2012) in Papua New Guinea, Wilce (2008)
in Bangladesh.
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meaning in itself and therefore relevant for enregisterment processes. Campbell-
Kibler & Bauer (2015) explicitly argue against Johnstone et al.’s (2006) view that
forms like yinz and monophthongal [a:] lacked social meaning before they were
noticed by speakers by suggesting that “they likely existed within a larger reg-
ister, with meanings such as normative, unremarkable, or (in the right contexts)
American, non-Southern, and native English” (Campbell-Kibler & Bauer 2015:
98). In their view, the prevailing language ideology in the United States leads to
a positive evaluation of unmarked speech. Consequently,

the alternative to a model in which yinz indexes Pittsburgh or raised TRAP/
BATH indexes Cleveland is not one in which they index nothing. Rather,
it is one in which they both, together with you, lower TRAP/ BATH, high
front tokens of FLEECE, the lexical item cat, and so on, index normative,
unremarkable American English. (Campbell-Kibler & Bauer 2015: 98)

This observation is particularly relevant in that it shows enregisterment pro-
cesses of regional varieties to be embedded in and linked to other enregisterment
processes. In a country where a standard language ideology prevails and interacts
with the ideology of nationalism, the enregisterment of that standard, unmarked
speech proceeds in relation to the enregisterment of non-standard speech, which
is marked as regionally or socially restricted and not adequate to be associated
with the speech of the nation as a whole. It is essentially this assumption that
the present study builds on: Investigating historical enregisterment processes
of American English requires not only an analysis of which forms are associ-
ated with American speech, but also, and perhaps even more importantly, which
forms are excluded from an American register. I will argue that the construction
of what is American proceeds against an existing British English register which
leads to forms marked as American and not British. At the same time, however, it
also proceeds through an internal differentiation process constructing some vari-
ants as regionally or socially marked and, consequently, the alternative variants
as unmarked forms which are fit to represent the speech of the nation.

The attention paid to region in studies on enregisterment is actually a bit
surprising given that that Agha’s (2003) seminal study on the enregisterment
of Received Pronunciation (RP) in England focuses mainly on the establishment,
transmission and transformation of social values associated with linguistic forms,
which led to RP becoming “a status emblem in British society” (Agha 2003: 231)
and not an emblem of regional belonging. For English, there are only two studies
investigating the emergence of a register that is constructed primarily through
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the creation of indexical links between linguistic variants and social characteris-
tics of the speakers: Schintu Martinez (2016) and But (2017) describe the enreg-
isterment of cant in eighteenth-century England, highlighting the association of
linguistic forms and low speaker status, involvement in criminal activities and
negative character traits like maliciousness. A third study, Pratt & D’Onofrio’s
(2017) analysis of parodic perfomances of Californian characters, covers a mid-
dle ground. The author’s main interest is in the social nature of enregisterment
processes as they describe the creation of social stereotypes (in this case the Cal-
ifornian Valley Girl and the Surfer Dude) and how they are linked to a repertoire
of phonetic forms. They argue, however, that this creation process is a part of
a broader enregisterment process of Californian English, thus showing that so-
cial aspects and region are intertwined. The social complexity of the process is
also underlined by Eberhardt (2012), whose study of the enregisterment of Pitts-
burghese in the African American community demonstrates the importance of
Agha’s (2007) dimension of social domain: In contrast to the white community in
Pittsburgh, local African Americans recognize not only a limited set of linguistic
forms as indexical of Pittsburgh speech, but they also recognize different social
values: whiteness and, connected to that, negative associations with oppression
and racism (Eberhardt 2012: 367).

It should be noted that most of the studies above also include a historical
dimension of some kind, doing justice to the processual character of enregis-
terment. Most notable with respect to this dimension is Cooper’s (2013) study
because of the methodological framework he developed for studying enregis-
terment in historical contexts. His use of quantitative and qualitative analyses
of the representation of dialect forms in historical texts and their discussion in
metapragmatic discourse serves as an inspiration for the methodology of the
present study that has a historical focus as well. Furthermore, he describes actual
changes in the register’s repertoire of forms over time, using the term deregister-
ment (a term that was first introduced by Williams 2012).

In general, most studies on enregisterment that have been conducted to date
investigate these processes in England and the United States. In that regard, the
present study is not different, as it also aims at tracing enregisterment processes
in the United States in the nineteenth-century. However, the focus is not on a
particular region in the United States, but on its emergence as a new variety
of English, thereby relating theories modeling this process to enregisterment.
This has not been done before, even in the few studies that look at enregister-
ment processes in the context of World Englishes: Moll’s (2017, 2014) analysis
of the enregisterment of what she calls “Cyber-Jamaican”, a very specific “dig-
ital ethnolinguistic repertoire” (Moll 2014: 216), Henry’s (2010) investigation of
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the enregisterment of Chinglish in China and Hodson’s (2017a) analysis of the
enregisterment of American English in British novels published between 1800-
1836. For the present study, Hodson’s analysis is nevertheless highly relevant.
Although it is limited in scope to a rather short time period and only six novels,
it nevertheless provides important insights into the enregisterment of American
English as a new variety of English in a British context, so outside of the United
States, in a social domain different from this study, but nevertheless connected
to it in several ways. Especially the key value of inferiority/superiority, embod-
ied prominently through the figure of the “vulgar American”, plays a crucial role
in enregisterment processes in an American context as well, as the results of
the present study will show. Despite the very limited number of studies on en-
registerment of new varieties of English, the importance of one of its essential
concepts is recognized: In the recently published Cambridge Handbook of World
Englishes, Schleef (2020) makes a strong case for using indexicality to study iden-
tity constructions and the role of these constructions in the development of New
Englishes. An insightful application of indexicality is provided by Leimgruber
(2012, 2013a) who uses it to explain the particular mix of linguistic features em-
ployed by Singapore English speakers (instead of one of the varieties which are
assumed to exist in Singapore, i.e. Singlish, Hokkien or Standard English).

The growing interest in enregisterment is accompanied by even more sociolin-
guistic studies investigating aspects that are highly relevant for studying enregis-
terment processes. Three of those deserve particular attention: commodification,
authenticity and communication technology. First of all, commodification is con-
cerned with economic motivations for representations of language, thereby high-
lighting the possibility that language becomes commodified, i.e. “organized and
conceptualized in terms of commodity production, distribution, and consump-
tion” (Fairclough 1992: 207, cited in Johnstone 2009: 161). This is the case when
linguistic forms are printed on T-shirts or mugs (for concrete examples see Beal
2009b, Cooper 2013, Johnstone 2009, Remlinger 2009) or when dialect represen-
tations are used to increase the popularity of novels (see Picone’s 2014 analysis of
literary dialect in nineteenth-century local color novels depicting the American
South). This is in part a consequence of enregisterment, as the producers of these
goods will only use forms which they expect to be recognized and whose indexi-
cal values they judge as attractive, but commodification is also part of the enregis-
terment process as it increases the domain of recognition, stabilizes the repertoire
and can also contribute to changes in evaluation. When linguistic forms are on
display as part of economic goods, people who might not have recognized them
before because they have a different socio-economic or regional background can
learn about them and are therefore enabled to position themselves socially in
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relation to the forms and the values linked to them. This shows the importance
of analyzing economic interests and their effects on enregisterment processes,
which will also be a relevant factor in the present study with its focus on news-
papers.

The second aspect, authenticity, is central to enregisterment processes as well.
The traditional variationist view on authentic speech is that it is the kind of
speech which is the least self-conscious and the least influenced by standard
norms in the speech community (see Eckert 2014 for an overview). In this frame-
work, speech in performance, defined as “verbal art” by Bauman & Briggs (1990),
cannot be authentic because by consciously adapting speech to foreground the
poetic function of language a high amount of attention is given to speech. Third
wave sociolinguistics have challenged this view of authenticity, however, by ar-
guing that authenticity is not an inherent quality but a claim that speakers make
(Eckert 2014). These claims involve attributes that speakers need to possess and
based on which speakers can construct themselves or others as authentic or in-
authentic. In this framework, speech in performance can be constructed as au-
thentic even though the performing speakers do not use the same speech forms
in other natural contexts. Beal’s (2009a) analysis of the British Indie Band Arctic
Monkeys is a good example of this. The speech of the lead singer during per-
formances of their songs is claimed to be authentic even though he is known to
speak differently in contexts which are not part of the performance (interviews,
other parts of radio broadcast). Linking her study to Spitzmiiller’s model, it be-
comes clear how the Arctic Monkeys position themselves not just in relation to
one register but to several registers in developing their unique singing style. It
is crucial that, in this view, authenticity is not equated with non-reflexive lan-
guage use, but it is the reflexive nature of language use which is essential in
constructing authenticity — by engaging in a particular set of cultural practices
and using a particular set of linguistic forms a speaker can make claims about
being authentic. This view of authenticity therefore highlights the role of per-
formance as “a highly reflexive mode of communication” which “puts the act of
speaking on display — objectifies it, lifts it to a degree from its interactional set-
ting and opens it to scrutiny by an audience” (Bauman & Briggs 1990: 73). As re-
flexive activities constitute evidence for enregisterment processes, performances
are therefore a highly relevant source of data (see Johnstone 2011a for a detailed
analysis of such a performance). Performances also allow for the creation and
transmission of embodied stereotypes or what Agha calls characterological fig-
ures. Such a figure is defined as “any image of personhood that is performable
through semiotic display or enactment (such as an utterance). Once performed,
the figure is potentially detachable from its current animator in subsequent mo-
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ments of construal and re-circulation” (Agha 2007: 177). Characterological figures
render social personae visible in performance and therefore have an important
consequence for the interaction between register models and actual language use
- they “motivate patterns of role alignment in interaction” (Agha 2007: 177).1! It
is convincing that language users are more likely to align their speech with reg-
ister models linked to characterological figures than to those models consisting
of indexical links between speech and only abstract social values like ‘correct’
and ‘proper’. Several studies have already identified such figures: the Lanky (Lan-
cashire), the Tyke (Yorkshire) and the Geordie (northeast England) (see Beal 2017),
the Yooper in Michigan (Remlinger 2009), the Yinzer in Pittsburgh (Johnstone
2017) and the Valley Girl and the Surfer Dude in California (Pratt & D’Onofrio
2017).12 However, it needs to be noted that enregisterment can also proceed with-
out recourse to a characterological figure embodying imagined speakers of that
variety. Campbell-Kibler & Bauer (2015) find that when northern Ohioans were
asked to describe the northern accent, they offered only diffuse descriptions and
did not mention any characterological figures. This can be explained by their ar-
gument that “lack of accent [is] a valuable social meaning in and of itself” (2015:
115) - even though enregisterment proceeds through the indexical link between
linguistic forms and the values of ‘accent-free’, ‘unmarked’ and ‘normal’ speech,
these values do not invite an association with a particular figure because such a
restriction to a particular speaker would stand in contrast to the generality and
unmarkedness of the variants in question. However, characterological figures are
still important because they are linked to those varieties which are evaluated as
accented. Campbell-Kibler (2012: 301) cites Preston (1997) here, who found that
widely circulating figures of the hillbilly and the gangbanger are associated with

Tt is important to point out here that the appearance of characterological figures is of course
not restricted to performances — they can also be found in static images like cartoons, which is
obviously important for a historical study for which recordings of performances are not avail-
able (see e.g. Clark’s 2020 detailed study of the role of cartoons in enregisterment processes in
the West Midlands).

2The Yooper is an excellent example of such a characterological figure. It is described by Rem-
linger as “stereotypically male: a backwoods, independent do-it-yourselfer who hunts and
fishes, rides a snowmobile, drinks beer, spends time at deer camp, and is suspicious of out-
siders” (2009: 119). It is noticeable that this description encompasses mostly activities and a
general stance towards life; the appearance of this figure seems to be less important. This is
supported by a bumper sticker described by Remlinger which reads “Yooper it’s not just a word,
it’s a lifestyle” (2009: 119). Remlinger argues for the importance of such a figure in enregister-
ment by stating that the Yooper and the way of speaking attributed to this figure “reinforces
the notion that a distinct and unified dialect exists in the Copper Country, despite the variabil-
ity of English throughout the area and despite the widespread use of many of these features
throughout the Upper Midwest and places as distant as Alaska” (2009: 119).

68



2.2 Enregisterment

a “Southern accent” and “Ebonics”, two varieties which she regards as “highly
enregistered in the U.S. context” even though a systematic investigation of the
enregisterment of these varieties has not been conducted so far. All in all, it needs
to be noted that performances and characterological figures are crucial for the
development of registers as cultural models of action and their links to language
use by inviting speakers’ role alignment. Every one of these reflexive activities is
then part of a larger process of enregisterment and because claims to authentic-
ity are processes (referred to as authentication by Bucholtz & Hall 2005) which
are not global but usually selective (not all practices and all forms are used to
claim authenticity), they possess the potential for change. Speakers not only se-
lect those attributes and qualities which are important to them, but they also
bring in new ones which have the potential of being interpreted by others as au-
thentic as well and become enregistered in the process. This leads Eckert (2014:
44) to conclude that “[t]o the extent that a linguistic variable is deployed in an
authenticity claim, the process of adequation will contribute to its ever-changing
indexical field”. Finding an answer to the question which qualities and linguistic
forms marked an American as authentic in the nineteenth century will conse-
quently be an important part of the present study.

The last aspect to be discussed in this section is the role of communication
technology in enregisterment. Johnstone (2011b) provides an important study,
again in the context of Pittsburghese, which shows that it is important to take
into account the medium in which instances of reflexive activity appear. Even
though it does not necessarily determine who gets access and what kind of con-
tent is selected, it nevertheless has an influence on it. At the same time, it has
to be considered to what extent the media are controlled by individuals, fami-
lies, companies or institutions. Last but not least, the study indirectly demon-
strates that it is not primarily the medium that shapes people’s perception and
evaluation of the content, but that other factors play a more important role.
Johnstone emphasizes this point in her discussion of the website Pittsburghese
(http://www.pittsburghese.com) by pointing out that even though the website
was intended to be entertaining rather than informative, it turned out that at
least some people were willing to take the information on the site to be technical
expertise (2011b: 10). Johnstone cites one case of a person who searched for infor-
mation about Pittsburgh speech and preferred this website over a website pro-
vided by linguists (Johnstone herself and Scott F. Kiesling) because he considered
the latter to be hard to understand at times and not entertaining enough (2011b:
6). In the context of my study, this has important implications: Even though I an-
alyze only one medium, printed newspaper articles, it is to be expected that other
factors, especially the text type (whether the article is for example a news story,
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a humorous anecdote or an advertisement), have an influence on what people
expect from the content, how they interpret it and how their beliefs and views
are shaped by it.

Overall, three important conclusions can be drawn from the discussion pre-
sented in this section: First of all, sociolinguistics has benefited from the concepts
of indexicality and enregisterment, but at the same time it has also contributed
greatly to their development. Indexicality proves to be a useful concept in third
wave sociolinguistic studies because it helps sociolinguists to theorize and ana-
lyze how social meaning is created through stylistic practice in specific instances
of language use, and enregisterment can be used to explain how many instances
of stylistic practice lead to enregistered styles and registers. At the same time, the
development of the concept of the indexical field to identify and describe indexi-
cal meanings has advanced the study of indexicality to a great extent, and several
studies have underlined the importance of indexicality in the construction and
negotiation of social meaning and identity. All the studies which have used the
framework of enregisterment illustrate the usefulness of the concept and pro-
vide empirical support for and a theoretical elaboration of important factors in
enregisterment processes: commodification, performance, characterological fig-
ures, authenticity and communication technology. Taken together, the studies
show that various research objectives, research methodologies and kinds of data
can be integrated when studying enregisterment.

Secondly, it has become clear that especially the integration of enregisterment
into sociolinguistic theory can still be advanced further. The distinction between
a register as a model of action located on the discursive level and an enregis-
tered style located on the level of actual language use is helpful for differentiat-
ing the concepts of style and register (which are still often used synonymously)
and for theorizing and analyzing the process of social positioning modeled by
Spitzmiiller (2013). According to this model, speakers’ stylistic choices in com-
municative situations are not only influenced by the other actors present in the
situation but by registers as well. At the same time, these stylistic choices and
therefore instances of language use in particular situations also shape registers.
Furthermore, newer sociolinguistic findings suggest that while agency is impor-
tant in this process, the heavy reliance on levels of awareness, which goes back to
Labov and which is an attribute of first wave studies, is not fruitful in analyzing
orders of indexicality and stages in the enregisterment process, not least because
it is difficult to operationalize. It is, however, not only necessary to integrate en-
registerment further into sociolinguistics, but enregisterment also provides an
excellent chance for a further integration of sociolinguistics, perceptual dialec-
tology and the field of research labeled discourse linguistics (e.g. by Warnke &
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Spitzmiiller 2008 and Spitzmiiller & Warnke 2011). Particularly the model for a
discourse-linguistic multi-layer analysis (DIMLAN)* developed by the just men-
tioned authors and outlined in §2.2.4 is an excellent way of systematizing differ-
ent ways of accessing and analyzing enregisterment and of providing guidance
and orientation. Consequently, I will develop and justify my research questions
and methodology with reference to this model (see Chapter 3).

The third conclusion concerns the relevance of enregisterment for the study
of the emergence of new varieties of English. In §2.1.3,  have outlined the debate
on the role of social factors, particularly of identity, in the emergence of new
varieties, and the results of the sociolinguistic studies discussed in this section
strongly suggest that these factors play an important role not only in everyday
interaction but also in large-scale linguistic change and differentiation processes.
In her recent theoretical article, Eckert (2016: 68) argues that “social meaning in
variation is an integral part of language and that macrosocial patterns of varia-
tion are at once the product of, and a constraint on, a complex system of mean-
ing”, leading her to conclude that while the role of identity in language change
still requires further research, it is unlikely that it does not play a role at all. Con-
sequently, she points out that it is crucial to investigate the construction of social
meaning(s) at the micro-level and hypothesizes that “[a]ccommodation in colo-
nial situations may have more to do with emerging local social types or stances
in the colonial situation than with some abstract colonial identification” (Eckert
2016: 82). I would add that rather than foregrounding one or the other it seems
fruitful to take a closer look at how exactly local social types and stances might
actually be connected to a more abstract colonial identification.

The following section will shed light on the intersection between enregister-
ment and a branch of linguistics which has already surfaced in this section be-
cause it also has a considerable overlap with sociolinguistics: perceptual dialec-
tology.

2.2.3 Perceiving varieties: enregisterment and perceptual dialectology

One of the leading scholars in the field of perceptual dialectology, Dennis Pre-
ston, makes an important point in a recent handbook article, namely that the
term perception refers to two different things: On the one hand, it refers to ideas
that people have about linguistic facts around them and on the other hand, it

BIn the German original, the model is abbreviated as DIMEAN (diskurslinguistische Mehr-
Ebenen-Analyse). It was first described in Warnke & Spitzmiiller (2008) and presented in more
detail and with minor modifications in Spitzmiiller & Warnke (2011). An English version was
presented by Spitzmiller in Gothenburg in 2014.
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refers to perceptual abilities, that is the abilities to detect even subtle differences
in speech and to identify and differentiate varieties based on these perceptions.
Perceptual dialectology is interested in both kinds of perception (Preston 2018:
199). He notes that while earlier studies focused more on the ideas in people’s
mind, later studies were increasingly interested in finding out how the acoustic
reality is perceived by speakers and how these perceptions relate to production
and to people’s ideas. This development was accompanied by a shift from con-
sidering more global properties of speech to analyzing the perception of fine
linguistic details, by testing for example whether people could perceive slight
differences in the degree of diphthongization of a vowel and match these differ-
ences to different places. A general finding is that the relationship between ideas,
psychological perception and production is complex.

A second important point that Preston makes relates to the relevance of social
factors in perceptual dialectology. As suggested by the term dialectology, the field
is concerned with the identification of dialects which have traditionally been un-
derstood mainly in regional terms. In contrast to traditional dialectology, which
bases the identification of dialects on speakers’ linguistic productions, the aim
of the early studies was to add speakers’ perceptions to the picture and conse-
quently, to identify perceptual dialect areas, either based on respondents’ rat-
ings of degrees of difference of their own dialect to other dialects or based on
maps drawn by the respondents themselves (see Preston 2018 for details). De-
spite this early focus on regional dialects, social considerations have also played
an important role in perceptual dialectology. In the beginning, perceptual dialec-
tologists mainly studied attitudes towards the perceived dialects and evaluative
judgements were elicited through a variety of methods, for example by asking
respondents to label and provide comments on the maps they have drawn or by
asking them to rate perceived dialect regions or samples of actual speech either
based on descriptors provided by the linguist (often involving the two important
dimensions of pleasantness and correctness) or based on descriptors provided
by the speakers themselves (see Preston 2018 and Cramer 2016 for details). More
recently, elaborate experimental methods have been developed to test the inter-
action between attitudes and perception, and studies have revealed that speak-
ers’ ideas about and attitudes towards speech can lead to a mismatch between
the actual acoustic reality and the perception of this reality. I have already cited
some of these studies in §2.2.2, but I add two older studies here summarized by
Preston (2018: 197-199). The first one was conducted by Niedzielski (1999), who
found that people from Michigan listening to the recorded speech sample of a
fellow Michigan speaker did not recognize that this speaker used a higher real-
ization of the vowel /&/, which is characteristic of the so-called Northern Cities
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Shift, but identified a lower and more central variant as the form actually pro-
duced by the speaker. In her view, the idea that Michigan speakers use standard
American English and not regional forms influenced the informants’ perception
of actual data. Other studies showed that speech perception can also be very accu-
rate and sensitive to fine details. The second study, by Plichta & Preston (2005),
shows that American respondents could distinguish different degrees of diph-
thongization of /a1/ and also place the slightly varying vowel realizations on a
north-south accent continuum. This demonstrates that they not only recognized
the monophthongal [a:] as a stereotypical southern variant, but that they could
also accurately perceive the variants. Nevertheless, the authors could also show
an influence of social factors on speakers’ perceptions because when they sepa-
rated the results by sex of speaker, it became clear that even though the degree
of monopthongization was the same (through resynthesis), women’s vowel real-
izations were rated as more northern and men’s realizations as more southern.
As there was no acoustic basis for these differences in rating, the authors con-
cluded that ideas about women’s speech being more correct than men’s speech
and northern speech being more standard than southern speech influenced the
informants’ perceptions.

Although this overview of the field of perceptual dialectology is not very de-
tailed, it nevertheless illustrates an important point, namely that studies con-
ducted in this field share many theoretical assumptions and aims with studies
using enregisterment as a theoretical framework. First and foremost, they assume
that nonlinguists’ ideas about and perceptions of language are worth studying
and by focusing on lay people’s point of view, both frameworks can be consid-
ered part of folk linguistics. Secondly, studies on perceptual dialect areas as well
as on enregisterment focus on the perception or recognition of linguistic forms,
either as part of a perceived regional dialect or register. And thirdly, they share
an interest in the evaluation of (sets of) linguistic forms, which is an indispens-
able part of enregisterment studies because the recognition of difference is as-
sumed to emerge through a differential evaluation of linguistic forms, but which
is also central to most studies in perceptual dialectology because of the insight
that attitudinal factors can trigger and influence speakers’ perceptions.

One difference between perceptual dialectology and enregisterment is their
slightly different focus, the first paying more attention to regional dialects and
the second to social models of action, which is also a result of their evolution from
different fields of study (dialectology on the one hand and linguistic anthropol-
ogy on the other hand). Perceptual dialectologists rather emphasize the relevance
of their results for explaining language variation and change, while scholars us-
ing enregisterment as a theoretical framework stress that their studies are im-
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portant for explaining how people are connected in social relationships through
language. Nevertheless, as shown in §2.2.2, many studies on enregisterment also
focus on the evaluation of specific linguistic forms as indexical of region. An-
other major difference concerns the methodological approach. For the most part,
perceptual dialectologists analyze data which were obtained through their own
intervention, while enregisterment studies are more often than not based on data
which are not the result of intervention by the researcher. This means that with
regard to Agha’s overview of different kinds of typifications of language use (see
Table 2.2), perceptual dialectology can provide the best insights into the typifica-
tions in category 2, while enregisterment studies contribute most by analyzing
typifications in category 1 and 3. This is accompanied by a much heavier reliance
on quantitative methods in perceptual dialectology and qualitative methods in
studies on enregisterment. However, as shown in §2.2.2, some enregisterment
studies combine quantitative and qualitative methods and Preston (2018: 194) ex-
plicitly discusses discourse as a source of evidence for perceptual dialectology,
and he illustrates qualitative discourse-analytic methods by extracting presuppo-
sitions underlying a short exchange between two friends.

In general, it follows from this discussion that perceptual dialectology and
enregisterment are two frameworks which are highly compatible and have a lot
of potential to complement each other. In the conclusion of his article, Preston
(2018: 200) notes that

Respondents delineate areas as distinct or different on the basis of their likes
and dislikes with respect to speakers and the stereotypes that respondents
hold of them, giving concrete expression to Silverstein’s notion of higher-
order indexicality, in which the attributes of people (slow, smart, fun-loving,
etc.) are assigned to their language variety and, in fact, become intrinsic
parts of that variety’s description.

Indexicality and enregisterment can therefore be used by perceptual dialectol-
ogists to explain the processes that lead to the recognition of perceptual dialect
areas and the specific evaluations of speech forms connected to these regions,
while perceptual dialectology can add a cognitive perspective to enregisterment
studies and, together with sociolinguistics, provide the link between abstract reg-
ister models and actual linguistic production, as modeled by Spitzmiiller (2016,
2013).

It is therefore not surprising that some studies on enregisterment in an Ameri-
can context have been conducted by researchers with a background in perceptual
dialectology (see the articles by Campbell-Kibler 2012, Campbell-Kibler & Bauer
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2015, Remlinger 2009, Remlinger et al. 2009 discussed in §2.2.2), but there is def-
initely more potential for a fruitful integration of these frameworks.

To conclude, perceptual dialectology contributes in important ways to the def-
inition of a variety that relies not on patterns of production, but of perception,
including cognitive as well as ideational aspects, and can be integrated with en-
registerment, which offers a primarily social and cultural perspective. Before de-
scribing a model which brings together different perspectives on the term variety
in §2.3, I address the relationship between enregisterment and discourse linguis-
tics in §2.2.4. As the time frame that this study focuses on is the nineteenth cen-
tury, the majority of methods used by perceptual dialectologists cannot be used
because there are no informants available from whom data could be elicited. Dis-
course linguistics, however, provides a theoretical framework for integrating a
vast amount of methods to study typifications of language in historical texts and
other material and is therefore an indispensable resource to give systematicity
and coherence to a study of (particularly historical) enregisterment.

2.2.4 Constructing varieties: enregisterment and discourse linguistics

The concept discourse is used in many different fields of research and it is con-
sequently defined, interpreted and analyzed in a variety of ways. Angermiiller
(2014) provides a comprehensive overview of research on discourse and divides
the approaches into two inseparable fields: discourse theory and discourse anal-
ysis (visualized in Figure 2.5).

The former comprises approaches which are primarily concerned with the
connection between language and knowledge, power and subjectivity and which
contribute to the development of theories in the social and political sciences as
well as cultural studies. The latter focuses on methodology and comprises works
which are concerned with empirical approaches to studying discourse as linguis-
tic practice in social contexts. This separation between discourse theory and anal-
ysis is reflected in different (yet crucially connected) conceptions of discourse
which are described by Johnstone (2018). The first one is discourse as “actual in-
stances of communicative action in the medium of language” (2018: 2) and it is
these instances (or to be more precise, records of these instances) which are stud-
ied by discourse analysts. The second conception regards discourses as enumer-
able entities, as “conventional ways of talking that both create and are created
by conventional ways of thinking. These linked ways of talking and thinking
constitute ideologies (sets of interrelated ideas) and serve to circulate power in
society” (2018: 2-3). An example of an approach which combines the two per-
spectives is Blommaert (2005), whose central goal is to explain what he calls
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discourse theory
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Figure 2.5: Discourse research as discourse analysis and discourse the-
ory (my own illustration based on Angermiiller 2014: 26)

“language-in-society” (2005: 16), which manifests itself in the shape of discourse
which he defines as

all forms of meaningful semiotic human activity seen in connection with
social, cultural, and historical patterns and developments of use. Discourse
is one of the possible names we can give to it, and I follow Michel Foucault
in doing so. What is traditionally understood by language is but one mani-
festation of it; all kinds of semiotic ‘flagging’ performed by means of objects,
attributes, or activities can and should also be included for they usually con-
stitute the ‘action’ part of language-in-action. (2005: 3)!

This analysis of language-in-society should be “critical” in that it “needs to fo-

cus on power effects, and in particular on how inequality is produced in, through,

“This definition of discourse even goes beyond a purely linguistic conception of discourse by
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and around discourse” (2005: 233). In contrast to earlier approaches belonging
to the school of Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA), he argues for putting more
emphasis on the study of “context”, which should not only include “linguistic
and textual explicit forms” but also “modes of production and circulation of dis-
course” (2005: 233). Indexicality plays a crucial role in his approach to discourse
analysis because indexical meanings connect linguistic signs and contexts and
ultimately link language to larger social and cultural patterns. Blommaert (2005)
draws on Silverstein’s orders of indexicality to emphasize that indexical mean-
ings are not randomly created but “systematically reproduced, stratified mean-
ings often called ‘norms’ or ‘rules’ of language, and always typically associated
with a particular shape of language” (2005: 73). Although Blommaert does not
draw on the concepts of register or enregisterment, it is not difficult to see how
it can be integrated in his approach: The “particular shape of language” associ-
ated with indexical meanings is what Agha calls a register. Furthermore, two of
the fundamental theoretical principles of discourse analysis developed by Blom-
maert can be extended by using Agha’s concepts of register and enregistered
style.

[Principle 3] Our unit of analysis is not an abstract ‘language’ but the ac-
tual and densely contextualised forms in which language occurs in society.
We need to focus on varieties in language, for such variation is at the core
of what makes language and meaning social. Whenever the term ‘language’
is used in this book, it will be used in this sociolinguistic sense. One uneasy
by-effect of this sociolinguistic use is that we shall often be at pains to find a
name for the particular forms of co-occurrence of language. The comfort of-
fered by words such as ‘English’, “Zulu’, or ‘Japanese’ is something we shall
have to miss. We shall have to address rather complex, equivocal, messy
forms of language.

[Principle 4] Language users have repertoires, containing different sets of
varieties, and these repertoires are the material with which they can engage
in communication; they will determine what people can do with language.
[...] [W]hat people actually produce as discourse will be conditioned by
their sociolinguistic background”. (2005: 15)

The notions repertoire and variety could be described and analyzed in a better
way by using the terms style, enregistered style and register as discussed in §2.2.1
and §2.2.2 because they reflect precisely Blommaert’s first principle, namely that
“[i]n analysing language-in-society, the focus should be on what language means
to its users” (2005: 14). This means that by identifying which repertoires of forms
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people recognize based on their connection to a specific set of indexical mean-
ings, discourse analysts do not have to give up using words like English, but
they have to clarify what this word means to language users, i.e. describe the
respective register. Registers as recognizable repertoires do not only constitute
constraints on discourse, as Blommaert points out in his fourth principle, but
they are also constructed through discourse, and this is in my view the essential
link between enregisterment and discourse theory and analysis. Because of this
theoretical compatibility, discourse analysis can offer a methodological frame-
work for studies on enregisterment, and the results of these studies can in turn
be used by discourse analysts in their study of discourses on issues other than lan-
guage. In what follows, I outline Spitzmiiller & Warnke’s (2011: 185) theory and
methodology of discourse linguistics, which is an excellent way of systematizing
the variety of approaches to studying enregisterment discussed in §2.2.2.

In contrast to Johnstone (2018), who explicitly considers discourse analysis a
research method and not a discipline or subdiscipline of linguistics, Spitzmiiller
& Warnke (2011: 2) claim that it is justified to establish a discipline which they
call Diskurslinguistik (discourse linguistics) because it can contribute to studying
the phenomenon of discourse in the same way as other disciplines dealing with
discourse (e.g. philosophy, sociology, history, literary studies) and because it can
also contribute to gaining insights into language which cannot be generated by
other subdisciplines of linguistics (e.g. lexicology, semantics, text linguistics, soci-
olinguistics). While emphasizing the close relation between discourse linguistics
and the Anglo-American tradition of discourse analysis, they distinguish them by
claiming that the focus of discourse linguistics is much more on the function of
language to constitute society and knowledge (gesellschafts- und wissenskonstitu-
ierende Funktion). The center of discourse linguistics is therefore the conception
of discourse which rests on Foucault, consequently putting more emphasis on the
goal of discovering how language shapes the world (as Johnstone 2018 puts it),
whereas the focus of discourse analysis is more on the conception of discourse as
instances of communicative action and an inquiry of how language is shaped by
the world. Consequently, Spitzmiiller & Warnke’s (2011) theoretical framework
is very much concerned with a definition of the term knowledge, which they de-
scribe as “the result of a continuous negotiation, recognition and rejection of
insights in discursive practice” (2011: 42, my translation). Knowledge is seen as
discursively formed and this is only possible through language with the statement
as the smallest unit (Foucault: énoncé, Spitzmiiller & Warnke: Auflerung). Conse-
quently, knowledge is constituted in discourse through statements and it is for
this reason that Spitzmiller & Warnke (2011) suggest an adaptation of Jakobson’s
model of factors of verbal communication:
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Figure 2.6: Factors in the discursive constitution of knowledge (from
Spitzmiiller & Warnke 2011: 54, my translation)

In the center of the model is Foucault’s statement, a terminological decision
which is meant to reflect that in this model the message is conceived of as in-
stances of communicative action (and not abstract sentences). The speaker or
writer is the actor in this process, but it is important to note that actors do not
have to be persons, but can also be institutions, specific groups or individuals rep-
resenting specific social functions (e.g. politicians). The statement links the actor
and the hearer or reader. Another important change concerns Jakobson’s con-
text. Spitzmiller & Warnke (2011) speak of projections instead, to emphasize that
statements to do not refer to any ontological reality, but that they refer to and at
the same time evoke projections of this reality. Instead of contact, Spitzmiiller &
Warnke (2011) use the term medium to emphasize that every message is transmit-
ted by means of a medium and the precise nature of the medium has a bearing on
how the statement is perceived by the hearers or readers. Spitzmiiller & Warnke
(2011) urge discourse linguists to identify precisely which media are used and to
include visual elements and interactions between the visual and the linguistic
in their analyses. Lastly, perhaps the most important adaptation of Jakobson’s
model concerns the code. They replace this term by knowledge because in order
to understand and interpret statements not only a shared code is needed but also
shared knowledge. They summarize the factors in their model by stating that

the discursive constitution of knowledge is a result of statements which are
produced by actors in a medial form, which are perceivable by other actors
and which refer to mental content on the basis of shared knowledge which
is relevant for the understanding of the statement. (Spitzmiiller & Warnke
2011: 57, my translation)

Based on these six factors they deduct six functions of the discursive constitu-
tion of knowledge and, again with explicit reference to Foucault, six regulatives
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of this process, which illustrates that statements do not exist separately from
power structures in society but are embedded in them. The factors, functions
and regulatives are summarized in what Spitzmiiller & Warnke call a field model
in Table 2.5.

Table 2.5: Factors, functions and regulatives of the discursive constitu-
tion of knowledge (from Spitzmiiller & Warnke 2011: 63, my transla-

tion)
Factors Functions Regulatives
speaker/writer argumentative hearability
hearer/reader distributive control of access
statement rhetorical norms of expression
projection evocative linguistic conditioning
medium performative rules of sayability
knowledge metadiscursive orders of discourse

This model shows how language, knowledge and power are intrinsically con-
nected. As statements are linked to speakers or writers, they have an argumen-
tative function: These actors argue for or question knowledge and in doing so
create knowledge or change it. The distributive function is equally important be-
cause in a model which assumes that language has the function to evoke projec-
tions (and not to refer to an ontological reality) statements need to be distributed
and shared. Both of these factors are regulated by power structures because in
order to participate in the discursive constitution of knowledge, speakers have
to be able to make themselves heard and hearers have to gain access to the state-
ments made by speakers. In this context, norms of expression regulating the
statement and its rhetorical function also come into play because the form of
the statement also crucially influences whether speakers are not only able but
also willing to hear the statement. It is here that Spitzmiiller & Warnke explicitly
mention enregisterment, but they do not explore the connection between enreg-
isterment and norms of expression in any detail (2011: 61). However, they stress
that norms of expressions are crucial because the forms of language and the val-
ues attributed to the forms in a community have a decisive influence on access
to and participation in discourse. Following my argumentation above, it is there-
fore important to take norms of expression into consideration when studying
the discursive constitution of knowledge, but it is helpful to use enregisterment
and the concept of register in addition to norms of expression to investigate this
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regulative.!® Furthermore, it is important to note again that registers do not only
regulate discourse, but that they are themselves discursively constructed. The
parallels between Agha’s model of enregisterment and Spitzmiiller & Warnke’s
model of the discursive constitution of knowledge are evident: Language itself
can become the topic of discourse through reflexive activities and a reflexive
model of speech is constructed by actors typifying linguistic forms and making
these typifications heard by other actors. The typifications have a specific form,
are bound to a specific medium and evoke a projection which is bound to shared
knowledge. As pointed out in §2.2.1, the circulation and transmission of typifi-
cations is crucial for the formation of a register. One typification does not form
a register and this statement is also true for discourse: One statement does not
constitute a discourse, but, as Spitzmiiller & Warnke (2011: 187) point out, “[t]he
discourse is [...] only discourse where intratextual phenomena, actors and trans-
textual structures interact” [my translation]. The methodological framework that
they develop for analyzing discourses is structured based on these three dimen-
sions and presented in Figure 2.7.

As registers are discursively constructed, this methodological framework is
also useful for studying enregisterment. At the center of discourse analysis as
conducted by discourse linguists are statements in concrete temporal-spatial con-
texts (Spitzmiiller & Warnke 2011: 123), which means that when studying en-
registerment the focus has to be on statements which typify other linguistic
signs. Note here that Agha defines reflexive activities more widely, as the use
of “communicative signs” to “typify other perceivable signs” (2007: 16), but this
integration of linguistic and other signs is also important in discourse analysis
where other signs occurring in combination with statements are also seen as
part of the process of constituting knowledge. Statements are the smallest units
in discourse analysis and they typically occur in texts, a unit which is defined by
Spitzmiiller & Warnke as “a multiplicity of statements with syntactic-semantic re-
lations and one/several thematic center/centers in a formal or situational frame”
(2011: 137). The intratextual layer therefore comprises an analysis of a single text,
where the focus can be on words, propositions or the structure of the text. If

BRegister is a wider concept than that of a norm. Agha (2007: 126) considers a norm to be an
“externally observable pattern of behavior”, a “statistical norm or frequency distribution in
some order of behavior”. If this pattern is reflexively recognized as normal by a population, it
becomes a “normalized model of behavior” which constitutes a norm for the group of people
who recognizes it. The normalized model can then become a normative model, which is “linked
to standards whose breach results in sanctions”; it becomes “a norm codified as a standard”. In
this line of argumentation, ‘normal’ or ‘standard’ are therefore social values that can be linked
to linguistic and other forms of social behavior in enregisterment processes.
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Figure 2.7: Layout of the discourse-linguistic multi-layer analysis (DIM-
LAN) (my own illustration based on Spitzmiiller & Warnke 2011: 201

and Spitzmiiller 2014)
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the focus is on textual structures, the visual structure of the text should also be
taken into account, comprising non-linguistic elements like images (and their
relation to the rest of the text), typography and the material to which the text
is bound. Discourse analysis as understood by Spitzmiiller & Warnke does not
stop at the intratextual layer, but regards the transtextual layer as equally im-
portant. On this layer, a multiplicity of texts produced by different actors and
occurring in different media is analyzed; the relation between these texts is es-
tablished through communicative/discursive action which is why a third layer
is included in the framework, namely the agent layer. They see this layer as me-
diating between the intra- and the transtextual layer because at this layer state-
ments are “filtered” (2011: 173-174). This means on the one hand that discursive
actions determine which statements occur as part of the discourse and which
position and importance they have in the discourse (this filter is referred to as
“discourse rules”). On the other hand, every text produced by an actor is shaped
by one or several discourses (this filter is referred to as “discourse shape”). Their
intention behind the DIMLAN model is not to provide a set of instructions that
needs to be followed consecutively and comprehensively, but they consider it a
framework which helps the discourse linguist to decide and argue for a specific
method or set of methods. They are convinced that “fixed procedures cannot
do justice to the multimodality and linguistic-systematic heterogeneity of dis-
courses” (Spitzmiiller & Warnke 2011: 135, my translation). Instead, they argue for
the principle of triangulation and a mixture of multiple methods and approaches
to studying discourses. In addition to the DIMLAN model summarizing the differ-
ent layers of discourse-linguistic analysis, they also distinguish several objects of
study as well as methods and procedures for studying it. These are summarized
in Table 2.6 and intended to support discourse linguists planning a study. In this
section, I will not elaborate on all these objects, methods and procedures in de-
tail, but I will come back to them in Chapter 3 when I develop the aims and the
methodology of the present study.

In conclusion, this section shows that discourse linguistics (as developed by
Spitzmiiller & Warnke 2011 by drawing essentially on Foucault’s work but also
many other theoretical and methodological approaches to discourse analysis,
e.g. by Blommaert 2005) is especially beneficial for studies on enregisterment
because an understanding of a register as something that is discursively con-
structed allows researchers to use the methodological framework developed by
Spitzmiiller & Warnke (2011) to describe precisely how they approach the anal-
ysis of this construction process. This framework has a solid theoretical founda-
tion and while it keeps the necessary openness to a variety of approaches and
methods it provides helpful systematicity at the same time. A discourse-linguistic
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Table 2.6: Objects, methods and procedures of discourse-linguistic stud-
ies (based on Spitzmiiller & Warnke 2011: 124-135, my translation).

objects

statement discourse
execution of action product of action
event series

methods
thematic systematic
synchronic diachronic
corpus-based corpus-driven

procedures

heuristic focused
individual collaborative
one step several steps

approach to enregisterment is particularly important for studying historical en-
registerment processes because methods which rely on the intervention by the
researcher to obtain reflexive activities on language for example by interview-
ing speakers (as used in perceptual dialectology) are obviously not an option in
historical contexts.

A further conclusion which can be drawn from §2.2 as a whole is that enregis-
terment can be located at the intersection between several overlapping areas of
linguistic research. It is this overlap (visualized in Figure 2.8) which is responsi-
ble for the wide variety of methods and approaches to enregisterment and also
for different nuances of conceptualizing enregisterment.

In this study, the conception of enregisterment remains very close to Agha
(2003, 2007), but important additions and refinements of concepts and methods
provided by sociolinguistic studies (e.g. characterological figures, social indexi-
cality, identity construction and social positioning through language, the role of
performances and authenticity) will be taken into account in the development of
the methodology, the analysis and the interpretation of the data. As the focus of
this study is on the nineteenth century, methods used by perceptual dialectolo-
gists play no role in this study, but I will heavily rely on the discourse-linguistic
framework developed by Spitzmiiller & Warnke (2011). In combination with the
theory of enregisterment and indexicality, this framework is the basis for devel-
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Figure 2.8: Areas of linguistic research and enregisterment

oping the concept of the discursive variety, in contrast to the structural variety,
and for modeling the relationship between them.

2.3 The construction of discursive varieties through
enregisterment: a model

Structural and discursive varieties are both fuzzy and not discrete entities. For
purposes of description and investigation, however, they are idealized and ab-
stracted as separate entities. On a structural level this is done by linguists who
base their descriptions on frequency distributions of variants they observe in ac-
tual linguistic behavior. On a discursive level, the speakers themselves construct
a variety through reflexive activities — their metapragmatic and metadiscursive
engagement with language. Frequency plays a role here as well. The more fre-
quently typifications of linguistic forms occur, the more they turn into metaprag-
matic stereotypes and the more stable and visible a register appears.
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Figure 2.9: A model of the construction of discursive varieties

through enregisterment (from Paulsen (forthcoming), reprinted with
kind permission from John Benjamins Publishing Company, Amster-

dam/Philadelphia)
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Figure 2.9 illustrates the process of how a register, or discursive variety, is
constructed and it therefore synthesizes the discussion in §2.2.1 First of all, the
model proceeds from the assumption that there is a level of structured variation
underlying all abstractions. This level consists of all the forms which are real-
ized in social and communicative contexts and linguists can abstract structural
varieties by using statistical methods. If people engage reflexively with linguis-
tic forms, they elevate the forms to a discursive level by making them subject
to metapragmatic and metadiscursive activities. In these activities, forms are in-
dexically linked to social and pragmatic values which are linked to larger ide-
ologies, linguistic and non-linguistic, within a cultural and sociohistorical con-
text. In terms of orders of indexicality, the forms therefore move from nth-order-
indexicality to n+1st-order-indexicality in this process. It is usually the case that
metapragmatic and metadiscursive activities focus on a few salient forms and
mark one set of salient forms as different from another set of forms, thus creating
different registers consisting of all forms recognized as co-occurring with the set
of salient forms, the so-called register shibboleths. As pointed out above, if forms
are frequently subject of reflexive activities, this contributes to their salience, but
other factors can increase the salience as well, e.g. if the form is foregrounded
against other forms or if a form is connected to a conspicuous characterological
figure. The key idea behind this model is that there is a potential relationship
between the structural and the discursive level not only because forms found
on the structural level can become part of a register but also because the reg-
ister potentially influences speakers’ choice of forms in interaction when they
position themselves socially (see Spitzmiiller’s (2013, 2015) model of social posi-
tioning, described in §2.2.2). Overall, the model captures Agha’s (2003: 234) idea
that “phonetic varieties have now become objects — or, object discourses - in
relation to a metadiscourse linking speech to social classifications” ! By linking
sets of co-occurring forms to social values, people discursively construct knowl-
edge about the forms, about social characteristics of speakers using the forms
as well as about situations and contexts in which the use of the forms is appro-
priate. It is important to emphasize again that even though the model suggests
that there are boundaries, these boundaries are only constructed, either by the

1T have developed this model in collaboration with my colleagues Benjamin Peter and Johanna
Gerwin. It is also presented in Paulsen (forthcoming) and in Peter’s study of the discursive con-
struction of Andalusian (2020: 116). Peter also created a second model that brings particularly
the processes of revalorization of variants and thus of re-enregisterment into focus (2020: 157).

"In this case, Agha (2003) refers to the case of Received Pronunciation in England, which is
why he restricts the statement to phonetic varieties. In principle, this statement can of course
be extended to varieties comprising all structural levels.
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linguist, based on objective criteria, or by the speakers themselves, based on the
need to build social relations to other speakers. While discrete boundaries seem
to be useful or even necessary, they are in fact fuzzy and subject to constant
change. As pointed out above, the stability of both structural and discursive reg-
isters depends on several factors, e.g. the amount of interactions between people
using different sets of linguistic forms, the frequency of typifications of speech,
the salience of characterological figures, and the degree of institutionalization
and codification.

The model forms the basis for my case studies which focus on the discur-
sive level by investigating when and how American English was enregistered
in the United States in the course of the nineteenth century. Before describing
my methodology in detail in §3, I will end this chapter by coming back to prior
research on the historical development of American English in §2.4. The aim
of the section is to analyze how historical linguists have determined the begin-
ning(s) of the variety and which importance they attribute to the structural and
the discursive level in describing the major developments of the variety.

2.4 Structure and discourse in descriptions of the history
of American English

Historians describing the development of American English face the problem of
determining when American English emerged as a new variety of English, that
is, as a variety that is distinct from an old variety. This problem is illustrated
in a recent article by Richard W. Bailey, which was published as part of a col-
lection of articles on the history of varieties of English edited by Bergs & Brin-
ton (2017). On the one hand, he finds that “[h]istorically considered, American
English begins to emerge in the 16th century, even before any English speak-
ers reached the shores of the North American continent” (2017: 9). On the other
hand, he notes that “America was slow to develop a distinctive linguistic iden-
tity” (2017: 10) and that it was only “by the beginning of the 19th century [that]
American English had become a recognized variety of the language” (2017: 12).
Finally, he argues that “[w]hat is less recognized [by scholars] is the emergence
of the meaning of “American English” as a distinct language with certain distinc-
tive properties” (2017: 13). These statements show that Bailey’s concept of Amer-
ican English is rather vague: The reason for postulating such an early beginning,
which seems paradoxical at first, is probably based on lexical items which had
been used by Native Americans before the arrival of English settlers (he cites for
example canoe and maize) and which were borrowed by the English settlers later
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and constituted a difference between their speech and the language forms used
in England. In contrast to that, the American English with a “distinctive linguis-
tic identity” seems to be based on the recognition of linguistic differences, which
according to Bailey occurred on lower levels of the social scale: While “[h]igh
status Americans spoke just like high-status Britons” (2017: 12), slaves, servants
as well as Scots and Irish immigrants spoke differently. American English as a
distinct language is defined based on the “certain distinctive properties” accorded
to American English by contemporary commentators. One of the most important
commentators was Noah Webster, whose views that he proposed and argued for
in his dictionaries influenced the perceived properties of American English to a
great extent. Bailey (2017: 16) summarizes these properties as follows:

Early in the 19th century, the reputation of American English had been set-
tled — at least for some. The language was free of regional variation, at least
in comparison to Great Britain. And it was remarkable for its purity which
had been achieved through the preservation of the good old ways of Shake-
speare and Addison and through the efforts to regularize it by analogy (so
deaf was like leaf), preservation (continuing to employ air and heir as ho-
mophones), or transparency (in a preference for meeting house rather than
auditorium).

The example of Bailey’s overview article thus illustrates how vaguely Amer-
ican English is defined - structural distinctiveness is not the primary criterion
for postulating the existence of a new variety, but only the basis for a discur-
sive construction of the variety or the language that relies on recognition and
valorization. It is not clear, however, how exactly the recognition of different
forms of speech in America (used by slaves, servants, Scots and Irish) leads to
one American variety and it is equally unclear which set of forms is evaluated as
constituting a ‘pure’ and ‘homogeneous’ American language.

The issue of defining American English is also addressed by Algeo (2001b) in
his preface to the sixth volume of the Cambridge History of the English Language,
which is concerned with the history of English in North America. He states that

[a]ll languages have internal variation ranging in scope from idiolects (the
particular ways different persons use the language) to national varieties
(standardized forms of the language used in a particular independent po-
litical unit). [...] Between the idiolect and the national variety are dialects,
regional and social, on various dimensions. (2001b: xviii)
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In this vein, he states with regard to the “beginning” of American English that
while the “process of differentiation between the English of Britain and that of
America began with the first settlement in America” (2001b: xvi), “with the Amer-
ican Revolution, the variations that had developed in the colonies became a new
national variety, contrasting with what from this point can be called the British
national variety” (2001b: xviii). The existence of independent political units thus
seems to be taken as a basis for postulating the existence of two separate national
varieties. On the other hand, he problematizes the terms dialect, language vari-
ety and language as being abstractions that are usually used metaphorically and
thus not to be taken literally: “To talk about language in such metaphors is useful
and not to be avoided. But it is wise to remember that such talk is metaphorical,
not literal”. That he finds it difficult to define a variety based on the criterion
of structural distinctiveness becomes clear when he says that “[b]ecause of the
complexities of linguistic systems, it is impossible to speak with confidence about
how much alike or how different two speechways are or to compare two dialects
with respect to their overall rate or degree of change” (2001b: xix). Consequently,
much like Bailey (2017), Algeo (2001b) also bases the emergence of a distinct
American variety mainly on discursive factors and identifies the period from
1776 to 1898 as crucial in that regard because in this “National Period” “the sense
of a distinct variety arose, which was standardized especially in dictionaries and
spelling books and spread over the continent during the westward expansion”
(2001b: xx).

A focus on recognition and thus on discursive factors can also be found in
Davis’ (2003) introduction to his collection of texts relating to American English
between 1781 and 1921. He attributes a “pivotal position” to American English
because “it is the first form of English to be recognized as a distinct new variety”
(2003: xi). He describes this recognition process further as “the process by which
a distinct form of English was picked out of the mass of variation existing on
opposite sides of the North Atlantic and on the Atlantic itself, and the various
social and political values assigned to that form once its identity had been in-
stituted” (2003: xi). In some ways, this description of the process is reminiscent
of the definition of enregisterment because it is essentially about a set of forms
being recognized as distinct; however, Davis argues here that social values are
assigned to the set of forms after they have been recognized, whereas Silverstein
and Agha emphasize that the differentiation process is essentially based on a dif-
ferential evaluation of forms, so that the emerging registers are a consequence
of valorization processes: Forms are recognized because they are assigned social
values in the process of enregisterment.
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Like Algeo (2001b), Davis dates the starting point of this process of recognition
to the eighteenth century, following not only the American independence from
Great Britain but also the standardization of English in England. The texts edited
and published in this series largely constitute expert discourses on the language
spoken in America, starting with selected papers in the first volume, which span
the publication of John Witherspoon’s “The Druid” in 1781 (in which he coined
the term Americanism) to Charles Whibley’s article “The American language”,
published in the Blackwood’s Magazine in 1908. The second volume contains
glossaries of Americanisms by Elwyn (1859), Fallows (1883) and Norton (1890),
the third and the fourth volume exhibit the works of the verbal critic Richard
Grant White (1870, 1880), followed by Schele de Vere’s (1872) re-interpretation
of Bartlett’s (1848) Dictionary of Americanisms. The sixth volume is concerned
with works by language planners, including Molee (1888) and Williams (1890).
The seventh and eighth volumes focus on articles and books by academics: Bran-
der Matthews (1892, 1901, 1909), George P. Krapp (1919) and Gilbert M. Tucker
(1921). Based on these texts, Davis identifies five “loosely overlapping periods, of-
ten corresponding to Americans’ changing political awareness” (2003: xii). The
first period is marked by an emphasis on linguistic innovation and opposition to
British English, which was connected to the new political independence. During
the second period, however, many of these presumably innovative forms were
identified as older British forms, reflecting a change of focus from innovation
to conservatism. Davis links this to “a cultural backlash against the perceived
coarseness of frontier-dominated political life in the 1820’s and 1830’s” as well
as to “the concerns of the new philology” (2003: xii). For the third period, Davis
notes an increase in the awareness of American English as a distinct variety,
which is reflected in authors trying to define standard American English and
establish their authority over other competing positions (a notable example be-
ing Richard Grant White). Davis characterizes this period as being marked by
great changes, the most important ones being “industrialization, urbanization,
intensive immigration, and the expansion of the middle class and its educational
institutions”, and these changes were accompanied by great “cultural insecurity”
(2003: xii). This not only increased the pressure to define a standard but also the
difficulty of the task. The fourth period was different from the previous one be-
cause the emphasis shifted to the status of American English as a standard and a
model in the world, a development which “corresponded to the awakening and
growth of the United States as an imperial power from 1890-1914, and its involve-
ment in Latin America and the Pacific” (2003: xiii). Davis dates the last period as
starting after the first world war because of a “renewed focus” on the distinctive-
ness of American English, which was especially noticeable in Mencken’s (1937
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[1919]) work on the American language (Davis 2003: xii). Regarding expert dis-
courses on language, his interpretation thus suggests that the crucial period for
the emergence of an American standard variety is the third one, which loosely
spans from the middle of the nineteenth century to World War L

Another attempt to define the beginning of a distinct American English variety
can be found in Simpson’s (1986) The politics of American English, 1776-1850. He
claims that

American English as we recognize it today had been essentially established
by 1850. That is, its major deviations from British English had by that time
both been proposed in theory (mostly by Noah Webster) and adopted into
relatively common (though not uncontested) practice. (Simpson 1986: 11)

This statement shows that on the one hand, Simpson distinguishes between
theoretical ideas about language (a discursive dimension) and practice (a struc-
tural dimension). On the other hand, he implies a connection between the two
- not only temporally, by saying that American English was established by 1850
on both levels, discourse and practice, but also by using the term adopted, which
suggests that the theoretical ideas have shaped actual practice. The importance
he attributes to discourse is highlighted further in his statement that “[t]hanks
to the efforts of two generations of linguistic pioneers, Noah Webster foremost
among them, and to the spectacular rise in national self-confidence, America had,
by about 1850, a version of English that was recognizably its own” (Simpson 1986:
3). Furthermore, he also argues for the date 1850 primarily on the discursive level:
First of all, he notes a change in discourse from a focus on social and political
differences and tensions to a focus on unity and homogeneity, which is related
to democracy having become “the dominant ideology or self-image, so that, in
the continuing development of a self-declared pluralistic culture, a struggle of
languages has been the harder to perceive where it does exist” (Simpson 1986:
7). Secondly, and this is his central argument, he finds a difference between two
traditions of American literature and their representations of language. The first
tradition, before 1850, has James Fenimore Cooper as a particularly representa-
tive writer, while the second tradition is marked by Transcendentalist authors:

In Cooper’s world, language and society are presented as mechanical; the
parts remain parts, without combining into any grand whole. Language
is always made up of different languages in conflict, and they do not re-
solve themselves into any democratically representative common language.
These are precisely the implications that the Transcendentalists avoid or
cover over. (Simpson 1986: 252)
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Simpson’s study is thus essentially a study to be located on the level of dis-
course, with a focus on literary works published between 1776 and 1850. The
importance he attributes to the late eighteenth and first half of the nineteenth
century in the creation of a distinctly recognized American English is acknowl-
edged by Jones (1999) in his study Strange talk: The politics of dialect literature
in Gilded Age America; however, as the title suggests, Jones argues that the late-
nineteenth century is even more important for the formation of American En-
glish: “T agree with Simpson that the real political clash of dialects that we find
in Cooper disappears — by about 1850 — with the idealism of the transcenden-
talists [...]; it reappears, however, in an even more various and extreme way in
post-Civil War literature” (Jones 1999: 215). Regarding the cultural background
in which such dialect literature was published, he notes that after the Civil War,
two changes could be observed with regard to the development of ideas about
language: First, “the idea of an American English came into its own” and second,
“this recognition of a new national language was accompanied by a new accep-
tance of dialect” (Jones 1999: 16—-17). This acceptance and (scientific) interest in
dialect was motivated by ideas that regarded language as crucial “to understand
the mind and culture of its speakers”, but, on the other hand, there was also a
fear of dialect diversity connected to a fear of “contamination and fragmentation”
(Jones 1999: 17). This new literary movement attracted the interest of a wide range
of readers, reflecting a “cult of the vernacular” (Jones 1999: 39). Representations
of dialect were not only popular in mainstream literature but they were also part
of a large number of dialect sketches included in “highbrow literary magazines”,
which had a refined readership, and they were used by minority writers (such as
Abraham Cahan and Paul Laurence Dunbar) in their works, which were read not
only by white but also by Black Americans (Jones 1999: 7). His main conclusion is
that “[d]ialect literature rose to prominence in the Gilded Age because it was in-
tegral to developing a cultural debate over the state of American English” (Jones
1999: 210). This shows that, like Simpson (1986), his study focuses on the discur-
sive level by investigating the ideas surrounding American English, which led to
the creation and transformation of linguistic ideologies, and by taking a closer
look at the role that literature played in this process. Unlike Simpson, however,
he regards the late-nineteenth century as the crucial period for the formation of
American English.

David Simpson and Gavin Jones are both literary scholars and even though
Simpson (1986: 11) makes claims about the influence of ideas about language on
actual linguistic practice, their interest is mainly on the discourses on language
and not on language use. The importance of the discursive level for investigating
the historical development and especially the emergence of an American stan-
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dard has also been explored by several linguists in more detail. Cooley (1992)
provides an important contribution by asking the question: “[U]nder what cir-
cumstances are some variant systems recognized as dialects while others are
not? In other words, when and how is variation accorded perceptual status and
named a language variety itself, a dialect?” (Cooley 1992: 167). She thus distin-
guishes between the presence of variation and its perception by speakers and
uses this distinction to shed new light on the debate about whether early Ameri-
can English is marked by uniformity or diversity (on a structural level) - a debate
that also plays an important role in accounts on the emergence of American En-
glish that are based on different theories of the emergence of new varieties (see
§2.1.1). Cooley (1992) argues that there was “a co-existence of both diversity and
uniformity in early American English” and that “[t]his co-existence may be rec-
onciled by psycholinguistic or sociolinguistic principles rather than denied by
arguments for a single state of uniformity or diversity or for sequences of one
followed by the other” (1992: 168). An important point to consider here is the
type of evidence — she finds that for the early American period most sources are
descriptions and comments by grammarians, orthoepists and journalists as well
as literary dialect, all of which constitute secondary sources which are not inde-
pendent of the beliefs and perceptions by those who produced them. A change in
these beliefs therefore necessarily had an effect on their descriptions, comments
and representations of language and such a change was caused by the Revolu-
tionary War and the War of 1812, which led to a “change of social and political
allegiance, through which the colonists began to consider themselves Americans
rather than Englishmen” (Cooley 1992: 180). In her view, a consequence of this
development was a “psycholinguistic, perceptual, change of the standard vari-
ety” during the latter part of the eighteenth century and the early part of the
nineteenth century, which is similar to Schneider’s postulated change from an
exonormative to an endonormative orientation. Her main argument is that the
recognition and acknowledgement of language diversity requires the existence of
a standard variety, marked by uniformity, against which the diverse sub-varieties
can be delimited (Cooley 1992: 180). She regards the appearance of literary di-
alect in the late 1780s as another indicator of an increasing recognition of an
American standard because only the existence of a standard would guarantee
the recognition of representations of forms differing from the standard. Overall,
her main argument is thus that historical evidence pointing to the uniformity as
well as to the diversity of language in the United States needs to be interpreted
by taking into account the beliefs of the commentators and writers, which are
in turn shaped by social and political changes. It is important to note, however,
that while Cooley (1992: 183) suspects that the growing recognition of a standard
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also influenced language use (even if unconsciously), she does not explore these
connections in more detail.

The question of the relation between literary dialect and the emergence of
an American standard is also addressed by Minnick (2010), who summarizes her
main claim as follows:

An American standard for English, then, emerges through the contrast to
it that the literary representations of vernacular speech provided, since
they are replete with information about what is not standard by their very
markedness. This contrast contributes to an image of invisibility for ‘stan-
dard American’, a prestige variety defined by no identifying characteristics
of its own but rather only by what it is not: regionally or socially or racially
marked. The ‘otherness’ of the vernacular-speaking characters of the local
color tradition, then, is part of an increasingly vivid background against
which an image of a ‘standard’ American English that otherwise has no
appreciable identity of its own is rendered visible. (Minnick 2010: 181)

Minnick bases her argument on the one hand on the works by Anne Newport
Royall, which were published early in the nineteenth century and in which she
represented the speech of provincial characters from rural New England and the
south, and on the other hand on writers in the Old Southwestern tradition, who
created the figure of the rugged uneducated frontiersman or backwoodsman. In-
terestingly, Minnick (2010: 178-179) finds a strong ambivalence here because this
figure and his speech are not only constructed as the “other” against which the
narrator’s speech is presented as standard, but the independence and the indi-
vidualism of the figure is also celebrated in these texts, so that it becomes “a
popular if stereotypical symbol for American national identity and particularly
for American masculinity”. This leads her to conclude that a positive evaluation
of a standard did not automatically coincide with a depreciation of vernacular
speech because these “varieties” could “index culturally popular values like mas-
culinity, independence, bravery, and physical strength” (Minnick 2010: 180-181)
as well. The situation is different for the third group of speakers whose speech is
constructed as the “other” in literary works: African Americans. Representations
of their speech functioned as implicit evidence of Black inferiority and there were
no positive social values connected to it, at least not in works written by white
authors. In general, Minnick’s analysis thus locates the emergence of an Amer-
ican standard in the nineteenth century and the emphasis on its construction
through contrasting it with “other” speech varieties in literary works clearly lo-
cates her work on a discursive level. Minnick’s study also provides an important
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contribution to the analysis of the discursive construction of American English
from a methodological point of view because she advocates the use of quantita-
tive corpus methods for analyzing literary dialect to avoid interpretations and
conclusions which are limited because they are only based on an impressionistic
analysis of the data.

A very detailed study on the standardization of American English which ana-
lyzes discourses on language in America from a sociolinguistic point of view is
Bonfiglio’s (2002) Race and the rise of standard American. His focus is on pronun-
ciation, and thus on the emergence of a standard American accent rather than
a standard variety comprising all linguistic levels, and he aims to show “why
and how [the] mid(western) accent rose to be perceived as the standard” (Bon-
figlio 2002: 1). The linguistic form that is central to his analysis and discussion
is the post-vocalic /r/: The two cultural centers of the country, New York and
Boston, were marked by the absence of post-vocalic /r/ and yet its presence be-
came a defining feature of the national standard, for which he uses the label
American network standard because it came to be used by broadcasting media.
To uncover reasons for this rather unusual development (in comparison to Eng-
land and other European countries, where the speech of the cultural centers be-
came the standard), Bonfiglio analyzes on the one hand a multitude of texts to
identify the linguistic ideologies of “influential figures in the United States” and
how they relate to ideologies of race and ethnicity. On the other hand, he also
investigates how the views expressed in these texts were perceived and received
by speakers that were heard by many people: popular actors, announcers and
politicians. One important result of his study relates to the time period during
which the standard became recognized: He regards the early twentieth century
as the crucial period and thus explicitly argues against Labov’s (2006: 225) specu-
lation that the shift in the prestige of /r/ occurred in the 1940s in connection with
changes resulting from World War II. He rules out an earlier starting point for
the emerging pronunciation standard because he regards the radio as crucial for
the transmission of knowledge of pronunciation: “In 1920, radio had not yet be-
gun its programmed broadcasting. Thus knowledge of pronunciation remained
largely local, and impressions of the speech of other regions was not gained di-
rectly but spread largely by word of mouth” (Bonfiglio 2002: 47). This affected
also the discourse on /r/:

[...] both the description and prescription of pronunciation of /r/ remained

largely local and tended to generalize based upon the regional custom un-
til the advent of regular radio broadcasts. Non-rhotic /r/ is observed and
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recommended on the east coast, while rhotic /r/ is preferred in the central
states. (Bonfiglio 2002: 54-55)

This view must be challenged based on the studies noting the enormous inter-
est in representations of dialect in the nineteenth century. Even though it is clear
that the impression of pronunciation gained through these representations is not
as direct as that which can be gained by listening to actual speech, it nevertheless
provides the readers with an idea of what people in other regions sounded like.
In the following analysis, I will also show that representations of non-rhoticity
(and, implicitly, also rhoticity) circulated in nationwide newspaper discourses es-
pecially in the last two decades of the nineteenth century, so that discourses on
/r/ do not seem to be as local as Bonfiglio suggests.

In addition to the advent of radio broadcasting, Bonfiglio identifies two other
reasons for (mid)western speech patterns, particularly rhoticity, to become the
standard accent in the early twentieth century. The first are “xenophobic and
anti-Semitic movements” (2002: 4) at that time. They built on an increasing con-
sciousness of race and ethnicity that Bonfiglio sees emerging in the postbellum
period and ultimately leading to a shift in prestige of eastern cities, especially of
New York City, from being positively viewed as cultural centers to being nega-
tively viewed as “contaminated” by poor immigrants. This shift in prestige also af-
fected the prestige of the eastern speech patterns, including non-rhoticity, which
became seen as racially different and as impure. This emphasis on race, which is
underlined by the title of his study, is explicitly directed against the view that the
emergence of an American pronunciation standard, or more specifically the shift
in prestige of post-vocalic /r/, is a result of differentiation from British English
speech — a view that he labels a “myth” (Bonfiglio 2002: 2).

Connected to this is the second reason, namely the construction of the (mid)
western region and their speech patterns as an ideal:

The (mid)western accent was constructed and desired by forces external
to the area itself that projected a preferred ethnicity upon that region and
defined it within a power dynamic of difference, i.e. it was precisely not the
speech of the ethnically contaminated areas of the northeast metropolis and
the south. (Bonfiglio 2002: 8)

His argument is thus that it was not the (mid)west per se that was attractive,
but it was the negative image of the south and the northeast that led to its positive
valorization — he speaks of “antigravitational forces” (2002: 72) here. Similarly,
this valorization was not pushed by the (mid)westerners themselves, but was
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the result of the cultural power exerted by the northeastern population (2002:
72). This is for example visible in “the decision of Harvard and other Ivy League
Universities to seek the sustenance of their proper ethnicity and culture in rural
western regions”, which indicates “the onset of a shift in the prestige discourse
of the educated man” (Bonfiglio 2002: 230). An important figure in this valoriza-
tion process is the “western hero as an instantiation of the proper American male”
whose “speech patterns came to function as metonymies of the condition of nos-
talgia, sentimentality, and tradition” (Bonfiglio 2002: 231). There are interesting
parallels to Minnick’s (2010) finding that there are positive evaluations of a simi-
lar type of masculinity, characterized by physical strength and toughness needed
for a life at the frontier, in the dialect representations in the literature of the Old
Southwestern tradition. She takes this as evidence that while the speech of these
figures was marked as non-standard, it was nevertheless not condemned but in-
dexed positive characteristics as well. This suggests that this positively evaluated
masculinity noted by Bonfiglio (2002) has its roots in the early nineteenth cen-
tury.

It is obvious that Bonfiglio’s analysis must also be located primarily on the
discursive level. His basic argument is “that folk linguistic beliefs determined
the national standard”, which is why he aims to “illuminate the larger cultural
factors that informed the folkish linguistic beliefs in question” (Bonfiglio 2002:
73). However, this argument shows that he also makes claims about changes
in language use - the standard is not only an idea, but a model that influences
people’s choice of linguistic forms. This is visible, for example, in the statement
that “Americans gravitated toward the pronunciation associated with a “purer”
region of the country, and they did so in a largely non-conscious manner” (Bon-
figlio 2002: 4). This implies that speakers aligned with a model of speech that
they evaluated positively, and that this alignment process was not the result of
a conscious effort. Similarly, the following statement illustrates his view that a
regional diffusion of a linguistic form resulting in a linguistic change in a region
is caused by non-linguistic factors: “The migration of the American continuant
postvocalic /r/ from the western states eastward, its supplanting of the dropped
postvocalic /r/ of the east coast, and its rise to standardization began in the twen-
ties and was precipitated by the axis of radio, anti-immigration, and westward
nostalgia” (Bonfiglio 2002: 60). Bonfiglio’s claims and arguments are thus rem-
iniscent of the claims underlying the theoretical framework of enregisterment
outlined in §2.2.1 and the model of social positioning developed by Spitzmiiller
(2015, 2016) (see Figure 2.4 in §2.2.2). It thus supports my position that an analy-
sis of the discursive construction of American English is an indispensable part of
studying the emergence of American English. His focus on a linguistic form, /r/,
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and its “culturally constructed value” (Bonfiglio 2002: 7) is also interesting from
the point of view of enregisterment. However, the strong focus on one form,
even if it has a “high cultural visibility” (Bonfiglio 2002: 6), is also problematic
as it does not reveal anything about its relation to other forms - if American En-
glish is investigated as a process of enregisterment, it is necessary to study how
sets of perceivable signs, linguistic forms and other non-linguistic signs, become
linked to social and cultural values and thus differentiable registers.

Bonfiglio’s major claims, namely that race played an important role in the stan-
dardization of American English and that language ideology, that is beliefs about
language, are central to the standardization process, are also shared by Milroy &
Milroy (2012). In their third edition of Authority in language, an often-cited work
on processes of language standardization and the role played by prescriptivism
in these processes, they conclude that

In the US, bitter divisions created by slavery and the Civil War shaped a
language ideology focused on racial discrimination rather than on the class
distinctions characteristic of an older monarchical society like Britain which
continue to shape language attitudes. Also salient in the US was perceived
pressure from large numbers of non-English speakers, from both long-estab-
lished communities (such as Spanish speakers in the South-West) and suc-
cessive waves of immigrants. This gave rise in the nineteenth and twentieth
centuries to policies and attitudes which promoted Anglo-conformity. (Mil-
roy & Milroy 2012: 160)

Even though they do not cite Bonfiglio’s (2002) study, their review of the lit-
erature thus confirms his emphasis on race in contrast to the emphasis on class
in Great Britain. However, concerning the periodization of the process of stan-
dardization in the United States, they regard a different period as particularly
important: “Heavy immigration to northern cities between 1880 and 1920 gave
rise to conflicts of dominance between immigrant groups and older élites, and to
labour conflicts which had the effect of crowding out democratic ideals of equal
rights in both north and south” (Milroy & Milroy 2012: 160). Especially the impor-
tance of radio broadcasting is thus not regarded as an important factor in their
analysis, which constitutes a major difference to Bonfiglio’s account. However,
it needs to be noted that Milroy & Milroy do not focus on pronunciation alone,
which makes radio broadcasting perhaps less important as a factor. On the other
hand, they do not analyze the standardization process by focusing on the linguis-
tic forms themselves - it is not clear which forms become standard and which
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do not, so that the reasoning about the causes for standardization remains on a
rather general and abstract level.

With regard to the importance of language ideologies, Milroy & Milroy (2012:
162) not only agree with Bonfiglio (2002), but they also link their findings on
standardization processes to the understanding of language ideologies proposed
by the linguistic anthropologists Woolard, Silverstein and Irvine and Gal. They
particularly point out that these beliefs have central social significance by recog-
nizing their essential function of helping language users “to make sense of the
socially structured language variability which they observe every day” (2012: 162)
and also, beyond the individual level, their role in “delimiting and defining salient
social groups and indeed whole nations” (2012: 163). It is precisely this delimita-
tion process that is at the heart of the theory of enregisterment and this study
seeks to identify not only which linguistic forms were constructed as ‘American’
but also which underlying ideologies made this construction possible.

The overview thus far shows that there is much interest in the history of Amer-
ican English which focuses on the discursive level, but the views with regard
to the crucial periods for the recognition of American English as a distinct or
standard variety vary and depend, at least to a great extent, on the material stud-
ied: publications by “experts” on language or other influential figures on the one
hand, and literary works, especially dialect literature, on the other hand. This
underlines the need for further studies investigating different materials — a need
which is met by this study, as it focuses on newspaper articles.

With regard to the structural level, i.e. the structural differentiation between
American English and British English as well as between distinct American va-
rieties, it needs to be noted that systematic and detailed studies on the histori-
cal development of linguistic forms in America are actually rather scarce. Mont-
gomery (2001: 152) notes for example that “[t]he field has many simplistic state-
ments and assumptions about what must have occurred in new-dialect formation
in the American colonies, rather than documentation of input varieties and the
extent to which these were maintained”. His article is mainly concerned with
summarizing what is known about British and Irish antecedents, but in doing
so he also offers theoretical and methodological insights. He criticizes for ex-
ample that some hypotheses which are not supported by enough linguistic evi-
dence have “achieved a life of their own” as “part of constructed American mem-
ory” (Montgomery 2001: 111). An example is the postulation of linguistic ties be-
tween Massachusetts, Virginia, or Appalachia with southeastern England, south-
ern or southwestern England, and Ulster respectively (Montgomery 2001: 109).
In his view, linguistic studies are required in which several types of evidence
are carefully analyzed and interpreted: This evidence should not only comprise
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secondary sources like popular observations by outsiders, commentary of gram-
marians and lexicographers and literary attestations but also primary sources
like poetic rhymes and original texts and manuscripts because the latter have a
higher value in reconstructing structural changes and differences than the for-
mer (Montgomery 2001: 97). An example for such a collection of original texts
providing insights into the variation present during the earliest phase of settle-
ment is the Early American Corpus containing texts from New England from
the 1620s to the 1720s, among others records of Salem witchcraft trials from 1692
(Kyto 2004). In a pilot study, Kyto (2004) finds that there is hardly any evidence
of grammatical and phonological forms that can be classified as dialect input, that
is as forms found in local vernacular British dialects. The few dialect forms that
do occur are found in speech-related records. The other forms reflect instead an
“early prestige language” that also has its origin in Britain and that was taken by
the settlers to America. The fact that these prestige forms constitute the major-
ity of forms in the corpus is explained by Kyto (2004: 151) by the educatedness
of most of the authors of the documents included in the corpus. In general, Kyto
does not expect “major differences from the language of the mother country”
and her analysis and interpretation rather supports the continuity between the
(socio-)linguistic variation present in the areas that the settlers originated from
and the variation present in the New England settlements.

The difficulty of determining the beginning of structural differentiation based
on primary sources can for example be illustrated by the discussion revolving
around the beginning of White Southern American English. Bailey’s (1997) arti-
cle addresses the question “When did Southern American English begin” by an-
alyzing several types of primary data, among them phonetic records of southern
speakers born in the nineteenth century from the Linguistic Atlas of the Middle
and South Atlantic States (LAMSAS) and the Linguistic Atlas of the Gulf States
(LAGS), as well as orthographic evidence from the Tennessee Civil War Veterans
Questionnaires (TCWVQ), a collection of documents written by white male Ten-
nessee speakers, most of whom were educated (Bailey 1997: 260). He focuses on
twelve phonological features and seven grammatical features, which he regards
as distinctively southern (he calls them “long-established stereotypes of SAE”,
1997: 258) and finds that only six phonological and four grammatical features
were clearly part of Southern American English by the middle of the nineteenth
century. The other six phonological and two grammatical features appeared or
were increasingly used in the nineteenth century, particularly in the last quar-
ter (in the period after 1875). He thus concludes that Southern American English
begins in the last quarter of the nineteenth-century and hypothesizes that dras-
tic social changes in the south during that time created a situation which was
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particularly conducive to the diffusion of linguistic changes (Bailey 1997: 271).
The most important changes were the increasing number of villages and towns
which became connected through railroad tracks and the increasing geographi-
cal mobility.

Bailey’s hypothesis was tested seventeen years later by Montgomery et al.
(2014), who published their results in an article entitled “When did Southern
American English really begin?” Between the two studies, new evidence had
been found based on which the Corpus of American Civil War letters was cre-
ated, which provided new primary evidence to shed light on the beginning of
Southern American English. Based on an analysis of the grammatical features
investigated by Bailey (1997), the authors find that “the crucial period for the de-
veloping distinctiveness of Southern American English must be pushed back at
least one generation”. They evaluate Bailey’s argument that the social changes in
the last quarter of the nineteenth century correlate with the beginning of South-
ern American English as not very convincing because based on research on the
history of the American South they assume that “other periods probably wit-
nessed substantial innovation and diffusion, too” (Montgomery et al. 2014: 334).
In support of their own argument, they stress instead that historians “have ar-
gued that by 1830 the South had become a self-conscious region increasingly at
odds with the nation at large”, which is why they ask the question of whether
“regional consciousness [could] have played a role in the formation of regional
standards of speech” (Montgomery et al. 2014: 345).

These two articles discussing the “beginnings” of White Southern American
English thus show that especially the scarcity or even absence of primary evi-
dence makes it difficult to reconstruct linguistic changes, especially on the phono-
logical level. Furthermore, differentiation may have proceeded differently on dif-
ferent levels of structure (phonology, grammar, lexicon), which makes the ques-
tion of when a variety becomes distinct difficult to answer. Montgomery et al.
(2014) test Bailey’s (1997) hypothesis only on the grammatical level, so that it
is not clear whether the earlier beginning that they postulate would also apply
to the phonological level. Quantitative statistical measurements, as proposed by
Pickl (2016), are difficult or impossible to apply given the amount of data that
is available for such analyses, but this only strengthens Montgomery’s (2001)
call for finding and analyzing more primary evidence. Lastly, their discussion of
extra-linguistic factors influencing structural differentiation shows how a case
can be made for both the late nineteenth century and the first half of the nine-
teenth century, which underlines the need for investigating this relationship in
more detail.
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This need has been acknowledged and addressed by Montgomery (2015). He
provides further support for locating the beginning of “distinct (type)s of English”
(2015: 99) in the South in the period between 1750 and 1850 by not only investi-
gating more primary evidence (letters and a testimony written by semiliterate
commoners), but also secondary evidence: 51 primary-level confederate school-
books. So despite his emphasis on investigating primary sources, Montgomery
suggests here (albeit tentatively) that “the development of distinctive Southern
English may have involved ideology leading to perception of the South as a dis-
tinct region perhaps as much as the reality of one” (2015: 99). His argument is
that those forms that were subject to comment in the textbooks must have been
salient in some way, and they must have existed since at least the 1840s. He
finds that most comments pertained to forms of pronunciation, and he values
this evidence not only as providing “glimpses of many features, some of which
(such as the drawl) come from a period earlier than previously documented” but
also as evidence of southerners’ awareness “of linguistic contact and competi-
tion [...] and [of] the new-dialect formation that was the result” (Montgomery
2015: 114). This study is valuable because it draws attention to the discourses sur-
rounding particular linguistic forms in the south, especially their evaluation as
correct or incorrect. It can thus be determined which linguistic forms played a
role in the discursive construction of southern American English. However, the
material can only function as a starting point for further investigations and his
article shows that there are still many open questions, for example relating to
the prestige (and distribution) of non-rhoticity (see §3.3.5 for a detailed discus-
sion of research on this form) and the relation between this early awareness of
southern forms and the “new, modern Southern identity” identified by Schneider
(2007: 299) which led to the recognition and increasing use of innovative features
which mark the present-day American south as a distinct dialect region.'®

The difficulties of investigating the emergence of new varieties on a purely
structural level also become visible in the case of African American English. In a
recent overview and discussion of research on “the origins and history of African
American Language”, Lanehart (2017) not only reviews several research positions
but also criticizes that research focuses too much on a set of salient linguistic
features and that several perspectives on the development of African American
Language “use these salient features for various purposes and sometimes in con-

8Schneider (2007) distinguishes between “traditional” and “new” southern features — the former
are associated with the rural pre-Civil War culture and the latter with the modern, urban
culture resulting from the social changes following the defeat in the Civil War. For southern
(linguistic) identity, the middle of the nineteenth century therefore marks a turning point.
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tradictory ways to support their argument” (2017: 86).)° She finally argues that
with regard to structural developments, “we simply do not have the artifacts and
hard evidence (recordings of nascent AAL) to make a definitive assessment about
the origins and history of AAL” (2017: 91). In her discussion, she also deals implic-
itly with the discursive construction of African American Language by focusing
on the contribution of linguistic research to this construction. She describes the
Deficit position in the nineteenth century, according to which Blacks are bio-
logically inferior to whites and thus not able to acquire English in the way that
whites do - this position continued to be supported throughout the twentieth
century. Lanehart argues that not only this position but also the following ones
(the two most prevalent ones being the Anglicist position, which claims that
African American English is based on British English varieties, and the Creolist
position, which purports that the language spoken by African Americans devel-
oped from an earlier creole) are influenced by the “ideological and epistemologi-
cal perspectives of their originators and supporters”, which shows that research
is influenced by social, political and cultural circumstances. Research discourse
also has an influence on the recognition and evaluation of African American En-
glish, but this influence also has its limits, as Lanehart points out: “[W]hen I tell
people outside of linguistics about AAL, they seem dumbfounded that anyone
would believe that AAL is not historically rooted to Africa since the people who
speak it are, hence the African Diaspora” (2017: 92). Her overview thus strength-
ens the view developed in §2.1.2 that investigations of structure are very often
influenced by discourse, and while it might not be possible to completely disen-
tangle structure and discourse in the investigation of language in general and of
the historical emergence of new varieties in particular, it is important to critically
reflect the ways in which one’s own investigation of structural developments is
shaped by the discursive construction of the variety in question.

Lanehart also addresses the issue of defining African American Language — an
issue that is also discussed by Mufwene (2001b) in much detail. Mufwene draws
the following conclusion:

So far, we have done poor jobs either in not reconciling some of our defini-
tions of AAE [African American English] with our analyses, in overempha-
sizing extreme differences and disregarding similarities with other English
vernaculars, or in proposing definitions that ignore the sentiments of native
speakers. We might even be better off not even trying to define AAE and

YLanehart prefers the label African American Language over African American English because
language is “less limiting” than English (2017: 86).
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just speaking of peculiarities observable among African Americans. There
is probably no way of defining AAFE - if a language variety can be defined
at all — that does not reflect a particular bias, and this problem is true of any
language variety in the world. (2001b: 37)

He suggests instead a vague characterization of African American English as
an ethnolect — as “English as it is spoken by or among African Americans” (2001b:
37). This puts emphasis on the speakers as a basis for defining the object of inves-
tigation — a perspective that is also adopted by Lanehart (2017). This reflects their
research position, namely the importance of viewing language not only as a set
of linguistic forms, but as more than that: “[L]anguage is more than the sum of
its parts or the handy grammar that we all like to turn to [...]. If language could
be learned from reading a grammar book, we could all be multilingual” (Lanehart
2017: 91). In addition to linguistic forms, aspects of perception and recognition
are thus crucial, as pointed out by Mufwene (2001b: 37):

I doubt that African Americans utilize just one rigid battery of structural
features to identify a person as speaking English in a manner that corre-
sponds to their own. For the purposes of group identity, I think that being
able to recognize speech as African American on the family resemblance
model, based on a disjunction of kinds of peculiarities, is more realistic than
doing so on the basis of whether its speaker has more or fewer specific non-
standard features.

To conclude this overview of the role of structure and discourse in prior re-
search on the emergence of American English and, related to it, other varieties
in North America, it can be stated that even though it was not possible to give
a complete overview here because of the large amount of literature on their his-
torical development, the question of when American English became a distinct
variety has been answered in different ways. As studies on the distribution and
change of linguistic features, especially those based on primary evidence like
original texts and manuscripts, are rather scarce, the “beginning” of American
English has usually been determined primarily on the discursive level, by identi-
fying the point in time that American English came to be recognized as distinct
from British English. While the Revolutionary War and the following indepen-
dence from Britain are usually seen as important events because they mark the
starting point of the American nation and are thus a prerequisite for the recog-
nition of a national variety, some have stressed that this recognition process
was completed by 1850, while others found the late nineteenth century or the
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early twentieth century to be crucial periods for the definition of an American
(standard) variety. Despite those differences, there is general agreement that the
recognition process not only proceeds through delimitation from British English,
but also through the recognition of American sub-varieties against which a uni-
form, national American variety is constructed. The linguistic differences related
to race and ethnicity have been identified as particularly important and also as
constituting a striking difference to standardization processes occurring in Eng-
land. Another difference between England and America that has motivated in-
vestigations is that in America it was not the speech of the political, cultural, and
economic centers in the northeast that became the standard, but the speech of the
rural (mid)west, while in England the London speech patterns came to be recog-
nized as the standard. Despite a focus on discourse, claims have been made about
its influence on language use - on the other hand, studies focusing on language
use also make claims about the correlation between the changes they observe
and social and cultural developments happening at the same time. Bonfiglio’s
(2002) study is special in this regard because he links discourses surrounding a
specific linguistic form, post-vocalic /r/, to what is known about changes in the
use of that form by American speakers. As post-vocalic /r/ is also one of the forms
investigated in this study, I will summarize the research findings on this partic-
ular form in more detail in §3.3.5. Finally, not only contemporary observers are
influenced by ideologies, resulting for example in different assessments of the
uniformity and diversity of American English, as shown by Cooley (1992), but
also linguists contributing to the current research debate, particularly (but def-
initely not restricted to) the investigation of African American English. In this
study, I will use enregisterment as a theoretical framework to contribute to the
question of how American English was constructed as a discursive variety — but
in contrast to prior studies, my analysis focuses on particular linguistic forms
and how the social and cultural meanings they acquired led to the recognition of
a set of forms as distinctly American. Rather than following the majority of stud-
ies investigating discourses on language shaped by language experts, influential
figures or authors of literary works, I will focus on newspaper articles because
they had a wide and varied readership and because newspapers contained sev-
eral different text types, for example editorials, news reports and advertisements
as well as anecdotes and humorous paragraphs intended to entertain the readers
(see §3.1 for more details).
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2.5 Conclusion

The theoretical framework developed in this chapter is intended to provide a
basis for gaining deeper insights into the role of social factors and identity in
the emergence on new varieties of English. I have demonstrated in §2.1 that this
point is one of the most contested issues in discussions about models that have
been proposed so far: Trudgill’s model of new-dialect formation, Schneider’s Dy-
namic Model and Kretzschmar’s model of the emergence of varieties in speech
as a complex system. I have shown that the arguments they present interact in
crucial ways with their definition of the emerging construct, the variety, and
that an investigation that aims to shed light on the role of social factors needs
to distinguish carefully between different types of varieties: structural varieties,
perceptual varieties and discursive varieties. This postulation of different types
of varieties does not imply that they are to be understood as existing indepen-
dently of each other — on the contrary, they are crucially connected. However,
it is the main argument of this study that in order to explore these connections,
they have to be investigated in their own right and this requires a sound theo-
retical and methodological framework that does justice to the different types of
varieties. As this study is primarily interested in the role of social factors, I pro-
posed to focus on the emergence of discursive varieties, and I demonstrated in
§2.2 that the theory of enregisterment provides a useful framework for this task
because it describes how speakers construct registers through engaging reflex-
ively with linguistic forms (and other perceivable signs) and evaluating these lin-
guistic forms in different ways. Linguistic forms thus become indexically linked
to different social values and social personae, and the more frequently reflex-
ive activities occur, the more salient these indexical links become and the more
speakers are likely to recognize these links and contribute to their persistence or
to their change through their own reflexive activities. It is through this process
that registers are constructed — discursive varieties which can be understood as
cultural models of action consisting of a set of linguistic and non-linguistic forms
which are recognized as distinct from other sets of forms by a group of speakers.

As shown in §2.2.2, the theory of enregisterment and indexicality has already
been fruitfully applied in sociolinguistic research, but especially the distinction
between the concepts of register and style as well as the role of awareness in
the creation and recognition of indexical links and registers deserves closer at-
tention. I have argued here that it makes sense to distinguish style, enregistered
style and register: Whereas the first two concepts are located on the level of
language use, the third concept operates on a more abstract level because it is
essentially a model of speech (and action in general) that cannot be identified
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by investigating speakers’ use of linguistic variants but only by investigating
their reflexive activities, in other words their typifications of linguistic forms in
metadiscursive practice. In line with Agha’s theory of enregisterment, sociolin-
guists and linguistic anthropologists have suggested to understand identity as
being produced through social practice — practices in which speakers position
themselves and others socially. How registers affect this process of social posi-
tioning is explained and modeled by Spitzmiiller (2013, 2015, 2016).

With regard to the perceptual variety and its relation to enregisterment, I
demonstrated in §2.2.3 that studies in perceptual dialectology have also drawn
on the concept of enregisterment. I have suggested that theories and methods
of perceptual dialectology can mainly be used to add a cognitive perspective to
the question of how linguistic forms become enregistered. They cannot be used,
however, to study enregisterment in a historical context, which is why they do
not play a role in the present study. In contrast to that, the new field of discourse
linguistics can contribute to the study of enregisterment and thus to the study of
the construction of discursive varieties in crucial ways. This can be done first of
all by understanding this construction process as the result of discursive action,
that is, of linguistic action that constitutes knowledge. Secondly, the method-
ological framework DIMLAN that takes into account the intratextual layer, the
transtextual layer and the agent layer, which functions as a filter between the
intra- and the transtextual layers, provides a reference point for developing a
methodological approach for the systematic study of discursive activities that
bring about socially shared knowledge about language in the form of cultural
models of action and thus of registers.

The model presented in §2.3 visualizes the enregisterment process and thus
the relation between the structural level and the discursive level that have been
distinguished in the Dynamic Model. As it is the central aim of the next chap-
ters to apply this model to the investigation of the enregisterment of American
English, T have presented an overview of previous research that has described (as-
pects of) the development of American English and addressed the question of the
“beginning” of this variety. I demonstrated that this question has been answered
in very different ways and, more often than not, based on data that belongs to
the discursive level. The recognition of American English as a new variety was
foregrounded, whereas the structural differentiation was much less studied. But
even in studies that can be located on the discursive level, not much attention
has been given to the specific linguistic forms that the recognition of the new va-
riety was based on. Furthermore, it has not been sufficiently investigated which
speakers actually recognized linguistic forms as distinct and when and where
these processes of recognition could be observed. This underlines the need for
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2.5 Conclusion

a study that aims to investigate the emergence of a discursive American variety
systematically and empirically. However, I have also outlined important sugges-
tions by Cooley (1992) and Minnick (2010) concerning the manner in which the
recognition of a standard American variety proceeded. That these processes can
also be identified in the following study of enregisterment in nineteenth-century
America will be shown in the remaining chapters of this book.
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3 Tracing enregisterment processes of
American English: aims and
methodology

This chapter describes the methodology used for the present study of enregis-
terment processes of American English in the nineteenth century. It begins by
justifying the focus of the study on one type of material, newspaper articles, and
continues by describing the databases and method of data collection and analysis.
Section 3.3 provides an overview of prior research on the phonological variables
which are the focus of this study, followed by an overview of what is known
about the historical development of the lexical forms investigated in this study
in §3.4. Based on this, Section 3.5 develops the specific research questions of the
present study.

3.1 Newspapers as a source for enregisterment processes

Prior studies on enregisterment have focused on a variety of material (see the
overview in §2.2.2). Many studies have not just analyzed one type of material,
but several; by doing so, they not only do justice to Agha’s observation that
different genres have a different circulation and therefore contribute in differ-
ent ways to the creation of speech chain linkages (2003: 259) but also to the
discourse-linguistic call for taking into account a multiplicity of texts, produced
by different actors and occurring in different media (Spitzmiiller & Warnke 2011:
187-188). Using only newspaper articles for studying enregisterment therefore
seems like a restriction which limits the amount of insight that can be gained.
While this is of course true to some extent, there is, however, also an advantage
to such a restriction: The procedure adopted here allows for a comprehensive
and extensive analysis of one genre by including larger quantities of texts. So far,
the only studies which included newspaper articles in their analysis analyzed a
small number (20 articles by Johnstone et al. 2006 and a similar number of ar-
ticles by Remlinger 2009), whereas the present study is based on close to 1,200
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articles. The availability of large electronic databases comprising close to 78 mil-
lion newspaper articles published in the nineteenth century allows for systematic
and focused searches and combinations of quantitative and qualitative analyses
of the data. For example, the large number of articles makes it possible to ana-
lyze the development of speech chain linkages both temporally and regionally
and these insights provide important contextual information for analyzing the
evaluation of speech forms based on a detailed qualitative analysis of a smaller
number of articles.

The large number of newspaper articles, collected in archives and made elec-
tronically accessible in databases (see §3.2), has further advantages for study-
ing enregisterment processes. Agha (2003) describes the genre of penny week-
lies, popular periodicals which reached a wide readership because of their low
price, and argues that they were largely responsible for the expansion of metadis-
courses on accent in England due to their large circulation. They did not form
an independent speech chain structure but were closely linked to other texts be-
cause writers publishing texts in penny weeklies drew on a variety of sources and
genres with a lower circulation (prescriptivist works, popular handbooks as well
as novels and literary work). I argue that newspaper articles in the United States
of the nineteenth century came to fulfill the same important function: They en-
larged the social domains of registers by acquainting a large number of people
with their linguistic forms and indexical values. Evidence for this claim is pro-
vided by historical research on the development of the number of newspapers
and their circulation. By 1800, there were already 234 newspapers, most of them
weeklies, which together had a circulation 0f 145,000 copies (Copeland 2002: 149).
Huntzicker (1998: 453) estimates that at the beginning of the nineteenth century
the readership of each newspaper ranged from at least a few hundred to one thou-
sand people. In the first quarter of the nineteenth century, the number of news-
papers increased from about four hundred in 1810 to more than eight hundred
in 1825, which “made the United States by far the greatest newspaper country in
the world” (Nord 2001: 88) at that time. But it was essentially the 1830s in which
major changes in the newspaper business started to occur. Not only did the num-
ber of newspapers continue to increase to more than 2,300 in 1900 (Huntzicker
1998: 453), but they were increasingly published daily, printed in larger quanti-
ties and, in addition to subscriptions, sold as single copies on the streets for a
low price (sometimes for just one cent, leading to the term penny press). While
some newspapers still reached only a few hundred people in 1900, other newspa-
pers (especially those published in big cities) reached more than 100,000 readers
(Huntzicker 1998: 453). This development would not have been possible with-
out technological advances. Particularly important were the steam press, which
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was first used by The Times in London in 1814 and which accelerated the speed
of printing, so that the output, the number of copies, could be increased greatly,
and the steam railways, which made it possible for papers to be distributed across
much wider geographical regions (Barker & Burrows 2002: 6). But it was not only
the case that eastern papers could increase their distribution to new western ter-
ritories. Settlers moving westwards usually took newspapers with them because,
as Cloud (1998: 232) points out, “having a local newspaper represented stability
and legitimacy”. The so-called frontier press had of course more functions than
this rather symbolic one: Next to several political and economic functions, it also
provided information and reading material in regions characterized by a high lit-
eracy rate but also by a lack of books and libraries (Cloud 1998: 232). In addition,
western newspapers often assumed the role of “town boosters” (Cloud 1998: 232):
They promoted their communities to outsiders with the aim of getting their arti-
cles published in eastern newspapers and to attract the interest of potential new
settlers. In the far west of the country, the number of newspapers therefore in-
creased greatly especially in the second half of the nineteenth century. Cloud
(1998: 233) notes that there were 11 newspapers in the 11 western states and ter-
ritories in 1850, and more than 1,000 by 1890. Not just in the West, but in the
whole country it was especially in the last two decades of the nineteenth cen-
tury that the number and circulation of newspapers rose extraordinarily. Nord
(2001: 228) regards this period as “the genesis of the modern mass-circulation
newspapers in America” because the number of newspapers increased by 78 per-
cent in the 1880s and “the circulation of all dailies jumped 135 percent, from 3.6 to
8.4 million per day”. In addition, he points out that the beginning of the “modern,
mass-circulation national magazine” can be found in that period as well (Nord
2001: 228), which is important because magazine articles were often reprinted in
newspapers.

While the large number of newspapers, their wide circulation and their pres-
ence in even remote regions of the country are certainly indicative of a large
social domain, it could be argued that the domain of newspaper readers is never-
theless restricted to particular social groups. Unfortunately, not much is known
about the readership of newspapers. Nord (2001: 225) points out that “[n]early
all of the research in the history of newspapers and magazines and much of the
research in the history of the popular book has centered on the production, not
the consumption, of reading materials”. However, one possibility to find out more
about newspaper consumption is used in Nord’s (2001) study: He analyzes a sta-
tistical survey of the family cost-of-living budget, which includes the amount of
money spent on books and newspapers.! The survey was conducted by the Bu-

'Expenditures on books and newspapers are not distinguished in the survey, but the assumption
is that if people spent money on books, they would also spend money on newspapers.
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reau of Labor Statistics headed by Carroll D. Wright from 1890-1891, and Nord
(2001) extracted a random sample of one hundred working-class families in the
cotton textile industry from the 1891 report to find out to what extent they spent
money on newspapers and how this amount was affected by income, region, na-
tionality and type of community.? His findings show that working-class families
did indeed spend money on newspapers and books, but not all to the same de-
gree. One factor influencing the reading expenditures was the degree to which
the family’s income depended on children. The more children contributed to the
family’s income, the less the family spent on reading materials. Region was an
influential factor as well: Southern families spent much less on newspapers and
books than northern families, even if the factor of the children’s contribution to
the family income was controlled for. Nationality, that is, the difference between
native-born workers and immigrants, played a role in the North, where native-
born Americans spent more on reading materials, even though they earned less
money on average than immigrant working-class families.> With regard to the
last factor, community, Nord (2001: 239) distinguishes between “traditional inter-
personal communities” (Gemeinschaft, in Ferdinand Tonnies’s terms) and “mod-
ern contractual society” (Gesellschaft) and finds that reading as an activity is
rather associated with the latter (Nord 2001: 240). This finding leads him to con-
clude that “[t]hough reading was a common activity for all groups in my sample
of working-class families, the more avid readers seem to have been more at home
with the institutions of the modern industrial society” (Nord 2001: 240) and the
less avid readers, especially southerners and a particular immigrant group in the
North, French Canadians, were more committed to the institutions of the Gemein-
schaft, such as family and church. Even though Nord’s (2001) study is restricted
to working-class families in the late nineteenth century, it provides a very de-
tailed insight into the factors that influenced whether people read newspapers
or not and it can be assumed that they also played some role in the rest of the
nineteenth-century.

With regard to the early nineteenth century, historians also assume that the
readership of newspapers was already quite large and varied. Copeland (2002:
141) investigates the role of the press in the creation of an American public sphere
in the period from 1750 to 1820 and finds that

The sample focuses on one industry, the cotton textile industry, because “it was the only in-
dustry well represented across regions and ethnic groups” (Nord 2001: 229). The working-class
families come from six states in three regions where this industry was thriving: New England
(Massachusetts and New Hampshire), the mid-Atlantic region (New York and Pennsylvania)
and the South (Georgia and South Carolina).

*In the South, all families of the sample were native-born Americans so that an influence of
nationality could not be observed here.
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[t]he prominence of newspapers and other forms of print reflected both the
breadth of popular involvement in public debate and the widespread use of
the press to facilitate and promote this process. But it was not just the back-
country farmer, middle-class merchant or elite, educated planters, lawyers
and politicians who had access to, and used the public forum afforded by,
the press. High literacy rates in America, which exceeded 90 per cent in
some regions by 1800, meant that even the poor were more often literate
than not, and ensured that access to the public sphere was restricted nei-
ther by gender nor by race.

However, as already indicated by Nord’s (2001) study, it is clear that even
though access to newspapers was not restricted per se, there were neverthe-
less huge differences between social groups and between regions. In addition to
the factors analyzed by Nord (2001), the difference between whites and African
Americans needs to be considered as well. In an overview of the historical de-
velopment of literacy in the United States, Pawley (2010: 49) states that “[w]hile
for most white Americans the nineteenth century saw an expansion of reading
opportunities, for African Americans the picture was more somber”. This was
especially true in the South. Even though some slaves were taught how to read
or taught themselves, literate slaves were also feared and seen as rebellious and
dangerous. Following South Carolina 1740 and Georgia 1755, several slave states
passed anti-literacy laws in the first half of the nineteenth century to make lit-
eracy learning among African Americans illegal. It is therefore not surprising
that the first African American newspaper, Freedom’s Journal, was founded in
the North, in New York City, in 1827, and that it was aimed at “a small commu-
nity of free African Americans who lived mostly in northern cities” (Amana 1998:
26). However, after the Civil War, the situation changed. Amana (1998: 26) states
that roughly 4 million African Americans were freed and formed new communi-
ties that were in need of newspapers. After the end of the Reconstruction period,
many African Americans left the South and migrated to the North and the West.
The increasing demand for newspapers by an increasingly literate African Amer-
ican readership led to the rise of African American newspapers from 40 papers
in the pre-Civil War period to almost 200 papers at the end of the nineteenth cen-
tury (Amana 1998: 26). This shows that the social domain of newspaper readers
increasingly included African Americans as well.

Databases consisting of a large collection of newspapers are therefore a good
source for studying enregisterment processes with a potentially large social do-
main. But for the analysis it is not only important to ask who the readers were

115



3 Tracing enregisterment processes of American English

but also who was involved in the production and publishing of articles. Dicken-
Garcia (1998) states that modern journalistic practices developed in the nine-
teenth century. While newspapers in the eighteenth century were often pro-
duced by a printer and an assistant only, the nineteenth-century production pro-
cess involved editors and reporters. The development of the mass press in the
1830s led to an increasing demand for nonpolitical news and changed the way
that news were gathered. Before the 1830s, it was common to take articles from
other papers, print word-of-mouth reports and notes of congressional sessions.
While this practice continued, it then became the task of reporters to identify
news stories that could be of interest to readers, to travel to the places where
the stories were taking or had already taken place, to gather information about
them and to construct an account for the public (Dicken-Garcia 1998: 585). Eye-
witness reporting and correspondent reporting also became important. Essays
which expressed the printer’s (political) opinion and which had dominated news-
papers before the nineteenth century became separated from news sections and
were labeled editorials. So in general, reporters wrote most of the news articles,
but ultimately the editors and owners of the papers were the ones who decided
which articles to print. While most owners, editors and reporters were white and
male, there were also approximately 300 female reporters by the 1880s and the
growing number of African American papers also suggests that African Amer-
icans increasingly became actors in newspaper discourses as well. In addition
to news articles, there were other text types which appeared in newspapers and
were produced by other actors. Literary texts, such as poems or longer novels,
were often printed in newspapers (novels were printed serially), company own-
ers could publish advertisements, and readers themselves had the chance to write
letters to the editor, which could potentially be printed as well. During the Civil
War era the column developed as “an article of moderate length that appears on
a regular schedule under the byline of its author” (Riley 1998: 438). The goal of
a column was to be interesting and, according to Riley (1998: 439), the earliest
columnists were women because owners hoped to attract a wider female read-
ership. There were also many male columnists; literary authors and humorists
started to contribute articles on a regular basis (Riley 1998: 439). Beginning in
the 1850s, techniques to print illustrations were taken over from England and
improved, so that artists became another group of actors that contributed to
newspapers (Everett 1998: 267). Not only were there specialized illustrated news-
papers like Frank Leslie’s Illustrated Newspaper and Harper’s Weekly, founded
in 1855 and 1857 in New York City, but illustrations appeared more and more
frequently in other newspapers as well, often as reprints of those appearing in il-
lustrated newspapers and magazines. Illustrations, columns and humorous short
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texts, which were often published in rubrics called for example “Multiple News
Items”, reflect the development that newspapers increasingly “turned into cheap
consumer products to be sold for profit” since the 1830s and that this new penny
press’ idea of reporting the news was “to tell interesting stories of occurrences”
(Nord 2001: 104). It is therefore important to consider that one important aim of
the owners was to sell newspapers and to publish articles that promised to be
attractive to a large audience.

As shown above, the variety of actors producing and publishing texts went
hand in hand with the variety of text types that appeared in newspapers, which
makes them a multi-faceted resource for studying enregisterment. Newspaper
articles did not only potentially increase the social domain of a register, but
they also contributed to the creation and development of the social range of val-
ues through the diversity of text types. Newspaper articles were, to use Agha’s
words, “linked to earlier genres by a speech chain structure” (2003: 259). Many
oral and written texts which were produced outside of newspapers, like prescrip-
tivist texts, fictional and non-fictional books, political speeches, plays and other
performances, conversations on the street and many others, were discussed in
newspaper articles, which made these texts not only known to a large number
of people, but also provided them with an interpretation and evaluation of these
texts. Consequently, studying newspaper articles can potentially also provide in-
sights into how other genres and texts contributed to enregisterment processes.
In §3.2, I will give an overview of the databases used for the study and the meth-
ods of data collection and analysis.

3.2 Databases, data collection and method of analysis

As pointed out in Chapter 2, an important goal in any study of enregisterment
is the identification of metapragmatic stereotypes, that is “social regularities of
metapragmatic typifications [which] can be observed and documented as data”
(Agha 2007: 154). Agha observes that

[t]he fact that metapragmatic stereotypes are expressible in publicly per-
ceivable signs is not just a matter of convenience to the analyst interested
in identifying and studying registers. It is a necessary condition on the social
existence of registers. (2007: 154)

The analyst must therefore develop a way to obtain data points which provide
evidence for metapragmatic stereotypes and for reasons pointed out in §2.2.4,
I adopt a discourse-linguistic approach to achieve this. With reference to the
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possibilities summarized in Table 2.6, I outline my approach to data collection
and analysis in this section.

First of all, I define the objects of the study as discourses on language in
nineteenth-century America which are observable through statements in news-
paper articles published in the United States. These articles are products of ac-
tion and constitute a series of discursive events which then constitute larger dis-
courses on language. As illustrated in Figure 3.1, the objects of study are therefore
located at the intersection of discourses appearing in newspaper articles and dis-
courses on language in general. The initial access to discourses on language is
consequently deductive, but to avoid the circularity that often comes with such
an approach (studying discourses on language implies that such discourses exist
in the first place), I complement this approach by an inductive one by focusing
on linguistic variables which I identified through an analysis of statements and
not based on prior knowledge about differences between British and American
English (see §3.3 and §3.4 for details). The focus on linguistic forms is very useful
in a study on enregisterment because it is essentially the recurrent evaluation of
linguistic forms which is at the heart of the construction of a discursive variety
and because the forms provide transtextual links between a set of statements and
texts.

discourse
statement

Figure 3.1: Objects of study

Secondly, the concrete methods of data collection follow from this definition of
the objects of study. As a basis for the study, I use two large databases which con-
tain close to 78 million newspaper articles published in nineteenth-century Amer-
ica: America’s Historical Newspapers (AHN, ~60 million articles) and Nineteenth-
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Century U.S. Newspapers (NCNP, ~18 million articles).* The exact number of news-
papers, issues and articles in the two databases is listed in Table 3.1.5

Table 3.1: Number of newspapers, issues and articles in each database.

AHN NCNP Both databases
Newspapers 835 406 1,241
Issues 642,573 308195 950,768
Articles 60,788,035 17,943,236 78,731,271

While these collections constitute a corpus of newspaper articles, they can-
not be regarded as representative because providing a representative sample of
newspaper articles was not the goal of the compilers of the database. The group
of experts responsible for choosing the newspapers (five journalism historians
for the NCNP and eleven scholars and experts in various fields, mainly histori-
ans and librarians, for the AHN) rather aimed at including as many aspects as
possible. The company Gale advertises its NCNP database as providing “an as-
it-happened window on events, culture and daily life in 19th-century America”
and states that it features

publications of all kinds, from the political party newspapers at the begin-
ning of the nineteenth century to the mammoth dailies that shaped the na-
tion at the century’s end. Every aspect of society and every region of the
nation is found in the archive - rural and urban, large cities and small towns,
coast to coast, etc. Includes major newspapers as well as those published by
African Americans, Native Americans, women’s rights groups, labor groups,
the Confederacy, and other groups and interests. (Gale 2018)

Similarly, the flyers advertising the AHN database emphasize the “unparalleled
breadth and depth” of the collection (Readex, Early American Newspapers, series

“The database Nineteenth-Century U.S. Newspapers is a product of Gale, a Cengage Company,
and is only available for purchase by institutions. The database America’s Historical Newspa-
pers was created by Readex, a division of NewsBank, and can also only be accessed through a
subscription (usually via libraries or institutions).

>The AHN database includes articles from 1690 to 1922, but the present study only includes
articles from 1800-1899. There is a small number of newspapers which are included in both
databases. It was not possible to determine the exact number of articles which appeared in
both databases, but compared to the overall size of the databases, I estimate that the number
is so small that it will not skew the results.
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1) and the focus on the “record of daily life in hundreds of diverse American com-
munities”, so generally including “local and national perspectives” (Readex, Early
American Newspapers). Figure 3.2 and Figure 3.3 show the temporal and the re-
gional distribution of articles.® Especially the temporal distribution illustrates
that the sample is not representative of the development sketched in §3.1. While
the NCNP database shows an expected increase of articles over time, the AHN
database includes an unexpectedly large number of articles from the first two
decades. With regard to the regional distribution, the NCNP database seems more
balanced (if also not representative). The AHN database clearly has a stronger fo-
cus on the northeast. Nevertheless, it is important to note that if both databases
are combined, newspapers from every region of the United States are included.’
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Figure 3.2: Number of newspaper articles per decade in the databases
AHN and NCNP and in both databases

$The maps showing regional distributions of articles were created using the R packages maps
(Becker et al. 2016) and ggplot2 (Wickham 2009) as well as an R script developed by DeSante
& Sparks (2012).

"For technical reasons, Alaska and Hawaii are not depicted on the maps. Alaska is the territory
with the lowest number of articles in the database (2,539 articles, compared to 13,111,797 arti-
cles from Massachusetts, the state with the highest number of articles). 62,574 articles were
published in Hawaii, which makes the state number 46 on the frequency list (see Appendix). In
addition to the 48 states depicted on the map and Alaska and Hawaii, the District of Columbia
is listed separately in the newspaper databases. It is much higher in the frequency list (number
12), with 1,940,043 articles published in the two databases. As Hawaii, Alaska and the District
of Columbia are not found on the maps, I will list the number of articles underneath the maps
which show the results of my searches.
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Number of articles in AHN + NCNP

Number of articles in AHN Number of articles in NCNP

Number of articles in mil

Figure 3.3: Number of newspaper articles per state in AHN and NCNP
and both databases

The advantage of having such a large corpus is that it not only increases the
likelihood of finding articles containing statements relating to language, but that
it also minimizes the possibility that only a very specific point of view is taken
into account. Furthermore, it is not only possible to say when and where state-
ments occurred, but also when and where they did not occur. So in order to
obtain statements I collected articles containing the phrase American language
to identify linguistic forms which were associated with this label. This thematic
approach served as a basis for a systematic collection of data, which involved
a strong focus on these linguistic forms. I used one or a combination of search
terms which represent the linguistic form in question by using a different spelling
(for example hinglish ‘English’ representing /h/-dropping and -insertion) and
searched all articles in the corpus which contained the search terms (see §3.3.1
for more details on pronunciation respellings and their methodological value).®

¥The articles have been digitized from microfilm using Optical Character Recognition (OCR)
technology. According to the information provided by the compilers of the AHN database,
newspapers are particularly difficult to digitize because of the wide variety of fonts, formats
and other elements and because of the fact that the paper and/or the ink have often deteriorated
over time. Consequently, sometimes articles containing words with a similar shape appear in
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As the linguistic forms and the search terms guiding the data collection were not
pre-defined but the result of an initial data analysis, this approach is not only
corpus-based but also corpus-driven. The case studies which involve the analy-
sis of the collected articles containing the search term(s) form the backbone of the
study on which the identification and description of discourses on language and
therefore the enregisterment of an American variety rests. It is therefore obvious
that a diachronic approach is used because the question of when enregisterment
processes can be observed and how they developed in the nineteenth century is
a key question of the present study. The key components of data collection are
illustrated in Figure 3.4.

Thirdly, when it comes to actual procedure, the emphasis is clearly on a fo-
cused analysis of articles containing the search term(s). Focusing the discourse
analysis on the datasets (each dataset consisting of all articles containing a spe-
cific (combination of) search term(s)) makes it possible to systematically ana-
lyze discursive structures, including regional distributions and temporal devel-
opments. While this approach puts an emphasis on the transtextual layer, the
intratextual layer is not neglected. Qualitative analyses of individual articles fol-
low a heuristic procedure in order to find out how the linguistic forms are eval-
uated, which strategies are employed in this evaluation process and how these
evaluations contribute to the emergence of an American register. This heuristic
analysis forms the basis for further focused and quantitative procedures because
it is then possible to find out how many articles employ the same evaluation
and/or the same strategy. Due to the fact that this project is conducted by an
individual and not the result of a collaborative research project, the restriction
to case studies involving seven linguistic forms was necessary. Nevertheless, I
included some additional analyses to assess the reliability of the results, e.g. by
comparing the results in the two databases to each other in order to ensure that
they are not an artefact of the database used, and by adding datasets based on
different search terms representing the same variable to ensure that it is indeed
the phonological form and not the lexical item which is subject to evaluation in
the article.

Before stating my precise research questions in §3.5, I will describe the linguis-
tic variables which are at the center of the case studies and provide an overview of
prior research on these variables in §3.3 and §3.4. In these sections, I also explain
which search terms I used for collecting each dataset and justify that choice.

the list of results and have to be excluded manually. More importantly, it is possible that the
computer did not find all of the articles containing the search term(s) in the database. It should
also be noted that I included results in the dataset in which the search term appeared as part
of a compound, e.g. in Hinglishman.
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All nineteenth-century U.S. newspaper articles

Corpus:
Nineteenth-century U.S. newspaper articles collected in the
databases AHN and NCNP (~78 mil)

D Dataset: Dataset

Nineteenth-century U.S.

newspaper articles Dataset
containing one or more
specific search terms
Dataset representing a linguistic
form

Dataset

Figure 3.4: Key components of data collection

3.3 Phonological forms and their written representations

3.3.1 Pronunciation respellings and their methodological value

Finding instances of phonological forms which are part of enregisterment pro-
cesses in the nineteenth century is of course difficult because no primary spoken
data is available which could provide a record of the exact phonological forms.
Historical linguists often rely on spelling to study phonological variation and
change (see for example the contributions in Hickey 2010), but in nineteenth-
century newspaper articles the spelling is already standardized to a high de-
gree. However, there is an exception: spellings which explicitly draw attention
to phonological variants and signal a differential pronunciation. Picone (2016)
labels them “pronunciation respellings” and emphasizes the importance of dis-
tinguishing them from eye dialect, a term which also denotes a non-standard
spelling, but without a corresponding difference in pronunciation. For example,
if was is spelled <wuz>, both spellings, <was> and <wuz>, represent the same
phonological form [waz] (the weak form of [wa:z]), which makes <wuz> a case
of eye dialect. But if that is spelled <dat>, it signals a phonological form ([deet])
which is different to the one indicated by <that> ([dzt]), which makes <dat> a
pronunciation respelling signaling TH-stopping.

These pronunciation respellings are a valuable source for enregisterment pro-
cesses because they provide a clue as to which phonological form is evaluated
and therefore part of the register’s repertoire. This view is shared by Honey-
bone & Watson (2013: 335), who investigated pronunciation respellings of Liver-
pool accent features in humorous dialect literature to assess their sociolinguistic
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salience and who suggest that especially those phonological features which they
have identified as being salient are likely to be enregistered for Liverpool English.
In general, pronunciation respellings could be subsumed under the category lit-
erary representations in Agha’s (2007) classification of typifications of language
use (see Table 2.2 in §2.2.1) even though they do not only appear in literary texts,
but also in other text genres, as I will show below. It is typical of this category
that even though the phonological forms are explicitly indicated, the evaluations
can be very implicit. If they are used in a literary text, for example in the repre-
sentation of the speech of a character, the form is linked to the social attributes
of the character, his or her social relation to other characters and his or her so-
cial behavior. These attributes and social relations and their links to language
are rarely explicitly described but have to be inferred by the reader. However,
explicit evaluations of linguistic forms are also a possibility, for example in edi-
torials containing discussions of language and using such respellings as examples
which are supposed to illustrate the pronunciation of the variant. The advantage
of using pronunciation respellings is that a search can be conducted which in-
cludes all instances of a particular spelling in a corpus. For example, searching
the databases for dawnce yields all newspaper articles containing this particular
form, which makes it possible to identify exhaustively all social values which
become indexically linked to it and also to get an overview of when and where
they occurred. Due to the fact that pronunciation respellings are by far not as
frequent as the same words spelled the regular way, the datasets were also of a
manageable size — large enough for quantitative analyses, but small enough for
reading every article for qualitative analyses. An analysis of such a set of arti-
cles is then comparable to the dataset obtained by a different search term, which
makes it possible to find out whether forms are evaluated similarly or differently
and therefore belong to the same or a different register.

However, there is also a possible disadvantage to using pronunciation respell-
ings to study the enregisterment of phonological forms. The problem is that re-
spellings rely on already established norms of spelling so that, as Agha (2007: 197)
points out, “the reader can only construe defective spelling as an implicit com-
ment on defects of pronunciation”. Similarly Jaffe & Walton (2000: 582) write
that

Our research suggests that it is almost impossible to avoid stigma in the non-
standard orthographic representation of others’ low-status speech varieties.
Light orthography cues voice, but it does so by using stereotyped forms
whose meanings are inescapably linked to their use in texts whose aim is to
denigrate the speakers being represented. Heavy orthographies require too
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much investment and decoding to allow voice to come through; few readers
are able or prepared to sustain the work of attending closely to spelling as
a vehicle for voice.

This implies that the means of representing the phonological forms already
bring about a negative social evaluation, signaling a deviation from a norm, de-
fectiveness and incorrectness. In my view, however, even though a negative in-
terpretation of pronunciation respellings is certainly likely, the possibility of a
positive interpretation is not ruled out. For example, if the form is innovative or
at least has not long been an object of metadiscursive activity, the writer could
use the respelling primarily to illustrate the form. Since spelling is a way of ren-
dering abstract descriptions of phonology more vivid and illustrative, and as it
is also the best way of representing phonological changes if the genre is written
and does not allow for long descriptions (e.g. dramatic texts consisting mostly
of dialogue), there is often no alternative for indicating a particular phonologi-
cal form, even in cases where the evaluation of the form is positive. Moreover,
if a new standard register is in the process of being constructed, a deviation,
which is normally seen as defective, has at least the potential to be reinterpreted
as positive and as an index of a newly emerging norm. Lastly, even if the eval-
uation of the form is indeed negative, it still constitutes evidence for positive
indexical values linked to the alternative phonological form and contributes to
the strengthening of the standard register as well as to the clarification of the
repertoire and the social range of that register. In any case, it is important to
look closely at the context in which the respelling occurs. As the citation by Jaffe
& Walton (2000) shows, it makes a difference whether there is only one or few re-
spellings or whether there are so many respellings (possibly also in combination
with eye dialect) that the text becomes difficult to read and that the voice that
is being represented is actually almost silenced in the process. In the analysis, it
is therefore important to determine how many other respellings accompany the
one that serves as the basis for the collection of the dataset, which ones are par-
ticularly salient (through their sheer frequency or due to their foregrounding by
other means), which phonological forms these salient respellings represent and
whether they are constructed as belonging to the same or a different register.

In the following sections, I will describe the phonological forms and the respec-
tive search terms used for the present study and give reasons for the choice of
these forms. I will also provide a brief summary of prior research on the histori-
cal development of these forms, both on a structural and a discursive level. While
it can be argued that the structural development is not relevant in the context of
the present study, as it is concerned with the discursive level only, I still see the
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two levels as linked to each other. Linguistic forms that become enregistered do
not come out of nowhere, and a change in the use of these forms (possibly as a
consequence of enregisterment processes) might in turn lead to the creation of
new indexical values. This is why I will not only discuss what is known about
attitudes and evaluations of these forms but also about their use by speakers of
English around the world.

3.3.2 hinglish: /h/-dropping and -insertion

The search term hinglish is a differential spelling of the word English. It draws
attention to a process called /h/-insertion: the insertion of unetymological /h/ in
syllables withouth an onset (Lass 2006: 65). This process is closely linked to the
process of /h/-dropping, also labeled /h/-deletion or /h/-loss, which describes the
non-existing (or “silent”) pronunciation of the consonant. In an overview on the
historical development of /h/, Minkova (2014: 104-108) dates the emergence of
/h/ as a distinctive phoneme to the end of the tenth century. Throughout history,
it was marked by great instability. First, it became increasingly deleted, then it
became used again. The exact dating and the extent of these processes is subject
to debate (see Milroy 1983, Lass 2006, Crisma 2007, Schliiter 2009, 2012), but it
is clear that the variability between [h] and @ was influenced by etymological
factors (Romance vs. Germanic origin of the word), linguistic factors (stressed
vs. unstressed syllable), regional factors (Northern vs. Midland or Southern vari-
eties) and social factors (Minkova 2014: 105-108). Research on the Present-Day
English situation in England shows that /h/-dropping only occurs in unstressed
syllables (mainly function words like he, her, his, her, have, has etc.) and is oth-
erwise restricted to very few lexical items (e.g. heir, honest, hour) in Standard
Southern British English. Nevertheless, /h/-dropping in stressed syllables has re-
mained present in England until today and is subject to regional and social vari-
ation (see Ramisch 2010). The existence of /h/-insertion is usually interpreted as
a sign of linguistic insecurity of the writers and therefore as evidence for /h/-
dropping because the writers seem to have been unsure about where /h/ occurs
and therefore inserted it in words which never have been pronounced with an
/h/ historically (Milroy 1983). For this reason, I argue that the spelling hinglish
represents both insertion and deletion, even though it only marks the insertion
explicitly.’

°This is also supported by Milroy’s (1983: 42) assumption that they have “their origin in a single
phonological change: loss of underlying /h/ in speech”. Furthermore, the qualitative analysis of
newspaper articles shows that they are regularly treated as one phenomenon in metapragmatic
reflexive activities.
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The development of /h/-dropping and -insertion in North America has hardly
received any attention. Descriptions on the historical development of American
English usually only note the absence of /h/-dropping (if it is mentioned at all).
Krapp (1925, 2: 206) for example writes that

[TThe [town] records do not indicate that at any time or in any region was
the loss of h [h] in words with this sound in the initial position, or the
addition of h at the beginning of words with initial vowels, familiar to all in
Cockney speech, current in American use.

In the light of these findings, it is not surprising that there are no studies on
the development of attitudes towards and evaluations of the form in an American
context. Krapp’s (1925, 2: 206) statement which I cited above indicates, however,
that the form was well-known in America and that it was associated with the
speech of the Cockney, a stereotypical English figure. The mention of this figure
suggests that Americans were familiar with discourses on language in England
(see also the examples cited by Bailey 1996: 131). These discourses have been
studied in most detail by Mugglestone (2003) and her analysis shows that /h/-
dropping and -insertion occupies a very prominent position in them. She finds
that the first comments on the form revealed a rather tolerant attitude towards
it and to variation in general. However, this period was followed by

a transition, both in terms of comment on /h/ and its attendant connotations
[which] seems to come decisively with the second half of the eighteenth cen-
tury as the nuances of accent were incorporated into the prescriptive con-
sciousness, and the renewed interest in elocution forced a new awareness
of the ideals of speech. Fashion, together with a heightened responsiveness
to the role of external markers in assigning social status (real or intended),
was also to play its part. (Mugglestone 2003: 99)

The evaluation of /h/-dropping since the mid to late eighteenth century has
been very negative. Mugglestone (2003: 99) cites a prominent example of such
a comment: Thomas Sheridan’s statement that “There is one defect which more
generally prevails in the counties than any other, and indeed is gaining ground
among the politer part of the world, I mean the omission of the aspirate in many
words by some, and in most by others” (Sheridan 1762: 34, cited by Mugglestone
2003: 99). This citation illustrates the association between /h/-dropping and de-
fectiveness and incorrectness and it shows the reasoning behind it. Dropping the
/h/ is marked as rustic and regional (a feature of speech in the counties as opposed
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to the fashionable speech in the metropolis, in London) and seen as an index of
a lower social standing (people who drop the /h/ were generally not considered
to be a member of the “politer part of the world”). According to Mugglestone
(2003: 115), the negative social meanings came to prevail and the absence of /h/
became an important marker of a lack of education (with the underlying argu-
mentation that it signaled the illiteracy of the speaker) and a lack of refinement.
As mentioned above, /h/-dropping became linked to the figure of the Cockney,
a lower-class Londoner, and it was regularly used by novelists, such as Charles
Dickens, to mark figures as socially inferior (Mugglestone 2003: 122). The nega-
tive social meanings of /h/-dropping and -insertion consolidated until the 1850s
and 1860s and the form was firmly established by then as a “prime symbol” of
the social divide between upper and lower classes (Mugglestone 2003: 113). With
regard to /h/-insertion, Mugglestone (2003: 108) observes that it was used par-
ticularly often to mark “the social (and linguistic) stereotype of the ‘new rich’,
and the ‘self-made-man’”, a figure who seeks to become part of the elite social
circle, but even though he has acquired wealth, he has not acquired the socially
acceptable manners and language, which is made visible by his failed attempt
to produce the /h/ word-initially, resulting in frequent /h/-insertions. All in all,
Mugglestone (2003) shows convincingly that the omission and insertion of /h/ be-
came stigmatized to a considerable extent and that the form became a linguistic
shibboleth which features prominently in discourses on language. It is therefore
not surprising that it is also one of the two linguistic forms which are part of
Agha’s (2003) analysis of the enregisterment of Received Pronunciation.

This overview shows that while /h/-dropping and -insertion is characterized
by variability on the structural level and relatively stable negative evaluations
on the discursive level in England, it seems to be of no relevance in an Amer-
ican context. This raises the obvious question of why the form should be part
of a study of enregisterment processes of American English at all. The answer
is related to the methodological approach used in the present study: It was the
initial exploratory survey of newspaper articles containing the search term Amer-
ican language, which led to two interesting articles pointing to the importance
of /h/-dropping and -insertion. The first one is a letter to the editor which ap-
peared in the Tucson Daily Citizen on July 25, 1882, and in which a reader asks:
“Will you kindly inform me what constitutes the American language?” To this
question, the editor replies with only one sentence: “It is the English language
with the ‘H’s’ in their proper places”. This answer suggests that the absence of
/h/-dropping and -insertion in America is used as a defining feature of the newly
emerging variety and that it deserves close attention in the present study. In an
earlier article, attention to this form is given more indirectly: It is a letter “from an
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American gentleman at Paris” which was published in five newspapers in 1830,
among them in the Daily National Intelligencer, a Washington D.C. newspaper.
The American describes the “ignorance that prevails in Europe, with regard to
our country” and especially with regard to the language spoken in America. He
gives anecdotal evidence to support this: “A Yorkshire man, who was my fellow
traveller on the top of a coach, upon learning I was an American, complimented
me by saying, “Yees talks ez gued Hinglish az hi duz””. This not only indicates
an expectation by Englishmen that Americans do not speak “good English”, but
also a view held by Americans that they speak English better than Englishmen.
That /h/-dropping and -insertion plays a prominent role here is supported by the
spellings <Hinglish> (‘English’) and <hi> ('T) in the representation of the speech
of the Yorkshire man and also by the following imitation of this speech by the
American, who replies ironically: “Yees, sur, hand hize cum to Yorkshire, said I,
tu perfect my hedication”. The choice of hinglish as a search term is based on
this article, in which hinglish appears a second time as part of the compound
Englishman, spelled <Hinglishman>.

The spelling of the word education as <hedication> in the letter points to an-
other difference between the speech of the American and the Englishman. The
representation of the sounds /ju:/ in the second syllable by the letter <i> could
indicate the loss of the palatal glide /j/ before the vowel (in addition to the central
realization of the vowel). This so-called yod-dropping is the second phonological
form investigated in the present study, albeit with a different search term, for
reasons which I will provide in the next section.

3.3.3 noospaper/s: yod-dropping

Yod-dropping is the term that is often used for a process that involves the elision
of the consonant /j/ in onset clusters of a class of words that historically had ei-
ther /iu/ or /eu/.!® According to Lass (2006: 88), this elision process has started
in the eighteenth century in words where /j/ followed /1/ (e.g. in rue, true) or /1/
(e.g. in blue, glue). It occurred less commonly after /s/ and the deletion of /t/, /d/,
/n/ “has never caught on in the British standards” (Lass 2006: 88). Concerning
the present-day variability in the British Isles, Hughes et al. (2012: 68-69) find
that yod-dropping after /r/, /1/ and /s/ is almost complete in Received Pronunci-
ation and in many other accents and that in several other regional accents, /j/ is
also dropped after other consonants — this process is most advanced in eastern

OThis class of words is different from the class of words deriving historically from Middle En-
glish /o:/, e.g. boot (Lass 2006: 87).
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England where yod-dropping occurs before all consonants. Regarding metadis-
courses on yod-dropping in England, Lass (2006: 88) notes that it is stigmatized
after /t/, /d/ and /n/ and cites Walker (1791) as an early source: He evaluated noo
‘new’ and doo ‘dew’ as ‘corrupt’ Londonisms. In the nineteenth century, there
were different voices: Sweet regarded the pronunciation of news without /j/ as
‘vulgar’ (Sweet to Storm, January 21, 1889), whereas Ellis (1869: 601) listed both
pronunciations, with and without /j/, without favoring one of them (both sources
are cited in MacMahon 1998: 473). The situation in the twentieth century is in-
teresting because in contrast to the retention of /j/ after /t/, /d/ and /n/, which is
regarded as a form which is part of Received Pronunciation and which is there-
fore evaluated as standard and correct, the retention of /j/ after /s/ is “considered
amusingly old-fashioned” and affected (Hughes et al. 2012: 69).

In America, yod-dropping has been described as occurring after all coronal
consonants, so that it only remained after velars and labials - this development
has been labeled “Later Yod Dropping” by Wells (1982a: 247). While he notes that
it is a feature of General American today, he also points out that there is vari-
ability: “Some easterners and southerners, however, have either /ju/ or the diph-
thong /1u/, and GenAm usage is not entirely uniform” (1982a: 247). An indicator
for such variability being present from at least the early nineteenth century is a
comment by Grandgent (1899: 224-226, cited by Krapp 1919: 196), which indicates,
in Krapp’s words, “a confusion in the use of [u] and [ju] in New England speech
which was at its height about 1820 and which affected both polite and dialect
speech” — a sign of this “confusion” was the insertion of [j] in the onset clusters
of words like bruised and smoothed. This comment suggests that [j] after [r] was
already so uncommon that the presence of [j] is interpreted as being as odd as its
insertion in a word where historically a [j] had never been present. That this vari-
ability continues to at least the early twentieth century is indicated by Krapp’s
(1919: 98) observation that yod-dropping correlates with region: “It seems to be
less general in the South, than it is in New England, whence it has spread to all
sections of the country”. This is in line with Schneider’s (2007: 299) classification
of yod-retention as a traditional southern form, which has started to disappear
in the new south. Phillips (1994) notes that Kurath & McDavid (1961: 174) found
that yod-retention after [t], [d] and [n] was a form found mostly in the south
and the south midland, but she adds that “it is also preferred by some cultivated
Northerners”. This indicates that yod-retention was and is not an exclusively
southern form and with regard to the change that can be observed regarding
yod-dropping she also reports on a study by Pitts (1986) who found that while
southerners increasingly drop the yod, there are some northerners, especially
newscasters, who produce it (Phillips 1994: 115). A recent study by Feagin (2015)
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focuses on the development in the south, more specifically in Anniston, Alabama,
and finds that while yod-retention was a form used by all social classes in the
south, “it has developed into an emerging feature of working-class speech in the
younger generation” (Feagin 2015: 361-362)). This suggests that there are three
developments with regard to the evaluation of yod-dropping: One is the associa-
tion of yod-dropping with a national norm, which, according to Schneider (2004:
272), motivates the general increase of yod-dropping in the south. Secondly, there
seems to be a retention of an old link between yod-retention and cultivation
which seems to have motivated some northerners (particularly newscasters) to
use forms with the glide. In contrast to that, the third development is a south-
ern one: Here, yod-retention marks the speech of young working-class speakers,
which suggests a possible association between the presence of yod and working-
class values that seem attractive to young speakers. However, Feagin finds that,
in contrast to other variables (e.g. non-rhoticity), yod-retention or -dropping is
not subject to overt comment and therefore part of changes occurring below the
level of awareness, which are “interesting as unwitting reflections of community
norms” (Feagin 2015: 363). In her view, the overt prestige of forms like rhoticity
leads to its adoption by speakers of all social classes, while the covert prestige of
forms like yod-retention leads to their maintenance by working-class speakers:

These larger economic pressures mean that the local upper class tends to
accommodate culturally and linguistically to national pressures, including
to the national prestige variety, while the working class does not. In stark
contrast, working-class speakers align themselves with the very Southern
white rural culture of country music, stock car racing, and hunting, and with
speech which could be called the local covert prestige variety. This may
explain why the two varieties are diverging as much as they are. (Feagin
2015: 364)

However, Phillips’ (1981: 72) report on her own experience as a student at a
southern university in the 1960s shows that yod-dropping is not unnoticed by
southern speakers:

Before I entered Duke University from my south Georgia high school in
1967, my older brother instructed me that the correct way to pronounce the
university’s name was [djuk]. When I arrived on campus, however, I found
that all my new acquaintances called it [duk], and that soon became my
pronunciation as well. The social significance of the change was not driven
home to me, however, until I saw hostile slogans from the nearby Univer-
sity of North Carolina at Chapel Hill reading “Beat Dook”. The antagonism
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between the Southern state university and the “Northern school set in the
South” was crystalized in the pronunciation of that one word.

Several comments showing that metadiscourses on yod-dropping in America
have existed since at least the eighteenth century can be found in Krapp (1919,
1925, 1, 1925, 2). With regard to prescriptivist comments, he observes that

[t]he dictionaries generally authorize only the first of these pronunciations
[with [j]] after [d], [t], [0], [n], [s], and academic authority is very likely to
condemn the pronunciation of [u:] as uncultivated, in spite of the fact that
it occurs widely in the speech of educated and informed people. It has long
been current in America, as is evident from Noah Webster’s defense of [u:]
in duty, etc., as the best pronunciation. (Krapp 1919: 95-96)

His statement is thus indicative of an early controversy regarding the evalua-
tion of the presence or absence of yod: While Webster, a very influential figure,
advocated yod-less forms, the majority of prescriptivists were opposed to them.
With regard to the representation of dialects in literature, Krapp (1925, 1: 239)
cites C. Alphonso Smith, a “Southern scholar and historian”, who regards the
“vanishing y-sound” as being “almost a shibboleth of the Southerner to the man-
ner born and helps to differentiate him from the Westerner and the Northerner”.
Opposed to this view, Krapp (1925, 1: 240) comments that yod-dropping “is so
general as to have little value as a mark of local dialect, especially literary di-
alect, for dialect writers have rarely made any effort to distinguish by spelling
or otherwise between the pronunciation of tune with the vowel in boot and with
the vowel of mute”.

Given this controversy, yod-dropping is thus an interesting form for an inves-
tigation of discourses on language and the discursive construction of American
English - that it played at least some role is suggested by the use of the form
doocid ‘deuced’ in some articles that contained other search terms. I have cho-
sen a different lexical item, however, because the lexical item deuced is linked
to a particular characterological figure, the American dude, and I wanted to rule
out lexical influence here. I chose noospaper, in its singular or its plural form
(hence the precise search term noospaper OR noospapers, represented here as
noospaper/s) for three reasons: First, the lexical item newspaper was not likely
to be connected to a specific group of people or to a specific context. Secondly,
I expected it to be fairly frequent (especially in newspaper articles) but not too
frequent to make a qualitative analysis impossible. The third reason was that it
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is a fairly long word and therefore more likely to be identified correctly by the
OCR software.!!

3.3.4 dawnce: realization of the BaATH-vowel

What I refer to here as the BATH-vowel is the vowel which appears in words of
the standard lexical set BATH, which is defined by Wells (1982a: 133) as “compris-
ing those words whose citation form contains the stressed vowel /e/ in GenAm,
but /a:/ in RP”. This difference between these two current standard accents is the
result of a historical development which Wells (1982a: 134) terms the TRAP-BATH
split. Lass (1999: 103-108, 2006: 89-90) dates the beginning of this split back to
the seventeenth century, based on Cooper (1687), who notes a lengthening of /z/
in words like passed, cast, gasp, barge, and dart, while the vowel remained short
in words like pass, bar, and car. It seems like consonant clusters (/-rC/ and /-sC/)
following the vowel have favored the initial lengthening. In the following years,
lengthening expanded to more phonetic contexts and there is evidence for a shift
in quality as well. Lass (1999: 106) cites Flint (1740) who describes a lowering of
the lengthened vowel to [a:] before /r/ (in art, dart and part) and variably in bath,
castle, calf and half (see Kokeritz 1944). Another historical source cited by Lass
(1999: 106) is Nares (1784), who has [a:] in after, ask, ass, bask, mask, glass, pass,
plant, grant, advance, alms, calm, and palm. Jones (2006) and MacMahon (1998)
provide detailed analyses of eighteenth- and nineteenth-century comments on
this vowel change and they agree with Lass (1999, 2006) that no clear pattern
of the distribution of the lengthened and lowered vowel can be discerned based
on the sources. Although the phonological environment clearly had an influence,
some contexts seem to have had a stronger effect than others. While [a:] occurred
fairly generally before tautosyllabic /r/, it was much more variable before tauto-
syllabic voiceless fricatives and nasals. The orthoepists often disagree on which
words contain the lengthened and lowered vowel, which makes it even more dif-
ficult to identify phonological constraints on the distribution of the vowel. Jones
(2006: 198) therefore concludes that the “BATH/TRAP split was manifested pri-
marily through lexical distribution”. With regard to the temporal development
of the split, MacMahon (1998: 436-437) describes it as “a gradual shift in favor
of /a:/” and he finds that “the last decade of the eighteenth century and the first
two of the nineteenth must be regarded as the critical period of change”. Next to

' An explorative search for the term noos ‘news’ yielded more than 5,000 articles in the NCNP
alone, many of which contained news or other similar lexical forms. A manual check of all
newspaper articles to identify those that actually contained noos would have been too time-
consuming.
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the phonemic split, which resulted in minimal pairs like Sam and psalm, the re-
alization of the new phoneme /a:/ has also been subject to variation and change.
Innovative retracted variants of /a:/ (e.g. [a:]) have been noted by orthoepists
since the late eighteenth century, and in many accounts quite detailed descrip-
tions of different vowel realizations are given (MacMahon 1998: 455-456; Jones
2006: 193-198). Jones (2006: 189-190), however, warns of any certainty in assess-
ing the exact quality of a vowel based on historical sources:

Vowel quality identification in this area of the phonology is notoriously
difficult, the low vowel space being relative cluttered with segments dis-
tinguished by relatively small shifts in the Hz value of F,. [z], [a], [e], [a]
among unrounded variants, with rounded forms in [p] and [ce]. Even for the
trained modern observer, it can be difficult without instrumental analysis to
be certain about the precise phonetic values of segments like this, especially
in connected allegro speech contexts, so that assessing their actual shape
from written historical evidence is well-nigh impossible with any degree of
certainty.

Regarding language-external factors influencing the BATH-TRAP split and the
different vowel realizations, sources point to region and social class. What can be
deduced from the orthoepists’ comments is a restriction of the split to the South
of England and a more extreme quality shift of the vowel in London and surround-
ing areas (Lass 1999: 106-107). A variety of insights can also be gained based on a
study of current variability of /ee/ and /a:/ in Australian English. Bradley (1991) in-
vestigates sixty morphemes whose pronunciations are mainly invariant in south-
eastern British English today, but vary in Australia between the TRAP vowel /ze/
and the paLM vowel /a:/ (e.g. graph, dance). Based on synchronic data he recon-
structs how the change proceeded in southeastern England. He summarizes the
interpretation of his findings in Bradley (2008):

[P]laces settled by the early nineteenth century, and primarily by people
of lower-socio-economic status, use more PALM as in Sydney, Hobart, and
Brisbane. Melbourne, settled in the mid-nineteenth century, with a more
mixed population, shows a higher proportion of TrAp. Adelaide, settled
later in the nineteenth century primarily by people of middle or higher
socio-economic status, uses the highest proportion of paLM, and shows a
more advanced stage of the shift before nasal + obstruent than elsewhere
in Australia, though not as far advanced as New Zealand or modern south-
eastern British English. This implies that the change in southeastern Eng-
land was underway during the settlement of Australia, and that PALM was
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a lower-status form in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth century,
but had reversed its social value and become a high status form by the late
nineteenth century. Furthermore, the change in the nasal + obstruent en-
vironment must have followed the prefricative environment by quite some
time.

Furthermore, he suggests that the backing of /a:/ happened fairly late in Lon-
don and southeastern England because the phonetic realizations of /a:/ in Aus-
tralia at the time of his study all range between central to front qualities (Bradley
1991: 227).

The BATH-TRAP split and the precise realization of the vowels used in the
words belonging to these sets have been commented on and evaluated exten-
sively in works on language in England since the late eighteenth century; Mug-
glestone (2003: 78) even considers it to have been “one of the most prominent
topics for discussion”. Lass (2006: 90) states that while Cooper (1687) and Flint
(1740) gave a neutral, descriptive account of the vowels, Walker’s (1791: 10-11)
comments are the first to contain a clear social evaluation. While he neutrally
noted the presence of the “long sound of the middle or Italian a” before /r/ (car)
and before <1> + labial (calm, calf), he considered it vulgar to use the same vowel
in other environments (e.g. in glass, fast, after, plant). In the following century,
the emerging picture was quite complex. Bailey (1996: 117) describes the commen-
tary as “muddled” because it is often difficult to distinguish between description
and evaluation and to determine which vowel quality the commentators refer to.
Nevertheless, there are two general and overlapping developments that can be
observed. The first is that the BATH-TRAP split continued to be subject of much
criticism throughout the nineteenth century. Bailey (1996: 118-119) cites three au-
thors, the anonymous author of Vulgarities of Speech Corrected (1826: 256-267,
Savage (1833: xxvi—-xxvii) and Leigh (1840: 25), who consider any vowel but the
traditional [e] in the BATH-set to be vulgar and improper and associated with
Cockney speakers. Mugglestone (2003: 81) finds that Walker has shaped these
prevailing negative attitudes considerably, which is for example visible in Long-
muir (1864). However, a second general tendency that can be observed is a change
of social evaluation. Jones writes in his General Pronouncing and Explanatory Dic-
flat dead sound of a in lack, latch, pan &c. is encouraging a mincing modern affec-
tation” (cited in Jones 2006: 194). This comment indicates a positive evaluation of
the innovative lengthened, lowered and retracted variants as ‘normal’, whereas
conservative [e] is linked to a restricted set of affected speakers who aim at
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sounding elegant and mannered. The attention then started to focus on the pre-
cise realization of the vowel in the BATH-set and on the question of which words
actually belonged to the set. As a sort of compromise solution, many commenta-
tors developed the concept of an “intermediate” vowel, which was long and had
a quality somewhere between [e] and [a]. This vowel was evaluated positively
because it meant that the negative associations linked to the other vowels could
be avoided (Bailey 1996: 122-123). A characteristic example of such an evaluation
is Smith’s (1858: 34) comment, which is cited by Mugglestone (2003: 83):

Avoid a too broad or too slender pronunciation of the vowel a, in such words
as command, glass, pass, &c. Some persons vulgarly pronounce the a in such
words, as of written ar, and others mince it as to rhyme with stand. [...]
Equally avoid the extremes of vulgarity and affectation.

A comment by Jespersen ([1909] 1948: 428) shows that the low back realiza-
tion remained stigmatized at least until the early twentieth century: “A vulgar
retracted or rounded [a’] is sometimes represented by novelists as aw”. Similarly,
Ripman (1906: 55, cited by Mugglestone 2003: 88) observes that “precise speak-
ers” often prefer a “delicate” middle sound and use [a:] instead of [a:] due to “an
excessive desire to avoid any Cockney leanings in their speech”.

Mugglestone (2003: 83) calls it a paradox that “it was, in the end, not to be
the iterated ‘correctness’ of this ‘middle’ variant, or even Walker’s favoured [z],
but instead the theoretically ‘vulgar’ [a:] which stabilized as one of the dominant
markers of RP and the non-regional accent”. In her view, this is a sign that “preva-
lent attitudes to language will not necessarily affect the ultimate outcome of a
linguistic change” and that “the real direction of linguistic change can and does
instead regularly run counter to such precepts [found in prescriptive writings]”.
How [a:] became an index of high social status, education and refinement is not
answered in her study. Similarly, Agha (2003) lists [a:] as a marker of Received
Pronunciation in the twentieth century, but he does not offer any suggestion as
to when and how the vowel became enregistered as standard and prestigious.

The historical development of the TRAP-vowel in America has not been stud-
ied in much detail. Eighteenth- and nineteenth-century descriptions and modern
evidence from dialect atlases suggest that a split of the class into TRAP and BATH
through a lengthening, lowering and backing of the vowel to [a:], [a:], or even
[p:] in the BATH set occurred only on the American East Coast. Krapp (1925, 2)
provides a detailed analysis of early accounts regarding the split and describes
the pronunciation as he perceives it in the early twentieth century. He cites Web-
ster’s works as early evidence for a low back vowel in “words of the type of artist,
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arm, clasp, after, balm, grant, advance, etc” occurring in New England speech
(Krapp 1925, 2: 63) and concludes that

one can infer from Webster’s remarks [...] that in New England, as Webster
heard the speech of New England, which was probably with a considerable
degree of accuracy, the sound of [a:] had established itself in several large
groups of words, whereas elsewhere in America the sound [e] or [e:] pre-
vailed in these words. (Krapp 1925, 2: 68)

Based on a variety of other sources exhibiting descriptions and comments on
language (mostly dictionaries), Krapp (1925, 2: 69) finds that the BATH-TRAP split
and the use of [a:] in BATH remained regionally restricted, mainly to New Eng-
land: “the pronunciation of words like laugh, dance, branch, etc. with [a:] has es-
tablished itself nowhere as a popular custom outside of New England”. Regarding
the frequency of use he cites Grandgent (1899), who estimates that [a:] was most
widely used in New England between 1830 and 1850 and that its use declined to-
wards the end of the century. However, in the first half of the twentieth century,
the split is still observed by fieldworkers for several dialect atlas projects on the
East Coast of the United States. Kurath & McDavid (1961) summarize the results
for the vowel in aunt by stating that it is predominantly a low-front vowel in New
England and a low-back to low-central vowel in Tidewater Virginia, whereas out-
side of these areas, the front vowel [e] is “nearly universal” (Kurath & McDavid
1961: 135). The exception are “cultured speakers” in larger cities like New York
City, Philadelphia and Charlottesville (Kurath & McDavid 1961: 135). The results
for words like calf, glass and dance (the vowel followed by a voiceless fricative
or by /n/ plus a dental consonant) show a similar pattern. In Eastern New Eng-
land, the low-front vowel [a:] is often found, but usage varies considerably and
speakers “freely shift” between this vowel and [e], which is common elsewhere,
except again for “some cultured urban speakers” who use a low-central vowel
occasionally (Kurath & McDavid 1961: 136). In addition, the low-front [a:] is also
used by speakers along the coast of South Carolina and Charleston, and Kurath
& McDavid (1961: 136) point out that these speakers are not “cultured” but “com-
mon folk”. Low front [a:] is also used in the word can’t in large parts of Eastern
New England by speakers of all social classes, but it is especially common in im-
portant cities such as Boston, Providence, and Newport. The vowel is again a
“prestige pronunciation” in some cities outside Eastern New England (Hartford,
Manbhattan, Rochester, and Philadelphia) and it is used by a few cultured urban
speakers in Virginia and occasionally by common speakers in coastal South Car-
olina and Georgia. That a retracted vowel in BATH persisted in Boston until the
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second half of the twentieth century is reported by Nagy & Roberts (2008: 56)
based on Laferriere’s (1977) finding that low-central [a:] occurs in words before
/f/ and /6/ and in some words before /n/ (e.g. aunt) and much more variably in
words before /s/ and in other words before /n/ (e.g. dance). In the southern areas,
the use of a low-central or back vowel has declined, and it is only used in a few
words like aunt or rather (Thomas 2008: 97).

Krapp’s (1925, 2) account also offers a variety of insights into the evaluation of
the BATH-TRAP split and of the different vowels used in BATH. He attributes high
importance to the fact that Webster recommended a lengthened and retracted
vowel in BATH in his American Spelling Book and in his further dictionaries. Web-
ster explicitly evaluates [e] as a feature of “mincing, affected pronunciation” in
his Compendious Dictionary (1806, cited in Krapp 1925, 2: 68), which reflects Jones’
(1798) comment cited above. Krapp’s (1925, 2: 68-69) interpretation of Webster’s
comments is that he “regarded [a:] as the good-home spun pronunciation”, which
was to be seen as positive even though it “was at least open to the charge of being
a somewhat rustic one”. In the course of the nineteenth century, Webster’s books
and New England culture in general became increasingly influential, which, ac-
cording to Krapp (1925, 2: 69), led to [a:] being evaluated as the refined and ele-
gant variant and losing associations with rustic, common speech. Krapp (1925, 2:
75) attributes an important role to instruction in schools in the establishment and
dissemination of positive attitudes towards [a:] because the “New England school
book and also the New England school and school teacher exerted an enormous
influence over American education during the second and third quarters of the
nineteenth century”. As in England, Krapp (1925, 2: 74-75) notes the introduc-
tion of an “intermediate sound of @” in the debate, which he transcribes as [a:].
A well-known commentator who advocates the use of this variant is Richard
Grant White, a New Yorker, who writes in his Words and Their Uses (1870: 62)
that “the broad ah sound of a” indicated “social culture which began at the cra-
dle” whereas the use of “the thick throaty sound of aw” or “oftenest, [...] the thin,
flat sound which it has in “an,” “at,” and “anatomy”” is a sign of a lack of culture
and refinement (cited in Krapp 1925, 2: 76). Regarding the development of eval-
uations, Krapp (1925, 2: 76-77) speculates that the “period of highest esteem of
[a:], or [a:], outside New England, perhaps falls in the two decades from 1870 to
1890”, so forty years after its greatest popularity within New England. Despite
the similarity to the development of attitudes in England, he decidedly argues
against any British influence on American evaluations: “There is no evidence to
indicate that any single pronunciation which has become general in America has
become so through imitative influence of British pronunciation” (Krapp 1925, 2:
80). Instead, he argues for a parallel development which “was caused by the ac-
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cident that the sound [a:] became established as a popular speech sound in that
very section of America which came to be recognized as our first seat of culture,
and that in England, by a curious similarity, the situation was exactly the same”
(Krapp 1925, 2: 80). However, he also notes that towards the end of the century
not only the use of [a:] declines, but that the sound is also increasingly evaluated
negatively as affected. The comment by Lounsbury (1909: 101, cited by Krapp
1925, 2: 76-77) that the sound [a:], “when heard, is already looked upon by many
as an affectation” therefore indicates an evaluation which is in complete opposi-
tion to Webster’s evaluation of [e] as affected a century earlier. Next to [e], [a:]
and [a:], Krapp (1925, 2: 36) briefly mentions a fourth variant, a back and rounded
vowel, which he finds to be “one of the marks of the grotesque pronunciation of
the haw-haw type of comic Britisher on the stage” which indicates that there was
indeed a variant of the BATH-vowel associated with British speech. It is at least
theoretically possible that the variant targeted in these humorous performances
was [az], but that it was exaggerated to an extent that it was in fact [o] or [o:].

The view that British influence did not play a role in the evaluation of the
vowel is not shared by Montgomery (2001: 141), who proposes an alternative
account. He argues that

[ee] in fast, bath, aunt is a colonial lag reflecting earlier emigration, and
that alternative pronunciations gained currency in the eighteenth century
as New Englanders and Virginians attempted to keep pace with English
speech, facilitated by the contact of coastal American cities with England,
which was closer than that of the hinterland.

In this view, the prestige of [a:] or [a:] is attributed to the association of these
variants with English speech norms, or, as Montgomery (2001: 140) puts it, with
“British fashion”.

Kurath & McDavid (1961: 136) also confirm a perception of [a:] as “refined” and
the fact that it was used primarily by “cultured”, urban speakers in those areas
where it was not commonly used can also be regarded as evidence of an asso-
ciation of the variant with education and a higher social status. The “intimate
commercial and cultural relations with London and with cultured Englishmen
throughout the Colonial period and after” are also proposed by Kurath & Mc-
David (1961: 136) as a likely reason for the high prestige of the variant. However,
they also note that there are speakers in Eastern New England who regard the
variant as rustic, which indicates the presence of conflicting evaluations in the
first part of the twentieth century. That these conflicting evaluations continue at
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least in Boston until the 1970s is shown by Laferriere (1977: 105-106), who iden-
tifies “nonlinguistic labels” for what she calls the “backing of [z]”.!? She finds
that it has a “complex social profile”: It is first of all associated with older people,
which matches the production data. Secondly, it is linked to Boston identity by
middle-aged and older people, who associate themselves with the city. Thirdly, it
is stigmatized by speakers “whose ties to the city are more precarious because of
higher education or prolonged residence outside the New England area” (Lafer-
riere 1977: 105), even though they tend to use the variant themselves. And lastly,
Laferriere (1977: 106) finds that the backed variant is used “as a hypercorrect
indication of erudition” and gives examples of older speakers using the backed
variant in words in which it normally does not occur (e.g. Master’s) to impress
others.

This overview shows that the vowel in BATH has quite a complex history, not
only regarding changes in use but also changes in evaluation. The supposed as-
sociations of the innovative variant with New England speech, with culture and
refinement as well as rusticity, and also with fashionable British speech make it
an interesting variant to explore in a study on the enregisterment of American
English: Which of these associations can be found in newspaper discourse? Was
the situation in nineteenth-century America the same as today, when length-
ened and retracted [a:] is not considered to be a “general” American variant?
The first analyses of articles containing hinglish revealed pronunciation respell-
ings representing a lengthened variant of the vowel. In a few cases <h> was
used to mark the lengthening (cahn’t, pahdon) in several cases <r> can be found
(carn’t, blarsted, “arf ‘half’). As a lengthened variant has been well-established be-
fore <r> (e.g. in car, arm, part), it seems to have been a good indicator of vowel
quality. However, there is also the possibility that <r> was used to represent
hyper-rhoticity (see §3.3.5 for details on rhoticity and hyper-rhoticity), so <r> is
not as reliable an indicator of vowel quality as <h> or <w>, which is the third
way of representing the realization of the BATH vowel (rawther). This last way
of representing the vowel additionally indicates a back quality because the com-
bination <aw> usually represents back and rounded [o:] (e.g. awe, claw, paw). It
is this last spelling variant which I choose to focus on in the present study be-
cause it indicates a representation of a more extreme quality within the range of
possible variants of the BATH vowel and it is therefore more likely to be used to
draw attention to a back quality of BATH than other variants. As a search term, I
decided to use dawnce because first of all, the vowel is more variable before /-nC/-
clusters than in other environments and secondly because the lexical item dance

“Unfortunately, Laferriere (1977) does not give any information on how exactly she elicited the
labels from the informants.
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is fairly frequent and has more semantic content than for example can’t, rather,
or last. An initial search in the NCNP database revealed that dawnce occurs 44
times, while darnce occurs three times and dahnce only twice, which confirms
the hypothesis that the variant <aw> is more often used than other variants for
representing the quality of the BATH vowel.

The analysis of articles containing dawnce revealed articles in which dawnce
co-occurs with representations of another linguistic form: non-rhoticity. Inter-
estingly, spelling representations of non-rhoticity overlap with representations
of the BATH vowel. The article “National What-Is-Its” (October 25, 1887%!) con-
tains for example the forms dawnce, cawn’t, pawth and chawnce, in which <aw>
represents a back vowel, and the forms rathaw and fathaw, in which <aw> rep-
resents non-rhoticity. Before discussing the consequences of this overlap for the
choice of search terms, I will summarize prior research on non-rhoticity in the
following section.

3.3.5 deah, fellah and bettah: non-rhoticity

One of the most studied phonological forms in English (historical) linguistics
is non-rhoticity, which is defined in slightly different ways but generally con-
stitutes the absence of /r/ in a post-vocalic and non-prevocalic position (e.g. car
/kaz/, cart /ka:t/). Research on the structural development of non-rhoticity, which
has often been termed /r/-loss, has identified different phases based on the linguis-
tic context in which the loss of /r/ occurred. Lass (2006: 91-92) distinguishes an
earlier phase which is characterized by the loss of /r/ without an accompanying
lengthening of the preceding vowel (e.g. arse /ees/) from a later phase which is
characterized by a lengthening of the preceding vowel (e.g. arm /a:m/). In his
view, it is only in the second phase that /r/-loss occurs systematically; before
that it is sporadic and lexically restricted. Minkova (2014: 124), however, regards
vowel lengthening only as “one possible outcome rather than an essential stage
in the process of /r/-loss”. In her analysis, it is rather the position of /r/ in the syl-
lable which is crucial for distinguishing two developments which not only differ
in their temporal occurrence, but also in their underlying mechanism. The first
development is the loss of /r/ in the syllable coda preceding one or more tauto-
syllabic consonants (as in cart /ka:t/), which she terms “pre-consonantal /r/-loss”.
The earliest evidence for it stems from the eleventh century: words spelled with-
out an <r> that had contained an <r> before (e.g. OE gorst - ME gost ‘gorse’).!> In
addition, poetic rhymes of words spelled with and without <r> point to a loss of

BMinkova (2014) argues against several others scholars here, who do not regard these early
instances as part of a general development of non-rhoticity.
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pre-consonantal /r/. The place of articulation of the following consonant seems to
affect the change: /r/ was lost first before coronal consonants ([t], [d], [n], [1], [6],
[0], [s], [J], and [d3]), while it remained before the other non-coronal consonants
until the seventeenth century (Minkova 2014: 122, citing Hill 1940). Nevertheless,
Minkova (2014: 124) concludes that “the earlier and later cases of /-rC/ simplifica-
tion represent a single historical process stretching over more than six centuries”
because she assumes that assimilation is the mechanism underlying all cases of
pre-consonantal /r/-loss. She also adds that /r/-loss affected “different dialects
and different lexical items unevenly”. The second development is the loss of /r/ in
the syllable coda without a following consonant (as in car /ka:/), which she terms
“post-vocalic /r/-loss”. The reason for separating it from the first development is a
different mechanism of change which involves analogy rather than assimilation.
The starting point of this type of /r/-loss is a matter of debate, which largely
ranks around the interpretation of unetymological <r> in seventeenth-century
spellings. Minkova (2014: 126) cites <winder(e)s/wynders> ‘windows’ (1601, 1613),
<feller> ‘fellow’ (1639), and <pillars> ‘pillows’ (1673). Insertions of <r> have been
(and still are) often interpreted as evidence for loss of post-vocalic /r/. They are
either regarded as signs of hyper-correction and linguistic insecurity (using the
same argumentation as in the case of /h/-insertions) or, when they appear word-
finally preceding a vowel in the following word, as an intrusive /r/ which is typ-
ical for non-rhotic, but not for rhotic accents. However, a very detailed study by
Britton (2007) shows that it is much more convincing to interpret these spellings
as indicating hyper-rhoticity, which he defines as “the appearance, in rhotic ac-
cents, of epenthetic, unetymological rhyme-/r/” (2007: 525).1 His analysis of the
Linguistic Atlas of England (LAE, Orton et al. 1978) reveals that there is modern
dialectological evidence for hyper-rhoticity in the comma set in rhotic accents
of the South and the south-west Midlands (see the maps for MEADOW, YELLOW,
and wiNnDow)."> This suggests that hyper-rhotic forms also occurred in the his-
tory of English, beginning in the seventeenth century with the examples cited
above. This is a convincing argument against the loss of post-vocalic /r/ in the

"It is important to note that Britton (2007: 527) distinguishes hyper-rhotic /r/ from intrusive
/r/ because the former is “not attributable to a sandhi development, being probably [...] first
established in the lexicon, rather than having phonological origins as a linking, hiatus-breaking
device”.

5He also mentions the occurrence of hyper-rhotic forms in some items of the BATH and pALM
sets (exemplified in maps of LAST, CALF and HALF) and of the THOUGHT and cLOTH set (found in
maps of SAWDUST, SLAUGHTERHOUSE, STRAW, WALK, DAUGHTER, BROTH, CROSS, OFF, FOX). The
regional distribution of these forms is more restricted than those in the comma set, however,
and largely confined to west Shropshire (Britton 2007: 528).
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seventeenth-century, and it also has repercussions for accounts which suggest
that /r/-loss became generally common in the eighteenth century.

With regard to the eighteenth century, Britton (2007: 530) argues that the inter-
pretation of comments by orthoepists (Walker 1791: 37, Elphinston 1786: 264, Dou-
glas 1779, see Jones 1991) on forms like winder and feller as constituting evidence
for intrusive /r/ (and, connected to that, non-rhoticity) is not necessarily the only
possible one, but that it is even more reasonable to assume that these forms are
instances of hyper-rhoticity. The mechanism which Britton assumes to under-
lie this unetymological insertion of /r/ is analogy. An analysis of an early and
mid-eighteenth century corpus by Séskuthy (2013) reveals that words with an et-
ymological /r/ following a final /-3/ (e.g. better) were much more common than
those ending in /-a/ without being followed by /r/ (e.g. idea).!® As a consequence,
speakers extended the more common /-ar/-pattern in the former class of words
to the relatively few words in the latter class. Sdskuthy uses the results mainly to
explain the occurrence of intrusive /r/ in non-rhotic accents, but he also agrees
with Britton (2007) that they can be used to account for hyper-rhoticity in rhotic
accents (Soskuthy 2013: 77). With regard to the early nineteenth century, Britton
(2007: 529) cites Savage’s (1833) reports of forms like pillar ‘pillow’ and eye-dear
‘idea’ as features of popular London speech and polite usage. As Savage only pro-
vides very few examples of non-rhotic forms in his account, Britton (2007: 529)
finds it reasonable to assume that again hyper-rhoticity plays a greater role here
than it has commonly been assumed. Britton’s (2007) analysis therefore seriously
challenges the view that unetymological insertions of <r> in the spellings are al-
ways evidence for non-rhoticity. His interpretation suggests that the spread of
non-rhoticity in London and the south-east of England is largely a phenomenon
of the middle to late nineteenth century.

This view is backed by other research, as for example Jones’ (2006) analysis of
orthoepists’ comments on /r/ which leads him to conclude that “post-vocalic [r]
loss was very much a minor characteristic of the phonology of late eighteenth-
century English” (2006: 261). Of the few contemporary comments on the devel-
opment of non-rhoticity in England, Walker’s observation that “[i]ln England,
and particularly in London, the r in lard, bard, card, regard, &c. is pronounced so
much in the throat as to be little more than the middle or Italian g, lengthened
into laad, baad, caad, regaad” and that it is “sometimes entirely sunk” in London
(1791: 50) is probably most well-known. It is often cited as clear evidence for an
ongoing change towards non-rhoticity. It should be noted, however, that in all

®The same difference holds for /:/ and /a:/ where the token frequency of words with /o:r/ and
/azr/ is far higher than that of those with /o:#/ and /a:#/ (Soéskuthy 2013: 60).

143



3 Tracing enregisterment processes of American English

examples but one (baa ‘bar’) the /r/ is weakened or lost in pre-consonantal posi-
tion before /d/. It is therefore more indicative of pre-consonantal /r/-loss than of
post-vocalic /r/-loss. In the latter position, /r/ was probably still present which
is also supported by Savage’s (1833) extensive discussion of /r/-insertions. Jones’
(2006: 342) conclusions therefore need to be restricted to word-final /r/-loss:

Savage’s data on r seem to suggest that in the early part of the nineteenth-
century [r]-loss was not yet an active, ongoing change (even among the
‘vulgar’ speakers, and certainly not in the Orthoepy). On the other hand,
syllable-final [r]-adding was ongoing and active and gaining ground every-
where, not least in socially acceptable circles.

Further evidence for the view that loss of /r/ was by no means general in the
middle of the nineteenth-century comes from research on the historical devel-
opment of (non-)rhoticity in New Zealand English. Many first generation New
Zealand-born Europeans whose speech has been documented and analyzed as
part of the Origins of New Zealand English project were rhotic to some degrees,
which leads Hay & Sudbury (2005: 804) to conclude that the “lack of rhoticity
in New Zealand English [...] is not an inherited feature from British English, but
rather the result of a change that occurred (or at least went to completion) in
New Zealand”.

The picture which emerges is evidently not complete yet, but it seems as if
post-vocalic /r/-loss began in the eleventh century when /r/ was followed by a
coronal consonant in the same syllable. The loss extended to non-coronal con-
texts in the seventeenth century. It is likely that early unetymological insertions
of <r> in unstressed syllables point to hyper-rhoticity and not to a beginning loss
of /r/ in postvocalic and non-preconsonantal positions in the seventeenth cen-
tury. At what time the loss of /r/ in the latter position became more widespread
is not clear - orthoepists’ comments, especially Ellis (1869), suggest that it was
common in London, even among educated speakers, by the middle of the nine-
teenth century. However, based on a careful interpretation of several types of
evidence, MacMahon (1998: 475) concludes that “[t]he evidence for considerable
variation between rhoticity and non-rhoticity, with intermediate semi-rhoticity,
especially during the later nineteenth century in the educated South of England,
is, clearly, very strong”. The continuing presence of rhoticity is also supported
by first-generation New Zealand speakers exhibiting some degree of rhoticity.
The change to non-rhoticity did not affect all regions. Rhoticity is maintained
in Ireland and Scotland to this day (even though there are also studies showing
an increasing non-rhoticity at least in some areas and groups of speakers). The

144



3.3 Phonological forms and their written representations

LAE maps show that rhoticity has also persisted in some regions in England for
along time, especially in the south-west and the south-west Midlands, but again,
non-rhoticity is on the rise here as well.

The discussion on when and how non-rhoticity began to spread in England
is also relevant for the reconstruction of the development of non-rhoticity in
North America. Two points are important here: first, the assumed rhoticity or
non-rhoticity of the settlers based on their origin in England and, second, the two
different types of /r/-loss. As shown above, /r/-loss in preconsonantal position
was already attested by the time that the first settlers emigrated to America, so it
has been argued by Kurath (1971), Fisher (2001) and Montgomery (2001) (among
others) that these early settlers must have brought this type of non-rhoticity to
America as well. Evidence for early non-rhoticity is provided by Krapp (1925,
2: 228-230), who lists 35 words in which <r> has been omitted in the spelling
which he found in American town records and in one collection of diaries in
the seventeenth and eighteenth century. He also lists 24 instances of unetymo-
logical <r>-insertions which he interprets as evidence for non-rhoticity, but in
the light of the detailed discussion about these insertions above, it is more likely
that these cases are instances of hyper-rhoticity as well.'” Furthermore, he cites
numerous examples of this early type of /r/-loss in poetic rhymes. This contra-
dicts the assumption by Newman (2014: 136) that non-rhoticity emerged only at
the end of the eighteenth century in England and that therefore all early settlers
must have been rhotic. Given the evidence described above, this view is only
possible if non-rhoticity is defined as necessarily encompassing both types of
/r/-loss: pre-consonantal and post-vocalic. The question when and why /r/-loss
extended to more environments and spread in the United States is more difficult
to answer. Kurath & McDavid (1961: 171) state with regard to the regions where
door is pronounced without /r/ by the informants interviewed for the Linguistic
Atlas of the Eastern United States that

four geographically separated subareas have a mid-central semivowel /9/:
Eastern New England as far west as the Connecticut Valley (to the crest

This is supported by a comparison of omissions of <r> in the letter set and insertions of <r>
in the comma set: Omission of <r> in the lettER set occurs only three times (of all 35 examples)
and in two of these examples, <r> is omitted before <s> (Whiticurs > Whittacus, Rogers > Roges),
that is, in a linguistic context (preconsonantal, before /s/) which is typical of early /r/-loss. So
while /r/-loss in letter is hardly attested at all, 16 out of the 25 insertions of <r> (64 %) occur
in the comma set (e.g. feler ‘fellow’, famerly ‘family’). To argue that <r> insertions reflect the
writer’s non-rhoticity because he is unsure about where to use an <r> in the spelling is not
convincing if there are no instances where the <r> is also omitted in the context where it is
most frequently inserted.
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of the Green Mountains in Vermont), Metropolitan New York, the Upper
South (the southern peninsula of Maryland, Virginia to the Blue Ridge, and
north-central North Carolina), and the Lower South (South Carolina and
Georgia).

With regard to the historical development of the non-rhotic pronunciation of
words like door in America, they speculate that

[i]n English folk speech of today, door, care, ear end in unsyllabic /9/ in
the eastern counties north of the Thames, in /r/, articulated as a constricted
[#], in the south and the west. In all probability both types came to this
country with the first colonists and could be heard in all of the colonies.
With the acceptance of /dog, ke, i9/ in Standard British English during
the eighteenth century, it would seem that this type acquired prestige in
the chief American seaports on the Atlantic coast—Boston, New York, Rich-
mond, Charleston—and spread from there to the hinterland. In the inland,
on the other hand, the post-vocalic /r/, common from the beginning, came to
be generally established, as also in the Quaker-dominated port of Philadel-
phia and vicinity. (Kurath & McDavid 1961: 171)

So on the one hand, they stress that non-rhotic forms have been a result of
inheritance, but on the other hand they also stress a parallel development in
England and in some English regions. Based on the discussion above, it is plausi-
ble to specify that what is inherited is the pre-consonantal /r/-loss, whereas the
later parallel change concerns the post-vocalic /r/-loss. However, there is still
considerable disagreement about the timing and the causes of the later change.
One influential hypothesis is that the increasing prestige and use of non-rhotic
forms (in all environments) in England also influenced developments in America.
Bailey (1996: 105) also argues along these lines that
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[i]Jn North America, only New England, southern New York, and the coastal
South (from Baltimore to New Orleans) took part in the general weakening
of noninitial r, though even in these districts the loss of r was not univer-
sal. There is nothing surprising in this parallel development for, despite
political differences, the cities were part of a single speech community, in-
creasingly so in the first half of the [nineteenth] century, as business and
cultural contacts developed between British ports and the sea-coast cities
of North America.
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Not only the increasing non-rhoticity in the east, but also the retention of
rhoticity in western parts of the United States is explained by drawing on the
prestige that non-rhoticity supposedly used to have as a British form:

Not everyone rushed to mimic London fashion. Little in the first two cen-
turies of the transatlantic migration of northerners induced a desire to fol-
low London fashions in English. Most North American settlers, had little
direct experience of London speech and less interest in imitating it. (Bailey
1996: 107)

Given the finding that by the end of the nineteenth century there was still
considerable variability in the use of non-rhotic forms in southeastern England,
dating the increasing use of non-rhoticity in the eastern United States to the late
eighteenth and early nineteenth century based on developments in England is
not convincing - in this line of argumentation it is more likely to have occurred
later in the century.

However, there are also scholars who argue against any influence of British
speech. For example, Krapp states that even though “the weakening and disap-
pearance of [r] as a final sound and before consonants was particularly noted at
about the same time, that is, at the end of the eighteenth century” in England and
in America, this is only “a coincidence in the critical record of historical devel-
opment” and not “an actual coincidence in historical development” (Krapp 1925,
2: 227, emphasis mine). Similarly, Dillard (1992: 49-50) is very doubtful about
British influence on American developments:

Most Americans on the East Coast — and even more so those to the west -
were busy with concerns of their own rather than with connections to Eng-
land. Knights (1969) stresses the ‘incredible’ mobility of the Boston popula-
tion between 1830 and 1860, roughly the period in which the change should
have been taking hold. [...] Whether such mobility would contribute to a
stable, invariant shift of /Vr/ to /V0/ appears to be something less than a
matter of socio-linguistic certainty. [...] The picture of a stable community,
with the top group accepting a British innovation and the lower classes
placidly following suit, does not seem to follow.

Bonfiglio (2002) also looks at the factor of mobility with regard to the case
of New York City and argues that with the opening of the Eerie Barge Canal in
1825, immigration to New York from western parts, especially the Great Lakes
region, increased significantly and, as a consequence, New Yorkers came into
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contact with a large number of rhotic speakers. Against this background, he ar-
gues that “one must conclude that the dropped /r/ of New York City was not the
result of British influence in the nineteenth century, but instead the result of the
resistance of indigenous pronunciation to external influences” (2002: 51). How-
ever, this view requires that non-rhoticity has already been firmly established in
New York City by the early nineteenth century — so firmly that the immigrants
coming to New York adapted to the speech pattern there.

Linguists not only disagree about when and why non-rhoticity became a fea-
ture of the speech in eastern regions of the United States, but also about when and
why this process reversed. Very prominently, Labov argued in his study on New
York City English in the 1960s that “[t]he introduction of /r/ in the New York City
system as a dominant element in the prestige dialect may certainly be traced in
the 1930s, but apparently made a great step forward in the years coinciding with
World War II” (Labov 2006: 376). In his view, the increasing use of rhotic forms
and the shift in norms towards rhoticity being the prestigious form “reflected the
abandonment of the earlier prestige form of Anglophile English” (Labov 2006:
296). As already discussed in §2.4, Bonfiglio (2002) disagrees with this view be-
cause he not only finds that the crucial shift in prestige occurred already in the
first half of the twentieth century, but also because he links it to a sinking prestige
of New York City, which becomes viewed as ethnically “contaminated” because
of large numbers of African Americans and immigrants living there. Fisher (2001)
makes yet a different case: He claims that non-rhoticity lost its prestige after
the Civil War because economic and political power shifted away from regions
which had traditionally been most closely linked to England (non-rhotic Virginia
and Boston) towards New York, Pennsylvania, and the trans-Appalachian Mid-
dle West. The last two regions have traditionally been rhotic, but he also finds
that more and more rhotic speakers migrated to New York, where the influence
of the old non-rhotic Colonial elite, with its ties to England, weakened in the
last decades of the nineteenth century, “so that nonrhotic pronunciation lost its
prestige” (Fisher 2001: 77). However, Bonfiglio’s study is the only one that is sup-
ported by a systematic and detailed analysis of sources, whereas Fisher’s and
Labov’s views with regard to causes of the shift of prestige of rhoticity remain
rather speculative. Recent studies show that the change towards rhoticity has
continued in New York City (Becker 2014) and that is has occurred in Boston
and New Hampshire as well (Nagy & Irwin 2010).

In White Southern American English, non-rhoticity is one of the forms that
Schneider considers to be traditionally southern, while rhoticity marks the new
South (Schneider 2007: 299). Thomas (2008: 107) summarizes the research find-
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ings on the southern development, which have identified World War II as a turn-
ing point:

Before World War II, non-rhoticity was prestigious, appearing most fre-
quently among higher social levels and spreading (except, perhaps, in NURSE
words). Afterward, rhoticity became prestigious and non-rhoticity became
most common among lower social levels. Females have forged ahead of
males in this change.

Feagin’s (2015) study on the development of several linguistic variables in An-
niston, Alabama, also includes non-rhoticity. She observes that non-rhoticity is
almost categorical in the speech of the two older upper class speakers (born 1882
and 1890), but in the speech of the four older rural and urban working class speak-
ers (born 1895, 1899, 1907 and 1911) rhotic forms are already more frequent than
non-rhotic forms (63% rhoticity for the speaker born in 1907 and 84-87% rhoticity
for the rest of the speakers). The two working class speakers born after World
War II (1956 and 1957) also have a high degree of rhoticity (86% and 92%), but a
drastic change can be observed for the upper class: The speakers born in 1953
and 1955 use rhotic forms at a rate of 65% and 91%. Even though no major con-
clusions can be drawn based on this low number of speakers in one location, it
only partially confirms the development described by Thomas. While the mid-
dle of the twentieth century does seem to constitute a turning point, this only
affects the upper class speakers — and even though the rate of rhotic forms in the
speech of the upper class speakers is drastically higher than that of the upper
class speakers born in the nineteenth century, it does not surpass the rate of the
working class speakers born before World War II.

Finally, it has to be noted that the development of non-rhoticity was different
for African American English. Even though evidence is scarce, non-rhoticity has
shown to be a fairly stable feature. Thomas (2008: 107) states that

[i]t should be noted that the dramatic increase in rhoticity applies only to
white Southerners; African Americans remain largely non-rhotic, except in
the NURSE class, and [...] social polarization of the two ethnicities magni-
fied during the civil rights movement may be related to the divergence in
rhoticity.

The discussion about the reasons for the development of the presence or ab-
sence of post-vocalic /r/ in the United States shows that the factor of prestige is
often drawn on to explain changes. In this regard, the prestige of non-rhoticity
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in England also matters because it is assumed by some to affect the prestige of
the form in America. However, most studies usually take the increase in non-
rhoticity in (southeastern) England as a sign of the prestige of the variant — but
they do not take studies on metadiscursive activity on /r/ into account which pro-
vide a more detailed picture of the social meanings of non-rhoticity or rhoticity
respectively. I will thus summarize findings on metadiscourses on /r/ in England
before turning to the rather scarce investigations of metadiscursive activities sur-
rounding (non-)rhoticity in America.

Mugglestone’s (2003: 86—94) overview of attitudes towards the emerging non-
rhoticity in England emphasizes the great discrepancy between reality and pre-
scriptive comments. She notes that throughout the nineteenth century the loss of
/r/ was commented on negatively. Its use was considered vulgar and attributed
to illiterate speakers from lower classes. The stereotype often invoked was that
of the Cockney speaker. Even in the second half of the nineteenth century, when
postvocalic [r] was probably dropped by large numbers of speakers in London
and southern England more generally, its absence was still considered incorrect.
An important reason for this attitude was probably the high valuation of educa-
tion and literacy. The occurrence of <h> in the spelling is an important argument
for demanding the pronunciation of [h]; it is only logical that this applies to <r>
as well. Mugglestone (2003: 88) cites a comment by the poet Gerard Manley Hop-
kins ([1880] 1935) on Keats’s rhymes of, for example, higher and Thalia, which
illustrates a way to reconcile the logical incorrectness of non-rhoticity with its
obvious widespread presence: He evaluates the rhymes as “most offensive, not
indeed to the ear but to the mind”. So even though they sound right, they are still
to be regarded as incorrect by the educated and literate speaker. Mugglestone
(2003: 90) concludes that

[t]he use of post-vocalic and final [r] [...] was evidently able to achieve
the paradoxical status of being present as a prescriptive norm in the ‘best’
English—even while descriptive discussion of non-localized pronunciation
was forced to acknowledge its absence in precisely the same positions.

Jones’ (2006: 259-260) analysis suggests that the negative evaluation of the
realization of /r/ as an alveolar or uvular trill played an important role in the
metadiscourse on /r/ as well. On the one hand, this realization was described
as foreign and provincial and often attributed to Scottish and Irish speech. On
the other hand, it was described as rough, harsh, and canine (it was compared
to a dog’s snarl). The commentators preferred the ‘softness’ of the alveolar ap-
proximant which is regarded as typically English, but also warned about its com-
plete omission. Walker for example comments that “this letter is too forcibly
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pronounced in Ireland” but at the same time “it is often too feebly sounded
in England, and particularly in London, where it is sometimes entirely sunk”
(1791: 50). This shows the link between the negative evaluation of the trilled /r/
and non-rhoticity: They represented opposing poles on a continuum between a
highly sonorant realization of /r/ and no constriction at all. This is reflected in
the nineteenth-century comment by Smart (1836: 33, cited by Jones 2006: 339)
who again states that both extremes have to be avoided. However, Ellis’ (1869:
603) remarks can be interpreted as indicative of a change in attitude, if not in
prescriptivists’ writings then in society more generally: He states that in Lon-
don farther, lord, stork, and drawers are “reduced” and pronounced like father,
laud, stalk, and draws “even in the mouths of educated speakers”. He acknowl-
edges the prevailing prescriptivist tradition by writing “I have usually written
(1) final in deference to opinion” but at the same time he emphasizes that the
prescribed difference between the word pairs is only upheld by careful speakers
“when they are thinking particularly of what they are saying”, which suggests
that /r/-less pronunciations had become more and more accepted in everyday
life. Those speakers who tried to follow prescriptivist opinion and not omit the
/r/ were also criticized, as for example in the anonymous usage guide Hard Words
Made Easy: “Some of our public speakers, who push the accuracy of utterance
beyond a wholesome limit, get the habit of trilling the » so much that one would
think that they wished to be thought unlettered Scotch or Irish peasants” (Anony-
mous 1855: 4, cited by Mugglestone 2003: 90). In my opinion, it is reasonable to
argue that the avoidance of the Scottish or Irish ‘rough’ /r/ was considered to be
most important, even if it led to the omission of /r/ in post-vocalic contexts. A text
on teaching reading and pronunciation, entitled The First Part of the Progressive
Parsing Lessons and printed in 1833 (cited by Mugglestone 2003: 248) exempli-
fies this: “Ar must be pronounced with the tip of the tongue pressed against the
gums of the under teeth, to prevent the r having its rough or consonant sound”.
It is highly unlikely that any constriction can be achieved if these instructions
are followed and it is definitely impossible that an alveolar approximant can be
produced if the tip of the tongue is not allowed to come near the alveolar ridge.
Mugglestone does not really explain why the loss of post-vocalic /r/, which is
condemned throughout the nineteenth century, then becomes part of “a set of
regionally neutral ‘standard pronunciation features’ (Mugglestone 2003: 4) in
the late nineteenth century which are linked with values like correctness and
educatedness in the metadiscourse. I suggest that it is plausible that the stigma-
tization of the trilled /r/, which Ellis calls “decidedly un-English” because it “has
a Scotch or Irish twang with it” (Ellis 1869: 603), played an important role here.
This can be seen in Jespersen’s (1922: 244) account of the change involving /r/:
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There is one change characteristic of many languages in which it seems as
if women have played an important part even if they are not solely respon-
sible for it: I refer to the weakening of the old fully trilled tongue-point
r. I have elsewhere [...] tried to show that this weakening, which results
in various sounds and sometimes in a complete omission of the sound in
some positions, is in the main a consequence of, or at any rate favoured by,
a change in social life: the old trilled point sound is natural and justified
when life is chiefly carried on out-of-doors, but indoor life prefers, on the
whole, less noisy speech habits, and the more refined this domestic life is,
the more all kinds of noises and even speech sounds will be toned down.
One of the results is that this original r sound, the rubadub in the orches-
tra of language, is no longer allowed to bombard the ears, but is softened
down in various ways, as we see chiefly in the great cities and among the
educated classes, while the rustic population in many countries keeps up
the old sound with much greater conservatism.

The omission of /r/ is now regarded as a natural consequence of the weakening
of /r/ which is associated with refinement and culture. Consequently, there are
no traces of an evaluation of /r/-loss as vulgar. Furthermore, it becomes visible
that non-rhoticity is linked to femininity. An earlier example which shows that
/r/-loss carries connotations of refined speech and not vulgarity is the 1866 pub-
lication entitled Mind your H’s and Take Care of your R’s: Exercises for Acquiring
the Use & Correcting the Abuse of the Letter H with Observations and Additional
Exercises on the Letter R written by Charles William Smith, professor of elocution.
He writes that
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[t]he English language, independently of its copiousness, &c., is in this re-
spect nearer to perfection than any other modern tongue, and next after the
Greek; I mean in sound, for our language is not the same in sound, when
well spoken, as it appears upon paper. The English language is most expres-
sive if properly spoken. It abounds in words which seem to paint the thing
for which they stand. Of its many elements of strength the aspirate and the r
are the most important, but unfortunately they are most villainously abused
by the vulgar, the educated, and the refined. The two former either leave
out the aspirate where it should be given, or prefix it where it should not be
given—many committing both faults, while the last drop the r, or convert
it into w. One robs his “’am” to enrich his “hegg,” while the other “wenders
himself wemarkably widiculous” by his senseless affectation”. I know not
which is the worse, the Wellerism of the East or the Dundrearyism of the
West. (Smith 1866: 5)
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Even though /r/-dropping is still evaluated negatively as incorrect, it is inter-
esting that its use is explicitly not attributed to ‘vulgar’ speakers (“Wellerism of
the East” invoking the Cockney stereotype) but to ‘refined’ ones. With regard
to the latter speakers Smith alludes to the figure Lord Dundreary which was in-
vented by the English playwright Tom Taylor for the very successful play Our
American Cousin (1858). Lord Dundreary, played by the English actor Edward
Askew Southern, is a rather dumb and eccentric English nobleman who appar-
ently lisps and realizes the /r/ as a labiodental approximant [v].® This particular
realization of /r/ is actually foregrounded which can be seen in the following
elaboration on the letter R in a later chapter:

After H, the letter R is the worst used letter in the English Alphabet. By
most persons, it is very imperfectly articulated, being given softly at the be-
ginning of words, and altogether omitted when occurring at the end; such
words as court, form, lord, being pronounced cawt, fawm, lawd. Foppish
affectation changes its fine, manly sound into that of W, even at the begin-
ning of words. This Dundrearyism is “twuly widiculous,” and more worthy
a monkey than a man, yet it has become fashionable, not only among a
certain number of brainless “swells,” but has been assumed, together with
many other effeminate habits and mannerisms, by brave-hearted gentle-
men; whose minced speech and foppish manner completely belie the inner
man. (Smith 1866: 29)

Here, weakening and loss of /r/ is attributed to “most persons”, which implies
that he does not associate the omission with any particular social class. The focus
of his criticism is rather on the realization of /r/ as a labiodental approximant
which he evaluates as foppish, affected, ridiculous and unmanly. Interestingly,
the association of the changes with softness and femininity found in Jespersen’s
comment are also present here. In contrast to Jespersen, however, this association
is one of Smith’s main arguments against these changes.

To conclude, metadiscourses on /r/ in England are rather complex and seem
to shift over time. While non-rhoticity is condemned as incorrect throughout
the century and associated with vulgarity, illiteracy and uneducatedness, there
is also some evidence for new perceptions and attitudes in the middle of the
nineteenth century which associate non-rhoticity and ‘soft’ realizations of /r/
with refined but effeminate and unmanly speech and behavior, especially when

®These forms are indicated by pronunciation respellings in the play: e.g. yeth ‘yes’ and wath
‘was’ for the lisp and welations ‘relations’ for the realization of /r/ as [v]. The latter form will
be discussed in more detail in §3.3.6.
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it is combined with a snobbish and affected labiodental /r/. I suggest that the
ultimate change of attitude which led to the positive evaluation of non-rhoticity
as one of the desirable neutral standard forms (very much visible in Jespersen’s
(1922) comment) was spurred by the negative attitude towards the realization of
/1/ as a trill which was regarded as unpleasant, unrefined and un-English. This is
a tentative suggestion, however, which could be investigated more systematically
with the methodological framework developed for the present study.

Some associations and evaluations found in metadiscourses on /r/ in England
can also be found in metadiscourses on /r/ in the United States. The most compre-
hensive study on metadiscourses on phonological forms in the United States is
provided by Bonfiglio (2002). His focus is on /r/, and he notes, for example, that
Webster, like Walker in England, described the presence of non-rhotic forms but
did not recommend their use:

Some of the southern people, particularly in Virginia, almost omit the sound
of r as in ware, there. [...] But there seems to be no good reason for omit-
ting the sound altogether; nor can the omission be defended on the ground,
either of good practice or of rules. It seems to be a habit contracted by care-
lessness. (Webster 1789: 110, cited in Bonfiglio 2002: 38)

Despite the negative view of non-rhoticity expressed in this influential dictio-
nary, Bonfiglio notes that the form has acquired prestige in the northeast and the
south by being associated with cultivation, refinement and higher social circles.
Bonfiglio (2002: 41) makes the interesting observation that even Krapp (1925, 2:
230-231) still calls the absence of post-vocalic /r/ a feature of cultivated speech
in the early twentieth century. With regard to the beginning of the high pres-
tige of non-rhoticity, I have pointed out above that it is often dated to the late
eighteenth century. However, Montgomery (2015) finds that this view must be
challenged, at least for the south, based on his analysis of confederate textbooks
published in the south in the 1860s. In these textbooks, readers are instructed
to “[s]ound the R’s—Poor, not poo-ah; matter, not mattuh; mother, not mothuh;
warm, not wadm, &c” (Chaudron 1863a: 13, cited by Montgomery 2015: 108). At
the same time, however, southern children are supposed to practice “to enunciate
[r] without harshness” (Chaudron 1863b: 1, cited by Montgomery 2015: 108). This
suggests a similar ambivalence found in prescriptive texts in England: The /r/
should not be omitted, but the ‘harsh’ /r/ (usually a uvular trill) is to be avoided
as well.

Another value linked to non-rhoticity in England and America is femininity.
In America, however, this link becomes part of an evaluative pattern which links
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non-rhoticity to weakness — physically, as in the case of women, but also cultur-
ally, as in the case of southerners, yet more importantly, in the case of African
Americans. Bonfiglio regards this “equation of the weakening of /r/ and cultural
feminization and degeneration” as “one of the main thematic motifs in the rise
of network standard and the discussion of standard American pronunciation in
the broadcast media” (2002: 46). In contrast to England, where the negative eval-
uation of the trilled /r/ did not make this variant seem desirable as an alterna-
tive to a non-rhotic pronunciation, the retroflex /r/ came to be associated with
very positive values in America. According to Bonfiglio, it was linked to viril-
ity, strength, vitality and, very importantly, to a purity that was understood in
ethnic terms: While urban eastern areas became ‘contaminated’ by immigration
and racial heterogeneity, the western rural parts were constructed as “‘uncon-
taminated’ areas and thus representing ideal American values. Especially in non-
rhotic areas, these conflicting evaluative patterns led to an ambivalence on the
part of contemporary observers which continued to exist in the twentieth cen-
tury. Bonfiglio (2002: 47-48) analyzes, for example, a publication by the Harvard
educated Charles H. Grandgent (1920), entitled “The dog’s letter” and notes that
while Grandgent still regards non-rhoticity more highly than rhoticity, he also
associates it with softness, weakness and decay.

The extensive research on the historical development of non-rhoticity sum-
marized above shows that it was and continues to be a highly salient form. At
the same time, there are still several open questions, not only with regard to
structural but also to discursive developments. First and foremost, the question
as to how non-rhoticity became constructed as a prestigious ‘standard’ form in
England despite being largely condemned in prescriptivist texts has not been an-
swered convincingly based on an analysis of metadiscursive activities. Similarly,
the situation in the United States has shown to be quite complex, which is why
the present study aims to complement Bonfiglio’s (2002) analysis by focusing on
metadiscursive activity in nineteenth-century newspapers.

With regard to the choice of search terms, non-rhoticity is the only phonolog-
ical form for which I have chosen two different search terms and carried out two
separate analyses. The first search term is a combination of two forms, deah and
fellah, and the second search term is bettah. There are two reasons for search-
ing for articles in which both deah and fellah occur: The first is that when I
searched for deah alone, the recognition software also found articles containing
death. The number of articles resulting from this search was thus very high, and
it would have been too time-consuming to manually exclude articles contain-
ing death. Adding fellah to the search made it possible to obtain a collection of
articles in which deah was accurately identified because death was unlikely to
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occur with fellah in the same article but likely to co-occur with fellah since I
had found this combination in previous analyses. At first sight, the term fellah
seems like an unusual choice for investigating non-rhoticity as the alternative
spelling <fellow> does not indicate a rhotic pronunciation. However, another
common spelling variant was <feller>, and this spelling could indicate a hyper-
rhotic form. Schneider (2004: 279-280) draws attention to evidence of a rhotic
pronunciation of words like wash and Washington as well as of words ending
in final -ow (among others) in early southern America English. He finds that
rhoticity in these words is “derived from English sources” (which is in line with
Britton’s (2007) study of hyper-rhoticity discussed above) and “expanded and re-
distributed in the American South” (Schneider 2004: 280). Even though Schneider
also allows for the possibility that writers did not represent hyper-rhoticity but
simply misspelled the words because they were non-rhotic speakers, a represen-
tation of hyper-rhoticity is at least a possibility. While <fellah> therefore clearly
highlights the absence of rhoticity, the alternative <feller> creates an opportunity
for writers to draw attention to a (hyper-)rhotic pronunciation. In the following
analysis and discussion, I will represent the search term as deah AND fellah to
indicate the co-occurrence of the terms in the same article. However, the first
results suggested that not only non-rhoticity was indexically linked to specific
social values and personae but also the lexical item fellow (often occurring as part
of the phrase my dear fellow, spelled <me deah fellah>). This is why I conducted
a second search using the search term bettah. In this case, <bettah> clearly indi-
cates a non-rhotic variant in contrast to the rhotic <better>. Like deah and fellah,
bettah also represents a case of non-rhoticity occurring in post-vocalic and non-
preconsonantal position, so that all of these search terms allow me to focus on
the later phase of the development of non-rhoticity.

3.3.6 TWOUSERS: non-rhoticity and phonetic realization of /r/

In contrast to non-rhoticity, the realization of /r/ as a labiodental approximant [v]
has not attracted much interest in linguistics. Foulkes & Docherty’s (2000) study
on the development of this realizational variant is the most comprehensive one to
date. They describe how the variant is described and often dismissed as a speech
defect, an infantilism and an upper-class affectation by linguists and other lan-
guage observers from the nineteenth century onwards. Jespersen ([1909] 1948:
354-355) cites Christmas’ (1844) edition of Pegge’s Anecdotes of the English lan-
guage, in which the editor adds a footnote stating that some people invariably
substitute a w for the letter r because of their “inability to pronounce the letter”
and illustrates this disability with the phrase “Awound the wagged wocks the
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wagged wascals wun their wure-wall wace” (1844: 66). Next to this evaluation
of [v] as a speech defect, Jespersen ([1909] 1948: 355) also notes that “[t]his w is
found in some novelists as a constant feature of the speech of noble swells” and
he gives the examples of gwandfather, thwee, scweeching, wight, cwied and Fwank
from Thackeray’s Pendennis, which was published in monthly parts between 1848
and 1850. While research on phonetics and language acquisition confirms the
higher complexity of the alveolar approximant [1] in comparison to the labioden-
tal [v], which makes it likely that the variant actually occurred and still occurs in
children’s speech (Foulkes & Docherty 2000: 55), it is not so clear to what extent
the stereotypical upper-class usage of [v] was a reality in the nineteenth century.
Wells’ (1982b: 282) intuition is that at least in the twentieth century perception
and reality diverge: “Although this [variant] is often regarded as an upper-class
affectation, I am not convinced that it is nowadays found more frequently among
upper-class speakers than among those of other social classes”. In stark contrast
to the stereotype of the [v]-pronouncing swell, Foulkes & Docherty (2000) offer
the tentative hypothesis that [v] emerged as a feature of non-standard London
accents in the late nineteenth and early twentieth century. They argue that the
large number of Jews who migrated to London between 1880 and 1890 were re-
sponsible for an increasing frequency of variants similar to [v] in London speech.
These variants were probably the result of Yiddish speakers attempting to pro-
duce [1] and they might have led to the persistence of the “developmental [v]”
used by children in the acquisition process. The assumption underlying this argu-
ment is that the adult norms become weaker when variability increases, so that
the pressure on children to produce [1] instead of [v] decreases in the light of the
higher presence of the latter variant in the community. Therefore, the result is a
higher frequency of [v] in non-standard south-eastern accents and a more recent
spread of the variant to other urban accents of England. Altendorf & Watt (2008:
212) summarize this development by stating that

there is plentiful evidence of a dramatic rise in frequency of the labioden-
tal approximant [v] in southern England, and indeed in parts of the North.
This feature, formerly regarded as an affectation, a speech defect, or an in-
fantilism, is now heard frequently in the accents of a wide range of English
cities, and appears generally to be more favoured by young working-class
speakers than by middle-class ones.

However, research on the development of attitudes towards this form is scarcer.
Foulkes & Docherty (2000) note that with the increase of the variant in London
it became associated with the Cockney accent and that the “[v] pronunciation is
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now commonly used to stereotype a Cockney accent” (2000: 37). This represents
an enormous shift: A form that had been associated with affected upper-class
swells is now perceived as part of a well-known London working-class accent
which is increasingly evaluated positively. Foulkes & Docherty (2000: 37) some-
what vaguely describe a “present atmosphere where young people are on the
whole positively oriented towards the non-standard south-eastern variety” and
therefore towards [v]. They support the impression of a positive attitude towards
this variant by listing some public figures (musicians, sports stars, actors as well
as television and radio presenters) that can be heard using it. At the same time,
they emphasize that the variant is still used to achieve a comic effect, for example,
in a television advert for Pizza Hut (Foulkes & Docherty 2000: 32). This advert
evokes and plays with the older negative association of the form with defective
speech because when Jonathan Ross, a British television presenter, greets the
American supermodel Caprice in a Pizza Hut store by pronouncing her name
[keep'vizs] she remarks “You can’t pronounce your r’s?”, marking his pronunci-
ation as flawed. However, she immediately adds “I love a man who can’t pro-
nounce his r’s”. This phrase creates the humor of the advert because the positive
evaluation of the variant as attractive and appealing to a beautiful woman runs
counter to the negative values of incorrectness and defectiveness invoked by her
first remark. This advert is a particularly interesting example because it reveals
the ambiguity in the evaluation of the variant in England at the end of the twen-
tieth century. The older negative values were still well-known, but the use of the
variant by a popular public figure and his attractiveness to an American model
indicate a change of attitude, even though the positive evaluation of the form is
still clearly marked as humorous. Whether intentional or not, there is also an ad-
ditional American dimension included in the advert: Even though the nationality
of the main characters (English vs. American) is not foregrounded, it could play
arole in reconciling the two conflicting evaluations. Being American, the model
Caprice is an outsider to the British English speech community, which might be
used as an explanation for why she is presented as finding the form attractive.
In linguistic research on American English, however, the labiodental approxi-
mant [v] has hardly played a role, neither on the structural nor on the discursive
level. In my first case studies on the linguistic forms presented above, however,
I came across many instances of representations of this variant which are indi-
cated in the spelling by the replacement of the grapheme <r> by the grapheme
<w>. The prominence of this variant can be illustrated by the following example:
In the humorous newspaper article entitled “A Martyr of the Modern Type, but
None the Less a Real Hero”, published on April 20, 1895™" in the Idaho Statesman,
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a young man called Percy Paddleford gives an example of a modern martyr in
the following way:

“Young Hawold Montmowenci, who was a very deah fweiend of mine—the deah boy!—Hawold
Montmowenci was one of the gweatest mawtahs this world has ever pwoduced; ’pon my honah, he
was! [...] He worked for eight dollahs a week, doncher know. But in spite of the extweme pwices
chawged for clothes, he chwished the pwaiseworthy ambition of keeping himself dwessed in the
vewy latest fashion. [He continues to describe how his friend spent all his money on new clothes to
keep up with the changing fashion.] Yaas; but, doncher know, the noble cweature perwished in the
owah of his twiumph. He weally perwished of starvation, but he was the best dwessed wemains that
my eyes evah wested upon. Don’t twy to tell me about the old mawtahs! Hawold Montmorwenci
was the gweatest mawtah in the whole history of wecorded time”.

It therefore seemed worthwhile to investigate the role of this variant in the
enregisterment of American English in more detail. As a search term I chose the
lexeme TROUSERS, and I included several spelling variants in my search. Next to
those variants indicating the realization of /r/ as [v] by replacing the first <r>
by a <w>, I also included those which additionally indicated non-rhoticity by
replacing <er> by either <aw> or <ah>. In addition, I included variants using the
older spelling <ow> instead of <ou>. As I also wanted to find out how many vari-
ants occurred which indicated non-rhoticity without the realization of /r/ as [v],
I included spellings which only altered <er> but not the first <r>.! I therefore
used ten search terms: twousers, twowsers, twousaws, trousaws, twowsaws, trow-
saws, twousahs, trousahs, twowsahs, and trowsahs which are all represented in the
following analysis by TWOUSERS. An additional advantage of using TWOUSERS as
a search term is that it is also of interest on a lexical dimension as I will show in
§3.4.2.

3.4 Lexical forms

3.4.1 baggage vs. luggage

According to the Oxford English Dictionary (2021), luggage is a noun derived from
the verb lug, which is probably of Scandinavian origin. An early meaning of lug-
gage, which is now obsolete, is “what has to be lugged about; inconveniently
heavy baggage” and also “the baggage of an army”. The current use of the word
is indicated as being restricted to Great Britain (where it is “the ordinary word”)
and its first sense is given by the OED as “The baggage belonging to a traveller

YThis makes it possible to assess the prominence of [v] in comparison to non-rhoticity with
regard to the one specific lexical item. If many spelling variants occurred which just signal
non-rhoticity, the prominence of [v] would be rather low; however, if only few of these spelling
variants occur, the prominence of [v] will be rather high.
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or passenger, esp. by a public conveyance”. This shows that the word baggage
is used to define luggage, which indicates that the two terms are basically syn-
onymous. Not surprisingly, baggage is also defined by using the word luggage:
“The collection of property in packages that one takes along with him on a jour-
ney; portable property; luggage”. Regarding its use, the OED states that baggage
is “[n]ow rarely used in Great Britain for ordinary ‘luggage’ carried in the hand
or taken with one by public conveyance; but the regular term in the U.S” (2021).
Baggage originates from the Old French word bagage, meaning “property packed
up for carriage” and it is first attested in 1430, whereas the first occurrence of lug-
gage is dated to 1596, so more than a hundred years later. It thus seems that two
different forms with different origins but a largely overlapping sense have be-
come used in England at different points in time; and while luggage has become
the majority form in England, baggage has come to dominate in the United States.

That baggage and luggage are two forms which constitute a linguistic differ-
ence between Great Britain and the United States today makes them promising
forms to investigate in the present study. However, the primary reason for study-
ing them is again not based on the linguistic situation found today but on news-
paper articles which suggest that the forms played a role in nineteenth-century
discourses on language. An example for such an article, which I found in the col-
lection of articles containing hinglish, is the following anecdote taken from the
magazine Harper’s Round Table and published in the Daily Inter Ocean on March
19, 1896 (and with minor modifications in the Denver Evening Post on March
24, 18961):

A Boy’s Observation in Europe.

We had a great time when we landed. All our trunks had to be opened by the custom house
inspectors to see if we had any cologne or cigars in ’em. I don’t see why they call them custom
house officers though. Their costumes weren’t anything wonderful. It took Pop a half an hour to get
his trunks all through because he said the inspector didn't know the language. Pop says he asked
him what nation he belonged to and the man said he was Hinglish and Pop told him he'd never
heard of any such people, where did they live. In Hingland, the man said. Where's that asked Pop,
and the man nearly fainted and then Pop gave him a half crown and the man said he guessed he
needn't open any more trunks, because a man as ignorant as he was wouldn't have sense enough
to try to smuggle anything in anywhere.

After the trunks were all passed Pop asked a man where the baggage car was and that man
couldn’t speak English either. He asked Pop what, and Pop says again where's the baggage car,
and just then an American that had been over before says to the man he means the luggage
van, and the man says oh, wy didn't ee si so. Pop says he thinks that's Welsh, which is a language
he never liked anyhow. [...] [emphasis mine]

This anecdote exaggerates the difficulty of communication between English-
men and Americans in a humorous way, and it shows that the difference between
luggage and baggage (here as part of the compounds baggage car and luggage
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van) are salient forms which are used to illustrate the difference leading to a
breakdown in communication.

3.4.2 pantsvs. trousers

Pants is described by the OED (2021) as a shortened form of pantaloons — pan-
taloons being a word borrowed from French and Italian and first attested in the
late sixteenth century in the form Pantaloun, designating a figure of the Italian
commedia dell’arte (Italian: Pantalone). The second sense of pantaloon is given as
“Trousers, breeches, or drawers” (2021) and the different sub-entry senses distin-
guish different styles, most of which are now historical, rare or obsolete. Sense
2 d. is important because it defines the sense that is related to the time period
relevant for the present study:

Tight trousers fastened with ribbons or buttons below the calf or (later)
with straps passing under the boots, which superseded knee breeches and
became fashionable amongst men in the late 18th and early 19th cent. Now
hist. exc. where retained as part of a livery or military uniform.

This sense may have been the basis for the sense 2 f., which indicates a regional
differentiation between the United States and England: It is defined as “Trousers
(used generally, without indicating a particular style)” and said to be chiefly used
in the U.S., with its first attestation from 1834. As it was the case for luggage and
baggage, the use of trousers to define pantaloons shows that their meaning is
basically synonymous. Not surprisingly, trousers is also used in the definition of
pants. Sense 1 a. defines it as “Originally (colloquial): pantaloons. Later: trousers
of any kind (in early use applied to men’s trousers, but in the 20th cent. extended
to include those worn by men and women)”. Its first attestation is from 1835
and it is found to have originated in the United States and to be used in this
sense chiefly in North America (as well as in New Zealand, Australia and South
Africa). By contrast, sense 3 is chiefly British: “(Men’s or women’s) underpants”,
which shows that even though pants is used in North America and in Britain, the
meaning of the form is different in the different regions.

Trousers, on the other hand, is described by the OED (2021) as an extended form
of the noun trouse, which was most likely derived from the Irish and Scottish
Gaelic word triubhas (and not, as it has often been assumed, from Old French
trousse). The meaning of trousers today goes back to the seventeenth century.
Sense 2 a. specifies this meaning as follows:
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An outer garment covering the body from the waist to the ankles, with a
separate part for each leg; (originally) a loose-fitting cloth garment of this
type worn by men, sometimes over close-fitting breeches or drawers; (now
more generally) any of various garments of this type worn by either sex
(though traditionally more closely associated with men)

The first attestation of trousers with this meaning is from 1681, but the OED
notes that its rise in frequency happened more than a hundred years later, from
the beginning of the nineteenth century. In this process, the meaning of trousers
became more clearly distinct from the meaning of breeches: Trousers covered the
whole leg while breeches only came just below the knee, and trousers were not
as tightly fit as breeches.

Using pants and trousers as lexical forms in the present study is promising for
several reasons: First of all, it provides a good case for studying the interaction
between different kinds of perceivable signs, because changes in the meaning of
the terms were also linked to changes in the items of clothing that they desig-
nated. This can be illustrated by the quote illustrating sense 2 d. of pantaloons,
which is from the Chambers’s Information for People, published in 1857: “Pan-
taloons, which fitted close to the leg, remained in very common use by those
persons who had adopted them till about the year 1814, when the wearing of
trousers, already introduced into the army, became fashionable”. This indicates
that changes in fashion, described here as mainly a change from a tight to a loose
fit, were related to a change in the use of terms, at least in Great Britain. Yet, in
North America the development seems to have been different, with pantaloons
remaining the lexical form being applied to the garment covering the legs and
extending its meaning to all styles of fashion — the main change was the clip-
ping of the form to pants, which was apparently first colloquial but then became
the general form. The second reason for studying this form is therefore that it
provides interesting insights into which role this differentiation on the lexical
level used to play in the discourses on language, that is, in the construction of
a discursive variety. The third reason for choosing the form is that the analysis
of articles containing baggage and luggage has already revealed that the differ-
ence between pants and trousers is subject to explicit and implicit metapragmatic
activities. For example, several newspaper articles listed important differences
between the use of lexical items in England and in America, and they often in-
cluded trousers and pants. An example is the article entitled “A Few Verbal Errors”
published on February 9, 1882”7 in the Glendive Times (Montana). It references
a prescriptivist work by Alfred Ayres, The Verbalist, and gives examples of “the
more common errors in the use of words”, among them “Pants, for pantaloons, or
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(better still) trousers”. This indicates that, by 1882, pants was used in the United
States, but that it attracted criticism by prescriptivists, which then circulated in
newspaper discourse. A closer analysis of metadiscursive activity surrounding
these lexical items thus seems fruitful to investigate if and how pants, which is
the common form for the item of clothing covering the legs in the United States
today, became enregistered as an ‘American’ form in the nineteenth century.

To conclude this discussion of previous research on the linguistic forms chosen
for the present study, it becomes clear that their historical development deserves
further attention, not only on the structural but also on the discursive level. This
study focuses on the discursive level by investigating their role in the enregis-
terment of American English in the nineteenth century. Before presenting the
results of the analysis in Chapter 4, I will specify the precise research questions
guiding the analysis in the following section.

3.5 Research questions

The aim of this study is to investigate enregisterment processes of American En-
glish, or, in other words, a register that is indexically linked to the value ‘Ameri-
can’ in the United States in the nineteenth century. Based on the methodological
considerations described in this chapter, the analysis will be focused on the fol-
lowing research questions:

1. In how many newspaper articles of the two databases (AHN and NCNP)
do the selected search terms occur? How are the articles containing the
search terms distributed regionally (per state) and temporally (per decade)?
Which inferences can be drawn from this about the salience of the linguis-
tic forms in metadiscursive activity, that is, how salient were they, when
did they become salient, and in which regions did they become salient?

2. Which social values and social personae (characterological figures) are in-
dexically linked to the linguistic forms? Which other linguistic forms co-
occur with them?

3. How are the indexical links created? Which strategies are employed and
to what extent do they differ depending on the linguistic form? What are
the effects of the different strategies and how do they contribute to the
salience of the form-meaning links?

4. How often do the indexical links occur? To what extent do they change
over time? To what extent does the creation of the indexical links follow
specific patterns? Are these patterns stable or are they changing?
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The research questions subsumed under 1) will be answered by means of quan-
titative analyses because they aim at discovering the frequency of occurrence of
articles containing the search terms. The findings obtained in this part provide
an important basis for the subsequent analyses because they reveal when, where
and to what extent the phonological forms were part of metadiscursive activity
in the first place. It is of course possible and even very likely that the linguistic
forms have been subject to discussion in other articles which do not use pro-
nunciation respellings (at least not those selected for the analysis here) or which
discuss one of the lexical items without using the other variant near to it, but, as
I'have already pointed out, using specific search terms makes it possible to create
a restricted set of texts and to investigate the articles of this set systematically to
identify patterns and trace general developments. In the case of the lexical forms,
I will investigate more specifically how often the two variants occur within ten
words of each other and identify the frequency of occurrence of articles in which
the variants are implicitly or explicitly marked as different (be it in terms of se-
mantic meaning or in terms of indexical values associated with the variants). It is
these cases which are particularly interesting because, as in the case of pronun-
ciation respellings, attention is drawn to the difference between linguistic forms,
which creates the potential for discovering social differences which are linked
to these linguistic differences. The general aim of this first part is to assess the
salience of the linguistic forms in metadiscursive activity in quantitative terms
because this offers an insight into the questions of when the forms have been
enregistered, where this enregisterment took place and the extent to which the
form became salient register shibboleths.

The questions subsumed under 2) and 3) will be answered by means of quali-
tative analyses which focus mostly on the intratextual layer. I will analyze spe-
cific examples to show the different ways in which indexical links are created
in the articles. This includes the crucial question of how the value ‘American’ is
constructed (Who is American? What characteristics does ‘being American’ en-
tail?). Furthermore, a central part of the analysis is to identify other discourses
and ideologies that are drawn on to establish the indexical links between linguis-
tic forms and social values. In this part, the salience of the form-meaning links
is assessed qualitatively by showing how different strategies in the creation of
form-meaning links have different effects on the salience of these links. In addi-
tion, the analysis also aims at identifying other linguistic forms which are linked
to the same social values and characterological figures in order to get a fuller pic-
ture of the linguistic repertoire of the registers. Finally, the questions subsumed
under 4) focus on the transtextual layer. By adding quantitative elements to the
prior qualitative analyses it is possible to identify larger patterns in the creation
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of links and their role in the enregisterment of American English. This is crucial
because, as pointed out in §2.2.1, enregisterment occurs when the typifications
occur repeatedly and form-value links become a social regularity. Moreover, it
will be possible to trace developments in the social evaluation of the forms un-
der investigation to discover how stable the form-value links were. The following
chapter contains the results of the analysis. It is divided into two parts, the first
focusing on the phonological forms and the second on the lexical forms. The
analysis will be followed by an interpretation of what the results reveal about
historical enregisterment processes of American English in Chapter 5.
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4 Results: metadiscursive activity in
nineteenth-century U.S. newspapers

4.1 Metadiscourses on phonological forms

4.1.1 Frequency and temporal and regional distribution of newspaper
articles

The primary aim of the quantitative analysis at this point is to determine the
extent to which the linguistic forms which are the focus of the present study
are part of metadiscursive activities in newspaper articles. As a first step, I there-
fore determined the overall frequency of occurrence of articles containing the
search terms whose spelling represents a particular phonological form. The re-
sult of this analysis, which is shown in Table 4.1, shows that all search terms
appear in a number of articles, with dawnce occurring least often (in 73 articles)
and bettah occurring most often (in 374 articles). This already indicates that the
pronunciation respellings chosen for this analysis were not just the product of
one or two random choices by a few individuals, but they had become reliable
indicators of the phonological forms and were used by writers because they ex-
pected their readers to recognize which pronunciation they aimed to represent.
As can be seen in Table 4.1, I not only identified the number of articles contain-
ing the search terms (token frequency), but I also counted how many different
articles containing each search term appeared (type frequency) because of the
common practice to reprint the same article in different newspapers.! Measur-
ing these frequencies provides insights into two important questions: the first
one asking how widely the search terms circulated in discourses on language
in newspapers and the second one asking the more difficult question of which
inferences can be drawn with regard to the salience of the phonological forms
represented by the search terms in metadiscursive activities. The first question
can be answered by using the token frequencies (and if not indicated otherwise,

'If the same article published in the same newspaper appeared in both databases (because the
two databases overlap to a small extent), I considered it a duplicate and counted it as only one
token.
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all analyses conducted in the present study will be based on the token frequen-
cies). Table 4.1 shows that they vary considerably, with bettah occurring in over
five times more articles than dawnce. This suggests that bettah and more gen-
erally the representation of non-rhoticity had a wider circulation than that of
the other search terms and phonological forms. Articles containing deah AND
fellah as well as noospaper/s appear less than half as often as articles containing
bettah, and those containing hinglish and TWOUSERs appear less than a third as
often. While it is possible to argue that a higher circulation also contributes to a
higher salience of the pronunciation respellings and the phonological forms that
they represent, other factors have to be considered as well to answer the second
question.

The first factor that obviously needs to be taken into consideration is the fre-
quency of the lexical item that is used to represent the phonological form by
means of a non-standard spelling. If a lexical item is generally more frequent (in
standard spelling), it can be expected to occur more frequently in non-standard
spelling as well, which means that a higher number of articles containing the
search term could also be due to the higher frequency of the lexical item and
not due to a higher salience of the phonological form to be represented. Con-
sequently, I have extracted the number of articles containing the lexical item in
standard spelling (ASS) and calculated the respective ratios to articles containing
the lexical item in non-standard spelling (ANSS), which are shown in Table 4.2.
When comparing the ratio of TWOUSERS to trousers with the ratio of hinglish to
English, for example, it is striking that even though the absolute frequency of
ANSSs is almost the same, the ratio of ANSSs to ASSs is considerably different,
suggesting that the lexical item trousers is much more often respelled to suggest
an alternative pronunciation than the item English. The ratio of deah AND fellah
to dear AND fellow is the lowest of all search terms, while the ratio of bettah to
better is the second highest. Therefore, even though both forms indicate a non-
rhotic pronunciation, this pronunciation is represented much more often in dear
AND fellow than in better. This finding is important in two respects: First, it indi-
cates that the token frequencies of ANSSs are influenced by the lexical items and
it is therefore hardly possible to deduce which of the phonological forms is more
salient in metadiscursive activities based on the limited number of search terms.
(Note that salience at this point is defined as having the quality of being highly
frequent.) It is, for example, possible that if a more frequent lexical item contain-
ing the BaATH-vowel had been chosen for the analysis, the search would have
yielded a significantly higher number of articles. Nevertheless, as stated above,
the frequencies show that the pronunciation respellings drawing attention to
phonological forms were not isolated cases but occurred consistently enough to
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constitute a regular pattern which is worth further investigation. Secondly, the
ratios in Table 4.2 serve as an indicator of how closely the lexical item is linked
to the phonological form(s) represented by the spelling. Most notably, trousers
and the combination of dear and fellow are relatively often represented as being
pronounced without the post-vocalic /r/ and, additionally or alternatively, with a
labiodental approximant in the case of trousers. This suggests that in these cases
the indexical links are not just found on the phonological but also on the lexical
level. A close connection between a phonological form and a lexical item can
contribute to the salience of both forms, lexical and phonological, in other ways
than by sheer frequency, as I will show in the second part of the analysis in §4.1.2.

The second factor that can be considered when assessing the salience of the
phonological forms in metadiscursive activities in quantitative terms is the rela-
tion between the token and the type frequency of the articles. A low TTR-value
indicates that the diversity of articles containing a search term is lower, which in
turn means that there is a higher number of articles which were reprinted one or
more times. Table 4.1 shows that the search terms clearly fall into three groups
with hinglish, noospaper/s and dawnce having a TTR-value of 71-73%, deah AND
fellah and bettah having the same TTR-value of 66% and lastly TWOUSERs having
the lowest TTR-value of 53%.

Table 4.1: Number of articles containing the search terms in both
databases (tokens and types).

Number of articles Number of articles

Search term(s) in both databases in both databases Lype-Token
(tokens) (types) Ratio (TTR)
hinglish 107 78 73%
noospaper/s 162 117 72%
dawnce 73 52 71%
TWOUSERS 103 55 53%
deah AND fellah 157 104 66%
bettah 374 246 66%

How can these values be interpreted with regard to the salience of the phono-
logical forms? It can be argued that a low TTR-value indicates that there is a
higher number of popular articles. That is, articles which editors found so ap-
pealing that they decided to reprint them in their newspapers. This popularity
can have several causes, of course, but since the pronunciation respellings are
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quite unusual, it is plausible that they at least affected the popularity of the arti-
cles in some way. It is striking that both search terms representing non-rhoticity
have the exact same TTR-value even though the search term deah AND fellah
appears in less than half the number of articles than bettah, which can be taken
as a confirmation that the TTR-value can serve as an indicator of the popularity
of the phonological form and not just a specific search term (or something else
entirely). If a search term appears in a high number of popular articles which
have been reprinted several times, this could be interpreted as contributing to
the salience of the phonological form - editors notice it and find that the article
with the pronunciation respelling might appeal to the newspaper’s readers. It
is, however, impossible to determine what exactly the editors found appealing,
which again underlines the necessity of qualitative analyses to provide a full pic-
ture.

Table 4.2: Ratio of number of articles containing the search term(s) writ-
ten in non-standard spelling (ANSSs) and in standard spelling (ASSs).

Search term(s) Ratio of ANSSs to ASSs (number of articles)
deah AND fellah : dear AND fellow 1:925
TWOUSERS : trousers 1:1010
dawnce : dance 1:6163
noospaper/s : newspaper/s 1:9820
bettah : better 1:10872
hinglish : English 1:27667

Before turning to the qualitative part of the analysis, two important questions
remain: When did articles containing the search terms first appear and how did
the number of articles change over time? Even though the absolute token fre-
quencies of the articles cannot be compared, it is possible to compare the tem-
poral development of articles containing the search terms over time. Figure 4.1
shows the frequency of articles (tokens) per million and decade for each search
term and a clear pattern emerges. On the one hand, articles containing hinglish
and noospaper/s appear already early in the century and then keep appearing at
a fairly steady rate. There are two obvious exceptions to this steadiness, which
are the 1830s for hinglish and the 1860s for noospaper/s, which will need to be in-
vestigated in the qualitative part. On the other hand, articles containing bettah,
deah AND fellah, TWOUSERS and dawnce appear earliest in the 1840s and only
at low frequencies until their occurrence rises dramatically in the 1880s. Most
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notably bettah and deah AND fellah show a very similar development, which in-
dicates that it is indeed the phonological forms and not the lexical items which
draw more and more attention in metadiscursive activity. Articles containing
TWOUSERS and dawnce appear hardly at all before the 1880s. Based on the se-
lected search terms, it therefore seems as if /h/-dropping and -insertion and
yod-dropping played a role in metadiscursive activity throughout the nineteenth
century, while the other phonological forms came into focus largely in the last
decades of the nineteenth century.

As ameans to ensure the reliability of the temporal development found in both
databases combined, I compared the development in both databases separately.
Figure 4.2 shows the number of articles in the database AHN and Figure 4.3 in the
database NCNP. It is striking that the same general trends can also be observed
in both databases separately, which indicates that the findings are fairly robust
and that the databases are indeed comparable. Moreover, for three of the phono-
logical forms I carried out additional searches in one of the databases (NCNP)
to confirm that the observed patterns are related primarily to the phonological
forms and not to the lexical items chosen to represent them. Figure 4.4 shows
the development of articles containing Hingland, cawnt and weally (‘really’, the
<w> signaling the realization of /r/ as a labiodental approximant) to the ones
containing hinglish, dawnce and TWOUSERS.

How does the temporal pattern established above relate to the regional distri-
bution of articles containing the search terms? Figure 4.5 and Figure 4.6 display
how often the articles appeared in each state — the darker the color, the higher
the number of articles in a particular state. The first general result is that none
of the search terms is restricted to articles published only in one state or a spe-
cific region, but they are all more or less distributed across the whole country.
A second observation is that the two search terms which appeared in articles
throughout most of the century, hinglish and noospaper/s, are also similar with
respect to the regional distribution. This might not be apparent at first sight be-
cause of the high number of articles containing noospaper/s published in Wis-
consin (21 articles), but for both search terms there is a relatively high number
of articles published in the northeast of the country. For noospaper/s, the second-
and third-highest number of articles appeared in Massachusetts (12) and New
Hampshire (11). Maine (7) and New York (7) also occupy prominent positions on
the map. For hinglish, the four states with the highest number of articles are Mas-
sachusetts (10), Pennsylvania (10), Connecticut (8) and New York (8). In contrast,
the other four search terms appear in a relatively small number of articles in the
northeast. They are mostly found in articles published in the midwest, west and
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Figure 4.3: The number of articles containing the search term(s) in the
database NCNP per million and decade

north of the country, with Colorado and Kansas occupying particularly promi-
nent positions. There is only one eastern state with a relatively high number of
articles containing all of the four search terms: Pennsylvania.

There are some dissimilarities between the four search terms as well. Wiscon-
sin stands out among other states for having a high number of articles contain-
ing deah AND fellah, bettah and TWOUSERs appeared, but the number of articles
containing dawnce is not particularly high. The high number of articles in Wis-
consin is actually something that the three search terms have in common with
the search term noospaper/s. The search terms representing non-rhoticity also
show a very similar distribution. They contrast with the other search terms in
being part of a relatively high number of articles published in Missouri (24 arti-
cles containing bettah and nine articles containing deah AND fellah). They differ,
however, in that deah AND fellah occurs relatively often in the north (13 articles
in North Dakota, 10 articles in Minnesota). The only other term with a relatively
high number of articles in North Dakota is dawnce. Regarding the southeastern
region, another striking difference is that many articles containing deah AND
fellah appear in Georgia (6), which is noticeable because noospaper/s is the only
other search term with a relatively high number of articles in Georgia (8). Bettah,
on the other hand, appears relatively often in Massachusetts and is similar to
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Figure 4.4: The number of articles containing the search term(s) in the
database NCNP per million and decade

both hinglish and noospaper/s in that respect. Finally, Texas and California also
appear in the list of the ten states with the highest number of articles containing
the search terms deah AND fellah, bettah, dawnce and hinglish.

Although the regional distribution patterns described above are clearly based
on a fairly low number of articles, it is still striking that the differences between
the search terms with regard to the development over time are reflected in their
distribution across the United States and that the distribution of the search terms
representing non-rhoticity is fairly similar. If the distribution was just a reflec-
tion of the overall number of articles published in the states, most articles would
have to appear in the northeast, which is clearly not the case for all search terms.
This suggests that it is likely that the linguistic forms in general circulate more
widely in metadiscourses in the respective areas and are highly salient based on
their quantity: /h/-dropping and -insertion as well as yod-dropping seem to be
part of metadiscursive activity in the northeast more often than in the rest of the
country, while the other phonological forms are more often involved in metadis-

174



4.1 Metadiscourses on phonological forms
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Figure 4.5: Number of articles containing hinglish, twousers or deah
AND fellah in both databases (AHN and NCNP) per state
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noospaperfs: number of articles in AHN + NCNP
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courses in the northern and (mid)western parts of the United States. The lower
the number of articles containing particular search terms in a state, the more
difficult it is to ascertain whether they can be taken as an indicator of the extent
to which the phonological form is part of metadiscursive activity in that state.
Again, it is only in combination with a qualitative analysis that further light can
be shed on the role of region in the enregisterment of these forms. The following
section will therefore address the second research question asking which social
values and social personae (characterological figures) are indexically linked to
the different linguistic forms and the third research question asking how these
indexical links are created and how the strategies employed contribute to the
salience of the form-meaning links. Section 4.1.3 will then combine the insights
of the quantitative and qualitative analyses to provide a comprehensive picture
of how the enregisterment of the phonological forms proceeded.

4.1.2 Indexical values and social personae: a qualitative analysis

The main aim of the qualitative analyses in this section is to identify how in-
dexical links between the phonological forms and social values as well as social
personae are created. This requires an analysis of the strategies which are em-
ployed to typify the linguistic form under investigation and other linguistic and
non-linguistic signs by making them point to aspects of the context in which the
forms are used. The articles I selected for the following qualitative analyses show
the most common indexical links and illustrate different strategies which were
used to establish these links. To find out whether the links are stable or changing,
the articles were also taken from different points in time.

4.1.2.1 hinglish

In the databases, the first article containing the search term hinglish was pub-
lished in 1825 in three different newspapers: the Middlesex Gazette (Middletown,
Connecticut) on July 20, 1825"), the Boston Commercial Gazette (Boston, Mas-
sachusetts) on July 21, 1825 and the Arkansas Weekly Gazette (Little Rock, Ar-
kansas) on September 20, 1825, As indicated at the end of the article, the news-
papers took the article from the Georgetown Metropolitan, a newspaper published
in Washington, D.C.

The article is a type of text which occurs very frequently in my sample of
articles containing pronunciation respellings. I classify such texts as anecdotes
because they contain typical characteristics of that genre. According to Bauman
(2005: 22), an anecdote is “a short, humorous narrative, purporting to recount a
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Tho following specimen of pure Lnghsh 1
heard from an Fnglishman not long since, who
was nbusing the Americans for many things, and
among the rest for speaking such bad Hing Lish
that he could not hundersiand them,

I ate the Hamertean chimate, becauso it is too
of in summer, 1ham not Aable to wall hout of
the oute, 1aue to habstain from hallthe hunjoye
mepts of hexercise on orseback or hotherivise hex-
eept §dre nack, The Hamerican orses, hoxen
and ogs are not equal to the Hinglish~=hn said
bo did not hiko our mode ot living, because hin
Virginia they gave him Iindian bread and am
and Aeggs to heat with sumtimes nfricd en instead
of'a chioken,

Quere,—Was e heducated hat 1oxford 2ew
Geo, Metropolutan,

RPN T AT A AP,

Figure 4.7: An article representing the speech of an Englishman, pub-
lished in the Middlesex Gazette (Middletown, Connecticut) on July 20,

1825, retrieved from America’s Historical Newspapers

true incident involving real people”. Furthermore, there is usually a “focus on a
single scene and a tendency to limit attention to two actors” who engage with
each other, so anecdotes “tend to be heavily dialogic in construction” (Bauman
2005: 22). In the anecdote above, the truth-claim is established by a first-person
narrator who claims that he or she has actually heard an Englishman complain-
ing about Americans. Anecdotes usually focus on actors who can be seen as “rep-
resentative [...] regarding named individuals or groups” (Nicolaisen 2011: 73), so
the reader is invited to regard the opinions and behaviors of the Englishman de-
scribed as being representative of the opinions and behaviors of English people
in general. This particular example does not entail any dialogue, but it is an ac-
count of reported speech. The American reproduces the voice of the Englishman
for the greatest part of the anecdote, thereby providing a representation of the
Englishman’s accent. The last line of the text is not part of the anecdote. The in-
troduction Quere sets it apart from the main text and indicates that the following
question is a reaction to the anecdote on the part of the editor publishing the
article.

The first line of the text establishes that the main focus of the anecdote is lan-
guage, particularly the language used by the Englishman, which the narrator la-
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bels as “a specimen of pure English”, and the relationship between the English spo-
ken by Englishmen and the English spoken by Americans. The value distinctions
between ‘good’ and ‘bad’ as well as ‘pure’ and ‘impure’ play an important role,
which is underlined typographically by italicizing the phrase pure English. The
evaluation of the Englishman’s speech as ‘pure’ alludes to discourses in England,
where, as Mugglestone (2003) shows, purity comes to be associated with speech
that does not contain any regionally restricted forms (so-called provincialisms).
As early as 1687, Cooper described “the best dialect” of London speech as “the
most pure and correct” (cited in Mugglestone 2003: 15), which illustrates that
links between a repertoire of forms and a place (London) become backgrounded
in favor of links between the forms and social values like ‘purity’ and ‘correct-
ness’, with the consequence that any use of forms which are associated with
different places evokes the lesser values ‘impure’ and ‘incorrect’. Labeling the
Englishman’s speech as ‘pure’ in an American context creates two effects: It em-
phasizes that the speech is purely English, without any American influence, and
it also highlights the belief that a form of English speech is associated with cor-
rectness and purity, which implies that using any American forms would index
impurity and incorrectness. The description of the Englishman’s attitude and
behavior constructs him as a character who positions himself as linguistically
superior: He “was abusing the Americans for many things, and among the rest
for speaking such bad Hinglish that he could not hunderstand them”. By setting
Hinglish and hunderstand apart from the rest of the sentence through italics, the
author distinguishes the voice of the narrator and the voice of the Englishman. In
doing so, he creates an indexical link between /h/-insertion and the Englishman -
alink which is reinforced to a great extent by the following mix of direct and indi-
rect representation of the Englishman’s speech because every word which would
normally be spelled with an initial <h> is spelled without it and vice versa, which
creates a picture of a person consistently dropping and inserting /h/ at the be-
ginning of words. The sheer frequency of words representing /h/-dropping and
-insertion, the highlighting of these words by means of italics and the almost
complete absence of any other markedly differential linguistic forms make the
phonological form and its link to Englishness (in contrast to Americanness) ex-
tremely salient. Establishing this link serves an important function: It reverses
the relationship between English and American speech. The dropping and inser-
tion of /h/ by the Englishman is clearly marked as deviant and non-standard
through the spelling, indicating that the phonological form is ‘incorrect’. This
makes it clear that the aim of the anecdote is to counter the prevailing ideology
of English speech being superior to American speech by providing an example
of English speech which is incorrect and not pure. The contrast between the la-
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bel “pure English” and the Englishman’s actual speech, marked by the ‘incorrect’
insertion and dropping of /h/, is a source of irony and humor. The Englishman’s
arrogance is expressed through his criticism not only of the language used in
America but also of the climate (“it is too ot in zummer”), of the activities (“I ave
to habstain from hall the hinjoyments of hexercise on orseback or hotherwise”)
and of the food (“Hindian bread” and “am and heggs [...] with zumtimes a fried
en instead of a chicken”). It culminates in the ridiculous claim that the “Hameri-
can orses, hoxen and ogs are not equal to the Hinglish”. The claims of superiority
therefore extend beyond language, but it is primarily based on linguistic grounds
that these claims are refuted and ridiculed. What is important is that the anec-
dote does not question the model itself, but it questions the ability of Englishmen
to conform to this model while highlighting the Americans’ ability to do so.

The question “Was e heducated hat Hoxford?” in the last line adds to the
ridicule. As the voice is that of an American asking about the Englishman’s ed-
ucation, the use of /h/-dropping and -insertion is marked as mockery, which
underlines the irony of the question: It is hardly imaginable that an Englishman
deviating from the model of pure speech through the insertion and dropping of
/h/ could have attended this prestigious English university and received a good
education. This creates an additional indexical link between the phonological
form and a lack of education and, by implication, emphasizes the educatedness
of Americans. Overall, the strength of the anecdote is that it creates an anecdotal
exemplar of an incident — an incident that is to be understood as representative.
This impression of representativeness is created through the contrast between
the truth-claim and the unrealistic and exaggerated nature of the incident: It is
very unlikely for so many words beginning with /h/ or a vowel to co-occur in
such a short text. Nevertheless, the reader is called to believe that the general
nature of the incident is true, namely that English people think of themselves
and of their speech as superior and that they look down on Americans, on their
speech and way of life, while they are “in fact” inferior.

The anecdote is a very common text type in the collection of articles contain-
ing hinglish and anecdotes about similar incidents to the one described above
appear repeatedly. An anecdote published on September 14, 1830, in the Bal-
timore Gazette and Daily Advertiser (Maryland) and reprinted in the Mechanics’
Free Press (Pennsylvania) on October 9, 1830, as well as in The Arkansas Gazette
(Arkansas) on November 3, 1830, also features an Englishman: “An English trav-
eller, who had never been out of the sound of the Bow-bells until he took it
into his head to cross the “Hatlantic to take notes””. The encounter between the
Englishman and (southern) Americans also includes funny misunderstandings
caused by linguistic differences, culminating in the following reaction by the
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Englishman: “The cockney only half muttered to himself, “vell I do think they
murder the king’s hinglish most hinumanly in Hamerica” Again, /h/-insertion
(and also /h/-dropping) are linked to the speech of the Englishman, who is more
specifically characterized as a Cockney, which indicates that there must be some
familiarity with a stereotypical Cockney figure, including its linguistic repertoire,
which also includes the second prominent linguistic form: the replacement of /w/
by /v/ (as in vell ‘well’). The humor of the anecdote rests again on the irony cre-
ated by the contrast between the Cockney’s assertion that the English in America
is not as ‘good’ as in England while his own speech exhibits phonological forms
which are associated with ‘incorrect’, ‘bad’, and ‘uneducated’ speech.

Another example of an anecdote focusing on /h/-dropping and -insertion to
negotiate claims to (linguistic) superiority is the exchange published on July 22,
1856 between “a rather waggish New York Judge” and “an overfed John Bull” in
a New York Central Railroad car, in which the latter criticizes American pronun-
ciation by stating “It is most hastonishing, sir, to a Hinglish gentleman, to find
the pronunciation of the Hinglish lendwidg so defective in this kentry”.? The
negative evaluation of /h/-dropping and -insertion as incorrect, which is the ba-
sis for the irony and humor created by this sentence, is reinforced by an explicit
metalinguistic comment by the New York Judge, who replies “In this country we
call a horse a horse, but you call it ‘a nors’, and you think that a man who don’t
know what a nors is must be a hass!” In this article, the label “John Bull” is used to
indicate that the Englishman is again a representative of Englishmen in general:
John Bull is a figure which appeared in eighteenth-century England as a sym-
bolic representation of the English people (see Hunt 2003 for details). As in the
first anecdote, the two character traits highlighted are arrogance coupled with
ignorance, a combination which creates a source of humor. The characterization
of the American figure, the judge, as a wag, portrays Americans as smart, witty,
humorous and superior without being arrogant. The final sentence concluding
the anecdote asserts that the Englishman has been put in his place and accepted
his (linguistic) inferiority: “A laugh, ‘like the neighing of all Tattersall’s’ at this
sally, rang through the cars, and our Hinglishman suddenly ‘dried up, and never
opened his lips until the train arrived, late at night, at Albany”.

2This anecdote was published in five newspapers in slightly different versions. The article cited
above is the first one. It was published in The Boston Daily Atlas in Boston, Massachusetts, on
July 22,1856/, under the headline “Orthoepy”. The focus on /h/-dropping and -insertion as a
linguistic form marking the Englishman’s speech as incorrect and inferior is underlined by a
change of headline in the second article containing the same anecdote, which was published
four days later, on July 26, 1856["®], in the Lake Superior Miner, in Ontonagon, Michigan. It reads
“Johnny Bull’s Idea of the “Hinglish” Language”.
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A third anecdote, published in the Bangor Daily Whig & Courier (Maine) on
May 23, 1857" (a reprint from the Boston Herald), describes the encounter be-
tween an Englishman (called Thomas Brown) and an American judge during
court proceedings. The Englishman is described as being originally from Liver-
pool and as having recently come to America with “a confused idea of the [Amer-
ican] nation” because he expects England to be still in control of the country. He
is characterized as ignorant and naive, which was the cause of the events leading
to the trial: He was exploited and made drunk by some Bostonian “wags” and had
to be taken in by the police. The narrator emphasizes that the Englishman was
treated in a very friendly manner by the American police - a treatment which is
in stark contrast to the behavior of the Englishman during the ensuing dialogue
with the judge during the legal proceedings. The Englishman’s loud and arrogant
manner is highlighted by contrasting it with the calm and self-confident nature
of the judge:

“My Lud,” cried Thomas, fixing his eye on the Judge, “I'm an Hinglish gentleman, and wishes to
no why the hofficer took me in charge last night. My Lud, if I writes to his Highness, minister at
Vashington and tells him of this affair, I vould not be responsible for the rage of my Lud Palmeston.
I'm 'is friend, and he knows 'ow to protect the 'onor of us Britons.” “We have no Luds in this
country,” said the Judge mildly; “if you wish to say whether you are guilty or not, the Court is
ready to hear you.” “No Luds in this country, my Lud—no haristocracy, nothing but hingins and
histers.—No vonder you 'ave books ritten abont [sic] your nation. Vy the last time I dined with my

Lud Palmeston ve vere speaking of 'merica and he told me it was just the place for a man of my
talent, and I leave a good business to come here to teach you, and vot is the konsequence?”

[...]

“[...] T was told of a dozen different situvations, but vhen I vent to get 'em I vas laughed at. My Lud,
Ive [sic] been shamefully treated, and I vants justice, or the valls of this 'ere building will shake
with Hingland's rage when she 'ears of it. Remember the fate of Sebastopol, and tremble for your
'omes.” The Judge intimated that he was not alarmed, as he knew that the revenue cutter was in
port and could afford ample protection to the city against all the fleets which the English would
send to revenge his cause. A fine of $3 and cost was imposed, and as he was being taken down
stairs he was begging the officers to let him have pen and paper for the purpose of “riting to the
Hinglish Minister.”

The anecdote creates a representative incident illustrating the struggle for su-
periority, with the better end for the Americans. The focus here is not explicitly
on language but on perceived differences between the two countries regarding
politics and society. The hierarchical English society with a system of nepotism
and favoritism is contrasted humorously with the American egalitarian society
with its just legal system, which puts the Englishman in his place. As in the
anecdote above, the Englishman’s arrogance is countered by confidence, humor
and wit, thus portraying the Americans not only as superior but also as more
friendly and social. Language comes in more implicitly; that is, the speech of
the Englishman is clearly marked as different from that of the Americans. The
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representation of the Englishman’s pronunciation focuses on two salient forms:
/h/-dropping and -insertion and, as in the first anecdote, /v/-/w/ interchange. In
addition, Lord is consistently spelled <Lud>, which indicates a non-rhotic form,
but as it is the only lexical item, it is not the case that non-rhoticity is associated
with the Englishman more generally. Apart from the pronunciation respellings,
there are also a few cases of eye dialect: ritten ‘written’, riting ‘writing’, no ‘know’,
konsequence ‘consequence’. With regard to grammatical forms, the marking of
the first-person singular by the suffix -s is striking (note, however, the exception
in I leave). This illustrates that the Englishman is characterized as ignorant both
explicitly and implicitly. The dialogue demonstrates that the Englishman knows
nothing about American politics, society and the legal system, even though he
claims to be a businessman with connections to the highest political circles, and
this characterization is underlined implicitly through his use of linguistic forms
indexing uneducatedness and ignorance.

Next to anecdotes, there are articles containing hinglish in which the author
discusses the differences between English and American speech explicitly. These
articles are few but nevertheless very important as they confirm links created
more implicitly in anecdotes. One such article deals with /h/-dropping and -
insertion. It was published in the Cincinnati Daily Gazette (Ohio) on October 18,
1873 and carries the headline “The Hex-Hasperating Hinglish”. By using this
headline, the author already creates a link between /h/-dropping and -insertion
and Englishness and the characteristic of being exasperating and in the article
he explains why this is the case. He reacts to a letter to the editor written by
“an Englishman” to the New York Tribune in which the Englishman denies “the
statement that Americans in general have a more correct use of “h” than most of
the educated Englishmen”. The author first cites the Englishman’s argument:

In England the proper use of the letter h constitutes a distinguishing line between the upper edu-
cated classes and that class composed of tradesmen, shopkeepers, mechanics, and laboring men,
the latter never pronouncing it, while its omission by the former would exclude the offender from
respectable society.

The author’s response is full of irony: “Unhappily the h can not serve us; for
common schooling and much intercourse have deplorably diffused the faculty
of respectable speech. How happy is English society in having a dividing test
which everyone aspirates!” He continues to argue that it is precisely that class
of tradesmen, shopkeepers, mechanics and laboring men who are the “very sub-
stance of the kingdom” and while the Englishman arrogantly disregards them
as not respectable, they are embraced by Americans, who recognize that every
person plays an important part in the “great political, religious, benevolent, and
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social operations” of the American nation. In sum, the absence of /h/-dropping
and -insertion is linked to the absence of social hierarchies in America, which is
clearly evaluated positively. As a consequence, the argument by the Englishman
is not deemed valid. As it is in fact the class whose members drop and insert /h/
which “embraces the very substance of the kingdom”, it is concluded in the article
that the Englishmen generally speak less correctly. The author underlines this ar-
gument by claiming that /h/-dropping and -insertion is “a fault of speech which
we verily believes is worse than all the Americans are guilty of”. This shows how
salient the phonological form is in not only distinguishing English from Amer-
ican people but also as an index of American social and linguistic superiority.
Furthermore, the articles show how metadiscursive activity in America is linked
to metadiscourses in England. Through articles like these, Americans learn about
associations between the phonological forms and social standing (‘lower class’),
standardness (‘incorrect according to the standard’), degree of education (‘uned-
ucated’, ‘ignorant’), and transform these evaluations in their context to fit their
purpose of establishing superiority over England.

Another article which explicitly comments on differences focuses not so much
on society or politics, but more on manners, behaviors and fashion. It is a letter
written by Mr. Bailey, a “Danbury man abroad”, and printed in the Inter Ocean
(Chicago, Illinois) on October 31, 1874"*). A small part of it was reprinted by the
Lowell Daily Citizen and News (Massachusetts) on January 30, 1875"). Mr. Bailey
writes from England and compares English customs and fashion to his American
(more specifically New England) home. The part of the letter reprinted in 1875
is headed “The Hinglish Hi-Glass”. The introductory sentence states “We exceed
the English in building cars, but they completely distance us in wearing an eye-
glass”. This not only describes a difference, but it also creates irony by comparing
an enormous technological achievement to a simple fashion item. That the au-
thor evaluates this fashion item and the importance attributed to it as ridiculous
becomes clear in the following paragraph:

It is worn only by the English exquisite, and he generally dons it as he asks a question, or on
entering a room where there is anybody to see him. Sometimes it is suddenly put up without any
apparent provocation. I imagine that it is worms. The wearer has a baggy costume, parts his hair
in the middle, and has in his face an expression of mild idiocy, which is much strengthened by the
glass.

The writer creates a vivid picture of a typical English upper-class figure (“the
English exquisite”) by describing his hair style, style of clothing and his inner
qualities (or lack thereof). The focus on the eyeglass serves an important func-
tion: It illustrates the contrast between how the upper-class man wants to appear
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and the impression he actually makes on people. By emphasizing that “he gener-
ally dons it as he asks a question, or on entering a room where there is anybody
to see him”, the author suggests that the eyeglass is used by the upper-class man
to appear smart and educated. This is contrasted with the “expression of mild
idiocy, which is much strengthened by the glass”, which suggests that in fact
the opposite effect is created. This effect is strengthened by the link between
/h/-dropping and -insertion and the lexical item eyeglass (“hi-glass”) because the
social meanings indexed by the phonological form (in particular stupidity) are
linked to the object and to the person wearing it. Consequently, the man with
the eyeglass appears vain, arrogant and idiotic (because he thinks more highly
of himself than is actually justified). In this way, the form serves to characterize
a group of people even though they are not described as using the form them-
selves — usually /h/-dropping and -insertion is rather associated with the speech
of lower classes, but through this indirect link the qualities of uneducatedness
and ignorance, associated with the lower classes, are transferred to the upper
classes. In this process, the negative evaluation of the form is in turn strength-
ened, particularly the qualities of being English, arrogant and ignorant.

That the social meaning indexed by /h/-dropping and -insertion is very well-
established at least by the second half of the century can be shown by analyzing
a particular text type: very short articles, which often consist of just one line, one
paragraph or dialogue, and are often humorous in nature. They are normally pub-
lished together in sections labeled for example “Multiple News Items” or “Gen-
eral and Personal”. The following article was published on July 10, 1878", in the
Daily Rocky Mountain News (Colorado):

Punch puts these words into the mouth of an American lady when viewing Swiss scenery: “O, my!
ain't it rustic!” Were she “Hinglish” she would say: “Ho, my hi's! Hisn't hit hawful 'igh!”

Even in this very short text, English condescension towards American speech
is countered by the representation of English speech as being marked by /h/-
dropping and -insertion. The representation of the phonological form suffices to
portray English speech as inferior, contrary to all claims made in England, as in
this case by the magazine Punch.

Another example of a short article shows how the negative evaluation of /h/-
dropping and -insertion is used to mark other linguistic forms used by English
people as ‘English’ and decidedly ‘non-American’ and to indicate that they carry
no prestige in an American context at all. It appeared on April 19, 1881, in the
New Haven Evening Register (Connecticut) and contains three sentences:

The London World tells a story about an American banker, in which he is made to speak of his “top

coat.” A reward of “4 pun, 6” is offered if the World will put its finger on a straight haired American
that speaks of his extensive outer garment as a “top coat.” That’s a “blarsted” Hinglishism.
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The lexical item marked as English and not American is top coat (in America,
overcoat is used instead). This marking is done explicitly by calling it a “Hin-
glishism” (‘Englishism’), in analogy to the terms “Scotticism” or “Americanism”
commonly used to mark words as being tied to a particular region and there-
fore deviant from ‘common’ and ‘proper’ English. Here, this view is reversed
by marking the English form as deviant from common American English. The
use of /h/-dropping and -insertion additionally links the lexical item top coat to
the social values ‘incorrect’ and ‘improper’, an evaluation which is reinforced by
the adjective blarsted (a respelling of blasted, meaning ‘damned’), which is itself
marked as an Englishism through the use of quotation marks. In addition, the
spelling <blarsted> indicates a lower and back BATH vowel, which is therefore
constructed as yet another English form not evaluated as correct and desirable
in an American context.?

Even though /h/-dropping and -insertion is only one of several forms which
are evaluated as ‘English’ and ‘not American’, it is nevertheless a very salient
one. This salience is illustrated by the use of the form in articles which do not
address linguistic or non-linguistic differences between England and America at
all, but have a completely different topic. One such case is an article in which
/h/-dropping and -insertion mainly serves to criticize an English person. It was
published on May 27, 1882, by the Salt Lake Tribune as a reaction to an article
written by an English journalist for the New York World. The English journalist
expressed a favorable attitude towards Mormons in his article, for example find-
ing polygamy “neither unnatural, wicked nor licentious”. By labeling the journal-
ist “Han Hinglish Hass” and using this designation as the title of the article, the
author reacting to the article not only emphasizes that the author of the original
article is English, but he also characterizes him as stupid, a trait evoked through
the use of /h/-dropping and -insertion. From the very beginning, it is therefore
clear that it is the aim of the article to counter the journalist’s view by question-
ing his character and his abilities, which is also done quite explicitly in the article
itself by describing him as “a direct cross between a characterless knave and a
pitiful fool” and as being “simply a cockney ass”.

A very extreme case of foregrounding the social meaning of the phonologi-
cal form can be observed in instances where the social meaning indexed by the
phonological form becomes part of or even replaces the semantic meaning of
the lexical item. An example of this kind is an article published on October 20,
18929 in The Galveston Daily News (Texas), which reports the visit of Governor
Jim Hogg to Farmersville, Texas, where he spoke to an audience of 2,000 people.
The governor is quoted as saying:

3A lower and back BaTH vowel can be indicated by several spellings: <ar>, <ah> and <aw>.
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They charge me with driving prosperity from Texas. That's Hinglish, you know. All know that we
have our flush times and dull times just as we have hot and cold spells. The man who believes the
people to be suckers is himself worse than a sucker - he is a mud cat.

In this context, he uses the phrase That’s Hinglish, you know to deny the charge
that he drives prosperity from Texas, which makes the meaning of Hinglish equiv-
alent to the meaning ‘incorrect’ or ‘stupid’, which are exactly those social values
which have come to be indexed by /h/-dropping and -insertion. The actual se-
mantic meaning ‘English’ is backgrounded, if not completely replaced by the
meanings indexed by the phonological form.

The cases discussed so far reveal how indexical values linked to a phonological
form are used in the articles and how they are strengthened in each instance they
are used. While there is always a potential of change inherent in each use, the
social meaning of /h/-dropping and -insertion seems to be rather stable. One
of its core indexical meaning is ‘Englishness’, and the stability of this meaning
becomes clear in articles in which Americans are described as trying to imitate
English manners, fashion and speech. In the article “The Danbury Man Abroad”,
already discussed above, the author describes the following case:

There was one young man from Marlborough, Mass., stopping in London last summer, who devoted
three whole months, but in vain, to make an eye-glass stay in his eye. I could always tell when he
failed by hearing him howl and swear and kick the furniture. At the end of the three months he
went home, as both his time and money were exhausted. When his room was cleaned, two full
quarts of damaged eye-glasses were gathered up.

This anecdote ridicules the attempts of Americans to imitate English fashion,
in this case wearing an eyeglass, a fashion item that was linked to the use of
/h/-insertion in articles cited above (“The Hinglish Hi-Glass”). The obvious ex-
aggerations create humor and lead the readers to distance themselves from the
American and his attempt to imitate something not desirable.

Whereas, in the case described above, the American imitates English fashion
while he is in England, the following article describes this phenomenon happen-
ing in America as well. It represents yet another text type, a poem, which can
be grouped with the short articles collected in rubrics like “All Sorts of Items”.
The poem was published originally in the magazine Life and was reprinted in
the Daily Evening Bulletin (San Francisco, California) on January 10, 1888,

A THING TO BE EXPORTED.
Oh, why is the Anglo-American proud?-
His style is imported, you know.
But why is his manner insuff’rably loud?-
That’s also imported, you know.
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With “Lunnon made” raiment he cuts a great dash;
For everything “Hinglish” he shells out his cash;
No matter the value, to him all is trash

That is not imported, you know.

His wines and cigars are the best to be had—
That’s freshly imported, you know.

He makes it a point to adopt the latest “fad”
That has been imported, you know.

With a little round window stuck into his eye,
He ogles humanity as from on high,

An asinine figure to cut he doth try—

The notion’s imported, you know.

It makes a plain Yankee excessively tired

To see things imported, you know;

Placed up on a pedestal to be admired,

Because they’re imported, you know.

And this Anglomaniac with his odd ways,

Who spends time and wealth on some imported craze,
Assuredly shoud, for the rest of his days,

Be quickly exported, you know.

The poem contains a strong and explicit criticism of Americans who value En-
glish goods, fashion and manners more highly than American ones. The foreign-
ness and non-nativeness of the described products and behaviors are emphasized
through the regular repetition of “imported, you know” in the second, fourth and
last line of every stanza, except in the very last line where the replacement of “im-
ported” by “exported” creates a strong contrast highlighting the central message
of the poem that these Anglo-Americans should leave the country. Even though
linguistic differences are not addressed explicitly (except for the expression to
cut a figure, which is labeled “imported”), they are used to underline this criti-
cism: By designating that what is imported “everything ‘Hinglish’”, the indexical
values associated with /h/-dropping and -insertion are used to mark everything
English as inferior to everything American. It alludes to the distinction between
the values ‘inferior’ and ‘superior’ that also played a great role in the anecdotes
discussed above. The American who puts imported English goods on a pedestal
is labeled “Anglo-American” and “Anglomaniac” and he is characterized as feel-
ing superior (“ogling humanity as from on high”), while, at the same time, he is
also ridiculed and shown to be inferior, for example by describing him as wearing
an eyeglass (“a little round window stuck into his eye”). By using English things
and imitating English manners, the Anglo-American therefore also occupies the
same role as the Englishmen in the anecdotes discussed above. Furthermore, a
contrast is created between the apparent insanity and irrationality of the Anglo-
American (his admiration of everything English is compared to a mania and a
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craze), and the ‘normality’ of the figure of the “plain Yankee”, who does not (need
to) feel superior but who is simply sane, rational, and proud of American goods
and ways of life and calls for an “exportation” of the “Anglomaniac”.

The last example I would like to discuss here also contains the figure of the
Anglo-American, labeled “American Dude” (this figure will be discussed in more
detail in later analyses). It is a short article containing a fictional dialogue be-
tween the dude and a “Tramp”. It was published on January 12, 1889"", in the
Daily Inter Ocean (Chicago, lllinois), and, like the poem above, taken from the
magazine Life.

SWALLOWED IT WHOLE.
Life: Tramp—Hi say, sir! Cahn’t you ’elp me a bit? Hi’m Hinglish meself, sir.

American Dude (pleased)—Aw—what’s that, me good fellow (takes out a bill), and—aw—why
d’you think I'm English, y’know?

Tramp—Hoh, sir, henny one could see that! I beg parding; harn’t you the Duke of Southampton,
sir—Your Grace I mean?

American Dude (sick with bliss)—There, there, me good fellow, take that to help you back to
Lunnon (walks haughtily on.)

In this scene, the tramp gets the American dude to give him money by flatter-
ing him: He pretends to identify him as an Englishman and establishes common
ground by emphasizing his own Englishness (which might as well be put on). The
representation of /h/-dropping and -insertion in this anecdote is particularly im-
portant because even though both characters want to signal their Englishness,
only the tramp uses /h/-dropping and -insertion and he does so extensively. The
American dude, on the other hand, is shown to use the filler aw several times as
well as the possessive pronoun me and the discourse marker y’know, which, as I
will show in later analyses as well, mark him as an imitator of English speech. The
character ridiculed in this article is clearly the American dude. He is described
to be “sick with bliss” and haughty after he supposedly passed for an English-
man, and not just for any Englishman, but for a Duke. The allusion to sickness
indicates that the American dude has lost his capacity to think straight, leading
him to fall for the insincere flattery by the tramp who is just interested in getting
money. The tramp is portrayed as smart and witty because he takes advantage
of the dude’s vanity. Dropping and inserting /h/ enables him to index English-
ness as well as a position of social inferiority, which he needs to compliment the
American dude. The fact that the American is not portrayed as using the form
indicates that it still serves as an index of British speech (in contrast to Ameri-
can speech) and a social position that the American does not aim at. His use of
other linguistic forms to sound English and to position himself among the upper

189



4 Results: metadiscursive activity in nineteenth-century U.S. newspapers

classes is ridiculed and criticized by showing how it leads him to be exploited by
someone who is (supposedly) at the other end of the social ladder.

To summarize, the qualitative analyses of the collection of newspaper articles
containing hinglish show that /h/-dropping and -insertion is a very salient and
stable index of Englishness and social and linguistic inferiority throughout the
nineteenth century. It is used to counter perceived arrogant English claims of su-
periority and mark Englishmen as ignorant and unrefined. The social meaning
was so well established that it could be shown to be part of or even replace the se-
mantic meaning of the word (That’s Hinglish meaning “That’s stupid’). Moreover,
it was used to criticize the admiration of English goods, manners and speech on
the part of a group of Americans and to ridicule their attempts to pass for English-
men. In these attempts, the Americans never drop or insert /h/, which underlines
that the form remains a stable index of Englishness and low social standing. The
qualitative analyses also demonstrate that the forms occur in several text types
and that there are several strategies by which the phonological forms are linked
to their indexical values. A very effective strategy is to either describe charac-
ters and their speech as well as their behavior or to make use of these characters
in anecdotes or short humorous dialogues and illustrate their speech and be-
haviors in concrete situations. In the last two text types, the reader is given the
impression that he or she gets an immediate and truthful rendering of an event
that actually happened (especially in the case of the anecdote which establishes a
truth-claim) or that could have happened (in the case of the humorous dialogues).
Regarding the effect of anecdotes, Nicolaisen (2011: 73-74) writes:

Whether anecdotes told about [...] individuals are intended to enhance or
to denigrate them, the anecdotes relate incidents seen as typical of the in-
dividuals’ actions or other qualities. In performance, an anecdote is often
used to underpin or confirm in its pointedness a characteristic previously
ascribed to an individual (“To show you what I mean, let me tell you a story
I heard about so-and-so”). Whether they are believed to be true or known to
be apocryphal, anecdotes can be powerful rhetorical tools thinly disguised
as narrative entertainment.

This quotation illustrates how anecdotes contribute to the creation of charac-
terological figures which are then used in shorter humorous dialogues and texts.
These figures embody character traits seen as typical and it is shown how these
traits co-occur with a linguistic repertoire and how this plays out in concrete situ-
ations. These figures therefore represent models of behavior and speech — usually
both positive and negative ones. This supports Agha’s (2007: 177) argument that
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“characterological figures [...] motivate patterns of role alignment in interaction”.
The readers of the article are invited to align themselves with the normal, intelli-
gent and educated American, either in opposition to the arrogant and stupid En-
glishman (sometimes Cockney) or in opposition to the manic Anglo-American.

In the following section I will continue the qualitative analyses of newspa-
per articles by focusing on three search terms: dawnce, deah AND fellah and
TWOUSERS. | analyze them in one section because they not only show a very sim-
ilar temporal development (appearing at the end of the nineteenth century, with
an enormous increase in the 1880s), but also because the indexical values and
characterological figures associated with the phonological forms are very simi-
lar. I will discuss bettah in a separate section, however, because even though the
search term represents non-rhoticity as well, there are additional social meanings
linked to it which cannot be identified for deah AND fellah.

4.1.2.2 dawnce, deah AND fellah, TWOUSERS

The first result of the qualitative analysis of articles containing dawnce, deah
AND fellah and TWOUSERs is that the linguistic forms are linked to Englishmen
as well. The first article in the databases containing dawnce is a short humorous
paragraph describing the fate of an Englishman who had been traveling to Amer-
ica and had criticized many aspects of American life. Upon his return to England,
he was supposedly arrested and “put in jail by his employers”. The paragraph was
taken from the magazine The Knickerbocker (from “the 5th number of the droll
papers”) and published in the Boston Courier (Massachusetts) on November 12,
18494 Tt reads:

Summary. A. Jarroldy, travellink Hinglishman, who found such faults with our otels, and could n't
get any think to suit him, and druv a fine teem of osses while he was in this ked'ntry, and sported
a white choke at our principal balls, has landed in Hingland, and been put in jail by his employers.
Ha! ha! ha! “Oi loike the monner they dawnce in Frawnce!”

There is an interesting division into two parts. First, the narrator tells the
story by using pronunciation respellings indicating /h/-dropping and -insertion
(Hinglishman, otel, osses), non-rhoticity, which is restricted to the lexical item
osses, the realization of -ing as /mk/ (travellink, any think) and a differential pro-
nunciation of country (three syllables and a higher sTrUT vowel). There is also
one case of eye dialect (<teem> ‘team’). In addition to the phonological forms,
there is a grammatical form: the past tense form of drive used by the narrator
is druv. This part of the text can be interpreted as the narrator’s voice which
exhibits linguistic forms commonly associated with English speech to mock the
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Englishman. The characterization of the Englishman takes up established stereo-
types: As in many articles analyzed above, the Englishman is depicted as arro-
gant and as claiming to be superior to Americans, which becomes visible through
his repeated criticism of everything American (“who found such faults with our
otels and could n’t get any think to suit him”). The humor rests on the contrast
between the Englishman’s assumed superiority and his actual inferiority, which
is pointed out in two ways: implicitly by representing his language and explic-
itly by describing his social downfall. The social values which I have shown to be
indexically linked to /h/-dropping and -insertion mark him not only as English,
but also as ignorant, uneducated, and unrefined. In America, he pretends to be a
man of high social standing by attending balls, dressing elegantly and driving “a
fine teem of osses”, but in England he is put into jail, which means that his use of
language and his social position are aligned. That the Englishman’s social (and
linguistic) inferiority is enjoyed by Americans is expressed through the laughter
and schadenfreude (“Ha! ha! ha!”) on the part of the narrator. After this part, the
quotation marks indicate a change of voice to that of the Englishman himself.
In this last line of the story, new phonological forms are represented: the PRICE
vowel with a back and rounded onset (Oi, loike), a lowered and backed BATH
vowel (dawnce, Frawnce), and also a lowered and backed TRAP vowel (monner).
A likely interpretation of this exclamation is that the narrator aims at ironically
contrasting the Englishman’s preference for fancy balls and upper-class activi-
ties with his speech, which clearly marks him as not belonging to these social
circles. This interpretation suggests that the back realization of all of these vow-
els is linked to vulgar speech, which would fit the findings suggesting a negative
social evaluation of the back BATH-vowel in England in the early nineteenth cen-
tury (see §3.3.4). As there are no other articles containing dawnce which appear
as early as the one cited above (the next ones were published in 1877), this in-
terpretation cannot be supported by further evidence, but it remains tentative.
The fact that the BATH-vowel is only represented in the direct quotation could
indicate that the author considers it a new linguistic form which is not well-
established enough to be used in the mocking description of the Englishman in
the first part. The repetition of the vowel in dawnce and Frawnce and their posi-
tion at the very end of the article puts a lot of emphasis on the vowel and ensures
that it is noticed by the reader. All in all, what can be deduced from the article is
that the form was associated with British English speech and that it constitutes
tentative evidence of an early stigmatization of a back vowel in BATH (and also
in TRAP).

Whereas this early article links the form to the figure of the arrogant but ul-
timately low-life Englishman that is typically associated with /h/-dropping and
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-insertion as well, there are different types of Englishmen linked to a back BATH
vowel and to the other phonological forms in later articles. One such figure is the
English upper-class swell. It appears as a “young Oxford swell” in an article with
the title “Pants”, published in the Inter Ocean (Chicago, Illinois) on September 30,
18751, The author of the article discusses the developments in pants fashion and
writes:

A young Oxford swell once described his stock in trade after this fashion: “I have my walking
twousers, my standing up and my sitting down twousers, my morning and my evening, my dining
and my dancing twousers”. He was all twousers. We trouble to think what might have happened
had he put on his standing trousers when he was sitting down, or his sitting when he was standing.

Itis noticeable that the representation of the speech of the Oxford swell focuses
on one phonological form: the realization of pre-vocalic /r/ as [v]. It becomes
highly salient because it occurs in the word trousers, which is used frequently
as it refers to the object discussed in the article. Following the direct quotation,
the author comments on the swell and by using the labiodental /r/ (“He was all
twousers”), he not only puts emphasis on the form, but he also mockingly dis-
tances himself from its use and from people like the swell, who is portrayed as a
person of a high social standing (he must have money to afford all these differ-
ent kinds of trousers), who is educated (as the association with Oxford suggests),
young and obviously very much concerned with dressing fashionably. The com-
ment “We trouble to think what might have happened had he put on his standing
trousers when he was sitting down, or his sitting when he was standing” is full of
irony and illustrates that the American author finds this way of dressing ridicu-
lous and impractical. As in the article “The Hinglish Hi-Glass”, published in the
January of the same year and which I have analyzed above in relation to /h/-
dropping and -insertion, the English upper-class is the subject of ridicule in this
article. In “The Hinglish Hi-Glass”, I have shown that the negative social mean-
ings indexed by /h/-dropping and -insertion are used to mark the upper-class fig-
ures as stupid, even though they are not shown to use the form themselves. This
article portraying the Oxford swell confirms that /h/-dropping and -insertion is
not part of the linguistic repertoire of upper-class English swells. In contrast to
the article “The Hinglish Hi-Glass”, however, this article does specify a linguistic
form that differentiates the repertoire of the swell from that of other (English)
people: the labiodental /r/.

An article which links more linguistic forms to the repertoire of the English
swell is a travelogue written by Prentice Mulford for the Daily Evening Bulletin
(San Francisco, California) and published on April 3, 1873 1t is titled “Gossip
from London” and contains accounts and comments on the author’s experiences
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when traveling in England. Among other things, he describes how he attended
a literary reception in “England’s aristocratic halls” and encounters a particular
type of young man in this context:

There were present many young gentlemen in full evening dress—tail coat, expansive bosom, white
neck-tie, eye-glasses. They could say, “bah jove!” and “mah deah fellah”. They would give their
eyeglasses the correct twirl. They stood up during the entire evening. As social perpendicularities,
they were successes every one. I was delighted with them. I had read of this sort of thing. I had seen
it portrayed on the stage but never before in actual reality. In these ran the genuine Simon-pure
blood of the Dundreary’s.

Again, the men are characterized as young and dressed fashionably. Dress and
manner are linked through the description of the twirl given to the eyeglass and
the emphasis on the “correct” twirl indicates that dress and manner are constitu-
tive elements of this group of young men. The two examples given of his speech
link not only non-rhoticity but also pricE-monophthongization (bah ‘by’, mah
‘my’) and the phrases by jove and my dear fellow to the figure of the young En-
glish swell. The author’s evaluation of this figure is conveyed through irony and
humor. His description of them being “social perpendicularities” and “successes”
seems to indicate the author’s admiration of their success in climbing the so-
cial ladder, but the exaggerated nature of this admiration (“I was delighted with
them”) already hints at irony, which is supported by the contrast to the descrip-
tion of the rather funny looking appearance and manner of the swell and his
emphasis on small gestures like twirling the eyeglass. The seemingly innocent
comment “They stood up during the entire evening” can be read as an iconic rep-
resentation of the swell’s uptight nature and his anxiety about the social position
that he has reached, which does not allow him to relax and sit down. Against this
background, the author’s delight in them can also be understood as his delight
in laughing about them. The last lines of the quotation link his own experience
to that of other Americans: They have read about such figures or seen them por-
trayed on stage. Lord Dundreary is a character in the play Our American Cousin,
written by the English playwright Tom Taylor and first staged in New York in
1858. Adams (2012: 206) describes Lord Dundreary as a “buffoonish English aris-
tocrat” who balances the main American character in the play: Asa Trenchard, a
“loud and often boorish” Vermont backwoodsman. The play was very successful
and Lord Dundreary “became one of the great comic turns of the latter half of
the century” (Adams 2012: 206) and influenced the image that Americans had of
English aristocrats. Mulford’s assertion that upper-class people behaving, dress-
ing and speaking like Lord Dundreary are not just fictional constructs, but really
exist in England, serves to consolidate this image.
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Other English people who appear in the articles are also members of the upper-
class. An article published in the Grand Forks Daily Herald (North Dakota) on
September 18, 1883/, is a comment on the rumor that the Hon. Lionel Sackville
West, a British diplomat in the U.S., gave an interview to advertise the American
Northwest to Americans in order to keep them out of Canada and protect the
interests of the British aristocracy in Canada. The author of the article writes:

The probability is, however, that what he really did say to the reporter was: “Aw - my deah fellah - I
weally cawn't do it, you naow, and theah you aw, you naow; if I weah to pewmit this pwecedent, it

would be no end of twouble, and theah you, aw again, you naow. Vewy sorwy, that I weally cawn't
oblige you - Jeames, kindly attend the - aw - gentleman to the doah - good mawning”.

In this article all phonological forms under investigation are represented: non-
rhoticity (also in aw, ‘are’, weah ‘were’, theah ‘there’, doah ‘door’, pewmit ‘permit’
and mawning ‘morning’), labiodental /r/ (weally, vewy, pwecedent, sorwy) and the
back BATH-vowel (cawn’t). In addition, aw is also represented as a frequent filler
item. Two further phonological forms are a wider MOUTH-vowel (naow ‘now’)
and a close, monophthongal FACE-vowel in the name James. What is as noticeable
as the phonological forms is the extensive use of discourse markers: there you are
and you know occur multiple times. Because they occur so often, they disrupt the
coherence of discourse rather than adding to it. In addition, the language used
by the diplomat is highly formulaic - the only semantic content expressed is that
he cannot do anything because this would create a problematic precedent. This
creates the impression of indirectness and evasiveness, which can be considered
typical of polite and diplomatic English speech, but which is also portrayed as
unsatisfactory because of its low informational content and as annoying because
of its incoherence. The exaggerated nature of the representation also shows that
this type of speech is rather ridiculed and criticized in this context. The explicit
comment that the quotation is based on “probability” and therefore imaginary
indicates that the author aims to represent not just the speech of the Hon. Lionel
Sackville West, but that of English upper-class diplomats and very likely upper-
class men more generally. This has the effect of attributing universality to the
form-meaning links because it indicates that there is a model available to create
the image of incoherent, indirect upper-class English speech, which is full of
polite, but ultimately meaningless phrases. Non-rhoticity, labiodental /r/ and a
back realization of BATH are evidently part of this model as well. Drawing on
this model to create an instance of typical English upper-class speech, which is
attributed to a real English upper-class diplomat, serves to transmit the model to
a broad audience.

One anecdote that is told or alluded to several times also relates to a real per-
son: a visitor from the other side of the Atlantic who is well-known in America,
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the author Oscar Wilde. It was published in two newspapers on February 16, 1882:
in The Lynchburg Virginian (Virginia, February 16, 1882**) and in the Boston Daily
Journal (Massachusetts, February 16, 18821*)).

One of Mr. Wilde's remarks made in Washington, has become a popular phrase in that city. The
correspondent of the CourierJournal says that in response to an invitation to dance at the Bachelors’
German, which he attended, escorted by Mrs. Robeson, he said: “I have dined and don't dawnce;
those who dawnce don't dine”. And now this speech is repeated, with all manner of jeers and jokes,
on all occasions.

This shows how newspapers are not only part of speech-chain linkages, but
they are also sources which describe how they work. In this case, the back BATH-
vowel is part of a phrase which is attributed to Oscar Wilde, who is perceived as
an Englishman of a high social standing even though he was actually Irish.* As
the phrase is deemed funny it is often repeated, so that the form-meaning link
ultimately becomes recognized by more and more people in America.

The articles describing the English swell discussed above demonstrate that /h/-
dropping and -insertion is not a form associated with this figure. However, other
English figures use /h/-dropping and -insertion in combination with non-rhotic
forms and a back BATH vowel, but they do not use labiodental realizations of /r/.
One such figure is part of a popular anecdote taken from the magazine Texas
Siftings and published first in the Atchison Daily Globe (Kansas) on March 26,
1892, and then in the St. Paul Daily News (Minnesota) on March 31, 1892
and finally in the New Mexican (Santa Fe, New Mexico) on April 30, 1892029 >

He Wanted an ’Orse.

An English visitor, stopping at a prominent New York hotel, sauntered up to the genial clerk during
the recent cold snap and, adjusting his eyeglasses, said:

“My deah fellah, cawn’t you let me have a sledge?”
“A sledge?”
“Yas.”

“John,” said the clerk to the porter, “go to a blacksmith shop and get a sledge hammer for this
gentleman.”

“No, my deah fellah, I don’t want a sledgehammer. I want one of those vehicles, you know—a
sledge.”

*In a newspaper article published on February 25, 1882, in the St. Louis Dispatch, Wilde is de-
scribed as looking “like a stout, well-fed, active young Englishman” and his “English accent”
was described as “very noticeable”. The article was published in a collection of American news-
paper articles containing interviews with Oscar Wilde (Hofer & Scharnhorst 2010).

> Texas Siftings was an illustrated weekly humor magazine, which was first published in Austin,
but then later also in New York (by 1884) and in London (by 1887) (Kelsey & Hutchison 2005:
412).
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“You mean a sleigh. Why, certainly. John, go around to the stables and get a sleigh. Put in a couple
of buffaloes.”

“Biffaloes? But, my deah fellah, I carn’t drive a biffalo, ye know. Cawn’t ye let me ’ave an ’orse?”—
Texas Siftings

The humor of the anecdote rests mainly on two aspects: first, the misunder-
standing caused by the difference between the word used for the vehicle in ques-
tion, which is designated sledge in England and sleigh in the United States, and
secondly the English visitor’s idea of getting around a city like New York City
in a sleigh drawn by horses. The clerk responds to this idea with irony, which
is designed to be apparent to the American reader, but which is apparently not
understood by the English visitor. By asking the porter to get buffaloes from the
stables, he plays on the stereotypical English obsession with activities involv-
ing horses, suggesting that Americans use buffaloes instead. The fact that the
English visitor responds to this seriously makes him subject to ridicule - in the
version published in the St. Paul Daily News, the headline was changed to “How
the English understand us” to emphasize the ignorance of English people who
know so little about America that they believe that they use sleighs in cities and
that they would use buffaloes to draw them instead of horses. This ignorance is
also indexed linguistically by using /h/-dropping and -insertion, a feature which
is highlighted in the version of the article cited above through its representation
in the heading. That the English visitor is using non-rhotic forms and a back
BATH-vowel in addition to /h/-dropping and -insertion shows that the linguistic
repertoire associated with English visitors has changed over time: English figures
appearing in earlier articles do not use these forms (e.g. the Englishman abusing
Americans in 1825, the English traveller in 1830, the “overfed John Bull” in the
New York railroad car in 1856 and Thomas Brown in the Boston court in 1857),
while English visitors in articles appearing towards the end of the century do.

Another example of the “new” English visitor figure is illustrated in a cartoon
taken from the magazine Puck, an American equivalent to the English magazine
Punch, and published in the St. Louis Republic (Missouri) on May 1, 1892 (see
Figure 4.8).

Its heading, “Proven”, refers to the aim of the two English tourists who are
depicted in the two images: They want proof that assumptions circulating in
England about Americans are true. The assumption tested here is expressed by
the “First English Tourist” who says “Say, me deah fellah, they say an Hamerican
halways ahnswers a question by ahsking one. Let’s try it and see for ourselves”.
The “Second English Tourist” therefore suggests “Try the fellah at the windah,
me deah boy”. The second image depicts the tourist talking to the “Official” at
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Froven,

From Puck.

Firet Eaglish Tourist: £33, me desh ful.
lsb, they say sn Hamerican balways abpe
swers s question by abakiop cun,  Lat's 127
it and see for oursslves.

Reoond Epglish Touristt Try the fellak ad
the windsb, wme deah boy, ’

Firast Engllsh Tourlst: Aw, me good felv
lab, what time does tha noxt trsin leave?
vlficial; Whare ta?

Figure 4.8: A cartoon depicting two English tourists, published in the

St. Louis Republic (St. Louis, Missouri) on May 1, 1892, retrieved from
America’s Historical Newspapers
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the ticket office asking him “Aw, me good fellah, what time does the next train
leave?” to which the “Official” replies “Where to?” While this question might be
taken by the Englishmen as a proof that their assumption is correct, it becomes
clear to the reader that it cannot be taken as evidence of Americans exhibiting a
general tendency of answering a question with a question because the question
posed by the English tourist requires clarification, which makes the question by
the ticket seller the only sensible reaction. This shows that while the Englishmen
fail to prove assumptions about Americans, they do in fact prove assumptions
about Englishmen travelling to America, namely that they are arrogant and igno-
rant. Their ignorance is also indexed by their use of /h/-dropping and -insertion
(Hamerican, halways). As the English visitor figure who “wanted an ‘orse”, the
tourists in this cartoon also use non-rhotic forms (deah, fellah, windah) and a
back vowel in BATH (ahnswers, ahsking), which confirms that these forms have
come to index Englishness.

The visual illustration links the form to other non-linguistic signs. First of all,
the English tourists are depicted as wearing eyeglasses. The eyeglass has been de-
scribed as an English item in several articles analyzed above, e.g. in “The Hinglish
Hi-Glass” (January 30, 1875°") and in “The Gossip from London” (April 3, 1873%!).
In these articles, the eyeglass has been linked to members of the upper class, the
“English exquisite” and “young gentlemen” in “England’s aristocratic halls”. In
this article and the article “He Wanted an "Orse”, both published in 1892, the eye-
glass is worn by an average English visitor, which indicates that the indexical
link between the eyeglass and a high social position in society has weakened,
while the link between the eyeglass and Englishness has become stronger, now
extending to at least the upper-middle-class (English visitors to America must
have some financial resources to afford travel). The fact that the English visitors
use /h/-dropping and -insertion also indicates that they are not part of England’s
social elite. The absence of the labiodental realization of /r/ in their speech sug-
gests that this phonological form remains tied to the figure of the upper-class
English swell. Further non-linguistic signs marking the English tourists as En-
glish are highlighted in the cartoon by depicting the tourists as being dressed
completely alike. This makes it clear to the reader that the dress and the acces-
sories chosen by the Englishmen are not based on personal preference, but on
English ideas of what is fashionable. The style of the coat and the pants is iden-
tical, and a particular focus is put on the pant legs, which are turned up at the
bottom (this will play a role in later analyses). The hats have the same shape and
pattern, they both wear a small bag strapped across the body, and both tourists
hold a cane - it is noticeable that they do not use the cane to get more stabil-
ity in walking or standing, but that they hold it either in the middle or put it in
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the coat pocket, which suggests that the canes rather serve a decorative purpose.
The cartoon therefore illustrates well how linguistic and non-linguistic signs are
combined in creating and transmitting the stereotype of an English visitor to
America.

The last article which focuses on the representation of English people that I
analyze here is important because it illustrates that the back BATH vowel is not
only associated with English swells and ignorant English visitors but also with
lower class English people. It therefore takes up the form-meaning link that oc-
curred in the very first article containing dawnce. It is a travelogue written by
Kenneth Lamar and published in four newspapers contained in the databases: in
the Worcester Daily Spy (Massachusetts) on September 12, 18931, in The North
American (Pennsylvania) on September 13, 1893""), in the Bismarck Daily Tribune
(North Dakota) on September 14, 1893 and in the Atchison Daily Globe (Kansas)
on September 15, 1893/, The author describes the town Escanaba on the Upper
Michigan Peninsula, which he labels “a town of aliens” — a label which is used as
a heading for the article. The subheadings also indicate the main characteristics
of the town: “American Soil, but Largely Controlled by British Capital”, “Dra-
gooned by a Motley Crowd—A Halfway Unknown Region of the Union”. This
indicates why the town attracts the interest of American newspapers: It raises
the question of what makes a town American other than its geographical posi-
tion. The author’s view becomes clear when he describes the people who live
there as “a jabbering crowd of aliens, with only here and there an American”
and a “motley mob of miners, lumbermen, dock wallopers and human drift in
general”. He describes a particular encounter with a man, who he later explicitly
calls an “Englishman”, while walking down to the docks:

“Ello, pard!” cried a great beefy brute, coming toward me. “Hit’s a ’ard time we’re a-’awvin. Cawn’t
ye set up an arf an arf?”

“What is an arf an arf?” I queried sharply.

“Now, listen to that, lads, will ye? Well, he’ll dawnce to our music ’fore he’s out o’ this, unless he
let’s us ’awve a drink,” and he laughed a low, brutal laugh that made me shudder and look round
for a possible policeman.

This scene characterizes the Englishman as a dangerous, threatening figure
and the impulse of the American to look for the police emphasizes his need for
government authority in a place where people have apparently established their
own rules, expressed by the Englishman telling him that “he’ll dawnce to our
music ’fore he’s out o’ this, unless he let’s us ’awve a drink”. Linguistically, the
two most prominent forms linked to this figure are /h/-dropping and -insertion
and not only a back BATH vowel but also a back TRAP vowel (in ‘awve ‘have’
and ‘awving ‘having’). They are foregrounded through the American’s inability
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to understand arf an arf — even though it might be the case that he just does
not know the lexical item (because he is not depicted as having difficulties un-
derstanding the Englishman in general). The differences in pronunciation are
highlighted as well because he repeats the item in the question using the same
phonological form as the Englishman. This shows that the back BATH vowel can
be linked to a whole range of English figures — what is important is that they are
in opposition to American values and ideals. This is emphasized in this article by
connecting the Englishman to a “wild, dismal, half way unknown region of the
Union—a region mainly controlled by British capital—a region that has hardly
a thing in common with the distinctive march forward of American ideas”. The
conclusion by the author at the end of the article represents an urgent call for
the Americanization of the region and even though it is not stated explicitly it
becomes clear that this claim comprises language as well: “It is a duty we owe to
our money and muscle to conquer and control it, or a few years hence it will be
in utterly foreign hands”.

The second result of the analysis is that the search terms dawnce, deah AND
fellah and TWOUSERS are not only linked to English people, but that they also
came to index a particular group of Americans: the Anglo-Americans that have
already been subject to analysis in the section on /h/-dropping and -insertion.
While Anglo-Americans never insert or drop /h/, they are shown to use a back
BATH vowel, non-rhotic forms, and a labiodental approximant as a realization of
/r/. In the following analysis, I will take a closer look at different types of Anglo-
Americans and the historical development of the figures by paying particular
attention again to the strategies used to link language and social attributes of
speakers.

The earliest articles featuring Anglo-American figures occur in the 1870s. The
following short paragraph was published by the Trenton State Gazette (New Jer-
sey) on September 12, 18771

A TRENTON DUNDREARY AT THE WATER GAP—The following lament was uttered during a long
rain at the Water Gap, by a Trenton Dundreary, who is suspected of painting and wearing corsets:

He said, “Nawthing but wain—cawn’t have any fun. Maw maw won’t let me dawnce, and it is too

wet to wamp in the woods, so I cawnt have any fun—cawnt wamp nor nawthin’.”

—Water Gap Observer

By labeling the man a “Trenton Dundreary”, the author takes the English fig-
ure of Lord Dundreary and transposes it to an American context, claiming that
there are men in America who behave and speak like the English Lord. The figure
is portrayed as being as ridiculous as the English one - his childishness (asking
his mother for permission, enjoying “ramping”, i.e. roaming wildly, in the woods)
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and his (suspected) effeminate traits (wearing corsets) emphasize his lack of mas-
culinity. The two linguistic features highlighted here are the back BATH vowel
and labiodental /r/ (non-rhoticity is not represented).

The back BATH vowel is also the most prominent feature in a dialogue that
occurred in all sorts of variations and contexts in several articles. It appeared
first in the Lynchburg Virginian on February 1, 1881*", and was embedded in a
short paragraph in the Worcester Daily Spy (Massachusetts) on February 5, 18811,
four days later:

When the society idiot asks, “Do you dawnce the lawncers?” the proper reply is said to be: “No,
I don't dawnce the lawncers, but my sister Frawnces dawnces the lawncers and several fawncy
dawnces.” The management of this sentence assures entrance into the highest circles.

This paragraph shows that back realization of the BATH vowel has come to
index belonging to high social circles and that its use can even make access to
these circles possible. By “management of this sentence” the commentator refers
particularly to the pronunciation of the words, which is made obvious through
the inclusion of nine words containing the vowel in the short exchange, one of
which is not even a member of the BATH set (fancy). This makes the back real-
ization of the vowel highly salient and ensures that people recognize the link
between the vowel and the social position that it indexes. At the same time, how-
ever, the paragraph also contributes to the creation of further indexical links: By
calling the person who is asking the question a “society idiot”, the form is eval-
uated negatively and associated with idiotic people in higher social circles and
therefore questions whether it is even desirable to use the form to be part of that
group of ‘idiotic’ people. In another article, the origin of this dialogue, which is
described as very fashionable (“the very latest”) is attributed to an “Albany ge-
nius”, thus creating a link between the vowel and urban centers in the northeast
of the United States.® How such evaluations are transmitted can be illustrated
by an February 5, 1881*/ article published in The Galveston Daily News (Texas),
which is a letter from a correspondent of the newspaper in Washington who
quotes the short paragraph and comments “I mention this for the information of
some of our young society folks in Texas, particularly at Tyler and Mineola”.

These early articles show that the figure of the English swell has been trans-
ferred to American figures with similar characteristics. While the articles illus-
trate and transmit the high social position indexically linked to a back BATH
vowel and labiodental /r/, they also criticize and ridicule people making use of

®The article appears twice in my data collection: The first one was published on February 7,
188143 in the Daily Evening Bulletin (San Francisco, California) and the second one on Febru-
ary 10, 18814, in the St. Louis Globe-Democrat (Missouri).
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these indexical links to achieve or ensure their social standing. This figure of
the American swell is developed in much more detail in the following years and
it is given a new label: “the dude”. In one of my initial exploratory searches, I
came across an article which reveals the point in time when the label “dude” was
coined and which type of person it designates. Its title is “The Dude” and it was
originally published in the Brooklyn Eagle, a New York newspaper, and reprinted
in the Milwaukee Sentinel (Wisconsin) on March 11, 1883¢");

THE DUDE.
A Full Description of the Newly-Discovered Animal.

A new word has been coined. It is d-u-d-e or d-0-o-d. The spelling does not seem to be distinctly
settled yet, but custom will soon regulate it. Just where the word came from nobody knows, but it
has sprung into popularity within the last two weeks, so that now everybody is using it. It means
a masher and yet it means something more than a masher. For instance, a masher may be young
or old, or he may mash by virtue of his politeness, of his accomplishments, of his wealth, beauty,
eyes, nose or fame; he may be a man of mature years, an old man, a young man or a boy. In
speaking of mashers, one is never sure exactly what sort of a man is meant. There is a class of
mashers in New York who will now have a definite place in the language of the town as dudes. A
dude cannot be old; he must be young, and to be properly termed a dude he should be of a certain
class who affect the Metropolitan theaters. The dude is from 19 to 28 years of age, wears trousers
of extreme tightness, is hollow-chested, effeminate in his ways, apes the English and distinguishes
himself among his fellow men as a lover of actresses. [...] The word dude is a valuable addition to
the slang of the day.

The author of the article highlights many important characteristics of the dude:
his age (young adult), the place where he lives (New York), his body (hollow-
chested), his manner (effeminate), his behavior (an imitation of the English) and
his clothing style (tight pants). His interest in theater and actresses as well as the
description as hollow-chested also hints at a lack of sincerity and of substance
— he is characterized as being more interested in a show than in real people and
real life.

The article above does not link the dude figure to linguistic forms, but the
articles containing the search terms deah AND fellah, dawnce and TWOUSERS
show that these terms and the phonological forms represented by the spellings
are highly salient indexes of the American dude. An early example linking these
forms to the dude is the following anecdote, published in the Rocky Mountain
News (Denver, Colorado) on September 17, 18831”)] that is, half a year after the
description of the dude in the article above.

FOUND AT LAST.
He Makes His Appearance and Creates a Lasting Impression.

Yesterday a dude walked to the Burlington ticket office. On his closely cropped, bullet head was
perched a mammoth white beaver, the wide brim of which curled up like a scoop, and formed a
roof for the protection of a large pair of pigeon-toed ears. The tail of his delicate coat flirted around
his suspender buttons, and entirely failed to cover the southern exposure of his tight-fitting pants,
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which were so small in the legs that they looked like two umbrella covers. Below the bottoms of
the pants, which clasped the ankles like a Langtry glove, were a pair of feet which the Smithsonian
Institute has been trying to find for a long time. They simply stood straight out from the rest of
the dude as if they belonged to another family. While ticket clerks were wondering how the dude
managed to slip his feet through his pants’ legs without using a shoe-horn, he leaned both elbows
on the counter, and, with a gentle smile, said: “Cawn’t you sell me a sleeping caw ticket to Kansaw
Citaw?” Yes.” responded the ticket clerk. “Aw! well do so, me deah fellaw, please. Aw! but I forgot
to ask the price, you knaw.” He was told the price of the ticket, and handing out the money he
began drumming on the counter with his fingers and singing:

We nevah speak as we pass by,
Although a teah drop—

“Aw, but I say, are you quite suah the sleepaw will go right though to Kansaw-Citaw?”
“Yes, it goes right there without fail.”

“Well, you knaw, that’s what I look out for when I take a sleepaw. I hate a beastly change, you
knaw—

We nevah speak as—
“Ah, my deah fellah, tell me, there is no danger of a lay ovah?”

[He continues to ask questions and to sing, until the clerk becomes very annoyed. He then an-
nounces that he has to leave to get his things to the car.]

As he glided down the street the people stopped, and looked, and wondered if they could buy the
thing to play with.

The incident narrated in this anecdote is that of ‘normal’, ‘average’ Americans
encountering the dude for the first time. The setting is Burlington, which is prob-
ably Burlington, Colorado, as the newspaper is a Colorado one. The description
of the dude in the beginning is similar to the one in the article before but much
more humorous because it is full of similes and hyperboles (e.g. the pants look-
ing like two umbrella covers). The conversation between the dude and the ticket
clerk establishes a contrast between these figures. The dude is described as being
annoying by asking silly questions and singing and drumming his fingers on the
counter, whereas the ticket clerk is depicted as being calm and reasonable until
the very end, when he reaches for a paperweight to throw at the dude. The dude
is portrayed as an exotic figure which stands out in the normal, everyday life of a
western city. The ticket clerk, on the other hand, represents a man of an average
profession; he seems respectable, but in no way remarkable. The last sentence em-
phasizes not only the otherness of the dude, but also the fact that he is not taken
seriously: He is perceived as more of a thing than a human and as something that
people would play with (like a toy or a puppet) rather than interact with on an
equal level. Linguistically, the form that stands out most in the dude’s repertoire
and distinguishes it from the speech of the clerk is non-rhoticity. Even though
it is not represented in every instance (e.g. forgot, for, there, danger), a spelling
using <ah> or <aw> to indicate a non-rhotic form is found in nearly every sen-
tence (e.g. caw, nevah, suah, teah, ovah). A back vowel is represented not only in
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BATH words (cawn’t), but also in several instances where a back vowel would not
be expected (e.g. Kansaw Citaw, sleepaw, fellaw). In addition, the coaT vowel is
also represented by <aw> in knaw (‘know’) which indicates a mid to mid-close
monophthong, but in initial or medial position the vowel is not represented as be-
ing different. This creates the impression that the dude makes use of long back
vowels rather inappropriately and too frequently in general, which signals hy-
percorrection and, connected to that, linguistic insecurity. Next to phonological
forms, the phrases you know and I say also mark the dude’s speech as different
from that of the ticket clerk.

That the speech of the dude is a deliberate imitation of English norms is ex-
plicitly described in an article written by George Salisbury for The Epoch and
reprinted in the Atchison Daily Champion (Kansas) on October 8, 1887,

AS AN ENGLISHMAN.
THE EFFORT YOUNG AMERICA MAKES TO POSE AS A BRITON.
A Long and Tedious Process of Preparation-The “English” Method of Speech, Oddities of
Dress—A Distinctive Walk. The Eyeglass.

There is a large number of young men in these free states whose chief object in life is to be taken
for Englishmen.

The youth who wants to pass as an Englishman is obliged to put himself through a long and tedious
process of preparation. He usually commences with a study of the “English” method of speech. The
first task is to learn how to talk “away down the chest,” and the phrase chosen to experiment upon
is, invariably, “By Jove.” When he can say this with the proper accent he next ventures upon “You
don’t say so?” He then passes on to such sentences as “How awfully jolly. I cawn’t believe it, you
know” and so on.

[...]

If you live in the same house with him you can hear him up to a late hour of the night repeating over
and over such words as “dawnce,” “cawn’t,” “pawth,” “chawnce,” “rathaw,” “fathaw” and “aw.”

[...]

This article shows that rather than emphasizing the use of a low back vowel
in a specific set of words, the dude’s speech is generally characterized as “to talk
‘away down the chest’”, which is a description of the impression that the use of
the vowel creates for listeners rather than an accurate linguistic analysis by ex-
perts. This impression is foregrounded here, but non-rhoticity is also represented
(in fathaw and rathaw) and connected to it (not least through the same spelling
pronunciation). Again, a particular emphasis is also put on discourse markers
(by Jove, you know) and lexical items (awfully, jolly). By focusing specifically on
the process of acquiring the accent, the author stresses the unnaturalness of the
pronunciation, which can only be attained through tedious practice and comes
at the price of not sleeping at night. This alone makes it clear for the reader that
it is not a desirable task, but the main reason why the phonological forms are
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evaluated negatively is that they are marked as English and not as American.
What is constructed as being natural for an Englishman is at the same time con-
structed as not natural and impossible to acquire for an American and the article
points out that young Americans who attempt to imitate English pronunciation
make themselves subject to ridicule and derision. By describing a particular or-
der which is followed in learning “the English method of speech”, the author
suggests that the result is a uniform way of talking which comes at the expense
of giving up the possibility of expressing one’s individuality.

In the late 1880s and 1890s, the stereotype of the American dude is strength-
ened continually through the appearance of this characterological figure in many
humorous articles — comic dialogues, jokes, cartoons and anecdotes. I will give
several examples here to show which traits of the dude were highlighted in these
articles, which figures he was contrasted with and to what extent the figure was
also subject to change.

The first article is an anecdote published in the Milwaukee Daily Journal (Wis-
consin) on June 29, 1889, Its title and subtitle introduce the main characters as
well as their social relationship and they also summarize the action: “Stunned.
How a Montana Girl Paralyzed a New York Dude”. It consists only of direct
speech, starting with that of a hostess of a social event in Boston, who intro-
duces the New York dude, Mr. Chester de Montague, to the girl from Montana,
Miss Sharpe. The remaining part of the anecdote consists of a conversation be-
tween these two characters: He is interested in her and asks her to dance with
him, while she has trouble understanding him, regards his behavior as stupid and
idiotic and rejects and insults him:

“Do you dawnce?”

“Do I what?”

“Dawnce — dawnce.”

“I — I - oh, do I dance? Is that it?”

“Aw, yaas, yaas — to be sure.”

“Well, I dance sometimes, but I’'m not going to dance any more tonight.”

“Oh, weally, weally, me deah Miss Sharpe, you are too, too cruel. Mah I not have the honah of just
one waltz — ah?”

“No, not to-night.”

“Naw, now, weally? Naw? You are vewy, vewy unkind — you weally are!”
“I guess you’ll live through it.”

“Beg pahdon?”

“What?”

“Oh — aw — I merely begged your pahdon.”
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“What for?”

“Aw, weally, Miss Sharpe, you oughtn’t to guy a fellah so, you weally oughtn’t. Naw, be Jove; hanged
if you ought.”

“Look here, young man, ain’t you a little off? And don’t this State make any provision for its idiots?
And if it don’t, you come out to Montana and you’ll be taken care of without any expense to your
friends. Good-bye!”

By contrasting the dude with a girl in this way, several attributes and charac-
ter traits are highlighted. First of all, there is the gender difference: The dude is
the male figure who tries to engage in a courting scenario with a female figure by
following social conventions requiring the man to take the initiative and ask the
girl to dance with him. In the course of the conversation it becomes clear, how-
ever, that the character traits typically associated with male and female figures
are reversed in this case. The girl is very direct in her refusal to dance and ap-
pears tough, bold, practical and sane. The dude, on the other hand, is portrayed
as indirect, hesitant, insecure and whiny. The anecdote therefore illustrates the
effeminate behavior of the dude that has been explicitly mentioned in earlier ar-
ticles and that is even more prominent through his juxtaposition to a girl (not a
woman) who is more manly in her behavior than he is.

Secondly, the character traits are linked to different places. The dude comes
from New York, a northeastern city, while the girl comes from Montana, a north-
western rural state. Their manner and behavior is therefore constructed as rep-
resentative of people living in these places. The Montana girl is not interested
much in social conventions, but appears natural, authentic and true to herself,
while the dude is presented as affected and unnatural. This culminates in her as-
sumption that he might be “a little off” and her practical suggestion to take him
to Montana to become sane again.

Thirdly, the two figures are contrasted on a linguistic level. Their inability to
understand each other puts an emphasis on the back vowel in dance and the non-
rhotic pronunciation of pardon (which present difficulties to the Montana girl)
and on the expression I guess you’ll live through it (whose meaning is not clear
to the dude). In general, the Montana girl’s use of ain’t and the absence of third-
person singular marking in it don’t signal a lack of formal education, but her
name (Miss Sharpe) indicates that she is intelligent and witty nevertheless. The
use of these forms also underlines that she does not change her speech to appear
educated, but that she remains authentic and down-to-earth. It is in fact the dude
who, despite his education and high social position, is presented as inferior to
the girl because of his affected pronunciation (the labiodental realization of /1/ is
also indicated by spelling several times) and the discourse markers that he uses
(by Jove, hanged if you oughtn’t), which make his speech appear incoherent and
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meaningless. The formulaic nature of his speech is reminiscent of the speech of
the English diplomat represented in the article “Note and Comment” (September
18, 1883!") and in both cases it is ridiculed because of its emphasis on empty form
over function (conveying meaning).

The anecdote illustrates very well how different types of performable signs are
not only linked to different places, social personae and social relationships, but
also to stereotypic pragmatic effects: The dude is stunned and paralyzed by the
girl and therefore unsuccessful in his courtship attempts. Taking into considera-
tion the representative nature of the anecdote, this specific effect hints at more
general effects, suggesting that the manners and behavior of young men in east-
ern cities will lead to immobility and stand in the way of growth and progress,
while the activity and practicality of westerners will advance the country’s de-
velopment. This shows that the social meanings indexed by the linguistic forms
are embedded in broader discourses creating stereotypical differences between
easterners and westerners and I will discuss three articles which also draw on
these differences and serve to reinforce them.

The first one is a cartoon which contrasts the dude with a farmer and there-
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