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1

Introduction

In the early decades of the twentieth century, large numbers of
African American and White Southerners migrated from the rural
South to the urban Midwest to work in factories (Berry 2000).
Although these two migrant groups are separated by ethnicity, they
share a regional affiliation with the South as well as Southern
cultural characteristics (Anderson 2003). This situation provides an
unique opportunity to examine ways in which the interaction of
ethnicity and regional affiliation gives rise to systematic patterns of
language variation and change and phonetic restructuring as a result
of language contact. Patterns of use have been shown by sociolin-
guistic researchers to provide a window into group solidarity and
ethnic identity, as well as to index social and linguistic relations
within and among groups. A dramatic example of such indexicality
is provided in the Midwestern cities by the distinctiveness of African
American English (AAE) from Midwestern White varieties.

This investigation of the dialect contact situation between African
American and Appalachian White Southern migrant groups and their
descendants in the Detroit metropolitan area provides an explan-
ation of the continuing distinctiveness of Southern migrant vowel
patterns from those of Midwestern Whites in the city. Linguistic
effects of large-scale migration for these two Southern groups across
three generations of speakers are described and compared to the
surrounding dialect norms of Midwestern Whites, through acoustic
analysis of portions of the vowel systems.

The aims of this study are as follows. First, the study provides
a description of portions of the vowel systems of six Detroit
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African American and six Appalachian Southern migrant participants.
Second, it provides a detailed analysis of the changes taking place in
the vowel systems and attempts to contextualize the phonetic data
both historically, with reference to the data collected by Wolfram in
1969, and within an account of local language ideology. Third, the
results are evaluated with reference to current models of change in
vowel systems, especially the principles of internal change proposed
by Labov (1994). The effects of leveling in this dialect contact situ-
ation are also addressed. Finally, the relationship between internal
constraints on and external motivations for language change is
examined in a framework that is sensitive to contextual, or coarticu-
latory, effects from the following consonant on patterns of use.

The methodology is a combination of techniques used in vari-
ationist sociolinguistics and acoustic phonetics. The fieldwork with
the African American participants and one of the Appalachian
Southern migrant participants took place in inner city Detroit and in
the adjacent inner suburbs of Warren, Taylor, Royal Oak, and Dear-
born Heights with the rest of the Appalachian White participants.
Data was extracted from 60 minutes of sociolinguistic interviews for
each participant for the acoustic analysis, the methods of which are
described in Chapter 5.

[ analyze the acoustic results with particular reference to local
language ideologies and ideological stances which emerged during
the data collection phase of the study. [ argue in Chapter 8 that vowel
changes are internally constrained but subject to ideological inter-
vention. Specifically, [ argue that the fronting of /u/ and /u/ is part
of a widespread phonetic change taking place in many varieties of
English around the world and no longer provide a “crucial site” (Phil-
lips 2000: 233) used to express a local orientation for the Southern
migrant participants in this study. In contrast, glide-weakened /ai/
functions as a socially salient ethnolinguistic boundary marker that
is rich in local meaning. The results from the acoustic study indicate
that, for middle-aged and younger African American participants,
glide-weakening has expanded its territory to include the progressive
pre-voiceless context. [ associate both the fronting of the high
and lower-high back vowels and pre-voiceless /ai/ glide-weakening,
changes which have only recently been reported for African American
speakers, with changes in the sociolinguistic landscapes of speakers
following migration from the rural South to the urban Midwest. The
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social group which became most relevant—the group from which
African American and Appalachian participants saw themselves as
most distinctive—were White Midwesterners. Furthermore, both
groups display orientations to the South in culturally important ways.
A linguistic alignment to a Southern norm which does not clearly
distinguish between AAE and White Southern varieties therefore can
be described in relation to the complex attitudes and ideologies
emerging after migration.

This book consists of nine chapters. Chapter 2 surveys the work
on language variation and change which underpins the study.
Chapter 3 describes the research site, the history of migration of
Southern migrants to Southeastern Michigan, and gives overviews
of Appalachian English and AAE in both Southern and Midwestern
(urban) contexts. Chapter 4 describes the pilot study. Chapter S
describes field techniques, sociolinguistic methods, and acoustic
methods. Chapter 6 gives the acoustic results for the high and lower-
high vowels, and Chapter 7 gives the results for the low vowels.
Chapter 8 situates the acoustic results within local and supralocal
contexts, and situates the patterns of use revealed by the acoustic
analysis with reference to local language ideologies which emerged
during the fieldwork phase of the study. Chapter 9 discusses the limit-
ations and contributions of the study and also gives an assessment
of the broader implications of the study.



2

Empirical and Theoretical
Background

In this chapter I discuss the empirical and theoretical issues that
inform this study. Several questions and intellectual problems guided
this research. First, I was skeptical of the claim that African Amer-
icans do not participate in any of the large-scale vowel rotations
in American English (e.g. Labov 1994, 2001; Bailey and Thomas
1998; Thomas 2001). Wolfram (2007) characterizes the assump-
tion that “...regionality in African American English is invariably
trumped by the trans-regional, common core of shared vernacular
traits” as a myth and also labels this assumption as the “exotic variety
syndrome.” It is important to investigate the extent to which speakers
of AAE do or do not participate in contemporary vowel changes
in American English. To this end, I investigated the patterning of
/u/ and /u/ for the Southern migrant participants in this study.
Fronting of these vowels is widespread in American English (see
Section 2.1.5). I also examine a more local change for the African
American participants in this study, the glide-weakening of /ai/ in the
pre-voiceless context, a change that—until recently—was associated
with progressive Southern White, but not African American, varieties.
Second, [ wanted to employ a framework which used local categories
relevant to speakers rather than categories imposed by the researcher.
Third, I investigate the relationship between internal constraints on
and external motivations for language change in a framework that is
sensitive to the influences of coarticulation. Socioacoustic work that
considers context effects such as coarticulation is also rare.

The structure of the chapter is as follows. Section 2.1 describes
vowel changes in progress in American English, including work on
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the Northern Cities Chain Shift (NCS), the Southern Shift, African
American vowel systems, /ai/ glide-weakening, and fronting of the
high and lower-high back vowels. Section 2.2 discusses socially
oriented frameworks which can help illuminate patterns of vowel
changes.

2.1 American English vowel shifts in progress

Following Labov (1991), the major American English dialects have
been frequently described in terms of three major vowel rotations:
the NCS, the Southern Shift, and a vowel system which merges /a/
and /m/.

2.1.1 The Northern Cities Chain Shift

The NCS is reported as operating in the region stretching from
Western New England to the northern tier of Pennsylvania, Northern
Ohio, Indiana, Illinois, Michigan, and Wisconsin (Wolfram and
Schilling-Estes 1998: 237). Several linguistic researchers (e.g. Labov
1994;Wolfram and Schilling-Estes 1998;Gordon 2001) describe the
shift as being most evident in the larger metropolitan areas. Wolfram
and Schilling-Estes (1998) and Labov (1991) also observe that younger
speakers in the metropolitan areas show the most advanced stages of
these changes.

Labov (1994) describes the raising of /x/ as the oldest change in
the NCS and the fronting of /a/ and the lowering and fronting of /m/
as "midrange" changes, and suggests that the three changes therefore
constitute a drag chain (Labov 1994: 195). Other changes include
the lowering of /¢/ and /e/ (not shown in Figure 2.1), which Labov

Figure 2.1 The Northern Cities Shift (after Labov 1994: 191)
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(1994: 195) describes as “most likely” forming another drag chain.
Finally, the backing of /¢/ and /a/ forms another link, which Labov
describes as a push chain. Labov illustrates the pattern of the NCS as
follows. The arrows indicate directions of vowel movement within
articulatory space.

The defining characteristic of a chain shift is that each “slot” in the
vowel space left empty by a vowel which has moved to another spot
will be filled by another vowel participating in the chain rotation.
Labov (1994) reports that the NCS is the most complex chain shift yet
recorded within one subsystem, involving six members of the English
vowel system in one continuous and connected pattern. Labov (1994)
cites early evidence for the NCS throughout the Northern dialect
area as mapped by Kurath and McDavid in 1961 and Marckwardt
in 1957, and notes that the shift was first explicitly proposed in an
unpublished paper by Fasold in 1969.

Section 2.1.2 describes the Southern Shift, which is reported to be
in progress in White varieties in the American South. One question
this study will attempt to answer is why the African American and
Appalachian White Southern migrants in this study are not parti-
cipating in the vowel patterns associated with the NCS but appear
to be participating in sound changes currently in progress in the
American South such as glide-weakening of pre-voiceless /ai/ and also
in changes which are widespread in American English such as the
fronting of the high and lower-high back vowels. Particularly, why
are the Southern migrant speakers who are Detroit-born apparently
participating in these sound changes?

2.1.2 The Southern Shift

The Southern Shift, pictured in Figure 2.2, constitutes a series of
sound changes that are said to have moved to virtual completion
in Southern White varieties (Bailey and Thomas 1998: 304). Thomas
(2001: 1) describes the Southern Shift as involving the fronting of
/u/, Jo/, and [o/; lowering of the nucleus of /e/ and sometimes the
nuclei of /i/ and /u/; fronting and raising of /1/ and /e/, and either
the monophthongization or glide-reduction of /ai/ to [a:] or [a*].
Some Southern varieties such as those spoken on the outer banks of
North Carolina show backing and raising for the /ai/ nucleus, where
it is realized as [a1] (Schilling-Estes 1996). Thomas (2001: 106) notes
that the fronting of /u/ is an old Southern feature, citing Kurath



Empirical and Theoretical Background 7

Figure 2.2 Vowel configuration of the Southern Shift (adapted from Labov,
1991)

and McDavid (1961). Thomas also describes the fronting of the /o/
nucleus as a recent change. Labov suggests that the fronting of /o/
has no connection with chain shifting but operates in coordination
with the fronting of /u/, lagging "considerably behind it" (1994: 208).

Stockwell and Minkova (1999: 7) describe the vowel changes
involved in the Southern Shift differently and argue that these vowel
changes should not be presented as part of a chain shift. Fridland
(1999) also suggests that the Southern Shift is a set of changes
affecting subsystems rather than a unitary chain shift.

2.1.3 African American vowel systems

Labov (1991) describes the AAE system as incompatible with any of
the three major vowel rotations in American English (the two vowel
shifts described above plus a pattern which merges /a/ and /nf), thus
constituting a "fourth dialect." Labov (1998: 147) suggests that AAE
is best viewed as a koine which developed when speakers migrated to
the North and Midland urban areas. According to this scenario, some
features of Southern phonology were lost and the system leveled
to a general Northern African American phonology in which some
features of Southern phonology are retained as optional markers of
style. Labov does not, however, analyze Northern AAE as a contact
variety.
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Many researchers agree that AAE norms are diverging from those
of White dialects. Thomas (2001: 166) suggests, “for the most
part, . .. assimilation to Southern White vernaculars seems to be old-
fashioned in African American speech, and younger African Amer-
icans are moving toward nationwide norms for African Americans.”
Wolfram and Schilling-Estes also point out that there is little evid-
ence that the NCS is spreading to AAE speakers in metropolitan areas
affected by this shift (1998: 180). Graff et al. (1986), Labov and Harris
(1986), and Labov (1991, 2001) describe African American vowels as
not affected by sound changes occurring in White varieties. Gordon
(2000) found the same pattern in Gary, Indiana. Thomas (2001) also
reports a pattern in which African Americans do not participate in
contemporary White vowel changes. Bailey and Thomas (1998: 95)
also suggest that African American speakers are not participating in
any of the changes associated with the Southern Shift (except for
the glide-weakening of /ai/ in restricted contexts) or the NCS. Several
researchers, then, have suggested that African American speakers
are not participating in large-scale contemporary vowel changes in
American English.

There is some evidence, however, that African Americans do in
fact participate in sound changes which are typically associated
with White varieties. Thomas (1993) found that African Americans
in Columbus, Ohio, showed accommodation to some local vowel
changes, including the fronting of /o/. Deser (1990) found that
Detroit African Americans were participating in some local White
vowel patterns. Jones and Preston (in press) and Jones (MS) reported
raising of /a/ but not fronting of /a/ (both changes associated with
the NCS, see Section 2.1.1) among African American women in
Lansing, Michigan. Wolfram et al. (2000) and Wolfram and Thomas
(2002) found that older African Americans in the rural coastal
community of Hyde County, North Carolina, showed assimilation to
the local White vowel systems.

As noted above, Wolfram (2007) strongly cautions against treating
AAE as a unitary, homogenous variety that shows no regional and
other kinds of intra-variety variation. The analysis presented in
Chapters 6 and 7 will demonstrate that the African American parti-
cipants in this study show evidence of at least three patterns of use
typically associated with White speakers—the fronting of the high
and lower-high back vowels /u/ and /u/ and the glide-weakening of
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pre-voiceless /ai/—and it underscores the importance of recognizing
that non-Whites can and do participate in both supralocal, wide-
spread vowel changes as well as more regionally based changes.

2.1.4 /ai/

/ai/ realizations are salient markers of regional and ethnic iden-
tity in American English (Anderson 1998, 1999, 2002; Wolfram and
Schilling-Estes 1998; Plichta and Preston 2003); pre-voiced monoph-
thongal [a:] and glide-weakened variants such as [a*] are character-
istic of both Southern American English and AAE. Bailey and Thomas
(1998: 104) point out that originally Southern White varieties were
diphthongal for variants of /ai/ and suggest that the innovation
and spread of monophthongal and glide-weakened variants may
have been the result of influence from early AAE. Tillery and Bailey
(2003: 168), citing Bailey and Thomas (1998) and Thomas (2001),
describe glide-weakened /ai/ as a change which developed after 1875
in Southern White varieties.

The work of Bailey et al. (1996), Bailey and Thomas (1998),
Bernstein and Gregory (1993, 1994), and others indicates that /ai/ is
monophthongized or glide-weakened throughout the South by both
contemporary White and African American speakers in all contexts
except before voiceless obstruents. Bailey and Thomas (1998: 104)
report that this feature has been shared by African American and
Southern White dialects for at least the past 100 years, but that glide-
weakening of /ai/ before voiceless obstruents is a relatively recent
change specific to some Southern White systems, such as Appalachian
and Texas varieties of English. Wolfram and Schilling-Estes (1998:
180) also describe the glide-weakening of /ai/ in pre-voiceless contexts
as characteristic of some Southern White, but not AAE, dialects.
Although recent work by Mallinson et al. (2001) and Childs (2005)
on AAE in the Smoky Mountains of Western North Carolina and
Fridland (2004) in Memphis suggests that actual language behavior
with respect to /ai/ glide-weakening may be more complex than
these generalizations suggest, the vowel appears to be treated as a
stereotypical marker of ethnic identity (Wolfram and Schilling-Estes
1998; Thomas 2001; Wolfram and Thomas 2002). Based on extensive
community language studies in rural North Carolina conducted by
the North Carolina Language and Life team at North Carolina State
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University, Wolfram and Schilling-Estes (1998: 75) comment on the
social salience of Southern variants of /ai/:

Southerners are more readily identified as Southerners by their /ai/
vowels than by any other single dialect feature, and Southerners
themselves have come to take pride in their distinctive pronun-
ciations as a badge of their unique regional identity and cultural
heritage.

Wolfram (personal communication) reports that African Americans
in the South use a high rate of glide-weakened /ai/ in pre-voiceless
contexts in imitations of White speech, and recent work by his
own research group confirms the social salience of Southern vari-
ants of /ai/ in the South (Wolfram and Thomas 2002). Southern
variants of /ai/, however, are also socially salient outside the South.
Plichta and Preston’s (2003) perceptual study of /ai/ demonstrates
that Midwestern Whites rate glide-weakened tokens as character-
istic of Southern speech. These researchers describe Southern variants
of /ai/ as “one of the principal caricatures of US regional speech.”
Preston (1996) shows that Southern speech is described as “incor-
rect” by listeners from around the country. Stimuli in that perceptual
and attitudinal study included words containing the socially salient
glide-weakened variant of /ai/ in addition to other Southern features.

I will argue in Chapter 8 that /ai/ provides a crucial site for the
expression of local language ideologies. Phillips (2000: 233) describes
“crucial site” as a term used to “...convey the sense that more
important or powerful ideological work is being done in some forms
of cultural activities than in others.” The notion reflects the tendency
for “...some kinds of linguistic practices. .. (as) more likely to be
talked about in metapragmatic commentary than others” (233). As
noted above, the use of the Southern glide-weakened variant of /ai/
is socially salient, both in the South and elsewhere. This feature of
my own Appalachian speech was frequently commented on during
the four years I lived in Michigan.

Midwestern Whites show a different trajectory of change for /ai/
than Southerners, which is also socially salient. Eckert (1996) reports
backing and raising of the nucleus of pre-voiceless /ai/ (“Cana-
dian Raising”) for suburban Detroit White adolescents. She describes
“extreme” raising for /ai/ as being highly socially salient. Eckert’s



Empirical and Theoretical Background 11

work on /ai/ makes it clear that Detroit Whites in her study show
very different realizations of /ai/ than the Southern migrant parti-
cipants in this study. We shall also see in Chapter 7 that the Detroit
White female participant in my sample shows a high degree of diph-
thongization for /ai/, which is in contrast to the glide-weakening
evident in the patterns of use by the Detroit Southern migrant parti-
cipants. Several researchers have described /ai/ as showing massive
variation among different groups of speakers in the Detroit area
(Deser 1990; Eckert 1996; Edwards 1997), which suggests that it serves
as an important linguistic boundary marker in Detroit.

When compared to other vowels /ai/ is unusual in terms of the
complexity of its phonetic and phonological dimensions. According
to Labov, /ai/ is unusual in that it may occupy either peripheral
or non-peripheral space, resulting in great synchronic variability
and complex diachronic movement. Labov suggests that peripheral
vowels show different movement patterns than non-peripheral
vowels (1991, 1994), but there is some disagreement as to what
exactly constitutes peripherality. According to Labov, “in general
long vowels are located at the periphery of the vowel space..."” (1994:
173). Short, or lax vowels, according to this scenario, are more cent-
ralized. The concept of peripherality is important to Labov’s (1994)
claims about chain shifting. Stockwell and Minkova (1997: 2) argue
that what Labov characterizes as peripheral diphthongs are actu-
ally non-peripheral and vice-versa. Labov (1994) also suggests that
monophthongization of /ai/ sets off a vowel rotation for the front
vowels, in which /i/ and /1/ are reversed, as well as /e/, and /¢/, as
part of the Southern Shift.

This section described /ai/ glide-weakening as a local change
specific to Southern and African American varieties of English. The
next section turns to a more global change in English vowel systems,
fronting of the high and lower-high back vowels.

2.1.5 The high and lower-high back vowels /u/ and /uv/

In his discussion of vowel variants in New World Englishes, Thomas
(2001: 32) describes /u/ as backed in many dialects but fronted in
Southern White speech. Thomas characterizes /u/, like /o/, not only
as showing variation mainly for the front/back dimension but also
as showing variation for the direction of the offglide (33). He does
not discuss the details of variation for the offglide. He describes
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widespread fronting of /u/ among Whites, citing his own studies of
central Ohio (Thomas 1993), Habick’s study of central Illinois (1980,
1993), Labov’s (1994) study of Philadelphia, Luthin’s study of Cali-
fornia (1987), Ash’s study of the Inland Upper North (1996), and
Clarke et al.’s study of New England and Canada (1995). African Amer-
icans, however, are generally said not to participate in widespread
vowel changes in American English, including the fronting of /u/ and
/o/ (Labov 1994, 2001; Wolfram and Schilling-Estes 1998; Thomas
2001).

Thomas describes /u/ and /u/ fronting as “not. .. predominant in
African American speech ... ” and notes that “ . . . avoidance of it may
have become an identity marker...” for them (2001: 34). Thomas
points out, however, that “a few African Americans” show these
changes, including five African American speakers in his study of New
World Englishes (34). Although sociolinguists tend to characterize
/u/ and /o/ fronting as characteristic of White, but not Black speech,
recent studies in both urban and rural areas in and out of the South
such as Detroit (Anderson et al. 2002), Memphis, TN (Fridland 2003),
the rural Smoky Mountains of North Carolina (Childs 2005), and
rural Hyde County, NC (Wolfram and Thomas 2002), report fronting
of /u/, as well as /u/, for African American speakers. Apparently, at
least some African Americans in diverse locales are participating in
these widespread changes, which are not limited to Whites. More
generally, Labov (1994, 2001) suggests that African Americans do
not participate in any of the large-scale vowel rotations in American
English.

Johnson (2003: 118) describes fronted /u/ as a feature of General
American English. However, fronting of /u/ and /u/ is not restricted
to American varieties of English. Stockwell and Minkova (1997: 294)
point out that fronting of these vowels has also been documented
for Southern British English and Australian English. Anderson and
Milroy (MS) also discuss this change as being “socially and geograph-
ically widespread” and point out that it is well documented not
only in American and British varieties of English, but also in New
Zealand English (see also MacMahon 1998: 461; Trudgill et al. 2000).
Fronting of the high and lower-high back vowels appears to be a
global phenomenon in English. I will argue in Chapter 8 that the
global nature of this change does not make it a good candidate for
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constituting a crucial site (see Section 2.1.4) for the articulation and
negotiation of local identity.

Section 2.1 described work on vowel shifts in American English,
including the Northern Cities Shift, the Southern Shift, the high
and lower-high back vowels, and /ai/. Internally motivated change
(described below) is generally discussed in terms of these shifts in
work on American English vowel systems, and the AAE system is
usually dismissed in this literature as not affected by them.

2.2 Models of change

2.2.1 Internal and external factors in language change

Language change is often described as resulting from internal factors
(Labov 1994), from external factors (Labov 2001), or from a combin-
ation of internal and external factors (Fridland 2003; Watt 2000,
among others). Campbell (1999: 286) describes internal “causes” of
change as “...based on what human speech production and percep-
tion is and is not capable of . .. Internal causes include both physical
and psychological factors....” Campbell describes external causes of
change as arising from “...largely outside the structure of language
itself and outside the human organism. .. " and including “expressive
uses of languages...” (287). Anderson and Milroy (MS) note that
variationist research seldom attempts to integrate socially motivated
and intrasystemic factors in accounts of language change.

Labov analyzes internal factors (1994) and social factors (2001)
separately, and describes the interface between language and society
as “narrow.” He further comments on the “relative segregation of
social and structural elements in language” (2001: 29). Labov, then,
views the interaction of internal and external factors as limited. Labov
(1994) argues that large-scale vowel rotations of the kind discussed in
Section 2.1 are structured by language-internal principles. He postu-
lates a set of principles based on a survey of a large number of chain
shifts. The thrust of his proposal is that chain shifts result from vowel
systems’ tendency to preserve symmetry (1994: 115-54).

[ will suggest in Chapter 8 that, rather labeling some changes
as internal and others as external, a given change should be
examined in terms of internal constraints and external motivations.
In other words, the interplay between internal and external factors is
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important to consider in investigations of change. Specifically, after
discussing the question of which aspects of vowel changes reported
in Chapters 6 and 7 are susceptible to being ideologized and which, if
any, are not, I will argue that some types of vowel changes (such as /ai/
glide-reduction) provide a crucial site for linguistically indexing social
oppositions, while others (such as the fronting of /u/ and /u/) do not.
In this view, there is no dichotomy between “internal” and “external”
types of changes such as those proposed by Labov (1994, 2001).
Instead, I specify how each vowel change is shaped by both internal
and external factors; underpinning this view is an assumption that
vowel realizations need to be treated multidimensionally as physical,
cognitive, and social. Specifically, we shall see in Chapters 6 and 7
that the fronting of /u/ and /u/ is contextually constrained while /ai/
glide-weakening is not. In Chapter 8, I advocate an approach that
is sensitive to the influences of coarticulation on sound change and
argue that vowel changes are internally constrained but subject to
ideological intervention. Context effects, in this case, coarticulation
with the following consonant, are examples of internal constraints
on changes which are also, depending on the social context, subject
to ideological intervention.

Section 2.2.3 describes a language ideological framework developed
by linguistic anthropologists, which I will make reference to in the
interpretation and conclusions given in Chapter 8.

2.2.2 Language ideology: An overview

Silverstein (1992, 1996), Woolard and Schieffelin (1994), Kroskrity
(2000), Irvine and Gal (2000), and others treat language ideolo-
gies as conceptual schemes that are used to interpret and under-
stand language variation. Irvine and Gal (2000: 35) characterize these
conceptual schemes as ideological because “they are suffused with
the political and moral issues pervading the particular sociolinguistic
field and are subject to the interests of their bearers’ social posi-
tion.” Woolard (1998: 3) describes language ideology as “representa-
tions, whether explicit or implicit, that construe the intersection of
language and human beings in a social world...” and as “. .. a medi-
ating link between social forms and forms of talk....” Silverstein
(1979: 193) defines language ideology as “...sets of beliefs about
language articulated by users as a rationalization or justification of
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perceived language structure or use.” Kroskrity (2000: 21) explicitly
comments on the connection of language ideology with speakers:

Language users’ ideologies bridge their sociocultural experience
and their linguistic and discursive resources by constituting those
linguistic and discursive forms as indexically tied to features
of their sociocultural experience. These users, in constructing
language ideologies, are selective both in the features of linguistic
and social systems that they do distinguish and the linkages
between systems that they construct.

In short, language ideologies are beliefs about language and interpret-
ations of its relationships with its social and cultural setting. Language
itself, as well as beliefs about it, is viewed as inherently socially and
culturally positioned. Analyses of the group of scholars discussed
above address and refine the role of social identity in structuring
language change. The situation of AAE and Appalachian English in
Detroit is well suited to an analysis in a language ideological frame-
work which addresses and integrates the roles of social structure and
of speaker attitudes in shaping the direction of language change.
Irvine and Gal (2000: 47) revisit Labov's (1963) study of Martha's
Vineyard to show how such an analysis might work:

Contrasts among ethnic groups of islanders (Yankees, Portuguese,
and Indians) in the 1930s were replaced by a contrast between
islanders and mainlanders in the 1960s. Islander phonology
diverged ever more sharply from mainland forms after the devel-
opment of the tourist industry made that contrast more socially
significant than local, intra-island differences. Although Labov did
not explore the content of language ideology giving rise to these
changes, the case seems to beg for just this type of analysis and
illustrates language change as an ideologically fueled process of
increasing divergence. We can call the divergence ideologically
mediated because it depended on local images of salient social
categories that shifted over time.

In Chapter 8, I will argue that “local images of salient social categories
that (shift) over time” (Irvine and Gal 2000: 47) are important
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to consider in the analysis of the vowel changes reported for the
Southern migrant participants in Chapters 6 and 7.

Language ideologies are manifested not only in reactions and atti-
tudes to varieties (like AAE) or linguistic forms (such as /ai/ glide-
weakening or high and lower-high back vowel fronting) used by
salient social groups (such as Southern migrants), but in patterns
of language use. Anderson and Milroy (MS) note that this exten-
sion of the scope of ideological analysis from language attitudes to
include patterns of use distinguishes the approach of Irvine, Gal, and
their colleagues from most sociolinguistic work on language ideo-
logies (Lippi-Green 1997, for example). Anderson and Milroy (MS)
suggest that ideologies change as “... particular groups shift in and
out of salience in the sociolinguistic landscape at different times and
places.” Changing ideologies can yield different patterns of use and
are thus an important component of processes of language change.

2.2.3 Dialect contact

The dialect contact framework specified by Trudgill (1986) adds
an important dimension to the discussion of the dynamics driving
language change in the aftermath of speaker mobility and migration,
and [ shall make reference to it in Chapter 8. Labov’s approach to
phonological change does not examine the effects of dialect contact
(Labov 2001: 20).

Thomason (2001: 62) defines contact-induced change as “...any
linguistic change that would have been less likely to occur
outside a particular contact situation....” In her discussion of
linguistic “predictors” of contact-induced change, Thomason notes
that “speakers’ attitudes can and sometimes do produce excep-
tions to...most...generalizations...” (2001: 77). In this regard,
she points out, language change is unpredictable: “even the most
‘natural’ structural changes—common changes that occur frequently
in diverse languages all over the world—often do not happen”
(77). Thomason'’s view of speaker attitudes disrupting or redirecting
contact-induced change suggests that there is an interplay of some
sort between internal and external factors in language change. One
goal of this study is to specify the interaction between internal and
external factors for the vowel changes described in Chapters 6 and 7.

One frequently occurring process which is the result of language
contact in the aftermath of migration and mobility is dialect leveling,
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a process which involves the eradication of variants within and
also between systems (Trudgill 1986: 98). Leveling is likely to occur
following large-scale migrations such as those of the African American
and Appalachian Southern migrants in this study. Chapter 8 discusses
a change in Detroit AAE in terms of allophonic leveling.

This chapter described the empirical and theoretical background to
the study, focusing respectively on American English vowel shifts in
progress and socially oriented models of language change. Chapter 3
turns to the sociolinguistic setting of the research.



3

The Sociolinguistic and
Demographic Context for the
Study

This chapter describes the research site of the study. It also discusses
the migration history of African American and Appalachian White
migrants to Detroit as well as the relationship between these two
groups. [ also discuss work on the phonological characteristics
of the three varieties involved in this language contact situation.
Research on Appalachian English and AAE, both in the South and in
Southeastern Michigan, is reviewed along with work on Midwestern
White vowel systems in the Detroit area.

3.1 Research site and demography of the area

African American and Southern White migrant groups migrated
from the South to Detroit at about the same time and for similar
economic reasons (discussed in Section 3.2). This shared history and
subsequent contact raise a number of interrelated issues concerning
the extent to which the two groups share phonological systems asso-
ciated with the South, their level of participation (if any) in the
socially and geographically pervasive series of vowel rotations known
as the Northern Cities Shift (NCS), and possible interacting effects
of ethnicity, regional affiliation, and dialect contact on patterns of
language use.

One difference in the histories of the two groups is that eventually
many of the Appalachian Whites were able to immerse themselves
in the general White population, moving out of the city and into
“blue collar” inner suburbs (Sugrue 1996: 246). In contrast, while
there are some African Americans in the suburbs, the city of Detroit is

18
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overwhelmingly populated by African Americans (U.S. Census 2000).
Detroit has a long history of violent racial conflicts (Farley et al.
2000). Farley et al. (2000) describe Detroit as an extremely segregated
metropolis, an area divided primarily along White and Black racial
lines. Figure 3.1 shows the metropolitan Detroit area by percentage
of African American residents. The 2000 Census figures for the city
of Detroit show that it is 82% African American and 12% W hite. The
inner suburbs, in stark contrast, are predominately White. Relevant

Figure 3.1 The location of fieldwork sites (adapted from a map provided by
Wayne State University Center for Urban Studies, http://www.cus.wayne.edu/)
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Table 3.1 Figures of 2000 census for White and African American residents
for the Appalachian fieldwork sites

Inner suburb White (%) African American (%)
Dearborn Heights 92 2
Royal Oak 95 2
Warren 91 3
Taylor 86 9

figures from the 2000 Census of Population for the suburbs, where
all but one of Appalachian speakers studied in this study are resident,
are given in Table 3.1, and the locations are shown in Figure 3.1.
Figures are provided for the year 2000 because these figures are the
most relevant in terms of the time of data collection for the study;
fieldwork was carried out from 1999 to 2002.

SEMCOG (1994) describes the demographic differences between
the outer and the inner suburbs of Detroit as well as the inner city.
Residents of the outer suburbs have a high socioeconomic status.
Their populations are predominantly White, wealthy, and likely to
have extensive formal education. These residents occupy expensive
homes, are mobile, and are more likely to be professionals than are
residents in any other part of the Detroit metropolitan region. The
inner suburbs, including Warren, Taylor, Royal Oak, and Dearborn
Heights (where all but one of the Appalachian participants in this
study reside), are not as affluent as the rich outer suburbs, but they
are more economically stable than the inner city. All the African
American participants are Detroit residents.

One of the largest technically skilled workforces in the country
populates the "blue collar" inner suburbs (SEMCOG 1994;Farley et al.
2000). Demographic data for housing tenure from the 2000 Census
shows that significantly more families own their homes in the inner
suburbs than in the city. In Detroit about half of the units were occu-
pied by renters. In contrast, 85% of residents in Dearborn Heights,
70% in Royal Oak, 71% in Taylor, and 80% in Warren own their
homes. The Detroit White participant lives in Wyandotte. Although
it is an outer suburb, it is predominantly working class (Elias MS;
Frekko MS;SEMCOG 1994). The 2000 Census data show that 73% of
Wyandotte residents own their homes.



Sociolinguistic and Demographic Context for the Study 21

3.2 History of migration to southeastern Michigan

Large numbers of Southerners migrated to southeastern Michigan
in the early decades of the twentieth century to work in factories
which offered higher wages than could be found in the South, which
was still largely agrarian. The Great Southern Migration began during
World War [ and continued unabated through the 1960s (Sugrue
1996). Recognizing the magnitude of this migration from the South,
commentators have called Detroit a “magnet” for African American
and White Southern migrants (Sugrue 1996: 12, 212).

3.2.1 Appalachian White migration to Detroit

Southern Highlanders migrated to Detroit in large numbers (Hartigan
1999; Berry 2000) from the Appalachian Mountains of West Virginia,
Kentucky, Tennessee, and North Carolina, a region that was histor-
ically isolated from the rest of the South. The economic picture of
the rural South was (and is) grim. Farmers with small acreage and
subsistence farmers grew increasingly marginalized from mainstream
industrialized America in the last three decades of the nineteenth
century, and industrial capitalism’s rise was “...inversely related to
subsistence agriculture’s demise” (Berry 2000: 15). Historian Chad
Berry, the grandson of Southern migrants, describes the importance
of kinship ties in the migration process: “...the highways that led
northward were built on kinship, a factor that often determined
where a migrant went as well as where he or she lived... (and)
worked” (Berry 2000: 6-7). The urban Midwest offered economic
incentives to migrants, but the South was home to important cultural
values such as those of homeland, family, community, and religious
affiliation.

Appalachian migrants began arriving in Detroit as early as World
War [ (Berry 2000: 12). Elmer Akers was one early writer who invest-
igated early Southern migrants to the Detroit area, and he describes
the difficulties they encountered:

(the) characteristic of mind and personality, combined with a piti-
fully meager education and almost total unfamiliarity with the
ways and demands of a high-speed industrial society makes their
difficulties of accommodation to Detroit almost insuperably great.
(Akers 1936: 7)
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Akers conducted interviews with businessmen, employment agency
representatives, landlords, and grocers in Detroit and with Southern
migrants themselves. His main observation is that Southern Whites
do not assimilate to Northern culture or lifestyles and as a result they
face considerable hostility in securing work and locating housing.
Several management officials in charge of hiring whom Aker inter-
viewed stated that they did not often hire Southern Whites because
of their frequent trips back down South. An official involved in the
hiring process at a Detroit auto factory responds thus:

They are rovers, a transient group of people. .. And they are pretty
slow. They have no drive, most of them. They don’t establish resid-
ence here and try to get ahead. It got so we wouldn't hire them at
all, toward the last—toward 1929. [ got tired of seeing Southerners.
You can tell a Southerner as soon as he opens his mouth, you
know, if not by his appearance. I would tell them “I don’t want
you fellows from the South. You don’t stick to your job. The first
thing we know you are gone. .. back South”. (Akers 1936: 41)

Southern Whites also faced housing discrimination. Many of the
landlords who were interviewed in the 1930s stated they did not like
to rent to them. One merchant explained to Akers that the Southern
Whites “affect(ed) property values and neighborhood qualifications
very much as do Negroes” and pointed out that many would not rent
to them for this reason (Akers 1936: 14).

Akers (1936) also describes the way Southern White migrants integ-
rated as a distinctive group in Detroit rather than blending into the
Midwestern White community:

Again and again we got the impression that the Southern Whites
were in the neighborhood but not of it, in the city but not in
any sense a real part of it. Many women we talked with knew no
Northern women, and their communal life was entirely a matter of
informal associations with other Southern White women. (Akers
1936: 63)

...they are not concerned about what Northerners think of them.
Status seemed to be almost wholly a matter of in-group relations
among most of those we interviewed. (Akers 1936: 65)
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Akers also comments, “Socially the Southern Whites are a self-
contained group. This statement is quite as true as it would be of any
group of immigrants from a foreign country, if not more so” (Akers
1936: 65).

Early Southern White migrants in Detroit appear to have faced
considerable hostility from the general population at the beginning
of the migration period. Akers reports that many of the Northern
Whites he interviewed stated frankly that they did not like Southern
Whites or want them in their neighborhoods or at their places of work
(Akers 1936: 73). Given the hostility of Detroit Whites to the arrival
of Southern Whites, as well as the importance of strong kinship ties
and rural cultural values to these migrants, it is not surprising that
they formed and maintained close ties with other Southern Whites in
Detroit, even if they did not migrate from the same hill, “holler,” or
even state. As Berry (2000: 136) points out, this kind of group forma-
tion is one of the strongest indicators that Southern White migrants
called on their past once in the North and hence demonstrated an
important type of minority behavior (see also Stewart 1996).

Although these early migrants faced severe discrimination in
employment and housing and were not welcomed by their Northern
neighbors, later generations of Southern White migrants appear to
have found the Detroit area more hospitable. Between 1945 and 1960,
migration from the rural South increased dramatically, resulting in
one of the largest internal migrations in U.S. history. Berry (2000:
104) describes four important characteristics of this migration. It
occurred not just from Appalachia, but also from nearly all areas of
the Upland South. Southern migrants were quite visible in the North
due to their massive numbers, unique cultural characteristics, and
distinctive dialects. Kinship ties played a crucial role in migration.
Berry describes these kinship ties as “very broad, including not only
kin but also friends...whom they could call...and depend on for
support once in the North” (120). Berry also reports that Southern
migrants began to be more economically successful during the years
of 1945-1960.

Several researchers comment on the distinctive cultural charac-
teristics which Southern migrants retained after relocating to the
Midwest. Berry (2000: 134) comments, “Even those migrants who
were most ‘assimilated’ never completely ceased to be...Southern.”
He also reports that Southern migrants often formed community
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and neighborhood clubs in Detroit and showed a significant degree
of “cultural retention” of Southern traditions such as the Southern
Baptist religion and Bluegrass music.

3.2.2 African American migration to Detroit

African Americans migrated to Detroit primarily from the Deep
South and old plantation areas—Alabama, Mississippi, Georgia, South
Carolina, and the Piedmont and coastal regions of North Carolina;
however, some African American migrants did come from the non-
plantation regions of the South, such as the Southern Appalachian
mountains and Texas. All the African American participants in
this study reported their migration was from the former plantation
areas of the South. Sugrue (1996: 23) describes the period between
1916 and 1929 as the “Great Migration” of African Americans
to Midwestern industrial centers such as Detroit. This migration
continued unabated into the 1950s as more African Americans from
the South joined friends and relatives already living in Detroit (30).
Like the Appalachian White migration, the African American migra-
tion was also predominately kin-based, following a similar pattern of
chain migration. Another important similarity shared by Appalachian
Whites and African American Southern migrants is that both groups
typically migrated from rural areas (Marks 1989; Berry 2000).
Detroit’s history of racial conflicts includes two severe riots. The
first of these, in which both African Americans and Midwestern
Whites participated, occurred in 1943. African American residents
also rioted in 1967. There were several factors which contributed
to the Detroit riots. African Americans were subject to residential,
economic, and social segregation in the Detroit area. Sugrue (1996)
describes the residential segregation of African Americans in detail:

White Detroiters invented communities of race in the city that
they defined spatially ... Whiteness, and by implication, Black-
ness, assumed a material dimension, imposed on the geography
of the city (234).

During the period of school desegregation, White neighborhood
“civic” groups were formed for the purpose of keeping African
American families out of their neighborhoods. These neighborhood
groups sprang up throughout many of the suburbs (Sugrue 1996).
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Farley et al. (2000), cited in Anderson and Milroy (MS), also describe
the historical and current residential segregation of African Americans
in Detroit.

Following the urban riots of the 1960s [in Detroit], the Kerner
Commission bleakly described what they thought the future held
if the government failed to address the nation’s fundamental racial
inequalities: a nation divided into largely black and impover-
ished central cities surrounded by largely white and prosperous
suburban rings. . . . They were wrong about New York, Los Angeles,
Washington and other locations, since immigration from Asia and
Latin America changed the composition of many central cities.
And the Kerner Commission did not foresee the substantial shift of
African Americans to the suburbs that began in the 1980s. But they
were right about Detroit: economic changes since 1970, combined
with continuing racial polarization and the longstanding move-
ment of Whites—but not Blacks—to the suburbs, make Detroit the
polarized metropolis they predicted. (Farley et al. 2000: 51-52)

Why has the segregation of African Americans persisted so long in
Detroit? Farley et al.’s (2000) large-scale sociological survey of Detroit,
which investigated employer hiring practices and attitudes toward
the integration of African Americans into White neighborhoods,
showed that many Whites in the Detroit area still hold negative
stereotypes about African Americans:

Despite strong endorsement of the ideals of equal treatment for
all races, the remnants of traditional racial stereotypes are still
present in the thinking of many Detroit area Whites. The majority
endorses the idea that Blacks are not easy to get along with and
prefer more than Whites to live on welfare. (245)

Sugrue (1996), Farley et al. (2000), and SEMCOG (1994) all conclude
that Detroit African Americans typically have worse jobs, lower
incomes, and poorer housing than Whites and predominantly live in
the city rather than the suburbs.

This section demonstrates that there are important similarities in
the migration histories of Appalachian White and African American
Southern groups and the discrimination they encountered in Detroit.
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Section 3.3 describes reports by a number of researchers on the
relations between these migrant groups in the Detroit area.

3.3 Appalachian Whites and African American Southern
migrants in the Detroit area

In addition to the commonalities described in Sections 3.2.1 and
3.2.2, the evidence reviewed in this section suggests that African
American and Appalachian White Southern migrants and their
descendants share a number of important cultural characteristics
with each other. Edwards (1997) reports that Detroit African
Americans frequently visit relatives in the South, and Berry’s (2000)
analysis of oral history among White migrants shows the same
pattern of frequent and extended visits with friends and family in the
South. Recall also that both the African American and Appalachian
White migrations from the South to Detroit were largely kin-based.
As discussed below, White and Black Southern migrants lived in
close proximity to each other, at least through the 1950s and 1960s.
In contrast, as already discussed in Section 3.2, Northern Whites
were extremely resistant to African Americans moving into their
neighborhoods.

Akers (1936) provides excerpts of interviews he conducted with
White Southern migrants in Detroit which suggest that even these
early White migrants may have been accommodating of African
Americans. For example, Akers asked one Southern family what
they disliked about Detroit. A high-school-age boy, seconded by his
parents, said:

the people up here think we don't like it because the Negroes
are given equal rights with White people. But I don't think that’s
so...What we don’t like is that you northerners seem to think the
foreigners have more right to work and to a place here than the
Southerners do. (74)

Akers attributes such attitudes to non-Americans having achieved a
more secure and more prosperous niche in the city’s industrial and
social economy than either African Americans or White Southerners.

A more recent account of relations between Southern Whites and
African Americans is provided by the anthropologist John Hartigan,
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who conducted ethnographic fieldwork among Southern Whites
in the Briggs and Corktown communities on the Southwest side
of Detroit from July 1992 through February 1994. He reports that
Whites in these neighborhoods never assimilated into mainstream
Midwestern White culture, and describes close relationships between
these Southern Whites and Blacks. Hartigan also comments on the
importance of class in the construction of White racial identity:

The clarity of the category (hillbilly) primarily stands out in rela-
tion to the degree of assimilation into mainstream White middle
class. .. culture. The term’s primary contrast inscribed the differ-
ence between Whites who assimilated successfully in this northern
industrial town and those who retained behaviors or lived in
conditions that were somehow improper for Whites. It seemed to
me that it was the hillbillies’ very close proximity to Blacks that
often heightened this sense of impropriety. (Hartigan 1999: 89-90)

In addition to describing close relationships with African Americans,
some participants in Hartigan’s study also described the 1967 riot in
regional rather than racial terms. One native-born Northern White
woman comments on how this riot marked the culmination of two
decades of White and Black Southern migration which “forever trans-
formed” her neighborhood:

you had Northern people acting like they (the Southerners) were
invading their territory; they were up in arms, and they fought
each other. But there are more Southerners here now than there
is anything else. That's because the Northerners just went further
north (after the riot). (Hartigan 1999: 49-50)

Hartigan concludes that Southern Whites and African Americans in
his fieldwork sites treat each other as individuals and react in terms
of occupational, social, cultural, and regional characteristics rather
than in terms of race.

Berry (2000) reports that when he asked Southern Whites what
they disliked most about Detroit they frequently mentioned Northern
Whites but, significantly, never African Americans. Hartigan asked
his participants the same question. One participant who had retired
from the workforce responds thus:
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Most of the hillbillies do not like Yankees to start with. We were
true Southerners even though we worked in Detroit. We still had
to stick together even though we lived in Yankeeland and worked
for Yankees. We didn’t like Yankees. That’s our heritage. (Hartigan
1999: 139-140)

Both African American and Appalachian Southern White migrants
brought a Southern rural culture to Detroit which was discordant
with the Northern urban culture.

Unlike the inner city participants in Hartigan’s study, the majority
of Southern migrants in the greater Detroit area, according to Sugrue
(1996), did not remain in inner city enclaves but rather dissolved into
the suburban landscape:

Hillbillies, as they were labeled, were frequently blamed for racial
tension in the city, but their role was greatly exaggerated. Most
of them dispersed throughout the metropolitan area, and quickly
disappeared into the larger White population. (Sugrue 1996: 212)

Berry (2000) also comments on the eventual economic success of
many Southern White migrants. However, Berry argues that these
migrants nevertheless show a great deal of “cultural retention” of
rural, Southern cultural traditions (Berry 2000: 136).

This section discussed the shared cultural and regional orient-
ation of White and African American Detroit Southern migrants.
Although the groups have much in common in these respects, African
Americans, unlike Southern Whites, have never been able to immerse
themselves into the general White suburban population, no matter
what their socioeconomic status is.

The next section discusses sociophonetic work on the varieties of
English spoken by the two groups in the context of Appalachian
and African American varieties of English in the South and local
Midwestern White vowel norms.

3.4 Appalachian English

3.4.1 In the Southern Highlands

Appalachian English in the Southern Highlands, an area which
stretches along the Appalachian mountain range from West Virginia
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to Northern Georgia in the American South, is relatively under-
researched. As Hazen and Fluharty (2001) stress, there is more than
one variety of English spoken in a region which spans portions of six
states. The vowel rotation traditionally cited as characteristic of the
dialects of the Southern Highlands, the Southern Shift, was described
in Section 2.1.2.

Wolfram and Christian (1976) investigated Appalachian English in
Mercer and Monroe counties in West Virginia. With respect to phon-
ological variation, they focus mainly on consonantal features such as
consonant cluster reduction (CCR), intrusive t in clusters like oncet for
“once,” and /1/ deletion hep for “help.” They also discuss unstressed
syllable deletion maters for “tomatoes.” For vowels, they describe glide-
reduction for /ai/ and the pre-nasal merger of [1] and [e]. Although
consonant features are certainly important in describing the phono-
logical patterns of any variety, this study will focus on portions of the
vowel system which are implicated in the Southern Shift.

Anderson (1998, 1999) investigated /e/, /o/, /ai/, and /oi/ in
Appalachian English in Graham County, North Carolina, in the heart
of the Great Smoky Mountains. The results of that acoustic study
showed that all 30 White participants adopted realizations of /e/
and /o/ which follow the pattern for the Southern Shift described in
Section 2.1.2. /oi/ showed a low, back nucleus and glide toward the
high front portion of the vowel space. /ai/ is discussed further below.

Hazen and Fluharty (2001) found that “traditional” Appalachian
dialect features, including /ai/ monophthongization and ungliding,
were dying out among young West Virginians, but it is important
to note that many of their speakers are suburban rather than rural,
and several of them are what these researchers call “first-generation”
Appalachians since they have in fact moved to the Appalachian
region from the North. Here [ treat the designation “Appalachian” as
an ethnic category (see further Hartigan 1999; Stewart 1996), rather
than as a designation for people who simply live in a given area (such
as Northerners who live among ethnic Appalachian populations). It
is the traditional Appalachian features which are of relevance to this
study, rather than the modern leveled suburban dialect described by
Hazen and Fluharty.

I will discuss /ai/ in detail here because it is an important marker
of regional identity in the South. Hall (1942: 43) describes a pattern
of glide-weakening for his data from the Smoky Mountains of North
Carolina, indicating that /ai/ is most often realized as [a:] in all
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phonetic environments. In fact, he notes that the tendency in general
Southern American speech at that time was to monophthongize /ai/
in voiced environments, such as ride [ra:d], but to retain the diph-
thong in voiceless environments, such as in light [lait]. This pattern
did not, however, hold true for Highland Southern English in the
Smoky Mountains, where a glide-weakened variant, [a:], was preferred
in all phonetic environments (Hall 1942: 43). Kurath and McDavid
(1961) found evidence of glide-weakening for the word twice in
Western North Carolina and for the words nine and might in Macon
County, which borders Graham County. The data for the word might
provided by the LAMSAS office at the University of Georgia indicates
that /ai/ was nearly monophthongal in Western North Carolina in
both pre-voiced and pre-voiceless environments in the 1930s and that
diphthongal pre-voiceless /ai/ was already a relic form in this area.
Wolfram and Christian (1976: 64) found that Appalachian English
speakers in their study of two counties in West Virginia particip-
ated in the glide-reduction of /ai/, and they determined the order,
from most to least favorable, for following phonetic environments
for this feature to be pause > voiced obstruent > voiceless obstruent.
This ordering falls in line with the traditional constraint pattern for
general Southern American English and is in contrast to Hall's (1942)
observation that the /ai/ glide was reduced in all following phon-
etic environments in the Smoky Mountain region of Western North
Carolina.

Williams (1992: 14) also describes /ai/ in Appalachian English as
glide-weakened, and although he cites the classic example of the
general Southern American pronunciation of [a:is] for ice, he does
not discuss the effect of following phonetic environment on the
patterning of the variable. Pederson (1983: 73) indicates that /ai/
for seventy East Tennessean informants is realized most often as a
monophthong and, less frequently, as a short diphthong. He further
notes that /ai/ is typically monophthongal before voiceless conson-
ants, as in write or light, for all age and social groups of the region (75).

Acoustic data for /ai/ for Whites in Graham County, North
Carolina, presents a similar picture of present-day Smoky Mountain
English, which is largely glide-reduced for /ai/ in all following phon-
etic environments (Anderson 1997, 1998, 1999). In fact, all the 30
W hite participants in that project showed categorically weakened
variants in all phonetic environments.
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In summary, with the exception of the work of Wolfram and
Christian (1976) and Hazen and Fluharty (2001) in West Virginia,
researchers have found a pattern of glide-reduction for /ai/ in all
phonetic contexts in Appalachia, including the salient pre-voiceless
environment. This important pattern, a relatively recent develop-
ment in the lowland South but a change at completion in some
varieties of Appalachian English, is relevant to the discussion of the
acoustic analysis of /ai/ presented in Chapter 7.

The next section discusses sociolinguistic work on the dialects of
Appalachian migrants and their descendants in Ypsilanti, Michigan,
a town about 30 miles to the west of Detroit.

3.4.2 In Southeastern Michigan

Evans et al. (2000) and Evans (2001) investigated /a/-raising, an
NCS feature, among Appalachian descendants in Ypsilanti, Michigan.
They found that Ypsilanti Appalachian speakers adopted the local
raised pronunciation for this vowel, leading Evans (2001) to conclude
that the descendants of Appalachian migrants in Ypsilanti acquired a
new Midwestern identity at the expense of their previously regionally
based Southern Appalachian identity. In contrast, the results of my
own work show that the Detroit area Appalachian participants retain
and maintain both regional Appalachian speech patterns and a social
and cultural orientation to the Southern Highlands (see Chapters
4 and 8). It is unclear why Appalachian Whites in Detroit would
show less accommodation to Midwestern White linguistic norms
than Appalachian Whites in Ypsilant.

Next [ turn to descriptions of AAE, both in the South and in the
urban Midwest.

3.5 African American English

Descriptions by researchers of AAE vowel systems were reviewed in
Section 2.1.3. This section considers reports on AAE in the Southern
United States and in the Detroit and Lansing areas of Michigan.

3.5.1 In the South

According to Labov (1994), African Americans do not participate in
the changes associated with the Southern Shift. Likewise, Thomas
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concludes that “in general the African American avoidance of sound
changes that have occurred in White vernaculars holds true in the
South” (2001: 170). However, there are reports that AAE speakers do
participate in some sound changes traditionally described as char-
acteristic of White varieties. For example, Fridland (2001) found
that her entire all-female sample of AAE speakers in Memphis,
TN, showed evidence of the Southern Shift (see Section 2.1.2 for
a description of the Southern Shift). They showed reversal for
/e/ and /e/ and the fronting of /u/. Fridland concludes that the
Southern Shift is better characterized as regionally based than as
ethnically based, contrary to Labov’s (1991, 1994) treatment of
this series of vowel changes (see Section 2.1.2). Wolfram (2007)
cautions against treating AAE as a homogeneous trans-regional
variety.

3.5.2 In Southeastern Michigan

Edwards (1997) investigated the persistence of Southern features in
Detroit speech. He noted that /ai/ was monophthongized for the
African American participants in his study but did not distinguish it
by different following phonetic contexts in his analysis. He described
monophthongal [a:] as an important feature of group identity for
working-class speakers in his study.

Detroit AAE has also been examined with regard to presence or
absence of features associated with the NCS. Deser (1990) analyzed
the vowel systems of 18 speakers from the Shuy etal’s (1968)
sample. She attempted to determine whether these speakers showed
/a@/-raising but was unable to discern clear patterns (Deser 1990: 109).
Gordon (2001: 91) points out that it is difficult to draw conclusions
from Deser’s results. For example, Deser makes the claim that younger
speakers’ productions are more “Northern-like” than those of teen-
agers and adults, but her sample is skewed by the fact that several of
these speakers’ families are not in fact Southern migrants. Rather, they
were already resident in Detroit prior to the Great Black Migration
from the rural South. Deser also noted, however, that children with
Southern African American parents appeared to monophthongize
/ai/, producing in some cases 100% monophthongization. I will
return to this important observation in Chapter 8.

Jones (MS) investigated the speech of African Americansin Lansing,
Michigan, a city 55 miles northwest of Detroit, and found evidence
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of recent Southern sound changes. She reports that older speakers
in her sample show fronting for /u/ and /u/ along with lowering
of /e/, all of these being Southern Shift features. In contrast, Jones
reports minimal evidence for two women of an NCS feature, fronting
for /a/, and concludes that her results “may indicate a conservative
trend among Northern AAE speakers or a reaffirmation of the group’s
Southern identity” (24).

Jones and Preston (in press) investigated pre-oral /a/-raising and
/a/-fronting among African American females in Lansing. They
found that eight out of nine speakers showed raising for /a/, but
they found no fronting for /a/. They conclude that /&/-raising is a
local linguistic norm which “... has nothing to do with the African
American identity of Lansing speakers..."” (16). They note further
that “it seems that AAE speakers may choose to adopt and adapt
certain local features, which may grant them a regional label...,
yet they also possess strictly AAE features. .. ”(32). Interestingly, the
patterns reported by Jones and Preston for African Americans in
Lansing are quite different for those which will be reported in later
chapters for Detroit African Americans. It seems that Lansing and
Detroit differ with respect to the assimilation of African Americans
to Midwestern White vowel norms.

3.6 Midwestern urban Whites

As discussed in Section 2.1.1, the NCS is a series of vowel changes
reported to be in operation in the Midwest, particularly in the urban
centers. Eckert (1987, 1988, 1989, 1991, 2000) investigated the NCS
in two Detroit suburbs, engaging in two years of participant obser-
vation in two high schools. Eckert (2000) found that the older NCS
changes (the raising of /@/ and fronting of /a/) correlated only
with gender, with the girls leading in the use of advanced variants.
Eckert (2000) also reported patterns for /ai/, which is socially salient
in Detroit. Although Eckert found some /ai/ monophthongization
among adolescent boys, it did not occur before pre-voiceless conson-
ants. Eckert found that this context strongly favored the raising and
backing of the /ai/ nucleus, i.e. [Ai]; this realization of /ai/ showed no
social stratification among the White teenagers in Eckert’s study, but
it indexes a very sharp distinction with Detroit African Americans.
In fact, Eckert (2000: 136) characterized /ai/ raising and backing as a
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“newer variable” which is more advanced in areas closer to the urban
center. This feature, also called “Canadian raising,” is widespread in
the Midwest. [ will return to this point in Chapter 8.

Popular attitudes toward local varieties of English are also relevant
to this study. Niedzielski (1999: 80-81) reports that White speakers in
Detroit report that they are speakers of “standard” speech. Based on
the results of their extensive sociological surveys, Farley et al. (2000:
223) describe the same attitude: “Among Whites in Metro Detroit
(the city plus the inner suburbs) there is still a widespread belief
that Whites speak the (English) language better than Blacks.” Such
language ideologies are important to my analysis in Chapter 8.

This chapter discussed the research sites where data for this study
was collected and described the migration histories and cultural
orientations of Detroit Appalachian White and African American
Southern migrants. It also reviewed the relevant sociolinguistic work
on Appalachian English, AAE, and Detroit suburban White varieties.



4

The Pilot Study

A three-year pilot study informed the design of the study reported
in Chapters 5, 6, and 7. The pilot analyzes /ai/ for 27 Detroit AAE
speakers (Section 4.1). In addition, the patterning of /e¢/ and /a&/ is
described in Section 4.2 for five of the Detroit AAE speakers, five
Detroit Appalachian English speakers, and five Midwestern Whites
(Anderson and Milroy 2001a,b; Anderson 2002). I conducted ethno-
graphic interviews (described in Section 5.1) with 20 of the African
American speakers and 2 of the Appalachian White speakers. Data
for the seven additional African Americans comes from a corpus of
conversations between Detroit inner city African American mothers
and their children, provided by speech pathologists Holly Craig and
Julie Washington at the University of Michigan. Data from three addi-
tional Appalachian White and all of the Midwestern White speakers
was collected by Susan Frekko, a linguistic anthropology graduate
student at the University of Michigan. The research site for this study
was described in detail in Chapter 3. Data collection procedures are
those used in the main study, and are discussed in Section 5.2.

4.1 /ai/

4.1.1 Participants and methods of analysis for the pilot study

Data from 27 AAE speakers were collected by two different inter-
viewers, an African American speech-language pathologist and
myself. The speakers were 3 older adults (a man aged 81 and two
women aged 70 and 62), 16 younger adults (14 women with an age
range of 20—45 and 2 men, aged 42 and 25), and 4 girls and 4 boys
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aged 4-7. As noted above, [ conducted interviews with all of the
adults and one of the girls. Data from the other seven children was
extracted from the corpus provided by speech pathologists Craig
and Washington. This corpus contains spontaneous conversation
between Detroit African American mothers and their children and
was collected in 1995 for the purpose of assessing dialect acquisition
of AAE. Because the patterns reported below are consistent between
my interviews and the corpus, it is unlikely that they were due to
radical interviewer effect. Although this is not a sample organized
systematically by age and gender, the data from both sources
together cover a wide age range.

The sociolinguistic interviews I conducted lasted about 60-70
minutes, and the conversations collected by the speech-language
pathologist lasted 45-60 minutes. The interviews that I conducted
were organized around the talk of participants on the topic of life
in contemporary Detroit. My own Southern origins and vernacular
Appalachian dialect were helpful in gaining access to the community,
and I developed close ties with several key participants. All of these
interviews were conducted in participants’ homes in the West Side of
Detroit and recorded using a Sony portable minidisk recorder (model
MZ-R30) and a Sony microphone (model ECM-MS957). Tokens of
/ai/ were analyzed impressionistically for presence or absence of a
full diphthong. Following Eckert (2001), non-diphthongal tokens
were categorized as monophthongal and showed a fronted nucleus
and either no glide or a very weak glide. This categorical distinc-
tion between diphthongal and monophthongal /ai/ is a limitation
of the pilot study that will be addressed in Chapter 7, where I treat
“monophthongized” variants gradiently as glide-weakened.

4.1.2 The patterning of /ai/

The results of the impressionistic analysis of /ai/ show that the canon-
ical AAE pattern of diphthongization in pre-voiceless contexts (see
Section 2.1.4) emerges in the systems of the three elderly speakers.
Figure 4.1 shows that /ai/ monophthongization in the crucial pre-
voiceless context is rare for the two older women, and does not occur
for the older man. However, the monophthongized variant reported as
characteristic of some White varieties of Southern English has spread
to pre-voiceless obstruent contexts for the younger adults and chil-
dren. A robust pattern of distribution is shown in Figure 4.1, in that
speakers under 45 years of age contrast with older African Americans
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Older man  Older Men 20-45 Women Boys 4-7 Girls 4-7
women 20-45

Figure 4.1 Pre-voiceless /ai/ monophthongization by age and gender for 27
Detroit AAE speakers (token n= 483) (Anderson 2002)

in using the monophthongized variant at a high level (between 75%
and 89%). The distribution ofboth diphthongized and monophthong-
ized variants for all speakers in arange of phonetic contexts (the input
for Figures 4.1 and 4.2) is shown in detail in Table 4.1.

Figure 4.2 shows the percentage of monophthongized variants for
all speakers by phonetic environment. Before word-final glottalized

Lateral Nasal Voiced Voiceless Pause Final
obstruent obstruent glottalized
/d/

Figure 4.2 AAE /ai/ monophthongization by following environment for 27
Detroit AAE speakers (token n= 1241) (Anderson 2002)
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Table 4.1 Number and

% of [a] wversus [ai]

realizations of /ai/ by

following phonetic environment. Speakers are grouped by age and gender
(Anderson 2002)

Speaker
groups

Older
mann=1

%l[a]
Older
women
n=2
%l[a]
Men
20-45
n=2
%l[a:]
Women

20-45
n= 14

%l[a:]
Boys 4-7
n=4
%l[a:]
Girls 4-7
n=4
%l[a:]

Total
n= 27

%l[a:]

Liquid
a: ai
1 0

[100]
13 1

92
17 0

100
20 15

57
11

[50]
10

[100]

53 17

76

Nasal

a ai

17 0

100
21 11

67
27 1

96
95 18

84
8 1

89
7 5

58

175 36

83

Vd. Obs.

a.

18

86
27

71
46

92
135

85
10

91
12

60

248

83

ai

3

11

24

51

VI. Obs.

14
67 8

89
202 65

76
39 13

75
27 4

87

341 142

71

#

60
17 1

94
52 14

79

11 2

85

57

98 28

78

d#

N/A

100
12 0

100
26 0

100
4 0

100

[100]

52 0

100

obstruents, as in [sa:?d] "side," a characteristic AAE variant of word-
final /d/ (see Bailey and Thomas 1998;Anderson 2001), /ai/ is typic-
ally monophthongal. The other environments vary from each other
only slightly, and levels of use are all in excess of 70%. This distri-
bution, together with the age-related pattern shown in Figure 4.1,
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Table 4.2 Comparison of Detroit AAE with other varieties for monoph-
thongal realizations of pre-voiceless /ai/

Pre-voiced [a] Pre-voiceless [a:]
Detroit AAE Yes (Anderson 2002) Yes (Anderson 2002)
Southern Appalachian Yes (Anderson 1999; Yes (Anderson 1999;
White Thomas 2001) Thomas 2001)
Southern White Yes (Thomas 2001; Traditional pattern; no
varieties in the former Wolfram and Thomas progressive varieties;
plantation regions of 2002, and others) yes (Thomas 2001)
the South
AAE in the South Yes (Thomas 2001; AAE in Texana (Childs
Wolfram and Thomas 2005); incipient
2002; Childs 2005, and  fronting in Memphis
others) (Fridland 2004); Hyde
County (Wolfram and
Thomas 2002)
Northern White No No

suggests that the spread of [a] to the pre-voiceless context is a change
in progress close to completion in Detroit AAE.

In summary, the data presented in Figure 4.2 show that the younger
speakers in this sample contrast sharply with older speakers in their
use of glide-reduced variants of /ai/ in the pre-voiceless obstruent
context. Wolfram's work in Detroit suggests that this change started
within the last 30 years or so, since /ai/ was diphthongal in this
context for African American Detroiters in the sixties (Nguyen 2006),
as in AAE generally. Table 4.2 provides a summary of the patterning
of /ai/ in relevant varieties.

Although /ai/ was analyzed impressionistically and treated categor-
ically in the pilot study, it will be analyzed acoustically and treated
gradiently in the main study.

4.2 Acoustic analysis of /e/ and >/ for five Appalachian
White women, five African American women, and five
Northern White women

The pilot study also investigated the patterning of /e/ and /x/ in
nasal and non-nasal environments for 15 female speakers. /e/ and
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/@/ were chosen because they are part of the Northern Cities Shift
(NCS) for Northern Detroit Whites. /e/ is described as backed and/or
lowered for Northern Whites (something like [tast] for “test”), and
/ae/ is raised ([bet] for “bat”) (Labov 1994; Wolfram and Schilling-
Estes 1998). Nasal and non-nasal environments are compared for the
latter vowel because, according to Bailey and Thomas (1998), /&/-
raising occurs before nasals for African American groups generally and
isnot part of the NCS. They also report that it began in the nineteenth
century in AAE, when most African Americans lived in the South.
These researchers do not discuss the phonetic factors that condition
this change. For /¢/, only pre-obstruent tokens were analyzed.

Participants in this phase of the pilot study include: (i) 2
first-generation and 3 second-/third-generation Appalachian White
Southern migrant women, (ii) 2 first-generation and 3 second/
third-generation African American Southern migrant women, and
(iii) 5 Northern White women (for purposes of comparison). All 15
participants reside in inner Detroit or in its adjacent suburbs. The first-
generation speakers are both in their seventies. The second-/third-
generation speakers and the Northern White women are in the age
range of 30-55 years.

The Praat program was again used for the acoustic analysis. Acoustic
measurements of 5-10 tokens of /e/ and /a/ for each speaker were
taken from casual conversation for the first 3 formants and vowel
duration. Formant measurements were taken from fast Fourier trans-
form (FFT) spectra centered at vowel midpoint of each vowel token
using a 25-ms Gaussian window and were corroborated by 10-pole
linear predictive coding (LPC) spectra (autocorrelation). Normaliza-
tion of formant values is a controversial procedure (Johnson 1989)
that arguably allows one to compare the vowel qualities of speakers
with substantially differently sized vocal tracts, particularly men
versus women and adults versus children. Because all the speakers
discussed here are adult women, normalization was not deemed
necessary, so Figures 4.3-4.7 give unnormalized formant values in
Hertz.

Figure 4.3 gives the patterning of /e/ for thee speaker groups and
shows that the Northern Whites cluster toward the bottom right of
the vowel space, indicating that their /e/ is generally lower and back
relative to that of the Appalachians and African Americans. Figure 4.4
shows the patterning of pre-oral /e&/. The Northern White participants
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Figure 4.3 The patterning of /e/ for three speaker groups. F1 and F2 averages
are given in Hz. Each symbol represents the average F1/F2 values for each of
the five speakers of that group
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Figure 4.4 The patterning of pre-oral />x/ for three speaker groups. F1and F2

averages are given in Hz. Each symbol represents the average F1V/F2 values for
each of the five speakers of that group
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Figure 4.5 The patterning of pre-nasal />«/ for three speaker groups. Fxand F2
averages are given in Hz. Each symbol represents the average FXF2 values for
each of the five speakers of that group
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Figure 4.6 Detroit Appalachian /e/ and pre-oral />k/ by generation. Fxand F2

averages are given in Hz. Each symbol represents the average FXF2 values for
each of the five speakers of that group
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Figure 4.7 Detroit African American /e/, pre-oral />x/, and pre-nasal />/ by
generation. Fj and F2 averages are given in Hz. Each symbol represents the
average Fj/F2 values for each of the five speakers of that group

have raised />x/. Comparisons with Figure 4.3 indicate that these
speakers' />x/ (measured at midpoint) is higher and more fronted in
the vowel space than their /e/. African American and Appalachian
White migrant groups do not show this pattern. Pre-nasal />x/ is
shown in Figure 4.5. Here we see that the African American parti-
cipants do show raising of pre-nasal />x/. They cluster directly below
the Northern Whites. The Appalachian Whites do not show this
pattern of raising of /x/.

Figure 4.6 gives the F:/F2 results for Detroit Appalachian /e/
and />x/ by generation. First-generation and second-/third-generation
speakers do not show differences in raising, though the first-
generation speakers generally use more fronted realizations of both
vowel qualities. Figure 4.7 is a similar display of the data for the
African American participants. The first-generation speakers tend to
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have lower F: values than the second-/third-generation speakers, and
pre-nasal /»x/ is higher in the vowel space than pre-oral /x/.

Table 4.3 summarizes the vowel patterns by generation and speaker

group. Tables 4.4, 4.5, and 4.6, provided here for reference, show the

Table 4.3 Summary of vowel patterns by generation and speaker group

1st gen. AP migrant
2nd/3rd gen. AP migrant
1st gen. AA migrant
2nd/3rd gen. AAmigrant
NORTHERN WHITE

Table 4.4

Speaker

AA group

AP1
AP2
AP3
AP4
AP5

AP group

MwW1
MW2
MW3
Mw4
MW5
MW group

Midpoint

629 (81)
578 (97)
509 (81)
557 (97)
614 (78)

577 (48)

611 (54)
621 (76)
597 (57)
599 (57)
624 (82)

610 (12)

758 (34)
703 (49)
748 (20)
729 (49)
807 (58)
749 (39)

Lowered or
backed /e /

No
No
No
No
Yes

Fi

Offset

625 (74)
570 (110)
519 (108)
565 (91)
599 (55)

576 (40)

602 (67)
553 (113)
582 (49)
631 (60)
617 (92)

597 (31)

791 (59)
664 (54)
643 (81)
696 (48)
751 (119)
709 (62)

Raised
pre-oral /x /

No
No
No
No
Yes

Midpoint

1832 (131)
2144 (206)
2787 (202)
1971 (241)
2017 (243)

2150 (373)

1820 (148)
2155 (218)
1905 (145)
2224 (157)
1723 (135)

1965 (216)

2112 (179)
1743 (141)
1630 (253)
1677 (190)
1733 (193)
1779 (192)

Raised
pre-nasal /x /

No
No
Yes
Yes
Yes

Individual and group averages (in Hz) for F1and F2 values for /e/.
Standard deviations are shown in parenthesis

F2
Offset

1726 (132)
2098 (245)
2069 (194)
1855 (165)
1930 (215)

1936 (154)

1793 (192)
2100 (288)
1924 (186)
1927 (237)
1707 (130)

1890 (150)

1960 (235)
1772 (123)
1622 (222)
1695 (109)
1658 (76)
1941 (134)
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Table 4.5 Individual and group averages (in Hz) for F1 and F2 values for
pre-oral /x/. Standard deviations are shown in parenthesis

Speaker Fi E2
Midpoint Offset Midpoint Offset

AAL 798 (79) 716 (143) 1891 (129) 1893 (177)
AA2 749 (133) 686 (126) 2114 (177) 2096 (164)
AA3 649 (95) 510 (113) 2051 (179) 1989 (221)
AAL 656 (80) 621 (57) 1904 (178) 2091 (233)
AA5 674 (82) 644 (78) 2095 (104) 2071 (164)
AA group 682 (46) 635 (79) 2011 (106) 2028 (87)
AP1 676 (96) 606 (61) 1885 (145) 1822 (143)
AP2 740 (113) 653 (103) 2763 (167) 2064 (261)
AP3 733 (86) 722 (77) 2084 (144) 2037 (153)
AP4 695 (49) 689 (64) 2093 (153) 2154 (153)
AP5 715 (57) 715 (58) 1955 (223) 1911 (223)
AP group 712 (27) 677 (48) 2156 (351) 1998 (131)
MW1 616 (46) 602 (51) 2374 (123) 2245 (354)
MwW?2 504 (141) 574 (146) 2093 (270) 1853 (335)
MW3 601 (52) 588 (61) 2213 (125) 2085 (112)
MW4 411 (123) 478 (149) 1955 (273) 1779 (244)
MW5 604 (47) 574 (49) 2127 (218) 1944 (127)
MW group 547 (88) 563 (49) 2152 (155) 1981 (186)

individual and group F: and F2 averages. Recall from above that each
average per speaker is based on 10-15 tokens.

Lowering of /e/ and raising of />x/ were selected primarily as features
diagnostic of the Northern Cities Shift. However, raising of />x/ in
nasal environments specifically is a feature reported for contem-
porary AAE (Bailey and Thomas 1998) rather than a feature of NCS.
Unsurprisingly, the five White Northerners follow the expected NCS
pattern. All African American speakers also show a pattern of raising
of /x/ in nasal environments, but again, consistent with the find-
ings of Labov (1994), Wolfram and Schilling-Estes (1998), and others,
these speakers do not participate in other /e/ and />x/ patterns char-
acteristic of the NCS. Nor do the Appalachian speakers show any
sign of NCS participation with respect to these vowels. Their /e/ and
x/ patterns converge with those of the African Americans, but the
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Table 4.6 Individual and group averages (in Hz) for F1 and F2 values for
pre-nasal /x/. Standard deviations are shown in parenthesis

Speaker F1 F2
Midpoint Offset Midpoint Offset

AAL 551 (116) 543 (125) 2087 (162) 2009 (334)
AA2 582 (83) 555 (75) 2091 (307) 2095 (354)
AA3 548 (115) 514 (121) 2132 (155) 2067 (207)
AAL 559 (83) 561 (61) 2277 (123) 2015 (193)
AA5 561 (101) 530 (119) 2115 (253) 1967 (236)
AA group 560 (13) 541 (19) 2140 (79) 2031 (51)
APl 830 (144) 746 (62) 1906 (99) 1753 (50)
AP2 738 (42) 744 (47) 2013 (191) 1958 (124)
AP3 692 (30) 672 (26) 2324 (104) 2254 (149)
AP4 768 (6) 791 (14) 2133 (69) 2094 (437)
AP5 646 (75) 700 (49) 2134 (224) 1810 (150)
AP group 735 (71) 731 (46) 2102 (156) 1974 (205)
MW1 548 (150) 469 (163) 2239 (130) 2172 (75)
MW?2 478 (257) 475 (250) 2042 (238) 2100 (153)
MW3 583 (49) 577 (29) 2299 (210) 1998 (166)
Mw4 504 (118) 487 (147) 2191 (264) 1910 (231)
MW5 493 (71) 520 (85) 2276 (242) 1987 (153)
MW group 521 (43) 506 (45) 2209 (102) 2033 (103)

African Americans remain distinct from both Appalachian and W hite
Northern groups with respect to their patterns of raising />x/ in pre-
nasal environments, thus indexing a linguistic boundary.

These data supplement the work on /ai/ reported above. Taken
together, these pilot findings suggest that there are ongoing changes
in the Detroit African American community which have the effect
of distinguishing AAE speakers from White Northern speakers, but
aligning them with speakers of some Southern varieties of English
including the varieties spoken by Appalachian migrants to Detroit.
The changes in question, which appear to have taken place over the
last 40 years or so in the period since Wolfram carried out his work in
Detroit, are (i) the fronting of the high and lower-high back vowels
and (ii) the glide-weakening of /ai/ before voiceless obstruents.
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Field Techniques and Acoustic
Methods

This chapter describes the data collection and acoustic analysis, and
the balance I have struck between sociolinguistic and phonetic types
of methods. Whereas sociolinguists generally collect and analyze
tokens taken from the spontaneous speech (or, sometimes, word-
lists or reading passages) of many speakers, phoneticians typically
collect more data from fewer speakers in a tightly controlled labor-
atory setting. Laboratory phoneticians often control for linguistic
context and therefore do not use spontaneous speech. In this
study, 1 followed the sociolinguistic practice of using spontaneous
conversation collected in the field, but I obtained and analyzed as
many tokens as possible across a range of phonetic contexts in an
attempt to achieve a balanced corpus of tokens for the acoustic
analysis. Section 5.1 provides an overview of sociolinguistic methods,
including speaker selection, data collection, and data analysis. Section
5.2 describes the field methods used in this project, and Section 5.3
describes the methods for the acoustic analysis.

5.1 Study design

5.1.1 Speaker selection

The approach to speaker selection is a judgment sample which used
a “snowball” technique. L. Milroy (1987a) describes the judgment
sample as a procedure for which the researcher identifies partic-
ular types of speakers (based on demographic factors, for example)
while planning a study and then attempts to locate and record such

47
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speakers during the fieldwork phase of the study. Citing Wolfram
(1969, 1974) and Milroy (1987b), she points out that relatively small
judgment samples have yielded robust results for large-scale urban
studies. Labov (1994, 2001), for example, used a judgment sample
for his study of Philadelphia. Judgment samples have also been used
successfully in studies of rural areas in North Carolina by Wolfram
and his associates (e.g. Wolfram and Thomas 2002). Chambers (1995)
describes random samples as impractical and comments that there
seems to be consensus in the field that judgment samples are adequate
for sociolinguistic studies.

Milroy and Gordon describe the snowball, or friend-of-a-friend,
technique: “the researcher simply asks the subject to recommend
other people who might be willing to participate in the study” (2003:
32). These researchers also note that an advantage of this technique
is that it reduces the occurrence of the interviewer being rejected
by potential participants. For this study, [ asked participants (at the
end of the interviews) if they could recommend other friends or
family members who would be willing to help with the project. These
leads were then followed up by my contacting these individuals,
telling them about the project, and naming the other participant who
recommended them. This technique was very successful in garnering
interviews.

In addition to adopting and refining an approach to speaker selec-
tion, a researcher also has to determine how many speakers are
needed. Although a larger number of speakers can lead to more robust
results than a study with fewer speakers, there is a danger of doing a
shallow analysis of many speakers. When looking at detailed phon-
etic data, more robust results may be obtained by analyzing many
tokens over arange of phonetic contexts for a small number of speakers
than by examining, for example, 5-10 tokens for a large number of
speakers. Gordon (1997: 80) discusses the dilemma that sociophon-
etic researchers face as they design studies. He describes a “breadth-
depth continuum”; at one end lie studies that involve a large number of
participants or research sites but a small amount of data/tokens; at the
other end lie studies that provide a thorough and detailed account of
fewer participants or research sites. The approach [ take, which is closer
to the latter, is described in Section 5.1.3. The next section describes
the fieldwork technique of participant observation and discusses
some of the characteristics of ethnography.
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5.1.2 Participant observation and ethnography

The friend-of-a-friend method used here for the data collection has
been used successfully by Milroy (1987b) and Wolfram and his asso-
ciates, among others. It is ethnographic in nature and involves parti-
cipant observation. The benefit of this approach is that it allows the
researcher to minimize the observer effect. A participant observer has
some sort of tie to the relevant community, and a key principle of
this approach to fieldwork, and interviewing in particular, is to allow
the “interviewees” to initiate topics and control the direction of the
conversation. [ tried to obtain demographic information in the inter-
views that I conducted, but I did not use a pre-determined set of ques-
tions. I attempted to let the participants direct the conversation as
much as possible. Participant observation is time-consuming because
it requires the researcher to establish personal ties in the community
which must be cultivated (Eckert 2000; Milroy and Gordon 2003).
One must visit and participate in community get-togethers, build
and maintain friendships, and engage in other time-intensive activ-
ities. Milroy and Gordon describe an important benefit of participant
observation; it “ ... works well in small, well-delineated communities
where suspicions about outsiders might inhibit other approaches to
data collection” (2003: 70). For this study, the benefits of participant
observation outweighed the limitations.

Studies which utilize participant observation often take an ethno-
graphic approach (Eckert 2000, for example). One potential benefit
of using an ethnographic approach is the possibility for the research
to yield evidence of “local” categories, which eliminates the need to
rely on preconceived and, often, controversial non-local categories
such as social class (see Eckert 2000 for further discussion). As Eckert
(2000: xiv) points out, the fundamental principle of ethnography is to
“discover rather than impose.” She highlights the need for researchers
to discover and interpret relevant participant (i.e. local) categories,
which requires consideration of practices which are meaningful to
particular communities or groups. Eckert comments specifically on
the main difference between approaches to fieldwork which utilize
surveys with more ethnographic approaches: “. .. while survey field-
work focuses on filling in a sample, ethnographic fieldwork focuses
on finding out what is worth sampling” (2000: 69). One local category
that emerged early in the fieldwork for this study was “Southern.”
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Many migrant participants, both White and Black as well as Southern-
born (first generation) and Detroit-born (second/third generation),
identified themselves as “Southern,” and I observed a wide range of
Southern cultural practices. As we shall see in Chapter 8, I argue that
an enduring Southern regional identity for both the African Amer-
ican and the White migrant groups plays an important role in the
vowel patterns analyzed in this study.

5.1.3 Data analysis

L. Milroy discusses an assumption that many sociolinguistic studies
embody concerning variants of a variable, namely that they “...lie
on a single phonetic continuum that corresponds to a social
continuum” (1987a: 118). One problem with this type of analysis
is that important information may be lost, especially for multidi-
mensional and interacting factors. For example, acoustic properties
such as formant frequencies are determined by overlapping articu-
latory movements. Second, many variationist studies do not attend
to phonetic detail (but see a collection of papers edited by Foulkes
and Docherty 1999 as well as Beckford 1999 and Thomas 1995, 2001),
but instead use exclusively impressionistic approaches. Fine-grained
phonetic detail is important to consider in investigations of phon-
ological change because it can yield information about changes at
stages between actuation and complete or nearly complete change, as
suggested by J. Milroy (1992). More specifically, acoustic analysis can
account for gradient variants that impressionistic coding may miss.
The process of gradual linguistic change can only be understood
by examining frequencies of use of forms that vary across continual
phonetic dimensions. This type of modeling thus requires gradient,
not binary, observations. In the early and middle stages of sound
change, phonetic variants of a variable may be in competition (Milroy
1992). For example, the data reported in Anderson (2001) show two
competing phonetic forms for word final /d/ in Detroit AAE: [?] (with
no oral closure) and [?d] (with oral closure). These variants appear
to be alternate realizations in Detroit AAE, and a fully glottal variant
may be replacing the canonical supralaryngeal realization of /d/ in
this dialect. In these cases, consideration of the phonetic details of
the glottalization process is necessary in order to uncover the detailed
information needed to trace a subtle shift from one stage of change
to another. And it is these understudied stages that may provide new
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insight into the actuation of sound change and its early progress in
establishing a new variant.

Impressionistic reports can also be influenced by categorical percep-
tion (e.g. Repp 1982) and a failure to use the appropriate phonetic
transcription. For example, it is not always possible to determine
impressionistically whether a word-final voiceless stop such as /t/
is released or not (see further Foulkes and Docherty 1999). Such
features are important to consider, for example, in discussions of
complex phonological processes such as lenition. Instrumental phon-
etic research is crucial to testing the generalizations based on impres-
sionistic studies of language variation.

It is especially important to take a gradient approach in the treat-
ment of socially salient /ai/, one of the most socially meaningful
vowels of American English (Wolfram and Schilling-Estes 1998), and
glide-reduced variants are iconic markers of Southern and African
American varieties. As Thomas (1995, 2001) observes, the duration
of the glide varies considerably between fully diphthongal vari-
ants, nuclei with short offglides, and completely monophthongal
variants. Categorizing tokens of /ai/ as strictly monophthongal or
diphthongal may be misleading because it potentially eliminates
important information about the duration and direction of the glide.
It is for these reasons that I take a gradient approach for the analysis
of the vowels in this study. The next section discusses approaches to
data analysis in sociolinguistics.

5.1.4 Individual first versus community first

I take as a starting point the in-depth analysis of a small number
of speakers, rather than a more superficial analysis (acoustically
speaking) of many speakers. Examining individual speakers in detail
will contribute to a growing movement toward what has been termed
a “sociolinguistics of speakers” (Milroy 1992: 164-165; Johnstone
2000). As J. Milroy (1992) points out, the chief focus of Labovian
sociolinguistics is not so much speakers but systems. Labov (2001:
33-34) argues against granting individual speakers a special place in
sociolinguistic analysis:

The behavior of the individual speaker cannot be understood
until the sociolinguistic pattern of the community as a whole
is delineated. .. The concept of the speech community and not
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the idiolect is the primary object of linguistic investigation. .. The
individual speaker can only be understood as. .. the intersection
of the linguistic patterns of all the social groups and categories
that define that individual. Linguistic analysis cannot recognize
individual. .. phonologies. .. The individual does not exist as a
linguistic object.

Taking a different view of the relevance of individual speakers to
linguistic research, Johnstone (2000: 420) argues that the linguistics
of language cannot achieve explanatory adequacy without a
linguistics of individual speakers. She points out that “. . . variationist
sociolinguistics. . . (typically treats)...individuals (as) operational-
ized...bundles of demographic facts, and an individual’s linguistic
behavior is...seen as determined by these facts... Correlation is
treated as if it were causation....” (414).

Recognizing the relevance of “individual phonologies” does not
negate the importance of speech communities or preclude the vari-
ationist enterprise. Johnstone (2000) argues that traditional Labovian
sociolinguistic analysis of systems rather than speakers can only be
enriched by greater understanding of the linguistic behavior of indi-
viduals, especially if individuals use language variation as a resource
for expressing identity and if some changes originate in such expres-
sion. In other words,

Thinking about variation from the individual outward rather than
from the social inward means thinking about how individuals
create unique voices by selecting and combining the linguistic
resources available to them (417).

One can view speakers as repositories of social facts and “hosts to
particular phonological systems” (as characterized in Watt 1998), or
as agents who actively create and recreate identities and organize
their own social behavior (Eckert 2000, Johnstone 2000), continu-
ally making sociolinguistic choices during speech production. While
acknowledging the vital importance of large-scale studies of speech
communities, the methodology in this study aims to supple-
ment these more traditional approaches by employing a bottom-
up approach that carefully describes particular cases, namely the
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phonetic behavior of specific individuals. The next section describes
the field methods.

5.2 Field methodology

5.2.1 Participants

The pilot study discussed in Chapter 4 revealed the African Amer-
ican and Appalachian White Southern migrant communities to be
self-defined groups that maintain clear boundaries from Midwestern
Whites. Building on these results, this study examines targeted
portions of the vowel systems of 12 first- and second-/third-
generation Appalachian White and African American migrant
women.

As discussed in Section 5.1.1, selection of participants combined
the friend-of-a-friend method and the judgment sample. Participants
were categorized as first generation if they moved to the Detroit
area from the South after the age of 18. Second-/third-generation
speakers were either born and raised in Michigan or moved with their
parents when they were less than five years old. Second- and third-
generation migrants are not differentiated because what is crucial
is that speakers in both groups attended school in Michigan and
were exposed to Midwestern speech patterns in school and during
local activities. In contrast, first-generation speakers moved from the
South to relocate to the Detroit area after their dialect patterns were
presumably already established. Although adults can and sometimes
do adopt some phonetic features of a second dialect after migration
(e.g. Munro et al. 1999), first-generation speakers presumably had
well-established phonetic and phonological norms at the time of
their move to Detroit (Chambers 1992).

Demographic information for participants is given in Table 5.1.
The “core” sample consists of five second-/third-generation women
from each of the Appalachian White and African American groups.
For purposes of comparison, the core sample is supplemented by data
gathered from one first-generation speaker from the African Amer-
ican group and one from the Appalachian White group, as well as
one Midwestern White woman. The central comparison in this study
is between the African American and Appalachian White Southern
migrant groups. The role of the Midwestern White participant is
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Table 5.1 Speaker sample for the acoustic study

Speaker  Ethnicity Year Generation Group (G), Fieldworker
of Individual
birth (1), or
Dyad (D)
1 AA 1927 1 D BA, TD
2 AA 1936 2 I BA, SF
3 AA 1971 3 D BA
4 AA 1974 3 D BA
5 AA 1974 3 G BA
6 AA 1967 3 | BA

African American participants N = 6

7 AP 1931 1 | BA
8 AP 1960 2 I SF
9 AP 1951 2 D BA
10 AP 1949 2 | BA, MA
1 AP 1936 2 I BA
12 AP 1965 3 D BA
Appalachian White participants N = 6
13 MW WHITE 1967 N/A G SF

Midwestern White participants N = 1

Total participants N = 13

AA = African American; AP = Appalachian W hite;M W White = Midwestern W hite;
BA= Myself;MA = White Male fieldworker; SF= White Female fieldworker; TD = African
American female fieldworker.

simply to establish a basis of comparison for the analysis of individual
speakers;the Hillenbrand et al. (1995) study is also used this way (see
Section 5.4). The ambient Midwestern W hite dialect is quite different
(see further Eckert 1988, 1989, 1991, 1996, 2000, 2001) from the
AAE and Appalachian White dialects, which are similar in important
respects (see further Edwards 1997;Hartigan 1999). African American
participants are Detroit residents. With the exception of Speaker 8,
the Appalachian White participants live in the inner suburbs. Speaker
13, a Midwestern W hite, also lives in an inner suburb. The fieldwork
sites were discussed in Chapter 3.
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5.2.2 Fieldwork and data collection

The fieldwork methods and data collection procedures used in the
pilot study were also used for the main study (see Section 4.1).
I carried out the fieldwork in the African American and Appalachian
communities, with two exceptions (see Table 5.1). Susan Frekko,
a graduate student in anthropology, conducted the fieldwork in
the Midwestern White community and interviewed one of the
Appalachian White participants. Tamika Davis, an African American
Detroit resident, participated in an interview I conducted with one of
the African American participants. Linguistics graduate student Mark
Arehart also participated in an interview with one of the Appalachian
White participants.

[ began fieldwork in a Detroit West Side African American
community in the winter of 1999. I developed close ties with several
key participants and participated in a wide range of activities in
the community, such as family get-togethers, holidays, parties, and
meals. [ engaged in relatively unstructured ethnographic observation
to obtain a general sense of relevant attitudes, norms, and commu-
nicative conventions. One of the first African American participants
introduced me to several of her friends and family that wanted
to participate in the study. When I set up interviews, I told parti-
cipants that I was interested in learning about the everyday lives of
Detroit residents and wanted to record conversations in Motown at
the turn of the century. The resultant conversations centered around
the topics of everyday life, changes in Detroit, family history, and
ties to the South. Fieldwork with African American participants was
concluded in Fall 2001.

Fieldwork with the Appalachian participants began in the winter
of 2001 and concluded in the spring of 2002. My initial contacts
with this community were made through letters to the editors of
newspapers in the Smoky Mountains of North Carolina, where I grew
up. | asked readers to contact me or members of my family (who
still reside in the Smokies) if they had relatives in the Detroit
area. This contact information easily led to interviews with the
Appalachian participants, a process that was doubtless facilitated
by my Appalachian (specifically Smoky Mountain) origins. Like the
African American participants, I told these participants that I was
interested in the everyday lives of Southern migrants in Detroit and
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wanted to record conversations in Motown at the beginning of a
new century. All the Appalachian participants self identified as being
from the Smoky Mountains of Western North Carolina (even if it
was in fact their parents or grandparents who migrated) except for
one participant (8), whose parents migrated from rural West Virginia,
interviewed by Susan Frekko. The topics in the Frekko interview were
similar to the topics that came up in the interviews that I conducted
(see below).

Table 5.1 shows that third parties were present in some of the inter-
views. The husbands of Speakers 1 and 3, who are also of Southern
origin, participated in the interviews with their wives. Speaker 5 was
interviewed along with two of her friends, who were also the descend-
ants of Southern migrants. Speaker 9’s mother, a Southern migrant,
participated in her interview. Speaker 12’s husband, a Midwest-
erner, participated in her interview; this is the only interview with a
Southern migrant that also included a Midwesterner. However, data
for Speaker 12 did not deviate in any significant way from that of the
other participants.

As noted above, although I tried to obtain demographic informa-
tion in the interviews that I conducted, I did not use a pre-determined
set of questions. I started interviews by asking participants to give
their years of birth. I then asked when their families moved up
from the South. At this point in the interview, participants were
encouraged to direct the conversation as much as possible. All the
Southern migrant participants, both White and African American,
described their families’ migration histories as well as the difficulties
they encountered in Detroit. Each participant described culturally
important activities such as extended visits down South, family
reunions, differences and similarities between the South and Detroit,
and preparation and enjoyment of Southern food. In short, each of
the participants expressed cultural orientations to and a regional affil-
iation with the South, even if she was Detroit-born; these cultural
orientations will be described in Chapter 7.

Each participant described her work during the interview. Speakers
1, 8, and 9 are housewives. Speaker 2 is a retired gerontologist.
Speakers 4 and 5 are college students, and Speaker 5 also works part-
time in an automobile factory. Speaker 6 is an ad representative at a
Christian radio station. Speakers 7 and 10 are retired factory workers.
Speaker 9 is a factory worker who was laid off at the time of the inter-
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view. Speaker 13, the Midwestern White participant, is a secretary.
All the speakers except for the college students own their homes.
In addition to the college students, Speaker 2 has an undergraduate
degree from Wayne State University. However, her vowel patterns
are very similar to those of the other older African American speaker
(Speaker 1).

It is important to note that none of the speakers’ vowel data
departed from group norms in any significant way. For the analysis
of /u/ and /u/, both Black and White Southern migrant participants
show strikingly similar patterns of fronting. Even age was not statist-
ically significant for fronting (see further Chapter 6).

For /ai/, the two older African American speakers show the tradi-
tional pattern for /ai/ described in the literature as typical of
African American systems. The younger African American speakers
also showed striking similarities for patterning of /ai/. They, along
with the Appalachian White speakers, show glide-weakening in the
progressive pre-voiceless context (see further Chapter 7). In other
words, the data do not suggest that any of the speakers deviate from
group norms for the variables in this study. To the contrary, there is
relative uniformity across the data set, even across ethnic lines, for
these Southern migrant participants.

5.2.3 Recording procedures

Interviews were audio-recorded using a Sony portable minidisk
recorder (model MZ-R30) and a Sony microphone (model ECM-
MS957). Care was taken in all the interviews to ensure the best
acoustic environment possible under the circumstances; for example,
fans were shut off, kitchens avoided, and carpeted rooms used if
available.

5.3 Acoustic analysis

The recordings were digitized at a sampling rate of 22 kHz and lowpass
filtered at 11 kHz. As in the pilot study, the Praat program was used for
the acoustic analysis. I extracted a subset of the stressed vowel tokens
from 60 minutes of casual conversation for each participant. Sections
5.3.1 and 5.3.2 describe the two types of acoustic measures used
in this study. Vowels before consonants which triggered substantial
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coarticulatory effects, specifically nasals, /I/ and /j/, were excluded in
order to reduce the size of the data set and simplify the analysis.

5.3.1 Temporal locations and measures

Measurements were taken at two temporal locations in each vowel
centered at vowel midpoint and 25 ms from the vowel offset.
Figure 5.1 shows an example of manual placement of markers for
vowel onset, midpoint, and offset. Vowel onset and offset were
based on waveform displays, with vowel onset identified as the first
recognizable quasiperiodic pitch pulse of the vowel and offset as
the last recognizable quasiperiodic pitch pulse of the vowel (at the
Zero crossings).

5.3.2 Spectral measures

In addition to vowel duration measures, frequency measures for the
first, second, and third formants (F1, F2, F3) were taken for each vowel.
Formant measurements were taken from FFT spectra, using a 0.025-s
Gaussian window for analysis. | chose FFT analysis with a relatively
wide window size because it provided a clear "snapshot" (Johnson
2003) of the formant frequencies. Measurements were taken by posi-
tioning cursors at the center of the highest amplitude harmonic
excited by a given formant. Figure 5.2 shows an FFT spectrum of /¥/
midpoint with the first three formants marked by arrows.

on mp  off

Figure 5.1 Locations of vowel onset (on), midpoint (mp) and offset (off) in
the word "teach" produced by Speaker 6
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Figure 5.2 FFT spectrum centered at the midpoint of the vowel in [Khids]
"kids" (Speaker 6). Locations of the first three formants, which are measured
in Hz, are marked with arrows

5.4 Spectral comparisons

This study analyzes /i i u n o a ai/ for the speakers listed in
Table 5.1. | am primarily interested not in absolute formant frequen-
cies, but rather in relative formant values of (potentially) spectrally
similar vowels, in view of possible fronting of /u/ and /n/ and glide-
weakening of /ai/. Table 5.2 gives the average number of tokens
per speaker and the average number of tokens per vowel, per phon-
etic environment, per speaker. The large standard deviations can be
attributed to a number of factors. Tokens were taken for each speaker

Table 5.2 Total number of tokens
per vowel pair

Tokens of ai/a 1729
Tokens of 1/n 1569
Tokens of i/u 1664
Tokens of o 897

Total 5859
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from one hour of conversation. However, some speakers were inter-
viewed alone while others were interviewed as part of a dyad or small
group (see Section 5.3). Therefore some speakers yielded more tokens
than others. There was also variation in the number of tokens per
phonetic environment, which was due to the unpredictable nature
of spontaneous conversation. Even when topics of conversation are
similar, there are often differences for the occurrences of particular
lexical items and token types. For example, some vowels (such as
/o/f) occur less commonly than other vowels (such as /1/). While one
speaker may use the word “book” and “took” five times each, another
may produce much fewer tokens of pre-velar /u/.

Measurements were taken at two temporal locations, described
above, for each of the 5859 vowel tokens. No more than five instances
per speaker of any given lexical item were included in the analysis.

The analysis of /u/ and /u/ focuses on the F, distances between
/u/ and /u/ and /i/ and /1/, respectively. All four vowels are typic-
ally classified in the high region: /u/ and /i/ as high and /u/ and /1/
as lower-high. Members of the vowel pairs /u/-/i/ and /o/-/1/ differ
little in F;, which correlates primarily with vowel height. However,
members of these pairs differ in F,. Front-back tongue body position
affects F,, as does lip rounding (particularly for back vowels) (Stevens
1998: 273). Vowels that are more front and less rounded have relat-
ively high F, frequencies and small F,-F; separation. Vowels that are
rounded and back have relatively low F, frequencies and a large F,-F;
separation.

Fronting of /u/ and /u/ was quantified for each speaker by calcu-
lating the difference between the average F, values of /u/ and /u/ and
their front counterparts /i/ and /1/ (see further Anderson 2003). Using
the average distance between front and back counterparts, rather than
the absolute F, measure of the back vowels, allows for cross-speaker
comparisons. If a hypothetical Speaker A has a significantly smaller
F, distance between /i/ and /u/ than Speaker B, then Speaker A can
be said to have a more fronted /u/. Note that this measure does not
categorize Speaker A’s /u/ as “front” and Speaker B’s as “back.” It is
strictly a relative measure that allows one to describe the vowels as
more or less front. The comparison assumes that /i/ and /1/ are both
stable front vowels. Otherwise, the shorter distance could indicate
backing of /i/ or a combination of /i/ backing and /u/ fronting. Since
all speakers are women, it is assumed that their overall F,/F, spaces
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Table 5.3 Tokens of /n/ and /1/ per speaker and per following environment

Speaker /W alv /W velar 1V alv 1V velar Total
1 8 11 58 18 95
2 25 6 69 30 130
3 17 10 72 23 122
4 25 5 88 35 153
5 28 9 93 20 150
6 30 13 61 27 131
7 27 13 74 25 139
8 21 6 70 28 125
9 30 12 84 32 158
10 25 13 929 31 168
11 17 10 58 14 99
12 15 10 44 30 99

268 118 870 313 1569

alv = pre-alveolar;velar = pre-velar.

are comparably sized. However, it is important to note that the use
of distance measures renders normalization, which is highly contro-
versial (Johnson 1989), unnecessary.

For /u/, distances were calculated separately for three environ-
ments (pre-labial, pre-alveolar, and word-final) at midpoint and
offset. The pre-velar environment was not examined due to an insuf-
ficient number of tokens. Each speaker therefore has six different
/u/ fronting scores (three contexts and two temporal locations).
For /n/, there were only two environments, pre-alveolar and pre-
velar, resulting in four /u/ fronting scores (two contexts and two
temporal locations). Pre-labial /u/ was not examined due to too few
tokens, and word-final /u/ is phonotactically disallowed in English.
Table 5.3 gives the breakdown of tokens of /u/and/i/ by speaker
and following environment, and Table 5.4 gives these same figures
for /u/ and /i/.

Group comparisons of pre-alveolar tokens of /u/ and /un/produced
by the African American and Appalachian White groups are also made
with those reported forareference group of 48 Midwestern White Kala-
mazoo women in the Hillenbrand et al. (1995) study. This group is
included to provide abenchmark rather than to serve as athird group;
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Table 5.4 Tokens of /u/ and /i/ per speaker and per following environment

Speaker /u/alv /u/wb Ju/lab /il alv /i/wb /i/lab Total

1 8 15 4 15 31 20 93
2 14 29 8 60 20 30 161
3 20 16 6 22 37 12 113
4 30 26 11 39 22 44 172
5 24 35 11 54 34 43 201
6 13 38 9 61 34 20 175
7 19 28 7 28 21 16 119
8 21 26 11 36 27 13 134
9 19 30 10 27 20 19 125
10 22 28 13 22 31 29 145
11 19 23 9 30 24 16 121
12 21 22 8 23 20 1 105

230 316 107 417 321 273 1664

alv = alveolar; wb = pre-pausal or pre-word boundary;lab = pre —labial.

as noted in Section 5.2.1, the central comparisons in this study are
between Appalachian White and African American Southern migrant
participants because of the linguistic similarities between these two
groups that were revealed in the pilot study (see Chapter 4). Data
from Speaker 13 (the Detroit White) is used to examine contrasting
/ai/ realizations while the Hillenbrand et al. participants are used
to examine contrasting patterns of high and lower-high back vowel
fronting. Only pre-alveolar tokens were amenable to comparisons
between these two Southern migrant groups and the Kalamazoo
women because Hillenbrand et al. limited their measurements to this
environment (h_d) at midpoint. A limitation of this comparison is
that data for the Southern migrants comes from spontaneous conver-
sation while data from the Hillenbrand et al."s study is taken from
word lists. In addition, Hillenbrand et al. screened participants by
recording a 5-7-minute conversation with one of the experimenters
which was later reviewed. Participants who showed " ... any system-
atic departure from general American English" were not included in
the subsequent acoustic study. Thus, an important difference between
my study and the Hillenbrand et al.’s study is that | am interested in
"vernacular" rather than "Standard" (or mainstream) vowel produc-
tions. However, as noted above, the most important comparisons
for the purposes of this study are between the African American



Field Techniques and Acoustic Methods 63

Table 5.5 Tokens of /ai/ and /a/ according to speaker and following
environment

Speaker /ail vd /ail vless /a/ vd /a/ vless Total
1 31 39 18 9 108
2 53 68 36 42 229
3 24 40 17 7 96
4 33 56 46 21 166
5 33 38 49 36 176
6 45 30 26 17 132
7 28 29 22 23 112
8 22 23 36 21 116
9 23 33 24 15 121

10 54 23 29 25 159

11 17 21 20 21 98

12 21 19 20 18 98

13 43 22 26 12 118

427 441 369 267 1729

vd = pre-voiced; vless = pre-voiceless;wb = pre-pausal or pre-word boundary.

and Appalachian White Southern migrant speakers. The Hillenbrand
et al. speakers are simply included as a non-fronting reference group.

Participants in the Hillenbrand et al. study read lists containing 12
vowels, including /u/, /i/, /nl/, /i/, and /o/, and one token of each
vowel from each participant was analyzed in terms of F1, F2, and
F3 measures taken at vowel midpoint. Despite the differences in the
study design for this study and the study design used in Hillenbrand
et al., the comparison is useful for showing the difference between
fronted and backed variants of /u/ and /un/. Chapter 6 shows that
while the Southern migrants show fronted variants of these back
vowels, the Hillenbrand et al. speakers do not.

The analysis of /ai/ quantifies diphthongization by comparing
F1 and F2 movement in /ai/, which exhibits varying degrees
of diphthongization, with F1 and F2 movement in /a/, which
is used as a reference because it is expected to show little,
if any, diphthongization. The differences between midpoint and
measurements taken 25 ms before the end of the offset in F1 and
F2 were calculated for /a/ and /ai/. The nature of the patterning
in terms of voicing context is examined because previous studies
have described strong contextual effects for monophthongization
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and glide-weakening of /ai/ based on the voicing of the following
consonant (see Section 2.2 for a summary; see also Thomas 2001).
Data from the participants in the Hillenbrand et al. (1995) study
were not included in the group comparisons, as they were for the
analysis of /u/ and /u/, because /ai/ was not analyzed in that study.
However, data from Speaker 13, a Detroit Midwestern White woman,
is included in the discussion of individual speakers. Table 5.5 gives
the breakdown of /ai/ and /a/according to speaker and following
environment.



6

The High and Lower-High Back
Vowels

This chapter reports the acoustic findings for /u/ and /u/, which are
examined in relation to the front vowels, /i/ and /1/. Fronting is
quantified by examining /u/~/i/ and /u/~/1/ F, distances (see further
Section 5.4). Section 6.1 describes the fronting patterns of /u/ and
/o/ of the African American (AA) and Appalachian White (AP) groups
with attention to contextual effects. Section 6.2 analyzes the effects of
consonantal context, considering the interactions of context, Vowel
quality, vowel duration, and their effects on fronting. Section 6.3
discusses the combined effects of rounding and backing. Section 6.4
discusses Nguyen's (2006) real-time analysis of /u/ by social status for
Detroit AAs. Section 6.5 presents the results of Nguyen and Anderson’s
(2006) comparisons of /u/ fronting among AA and Midwestern White
speakersin the Detroitarea. The chapter concludeswith asummaryand
emphasizes theimportance of considering the role of phonetic context
when examining vowel changes in American English.

Systematic analysis of context reveals patterns that would not
otherwise be evident. Specifically, analysis of contexts which should
(and should not) trigger fronting based on coarticulatory effects from
following consonantal contexts reveals a pattern which demonstrates
the need to consider the role of contextual conditioning in vowel
changes. For /u/~/i/ and /u/~/1/ F, distances, both the AA and AP
Southern migrant groups show small distance measures (i.e. more
fronting) for pre-alveolar variants throughout the vowel (i.e. at both
vowel midpoint and offset). Another consistent pattern was that pre-
labial /u/ was consistently more back (larger /u/~/i/ F, distances) for
both groups. The only significant difference by ethnicity for the F,

65
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distance scores between the phonologically front and phonologically
back vowels is that the AP speakers show a more back pre-velar /o/
than the AA speakers.

Section 6.1 describes the patterns of fronting for the AA and AP
Southern migrant groups by ethnicity, vowel, and following phonetic
context at midpoint and offset.

6.1 Analysis of /u/~/i/ and /uv/~/1/ distances at midpoint
and offset

This section (1) provides a quantitative account of /u/ and /u/
fronting, (2) determines to what extent, if any, the AA and AP speakers
have similar patterns of fronting, and (3) determines the nature of
the vowel patterning in terms of following consonantal context. The
patterning of /u/ and /ou/ for the Southern migrant speakers is also
compared to a reference group of speakers whose formant frequency
values are reported by Hillenbrand ef al. (1995) (see Section 5.4)
Hillebrand et al.'s speakers have backed variants and thus provide
a benchmark for fronting. The following section describes the data
and methods. Section 6.1.2 provides a descriptive overview of the
patterns by ethnicity, vowel, and context, and Section 6.1.3 gives a
statistical analysis of these patterns.

6.1.1 Methods for the statistical analysis

The dataset for this portion of the study was described in Section 5.3
and a token list provided in Tables 5.5 and 5.6. The spectral compar-
isons discussed in this chapter are described in Section 5.4. F, distance
measures between front and back counterparts allow the analyst to
quantify fronting. A back vowel can only be judged as “fronted”
when it is examined in relation to its phonologically front coun-
terpart. In addition, analyzing F, values alone (without reference to
their front counterparts) is problematic because of the normaliza-
tion problem; formant values vary across individual speakers due
to variations in vocal tract size. A comparison of the relation-
ship between two elements within an individual speaker’s system
renders normalization unnecessary (see Section 5.4 and Anderson
2003).

Fronting of /u/ and /u/ was quantified for each speaker by calcu-
lating the difference between the average F, values of /u/ and /u/
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and their front counterparts /i/ and /1/. For /u/~/i/, distances were
calculated separately for three environments (pre-labial, pre-alveolar,
and word-final) at midpoint and offset. Fach speaker therefore has
six different /u/ fronting scores (three contexts and two temporal
locations). For /u/, there were only two environments, pre-alveolar
and pre-velar, resulting in four /u/ fronting scores (two contexts and
two temporal locations). A high value for an F, distance is diagnostic
of a backed variant while a low value is diagnostic of a fronted
variant.

Testing for main effects and interactions of ethnicity and environ-
ment was conducted using General Linear Model (GLM) analysis of
variance (using the SPSS statistical analysis program, version 11.0) for
each of the four F, distance values (/u/~/i/ and /u/~/1/ at midpoint
and offset). Age was not included in the main analysis of fronting
of /u/ and /u/ because several tests showed that it was not a signi-
ficant factor and could therefore be omitted. The first test of age was
to separate the F, values of the two oldest speakers in each group
from the four youngest. I conducted a GLM analysis of variance at
midpoint and offset for F, distances using the factors of age, ethni-
city, and environment. The age factor had no significant main effect
and did not participate in any significant interactions for midpoint
or offset F, distances of either vowel pair.

The second method of testing age was a three-way classification of
the speakers according to whether they are first-, second-, or third-
generation migrants. The results of the analysis using this alternative
classification were the same, with no significant main effect on F,
distances for generation and no significant interactions. With 12 total
speakers, it is best not to multiply the cross-classifications unneces-
sarily, and these tests show that age can be safely omitted. F, distance
values are therefore separated into groups on the basis of ethnicity
only.

6.1.2 Descriptive overview of fronting patterns

First, I compare data from the AA and AP speakers with those of the
reference group of 48 female speakers from Hillenbrand et al. (1995)
(see Section 5.4). Then | compare in more detail the AA and AP groups
by vowel (fu/~/i/ and /uv/~/1/) and context at both midpoint and
offset.
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6.1.2.1 African American, Appalachian, and Midwestern W hite groups

Figure 6.1 shows F: and F2midpoint values in the pre-alveolar context
for the three groups of speakers. Only pre-alveolar tokens are included
in this plot because Hillenbrand et al. limited their measurements to
this environment (h_d) at midpoint. The lines in Figure 6.1 connect
front and back counterparts for each group of speakers and the
numbers are F2 differences between them. /o/ provides a common
reference area for the back of the vowel spaces for all of the groups.
The figure shows that pre-alveolar /u/ midpoint is fronted for all the
Detroit Southern migrant speakers regardless of ethnicity. In contrast,
Hillenbrand et al. found that the 48 women in their study had an
average /i/ F2 midpoint value of 2761 Hz and /u/ value of 1105 Hz
(standard deviation was not reported), which is a distance of 1656 Hz,
several times greater than the 480 Hz pre-alveolar midpoint distance

F2

Figure 6.1 Midpoint Fland F2 (in Hz) of /i/, /1/, /u/, /In/, and /o/ (pre-alveolar
context) in Hz for the AA and AP speakers in this study and the reference
group (RG) of 48 women from Hillenbrand et al. (1995). The lines connect
front and back vowel counterparts and the numbers are distance in F2
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found here among the Detroit AA speakers and the 389 Hz for the AP
speakers. The Detroit speakers also show a different pattern than the
Hillenbrand et al. speakers for pre-alveolar /n/. The female speakers in
Hillenbrand et al.'s study (1995) have amidpoint distance of 1140 Hz,
while the Detroit AA speakers show a distance of only 275 Hz and the
Detroit AP speakers show a distance of 219 Hz. High F2 values for /n/
and /u/ and small F2 distances for /u/~/i/ and /u/~/i/ indicate fronted
variants for the AA and AP groups relative to the vowel productions
of the speakers in Hillenbrand et al.'s study.

6.1.2.2 African American and Appalachian speakers

Fronting of /u/ and /u/ is sensitive to the following phonetic environ-
ment for both Southern migrant groups. Figure 6.2 shows midpoint

Figure 6.2 Midpoint Fland F2 (in Hz) for /i/, /i/, /u/, and /n/ in all contexts
measured for the AAand AP speakers. The lines connect front and back vowel
counterparts in each environment. The dotted line represents AA speakers and
the solid line, AP speakers alv = pre-alveolar, lab = pre-labial, wb = word-final,
vel = pre-velar.
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Figure 6.3 Offset values of /i/, /1/, /u/, and /n/ (in Hz) in all contexts measured
for the AA and AP speakers. The lines connect front and back vowel counter-
parts in each environment. The dotted line represents AA speakers and the
solid line, AP speakers. alv = pre-alveolar, lab = pre-labial, wb = word-final,
vel = pre-velar

values in all contexts for the AA and AP speakers, and Figure 6.3 shows
the offset values. Tables 6.1 (/u/ and /i/) and 6.2 (/u/ and /i/) show
F2 mean values and distance from the front vowels at midpoint and
offset by ethnicity and environment. Examination of the figures show
that pre-alveolar /u/ is farther toward the front of the vowel envelope
at midpoint and offset, while pre-labial /u/ was consistently further
back at midpoint and offset, regardless of ethnicity (observations that
will be subject to statistical tests in the following section). As already
seen in Figure 6.1, the fronting of pre-alveolar /u/ reported here for
the speakers of Southern origin is not found for the reference group of
female speakers in the Hillenbrand et al. (1995) study; those speakers
show a much larger F2 distance measure between pre-alveolar /u/ and



Table 6.1 F2 of /i/ and /v/ and F2 /i/—w/ distance at midpoint and offset (in Hz) by ethnicity and following environment
(N = number of speakers)

Environment Ethnicity Midpoint Offset /i/ midpoint /n/ midpoint /il offset /n/ offset
distance distance
Word-final AA
Mean 700 859 2547 1846 2545 1686
Stdev 357 380 204 317 188 366
N 6 6 6 6 6 6
AP
Mean 620 945 2479 1859 2484 1539
Stdev 145 314 182 212 140 238
N 6 6 6 6 6 6
Labial AA
Mean 1374 1388 2543 1169 2539 1152
Stdev 342 285 223 201 173 166



Table 6.1 (Continued)

Environment Ethnicity

Mean
Stdev

Alveolar AA
Mean
Stdev

Mean
Stdev

Midpoint
distance

1107
377

480
200

389
324

Offset
distance

1172
358

597
238

540
231

/i/ midpoint

2504
201

2496
131

2453
181

/n/ midpoint

1397
317

2016
216

2064
184

/i/ offset

2462
169

2468
136

2487
178

/n/ offset

1290
275

1871
282

1948
185



Table 6.2 F2 of /I/ and /u/ and F2 /I/—wn/ distance at midpoint and offset (in Hz) by ethnicity and following environment

(N = number of speakers)

Environment Ethnicity

Alveolar AA
Mean
Stdev

AP
Mean
Stdev

Velar AA
Mean
Stdev

AP
Mean
Stdev

Midpoint
distance

275
175

219
157

560
164

832
225

Offset
distance

219
106

87
199

552
262

817
220

/1/ midpoint

2127
186

2004
171

2222
195

2218
96

/v/ midpoint

1852
121

1785
159

1662
167

1386
234

/1/ offset

2052
177

1931
225

2245
217

2285
109

In/ offset

1833
113

1844
141

1692
246

1468
223
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/i/. For /u/, the pre-alveolar environment shows more fronting than
pre-velar. Pre-velar tokens are further back in the vowel space than
alveolars for both groups, but the AA speakers show more fronting
for this environment than the Appalachian speakers. Below [ describe
these patterns in more detail.

For /u/ midpoint (Figure 6.2, Table 6.1), the pre-labial environment
shows a greater F, distance between front and back pairs than either
pre-alveolar or word-final pairs. The AA speakers show a mean F,
distance of 1374 Hz at midpoint for pre-labial contexts and the AP
speakers show a mean F, distance of 1107 Hz, compared to 480 Hz
and 389 Hz in the pre-alveolar context. Word-final /u/ falls in the
middle, with the AA speakers showing a mean F, distance of 700 Hz,
and the AP speakers 620 Hz. The same pattern occurs at the offset
(see Figure 6.3 and Table 6.1), with pre-labial showing the largest F,
distance (1388 Hz for AA, 1172 Hz for AP), followed by word-final
(859 Hz and 945 Hz), followed by pre-alveolar (597 Hz and 540 Hz).
In the pre-labial environment, neither group shows much difference
between midpoint and offset F, distances (a 14 Hz difference for the
AA group and a 65 Hz difference for the AP group). In the pre-alveolar
environment, both groups show a tendency to be less fronted at offset
than at midpoint (the AA group by 117 Hz; the AP group by 151 Hz).
The same pattern of movement toward the back of the vowel space
occurs in the word-final environment: the AA group’s difference is
139 Hz and the AP group’s is 325 Hz.

The results for /1/ and /o/ at midpoint and offset by following
phonetic environment and ethnicity are summarized in Table 6.2
and Figure 6.3. The F, distance between pre-alveolar /1/ and /u/ is
275 Hz at midpoint and 219 Hz at offset for the AA speakers and
219 Hz and 87 Hz for the AP speakers. Pre-velar F, distances are
greater: 560 Hz (midpoint) and 552 Hz (offset) for the AA speakers
and 832 Hz (midpoint) and 817 Hz (offset) for the AP speakers.
Although both groups show less fronted variants for pre-velar than
for pre-alveolar contexts, the AA group shows more pre-velar fronting
than the AP group, a result to be discussed in greater detail in the
following section. The AA and AP groups show a pattern in which
the F, distance measure decreases from midpoint to offset (i.e. the
offset is more fronted than the midpoint) due to the effect of the
following consonantal context. The AA group shows that F, moves
forward in the vowel envelope by 56 Hz, and the AP group shows F,



The High and Lower-High Back Vowels 75

movement toward the front of the vowel envelope of 132 Hz. The
AA and AP speakers show differences for F1in that AP speakers have
lower vowels (indicated by higher Flvalues) than the AA speakers, a
pattern for which I lack an explanation at this point.

6.1.3 Statistical analysis of F2 distances

As mentioned above, testing for main effects and interactions of
ethnicity and environment was conducted using a GLM analysis
of variance for /u/~/i/ F2 distance and /u/~/i/ F2 distance at the
midpoint and offset, resulting in four tests. The results are shown
in Tables 6.3-6.6. Whereas all four tests showed significant main
effects for context, none showed a main effect for ethnicity. The signi-
ficant main effects for context were as follows: for /u/~/i/ midpoint
F2 distance, F(2,35) = 22.541, p < 0.001; /u/~/i/ offset F2 distance,
F(2,35) = 16.251, p < 0.001;/u/~/i/ midpoint F2 distance, F(1,23) =
36.415, p < 0.001; /u/~/i/ offset F2 distance, F(1,23) = 40.462, p <
0.001. The non-significant main effects for ethnicity were as follows:
/u/~/i/ midpoint F2 distance, F(1,35) = 2.084, p < 0.159; /u/~/i/ offset
F2 distance, F(1,35) = 0.371, p < 0.547; /u/~/il midpoint F2 distance,
F(1,23) = 2.114,p < 0.161; /u/~/i/ offset F2 distance, F(1,23) = 0.628,
p < 0.438. For /u/ midpoint and offset, there is also no significant
interaction between ethnicity and environment (midpoint F(2,35) =
0.357, p < 0.702; offset F(2,35) = 0.729, p < 0.491), indicating that
ethnicity is not a significant factor in the fronting of /u/. For /nl/,
there is a significant interaction both for midpoint (F(1,23) = 4.882,
p <0.039) and offset (F(1,23) = 5.630,p < 0.028), so to compare ethni-
cities it is necessary to look within environments. First, | will discuss
main effects of environment for both vowels, then the interactions
for /n/.

For /u/, Tukey post-hoc analyses show that pre-labial F2 distance
for midpoint (Table 6.7) was significantly greater than both pre-
alveolar, with a marginal mean difference of 806 Hz, and word-final
F2 distances, with a marginal mean distance of 580 Hz (midpoint:
p < 0.001), while pre-alveolar and word-final contexts did not differ
significantly from one another (marginal mean difference of 226 Hz).
For the offset F2 distances (Table 6.8), pre-labial was significantly
greater than word-final, with a marginal mean difference of 378 Hz
(p < 0.014), which was also significantly greater than pre-alveolar,
with a marginal mean difference of 334 Hz (p < 0.031). For /wnl/,



76

Table 6.3 ANOVA of main effects and interactions for /u/~/i/ midpoint F2

distance

Dependent variable: midpoint distance

Source

CONTEXT

ETH

CONTEXT * ETH
Error

Total

Corrected total

Type Il sum
of squares

4146 857.056
191698.028
65 747.722
2759 525.500
28974 285.0
7163 828.306

df

=N

30
36
35

Mean square F Sig.

2073 428.528 22.541  0.000
191698.028 2.084  0.159
32873.861 0.357 0.702
91984.183

Table 6.4 ANOVA of main effects and interactions for /u/~/i/ offset F2

distance

Dependent variable: offset distance

Source

CONTEXT

ETH

CONTEXT * ETH
Error

Total

Corrected total

Type 11l sum
of squares

3044 838.722
34720.111
136621.722
2810428.000

36272942.0

6026608.556

df
2
1
2
30

36
35

Mean square F Sig.

1522419.361 16.251  0.000
34720.111 0.371  0.547
68310.861 0.729  0.491
93680.933

Table 6.5 ANOVA of main effects and interactions for /u/~/I/ midpoint F2

distance

Dependent variable: midpoint distance

Source

CONTEXT

ETH

CONTEXT * ETH
Error

Total

Corrected total

Type 11l sum
of squares

1207 362.042
70092.042
161868.375
663 117.167
7435 105.000
2102439.625

df

20
24
23

Mean square F Sig.
1207 362.042  36.415  0.000
70092.042 2.114 0.161
161868.375 4.882 0.039
33 155.858
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Table 6.6 ANOVA of main effects and interactions for /u/~/i/ offset F2

distance

Dependent variable: offset distance

Source Type Il sum
of squares
CONTEXT 1697 612.042
ETH 26334.375
CONTEXT * ETH 236 215.042
Error 839112.500
Total 7003525.000
Corrected total 2799 273.958

df

20
24
23

Mean square

16

2

97612.042
26334.375
36215.042
41955.625

F Sig.
40.462  0.000
0.628 0.438
5.630 0.028

Table 6.7 Tukey post-hoc analysis on the environment factor for /u/~/i/

midpoint F2 distance

Dependent variable: midpoint distance

Tukey HSD
(1) context (J) context Mean
difference
(1-1)
Word-final Labial -580*
Alveolar 226
Labial Word-final 580*
Alveolar 806*
Alveolar Word-final -226
Labial -806*

Based on observed means.

Std. error  gjg,

124
124

124
124

124
124

* The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.

0.000
0.180

0.000
0.000

0.180
0.000

95%
Confidence
interval

Lower Upper
bound bound

-885 -275
-80 531
275 885
501 1111

-531 80

-1111 -501

there were only two environments, pre-alveolar and pre-velar, so the
Tukey post-hoc test is not applicable. As noted previously and seen
in Table 6.2, the pre-velar F2 distance was greater than pre-alveolar
at both midpoint (by 285 Hz for the AA group and 613 Hz for the
AP group) and offset (333 Hz for AA, 730 Hz for AP). In general then,
for /u/, pre-alveolar and word-final tokens are more fronted (with

the pre-alveolar environment showing a greater degree of fronting
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Table 6.8 Tukey post-hoc analysis on the environment factor for /u/~/i/
offset F2 distance

Dependent variable: midpoint distance

Tukey HSD
(1) context  (J) context Mean Std. error  Sig. 95%
difference Confidence
-3 interval
Lower Upper
bound bound
Word-final Labial -378* 125 0.014 -686 -70
Alveolar 334* 125 0.031 26 642
Labial Word-final 378* 125 0.014 70 686
Alveolar 712* 125 0.000 404 1020
Alveolar Word-final -334* 125 0.031 -642 -26
Labial -712* 125 0.000 -1020 -404

Based on observed means.
* The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.

than word-final), and pre-labial is backed. For /u/, pre-alveolar tokens
show fronting while pre-velar tokens are more backed.

Comparison of ethnicities within environments for /u/-/i/ F2
distance was analyzed using the estimated marginal means and 95%
confidence intervals shown in Tables 6.9 and 6.10. For the midpoint
in the pre-alveolar context, the AA group's F2 distance was just
56 Hz greater than the AP group, and each mean is contained in the

Table 6.9 Estimated marginal means for /u/~/1/ F2 distance at midpoint, by
ethnicity and context

Dependent variable: midpoint distance
95% Confidence interval

Ethnicity Context Mean Std. error Lower bound Upper bound

AA Alveolar 275 74.337 120 430
Velar 560 74.337 404 715
AP Alveolar 219 74.337 64 374

Velar 832 74.337 677 987
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Table 6.10 Estimated marginal means for /u/~/1/ F2 distance at offset, by
ethnicity and context

Dependent variable: offset distance

95% Confidence interval

Ethnicity Context Mean Std. error Lower bound Upper bound

AA Alveolar 219 83.622 44 393
Velar 552 83.622 378 727
AP Alveolar 87 83.622 -88 261
Velar 817 83.622 642 991

other group's confidence interval. In the pre-velar context, however,
the AA group's /u/~/i/ F2 distance was 272 Hz less than the AP
group. Although each group's mean is beyond the other's confidence
interval, the ends of the intervals overlap somewhat, with 715 Hz
as the upper bound on the AA group's estimate and 677 Hz as the
lower bound on the AP group's estimate. So, although the difference
for the /u/~/i/ F2 distance between the groups is greater within the
pre-velar context, the difference is not great enough to be deemed
significant in itself. For offset /u/~/i/ F2 distance, in the pre-alveolar
environment the AA group had a greater distance than the AP group
by 132 Hz, and each mean is contained within the other group's
confidence interval. In the pre-velar environment, however, the AA
group had a smaller /u/~/i/ F2 distance than the AP group by 265 Hz.
The pattern is the same as at midpoint, with the AA's upper bound of
727 Hz overlapping with the AP's lower bound of 642 Hz. The overall
interaction pattern is that the AA group has slightly greater /u/~/i/
F2 distance values in the pre-alveolar context and the AP group has
much larger F2 distance values in the pre-velar context, even though
the differences were not significant when considered individually.

6.1.4 Summary and significance of the F2 distance results

Fronting of /u/ and /u/ among the Detroit AA and AP Southern
migrant speakers is sensitive to the following phonetic environment.
Pre-alveolar /u/ midpoint is farther toward the front of the vowel
envelope than pre-labial /u/ for the AP and AA speakers regardless of
ethnicity. The pre-alveolar /u/~/i/ and /u/~/i/ F2 distance measures
were compared to the values reported in Hillenbrand et al. (1995); the
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female speakers in that study show large values for the F, distances
on the order of four times those found for the AA and AP women in
this study. In other words, the AA and AP Southern migrant groups
show contextually conditioned patterns of fronting for the high back
vowels, while the reference group from the Hillenbrand et al. study
does not show patterns of fronting. Patterns of fronting with regard to
context effects from the following consonant are examined in more
detail in Section 6.2.

6.2 Context effects of consonants on preceding vowels

This section discusses following consonantal effects on vowel quality
and duration and their role in distinguishing between ethnicities.
Context effects are the result of coarticulation. The acoustic effects
of coarticulation are lawful and predictable, arising out of acoustic—
articulatory relations. Given the lawful nature of patterns of coartic-
ulation, different dialects would not be expected to show opposite
directions of shifts based on context effects. However, as cross-
linguistic work on coarticulation suggests (e.g. Beddor et al. 2002),
different dialects may well show different degrees for the progression
of contextually conditioned shifts. Analysis of context effects may
yield important information about the progression of sound change
across individual speakers as well as dialects. However, context
effects are not always analyzed in socioacoustic work on Amer-
ican English vowel systems. Following phonetic environment has
important effects on the patterning of the vowels for the speakers
in this study. Context effects from the following consonant on the
vowels /u/ and /u/ are assessed at two temporal locations: vowel
midpoint and 25 ms before the end of the offset.

There are good reasons for taking formant measurements at both the
midpoint and offset portions of the vowel. Watt (1998) discusses the
tendencyin socioacousticwork on vowel systems to take measurements
only at a “steady state” in an attempt to avoid heavily coarticu-
lated onsets and offsets. However, the situation is not so straightfor-
ward as this. Watt (1998: 29-30) points out that perceptual research
has shown that listeners make use of a range of information distrib-
uted throughout the duration of segment and especially for vowels
at the heavily coarticulated boundary and transition zones between
vowels and consonants (Ohala 1992). Childs (2005), Thomas (2001),
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Bailey and Thomas (1998), and Wolfram and Thomas (2002) are excep-
tions in that offset as well as midpoint formant frequency readings are
taken for diphthongs. Another notable exception is Beckford (1999),
who examines onset, midpoint, and offset measurements.
Information extracted at vowel midpoint may not be as perceptu-
ally salient as information in the portions of the segment that show
the greatest context effects, namely consonantal formant transitions
at onset and offset. Strange (1999: 163) summarizes the results of
an earlier study (Strange ef al. 1979) thus: “...vowels produced in
several CVC contexts were identified more accurately than vowels
produced in isolation (#V#) by the same panel of talkers.” Strange
(1999: 165) argues, in fact, that ... vowel targets in syllable centers
are neither sufficient nor necessary for the accurate perception of
coarticulated vowels.” Ohala (1981: 189) also finds that

some of the most important acoustic cues for primary place of
articulation and certainly for secondary place of articulation are
F, and F; transitions spreading from onset and offset of the
consonant into preceding and following vowels and that such
formant transitions may last 30-60 ms—that is, for a good propor-
tion of the average vowel.

In light of the results reported by Strange and her colleagues, it
may be the case that the trend in sociophonetic work on Amer-
ican English vowel systems to rely on F; and F, measurements
only at a single temporal location, usually described as the vowel
nucleus (Labov 1994) or “steady state” (Fridland 2003) portion of
the vowel, is problematic because these formant frequencies may not
be as information-rich (perceptually) as portions of the signal which
contain formant transitions associated with consonantal context
effects. These formant transitions between vowels and consonants
should also be examined.

6.2.1 Effects of following alveolar consonantal context on
vowel spectra

As noted by Stevens (1998: 355), a constriction in the alveolar region
causes a “...modest narrowing. .. in the anterior or oral region and
a widening in the posterior or pharyngeal region. The raising of the
tongue tip to form a constriction causes a tapering of the area function
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behind the constriction point.... " When a high front vowel such as
/il precedes an alveolar, the tongue body does not have to move far
in order to make the constriction. According to Stevens, acoustically
this event results in a slight downward movement for F1and F2 (356).
In contrast, a high back rounded vowel such as /u/ differs from its
front counterpart for F2 values and tongue body position (356). /u/
is produced with a "narrowing in the pharyngeal region," and one
acoustic consequence of this configuration is a low F2 value (356).
The constriction is moved from a backed position toward a more
fronted position in the oral cavity in order to execute an alveolar
consonant, which has a relatively high F2 value (Johnson 2003: 143).

Fronting of pre-alveolar /u/ is likely in part the result of context
effects on the vowel from the following consonant. The overall pre-
alveolar F2 distances for /u/ and /i/ were smaller than those for the
other contexts: 480 Hz (AA) and 389 Hz (AP) at midpoint and 597 Hz
(AA) and 540 Hz (AP) at offset (Table 6.1). Vowel duration is an
important factor to consider in discussions of context effects from the
following consonant on vowel quality. Stevens (1998: 572) notes that
tongue body movement from a back vowel into a fronted position
such as that necessary for the production of an alveolar takes about
100 ms. He also points out that vowels which are less than 200-
300 ms may show coarticulatory effects from adjacent consonants
throughout their duration. The overall mean duration of 144 ms for
pre-alveolar tokens of /u/ (Table 6.11) suggests that context effects

Table 6.11 Duration of /u/ and /u/ (in ms) by
ethnicity in the pre-alveolar context

Ethnicity Vowel Mean  Stdev N

AA lu/ 148 64 97
/u/ 136 86 75
Total 143 74 172
AP /u/ 135 43 43
lu/ 119 68 36
Total 127 56 79
Total lu/ 144 58 140
lul/ 131 81 111

Total 138 69 251
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from the following alveolar consonant at both midpoint and offset
are a reasonable explanation for fronting of /u/ in this environment.
F, values must rise as the articulators move into position to form
a constriction for an alveolar consonant, and it is possible that the
following contextual effects have an impact on vowel quality at least
as early as midpoint.

Lower-high vowels such as /u/and/1/ show acoustic patterns similar
to fu/ and /i/, respectively, when the articulators move into position
to execute an alveolar consonant (Stevens 1998: 282). The overall
pre-alveolar F, distances for /o/ and /1/ were 275 Hz (AA) and 219 Hz
(AP) at midpoint and 219 Hz (AA) and 87 Hz (AP) at offset. For /u/, the
overall pre-alveolar mean duration was 131 ms, hence context effects
on /u/from the following alveolar are probable at both midpoint and
offset. Pre-alveolar /u/ and /u/ glide toward the back of the vowel
envelope rather than toward the front for nearly all of the speakers;
the front-back differences are larger at offset than midpoint because
there is a decrease in F, for back vowels at offset. I will return to
this issue in the discussion of the combined effects of backing and
rounding in Section 6.3.

6.2.2 Effects of following labial consonantal context on vowel
spectra

The overall pre-labial F, distances for /u/ and /i/ were 1374 Hz (AA)
and 1107 Hz (AP) at midpoint and 1388 Hz (AA) and 1172 Hz (AP)
at offset (Table 6.1). The distance measures between /i/ and /u/ are
much greater in pre-labial contexts at both midpoint (AA 1374 Hz,
AP 1107 Hz) and offset (AA 1388 Hz, AP 1172 Hz) than in pre-alveolar
(midpoint: AA 480 Hz, AP 389 Hz; offset: AA 597 Hz, AP 540 Hz)
and word-final (midpoint: AA 700 Hz, AP 620 Hz; offset: AA 859 Hz,
AP 945 Hz). A greater F, distance measure indicates a more backed
variant of /u/. The phonetic characteristics of the labial environ-
ment tend to inhibit fronting. Labial consonants show low values
for F, and back vowels do as well. Stevens (1998: 341) describes both
labials and back vowels as showing close spacing of the first two
formants and notes that the F, movement of a back vowel into a
labial consonant is small (341). The articulatory configuration of a
back vowel such as /u/ can be modeled by two coupled tubes (one
corresponding to the front cavity and one to the back) “...with
the closely spaced first two formants associated roughly with these
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two sections” (342). There is little movement necessary when a back
vowel transitions into a labial consonant (and vice versa) because the
“...low-frequency back-cavity resonance remains almost unchanged
as the labial constriction changes the front-cavity resonance” (342).
Context effects on /u/ from the following labial consonant account
for the relative backness of these variants for both Southern migrant
groups as compared to pre-alveolar tokens. The mean durations for
pre-labial tokens were 156 ms (AA) and 128 ms (AP), values small
enough to allow for potential influence from adjacent consonants
through a large percentage of the segment (Stevens 1998).

6.2.3 Word-final context

The patterning of word-final variants suggests that context effects
from the following consonant are conditioning the fronting of /u/
rather than fronting being the result of speakers aiming at an inten-
tional vowel target. Overall F, distances for word-final /u/ and /i/
(Table 6.1) were 700 Hz (AA) and 620 Hz (AP) at midpoint and 859 Hz
(AA) and 945 Hz (AP) at offset. These distance values between front
and back counterparts fall between those reported for the pre-alveolar
and pre-labial contexts, providing further support for an explana-
tion for patterns of fronting and backing which appeals to following
context effects. Alveolar environments promote fronting, and labial
ones inhibit it—both for the AA and AP groups; it makes sense that
the F, of final vowels, which show no following contextual effects,
falls between these two extremes.

6.2.4 Effects of following velar consonantal context on vowel
spectra

Recall that this environment was not included in the analysis of /u/
due to an insufficient number of tokens. The overall pre-velar distance
measures (F, distances between /u/ and /1/, Table 6.2) were 560 Hz
(AA) and 832 Hz (AP) at midpoint and 552 Hz (AA) and 817 Hz (AP)
at offset. Note that the F, differences between midpoint and offset
are slight, and that the distances are several times larger than the pre-
alveolar distances of 275 Hz (AA) and 219 Hz (AP) at midpoint and
219 Hz (AA) and 87 Hz (AP) at offset. The mean durations for each
group are 105 ms (AA) and 101 ms (AP), values which are low enough
for there to be coarticulation between the vowel and the following
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consonant at least as early as midpoint (Stevens 1998). The phonetic
characteristics of velars are described below.

Stevens discusses important differences for velars with respect to
alveolars and labials: the position of the constriction is farther from
the lips, the length of the constriction is greater for a velar than it is
for an alveolar or labial, and the rate of change (increase or decrease)
of the cross-sectional area at the closure is less for a velar than it is for
an alveolar or a labial (1998: 365). In order to form a velar, the tongue
body is raised to form a closure against the soft palate or the posterior
portion of the hard palate (365). The lowest resonant frequency of
the cavity which is in front of the constriction will be associated with
either F, or F;, and one of the resonant frequencies of the back cavity
will be “relatively close” to the front-cavity resonance. This configur-
ation results in a proximity of F, and F; (365-366), the well-known
“velar pinch.” In addition, Stevens notes that the spectrum amplitude
of the peak for a velar is “comparable” to that of the F, value of the
following vowel (373). Specifically, there is “...considerable vari-
ability in the position of the constriction depending on the front-
back tongue position of the (flanking) vowel..."” (374). Thus, a velar
consonant shows a more fronted tongue body position (and thus a
higher F, value) when flanked by a front vowel such as /1/ than for a
back vowel such as /u/ (374).

As noted above, the mean durations for this environment are suffi-
ciently small enough for there to be context effects from the following
consonant at least as early as midpoint for both Southern migrant
groups. The phonetic characteristics of velars which are reviewed
above make it clear that a velar constriction following a back vowel
inhibits fronting. Both the AP and the AA groups show backing for
this variant, and context effects from the following consonant are a
reasonable explanation for this pattern.

6.2.5 Summary

Context effects on preceding vowels play a role in the fronting of the
pre-alveolar variants of /u/ and /u/ and in the backing of pre-labial
/u/ and pre-velar /u/. Formant values for word-final variants expec-
tedly fall in the middle, suggesting that fronting is conditioned by
following consonantal context rather than resulting from an inten-
tional vowel target. As noted above, context effects are expected to
follow lawful and predictable paths as they progress through varieties.
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However, varieties may show differences in rates of changes which
are conditioned by context effects. For the most part, the AA and AP
groups show strikingly similar context effects on fronting from the
following consonant. The only ethnic difference for context effects
is that the AA group shows a smaller /u/~/1/ F, distance (i.e. more
fronting) for the pre-alveolar variant than the AP group. As noted
above, the context effects of velars following a back vowel inhibit
fronting. The AP group, then, shows greater context effects from the
following consonant for this variant than the AA group although
both groups show less fronting for this variant than for the pre-
alveolar variant. Average durations of these vowels are short enough
to allow following contextual effects at least as early as midpoint.

6.3 Rounding and backing

As shown in Section 6.1, both ethnicities have fronted pre-alveolar
variants of /u/ and /u/. So far 1 have discussed the distances in F,
values between front and back counterparts in terms of fronting
versus backing. However, there is another factor, rounding, which
by adding length to the vocal tract can also influence F, values. Lip
rounding and backing of the tongue body both lower F, and can be
implemented independently or simultaneously. One-way differenti-
ation between phonologically front and back vowels and between
fronted and backed variants of /u/ and /u/ can therefore be achieved
is through a combination of rounding and backing. Stevens describes
how rounding and a backed tongue body position can work together
to achieve a more robust acoustic effect for /u/: “...a stable acoustic
characteristic for a high back vowel with a maximally low F, can best
be achieved by rounding the lips as well as displacing the tongue
body backward. .. "” (1998: 279-280). Stevens describes how a fronted
tongue body position raises F, values:

As the tongue body is displaced forward while maintaining a
narrowing in the lower pharynx, the frequency of the second
formant will increase to a maximum value when the configuration
is such that the natural frequency of the short section consisting
of the larynx tube and the lower pharynx becomes roughly equal
to the second natural frequency of the remainder of the vocal tract
anterior to the constricted pharyngeal region. (Stevens 1998: 276)
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Lip rounding and a backed tongue body position can thus enhance
one another in order to differentiate the high back vowel /u/ from
its front counterpart /i/. Stevens (1998: 282-283) and Ladefoged
(1996: 131-134) describe the semi-high vowel /u/ as showing similar
acoustic patterns of tongue body displacement and rounding as /u/,
although the degree of rounding is less than that for /u/. Rounding
also lowers F, (Stevens 1998: 292). Conversely, spreading of the
lips, along with fronting the tongue body, results in an increase in
F,. Because rounding and backing have the same acoustic effect of
lowering F,, it is not possible to determine their relative magnitudes
from acoustic data alone. It is possible that the fronted variants of /u/
and /u/ are realized through unrounding of the canonically rounded
back variants, through tongue body movement alone (in which case
they remain rounded), or through a combination of the gestures of
both the tongue body and the lips. The question of how speakers
produce these variants thus remains open for future research that
incorporates articulatory data.

6.4 Nguyen’s (2006) real-time analysis of /u/ by social
status for Detroit African Americans and Nguyen and
Anderson’s (2006) comparisons of /u/ fronting among
African American and Midwestern Whites in the Detroit
area

Nguyen (2006) analyzed /u/ fronting for both contemporary Detroit
AAE data and a subset of Shuy, Wolfram, and Riley’s Detroit AAE
corpus collected in 1966. She examined fronting differences between
velar and alveolar tokens of /u/ by social status. Her results show
that, for the 1966 corpus, only the higher status speakers have a
context-based difference in fronting, while among contemporary
speakers, this context difference has spread across the whole social
status spectrum. More specifically, both the 1966 high-status speakers
and contemporary speakers of all social status levels show context-
based patterns of fronting for /u/ in which pre-alveolar tokens are
significantly more fronted than pre-velar tokens, the same pattern of
phonetic conditioning reported for my results above. Nguyen high-
lights that the effect of social status on fronting has changed over
time, a change which was also sensitive to phonetic conditioning:
“...high status speakers fronted pre-alveolar tokens /u/ significantly
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more than they fronted pre-velar tokens, and more than low status
speakers fronted in either context” (2006: 153). Nguyen claims that
high back vowel fronting is a change in progress in Detroit AAE, her
results “...show(ing) that pre-alveolar and pre-velar /u/ are differ-
ently correlated with social categories and even change differently
over time, suggesting that /o/ fronting is a change in progress rather
than a completed change” (166). Further, women appear to be leading
the change; contemporary women show more fronting than both the
1966 female speakers and more fronting than men in either year of
recording (162). The most relevant pattern from Nguyen's analysis of
/o/ fronting in real time and with regard to social status for the current
study is that her results, like those reported in this volume, show very
strong phonetic context effects. She offers the following summary
of the interaction of context effects, social status of speakers, and
change over time:

The pre-alveolar contexts appear to have undergone a change; in
1966, the highest status speakers had /u/ values that were much
more fronted in pre-alveolar contexts than pre-velar contexts,
while the lowest status speakers equally backed pre-alveolar and
pre-velar /u/ values. Among contemporary speakers, this status
difference has disappeared and the difference between the pre-
alveolar and pre-velar /u/ is nearly as large among all (contem-
porary Detroit AAE) speakers as it was only among high status
speakers in 1966. (152)

Nguyen'’s detailed analysis of change over time in Detroit AAE lends
support to my claim that high-back vowel fronting is phonetic in
nature—governed by coarticulatory context effects. Specifically, pre-
alveolar contexts promote fronting for both /u/ and /u/, a good
example of anticipatory coarticulation. [ will argue in Chapter 8 that
many phonetic changes are contextually conditioned, at least in the
early stages of change.

Nguyen (2006) did not analyze /u/. However, Nguyen and
Anderson (2006) compare patterns of fronting for both /u/ and /u/ for
six contemporary Detroit AA and Detroit White speakers. Echoing the
results reported for the current study as well as for Nguyen (2006), we
found that patterns of fronting were also contextually conditioned
for the six White speakers in the study.
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Table 6.12 F2 measurements of /u/ tokens among Detroit White female
speakers (Nguyen and Anderson 2006)

N F2 at Stdev at F2 at offset Stdev at
midpoint midpoint offset
Pre-alveolar 112 1644 279 1692 268
Pre-velar 39 1362 205 1379 191
Difference 282% 313«

* These context-based differences are significant at a level ofp < 0.001.

Similar to Nguyen (2006) and to the current study, the tokens of
/n/ that are analyzed by Nguyen and Anderson (2006) are restricted to
two following contexts: pre-alveolar and pre-velar. While this vowel
does occur in other contexts, tokens of these lexical items occur
too infrequently to be included. Our primary research question was
whether or not there is a difference in following context for these
vowels among White speakers in Detroit area. Table 6.12 provides
the F2 means for White speakers by following context.

The "difference" total in the last row of Table 6.12 is the difference
in Hz between the average measurement of pre-alveolar and pre-velar
tokens at each respective point of measurement. These significance
levels were found using t-tests, or univariate statistical tests. Using a
distance measure renders normalization unnecessary and allows for
quantitative comparisons across individual speakers as well as groups.
The bar graph in Figure 6.4 provides a visual display of the data in
Table 6.12.

Table 6.12 and Figure 6.4 showthat pre-alveolar tokens show higher
F2 values than the pre-velar tokens at both midpoint and offset.
The next level of analysis for Nguyen and Anderson compared the
contextual differences for /nu/ fronting for the White speakers to that
of contemporary AA speakers.

Context-based difference in /un/ fronting is greater at the offset
than at the midpoint. This is the expected pattern because the offset
measure is closer to the actual following consonant and is thus
expected to show greater coarticulatory context effects. Table 6.13
shows that /u/ fronting measures differ significantly by context for
each of the three groups included. The context-based difference,
however, appears to be somewhat smaller for contemporary AA
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Figure 6.4 F2 measurements of /u/ tokens among White speakers (Nguyen
and Anderson 2006)

Table 6.13 /u/ Comparisons between Detroit White and Detroit African
American participants (Nguyen and Anderson 2006)

N F2 at Stdev at F2 at offset  Stdev at
midpoint midpoint offset
White speakers
Pre-alveolar 112 1644 279 1692 268
Pre-velar 39 1362 205 1379 191
Difference 282%* 313
African American Speakers - Contemporary
Pre-alveolar 191 1515 273 1561 276
Pre-velar 93 1275 204 1305 211
Difference 240%** 256**
African American Speakers - 1966
Pre-alveolar 182 1476 247 1515 241
Pre-velar 69 1328 196 1298 190
Difference 148* 217**

** These context-based differences are significant at a level ofp < 0.001.
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Table 6.14 Results from a multivariate model, with examination of inter-
actions between speaker group and following context while controlling for
individual speaker effects and preceding place of articulation (Nguyen and
Anderson 2006)

Predictor Midpoint Offset
significance significance
level level

Intercept 0.000 0.000

Preceding place of articulation 0.000 0.000

Following place of articulation 0.000 0.000

Speaker group 0.071 0.388

Preceding place * Speaker group 0.000 0.000

Following place * Speaker group 0.003 0.072

"Speaker group"” refers to three groups—W hite speakers, contemporary AA speakers, and
1966 AA speakers.

speakers, and smaller yet for the 1966 speakers, than the context-
differences for White speakers. The actual extent to which context-
based /n/ fronting differs across the three groups can be better assessed
by a multivariate model, which has the power to allow examination
of interactions between speaker group and following context while
controlling for individual speaker effects and preceding place of artic-
ulation.

Table 6.14 shows that two interaction terms were included in each
statistical model. They test whether the preceding place of articula-
tion and the following place of articulation have a different effect
on production patterns across speaker groups. The significance levels
indicate that they do (with the exception of the following place for
speaker group at the offset atp = 0.072).

Nguyen and Anderson (2006) focused particularly on the differ-
ences for following place of articulation. Context has a significantly
different effect on different groups at the midpoint measure, and
approaches a significant difference at the offset measure. Our next
question, then, was: What differing effect does context have across
these groups? In other words, which speaker group's /u/ fronting is
more and less affected by the following context?

The line graphs in Figures 6.5 and 6.6 show F2 measures by
following place of articulation and speaker group.
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Table 6.15 Estimated coefficients that result from the multivariate
analysis (Nguyen and Anderson 2006)

Group Difference at midpoint  Difference at offset
White 480 396
AA—Contemporary 276 334
AA—1966 155 207

Table 6.15 presents estimated coefficients that result from the
multivariate analysis. In this analysis, the group of White speakers
serves as the baseline, with which the context-based difference of AA
speakers is compared.

Figure 6.7 is a bar graph, displaying the estimated
mean differences in Table 6.15. As mentioned above, the
multivariate models for /n/ fronting indicated that the following
context at vowel offset had different effects on the three
speaker groups included in Nguyen and Anderson (2006).

Midpoint Offset

0O WhiteAA—contemporary 0O AA—1966

Figure 6.7 Estimates of context-based differences in /u/ fronting (Nguyen and
Anderson 2006)
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From the tables and figures above, it is clear that in the Detroit area,
White speakers have a greater context-based difference than contem-
porary AA speakers, who, in turn, have a greater context-based
difference than AAs from 1966.

A very clear picture of context-based fronting of /u/ emerges in
the comparison between Nguyen (2006), Nguyen and Anderson
(2006), and the current study. To summarize the patterns: Nguyen
(2006) reports context-based fronting for Wolfram’s 1966 middle-
class Detroit AA speakers in which pre-alveolar tokens are more
fronted than pre-velar ones. The same pattern holds for her contem-
porary sample of Detroit AAs spanning the entire social status spec-
trum. The current study reports the same pattern for both Detroit AA
Southern migrant participants as well as AP Southern migrant parti-
cipants, and Nguyen and Anderson (2006) show that this pattern
also exists in the speech of White Detroiters. /u/ fronting may be
unrelated across the different communities in the Detroit area, or it
may be a result of dialect contact. The question may be resolved by
examining the patterns of fronting among Wolfram'’s 1966 White
speakers, which is open for future research.

6.5 Nguyen and Anderson’s (2006) comparisons of /u/
fronting among African American and Midwestern
Whites in the Detroit area

In addition to the contextually conditioned fronting of /u/ discussed
above, Nguyen and Anderson (2006) also compare context-based
patterns of fronting for /u/ for contemporary Detroit AA speakers and
Detroit Whites. Table 6.16 and Figures 6.8 and 6.9 show F2 values
at the midpoint and offset by speaker group and following phonetic
context. The tables and figures demonstrate that /u/ fronting, like the
results for /u/ fronting reported above, is contextually conditioned for
both the Detroit AA participants and the Detroit White participants.

The results of four ANOVA analyses, one for both the midpoint
and offset measures for AA and White speakers, along with Scheffe
post-hoc tests, are displayed in Table 6.17.

Table 6.17 shows that among AA speakers, tokens with all three
types of following consonants are significantly different from one
another. Among White speakers, however, pre-labial tokens are signi-
ficantly less fronted than tokens in other contexts; however, at both
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Table 6.16 Following places of articulation for /u/ F2 by
ethnic group (Nguyen and Anderson 2006)

N Midpoint Offset
African American
Word boundary 130 1868 1693
Labial 35 1060 1051
Alveolar 95 2065 1916
White
Word boundary 68 1859 1753
Labial 25 1296 1301
Alveolar 22 1897 1805
2200
Word Labial Alveolar

boundary
Following place of articulation

m Midpoint O Offset

Figure 6.8 Mean African American /u/ F2 measures at midpoint and offset for
word boundary, labial, and alveolar following contexts (Nguyen and Anderson
2006)

midpoint and offset, the pre-word boundary and pre-alveolar tokens
do not differ significantly from one another.

Finally, multivariate analyses, in which following place of articula-
tion, speaker ethnicity, and the interaction of these two predictors are
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Table 6.17 The results of four ANOVA analyses, one for both the midpoint
and offset measures for African American and White speakers, along with
Scheffe post-hoc tests (Nguyen and Anderson 2006)

Ethnicity Dependent Following Following Mean Sig.
variable place place difference
(1-9)
African Midpoint Word Labial 808.89* 0.000
American boundary
Alveolar -196.68* 0.002
Labial Word -808.89* 0.000
boundary
Alveolar -1005.57* 0.000
Alveolar Word 196.68* 0.002
boundary
Labial 1005.57* 0.000
Offset Word Labial 641.68* 0.000
boundary
Alveolar -222.65* 0.001
Labial Word -641.68* 0.000
boundary
Alveolar -864.32* 0.000
Alveolar Word 222.65* 0.001
boundary
Labial 864.32* 0.000
White Midpoint Word Labial 563.24* 0.000
boundary
Alveolar -38.89 0.894
Labial Word -563.24* 0.000
boundary
Alveolar -602.13* 0.000
Alveolar Word 38.89 0.894
boundary
Labial 602.13* 0.000
Offset Word Labial 451.61* 0.000
boundary
Alveolar -52.34 0.822
Labial Word -451.61* 0.000
boundary
Alveolar -503.95* 0.000
Alveolar Word 52.34 0.822
boundary
Labial 503.95* 0.000

*The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
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Figure 6.9 Mean White /u/ F2 measures at midpoint and offset for word
boundary, labial, and alveolar following contexts (Nguyen and Anderson
2006)

included for each point of measurement, yield the results presented
in Table 6.18.

The significance levels in Table 6.18 indicate that following place of
articulation is a highly significant predictor of /u/ fronting. Speakers'
ethnicity, however, is less a significant predictor; it appears that at
both midpoint and offset measures, the difference between AA and
W hite speakers is accounted for by the differing effects that the
following place of articulation has on each group. At midpoint and
offset, the effect of the following context is significantly different
for speaker group. To illustrate how the different speaker groups are
affected by the following contexts, Nguyen and Anderson (2006)
present the graphs (Figures 6.10 and 6.11) of the estimated marginal
means that result from the multivariate analyses.

Nguyen and Anderson (2006) demonstrate that the multivariate
models, like the earlier descriptive statistics, show that pre-labial /u/
tokens are backed when compared to pre-word boundary and pre-
alveolar tokens, and pre-alveolar tokens show the highest degree
of fronting. Further, these graphs reveal that following place of
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Table 6.18 Multivariate analysis testing place of articulation, speaker ethni-
city, and the interaction of the two predictors at midpoint and offset (Nguyen
and Anderson 2006)

Predictor Midpoint Offset
significance significance
level level

Intercept 0.000 0.000

Following place of articulation 0.000 0.000

Speaker ethnicity 0.690 0.214

Following place * Speaker 0.013 0.050

ethnicity

Following place of articulation

Figure 6.10 Estimated marginal means of /u/ F2 measures at midpoint
(Nguyen and Anderson 2006)
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Figure 6.11 Estimated marginal means of /u/ F2 measures at offset (Nguyen
and Anderson 2006)

articulation has greater context effects on production of /u/ for AA
speakers than for White speakers. In other words, at both places
of measurements, AA speakers' pre-labial tokens are further back
and pre-alveolar tokens further front than those produced by White
speakers. Thus, the significant interaction of ethnicity and following
context, found in both multivariate models, can be interpreted as
following context having a greater effect on the /u/ tokens of AA
speakers than on those of White speakers.

6.6 Conclusion

Using systematic spectral measures taken at vowel midpoint and
offset, and using methods and statistical techniques sensitive to vowel
context, | have found fronted variants of /u/ and /n/ for all six of the
AA speakers analyzed here, a small-scale but robust counterexample
to the common assertion that these variants characterize W hite, but
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not Black, speech (see further Section 2.1.4). More generally, these
results provide evidence that at least some AAs do participate in wide-
spread vowel rotations in American English, which have traditionally
been described as restricted to White varieties (e.g. Labov 1994, 2001;
Bailey and Thomas 1998). Finally, I have shown that the AA and AP
production data studied here pattern together with similar fronted
realizations of pre-alveolar /u/ and /u/, compared with backed realiz-
ations of a comparison group of speakers, whose data is reported in
Hillenbrand et al. (1995). The only significant difference by ethnicity
among the Southern migrants was that the AA speakers on average
had a more fronted pre-velar/uv/ than the Appalachians.

Similarly to the context-based patterns of fronting reported for the
current study, contextually conditioned patterns of /u/ fronting are
also evident in the study of Detroit AA speech conducted by Nguyen
(2006) and another study conducted by Nguyen and Anderson
(2006). As discussed above, Nguyen (2006) reports context-based
fronting for Wolfram’s 1966 middle-class Detroit AA speakers in
which pre-alveolar tokens are more fronted than pre-velar ones,
while the 1966 working-class AA speakers show no fronting at all.
Her contemporary sample of Detroit AAs spanning the entire social
status spectrum shows the same pattern of contextually conditioned
fronting in which pre-alveolar environments show more fronting
than pre-velar environments. The current study reports the same
pattern of contextually conditioned fronting of /u/ for both Detroit
AA Southern migrant participants as well as AP Southern migrant
participants. Nguyen and Anderson (2006) show that this pattern
also exists in the speech of White Detroiters.

Unfortunately, Nguyen (2006) did not analyze /u/. Patterns
of /u/ fronting are also contextually conditioned in both the
current study as well as those reported by Nguyen and Anderson
(2006). For the Detroit AA and AP Southern migrant participants
in the current study, pre-alveolar /u/ is fronted relative to the
position of pre-labial tokens of /u/, which are backed, and pre-
word-boundary tokens, which fall in the middle of the two
extremes of the front-back dimension of the vowel space. The
same pattern is reported in Nguyen and Anderson (2006), which
compares patterns of /u/ fronting for Detroit AA and Detroit White
speakers; both groups of speakers show contextually-conditioned
fronting in which pre-labial /u/ tokens are backed when compared
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to pre-word boundary and pre-alveolar tokens, and pre-alveolar
tokens showing the highest degree of fronting. However, following
place of articulation has greater context effects on production of /u/
for the Detroit AA speakers than for the Detroit White speakers. In
other words, at both midpoint and offset, the AA participants showed
pre-labial tokens further back and pre-alveolar tokens further front
for the F, acoustic space than tokens produced by White speakers. In
other words, following context has a greater effect on the /u/ tokens
of AA speakers than on those of White speakers.

Contextually conditioned change progresses in an orderly fashion
through environments: for example, pre-alveolar> pre-final> pre-
labial for the fronting of /u/. Following environments whose acoustic
and articulatory characteristics promote the change would show more
advanced variants than environments which do not. For example,
pre-alveolar contexts are amenable to fronting of the back vowels.
Alveolar consonants are produced with a fronted tongue body; the
acoustic consequence of this gesture is a high F,. Back vowels, in
contrast, show a backed tongue body and low F,. The constriction
must move forward in the front/back dimension of the articulatory
space to produce an alveolar consonant after a back vowel. Labial
consonants, which show a backed tongue body (and low F,), inhibit
fronting. The tongue body shows little or no movement going from
a back vowel into a labial constriction.

For /u/, it is not surprising (from a coarticulatory point of view) that
pre-alveolar environments promote fronting while pre-velar envir-
onments inhibit it. A velar consonant shows a more fronted tongue
body position (and thus a higher F, value) when flanked by a front
vowel such as /1/ than for a back vowel such as /o/ (Stevens 1998: 374).

More generally, the results presented in this chapter suggest that
context effects cannot be ignored in investigations of vowel variation
and change in American English. Conversational data is produced
rapidly, and coarticulation makes this motor activity fluent and effi-
cient. Coarticulation binds articulatory gestures into words, phrases,
narratives, and other speech events.
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The Patterning of /ai/

/u/ and /u/, discussed in Chapter 6, do not seem to be as socially
salient as /ai/ in varieties of American English (see Section 2.1.4).
In this chapter I analyze speakers’ productions of /ai/ and /a/, both
between groups and on a speaker-by-speaker basis. The first goal is to
quantify diphthongization by comparing F; and F, movement in /ai/,
which exhibits varying degrees of diphthongization, with F; and F,
movement in /a/, which is used as a reference because it is expected
to be relatively monophthongal (Anderson 2003; forthcoming). The
second goal is to determine to what extent, if any, the African Amer-
ican (AA) and Appalachian White (AP) speakers have similar patterns
of diphthongization and glide-weakening for /ai/, and to determine
the nature of the patterning in terms of voicing context. Section 7.1
presents a group comparison that excludes the older speakers of each
ethnicity. Section 7.2 investigates the patterns for all speakers indi-
vidually, including a comparison with a Midwestern White speaker,
and Section 7.3 summarizes the patterning of /ai/ for the AA parti-
cipants in this study.

Chapter 2 reviewed the literature on the /ai/ diphthong and charac-
terized it as socially salient. To summarize the patterns of realization
for /ai/ that are relevant to this chapter, glide-weakening before voice-
less consonants (“pre-voiceless contexts”)—for example [la:t] “light,”
[sa:t] “sight”—is typically described as a more recent change (Thomas
2001: 37) restricted to some Southern White varieties spoken in areas
not part of the former plantation regions of the South, such as the
Smoky Mountains of Western North Carolina (Anderson 1998, 1999;
Childs 2005) and rural areas of Texas (Thomas 2001: 133-160). The
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traditional pattern in which the /ai/ glide is weakened in pre-voiced
and word-final contexts but robust in pre-voiceless contexts reported
for the White varieties conservative for the /ai/ variable in the former
plantation regions of the South is also the canonical pattern reported
in the literature for AAE. Thomas (2001: 37) characterizes this pattern
as “presumably older” than the pattern of glide-weakening in all
phonetic contexts.

Although glide-weakening of /ai/ in the important pre-voiceless
context is generally not considered to be a feature of AAE, recent
reports suggest it is a change in progress in AAE. Several recent studies
of /ai/ in AAE report glide-weakening in the pre-voiceless context
(Mallinson et al. 2001; Anderson 2002, 2003; Anderson and Frid-
land 2002; Fridland 2004; Childs 2005). The results presented in this
chapter provide additional evidence that this change is not restricted
to Southern White varieties of English as is generally claimed. Indeed,
[ will argue in Chapter 8 that /ai/ glide-weakening in the pre-
voiceless phonetic context appears to be a change in progress in
Detroit AAE.

Several different types of methods are utilized in variationist studies
of /ai/. Impressionistic reports dominate sociolinguistic descrip-
tions of /ai/ (Eckert 1996; Edwards 1997; Schilling-Estes 2000;
Anderson 1997, 2002, and others). These studies treat /ai/ in a binary
fashion as either monophthongal or diphthongal. However, Thomas
(2001) points out that the length of the glide varies considerably
between fully diphthongal variants, nuclei with short offglides, and
completely monophthongal variants, which suggests that potentially
important gradient information may be missed if /ai/ is treated as a
binary variable.

Methods for acoustic studies of /ai/ vary. Anderson’s (1999) study
of Snowbird Cherokee English took F; and F, measurements at vowel
midpoint and 25 ms from the end of the vowel offset. Thomas (2001)
took measurements of the first two formants at “25 to 45 ms from
the beginning of the vocoid for the nucleus and between 25 and 45
ms from the end of the glide” for non-Texas speakers. For the Texas
speakers, his readings were taken “...in the center of steady states,
or where F, changed trajectory if no steady state was present (but not
closer than 25 ms to the end of the vocoid)” (12). Thomas (2000)
investigated the effects of voicing on the first two formants of /ai/
and reported that measurements were taken from a window 45-25 ms
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before the end of the diphthong. For Wolfram and Thomas’s (2002)
study of Hyde County vowels, Thomas took F; and F, measurements
from a 20 ms window at vowel midpoint for monophthongs and, for
diphthongs, at 25-45 ms from the beginning as well as the end of
the diphthong. Fridland (2004) took F; and F, measurements “. ..by
examining LPC peaks, spectrograms, energy and pitch of the signal to
determine. . . steady state or central tendency” and extracted “repres-
entative LPC values of both nuclear and glide segments...." Frid-
land essentially looked at the signal displayed in a spectrogram to
decide where to take her measurements: “Generally, glide readings
were taken at the maximal point of expected glide direction before
any following environmental transition.” Unfortunately, not estab-
lishing precise temporal locations for measurements makes it difficult
to replicate studies or to cross-compare results.

Although each of the acoustic studies described above reports
varying degrees of diphthongization, none of them describes the
length and direction of glide movement for F; and F, in a precise
manner. For example, Fridland (2004) analyzes gradient variants of
/ai/, but her methods of analyzing glide length and direction are
based on impressionistic observations of spectrograms rather than a
replicable procedure based on precise temporal locations in the signal.
She categorized monophthongal tokens as those “...show(ing) only
steady state readings throughout the segment,” and claims to “fully
account for the glide target range in the data” by examining two
categories of “shortened glides.” By visually inspecting the acoustic
signal in a spectrogram, she tabulated “glide targets that fell between
100 and 200 Hertz of the nucleus” as “short” and “glide targets
which had readings which fell within 100 Hertz of the nucleus” as
“very short.” Glides which showed “much greater extension from the
nucleus (300 to 500 Hertz)” were described as “full.” One potential
difficulty with this method is that measurements taken directly from
a spectrogram display are not precise because of spectral smearing
(Johnson 2003: 43-44). Although Fridland’s work has much advanced
the understanding of /ai/ glide-weakening in American English, she
does not analyze or report whether tokens showed glide movement
in F;, F,, or both and does not confirm her impressionistic interpret-
ations of vowel plots with statistical results.

This chapter outlines a consistent procedure used to measure dura-
tion and identify temporal locations at which to take measurements
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for each token of /ai/. Movement in Fland F2 from midpoint to offset
is quantified, and the results are subjected to statistical analysis.

7.1 Comparison by ethnicity, vowel, and context

The differences between formant frequency measurements taken at
midpoint and 25 ms before the end of the offset in F1 and F2 were
calculated (see Chapter 5 for an account of the acoustic methods) for
tokens of /a/ and /ai/ from the four youngest speakers in the AP and
AA groups. The two older speakers are excluded from this part of the
analysis because the goal is to examine patterns of use by following
phonetic context. The older speakers show a pattern of following
voice conditioning for /ai/ glide-weakening while middle-aged and
younger speakers do not. Although /a/ is less diphthongal than /ai/,
some movement in F1 and F2 is expected due to coarticulation with
the following consonant. A completely glide-weakened or monoph-
thongal /ai/ should show no more movement than /a/, whereas a
diphthongal /ai/ will show movement resulting from both phonetic
context and some degree of movement into the second element of
the diphthong (usually a low, mid, or high front vowel depending
on the degree of weakening). Tables 7.1 and 7.2 show the change in
Hz from midpoint to offset in F1and F2 for both vowels, ethnicities,
and voiced versus voiceless contexts.

Two GLM analyses of variance were conducted (for Fland F2move-
ment) with three independent factors: vowel (/a/ and /ai/), ethni-
city (AA and AP), and context (voiced and voiceless). That different
numbers of tokens were measured for the different combinations of
vowels and environments is not a problem for the GLM procedure,
which works with both balanced and unbalanced models. Tables 7.3
and 7.4 show the main effects for vowel, ethnicity, and context, and
the interactions.

For F1, the significant main effect for vowel (p < 0.001) shown in
Table 7.3 demonstrates that movement for /ai/ (mean 139 Hz, stdev
141 Hz) was significantly greater than that for /a/ (mean 68 Hz, stdev
133 Hz) overall. There was also a significant main effect for environ-
ment (p < 0.001), with change from midpoint to offset for pre-voiced
vowels (mean 125 Hz, stdev 145 Hz) being greater than that for pre-
voiceless vowels (mean 92 Hz, stdev 136 Hz). Although there was
no significant main effect for ethnicity, ethnicity had a significant
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Table 7.1 F1 movement (in Hz) from midpoint to offset for /a/ and /ai/ by
ethnicity and context. A positive value indicates raising

Ethnicity Vowel Context Mean Stdev N
AA lal Voiced 91 148 113
Voiceless 64 140 105

Total 78 144 218

lai/ Voiced 164 141 135

Voiceless 106 118 164

Total 132 132 299

AP lal Voiced 69 113 110
Voiceless 37 109 80

Total 56 112 190

lail/ Voiced 160 148 120

Voiceless 136 159 98

Total 149 153 218

Total lal Voiced 80 132 223
Voiceless 53 128 185

Total 68 131 408

lail Voiced 162 144 255

Voiceless 117 135 262

Total 139 141 517

interaction with vowel (p < 0.05), so it is necessary to investigate
differences by ethnicity within vowels. The differences in F1 move-
ment by ethnicity within vowels can be seen in Table 7.5, which
shows the estimated marginal means for the interactions of these
factors. Movement for /ai/ is not significantly different by ethnicity,
as the mean AA movement falls within the 95% confidence interval
of the mean AP movement, and vice versa. For /a/, the AA mean of
77 Hz, with the confidence interval [59, 95], is higher than the AP
mean of 53 Hz (C.l. [34, 73]). Although each group's mean is beyond
the other group's interval, the AA group's lower bound of 59 Hz is
exceeded by the AP's upper bound of 73 Hz. The difference between
the group means (24 Hz) is thus not very substantial. The interesting
result for this study, however, is not the (slight) difference in F1 for
/al by environment and ethnicity, but rather the lack of a difference
in F1for /ail.

For F2, there was a significant main effect for vowel (p < 0.001),
which means that overall movement for /ai/ (mean -179 Hz, stdev
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Table 7.2 F2 movement (in Hz) from midpoint to offset for /a/ and /ai/ by
ethnicity and context. A negative value indicates fronting

Ethnicity Vowel Context Mean Stdev N
AA lal Voiced -59 223 113
Voiceless -46 143 105
Total -53 189 218
lail Voiced -139 195 135
Voiceless -164 211 164
Total -153 204 299
AP lal Voiced -29 195 110
Voiceless -33 179 80
Total -31 188 190
lail Voiced -214 230 120
Voiceless -215 238 98
Total -215 233 218
Total /al Voiced -44 210 223
Voiceless -40 160 185
Total -42 189 408
lail Voiced -174 215 255
Voiceless -183 223 262
Total -179 219 517

218) was significantly greater than that for /a/ (mean -47 Hz, stdev
187). There was no main effect for environment, nor did environ-
ment participate in any significant interactions. Voicing, therefore,
does not appear to influence fronting, at least not on a group basis.
Later, we will see that this does not hold for every individual. As with
F1, there was a significant interaction between vowel and ethnicity
(p<0.01). Estimated marginal means are shown as before in Table 7.6.
In this case, the difference lies with /ai/ rather than /a/. The AA
group's mean of -52 Hz (C.l. [-80, -25]) is significantly less (in abso-
lute value) than that of the AP group's mean of -215 Hz (C.l. [-242,
-187]), which means that the AP group's /ai/ was overall more diph-
thongal in F2 than the AA group's /ail/.

I also investigated differences in duration by ethnicity, vowel, and
context. A GLM analysis showed significant interactions among all
three of these factors (F(1,908) = 4.322, p < 0.038), with estimated
marginal means shown in Table 7.7. In order from longest to shortest
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Table 7.3 ANOVA of main effects and interactions for F1 movement

Dependent variable: Fj mid-off

Source

ETHNICITY
VOWEL
CONTEXT
ETHNICITY *
VOWEL
ETHNICITY *
CONTEXT
VOWEL *
CONTEXT
ETHNICITY *
VOWEL *
CONTEXT
Error
Total
Corrected
total

Type I sum
of squares

6841.535
1290 306.553
273 902.455
78018.610

11641.470

7675.967

22212.485
16761252.5

29117204.0
18390553.1

df

1

917
925
924

Mean square

6841.535
1290306.553
273 902.455
78018.610
11641.470
7675.967

22212.485

18278.356

0.374
70.592
14.985

4.268

0.637

0.420

1.215

Table 7.4 ANOVA of main effects and interactions for F2 movement

Dependent variable: F2 mid-off

Source

ETHNICITY
VOWEL
CONTEXT
ETHNICITY *
VOWEL
ETHNICITY *
CONTEXT
VOWEL *
CONTEXT
ETHNICITY *
VOWEL *
CONTEXT
Error
Total
Corrected
total

Type 111 sum
of squares

96871.482
4439337.901
3754.814
396369.467

623.095
16876.140
24192.667

38570220.8

56426033.0
43399360.1

df

N

917
925
924

Mean square

96871.482
4439337.901
3754.814
396369.467
623.095
16876.140

24 192.667

42061.309

2.303
105.544
0.089
9.424
0.015
0.401

0.575

Sig.

0.541
0.000
0.000
0.039
0.425
0.517

0.271

Sig.

0.129
0.000
0.765
0.002
0.903
0.527

0.448
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Table 7.5 Estimated marginal means for F1 midpoint-to-offset movement (in
Hz) by ethnicity and vowel

Ethnicity Vowel Mean

AA lal
/ai/
AP lal
/ai/

Table 7.6 Estimated

vowel

7
135

53
148

Ethnicity Vowel Mean

AA lal
/ai/
AP lal
/ai/

-52
-152
-31
-215

Std. error

9.163
7.856

9.933
9.204

Std. error

13.900
11.917
15.068
13.962

95% Confidence interval

Lower bound

59
119

34
130

Upper bound

95
150

73
166

marginal means for F2 movement by ethnicity and

95% Confidence interval

Lower bound

-80
-175
-61
-242

Upper bound

-25
-128
-1
-187

Table 7.7 Estimated marginal means for duration by ethnicity, vowel, and

environment

Ethnicity Vowel Context Mean Std. error

AA /al
/ail
AP /a/
/ail

Voiced
Voiceless
Voiced
Voiceless

Voiced
Voiceless

Voiced
Voiceless

181
161

222
137
141
136

157
128

6.634
6.882

6.069
5.506

6.723
7.884

6.754
7.312

95% Confidence interval

Lower bound Upper bound

168
147

210
127
127
121

144
114

194
174
234
148

154
152

171
143
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vowels, both groups have the same ranking: pre-voiced /ai/ > pre-
voiced /a/ > pre-voiceless /a/ > pre-voiceless /ai/. There is a signi-
ficant difference between the groups, however. For the AA group,
each vowel is significantly shorter than the previous one in the
list, with differences of 41 ms, 20 ms, and 24 ms, respectively. For
the AP group, however, pre-voiceless /a/ is not significantly shorter
than pre-voiced /a/ (5 ms), and pre-voiceless /ai/ is not signific-
antly shorter than pre-voiceless /a/ (8 ms). In other words, voicing
context has much stronger conditioning effects on vowel duration
for the AA group than for the AP group. Another contrast is that
the AA group has significantly longer /ai/ in the pre-voiced envir-
onment (222 ms, C.I. [210, 234]) than the AP group (157 ms, C.I
[144, 171]), but not in the pre-voiceless environment, where the
difference was only 9 ms. I do not have an explanation for these
patterns and a more detailed analysis of duration is open for future
analysis.

7.2 Speaker-by-speaker analysis

This section analyzes the ways in which individual speakers instan-
tiate patterns of glide-weakening/diphthongization discussed in the
previous section and in the literature. In mainstream varieties of
American English, /ai/ is diphthongized across the board. In tradi-
tional Southern White and AA varieties, /ai/ is glide-weakened in pre-
voiced contexts and diphthongized in pre-voiceless contexts. In some
AP and progressive Southern White varieties, /ai/ is glide-weakened
across the board. Table 7.8 summarizes these patterns.

7.2.1 Data overview

The dataset is the same as in the previous section, except for the
inclusion of all six AA speakers and all six AP speakers. For each vowel,
the relevant dependent variables are F; movement (F; frequency at
midpoint minus that at offset) and F, movement (F, frequency at
midpoint minus that at offset). In this speaker-by-speaker analysis,
the independent variables are vowel (/ai/ or /a/) and context (voiced
or voiceless). Average movement, standard deviations, and n for each
speaker in F; and F, are shown in Tables 7.9 (AA speakers) and 7.10
(AP speakers).



The Patterning of/ai/ 111
Table 7.8 Previously reported patterns of /ai/ glide-weakening in varieties of
American English

Pre-voiced /ai/ Pre-voiceless /ai/
glide-weakening glide-weakening

Mainstream American English No No
Traditional Southern White Yes No
African American Yes Only recently reported*
Appalachian White Yes Yes
Progressive Southern White Yes Yes

*Anderson (2002, 2003); Anderson and Fridland (2002); Fridland (2004); Mallinson et al.
(2001); Childs (2005).

7.2.2 Statistical analysis

For each speaker, two GLM analyses of variance were conducted, one
for Flmovement and one for F2 movement, in order to test for main
effects and interactions of vowel and context. In the discussion that
follows, | report only the significant results.

7.2.2.1 Main effects

First, | discuss main effects for vowel. A significant main effect by
vowel means that movement for /ai/ was significantly greater than
that for /a/ across phonetic contexts (voiced and voiceless). If there is
no main effect for vowel and no significant interaction with context,
then there was no significant difference at all in movement between
/ai/ and /a/. Such a speaker could be classified as showing across-the-
board /ai/ glide-weakening. If there was no significant main effect
but a significant interaction between vowel and context, then one
has to examine vowels within voicing context and voicing context
within vowels. Such interactions are examined later.

All speakers except for 1 (AA), 3 (AA), and 11 (AP) show asignificant
main effect for vowel in F1 movement (Table 7.11). Speaker 1's F1
values had significant interactions between vowel and voicing, which
will be addressed later. F1 movement for Speakers 3 and 11 had no
significant interaction, so at this point we can conclude that for
these two speakers there is no significant difference in FI movement
between /a/ and /ail/.

For F2 movement, all speakers except 9 (AP) and 11 (AP) showed
significant main effects of vowel, with more movement for /ai/ than
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Table 7.9 Average F1and F2 midpoint-to-offset movement (in Hz) by vowel
and context for individual AA speakers

Speaker Vowel

1 /al
/ai/
2 /al
/ai/
3 /al
/ail/
4 /al
Jai/
5 /al
Jai/
6 lal
Jai/

Context

Voiced
Voiceless
Total

Voiced
Voiceless
Total

Voiced
Voiceless
Total

Voiced
Voiceless
Total

Voiced
Voiceless
Total

Voiced
Voiceless
Total

Voiced
Voiceless
Total

Voiced

Voiceless
Total

Voiced
Voiceless
Total

Voiced

Voiceless
Total

Voiced
Voiceless
Total

Voiced
Voiceless
Total

Fi movement

Mean

127.39
61.11
105.30

80.94
126.97
106.59

58.19
42.53
50.25

158.81
200.90
182.46

48.65
98.71
63.25

93.96
72.33
80.44

93.76
60.39
70.85

158.76
95.30
118.83

128.53
93.37
113.88

194.33
147.08
169.04

44.35
.29
26.93

183.02
117.73
156.91

Stdev

131.741
110.370
126.925

79.739
96.111
91.554

80.173
83.210
81.554

97.647
83.746
92.126

136.866
92.619
125.735

107.416
101.816
103.639

113.259
126.155
122.400

155.053
121.145
137.350

162.196
145.215
155.423

159.821
142.839
151.738

137.131
167.302
149.436

119.616
77.040
108.951

N

18
9
27

31
39
70

37
38
75

53
68
121

17
7
24

24
40

21
46

33
56
89

49
35
84

33
38
71

26
17
43

45
30
75

F2 movement

Mean

-79.50
61.67
-32.44

-14.00
-271.95
-157.71

20.41
50.05
35.43

-358.66
-391.76
-377.26

5.35
-67.00
-15.75

-97.83
-181.10
-149.88

-71.81
-50.76
-57.36

-119.45
-200.75
-170.61

-88.39
-41.37
-68.80

-195.45
-96.92
-142.72

-35.77
-32.35
-34.42

-134.07
-157.53
-143.45

Stdev

186.897
135.156
181.821

118.507
237.004
231.723

172.069
116.472
146.319

196.287
211.679
204.903

140.514
89.327
130.174

169.617
189.244
185.268

139.112
138.754
138.159

174.965
226.117
211.298

278.117
137.627
230.293

265.940
207.354
239.806

203.482
189.140
195.644

153.362
204.240
174.546

N

18

27

31
39
70

37

75

53
68
121

17

24

24
40
64

21

67

33
56
89

49

84

33
38
71

26
17
43

45
30
75
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Table 7.10 Average F1and F2 midpoint-to-offset movement in Hz by vowel
and context for individual AP speakers

Speaker Vowel Context F1 movement F2 movement

Mean Stdev N Mean Stdev N

7 /al/ Voiced 128.74 122151 23 2161 155.143 23
Voiceless 50.00 125.733 25 33.96 149.181 25
Total 87.73 128.984 48 28.04 150.565 48

/ai/ Voiced 176.04 152.890 28 -43.54 168.868 28
Voiceless 131.48 131.153 29 -48.48 164502 29

Total 153.37 142.744 57 -46.05 165.184 57
8 /al Voiced 12411 120.193 36 -51.03 210.904 36
Voiceless  49.14 85.733 21 -66.67 164.884 21
Total 96.49 113.952 57 -56.79 193.824 57

/ai/ Voiced 257.05 186.023 22 -350.32 304.940 22
Voiceless 152.30 164.711 23 -285.00 292.059 23

Total 203.51 181.340 45 -316.93 296.851 45
9 /al Voiced 35.67 107.090 24 -117.83 250.100 24
Voiceless 53.07 152.010 15 -39.27 245914 15
Total 4236 124611 39 -87.62 248.271 39

/ai/ Voiced 14778 101.246 23 -188.52 196.279 23
Voiceless 159.36 201.613 33 -161.58 236.655 33

Total 15461 166.682 56 -172.64 219.486 56
10 /al Voiced 22.83 95.394 29 8.24 128.129 29
Voiceless 12.92 93.047 25 0.16 115789 25
Total 18.24 93.557 54 450 121494 54

/ai/ Voiced 12241 113311 54 -204.93 204811 54
Voiceless 140.48 130.910 23 -243.00 243.199 23

Total 12781 118254 77 -216.30 216.059 77

1 /al Voiced 31.11 119.467 18 -53.28 141.340 18
Voiceless 1175 114457 20 45.20 99.188 20

Total 2092 115.676 38 -1.45 129.282 38

/ai/ Voiced 1576 120.567 17 -38.24 158.657 17

Voiceless 2.29 93.267 21 -75.90 90.028 21

Total 832 105.044 38 -59.05 125.007 38

12 /al Voiced 77.19 90.596 21 58.95 122222 21
Voiceless 4326 115376 19 -35.05 208.134 19

Total 61.07 103.186 40 1430 172959 40

/ai/ Voiced 168.24 184.073 21 -124.05 180.652 21
Voiceless 71.42 60.039 19 -189.16 127.694 19
Total 122.25 146.414 40 -154.98 159.204 40
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Table 7.11 Main effects of vowel on Fxand F2 midpoint-to-offset movement

Ethnicity Speaker df F1 movement F2 movement
F Sig. F Sig.

AA 1 (1,96) 0.167 0.684 9.033 0.003

2 (1,195) 101.958 0.000 226.449 0.000

3 (1,87) 0.110 0.741 6.101 0.016

4 (1,155) 5.064 0.026 10.014 0.002

5 (1,154) 5.750  0.018 4.605 0.033

6 (1,117) 28.451 0.000 9.670 0.002

AP 7 (1,104) 5.987 0.016 5.525 0.021

8 (1,101) 16.821 0.000 26.946 0.000

9 (1,94) 11.278 0.001 3.779 0.055

10 (1,130) 31.582  0.000 45.002  0.000

11 (1,75) 0.233 0.631 3.501 0.065

12 (1,79) 4.699 0.033 21.275 0.000

for /a/. Speaker 9 had no significant interactions, so vowel has no
influence on her F2 movement. Speaker 11 had a significant inter-
action for F2 movement, to be addressed in the next section. In
summary, all of the speakers either had a significant main effect of
vowel in Fj or F2 movement, or had a significant interaction in F:
or F2. There was no speaker who had no main effect of vowel for F:
and F2 and no interaction, that is, no speaker for whom we can yet
conclude that there was no difference whatsoever by vowel.

Table 7.12 summarizes the results for the main effect of voicing
context, summing across /ai/ and/a/. A significant main effect means
that there was a significant overall difference in movement between
voiced and voiceless contexts, regardless of the vowel. For F:, five
speakers had such effects (4, 6, 7, 8, and 12) and each of them had a
greater midpoint-to-offset change in voiced contexts. These speakers'
vowel plots are shown in Figures 7.1-7.5. Another five speakers'
vowels (3, 5, 9, 10, and 11) showed no significant main effect and no
interaction, so for these we can conclude that voicing context had
no influence on movement for F1, regardless of vowel. The vowels
of Speakers 1 and 2 had no significant main effect, but a significant
interaction, so raising varied with context in one vowel but not the
other, to be examined later. For F2, only Speaker 12's vowels showed a
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Table 7.12 Main effects of voicing context on F1and F2 midpoint-to-offset
movement

Ethnicity Speaker df ?! movement F2 movement
F Sig. F Sig.

AA 1 (1,96) 0.182 0.671 1.714 0.194
2 (1,195) 1.061 0.304 0.004 0.950

3 (1,87) 0.248 0.620 0.0130  0.081

4 (1,155) 4.757 0.031 0.931 0.336

5 (1,154) 2.734 0.100 3.689 0.057

6 (1,117) 5.186 0.025 0.078 0.781

AP 7 (1,104) 5.488 0.021 0.014 0.906
8 (1,101) 9.746 0.002 0.248 0.619

9 (1,94) 0.199 0.657 1.130 0.291

10 (1,130) 0.041 0.840 0.460 0.499

1 (1,75) 0.408 0.525 1.151 0.287

12 (1,79) 5.653 0.020 4.740 0.033

F2

Figure 7.1 Fland F2 values (in Hz) for /a/ and /ai/ for Speaker 4, an African
American female born in 1974. Arrows indicate midpoint-to-offset movement.
Values are shown by voiced (vd), voiceless (vl), and word-final (wb) contexts.
F1movement is greater in pre-voiced contexts
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F2

Figure 7.2 F1 and F2 values (in Hz) for /a/ and /ai/ for Speaker 6, an African
American female born in 1967. Values are shown by voiced (vd), voiceless
(vl), and word-final (wb) contexts. F1 movement is greater in pre-voiced
contexts

significant main effect, with more movementin the voiceless context.
All of the other speakers except 1 and 11 have no significant main
effect and no interactions, so for those nine, voicing does not affect F2
movement regardless of vowel. For Speakers 1 and 11, F2 movement
varies by context differently by vowel.

7.2.2.2 Interactions ofvowel and context

Here | examine the pattern for speakers whose vowels showed signi-
ficant vowel/context interactions: Speakers 1, 2, and 11. Speaker 1's
vowels had significant interactions for both F1 (F(1,96) = 5.592,
p < 0.020) and F2 (F(1,96) = 20.016, p < 0.001). Speaker 2's vowels
had significant interactions only for F1 (F(1,195) = 5.069, p < 0.025).
Speaker 11 had significant interactions only for F2 (F(1,75) = 5.768,
p <0.019). Tables 7.13-7.16 show estimated marginal means for
movement by context and vowel.
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Figure 7.3 Fx and F2 values (in Hz) for /a/ and /ai/ for Speaker 7, an
Appalachian female bornin1931. Valuesare shownbyvoiced (vd), voiceless (vl),
and word-final (wb) contexts. Fxmovement is greater in pre-voiced contexts

F2

Figure 7.4 Fx and F2 values (in Hz) for /a/ and /ai/ for Speaker 8, an
Appalachian femalebornin1960. Valuesare shownbyvoiced (vd), voiceless (vl),
and word-final (wb) contexts. Fxmovement is greater in pre-voiced contexts
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Figure 7.5 F1 and F2 values (in Hz) for /a/ and /ai/ for Speaker 12, an
Appalachian female born in 1965. Values are shown by voiced (vd), voice-
less (vl), and word-final (wb) contexts. F1 movement is greater in pre-voiced
contexts. F2 /ai/ movement is greater in pre-voiceless context

Table 7.13, for Speaker 1, shows that for /a/, the pre-voiced Flmove-
ment was greater than the pre-voiceless. For /ai/, the pre-voiceless
movement was greater, but not significantly, since the 95% C.I. for

Table 7.13 Estimated marginal means for F1 movement by environment and
vowel for Speaker 1

Vowel Context Mean (Hz) Std. error (Hz) 95% Confidence interval

Lower bound Upper bound

lal Voiced 127 23.624 80 174
Voiceless 61 33.410 -5 127
/lai/ Voiced 81 18.002 45 117

Voiceless 127 16.049 95 159
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Table 7.14 Estimated marginal means for F2 movement by environment and
vowel for Speaker 1

Vowel Context Mean (Hz) Std. error (Hz) 95% Confidence interval

Lower bound Upper bound

lal Voiced -80 44.371 -168 9
Voiceless 62 62.750 -63 186
lai/ Voiced -14 33.811 -81 53
Voiceless -272 30.144 -332 -212

Table 7.15 Estimated marginal means for F1 movement by environment and
vowel for Speaker 2

Vowel Context Mean (Hz) Std. error (Hz) 95% Confidence interval

Lower bound Upper bound

lal Voiced 58 14.303 30 86
Voiceless 43 14.114 15 70
/ai/ Voiced 159 11.951 135 182
Voiceless 201 10.550 180 222

Table 7.16 Estimated marginal means for F2 movement by environment and
vowel for Speaker 11

Vowel Context Mean (Hz) Std. error (Hz) 95% Confidence interval

Lower bound Upper bound

lal Voiced -53 29.019 -111 5
Voiceless 45 27.530 -10 100
/lai/ Voiced -38 29.861 -98 21

Voiceless -76 26.867 -129 -22
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F2

Figure 7.6 Fland F2 values (in Hz) for /a/ and /ai/ for Speaker 1, an African
American female born in 1927. Values are shown by voiced (vd), voiceless
(vl), and word-final (wb) contexts. /ai/ movement in F1 and F2 is greater in
pre-voiceless context

the pre-voiced context, [45 Hz, 117 Hz], overlaps substantially with
the interval for the pre-voiceless context, [95 Hz, 159 Hz]. The differ-
ence between pre-voiced and pre-voiceless /ai/ glide is especially great
in F2 (Table 7.14), where the pre-voiceless C.I. is [-332 Hz, -212 Hz]
and pre-voiced is [-63 Hz, 186 Hz]. This speaker instantiates the tradi-
tional AAE pattern of pre-voiced glide-weakening and pre-voiceless
diphthongization for /ai/, which can be seen in the vowel plot in
Figure 7.6. Note the similarity in glide length of the pre-voiced and
word-final environments compared to that of pre-voiceless /ai/.
Speaker 2's vowel interactions for F1 are shown in Table 7.15, and
her vowel plot in Figure 7.7. Although Speaker 2's movements for /ai/
are clearly longer than Speaker 1's overall (182 Hz versus 107 Hz in F1,
and -377 Hz versus -158 Hz in F2), they have the same conditioning
pattern of a longer glide in the pre-voiceless context, at least for F1.
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F2

Figure 7.7 Fland F2values (in Hz) for /a/ and /ai/ for Speaker 2, an African
American female born in 1936. Values are shown by voiced (vd), voiceless (vl),
and word-final (wb) contexts. /ai/ movement in F1is greater in pre-voiceless
context

It is important to point out that Speaker 1 and Speaker 2 are older
African American females (Speaker 1 was born in 1927;Speaker 2 was
born in 1936). The traditional AA pattern of pre-voiced and pre-word
boundary glide weakening and arobust glide in pre-voiceless contexts
is expected due to the patterns reported in Anderson (2002). In that
study, | found that middle-age and younger speakers showed pre-
voiceless glide-weakening but that older speakers did not.

For Speaker 11 (Table 7.16), the significant F2 difference by voicing
occurs only for /a/, so there is no difference in F2 movement by
context for /ai/. Note, however, that the absolute difference in Speaker
11's F2 glide length for /a/ is only 8 Hz (-53 Hz pre-voiced and 45 Hz
pre-voiceless), but this is interpreted statistically as 98 Hz because the
pre-voiceless variant glides backward and the pre-voiced one forward
in the vowel space. Given the lack of a significant difference between
/al and /ai/ glide length and the lack of context effect on /ai/, this
speaker fits the criteria for across-the-board glide-weakening, shown
in the plot in Figure 7.8.
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Figure 7.8 FlandF2values (inHz) for/a/ and /ai/ for Speaker 11 (an Appalachian
female born in 1936), who shows across-the-board /ai/ glide-weakening.
Values are shown by voiced (vd), voiceless (vl), and word-final (wb) contexts

Vowel plots for the remaining speakers 3 (AA), 5 (AA), 9 (AP), and
10 (AP) are shown below in Figures 7.9-7.12. These are the speakers
who did not show significant contextual effects for F1 or F2 at the
0.05 level for either /a/ or /ail.

7.2.3 Comparison with a Midwestern White speaker

Table 7.17 and Figure 7.13 show /a/ and /ai/ for Midwestern W hite
Speaker 13. Recall that comparison with the data reported by Hillen-
brand et al. (1995) is not possible, as they did not investigate /ai/.
For F1, a GLM analysis performed as before shows significant main
effects for vowel (F(1,102) = 10.616, p < 0.002) and context (F(1,102)
= 11.707, p < 0.001). This speaker has greater F1 movement for /ai/
than /a/ overall (192 Hz versus 65 Hz), and greater movement in pre-
voiced contexts than pre-voiceless ones (109 Hz versus -32 Hz for /a/
and 238 Hzversus 103 Hz for /ai/), presumably because the pre-voiced
vowel is longer. There was no significant vowel by context interac-
tion. For F2, there was a significant main effect for vowel (F(1,102) =
72.180, p < 0.001), with the /ai/ midpoint-to-offset trajectory longer
at -509 Hz compared to /a/ at -12 Hz, and a significant interaction
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F2

Figure 7.9 Fland F2 values (in Hz) for /a/ and /ai/ for Speaker 3, an African
American female born in 1971. Values are shown by voiced (vd), voiceless
(vl), and word-final (wb) contexts

F2

Figure 7.10 Fland F2values (in Hz) for /a/ and /ai/ for Speaker 5, an African
American female born in 1974. Values are shown by voiced (vd), voiceless
(vl), and word-final (wb) contexts
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Figure 7.11 Fx and F2 values (in Hz) for /a/ and /ai/ for Speaker 9, an
Appalachian female born in 1951. Values are shown by voiced (vd), voiceless
(vl), and word-final (wb) contexts
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F2

Figure 7.12 Fx and F2 values (in Hz) for /a/ and /ai/ for Speaker 10, an
Appalachian female born in 1949. Values are shown by voiced (vd), voiceless
(vl), and word-final (wb) contexts
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Table 7.17 Average F1 and F2 movement (in Hz) by vowel and context for
Midwestern White Speaker 13

Fi movement F2movement
Vowel Context Mean Stdev N Mean Stdev N
/al/ Voiced 109 219 26 3 186 26
Voiceless -32 189 12 -45 180 12
Total 65 218 38 -12 183 38
lai/ Voiced 238 190 43 -575 291 43
Voiceless 103 118 22 -381 242 22
Total 192 180 65 -509 289 65
F2

Figure 7.13 F1 and F2 values (in Hz) for /a/ and /ai/ for Speaker 13, a
Midwestern White female born in 1967. Values are shown by voiced (vd),
voiceless (vl), and word-final (wb) contexts
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Table 7.18 Estimated marginal means (in Hz) for F2 movement by environ-
ment and vowel for Midwestern White Speaker 13

Vowel Context Mean (Hz) Std. error (Hz)

lal Voiced 3
Voiceless -45
lai/ Voiced -575

Voiceless -381

95% Confidence interval

Lower bound Upper bound

48.331 -93 98
71.142 -186 96
37.582 -650 -500
52.542 -485 =277

of vowel with context (F(1,102) = 5.027, p < 0.027). The estimated
marginal means for the interaction (Table 7.18) shows that F2 move-

ment for /a/ did not vary significantly by voicing context (a difference
of 48 Hz), but did vary for /ai/ (a difference of 194 Hz). Speaker 13's F2
movements for/ai/ (-575 Hz pre-voiced and-381 Hz pre-voiceless) are
substantially greater than those of the AA group (-139 Hz pre-voiced
and -164 Hz pre-voiceless) and the AP group (-214 Hz pre-voiced and

-215 Hz pre-voiceless).

Table 7.19 Summary of /ai/ patterning by speaker. Differences in the third
and fourth columns that are significant at the 0.05 level are in bold

Speaker More movement for Fj/ai/ movement

/ai/ than /a/ in...

F2
Fland F2

F2

Fland F2
Fland F2
Fland F2
Fland F2
Fland F2
F1

Fland F2
n/a
Fland F2
Fland F2

© O ~N®DUAWN R

I
o

=
w N

greater preceding...

Voiceless
Voiceless
Voiceless
Voiced
Voiced
Voiced
Voiced
Voiced
Voiceless
Voiceless
Voiced
Voiced
Voiced

F2/ai/ movement
greater preceding...

Voiceless
Voiceless
Voiceless
Voiceless
Voiced
Voiceless
Voiceless
Voiced
Voiced
Voiceless
Voiceless
Voiceless
Voiced
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7.2.4 Summary of speaker-by-speaker analysis

Table 7.19 summarizes the patterns for each speaker. The vowels
of all speakers except 11 showed greater movement for /ai/ than
/a/ in at least one acoustic dimension, and most in both. Where
voicing has a significant conditioning effect, the predominant pattern
is for pre-voiced /ai/ to show greater movement than pre-voiceless
possibly due to longer duration. This is in contrast with the traditional
conditioning pattern of /ai/ glide-weakening in pre-voiced contexts
and diphthongization in pre-voiceless contexts shown by the older
AAs. Speaker 12 is exceptional in that voicing context had opposite
effects on F; and F,.

7.3 The patterning of /ai/ in Detroit African American
English reported by Nguyen (2006)

Nguyen (2006) analyzed the patterning of /ai/ for both contemporary
Detroit AAE data and a subset of Shuy, Wolfram, and Riley’s Detroit
AAE corpus collected in 1966. She used two methods for taking
acoustic measurements of /ai/. One measure calculated the F, differ-
ence within the /ai/ diphthong between the nucleus (/a/) and the
offlgide (/i). The second method examined the F, difference between
the nucleus of the /ai/ diphthong and /1/ (with /1/ being extracted
from tokens produced independently from the /ai/ diphthong, e.g.
as in /brt/ “bit”).

Major findings from Nguyen (2006) are broken down by following
environment; she examined pre-voiced and pre-voiceless tokens. For
pre-voiced tokens, males have more glide-reduction than females
(94). Lower-status speakers show greater glide-reduction than higher-
status speakers (96), and contemporary speakers show more glide-
reduction than 1966 speakers (96).

For pre-voiceless environment, Nguyen (2006) analyzed both F;
and F,. In contrast to the results in my study, she found that
contemporary speakers had no greater degree of glide-weakening in
pre-voiceless environments than Wolfram’s 1966 tokens (110). She
analyzed this surprising finding, given my own (2003) findings, as a
result of contrasting ideological stances concerning Detroit and the
South between our two sets of speakers. I discuss these contrasting
ideological stances further in Chapter 8.
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7.4 Conclusion

In this chapter I have analyzed glide length of /ai/ and /a/ by ethni-
city, vowel, and context. Although there are many similarities in
patterning between the AA and AP groups, there are several contrasts.
In the group comparison that included the four youngest speakers
of each ethnicity, the AP group has significantly greater /ai/ move-
ment overall in the F, dimension. In the speaker-by-speaker analysis,
I showed that the older AA speakers instantiate the traditional pattern
of voicing conditioning on /ai/ by showing diphthongal pre-voiceless
variants, in contrast to the younger AAs and the APs who show
glide-weakening for the progressive pre-voiceless variant. The Detroit
White woman showed greater movement for F, than either of the
Southern migrant groups. The social salience of /ai/ will be discussed
in Chapter 8. The finding that, as a group, younger AAs show pre-
voiceless glide-weakening is an important one because the canonical
pattern reported in the literature for AAE is for the /ai/ glide to be
weakened in pre-voiced and word-final contexts but robust in pre-
voiceless contexts. The results presented in this chapter add to the
growing body of work (Mallinson et al. 2001; Anderson 2002, 2003;
Anderson and Fridland 2002; Fridland 2004; Childs 2005) which
suggests that pre-voiceless /ai/ glide-weakening is a change in progress
for at least some speakers of AAE.
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The Local and Supralocal
Contexts for the Patterns of
Usage

This chapter discusses and contextualizes the results for /u/ and /o/
(Chapter 6) and /ai/ (Chapter 7) in terms of the local contact situ-
ation in Detroit as well as the supralocal context of American English.
Section 8.1 provides comments on Detroit and its relationship to the
suburbs. Participants discuss residential segregation, “White Flight”
out of Detroit, perceptions concerning the suburbs, poverty and
crime in Detroit, the 1967 riot, and Coleman Young, the first
African American mayor of Detroit. Section 8.2 provides comments
on migration, the South, and Southern cultural practices. Speakers
discuss reverse migration and purchasing property in the South, ties
to the South which include trips to South and loved ones who
either remained in the South or returned there, rural cultural tradi-
tions brought to Detroit by first-generation migrants and persisting
for later generations, relationships between African American and
Appalachian White Southern migrants, the self-reported categories
of “Southern” and “Hillbilly,” and metapragmatic commentary on
language.

8.1 Participant comments on Detroit and its relationship
to the suburbs

In commenting on daily life, participants are offering interpretations
on their conditions and situations and on everyday life in Detroit.
Before each interview, the participants in this study were given a flyer
that explained the purpose of the project.

129
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We want to audiotape a series of conversations lasting between
45 and 60 minutes with Detroiters from a number of different
neighborhoods. These will help us understand how developments
over the last 40 years or so have affected men and women of
different generations in their everyday lives. We will use the tapes
to learn about changes in peoples’ views of their work and their
leisure and about the way Detroiters speak of their city and to each
other. In short we want a record of what Detroiters’ say about their
city, at the beginning of the twenty first century. (Excerpt from
the Flyer, Conversations in Motown at the turn of the century:
Detroit people and Detroit neighborhoods, for The Detroit Project,
Directed by Lesley Milroy at the University of Michigan)

/ai/ shows massive differentiation among socially salient groups in
the Detroit area (Edwards 1997; Eckert 2000; Anderson 2003). Several
themes emerge in the recorded interviews which provide a window
into patterns of social indexing that are particularly helpful in under-
standing the patterning of /ai/ presented in Chapter 7. Section 8.1.1
provides comments from the interviews that reveal, for the African
American participants, the salience of residential segregation, stances
toward the suburbs, perceptions of the White exodus out of Detroit,
the 1967 riot, Coleman Young, and the salience of poverty, lack
of jobs, and other struggles that characterize life in the inner city.
Section 8.1.2 presents commentary on migration, the South, differ-
entiation between Southern migrants and Midwestern Whites, and
Southern cultural practices as well as metapragmatic commentary on
language.

8.1.1 Residential segregation

The sociologists Farley et al. describe Detroit as “...a metropolitan
that is exceptionally segregated—by 1990, Detroit was more resid-
entially segregated than other US metropolis” (2000: 161). Through
extensive surveys of residents of Detroit and the suburbs of Detroit,
these researchers compiled “residential isolation indexes” to measure
the degree of segregation in the Detroit metro area. For Whites in
the area, the index score was 92, which means “... that the typical
White lived in a neighborhood where 92% of other residents were
White” (163). Farley et al. conclude, “regardless of their poverty or
prosperity, Detroit Whites generally lived in the suburbs and Blacks



Local and Supralocal Contexts for Patterns of Usage 131

in the central city” (191), and that Detroit shows a “...long-run
trend in racial isolation” (171).

In their interviews, African American participants frequently
discussed racial segregation in the Detroit area.

(1) Detroit is a very, very prejudiced, segregated city. Most of
the good jobs are in the suburbs because the Whites don't know
when another riot might break out, and that keeps a lot of the
minorities and poor White people from getting jobs because
they don’t have the cars to get out there. (Speaker 2, African
American F, b. 1936)

(2) (Highs schools) are very segregated. The schools are still really
fucked up. (Speaker 3, African American F, b. 1971)

My class was almost all Black. Out of about 600 students, 6 of them
were White. (African American M, b. 1973, boyfriend of Speaker 3).

Comments (3) and (4) describe the composition of the neighborhoods
in Detroit, mostly African American with some “poor Whites.”

(3) Most of the neighborhoods are filled with Blacks and what
some people refer to as poor Whites. I don’t like to hear them
referred to as that. (Speaker 2, African American F, b. 1936)

(4) Detroit is predominantly Black. (Speaker 5, African American F,
b. 1974)

There is a perception shared by some of the participants that Detroit
Whites live in the suburbs in order to minimize their contact with
African Americans. In comment (5), Speaker 3 says, “Whites don't
want to live here in the regular neighborhoods with us.” Speaker 6,
in comment (6) says, “Whites moved to the suburbs to get away from
Black people.”

(5) I don’t know why Detroit remains to be so segregated. I guess
it’s because the Whites don’t want to live here in the regular
neighborhoods with us. But, you know, who gives a damn. If
they don’t like Detroit, to hell with them. (Speaker 3, African
American F, b. 1971)



132 Migration, Accommodation and Language Change

(6) Whites moved to the suburbs to get away from Black people.
There is a dividing line between the city and the suburbs. Cross
it, and its dangerous for a Black person to drive alone....I hate
having to live like that. (Speaker 6, African American F, b. 1967)

After the “White Flight” (described in Section 8.1.2), roads between
the city and the suburbs served as a racial boundary. Before the mass
exodus of Whites to the suburbs, Detroit enforced racial boundaries
through zoning. It is interesting that residential racial boundaries
persist in Detroit over space, time, and social upheavals such as the
1967 Riot (discussed in Section 8.1.5) as well as desegregation and
the Civil Rights Movement.

(7) There was a lot of segregation in the South, but there was a lot of
segregation in Detroit, too. We lived in zones. We lived in Zone 7;
I'll never forget it, and the reason they had these zones was because
there was designated schools for Blacks and designated schools for
Whites . .. They didn’t want Blacks to attend their schools. That'’s
why we had zones, like you have zip codes now; we had zones,
and we were designated to certain zones, and that’s where we had
to go. (Speaker 2, African American F, b. 1936)

Residential segregation is a fact of life in Detroit, as Farley et al.
(2000) point out. The salience of residential segregation to the African
American participants in this project is apparent in the excerpts from
interviews above. Comment (6) above concisely describes the situ-
ation, “there is a dividing line between the city and the suburbs,”
and that dividing line is racial. In addition to discussing residen-
tial segregation, participants also discussed the “White Flight” from
Detroit.

8.1.2 “White Flight” out of Detroit

In addition to racial segregation, Farley et al. (2000) also discuss
the White exodus from Detroit at length in their extensive social
science research project study of the Detroit metropolitan area. These
researchers frame the exodus of White Detroiters to the suburbs as a
way to create residential segregation based on race (2000: 146). One
report estimates that Detroit has lost over 600,000 residents to the
suburbs by the late 1980s (Widick 1989), and the trend continues
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(Farley et al. 2000) Similar to the theme of residential segregation,
African American participants also discussed the White exodus out
of Detroit.

There is a perception among some participants that the “White
Flight” is primarily a result of Whites fleeing the city after the
infamous 1967 riot. However, there is also a perception that the
“White Flight” is not just a historical event, but is an ongoing trend
(“I even understand now that they're down at 22 mile,” comment (1)
below) with economic consequences (“A lot of people were out of a
jobbecause when the White people moved, they took their businesses
with them,” comment (2) below).

(1) The city was never the same again after that. After the riot they
call it the “White Exodus.” Most of the Whites left the city after
that time. They went past 8 mile, 9 mile; | even understand now
that they’re down at 22 mile. Because this riot was with Blacks,
the black population called it the “White Flight”. That's what
they call it. They all left the city. (Speaker 2, African American F,
b. 1936)

(2) My mother told me Detroit was a whole lot better before the
riots because of the “White Flight.” ... A lot of people were out
of a job because when the White people moved, they took their
businesses with them. (Speaker 5, African American F, b. 1974)

Similar to the comments on residential segregation above in Section
8.1.1, there is the perception that the “White Flight” due to Whites
wanting to minimize their contact with African Americans.

(3) The “White Flight” was due to Whites moving to the suburbs
to get away from the Black people. (Speaker 6, African American F,
b. 1967)

(5) Most White people left Detroit when the Blacks moved in.
(Speaker 8, Appalachian White F, b. 1960)

(6) I'm going to tell you the truth. Detroit was very prejudiced.
Whites moved out to the suburbs; we call it the “White Flight”.
(Speaker 1, African American F, b. 1927)
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The next section discusses the relationship of Detroit and its suburbs,
which also figured prominently in the participant interviews. The
relationship between Detroit and its suburbs has also attracted atten-
tion from other scholars (Farley et al. 2000).

8.1.3 Suburbs

The patterns of residential segregation were so striking in the surveys
conducted by Farley et al. (2000) that those researchers expanded the
study: “...race is such a strong determinant of where one lives in
metro Detroit that we explored the thinking behind neighborhood
evaluations by using open-ended questions” on the topic of “desirab-
ility of the inner suburbs.” The team of sociologists noted it was
“...easy to summarize the explanations blacks gave for classifying
the suburbs as undesirable: it is a racial issue” (Farley et al. 2000: 195).
They summarize the results as follows:

For African Americans, racial reasons overwhelm the other explan-
ations for why suburbs are undesirable. And the finding that
so many blacks reported specific incidents and went on at
length. . .reveals that Detroit’s blacks share a cognitive map of
the suburban ring. It is one that sees most suburbs. . . as hostile to
them. (196)

The participants in this study also commented on the social salience
of Detroit’s suburbs.

(1) And they (people in the suburbs) feel like they can be that
way cause they live out there, and they're rich. (Speaker 6, African
American F, b. 1967)

Echoing what Farley et al. (2000: 195) describe as a Detroit African
American “cognitive map” of a hostile suburban ring, Speaker 6
discusses racial profiling of African Americans by suburban police in
comments (2) and (3).

(2) There are places here in Michigan where [ probably shouldn’t
drive alone...I guess that’s just how people are.. .. Even some of
the suburbs, you know, a dividing line, you’re in Detroit and the
next minute you're in a suburb, and they’re like that, you know.
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And you just have to be really careful, and I hate having to live
like that. Well should I go here because I know how the police
are here. .. (Speaker 6, African American F, b. 1967)

(3) I didn't really hear my father talk about it (harassment of
African Americans by police). I'm really starting to hear more about
it now that I'm older and on my own. I guess because they're
getting more outlandish with it. They're going to pull somebody
over because (pause). But when I was growing up I didn’t hear that
much about it like I do now. You know, it’s almost an everyday
thing. Well,  won’t say every day, but it happens more often than
not. And those are close suburbs, not way out in the upper part
of Michigan but in the surrounding Detroit suburbs. And I think
that’s really bad. I really do because there are Black people that
live in the suburbs. So, what do they do? They get pulled over.
Yeah, if you get pulled over. .. There was this one case where the
mayor, Mayor Archer’s son was pulled over in the suburb, Royal
Oak, if I'm not mistaken. He was pulled over because they said he
fit a description of a bank robber, but I mean if you're not doing
over the speed limit or whatever, there’s no reason for him to be
handcuffed and thrown in the back of the police car, so you know,
as they say it is the nineties, and that stuff still happening. So, I'm
surprised at it being the nineties and we still have to go through
stuff like that, that blatant out of order behavior from people.
Where were they raised? In Michigan. They're a cop. Or they had
to have lived in. .. Detroit or the surrounding areas. Where were
they raised where they were taught this way? (Speaker 6, African
American F, b. 1967)

#H

Farley etal. suggest, “...less obvious forms of discrimination
continue to maintain Detroit as one of the most segregated places
in the nation, ...including the tendency of some suburban police
officers to stop young male drivers who are Black more frequently
than those who are White” (2000: 264).

Not only did Whites abandon Detroit for the suburbs, so did
corporations and businesses. Widick (1989: xiv) argues that “...a
powerful force...which negatively affects Detroit...is the impact
of the decisions of the power structure—the auto industry leaders,
the big merchandisers, and the. .. investors—to shift the bulk of its
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plants, stores, investments, and activities outside the city.” Parti-
cipant comments (4) and (5) explicitly link “White Flight” with a loss
of good jobs in Detroit.

(4) We don'’t need ya'll people and businesses in the suburbs. We
don’t need this, and we don’t need that, but we did, and that’s
how everything got so bad.... (Speaker 5, African American F,
b. 1974)

(5) Most of the good jobs are in the suburbs because the Whites
don't know when another riot might break out, and that keeps
a lot of the minorities and the poor people from getting jobs
because they don’t have the cars to get out there. (Speaker 2,
African American F, b. 1936)

Once again, as in the previous sections of this chapter, a perception
that Whites moved to the suburbs to distance themselves from the
African American population of Detroit is described in comment (6).

(6) Mostly they (Whites) move out to the suburbs to get away from
Black people, but not all Black people are like that. I've worked,
well, since 18. (Speaker 6, African American F, b. 1967)

The social salience of racial segregation dividing the city from the
suburbs is apparent in comment (7).

(7) They (African Americans in the city) hate them, the White
people in the suburbs, but oh well. (Speaker 5, African American F,
b. 1974)

The contrast in the material conditions of the suburbs versus the city
is also socially salient. Residing in the suburbs means having access to
a better education, better roads, better jobs, and better opportunities.

(8) My friend Tiffany grew up in West Bloomfield, and I used
to wonder what it would be like to go to an all-White school.
(Speaker 5, African American F, b. 1974)
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Comment (9) is especially interesting because it highlights social
differentiation between Whites who stayed in Detroit and those who
live in the suburbs.

(9) We are different than “suburbanites”. Most White people
left Detroit when the Blacks moved in. Our apartment on the
Northeast side of Detroit was $235 a month. It wasn’t safe.
(Speaker 8, Appalachian White F, b. 1960)

Suburbanites would have been able to live there. They would have
been Kkilled. (Detroit White M, husband of Speaker 8)

Speaker 8, as well as her husband, calls residents of the suburbs
“suburbanites” and explicitly points out how they, as city dwellers,
are different from “suburbanites.” Speaker 8 describes herself as
having grown upin a “regular neighborhood” in Detroit and discusses
how her parents would not leave Detroit during the “White Flight.”
She discusses how her parents were well integrated into their neigh-
borhood and how she and her husband also chose to live in Detroit.

Chapter 3 discussed the demographic differences between the inner
city as well as the inner and outer suburbs of Detroit. The outer
suburbs are affluent; the inner suburbs are more stable than the inner
city, and the urban center has a poverty level of over 50% (SEMCOG
1994). In other words, there is a continuum of affluence in the Detroit
metropolitan region with the outer suburbs and inner city consti-
tuting the two extremes.

A report on community leadership for the twenty-first century,
based on results from an 18-month project that generated detailed
case studies of 10 major metropolitan regions (including Detroit),
also discusses the disparities between the inner cities and the suburbs
in terms of crossing a line, similar to the way Speaker 6 described the
dividing line between the city and the suburbs in comment (3).

[t is impossible not to notice the dramatic differences in economic
prosperity within the region. Crossing the street from Fast Detroit
to Grosse Pointe Park is like moving from a underdeveloped
country into an enclave of the wealthy. Nowhere else in the United
States is the line between the haves and the have-nots as clear
or as abrupt.. .. The Detroit metropolitan area has as far to go as
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any other region in the country in dealing with both racial and
socioeconomic segregation. (Parr 1998, accessed via the inter-
net at http://www.academy.umd.edu/Publications/boundary/Case
Studies/csdetroit.htm)

In the course of fieldwork, I drove through the area described above:
East Detroit to Grosse Pointe Park, where I conducted an interview
with a wealthy resident of that suburb. Literally, a single road divides
poverty-stricken East Detroit from the luxury homes of Grosse Pointe
Park. Section 8.1.4 discusses the poverty and crime facing Detroit.

8.1.4 Poverty, scarcity of jobs, and crime in Detroit

Participants also discussed poverty, difficulty in finding employment,
and crime in Detroit. In fact, Detroit has a national reputation as a
city in crisis:

Or consider the Detroit region. It reluctantly serves as the stereo-
type of a region in chronic crisis. Nearly every adversity that
could befall a major city happened there—from the compet-
itive meltdown of its jewel, the American automobile industry,
to urban flight that created the most hollowed out core of
all American cities, leaving in its wake hundreds of acres
of urban wasteland. For years in the 1980s and -early-90s,
Detroit failed to register a single housing start. (Peirce and
Johnson 1998, accessed via the internet at http://www.academy.
umd.edu/Publications/boundary/CaseStudies/bcsdetroit.htm)

The participants discussed how difficult life is in Detroit, particularly
for residents of the inner city.

(1) Life is hard on Black people in the city, especially in Detroit.
It's sad because nobody cares how folks are living here. (Speaker 5,
African American F, b. 1974)

(2) It wasn’'t very easy to get a job in Detroit. (Speaker 8,
Appalachian White F, b. 1960)

Speaker 1 discusses how she and her family lacked enough food while
her husband was looking for work.
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(3) There have been days [ didn’t have the money to buy it (food),
and a lot of nights I would go to bed hungry cause I would feed
the kids before I would eat. Um hm. And when I was down South,
[ never did go hungry. I always had food. It might not have been
the best of food, but it was food. Then when I come here, married,
kids, go to bed hungry at night. I just couldn’t believe that. I
just couldn’t believe that. I really couldn’t. I didn’t know it until
then because I used to cry myself to sleep. (Speaker 1, African
American F, b. 1927)

Speaker 2 described the decline of Detroit, beginning after the 1967
riot.

(4) You could see a decline. Going down, going down. (Speaker 2,
African American F, b. 1936)

Speaker 8 and her husband, who are both White, describe gun fire
in their neighborhood as “not a big deal to us.” The landlord they
rented from gave them a reduced rent to serve as security for the
business downstairs from their apartment.

(5) We had guests one evening for dinner, and walked them out
to their car and heard gun fire right up the street. Not a big deal
to us, but they were walking fast to their car....That was very,
very common. (Speaker 8, Appalachian White F, b. 1960)

The reason the guy who owned the business let us live there is
to keep an eye on the building, so in a sense we were security.
(Detroit White M, husband of Speaker 8)

There was a guy across the street who sold drugs. (Speaker 8,
Appalachian White F, b. 1960)

Speaker 8’s husband comments at length on the ineffectiveness of
Detroit’s police.

(5 continued)... call the police and nobody comes. And an hour
later, and there’s nobody there. They are fucking lying. There
is no police response times. There is no police response time.
(Detroit White M, husband of Speaker 8)
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Hanging out the party store or hanging out at the whore house.
(Speaker 8, Appalachian White F, b. 1960)

The disintegration of Detroit. .. Big out-of-control organizations
that are falling apart. I was never much impressed by what I saw.
An old good-old-boy network of White boys. They were indolent,
and didn’t do much....report takers at best. And it was never
ending. (Detroit White M, husband of Speaker 8)

I remember trick-or-treating on Jefferson, and a man came out
of Burger King chasing someone with a baseball bat. 380 fires
on Devil’s Night one night. So many abandoned houses.... You
asked “is it getting better?” No...It really is not a real city. It
really is not a real city. (Speaker 8, Appalachian White F, b. 1960)

The city is depopulated. Many less people live there than in my
youth. Worthless police officers, fat ass White police officers.
(Detroit White M, husband of Speaker 8)

The characterization of Detroit police officers as “a good-old boy
network of White boys” and “worthless...fat ass White police
officers” by Speaker 8‘s husband is particularly interesting because he
is also White, but he clearly differentiates himself from White police
officers.

As Speaker 8 pointed out in comment (2), the employment situ-
ation in Detroit is grim and life in the inner city is difficult. A
government report issued in March 2007 listed Detroit as having the
highest rate for job loss in the nation for last year for a metropol-
itan area (http://www.bls.gov/news.release/metro.nr0.htm). In addi-
tion to the difficulties in securing employment in Detroit, this section
also discussed crime and poverty in the inner city. Section 8.1.5
describes the 1967 riot, a key historical moment in Detroit.

8.1.5 Riots

The 1967 riot in Detroit has been described as the worst race riot in
U.S. history:

In 1967, the city suffered the most agonizing race riot in
US. history. It began with a police raid on an after-hours
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drinking spot, and ended with forty-three killed, 7,000 arrested,
and damage of more than $30 million. One result was
more white flight and a majority African-American city. (Parr
1998, accessed through the internet at http://www.academy.
umd.edu/Publications/boundary/CaseStudies/bcsdetroit.htm)

The riot was discussed not only by older participants, who experi-
enced it, but also by younger participants.

(1) Detroit has never been the same since the 1967 riot because
they tore the city up. They set things a-fire, looted stores, and
did everything they thought they could get away with. But
prior to that, there wasn’t a nicer place to live than the city of
Detroit, MI....We went back down after the riot and it was just
like a war zone, piles of ashes still smoldering and smoking, and
they had cut off the expressway. Couldn’t get in and couldn’t
out. After a week went by we could get in. (Speaker 2, African
American F, b. 1936)

(2) The National Guard was worse than the people that were
fighting. They did so wrong. They did really wrong. Ummhmm.
In the 1967 riot they didn’t get away with it...Because people
was Killing the Guard. (Speaker 1, African American F, b. 1927)

(3) The factory shut down during the 67 riot. We got off early
that day. (Speaker 7, Appalachian White F, b. 1931)

(4) And I know my mother told me the reason why Detroit is like
it is 1) the riot and 2) after the riots Coleman Young took office
and it really just got bad. (Speaker 5, African American F, b. 1974)

The riot forever changed Detroit, as noted by Speaker 2 in comment
(1), “Detroit has never been the same since the 1967 riot.” Speaker 1,
in comment (2), comments on the force used by the National Guard
to stop the riot: “The National Guard was worse than the people that
were fighting. They did so wrong. They did really wrong.” Widick
(1989: 186) describes the aftermath of the 1967 riot as “...a back-
lash of Black rage and White fear, the extent of which was seldom
comprehended.” Speaker 5’s comment (4) is especially noteworthy
because of the report that her mother reasons “Detroit is like it is”
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due, in part, to the riot and also to the leadership of Coleman Young.
The stance that Coleman Young contributed to the decline of Detroit
was not shared by any of the other participants in this study. The
older African American participants (Speaker 1 and Speaker 2), in
particular, described the leadership of Coleman Young as bright spot
in the history of Detroit.

8.1.6 Coleman Young, first African American Mayor of Detroit

Coleman Young was frequently mentioned in the interviews. Young
was a first-generation Southern migrant who was born in Alabama.
He was the first African American mayor of Detroit and served five
consecutive terms as Mayor of Detroit, easily winning each election.
Detroit underwent massive transformation during Young’s tenure:

African-American Mayor Coleman Young, who took office in
1973, took a blunt, pragmatic approach to Detroit’s realities. In
1977, the city’s $350 million Renaissance Center opened with
skyscraping office and hotel towers. The massive development led
to more than $600 million in other downtown investment. The
auto industry reinvested in Detroit, as well.

But the problems in the 1970s continued.... Whites fled, with
population declining by more than 300,000 people. The city
found itself stuck with city wages well above those of comparable
cities, and in 1981, bankruptcy looked like the next step. Once
again, the city rallied. Young trimmed more than 4,000 from
city staff, coaxed residents into supporting a doubling of city
taxes, and convinced those still on the city payroll to take major
pay cuts. (Young)...pulled (Detroit) back from the brink of
disaster. (Parr 1998, accessed through the internet at http://www.
academy.umd.edu/Publications/boundary/CaseStudies/bcsdetroit.
htm)

Speaker 2, in particular, echoes Parr’'s comment that
“(Young) ... pulled (Detroit) back from the brink of disaster”: (Young)
brought the city to where it was, but now I see it on a decline. . . . Coleman
Young brought the city back from the 67 riot.
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(1) They're on the mend. They're trying to bring the city back, but
as far as I'm concerned it will never be the same. It will never be
the same. And their choice to bring the gambling casinos down
there, I think that’s the worst decision the city could have ever
made. The last mayor that died last year, was the mayor Coleman
Young, he brought the city to where it was, but now I see it on a
decline.

Coleman Young brought the city back from the 67 riot, and the
first thing he did when he got into office. I do believe that was
the first black mayor of the city of Detroit.

Speaker 2 also points out the Coleman Young ended institutionalized
racial profiling by the Detroit police force.

They had a program called Stress. They used to stop young black
men on the street because they were afraid of them, and search
them, check for weapons, so when Coleman Young got into office,
he said “no we’re going to stop this. This is discrimination. If
you're going to stop the young black men, you're going to stop all
of them.” So he took that out.

Coleman Young had a reputation of “fighting for the seniors” (see
below), one manifestation of which was instituting a free bus ride
program for senior citizens.

And then he started to bring in all kinds of different stuff. He
wanted free (bus) rides for the seniors...He fought a lot for
the seniors, and when Coleman Young died this is one person
that cried. I really cried when he died. He had free ride for the
seniors. . .

Young also had a reputation for using profanity. Speaker 2 also reports
that “he gave a lot jobs to minorities. .. that never had good jobs
before.”

My brother asked why Coleman Young used all that profanity. I
told my brother because that is all some people understand. He
gave jobs to a lot of minorities, not only blacks, minorities. . . that
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had never had good jobs before. You don’t remember and your
parents don’t, but the only jobs they would give Blacks was the
dirtiest and lowest jobs. You probably don’t remember, even your
parents don’t remember, but the only jobs they would give to
blacks was cleaning, the dirtiest and lowest paying jobs they could
find. That’s why my dad had to work two jobs because, having a
large family, one check was not enough, so that was why he had
to work two jobs. (Speaker 2, African American F, b. 1936)

Speaker 1 and her husband also commented on Coleman Young.

(2) Coleman did a lot for the seniors. The man was in office five
terms. He got free (bus) rides for the seniors. (African American M,
husband of Speaker 1)

The only thing I didn't like about Coleman was that he cussed so
much. He cussed on the news, and little children be watching the
news. (Speaker 1, African American F, b. 1927)

The only Appalachian White participant who lived in the city instead
of the inner suburbs also comments favorably on Young.

(3) T liked Coleman Young. My parents are pretty down about
Archer (the mayor of Detroit at the time of the interview). Archer
is trying to throw my parents out of their house, condemn it and
give them $30,000. (Speaker 8, Appalachian White F, b. 1960)

Coleman Young is an important figure in the social landscape of
Detroit for city residents. Note that the only Appalachian speaker
to actually reside in the city instead of in a suburb is Speaker 8,
the only Appalachian participant to comment on Young. This same
participant was also the only Appalachian participant to comment
on crime and lack of jobs in Detroit in Section 8.1.4.

8.2 Participant comments on migration, the South, and
Southern cultural practices

For both the African American and Appalachian White parti-
cipants, general cultural orientation to the South emerged during the
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fieldwork phase of the study. This section discusses the plans of some
of the participants to return to the South, ties to the South, aspects
of Southern culture described by participants, comments by African
American participants about Appalachian White Southern migrants
as well as comments by Appalachian Southern migrants concerning
African American Southern migrants, and explicit commentary on
language.

Participants reported where they or their families migrated from in
the South, which is discussed in Section 8.2.1.

8.2.1 Reverse migration and purchasing property in the South

(1) I am from Waycross, Georgia. Do you know where that is?
(Speaker 1, African American F, b. 1927)

(2) My mom was from West Virginia; my father was from
Alabama. (Speaker 2, African American F, b. 1936)

(3) My grandparents came to Detroit from Georgia. My grandpa
wanted to make a better life. (Speaker 3, African American F,
b. 1971)

(4) My family is from the Carolinas. (Speaker 4, African American F,
b. 1974)

(5) My parents are from Greeneville, South Carolina. (Speaker 6,
African American F, b.1967)

(6) I'm from Ranger, North Carolina. A lot of Southern people
came from the Carolinas and Tennessee. We lived on Tennessee
Street. There’s been people from the South coming up here ever
since then. (Speaker 7, Appalachian White F, b. 1931)

(7) My parents eloped in 1954, went to Georgia, got married, and
then they moved here. A lot of Southerners migrated, lots of jobs.
There was job availability here. (Speaker 8, Appalachian White F,
b. 1960)

(8) My mom is from Murphy, North Carolina. (Speaker 9,
Appalachian White F, b. 1951)

(9) My grandfather came to Detroit in the early twenties to work
in the auto factories, and many people from Franklin did. He
didn’t stay long, was a carpenter, found work and moved back to
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Franklin. My grandmother was dying of cancer, and she wanted
to go home to die. My parents moved to Detroit after they grew
up. My grandfather’s brother and kids also moved up. The only
family we ever had here was Uncle Frank’s family. Grandpa and
Grandma moved back to Franklin and bought 118 acres. (Speaker
10, Appalachian White F, b. 1949)

(10) We are both from Nantahala, North Carolina, in Macon
County. (Speaker 11, Appalachian White F, b. 1936)

(11) We are from Hiawassee Dam (in North Carolina). (Speaker 12,
Appalachian White F, b. 1965)

Berry (2000) discusses The Great Southern Migration as being kin-
based, and a few participants in my study also discussed migration
in those terms.

(12) I have a brother and sister in Detroit. It wasn’t too bad for
me, after [ got used to it, because | had relatives up here. And they
all stayed. We have a big family. Half of them are up here, half in
North Carolina. (Speaker 11, Appalachian White F, b. 1936)

(13) I had two brothers here ahead of me. Another brother came
up at the same time; the four of us in a car going up, 18 hours.
My two other brothers were in Hamtramck. We lived in a duplex
with six family members. There was a lot of Southern people
there. My nephew came up to work and people I knew from all
around there. (Speaker 7, Appalachian White F, b. 1931)

Bridget: Well that probably helped

Oh yeah and we’d go visit them and they’d come visit us. Yeah
that did help. (Speaker 7, Appalachian White F, b. 1931)

Several participants discussed their plans to move back to the South,
and some already had property there. Reverse migration for Southern
migrants is not unique to Southern migrants in Detroit. It is reported
for Southern migrants in other regions of the Midwest by Berry (2000)
and in California (Gregory 2005)

Speaker 5 contrasts the reports about the South from Detroit friends
who are moved back down South with conditions in inner city
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Detroit. She described her goal as “getting out of Detroit and going
South.”

(14) I have friends in... Atlanta, some of the other Southern
states. And they’re from here, they come back after going to
these Southern places and talk about how much better it is for
people—no matter what color you are. My mother was about
to move to Atlanta. | was going to go to Emery University. We
were out of here, but my grandmother took ill. This was right
before she passed, so we ended up staying. But most of the
people we grew up with, they moved (South) at some point, so
it’s like we the only people still here! Why? Why are we still
here? So I made it my goal that when I graduate and find myself
doing whatever it is I call myself doing , I'm outta here. I hate
Detroit. I don’t care if I'm fifty, I'm getting out of Detroit and
going South. I hate it. I really do. (Speaker 5, African American F,
b. 1974)

Not only does Speaker 12 plan on moving back down South, she and
her husband already own property in North Carolina and spend “at
least a month every summer” there. Like Speaker 5 above, Speaker 12
indicates that moving back South is a goal: “We’ve always tried to
get back South.”

(15) I'm counting the days until my husband retires from Ford
so we can move back South. I always have a fabulous phone bill
from calling down South. I keep close contact with my family. We
bought a place in the South. My parents live there now. That's the
only place we vacation at. That’s where we go every summer. We
go at least three times a year. I would stay down there at least a
month every summer. Last summer my dad died. I was practically
there all summer. We usually go at the end of May. (Speaker 12,
Appalachian White F, b. 1965)

She has more friends down there than she does here. (Appalachian
M, husband of Speaker 12)

We've always tried to get back South. One Yankee woman
once said, “Maybe they’ll move back South”. Give us a break,
people. We already have our home (back South). When we retire
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South...maybe we can take some real vacations because from
up here we've always gone to North Carolina, 99% of the time.
(Speaker 12, Appalachian White F, b. 1965)

Speakers 7 and 10 also own property in the South.

(16) I have a trailer down South. (Speaker 7, Appalachian White F,
b. 1931)

(17) 1T bought a house in Franklin. I spent winters in Michigan
and summers in North Carolina without my husband. He’s not
very fond of the South and will never live there. My husband said,
“You don’t need a house down there.” “Yes I do,” I said, “The
door is closing on my life down there, and it’s only open a crack.”
(Speaker 10, Appalachian White F, b. 1949)

Speaker 9 commented on the reverse migration of some of her
husband’s African American coworkers.

(18) My husband works with a lot of African Americans at Chrysler.
Most of them have homes built down there, no plans of staying
up here after they retire. Most of them are going back (South).
(Speaker 9, Appalachian White F, b. 1951)

She also indicated the she and her husband hope to purchase property
down South:

(19) We really like it down South. .. .We are really thinking about
getting a place down there. That’s what we’re hoping to do when
he retires. (Speaker 9, Appalachian White F, b. 1951)

This section discussed the migration history of each of the parti-
cipants as well as comments by some of the participants that they
either plan to move back down South (reverse migration) or, in some
cases, already own property in the South. The next section discusses
participant comments regarding ties to the South, including trips and
visits back South and relatives still residing in the South.
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8.2.2 Ties to the South: Trips and relatives

Regular and repeated trips from Detroit to the South were frequently
mentioned in the interviews. A few participants even reported period-
ically moving back down South, particularly when the employment
situation in Detroit faltered.

(1) My father’s family moved back and forth constantly. He would
spend maybe two weeks here and then go back South. (Speaker 8,
Appalachian White F, b. 1960)

(2) My brothers, every time they’d get laid off they’d take off back
down South. Every time he’d (her husband) get a long weekend,
we'’d take off and go. (Speaker 7, Appalachian White F, b. 1931)

Bridget: That’s a long drive just for a long weekend.

I know, but you'd get so homesick, not just for the people but
also for the mountains, too. There’s none around here, you know.
Wall to wall people and all that. Concrete and everything, you
know. It was hard on us. In 1957 my husband was laid off for three
years, and we moved back down South lock, stock and barrel, took
everything. We came back to Detroit in 1961. You had to come
up here to make a living cause there was no way down there.
[ used to go down there and stay for months at a time. (Speaker 7,
Appalachian White F, b. 1931)

Speaker 1 sent her children down South for several months once
when times were particularly difficult.

(3) After the war, a lot of people lost their jobs. We liketa starved
to death. My mother had the kids down South. I didn’t want them
to go hungry. (Speaker 1, African American F, b. 1927)

In addition to the excerpts from participant interviews above, in
which a few participants described owning property in the South,
Speakers 12 and 10 described extended visits to the South during
the summer months. Speaker 12’s 13-year-old daughter spends every
single summer in the Southern Appalachian mountains with her
grandparents.
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(4) My husband and I go back and forth South, staying at least
a month most every summer. My daughter always spends the
summer in North Carolina [she was in North Carolina at the time
of the interview]. I don’t think she has ever spent a summer in
Michigan. The mountains are always home. The longer we live up
here I think “well, its not so bad”, but when we're driving home
and I'm looking at the Tellico Mountains I think “oh, this is what
[ do love”. (Speaker 12, Appalachian White F, b. 1965)

Speaker 10 ran away from home (in Detroit) at age 11 and spent the
next 6 years in Franklin, North Carolina with her grandparents.

(5) As a small child, we got in a car, I'm one of three girls, and
we’d go spend two weeks with grandfather (in Franklin, North
Carolina). My father kept making trips down. As a small child, we’d
go spend two or three weeks with Grandpa, with the animals, and
it was magic. I loved it. We visited old people with Grandfather.
So, we'd spend the summer there until I was eleven. I hitchhiked
down South to grandpa’s when [ was eleven. A man driving an
eighteen wheeler truck drove me all the way to grandpa’s. I stayed
there six years. It was magic growing up. I got summer jobs... We
didn’t have much. I worked for an uncle farming and learned a
lot on the farm. Finally it was the end of my junior year, my
grandfather said I needed to go back North. I had a boyfriend,
etc. I wasn't interested in leaving. I still spend every summer on
the mountain in Franklin. The ones I knew that are the most
important to me are going to be gone. There isn’t anyone on the
mountain that doesn’t know me. Everyone knows me and I know
everyone. It is like time stopped and I can go back and still get
the magic. It is still magic to me. Still see my aunt quite often.
(Speaker 10, Appalachian White F, b. 1949)

One factor that contributes to a sense of a Southern “homeland” is
that the participants, even second- and third-generation migrants,
still maintain contact with family that either remained in or returned
to the South.

(6) When [ was growing up, my parents still went down South to
family reunions. (Speaker 6, African American F, b. 1967)
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(7) I've got family still down there; that’s the thing. (Speaker 12,
Appalachian White F, b. 1965)

(8) I miss family most of all. That was the hardest thing about
coming up here—leaving your family. I'd get so homesick I'd just
sit and cry. I wrote them letters. [ couldn’t call; they didn’t have no
phones then.... That was what was so hard to do; when we first
come up here was leaving the family behind like that. (Speaker 7,
Appalachian White F, b. 1931)

The excepts from the interviews in this section make it clear that both
the African American and Appalachian White Southern migrants
continue to maintain ties to the South, evident in visits to the South
and family ties still in the South. The next section discusses Southern
cultural practices maintained by the Southern migrants.

8.2.3 Southern cultural practices in Detroit

Participant interviews revealed that they maintain a variety of
Southern cultural practices, including food, burial practices, religious
traditions such as church homecomings, caring for the sick and
elderly, and researching family genealogy.

Comment (1) indexes a differentiation in the identification of
“place of origin” between Southerners and non-Southerners. A stereo-
typical characteristic of the South is that you cannot be “from” a
particular place unless your family goes back several generations in
the area. Indeed, [ myself was raised with that understanding.

(1) When somebody asks us where we're from, we say we're from
Hiwassee Dam, North Carolina. If you ask an outsider where
they are from, it's the latest place they've lived. (Speaker 12,
Appalachian White F, b. 1965)

Comment (2) describes how Southerners still raise their gardens in
Detroit.

(2) A lot of people got they garden, like we got a garden here.
Before we had a garden, 1 was looking at the neighbor’s garden.
His wife asked, “Are you from down South?” I said “Yes I am.” She
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said, “You want some of these vegetables don’t you?” I said, “um
hum.” She give me greens, she give me okra; she gave me corn;
she gave me tomatoes. She just fixed up a basket and gave it to
me. (Speaker 1, African American F, b. 1927)

Speaker 1 also describes how she arranged to have grits, a Southern
staple, imported to Detroit from the South before the time that
Detroit merchants began to carry them in their stores.

(3) Ilove grits. I love grits. (Her husband stated that there were no
grits in Detroit when they first moved up from Georgia). So, I go
to the store, and [ say “you got any grits?” “What is that?” I said
“grits”, and I couldn’t tell them what it was. All I knew was grits.
[ didn’t even know what grits was made of. [ think I started Detroit
having grits cause I asked for them so much. I wrote my daddy.
I told him to send me some grits because they didn’t have grits
here, and he sent me a five pound bag of grits, and [ went and
showed it to the man at the store. (Speaker 1, African American F,
b. 1927)

Speaker 9 taught the cook at a Warren (inner suburb of Detroit)
restaurant to make Southern breakfast gravy because they brought
her unacceptable, non-breakfast (i.e. non-sausage) gravy when she
ordered gravy with her breakfast. Notice how Speaker 9 told the wait-
person “I am from the South,” even though she is a second-generation
migrant.

(4) We went out to breakfast once and I ordered gravy. They
brought me chicken gravy. I said, “Excuse me this is not breakfast
gravy.” They said it was. I said, “Well, I'm from the South and this
is not it. I tell you what, you take me back to your kitchen and
I'll show you how to make Southern breakfast gravy.” And I did.
[ made them a pot of (sausage) gravy. My granny taught me how
to make it. (Speaker 9, Appalachian White F, b. 1951)

This speaker also cooks Southern food for her family, and her grand-
daughter’s favorite food is fried okra, a Southern delicacy.
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(5) My granddaughter’s favorite food is fried okra. (Speaker 9,
Appalachian White F, b. 1951)

Like Speaker 9 above, Speaker 4—an African American—identifies
herself as Southern: “A lot of people from the South are up here, and
we barbeque on our front porches.” Speaker 4 is third generation.

(6) Detroit is a mixture between the North and the South: the
hospitality of the South plus the big city life of the North. A lot of
people from the South are up here, and we barbeque on our front
porches. One way you know a Southern person in Detroit is when
you go over to their house for the first time and get a huge dinner.
(Speaker 4, African American F, b. 1974)

Burial practices are another important cultural tradition. The
daughter of Speaker 7 died as a young adult, and Speaker 7 took
her back to the family graveyard for burial instead of burying her in
Michigan, where her daughter had lived her entire life.

(7) All my people are going to be buried in the family graveyard
in North Carolina. Even though I raised my daughter in Michigan
I took her back to the family graveyard to be buried. (Speaker 7,
Appalachian White F, b. 1927)

Speaker 10 has already purchased her plot in the “family row”
back at her family’s church in North Carolina. In fact, although
she is a third-generation migrant, she is a member of that church
since she is able to attend regularly during the summer (see
Section 8.2.2).

(8) I'm going to be buried in my family row (back down South).
I've got it all taken care of, and I know where I'm going to go.
I'm going to be there with my people. My uncle said, “You're
going to be buried at your home church.” So he took me up to
my family church (in Franklin, North Carolina), of which [ am a
member, and he showed me my family row. They were worried
somebody would take my spot. So, I had to put a footstone with
my initials, and I feel good about that. So I've got it all taken care
of. I'm going be there with my people. My husband is going to be
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cremated. That’s my story. You have any questions? (Speaker 10,
Appalachian White F, b. 1949)

(9) Being Southern, when someone dies, we take food to the
family’s house. (Speaker 7, Appalachian White F, b. 1927)

Speaker 8 reports that Detroit used to have a festival for Southern
migrants, and Speaker 9 describes many kinds of cultural events and
get-togethers for Southerners.

(10) Detroit used to have “The Southern Festival”. (Speaker 8,
Appalachian White F, b. 1960)

(11) There were picnics out on (Highway) 94 for people from
Kentucky, plus Freedom Hill. There’s several different places that
have bluegrass (music). There’s a lot of stuff going on up here for
Southern people. Got to keep your roots. There’s quite a few things
that go on that are strictly Southern based. Potlucks. (Speaker 9,
Appalachian White F, b. 1951)

Speaker 8 also described parties in her childhood neighborhood, an
inner city Southern migrant enclave.

(12) (Inner City Southern Appalachian) people would have like
these he haw parties every week, and that’s just what you do. You
drink whisky and pull out your gun and shoot out the street lights
things like that. (Speaker 8, Appalachian White F, b. 1960)

The cultural anthropologist Hartigan (1999) also described these sorts
of parties in Corktown, an Appalachian enclave in Southwestern
Detroit.

(13) Something else that should be here (in Michigan) is home-
coming. | wish we had that here, makes people closer as a congreg-
ation. [ wish they had that here, picnic on the cemetery grounds.
[ am a member of a church down there (in the South). I go to
homecoming, was baptized down there. (Speaker 10, Appalachian
White F, b. 1949)
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Speaker 10, who revealed in comment (5) of Section 8.2.2 that she
ran away from home in Detroit to live with her grandfather down
South at age 11, maintains close friendships with her girlfriends down
South.

(14) My girlfriends sent me a tee-shirt that says GRITS—girls
raised in the South. Floats real well around town. (Speaker 10,
Appalachian White F, b. 1949)

Speaker 10 is also the family historian and the “keeper of the family
pictures.”

(15) I do the family genealogy. I have over 300 pictures. I am the
keeper of the family pictures. I have the family history. (Speaker
10, Appalachian White F, b. 1949)

Other important cultural Southern traditions include dropping
everything to be with loved ones in the event of a death in the family,
and family members being present in around-the-clock shifts when
loved ones are hospitalized. Having myself grown up in the rural
Smoky Mountains of Western North Carolina, [ understand that there
is literally nothing—not school, employment, or anything else—that
takes priority over family during these times.

(16) If someone dies, I'll drive all night to be there for the family.
There, if somebody’s in the hospital, you stay by their side all
night. You don’t leave your loved one and go home. You stay
there in the chair and you sleep. (Speaker 10, Appalachian White
F, b. 1949)

Bridget: Somebody’s there all the time.

And when they get bad in the nursing home, it’s the same thing.
I take my shift. (Speaker 10, Appalachian White F, b. 1949)

This section described the maintenance of Southern cultural practices
by the African American and Appalachian White Southern migrant
participants, such as strong kinship ties, burial practices, food, and
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gardening. The next section discusses comments made by parti-
cipants on the relationship between Southern Whites and Southern
African Americans in the Detroit area.

8.2.4 Relationship between Southern Whites and Southern
African Americans

This section presents participant comments centering on the topic of
relations between Southern Whites and Southern African Americans
in Detroit.

Comments (1) and (2) describe neighborhoods as “mostly Black”
with some White Southerners.

(1) Some White Southerners live in the city, but most White
people live in the suburbs, and Detroit is mostly Black. (Speaker
3, African American F, b. 1971)

(2) 1T lived in an integrated neighborhood growing up. Most of
the neighborhoods are filled with Blacks and what some people
refer to as “poor Whites”, which [ don’t agree with that term, but
that’s the term that they use. Most of them are from the South,
and [ don’t think they should be called “poor White”. (Speaker 2,
African American F, b. 1936)

Speaker 7, a retired factory worker, reports that African American and
White Southern migrants worked together in the factories.

(3) Black and White Southerners worked together (in the
factories), carpooled together, and got along very good. (Speaker
7, Appalachian White F, b. 1927)

Speaker 9 describes one cultural similarity between African American
and White Southern migrants as being the preparation of Southern
food.

(4) There’s a lot of similarities between Black and White Southern
people. For one thing, we like to cook and eat Southern food.
[ don’t have a racist bone in my body. I don’t look at a person
for their color. My husband doesn’t like store bought food or
restaurant stuff. [ cook all the time and the guys at work say, “Ali,
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you married to a Black woman.” He says, “No I'm not.” They say,
“Yes you are. White women don’t cook like that.” He'd have pork
chops smothered in onion gravy, corn. The correlation between
African American and Southern White people is. .. if you're from
the South, you cook. You can’t tell the difference. My husband
would have pork chops smothered in onion gravy. And for break-
fast he loves. .. .you know, sausage gravy. (Speaker 9, Appalachian
White F, b. 1951)

Speaker 8 discusses the problems with bussing, in an integration
attempt, when she attended school: “The students never got along,
especially White students who grew up in neighborhoods without
Black people.” Recall that Speaker 8 is the only Appalachian White
participant whose family remained in the inner city, and once again
she contrasts herself with other Whites who live in neighborhoods
without African American residents: “Of course, [ grew up with Black
people, and I always got along with everyone.”

(5) T had a very poor education. Classes were way over-
crowded...very poor....Poor education. The city started
bussing. . . trying to integrate the schools. Lots of little riots every
single day. The students never got along, especially White students
who grew up in neighborhoods without Black people. Of course,
I grew up with Black people, and I always got along with everyone.
(Speaker 8, Appalachian White F, b. 1960)

Although Speaker 12 and her husband resided in the suburbs at
the time of the interview, they recalled growing up in the city
and commented on similarities and differences in treatment of
African American and Appalachian White Southern migrants by non-
Southern Detroit Whites.

(6) Southern Whites in the inner city. It was because they
didn’t have a lot of money. (Appalachian White M, husband of
Speaker 12)

A lot of things they (African Americans) went through was
because they were poor and poor (White) people suffer the same
thing. When I grew up, we still had an outhouse, no inside
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running water until sixth grade. The Northerners treated the
Blacks worse than the (White) Southerners. When I was working,
I thought they (society) think we're prejudiced because we're
from the South. But...I remember when I was working. . . it was
during the time economics was bad everywhere. ..My boss said,
“Why don'’t they hassle the hillbillies?” (Speaker 12, Appalachian
White F, b. 1965)

I had African American kids as friends, and my dad wouldn't
support residential segregation. The neighborhood wanted to buy
a house to keep Blacks out. My family would not support that.
(Appalachian White M, husband of Speaker 12)

Speaker 12 also comments on cultural similarities between African
American and Appalachian White Southern migrants.

(7) It's more being poor than the skin. Crackling bread. That's
what people up here consider a Black thing. We ate that growing
up. The other thing I thought was funny. .. a Black lady at church
put a pair of silk undies at night to keep her hair in shape. My
mom did that. It's not Black. People up here think we (South-
erners) are dumb hicks every way you put it. Even in the South
we're discriminated against by city people. Any minority group,
regardless of race, has been treated wrongly. It's not just the color
of your skin. But Blacks can’t get away from it. .. Their skin color
separates them no matter what. I've never had a racist bone in my
body. We're all God'’s children. I don’t have a racist bone in my
body. (Speaker 12, Appalachian White F, b. 1965)

Speaker 12 also highlights a key difference between the situation
of African American Southern migrants and Appalachian Whites
when she acknowledges that “Blacks can’t get away from it. .. Their
skin color separates them no matter what.” Indeed, many Southern
Whites, including all but one of the Appalachian participants in this
study, were eventually able to dissolve into the suburban landscape;
Detroit African Americans, in contrast, have never penetrated the
suburbs in a significant way (Farley et al. 2000). Speaker 8 is the one
Appalachian White who remained in the inner city.
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Bridget: Did you grow up in an integrated neighborhood?

Of course, I grew up with Black people!... We lived in Detroit.
(Speaker 8, Appalachian White F, b. 1960)

This section demonstrated that African American and Appalachian
White Southern migrants are salient to each other in the
city/neighborhood landscape, more so historically than presently,
since most Appalachian migrants have moved to the suburbs. Never-
theless, the presence of both African American and White Southern
migrants in the city was frequently mentioned in the interviews.

8.2.5 Identification as “Southern” and “Hillbilly” and
differentiation between Southern migrants and Midwestern
Whites

Considering the common practice in sociolinguistics of ignoring or
dismissing the role of regional identity in patterns of use for AAE
until recently (Wolfram 2007), it is important to highlight that
African American participants frequently identified themselves as
“Southern” in the fieldwork phase of the study. Four years of parti-
cipant observation in a Detroit African American community, in
addition to the interviews, provided an ethnographic context to this
self-identification as Southern. The Detroit African Americans in this
study maintain a variety of Southern cultural traditions as well as ties
to the South. Comments (1) and (2) are examples of self-identification
as Southern by African American participants.

(1) Southerners still raise their gardens in Detroit. . . like we got a
garden here (Speaker 1, African American F, b. 1927)

(2)...Alot of people from the South are up here, and we barbeque
on our front porches. (Speaker 4, African American F, b. 1974)

Comment (3) provides an example of an Appalachian Southern
migrant identifying as “hillbilly” (see also Comment (7) in Section
8.2.6 for an example of an African American participant using that
term to label the dialect spoken by Appalachian migrants). Self-
categorization as “Southern” to mean Southern African American and
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“hillbilly” to mean Appalachian White may be a form of ethnic differ-
entiation in Detroit, but that remains open for a more large-scale
study.

(3) Oh, I just love it down South. People are much more friendlier.
(Speaker 9, Appalachian White F, b. 1951)

Bridget: Do you consider yourself a Southerner or a mixture?

Actually, I consider myself a Southerner more so than a North-
erner. No doubt about it. Southern cooking—that'’s all I do. I just
made fried taters and pinto beans. My granddaughter loves fried
okra and greens. We had them last week. Most people ask, “Are you
a hillbilly”? And I say, “Yeah, I'm a hillbilly. I sure am.” I'm not
ashamed of it. I'd like to move back down South, but unfortunately
my kids all work in the factories up here, in Chrysler. Most of them,
so...l'd never leave my grandkids. I think that’s why my mom’s
never gone back home, doesn’t want to leave the grandkids. But
I like it down South; its really peaceful and its...back home. We
lived Downtown Detroit when we first got up here. Every hillbilly
that’s ever come to Detroit lived in the Southwest side. There’s
still a lot of people down there. Yeah there’s a lot of Southern
people down there. We lived there, but we eventually moved out
this way. Lot of Southerners there. A lot of Southerners up here.
(Speaker 9, Appalachian White F, b. 1951)

Another important component of the ethnographic analysis concerns
comments that explicitly address differentiation between Southern
migrants and Midwestern Whites (sometimes referred to as “Yankees”
by the participants in this study), as in comment (4).

(4) There is such a difference (from Southerners) in the way a
typical Yankee thinks and the way they do things. People from
up here are Yankees....The true typical Yankees know it alls
look down on you. .. That type. .. gives them a bad image. .. The
pushy, impatient people. They treat Southern people like they're
totally stupid, and they’re used to a fast pace. But it's weird
how those prejudices are, we get, I get tickled. [husband’s name
omitted] sister, she’s married to someone up here who in my
opinion is typical Yankee, you know. We kind of tolerate him
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because we have to, but their kids are so Southern it’s pathetic.
And [name of her sister-in-law omitted] parents are typical, typical,
what we consider Yankees, you know, and they're just. .. And so
there’s just such a difference in the way they think and the way
they do things. (Speaker 12, Appalachian White F, b. 1965)

Speaker 5 describes a perception in comment (5) in which some
African Americans in Detroit are different from African Americans
she knows in the South.

(5) 1 really, really feel so strong about this..... And when you
compare these people (in Michigan). .. to African American people
in...Southern states. .. that you will find that people in Southern
states are more inclined to go to school, to get degrees because
people did fight and lose their lives for the right to go to school. I
think that’s what I have a problem with most. (Speaker 5, African
American F, b. 1974)

There are also comments contrasting sociocultural practices of the
South with those of the North.

(6) In the South people go to the fellowship hall in church for
dinners and wedding receptions. [ don’t go to church in Michigan,
but I bet they go out to brunch afterwards in a restaurant. (Speaker
7, Appalachian White F, b. 1927)

(7) In Franklin (North Carolina), it is a time to visit with your
neighbor. If you did that here, they’d carry you out by your neck.
We don't talk about religion here (in Michigan). There are lots of
differences between North and South. (Speaker 10, Appalachian
White F, b. 1936)

Speaker 9 comments on differences as she perceives them between
Southern and Midwestern gender roles for women (note again the
use of the label “Yankee"”).

(8) Southerners visit; Yankees don't. .. .1 was raised to take care of
my husband and my children, to cook for them. My sons’ wives
are from up here, and they don’t even cook. It all goes back to your
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values, what you are raised with....I love it down South. People
are much more friendlier, more laid back. (Speaker 9, Appalachian
White F, b. 1951)

The following comments highlight the differences between rural and
urban cultures.

(9) It wouldn’t have been quite as difficult, but being from the
country, it seems like there’s a lot of people here in the big city
and I'm too much of a coward to drive, hard to get around.
(Speaker 12, Appalachian White F, b. 1965)

(10) It’s (the South is) a different world. It's at a different pace.
[ think that it's much more honest, maybe because it’s the Bible
Belt. Much more religious, more honest. I don’t lock my doors
(in the South). I dislike the city. When I came back to Michigan
(from North Carolina) and Jim and [ got married, I said, “I can’t
live like this, where you pull up in a driveway and there’s a house
on each side,” you know forty feet apart or something...I have
to have it open, can’t be staring at my neighbor...I don’t want
that. I got displaced. (Speaker 10, Appalachian White F, b. 1936)

(11) I love the country. I don't like the city. (Speaker 2, African
American F, b. 1936)

This section described social identification and differentiation for
the Southern migrant participants. The next section provides meta-
pragmatic commentary on language by the Southern migrant parti-
cipants.

8.2.6 Metapragmatic commentary on language

This section showcases examples of metapragmatic commentary on
language in the interview corpus. Comment (1) demonstrates an
awareness of different expectations for greetings between Southerners
and non-Southerners.

(1) Down South when people ask you how you are they want a
couple of sentences where you tell them how you are. In Michigan,
people ask but don’t want you to really answer them. If I run
into somebody in Michigan and they ask how [ am it is a cliché.
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In Franklin (North Carolina), it would be insulting to answer the
same way as in Michigan. In Franklin, | have to give them fifteen
seconds of how I am, and strangers speak to you. Here people are
suspicious if you speak and they don’t know you, “what does she
want?” (Speaker 10, Appalachian White F, b. 1949)

Although Speaker 9 is a second-generation Southern migrant who
has lived her entire life in the Detroit metropolitan area, she still
perceives of herself as having a Southern accent.

(2) I don’t think you ever lose a Southern accent. I don’t think
you ever really lose it. I think it’s who you’re around. (Speaker 9,
Appalachian White F, b. 1951)

Comment (3) is important because it demonstrates the social sali-
ence of Southern English in Detroit (and, more generally, within the
broader context of General American English).

(3) You're 1Q goes out the window as soon as you open your
mouth. (Speaker 12, Appalachian White F, b. 1965)

Speaker 12 also discusses the way her 13-year-old daughter “talks
(more) Southern” after her annual return from spending the summer
in the South with relatives.

(4) We used to get tickled at her (their thirteen year old
daughter)...She would talk Southern, not that she was teasing,
but she liked it, and after she comes home, she says the words.
[ probably say them as much but I don’t notice it. ... His cousin
that lived up here just moved back to Tennessee. We were really
closetoher...Platt...Areyoufamiliar with the word platt? Every-
body else calls it “braids” and we’d say something about “platting
hair” and everybody else would look at you like you were probably
crazy. (Speaker 12, Appalachian White F, b. 1965)

Speaker 12 provides explicit commentary on the socially salient /ai/
in the especially salient pre-voiceless context, which was analyzed as
part of this study and discussed in Chapter 7.
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(5) I know after we got up here, we had friends that he (her
husband) knew and his name is Mike, so I had called him and I
says “Mike” [ma:k] and he says, “No Mac lives here”, and I says,
“No. Mike. [ma:Kk]” And after I said it two or three times, I finally
said “It's Donna!” I kept saying it over and over.. .. They look at
you like you re a total lunatic. (Speaker 12, Appalachian White F,
b. 1965)

Going back to one of the themes discussed in Section 8.2.5, we see
the label “hillbilly,” this time applied to language.

(6) Yours (accent) is a lot stronger than mine. If I go down South,
I come back with it stronger. Sometimes my husband says I talk
like a hillbilly. You never really lose it. (Speaker 9, Appalachian
White F, b. 1951)

One of the mostimportant comments in the entire study was made by
Speaker 2, an elderly African American participant. Speaker 2 stated
that two dialects were to be found in the inner city of Detroit: African
American English, which she refers to as “Southern,” and Southern
Appalachian, which she refers to as “Hillbilly”:

(7) I have a heavy Southern accent, although I wasn’t born in the
South. A lot of the words I say come out with a very Southern
accent. Then we also got what I call the hillbilly sound in Detroit,
and we often mock one another. There’s some good hillbillies here.
(Speaker 2, African American F, b. 1936)

Metapragmatic commentary on language is important to the inter-
pretation of the results presented in Chapters 6 and 7. Section 8.3
gives the interpretation of these results.

8.3 Interpretation of the results for the patterns of use
presented in Chapters 6 and 7

Chapter 2 described language ideologies (see Section 2.2.2) as socially
positioned beliefs about language and its relationship with society
and culture. Johnstone (2003: 199) describes language ideology
as “...people’s beliefs about what language is, what is for, and what
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its roles in their lives should be.” Language ideologies are manifested
not only as reactions (or lack of reaction as the case may be) and
attitudes to linguistic varieties and features, but also in patterns of
use (Anderson and Milroy MS). These ideologies can change over
time and space as particular groups (and particular linguistic features)
shift in and out of salience. Since a change in language ideology
can result in a change in a pattern of use, ideology shapes the direc-
tion of linguistic change (Anderson and Milroy MS). This approach
contrasts with that of Labov (1994), in which linguistic change in
vowel systems results primarily from language internal factors oper-
ating in a manner that is for the most part independent of the cultural
orientations of individual speakers (see Section 2.2.1).

Chapter 2 described a “crucial site” as a culturally defined area in
which “powerful ideological work is being done” (Phillips 2000: 233),
anotion which [ argue extends to the vowel space and vowel changes.
The “work” in this context includes the marking of ethnolinguistic
boundaries and the declaration of cultural affiliations. Linguistic
features that are socially salient and show consistent patterns of
differentiation between groups, as well as between individuals, consti-
tute crucial sites for the expression of such ideologies. The nature
of language ideologies cannot be determined simply by correlating
linguistic features with social features determined by the researcher.
As discussed in Chapter 2, analysis of linguistic variation in this
framework requires that one attempt to identify the social categories
that are most relevant to the participants. These categories may or
may not mirror the conventional triumvirate of race, gender, and
class.

The demographic and ethnographic evidence revealed in the parti-
cipant comments above suggests that the relevant social opposi-
tion for contemporary Detroit African Americans is with Midwestern
White speakers. The participant comments in Sections 8.1 and 8.2 on
their own social and linguistic practices are relevant to the interpret-
ation of the acoustic results presented in Chapters 6 and 7. Residen-
tial segregation in the city was salient to the Detroit African Amer-
icans whom I interviewed (discussed in Section 8.1), and a general
cultural orientation to the South emerged during the fieldwork phase
of the study (discussed in Section 8.2). Such comments provide evid-
ence of sensitivity to the effects of residential segregation, and some
participants reported that the only White people living in the city
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with them were Appalachians. In the context of the commentary on
the saliency of residential segregation, it makes sense that African
American speakers would index a strong linguistic boundary with
Midwestern Whites. This is particularly relevant to the expansion of
glide-weakened /ai/’s territory to the pre-voiceless phonetic environ-
ment; more on this is discussed in Section 8.3.2.

Asnoted above, a general orientation to Southern culture in Detroit
was demonstrated by many of the participants. For example, all
participants reported their families’ pre-migration places of origin
in the South, and many migrants, as well as Detroit-born descend-
ants of migrants, described themselves and the culture of Detroit
as “Southern.” Participants often described neighborly visits, barbe-
cues, pig-pickings, and other quintessential Southern activities as
evidence of “Southernness.” The Detroit African American and
the Appalachian White participants frequently expressed a strong
cultural loyalty to the South in their interviews, as revealed by the
speaker comments in Section 8.2. The participant comments provide
evidence that both the Appalachian White and African American
participants in this study show a regional affiliation and cultural
orientation to the South in addition to a linguistic one (pre-voiceless
/ai/ glide-weakening), even if they are second or third-generation
migrants. Several participants plan to move back South. Others
expressed a desire to move back South but said they could not because
they did not want to leave behind family in Detroit.

8.3.1 /u/and /u/

This section summarizes the results for the acoustic analysis of /u/
and /u/. An important empirical finding is that the Detroit African
American participants in this study show consistent fronting of /u/
and /u/. Fronting of these vowels has generally been reported in
the literature as characteristic only of White speakers (Labov 1994,
2001; Thomas 2001), with a few recent exceptions (Wolfram and
Thomas 2002; Fridland 2003; Childs 2005). As Bailey and Thomas
(1998) point out, fronting of these vowels has indexed Black and
White ethnicity in the South and, according to Thomas (2001), in
many areas still does. The results presented here, along with the
pervasiveness of /u/ and /u/ fronting generally, suggest that these
changes no longer define either regional variation or, contrary to
previous reports, Black and White ethnicity. I argue that in contrast
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with some areas of the South that still show a division along ethnic
lines for this change (Thomas 2001), /u/ and /o/ do not currently
provide an ethnolinguistic boundary marker for either regional or
ethnic identity for the participants in this study.

8.3.2 Comparison of groups for fronting

Chapter 6 reported patterns of fronting of /u/ and /u/ for (1) the
African American and Appalachian White Southern migrant parti-
cipants in this study; (2) contemporary Detroit African American and
1966 African American speakers in Jennifer Nguyen’s (2006) study;
and (3) contemporary Detroit African American and Detroit White
participants in Nguyen and Anderson (2006). Since these studies all
employed the same acoustic methods, cross-comparisons of results
yields a very clear picture of context-based fronting of /u/ and /u/ in
the Detroit metropolitan area.

The patterns for /u/ across the data sets include the following:
Nguyen (2006) reports context-based fronting for Wolfram’s 1966
middle-class Detroit African American speakers in which pre-alveolar
tokens are more fronted than pre-velar ones. Working-class 1966
African American speakers, however, show no fronting for /u/.
Nguyen’s contemporary sample of Detroit African Americans span-
ning the entire social status spectrum shows the same pattern
of context-based fronting as Wolfram’s 1966 middle-class Detroit
African American speakers. My study reports the same pattern
of context-based fronting for Detroit African American Southern
migrant participants as well as Appalachian White Southern migrant
participants. When considered within the context of Nguyen'’s real-
time data, it is clear that fronting of /u/ in Detroit African American
speech is a change in progress that happened first for middle-class
African American speakers which is now reported for contemporary
African American speakers of all social status levels in my study,
Nguyen’s (2006) study, and in a comparative study of Detroit
African American and Detroit White speech (Nguyen and Anderson
2006), which show that this pattern of contextually based fronting
also exists in the speech of White Detroiters. The current study
cannot address whether /o/ fronting is unrelated across the different
communities in the Detroit area, or whether it may be a result of
dialect contact.
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Patterns of /u/ fronting are also contextually conditioned. The
Detroit African American and Appalachian White Southern migrant
participants in the current study show a pattern in which pre-alveolar
/u/ is fronted relative to the position of pre-labial tokens of /u/,
which are backed, and pre-word-boundary tokens, which fall in the
middle of the two extremes of the front-back dimension of the vowel
space. The same pattern is reported in Nguyen and Anderson (2006),
which compares patterns of /u/ fronting for Detroit African Amer-
ican and Detroit White speakers. Both the African American and the
Detroit White participants in that study show contextually condi-
tioned fronting in which pre-alveolar variants are the most fronted
and pre-labial variants are the most backed, but African American
participants show greater contextually based fronting and backing
than the Detroit White participants. Pre-word boundary tokens, as in
the current study, fall in the middle of the two extremes. All of these
groups showed more fronted variants of pre-alveolar /u/ than the
Kalamazoo female participants in the Hillenbrand et al. (1995) study,
which was used to make a baseline comparison between the backed
pre-alveolar variants in that study and the fronted pre-alveolar vari-
ants for the Detroit participants. Unfortunately, Nguyen (2006) did
not analyze /u/ so there is no real-time data for patterns of /u/ for
Detroit African American speakers.

In the current study, the Southern migrant groups show strikingly
similar context effects for their patterns of use; the only significant
difference by ethnicity for the F, distance scores between the phon-
ologically front and phonologically back vowels is that the African
Americans show a more fronted pre-velar /o/ than the Appalachian
Whites. With regard to diphthongization, both groups showed a
tendency for variants of /u/ to glide toward the back of the vowel
space from midpoint to offset and for /u/ to glide toward the front.
I suggested in Section 6.3.3 that, in the case of /u/, this pattern of
diphthongization may help to distinguish these variants from their
front counterparts. Context effects from the following consonant
allow for differentiation between groups of speakers. The Appalachian
White and African American participants in this study show only
subtle contextually conditioned differentiation; as noted above, the
only environment that showed a significant difference by ethnicity
for fronting scores was pre-velar /u/. Section 4.3 described a similar
pattern of subtle phonetic differentiation between Detroit African
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American and Appalachian White speakers in which both groups
tend to avoid /e&/-raising, but the African American speakers showed
raising before pre-nasal following contexts.

As discussed in Section 6.2, context effects such as coarticulation
are lawful and predictable, and as such different dialects should
not show opposite directions for contextually conditioned changes.
However, different dialects may well show different degrees for the
progression as well as the limits on change. In this view, the earlier
stages of a sound change are expected to show stronger contex-
tual effects than the final stages. For example, for the Southern
migrant speakers, /u/ shows strong conditioning effects from pre-
alveolar and pre-labial following environments. The word-final vari-
ants, in contrast, fall in the middle of the two extremes (pre-alveolar
promoting fronting and pre-labial inhibiting it). Contextually condi-
tioned change progresses in an orderly fashion through environ-
ments: for example, pre-alveolar> pre-final> pre-labial for the fronting
of /u/. Following environments whose acoustic and articulatory char-
acteristics promote the change would show more advanced variants
than environments which do not. For example, pre-alveolar contexts
are amenable to fronting of the back vowels. Alveolar consonants
are produced with a fronted tongue body; the acoustic consequence
of this gesture is a high F,. Back vowels, in contrast, show a backed
tongue body and low F,. The constriction must move forward in the
front/back dimension of the articulatory space to produce an alve-
olar consonant after a back vowel. Labial consonants, which show
a backed tongue body (and low F,), inhibit fronting. The tongue
body shows little or no movement going from a back vowel into a
labial constriction. Rates of change, or progression through contexts,
are expected to vary across dialects and individual speakers. In this
view, a dialect (or an individual) showing strong contextual effects
on fronting may eventually no longer show such conditioning after
the change has progressed across contexts.

8.3.3 The (non)role of language ideology in the patterning of
the high and lower-high back vowels

/u/ and /u/ apparently are not the sites of significant sociolin-
guistic differentiation in the Detroit area—certainly not for the parti-
cipants in this study and probably not in General American English
since fronting of these vowels is a pervasive and wide-scale change.
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Johnson (2003: 118) notes that /u/ generally tends to be fronted in
American English. Nguyen and Anderson (2006) found that /u/ and
Jo/ were fronted for contemporary Detroit AAE as well as for Detroit
Whites, and, furthermore, both groups showed very similar patterns
of contextual conditioning for the fronting process. Additional evid-
ence that /u/ and /u/ are not good candidates for being crucial ideo-
logical sites is that they do not seem to receive the same kinds of
commentary as the socially stigmatized variants of /ai/ (discussed in
Section 8.3.2; also see participant comment (5) in Section 8.2.6).

As noted above, what constitutes a crucial linguistic site is not
contingent on linguistic factors alone and may vary across regions
and time. In the South, fronting of high and lower-high back vowels
among Whites and its absence among African Americans is appar-
ently socially salient, prompting linguists to conclude that, for the
most part, African Americans do not participate in this vowel change
(e.g. Thomas 2001). As discussed in Section 2.1.5, the distinction
between front and back variants of /u/ and /u/ expresses a social
meaning in the South, and at least until recently, African Amer-
icans are generally described as maintaining backed variants (Thomas
2001). Presumably, fronting of the high and lower-high back vowels
is a more recent change for African Americans than for Whites.
The reports indicating that African Americans participate in these
widespread changes are recent (e.g. Fridland 2003; Childs 2005), but
fronted variants of /u/ and /u/ have been described as changes that
have reached virtual completion in Southern White varieties (Labov
1994; Thomas and Bailey 1998; Thomas 2001).

I suggest that where the salient social division is along ethnic lines,
as has been the case in the South, /u/ and /u/ provide a crucial site
for maintaining a linguistic boundary and expressing local meaning.
The evidence from the previous section suggests that the African
American participants in this study have experienced an ideological
realignment following migration in which the primary distinction
is between Northern Whites and Southern migrants rather than
between Southern Blacks and Southern Whites. Because fronting of
/u/ and /u/ shows only subtle contextually conditioned differences
between Black and White Southern migrant groups, I suggest that it
has fallen from salience as a crucial linguistic site. The patterns of
contextually conditioned fronting observed here can thus be under-
stood as participation in a more global change in American English,
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contrary to the claims that African Americans do not participate in
the widespread vowel rotations in American English (Labov 1994,
2001).

8.4 /ai/

While fronting of /u/ and /u/ is apparently a global change, reported
for varieties of English around the world (see Chapter 2), glide-
weakening of /ai/ is a more restricted change associated in partic-
ular with speakers of Southern White varieties of English and AAE
(Wolfram and Schilling-Estes 1998). Variation for /ai/ has been
described as socially salient in American English (Wolfram and
Schilling-Estes 1998: 75; Plichta and Preston 2003) and has played a
different role than the high and lower-high back vowels as a socially
meaningful linguistic boundary marker.

Besides being a more local change than fronting of the high and
lower-high back vowels, another important difference between glide-
weakened /ai/ and fronted back vowels is that the former does not
show the lawful contextual conditioning of the latter. In other words,
fronting of /u/ and /u/ is constrained by universal phonetic (i.e.
internal) factors, but /ai/ glide-weakening is not. In fact, from a phon-
etic point of view, it makes more sense for glide-weakening to occur
first in pre-voiceless, rather than pre-voiced, contexts because pre-
voiceless vowels show shorter durations. A vowel with a shorter dura-
tion is more amenable to truncation of the glide. The historical record
for Southern variants of glide-weakened /ai/ indicate that, instead of
what universal phonetic factors would lead us to predict, exactly the
opposite scenario occurred, with pre-voiced contexts showing glide-
weakening sooner than the pre-voiceless ones.

Glide-weakened variants of /ai/ (in pre-voiced and word-final
contexts) are characteristic of both Southern White and African Amer-
ican varieties of English, varieties which have shared this feature for
at least 100 years (Bailey and Thomas 1998). These variants distin-
guished Southern from non-Southern varieties of English, but did not
distinguish Southern White from Southern African American vari-
eties, at least until recently. Glide-weakening of /ai/ before voiceless
obstruents is a more recent change (e.g. in Appalachian and Texan
varieties) that AAFE speakers are generally said not to participate in
(Bailey and Thomas 1998: 104; Thomas 2001). The progression of



172 Migration, Accommodation and Language Change

glide-weakened variants of /ai/ to the pre-voiceless context for the
Detroit African American participants is analyzed in Section 8.3.2 as
a case of dialect leveling. Leveling is a typical linguistic response to
speaker migration and mobility and subsequent dialect contact (see
also Section 2.2.3). The evidence presented in Chapter 7 suggests that
the Detroit African American speakers in this study have undergone a
process of allophonic leveling that, while bringing their patterns into
alignment with the Appalachian speakers, indexes a strong contrast
with the Midwestern Whites. It seems that external, rather than
internal, factors conditioned this change; this is in contrast to the
fronting of /u/ and /u/, which are conditioned by the internal contex-
tual factor of following phonetic environment.

8.4.1 Summary of major patterns for /ai/

Diphthongal productions of /ai/ before pre-voiceless following
contexts, as in [nais] “nice” and [lait] “light,” is a pattern of use
that is still in operation in conservative Southern White and conser-
vative Southern AAE varieties. In other words, the reported pattern
for General Southern White varieties and AAE is for there to be
spectral differences based on voicing of the following consonant in
which the diphthongal variant occurs before voiceless obstruents. The
spread of glide-weakened variants to pre-voiceless following contexts
is a more recent change than pre-voiced weakening (Thomas 2001)
and is mainly reported for the non-plantation regions of the Amer-
ican South, such as the Great Smoky Mountains of the Southern
Appalachians (Anderson 1999; Childs 2005) and Texas (Thomas
2001).

Non-Southern varieties of American English also show spectral
differences for /ai/ based on the voicing of the following consonant.
For these varieties, offsets tend to show lower values for F; and
higher ones for F, before voiceless consonants than before voiced
ones (Thomas 2000; Moreton 2004). Thomas (1991, 1993) reports
such spectral differences for speakers in Ohio. Results from percep-
tual research also show that /ai/ tokens with shorter durations, lower
F; values, and higher F, values are more consistently identified as
occurring before a pre-voiceless consonant than a pre-voiced one
(Thomas 2000: 15). Thomas argues that listeners are able to use the
offset spectral difference as a perceptual cue to the identity of the
following consonant (16). Thomas points out that truncation, rather
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than more extreme diphthongization, would be expected for vowels
in pre-voiceless contexts because these vowels should show shorter
durations. He suggests that the spectral differences in the offsets of
/ai/ are instead used by speakers to compensate for the shorter dura-
tion by " ... exaggerating the glide gesture" (2). Moreton (2004) tests
Thomas's hypothesis that diphthongs show hyperarticulation before
voiceless consonants and found that offglides for /ai/ as well as /oi
ei a” showed "more peripheral” F1 and F2 offglides before voiceless
consonants for 16 American English speakers. This researcher also ran
a perceptual test which showed that tokens of /ai/ (tide/tight) were
more likely to be judged as occurring in the pre-voiceless context
when they showed lower F1, higher F2, and a shorter duration. F2
was the most important cue for the pre-voiced/pre-voiceless distinc-
tion. Moreton concludes that "... [-voice] is correlated with, and
cued by, peripheralization of diphthong offglides." In summary, more
extreme diphthongization in the pre-voiceless environment is not
only a feature of traditional Southern varieties, but is characteristic
of general American (i.e. non-glide weakening) varieties as well.

Context effects such as those discussed above make it clear that
it is important to consider the phonetic dimensions of /ai/ glide-
weakening in detail. In the approach taken here, /ai/ was compared
to the reference vowel /a/, which was expected to show little, if
any, diphthongization. Twelve of the 13 speakers did show more
movement for either F1, F2, or both for /ai/ than /a/.

The two older African American speakers showed diphthongization
of /ai/ in pre-voiceless contexts, the traditional pattern described in
the literature. For the younger African American speakers, however, as
well as for all the Appalachian W hite speakers, for whom voicing had
a significant conditioning effect, pre-voiced variants showed greater
diphthongization from midpoint to offset than pre-voiceless variants.
This is in contrast to the spectral differences based on voicing of the
following consonant which are described above for General Amer-
ican English and may be the result of the longer duration of vowels
in the pre-voiced context. Finally, both Southern migrant groups
showed more glide-weakening for /ai/ than the Detroit White woman
(Speaker 13), who showed greater movement for F2 than either of
the Southern migrant groups. In Section 8.3.2, | suggest that the
important finding that all but the oldest African American speakers
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show glide-weakening of /ai/ in the pre-voiceless context may be best
understood as a case of dialect leveling.

8.4.2 /ai/ Glide-weakening and dialect leveling

Given the association of pre-voiceless glide-reduced variants of /ai/
with White Southern dialects, their apparent absence from Detroit
AAE until relatively recently (Anderson 2002; Nguyen 2006), the
large-scale migration of many of the Detroit African Americans from
the South, and the social ties of Detroit African Americans with White
Appalachians who also migrated from the South, it is likely that glide-
weakening of /ai/ in the progressive pre-voiceless following context
is a result of dialect contact following migration. Dialect contact
processes have effects which cannot always be explained in terms
of direct transmission of particular linguistic forms between speakers
(Anderson 2002). Phonological leveling is a process which reduces
allophonic differentiation and renders vowel systems more similar
to each other. Anderson and Milroy (MS), citing Trudgill (1986: 98),
note that socially marked or minority variants are most susceptible
to elimination.

The elimination of the pre-voiceless diphthongal allophone of /ai/
for the younger and middle-aged Detroit African American speakers is
a case of allophonic leveling. The spread of a glide-weakened variant
to the pre-voiceless context in Detroit AAE indexes a contrastive
identity with Midwestern Whites and a linguistic affiliation with the
South. The overall effect is that Detroit AAE aligns with a progressive
Southern vowel system for /ai/, including that of the Detroit Southern
White community, while indexing an opposition with Northern
Whites.

The social sensitivity to /ai/ is demonstrated in the extreme vari-
ability of diphthongization shown among the individual speakers.
Speakers 1 and 2 (the older African Americans) show the tradi-
tional pattern of pre-voiceless diphthongization. The middle-aged
and younger speakers show glide-weakening across voicing contexts
and tend to show a greater degree of diphthongization in pre-
voiced contexts than in pre-voiceless ones (see Section 7.2.4).
The Appalachian White speakers also show variability of diph-
thongization across individual speakers. All the Southern migrant
speakers—both African American and Appalachian White—show less
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diphthongization for /ai/ than Speaker 13, the Detroit White woman
(see Section 7.2.3).

Section 2.1.4 described the use of the Southern glide-weakened
variant of /ai/ as socially salient, both inside and outside of the
South (Wolfram and Schilling-Estes 1998; Plichta and Preston 2003),
one of those “linguistic practices. .. more likely to be talked about
than others in metapragmatic commentary” (Phillips 2000: 233).
Nguyen (2006: 88) also comments on the social salience of /ai/;
she cites work by Rahman (2003, 2005) among African American
improvisational comedians. Nguyen discusses Rahman'’s finding that
portrayals of African American characters utilized glide-weakened
variants of /ai/, but portrayals of markedly middle-class African
American speakers utilize diphthongal productions of /ai/. Speaker
12 commented specifically on the salience of pre-voiceless /ai/ for
her own speech (Section 8.2.6).

Pre-voiceless /ai/ glide-weakening is a stereotypical marker of
Southern speech (Johnstone 2003: 200; Plichta and Preston 2003).
The leveling of the diphthongal variant in the pre-voiceless context
by the middle-aged and younger African American speakers is ideo-
logically mediated. The changes affecting /ai/ in Detroit’s Northern
White neighborhoods follow very different trajectories, which Eckert
(1996) demonstrates are also highly socially salient (see Section 3.6).
One outcome of the changes in Detroit AAE is thus the main-
tenance of a strong linguistic boundary between Detroit AAE and
Midwestern White speakers, and a further outcome is the emer-
gence of the progressive pre-voiceless glide-weakened variant of /ai/,
which indexes a regional and linguistic affiliation with the South, an
affiliation shared with White Appalachian Southern migrants. The
patterning of /ai/ can be interpreted with reference to the speaker
comments in Sections 8.1 and 8.2 which revealed that the African
American participants maintain a variety of Southern cultural prac-
tices and maintain ties to the South evident, in some cases, in
plans to return to the South. The relevant social opposition for the
Detroit African American participants in this study is not with the
Appalachian Southern migrants but with Midwestern Whites who
live in the suburbs. Although all of the Appalachian migrant speakers
in this study but one were eventually able to move to the inner
suburbs, some of the Detroit African American participants indic-
ated that the only White people living with them in the inner city
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suburbs were White Appalachians. Speaker 8 is an Appalachian White
Southern migrant in this study who remained in the inner city
instead of moving to the suburbs. Hartigan (1999) conducted ethno-
graphic fieldwork with Appalachian Whites in the central city, and
he also described cordial relations between African Americans and
Appalachian Whites in his study.

[ am not suggesting that the leveling of the pre-voiceless allophone
of /ai/ for the African American speakers is the result of direct day-
to-day contact between African American and Appalachian White
speakers. The migration of African Americans from the South to
Detroit resulted in a massive upheaval and radical change to their
social and linguistic contexts which resulted in the pre-voiceless
diphthongal allophone of /ai/ becoming socially redundant. In the
South, AAE pre-voiceless diphthongal /ai/ indexes an opposition
with Southern White groups that use the variant, but it is no
longer necessary for the Detroit AAE speakers to index this social
opposition (Anderson 2002). Differentiation among different social
and linguistic groups became salient following migration from the
rural South to the urban Midwest, and these changes in social
differentiation yielded changes in language ideologies, ideological
stances (Nguyen 2006), language attitudes, patterns of use, and social
indexing among speaker groups. The expansion of the Southern
glide-weakened variant of /ai/ to the progressive pre-voiceless context
for the middle-aged and younger African American participants is a
linguistic reflex of a changed social differentiation following migra-
tion (Anderson 2002).

It is important to point out that, as noted in Chapter 5, this study
takes a detailed ethnographic and detailed acoustic approach and
is limited in terms of the small sample size in terms of speakers (6
African American and 6 Appalachian White Southern migrants). I am
not claiming that the vowel patterns reported in this study are typical
of all speakers of Detroit AAE. Nguyen found different patterns for
/ai/ in her dissertation about middle-class African American speech
in Detroit. Nguyen cross-compares the results of her study of vocalic
variables for contemporary men and women over a wide social
status spectrum with those of Anderson (2003), an earlier incarn-
ation of the present study. For /ai/, Nguyen’s speakers maintain
spectral differences between pre-voiced and pre-voiceless following
contexts, although she does note that /ai/ “may be becoming less
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diphthongal over time” (2006: 102). A particularly important finding
is that the females in her study are diphthongal for pre-voiceless /ai/.
She analyzes the differing results for pre-voiceless /ai/ between the
two studies in terms of ideological stances articulated by the different
sets of speakers for each study:

Far from contradicting Anderson’s results. .. my analysis is that
the different results for (pre-voiceless) /ai/ in our studies reflect
the different ideologies of the speakers in our samples. As several
quotes from Anderson’s speakers showed, the speakers in her
sample expressed animosity toward Detroit and a cultural affinity
toward the South. Anderson linked these ideological stances with
the linguistic results she found, suggesting that the speakers in her
sample index a Southern orientation through their use of glide
reduction in voiceless contexts. .. (157)

The speakers in Nguyen’s study “. .. do not share the hostility toward
Detroit, nor the affinity for the South...” Nguyen suggests:

if Anderson is correct in correlating her speakers’ feelings toward
Detroit and the South with their use of Southern White patterns
of /ai/ glide reduction, then we would predict, based on my own
speakers’ lack of such expressed ideologies about Detroit and the
South, that the speakers in my sample would not display the
Southern White pattern of /ai/ glide-reduction. Thus, I suggest
that the differences between my own results for /ai/ and those of
Anderson (2003). .. support Anderson’s correlation between ideo-
logical stances and linguistic use. (158)

Eagleton (1991: 9) describes ideology as “(concerning) the actual uses
of language between particular human subjects for the production of
specific effects” and as a “ . . . function of the relation of an utterance
to its social context.” As Eagleton points out, an important factor to
consider when trying to understand the role of ideology encoded in
language is “. .. a question of who is saying what to whom for what
purposes” (9). In other words, it is important to consider the context
of the interview event when interpreting the patterns reported in
the analysis chapters. Participants were asked to tell me about their
everyday experiences in Detroit and to comment on changes they had
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witnessed in Detroit in their lifetimes. The social salience of topics
centering on perceptions of the South and being Southern emerged
during the course of fieldwork. Eagleton also addresses the role of
context:

It may help to view ideology less as a particular set of discourses,
than as a particular set of effects within discourses.. .. (Its) effects
are discursive, not purely formal, features of language. What is
interpreted will depend on the concrete context of the utterance,
and it is variable from one communicative situation to the next
(194)....1deology offers a set of reasons for material conditions
(209).... A person’s “real” situation is inseparably bound up with
linguistic interpretation of one kind or another. (213)

The ideological stances evident in the comments for the African
American participants on the topics of life in the inner city, residen-
tial segregation, and important historical events such as the “White
Flight” and the 1967 riot reflect the material conditions of these
speakers and provide a context for the differentiation, both culturally
and linguistically, between the African American Southern migrants
and Midwestern Whites. This is particularly evident in the patterning
of the highly socially salient glide-weakened /ai/. The African Amer-
ican and Appalachian White Southern migrant participants in this
study show very different patterns of use for /ai/ than those described
by Eckert (2000) for non-Southern suburban Whites as well those
described by Nguyen (2006) for her sample of Detroit African Amer-
icans who did not report frustration with inner city life, as the
participants in my study did, or an affiliation with the South. More
generally, /ai/ is salient within the broader context of American
English (Wolfram and Schilling-Estes 1998).
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Conclusions and Implications

9.1 General commentary

Section 2.2 discusses Labov’s claim that large-scale vowel changes are
largely structured by language internal principles (Labov 1994). In his
second volume on language change, he suggests that, for the most
part, “social and structural elements in language (are) segregated”
(Labov 2001: 29). In short, he conceptualizes internal and external
types of change as two very different creatures which rarely interact:

...internal and external (factors) are effectively independent of
each other. If an internal factor is dropped or changed, changes
appear in other internal factors, but the external factors remain
unchanged; if an external factor is dropped or changed, other
external factors change but the internal factors remain as they
were. These basic sociolinguistic findings provide the method-
ological rationale for...the separate discussion of internal and
external factors. (Labov 1994: 3)

Chapter 8 considered internal constraints on the fronting of the
high and lower-high back vowels as well as the external motiva-
tions driving the allophonic leveling of diphthongal variant of /ai/
in the progressive pre-voiceless context. I have argued that some
vowel changes, such as /ai/ glide-weakening in the pre-voiceless
context, provide a crucial site for indexing an allegiance to the South
and an opposition with Midwestern Whites, while the other change
examined in this study, fronting of /u/ and /u/, does not constitute a
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site for social and linguistic differentiation in Detroit (see also Nguyen
and Anderson 2006). Insisting that only language internal principles
structure vowel rotations in American English cannot explain these
patterns; nor does it have sufficient explanatory power to account for
why African American speakers show different reactions over time
and space to widespread changes such as /u/ and /u/ fronting and
regional changes such as pre-voiceless /ai/ glide-weakening. In the
South, African Americans are most typically characterized as avoiding
both of these changes (Labov 2001; Thomas 2001), but recent studies,
including Fridland (2003), Wolfram and Thomas (2002), and Childs
(2005) indicate that at least some African Americans in the South do
participate in these changes. Likewise, the Detroit African Americans
in this study participate in both of these changes which were previ-
ously described as characteristic of Whites only. Although fronting
of the back vowels shows strong contextual conditioning (i.e. are
internally constrained), the process is also subject to ideological inter-
vention. This could explain why at least some African Americans in
the South do not show fronting of the high and lower-high back
vowels or pre-voiceless /ai/ glide-weakening (Thomas 2001). In those
areas, where the salient division is along ethnic lines, backing for /u/
and /u/ remains a crucial site. Interestingly, it is these linguistically
conservative areas of the South (formally the plantation region of the
South), where Blacks and Whites show similar patterns of /ai/ glide-
weakening in that both groups maintain the diphthong in the pre-
voiceless context (Wolfram and Schilling-Estes 1998; Thomas 2001).
In those areas, it seems that /u/ and /u/ are crucial sites for ethnic
boundary marking while /ai/ is not. Recall from Section 2.1.4 that
glide-weakening in the pre-voiceless context is a progressive change
reported for restricted groups of speakers (e.g. in Texas as well as the
Smoky Mountain region of North Carolina and East Tennessee). For
the African Americans in Detroit and elsewhere that show fronting,
/u/ and o/ have lost their social salience, that is their local meaning,
and no longer constitute a crucial site for the expression and main-
tenance of local language ideologies. /ai/, in contrast, is rich in local
meaning for both groups of Southern migrant speakers and Southern
speakers generally (Wolfram and Schilling-Estes 1998; Plichta and
Preston 2003; Tillery and Bailey 2003). /ai/ also shows a different
trajectory of change for White speakers in the suburbs, and is highly
socially salient there as well (Eckert 2000).
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As noted above, there are important sociolinguistic differences
between fronting of /u/ and /o/ and /ai/ glide-weakening. While
fronting of /u/ and /u/ are widespread, perhaps even global, changes
in varieties of English, glide-weakening of /ai/ is a more local change
associated with specific groups of people, namely African Americans
and some groups of Southern Whites. /ai/ has been described as
socially salient by many sociolinguistic researchers, including several
who have conducted research in Detroit (Deser 1990; Eckert 1996;
Edwards 1997). Social sensitivity to /ai/ is also expressed through the
extreme variability in the vowel realizations across speakers. This is
hardly surprising because it is a highly socially salient vowel feature
of Southern speech (Plichta and Preston 2003); also, Southern speech
in general is highly socially salient (Preston 1996; Johnstone 2003).
Fronting of /u/ and /u/ does not carry this kind of social significance
or receive this kind of public commentary; these are widespread vowel
changes affecting not just Southern varieties, but many varieties,
of American English (Labov 1994, 2001; Thomas 2001), including
General American English (Johnson 2003). Accordingly, fronted real-
izations of /u/ and /o/ do not appear to be crucial sites for the expres-
sion of a local language ideology for the Detroit African American
speakers in this study. Finally, the two sets of changes are different
in that fronting of /u/ and /u/ is internally constrained by contex-
tual effects from the following consonants. /ai/ glide-weakening, in
contrast, does not seem to follow a lawful, phonetically constrained
path of change. It is a different sort of change, dialect leveling, a
process which is frequently an outcome of language contact resulting
from situations of migration and mobility (Milroy 2002).

9.2 Limitations and contributions of the study and
implications for sociolinguistic research

This work, most certainly, does not represent the “last word” on AAE
and Appalachian English in Detroit. [ want to mention the limitations
of this work. As discussed in Chapter 5, this study analyzes many
tokens from a small number of speakers (13 speakers for the main part
of the study; additional speakers were analyzed for the Pilot Study
discussed in Chapter 4). Due to the “case study” approach taken
here, I cannot make any large claims about Detroit speech or about
Appalachian English or AAE in a broad sense. Rather, I describe the
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linguistic behavior of the Southern migrant participants in this study.
My claims are focused on their speech alone. I do not regret taking
the approach I chose. The depth-first approach allowed me to analyze
enough tokens (5859, to be exact) to understand the role of phonetic
context in shaping (more specifically, constraining) the patterns of
language use described in this study for the high and lower-high back
vowels. I hope I have demonstrated the importance of considering
phonetic context in discussions of language variation in American
English. The expense of a detailed acoustic analysis, as I have said,
is that it limited the number of speakers [ was able to include in the
analysis. Finally, I want to acknowledge the vital importance of large-
scale studies of speech communities, such as those conducted by Walt
Wolfram and his students as well as the studies of Bill Labov and
his students; the methodology in this study aims only to supplement
these more traditional approaches.

[ also want to acknowledge that studying language ideology
presents its own unique set of challenges. Since I did not specific-
ally attempt to obtain metapragmatic commentary on the vowels in
this study (I did not even know what vowels | would study when
I began the fieldwork), I am not able to operationalize ideology in
any concrete way, as pointed out by John Baugh (personal commu-
nication). The analysis appeals to a language ideological interpretive
framework, based on a framework developed by linguistic anthro-
pologists (see further Chapter 2), in a general, not a specific, way.
Eagleton (1991) defines ideology, in the general sense, as “any set of
beliefs motivated by social interests” (2). I have tried to reveal key
beliefs and participant interpretations of life in the Detroit metro-
politan area as encoded in commentary from individual participants.
[ argue in particular that belief and attitudes shape language use
by creating social oppositions such as Southern/Midwestern White
and Inner City Detroit/Suburban Detroit, social oppositions that
are reflected in linguistic differentiation, such as the differentiation
between groups in Detroit for patterns of use for the socially salient
/ai/ vowel (see also Eckert 2000). However, I fully acknowledge the
slippery nature of ideology as reflected in language or any other social
behavior, and my claims concerning language ideology should be
understood as being tentative claims.

Despite its limitations, [ hope this book has made contributions to
the study of language variation and American English vowel systems.
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This study has presented several methodological innovations (see
further Anderson 2003) which can be applied to future studies. The
goals of these methods are to allow cross-speaker comparisons and
facilitate replication by other researchers. For /u/ and /u/, I have
quantified fronting not simply through analysis of absolute F, meas-
urements, which vary substantially across speakers, but rather by
measuring the differences in F, between /u/ and /i/ and between
/o/ and /1/. This relative measure acknowledges that the notion of
fronting only has meaning in reference to the front of the vowel
space, as defined by the F, values of the front vowels. The findings
also demonstrate the need to consider effects of following context,
which are not generally analyzed in socioacoustic work on varieties of
American English. Diphthongization is also a relative notion, which
can best be quantified with reference to a non-diphthongal vowel
such as /a/. I have demonstrated a method for precisely quantifying
diphthongization of /ai/ by subtracting F; and F, midpoint values
from offset values. These measurements make it possible to specify
both the length and direction of the glide.

This project has also indicated several fruitful directions for future
research. The clear-cut contextual effects on the patterns of use
for /u/ and /u/ suggest that socioacoustic work on vowel systems
should consider context effects such as coarticulation. Based on the
results for this study, I would predict global, or frequently attested,
changes to show contextual conditioning at least in the earlier stages
of change. More established changes presumably show less contex-
tual conditioning. Different dialects and different speakers would
not be expected to show opposite patterns of shifting, but the rate
of change across environments could vary. Finally, future research
should also address the question of the degree to which African Amer-
icans are participating in widespread (which are not just “White-
spread”) vowel changes in American English.
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