1. INTRODUCTION
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THIS PADS VOLUME has been a long time in the works. It was ini-
tially envisioned as a book dedicated to Walt Wolfram, who has
initiated so much work on African American English (AAE), first
in Detroit (1969), then in Mississippi (1974), and since 1992 in
North Carolina. The studies presented here were first introduced
in two Linguistic Society of America symposia (Yaeger-Dror and
Thomas 2007, 2008). Papers that were offshoots of those symposia
were then delivered at the New Ways of Analyzing Variation con-
ference or the International Conference on Language and Social
Psychology and the results incorporated into the subsequent ar-
ticles in this volume and in a forthcoming volume on interdialectal
accommodation to be published in the Journal of English Linguistics
in 2010 (Yaeger-Dror and Purnell forthcoming).

We address variation within African American English here—
not the variation related to social class and gender that previous
studies have examined, but geographical variation. AFRICAN AMER-
1caN ENGLISH (AAE), in this text, will be used for the dialects spo-
ken by African Americans who are citizens of the United States.
For the most part, we are referring to speakers whose ancestors
were living in the United States before the end of the Civil War
in 1865. We will try to avoid the impression that we are including
speakers who are from other parts of the New World (e.g., Guyana,
the Dominican Republic, and Haiti) or are African immigrants
themselves. The extent to which blacks who have immigrated to
the United States since 1865 (much less 1965!) have assimilated
into this African American culture and dialect is a much more com-
plicated question that will be left to future studies.

We use PREDOMINANT VERNACULAR ENGLISH (PVE) where pre-
vious studies have referred to European American English. The
speakers of what is determined to be the predominant dialect,
or local PVE, of a given locale are (in each study) non-African
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2 PADS Q4: AAE SPEAKERS & LOCAL SOUND CHANGES

Americans who speak the local koiINE—often referred to as the RE-
GIONAL DIALECT of the area. This locution has been chosen both to
emphasize that in each city studied there is a locally predominant
vernacular norm which differs from city to city, as Labov, Ash, and
Boberg (2006) have now reconfirmed, and to avoid the impression
that the speakers of this dialect are all of European descent. This
is an important point in a research environment where there is a
great deal of evidence that Latinos (e.g., Thomas 2001; Fought
2003; Konopka and Pierrehumbert 2008; Roeder forthcoming)
do not necessarily speak this dialect, although they certainly are in-
fluenced by it, and that Asian Americans (Wong 200%; Chun 2009;
Hall-Lew 2009) generally do and may in fact have influenced the
regional PVE.

AAE has generated several controversies, a fact which is not sur-
prising for the most extensively studied single group of dialects in
North America. During the 1960s, there was debate about whether
vernacular forms of AAE (or AAVE) were “adequate” as linguistic
systems. This debate was resolved by the early work of Labov, Wol-
fram, and their colleagues: AAVE certainly is a complete linguistic
system (see, e.g., Labov 1972).

There were also debates about whether AAVE is consistently
distinct from the predominant local vernacular in a given area.
This debate emerged because the important early studies of AAVE
(Labov et al. 1968; Wolfram 1969; Fasold 1972; Labov 1972; Rick-
ford and McNair-Knox 19g4) were conducted in Northern or semi-
Northern cities of the diaspora, where AAVE was found to differ
quite extensively from the local speech and was found to share
many of the same patterns from city to city. However, AAVE had
been transplanted from the South only a generation or two before
these studies, and it was unclear to what extent it differed from
Southern White Vernacular English (SWVE). Studies such as Wol-
fram’s (1974) examination of speech in Mississippi demonstrated
that it did, though other studies suggested that most differences
were more quantitative than qualitative (e.g., Bailey and Bassett
1986; Dorrill 1986; Pederson et al. 1986—g2; Thomas 1989a, 2001;
Bernstein 1993).
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Questions about the origins of AAE have attracted debate con-
tinuously since the 1960s. This debate has centered around two op-
posing positions: the Anglicist (e.g., McDavid and McDavid 1951)
and neo-Anglicist (e.g., Poplack 2000) position that AAE features
originated from dialects of the British Isles, and the Creolist posi-
tion (e.g., Dillard 1972) that AAE originated from a creole that
was once widely spoken on plantations across the South. However,
there are other positions, such as a view that early AAE exhibited
substrate features from western African languages without coalesc-
ing into a true creole and a hybrid view that AAE combined fea-
tures from British Isles dialects and from creoles, since, after all,
many slaves were brought from the West Indies to the American
South.

Other issues have concerned the continuing development of
AAE with respect to specific local vernaculars. The first was the
Divergence/Convergence Controversy, which flared up during the
1980s, based at first on data that had been collected during the
1960s and early 1970s. It began when Labov and Harris (1986)
reported that AAVE and the local PVE in Philadelphia were di-
verging, not converging as had been assumed for AAVE and PVEs
across the country up until that point. Considerable debate ensued
(Fasold et al. 1987; Bailey and Maynor 1987, 1989; Butters 1989),
but it was shortlived. Quite recently, a new controversy, the “Uni-
formity Controversy,” has appeared (Thomas 200%). This contro-
versy involves a number of related questions:

a. Is there a set of norms for AAE throughout the country to which
many or most African Americans are oriented (even if not all Afri-
can Americans acquire the normative forms)?

b. What degree of geographical uniformity does AAE exhibit?

c. How dependent or independent is geographical variation in AAE
from geographical variation in the white vernaculars of the same
region?

In earlier years, researchers tended to assume that AAE was
geographically uniform and that the principal differentiations
within it fell along social class and gender lines. As Thomas (2007)
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4 PADS Q4: AAE SPEAKERS & LOCAL SOUND CHANGES

notes, when a researcher encountered a difference between his or
her own results and those of another researcher elsewhere, the dif-
ference was generally attributed to variations in corpus design or
analysis methods. Earlier researchers assumed implicitly that there
was a widespread set of norms for which AAVE speakers aimed.
In fact, following Labov’s earlier discussion of “group members”
versus “Lames” (Labov et al. 1968; Labov 1972), studies often dis-
counted speakers who did not converge toward those norms, based
on the assumption that their behavior was, as Harlem preteen
group members referred to them, “Lame” (Labov 1972).

However, even preceding the results from those early studies in
the Northern diaspora, other studies had already shown there were
regional variations within AAE in the South. Dialect geography re-
vealed a rather complex picture, one that even the dialect geog-
raphers themselves were prone to oversimplifying. For example,
Kurath (1949, 6) asserted that “by and large the Southern Negro
speaks the language of the white man of his locality or area and of
his education.” However, Dorrill (1986), who compared African
American and white speakers from the same communities using
data from Kurath’s own Linguistic Atlas of the Middle and South
Atlantic States, found that the situation was more complex than Ku-
rath had suggested. Dorrill’s analysis showed that African Americans
in these states shared numerous local features with nearby whites,
such as the allophonic variations of the BITE and BOUT vowels that
used to predominate in Virginia. Nonetheless, he also showed that
African Americans tended to exhibit more monophthongal forms
of the BOAT, BAIT, and BOUGHT vowels than whites in a given area.
Data from the Linguistic Atlas of the Gulf States (LAGS) (Pederson
et al. 1986-92) also showed the same sort of mixed picture: AAE
is far from geographically uniform in LAGS, but not identical to
white speech, either. The clearest exemplification of the geograph-
ical heterogeneity is the Mississippi Delta region, in which African
Americans (and whites) used numerous phonological and lexical
forms seldom found elsewhere in the LAGS territory. However, Af-
rican Americans also exhibited some general trends that set them
off from whites, such as showing significantly less fronting of the
BOUT nucleus than whites in LAGS.
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More recent studies have also uncovered pockets illustrating
the great diversity within Southern AAE. Wolfram and Thomas
(2002), for example, found that African Americans in remote Hyde
County, North Carolina, showed several features infrequent in AAE
elsewhere. Among these were morphosyntactic features, such as
leveled weren’t (e.g., it weren’t cold) and plural -s (the cars goes too
Jast), and vocalic features, such as fronted forms of the BOAT vow-
el and front-gliding forms of the BouT diphthong. Nevertheless,
younger African Americans were losing many of these features, and
even older African Americans showed subtle differences from lo-
cal whites. To the west, Fridland (2009) and Fridland and Bartlett
(2006) have noted that African Americans in Memphis share some
vowel developments with local whites, such as fronting of the BoAT
vowel and a switch in the relative positions of the BAIT and BET
nuclei (both associated with the Southern Shift proposed by Labov
1994). Nevertheless, they also found that African Americans were
adopting the fronting of BOAT more slowly than whites.

The diversity of patterns reflects the diversity of communities
across the South. Hyde County had a long history of isolation. For
most of its history, it was much easier to reach by boat than by land,
and its African Americans were particularly cut off from African
Americans elsewhere. Similar kinds of situations occurred in many
parts of the South, such as the Appalachians, where tiny African
American communities existed in scattered locations; the Sea Is-
lands off the coast of South Carolina and Georgia, where African
Americans constituted the majority and have maintained the creole
Gullah to this day; and the swampy hinterlands of southern Louisi-
ana, where French was long the main medium of communication.
Conversely, the more central areas where the plantation culture
flourished in antebellum days had large African American popula-
tions but were not isolated. The growth of Southern cities with the
rise of mill towns starting during the 1870s and continuing during
the twentieth century (Woodward 1951; Cobb 1984; Feagin 2004;
McNair 2005) created new and substantial communities of African
Americans who had close contacts with other African American
communities.
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Outside the South, the Great Migration, the movement of Af-
rican Americans to large Northern and Western cities, created a
new situation for African Americans. This arrangement consisted
of dense communities of African Americans in inner-city neighbor-
hoods surrounded by white Anglo, Hispanic, or less often Asian
American communities, which in turn were surrounded by rural
areas with almost no African Americans. African Americans in
these new urban neighborhoods lacked the kinship ties to nearby
rural communities that had existed in the South. Economically,
they were tied to factories and other industry and had left behind
agriculture, exemplified by the old sharecropping system. Linguis-
tically, African Americans from different parts of the South found
themselves living side by side. This situation likely created the mix-
ing of dialectal forms and subsequent leveling of regional differ-
ences that make up KOINEIZATION, as Trudgill (1986) defines it.
(See also Payne 1976, 1980; Kerswill 2002; and Auer, Hinskens,
and Kerswill 2004.)

As will be discussed in this volume, the Great Migration of Af-
rican American speakers to the North occurred relatively recently,
peaking during World War I, the Great Depression, and World
War II. This had not left a great deal of time for geographic differ-
ences to develop when data were gathered in the 1960s. In addi-
tion, movement of African Americans between cities may also have
encouraged the development of widespread norms for AAE at the
expense of local norms, as has the prestige of musical styles like hip
hop (Alim and Baugh 2007; Alim, Ibrahim, and Pennycook 2008;
Alim 2009; Blake, Fix, and Shousterman 200g), which has even led
to the “crossing” of white speakers (e.g., Bucholtz and Skapoulli
2009; Guy and Cutler forthcoming), providing further motivation
for a supraregional norm. Much of the morphosyntactic evidence,
as well as some lexical (Smitherman 2000) and vocalic evidence,
suggests that widespread AAE norms emerged. However, the dia-
lect contact that African Americans experienced with surrounding
non-African Americans differed from what they had known in the
South. The dialects with which they found themselves in contact
differed from city to city, too. In building new communities, they
were free to create new linguistic norms that might differ from
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one city to another. While evidence emerged for widespread AAE
norms, there is also evidence that AAE phonology and sometimes
morphosyntax varies in different cities, even while their phonology
remains (at least quantitatively) distinct from that of other ethnic
groups (Thomas 198gb; Deser 19go; Henderson 1996; Pollock
and Berni 1997; Hinton and Pollock 2000; Anderson 2002; Flood
2002; Jones 2003; Nguyen 2006; Bloomquist 2009). Evidence to
be presented here will demonstrate that there is also convergence
toward the local phonology.

A problem that follows from this evidence is that we should be
just as careful not to imply hegemony of regional PVEs over African
American varieties as we are to avoid the simplistic assumption that
there is a single iconic AAVE.

While many forms of AAE retain their distinctiveness from
neighboring varieties, an unanswered question is how much inde-
pendence they show. Has AAE developed regional differentiation
from a supraregional norm that did not result from accommoda-
tion to regional dominant dialects? The few previous papers ad-
dressing regional variation in AAE have discussed features, such
as rhoticity and fronting of the BoAT vowel, that clearly represent
accommodation to local varieties (Pollack and Berni 1997; Hinton
and Pollock 2000; Flood 2002; Fridland and Bartlett 2006). This
potential bias mirrors earlier reports by dialect geographers, such
as the above-mentioned quotation from Kurath (1949).

In the reported cases in which accommodation to dominant
varieties has been attested, whites outnumbered African Americans
considerably, and the relative population sizes alone seem to ac-
count for the direction of assimilation. For one region in which
African Americans vastly outnumbered whites at one time—the
Low Country of coastal South Carolina and Georgia—it has been
suggested that monophthongal forms of the BAIT and BOAT vowels
spread from African American speech to white speech (Thomas
and Bailey 1998) rather than vice versa. Other studies have sug-
gested that the limited amount of copula deletion found in SWVE
spread from AAE (Wolfram 1974) and have revived an old theory
that nonrhoticity in Southern white English may have been pro-
moted by nonrhoticity in AAE (Feagin 1997).
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8 PADS Q4: AAE SPEAKERS & LOCAL SOUND CHANGES

Another factor the studies in this volume consider is the degree
of interaction that exists between different communities within the
urban setting: the degree to which a given AAE accommodates to
the local PVE norms is theoretically also influenced by the degree
of actual face-toface contact that occurs between members of each
group in any given locale. Presumably, the greater the degree of
segregation that exists in a given locale, the smaller the oppor-
tunity for assimilation or accommodation in either direction. Of
course, the factors of power and prestige also play a role in the
direction of assimilation, and their precise effects with regard to
the transfer of features between AAE and local varieties remain to
be worked out.

The number of studies that provide evidence for geographi-
cal diversity within AAE, especially outside of dialect geography,
remains small, however. The previously mentioned studies do not
provide anything close to a broad geographical picture of AAE
phonology. Moreover, they either explore a small subset of phono-
logical variables or focus on syntax. Nevertheless, this preliminary
work has provided a tantalizing taste of how much geographical
variation might exist in AAE now that there are large numbers of
adult speakers native to each area. It can be used to provide a his-
torical perspective on the work to be presented here. We have at-
tempted to address this part of the Uniformity Controversy—the
degree of geographical variation in AAE—in this collection. To fa-
cilitate comparability, each research group followed the same pro-
tocol, analyzing both African American and local PVE speakers.
Each speaker’s vowel system was analyzed to permit the compari-
son of the local AAE and “General American” vowel phonology,
as compared with that of the archetype for a supralocal AAE, as
well as with the local PVE’s idiosyncrasies. Each research group also
considered the available evidence on the degree to which speakers
from one group actually are in contact with the other group. Some
of these studies also considered the degree to which an individual
AAE speaker interacts with local PVE speakers—either by consid-
ering where they live and what their own relationships are, or by
selfreports of the individual speakers.

In fact, aside from our unifying the protocol for these studies
so that the works are comparable, we also found that it would be
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helpful to formulate a convention to unify the text and simplify the
reader’s task; with that thought in mind, we have suggested that
authors use neither a phonological / / nor a variable ( ) presenta-
tion, both of which differ in conventions from author to author. We
have chosen instead to refer to a given vowel class using keywords,
following the principle behind Wells (1982). To further simplify,
we turned to Ladefoged’s (200p5) choice of keyword paradigm,
which uses words that are as untrammeled by their consonantal
environment as possible. To obtain these keywords, he chose an
H_D frame, to have his speakers “Say HEED again.”

To minimize the need for varying the “carrier” environment,
in each case, the vowel being focused on here will be a B_T para-
digm (see table 1.1). Where the environment requires a more spe-
cific formulation, the paradigm word will be chosen to reflect that
change. For example, most instances of BITE in the volume refer
to the diphthong /ar/ in all contexts; however, where the following

TABLE 1.1
Keywords Used to Represent Vowel Classes

IPA  Keyword [_r] [_1] Specific Formulations

/i/ BEET BEER PEEL

n/ BIT BILL BIN [_N]

lel BAIT BEAR BAIL

el BET BELL BEN [_NJ]; BEG [_g]

/el  BAT BACK [_k]; BAG [_g]; BAN [_N];

TAP [_p]; TAB [_b]; BAD, for
Milwaukee [_d], for New York

see p. 109
/a/  BOT BAR

s/ BOUGHT BORder BALL

/lo/  BOAT BOAR BOWL

In/ BUT CULL

/o/  BOOK BOOR PULL

/u/ BOOT POOL TOOT [Ceoronai—]

/a1/  BITE PYRE BILE BIDE [_C4]; BUY [_#]; PINE [_N]
/av/  BOUT HOUR HOWL  BOUGH [_#]

/o1/  BOY BOIL

/24 BIRD BURR [_#]; bothER [—stress]
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10 PADS Q4: AAE SPEAKERS & LOCAL SOUND CHANGES

phonetic environment is pertinent, BITE, BIDE, PINE, and BUY are
used to indicate /ar/ followed by a voiceless obstruent, followed by
a voiceless obstruent, followed by a nasal, and in word-final posi-
tion, respectively. Pre-/r/ and pre-/1/ vowels are differentiated with
their own keywords. We hope that this convention will permit the
reader to follow all the authors without difficult transitioning be-
tween chapters.

The communities included here represent strikingly diverse
contact situations. First, there are two studies of communities in
what might be called the “Old South”—rural, relatively isolated
locales. These two chapters describe communities that are other-
wise dissimilar. The first, by Childs, Mallinson, and Carpenter, ex-
amines two locales at the eastern end of North Carolina and two
at the western end, all of which were surveyed in research initi-
ated by Wolfram. One of the eastern locations is Hyde County, the
same one studied by Wolfram and Thomas (2002) and Wolfram,
Thomas, and Green (2000). In all four locales, African Americans
formed fairly small communities that were isolated from other Af-
rican Americans for long periods. The dominant dialects were the
Pamlico Sound dialect in the east and the southern Appalachian
dialect in the west, and African Americans showed considerable—
if not complete—accommodation to them. The second study, by
Wroblewski, Strand, and Dubois, examines AAE in three parish-
es in rural southern Louisiana. In striking contrast to the North
Carolina locales, many African Americans in southern Louisiana,
who often identify themselves as Creoles, have a long tradition of
French language use. Like their white neighbors, the Cajuns, they
exhibit dialectal features in a mixture not found elsewhere. They
share features such as monophthongal forms of the BOAT and BAIT
vowels with the Cajuns. Yet they show evidence of some older fea-
tures as well.

Next is Andres and Votta’s study of a “New South” community:
Roswell, Georgia, an exurb of Atlanta. This community is as close
to the mainstream of AAE as any surveyed in this volume. Even in
Roswell, though, AAE appears to show some influence from the
speech of the neighboring PVE. Andres and Votta examine some
features associated with the “Southern Shift” (e.g., Labov 1994), a
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series of vowel shifts that occur in Southern white speech, and the
merger of the BoT and BOUGHT vowels. These processes seem to
have spilled over from the PVE to AAE, but the details are more
complicated. Andres and Votta’s results are similar to those from
Memphis that appeared in Fridland (200g) and Fridland and Bar-
tlett (2006). It is notable that evidence for both convergence and
dialect maintenance occurring together was not found in earlier
studies, when most of the parents of the AAE speakers were not
from the local community, but is more likely to be found in these
newer studies based on more settled communities. After the ur-
ban South, we move to the urban Northeast. Here we examine two
cities with strikingly different PVEs as well as different settlement
histories: New York and Pittsburgh.

An intricate interethnic relationship appears in Pittsburgh in
the chapter by Eberhardt. African Americans came to Pittsburgh
even before the Great Migration, to work in the steel mills; they
have adopted the local BOT-BOUGHT merger and fronting of the
BOAT vowel from Pittsburgh’s PVE. However, they have not adopt-
ed monophthongization of the souT diphthong, which they self-
report as a feature indexing “white” identity rather than local iden-
tity and which Eberhardt finds is not being retained by younger
white speakers either. At the same time, they have retained two
widespread AAE features that are not common in Pittsburgh’s PVE,
the BIN-BEN merger and monophthongization of BIDE.

In New York, Coggshall and Becker also find that AAE and the
PVE reveal a complex relationship. African Americans have lost
some typical AAE features that were documented in Labov’s earlier
work, while accommodating to locally salient features, such as the
complex offglide of the BOUGHT vowel; at the same time, they have
retained other AAE features.

Finally, we have two studies of cities in the Midwest: Colum-
bus, Ohio, and Milwaukee, Wisconsin. However, like our featured
Northeastern cities, the PVEs in these two cities differ substantially.
Columbus lies in the Midland dialect region, typified by fronting
of the BOAT and BOOT vowels and various mergers, including ongo-
ing merger of the BOT and BOUGHT vowels. Milwaukee, meanwhile,
lies in the Northern dialect area, where the series of vowel changes
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12 PADS Q4: AAE SPEAKERS & LOCAL SOUND CHANGES

called the Northern Cities Shift (Labov 1994) occurs. Milwaukee
was largely settled by African Americans after the Great Migration
was past.

The Northern Cities Shift includes, among other shifts, the
raising and ingliding/downgliding of the BAT vowel in all contexts,
fronting of the BOT vowel, and lowering or retraction of the BET
vowel. The AAE speakers in the sample appear to share some of
these local features, though they eschew Canadian Raising of BITE-
BIDE (in which the nucleus is higher for BITE than for BIDE), which
also occurs locally, and they retain the BIN-BEN merger. Purnell
takes a closer look at the amount of contact a particular African
American has with local PVE speakers and whether accommoda-
tion to an interviewer’s speech occurs. He finds that certain vari-
ables—especially fronting of the BooT vowel, the weakness of the
BIDE glide, and the height of the BET vowel—are strongly affected
by those factors in Milwaukee.

For Columbus, Durian, Dodsworth, and Schumacher find,
once again, that African Americans converge toward the local PVE
for some features but not others. They have adopted fronting of
the BoaT and BOOT vowels but differ from whites in their environ-
mentally influenced realizations of the BOT and BOUGHT vowels.
They also show a raising and fronting shift of the BuT vowel that
is not reported in the PVE, but which Thomas (2001) suggested
would be more advanced in AAE than in most PVE speech.

These studies should be considered as preliminary evidence for
the early years of the twenty-first century. The evidence described
in these studies reflects a much more nuanced assessment, linguis-
tically speaking, than was possible in the late 1960s or even in the
1980s. Certainly, the evidence presented here from the South (in
the papers by Childs et al., Andres and Votta, and Strand et al.) sup-
ports Wolfram’s (200%) assertion that the hypothesis (or, as he now
refers to it, the “myth”) of a uniform AAE cannot be maintained.

However, perhaps the theory was never intended to be relevant
for communities in which AAE and local vernacular speakers had
been in consistent contact for 200 years. Maybe it reflected the
“new town” situation that arose during the Great Migration—with
the parents of the speakers, as well as most of the speakers them-
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selves, new to the area and interacting primarily with other speak-
ers whose roots were in various regions of the South rather than
with African American or with white speakers who were from the
local area. It may pertain primarily to settings where AAE speak-
ers—like people in the situations discussed in Trudgill (1986),
the mostly white children in King of Prussia, Pennsylvania (Payne
1976, 1980), families in mill communities such as Anniston, Ala-
bama (Feagin 2004), and Griffin, Georgia (McNair 2005), or the
“new towns” of Milton Keynes, England (Kerswill and Williams
2000), and the suburbs of Texas (Thomas 1997)—had relatively
limited contact with speakers from outside the nonlocal, nonna-
tive, segregated community.

Thus, while the more insular Southern communities provide
a sense of perspective on what members of the parent generation
may have had as a linguistic background, evidence from non-South-
ern communities 20—50 years further on provides crucial points
for comparison as well. In the Northeastern and Midwestern cit-
ies discussed here, we find a great deal of regional diversity, even
while certain characteristic features of AAE appear repeatedly. As
discussed above, it appears that each local AAE community has
incorporated features of the local predominant vernacular, while
maintaining some nonlocal features, presumably to index social
identity.

Is there some consensus by these authors that this increased ac-
commodation to a given locally predominant vernacular is caused
by increasing integration into the local community? Unfortunately,
the studies are fairly clear that actual integration has been reduced
since the 1970s, so the degree of face-to-face interaction with local
vernacular speakers has perhaps even decreased since the studies
that were carried outin the 1960s. On the other hand, we would be
wise to consider the results in the light of earlier theoretical work:
the work of Milroy (1980) and Sankoff (Sankoff and Laberge
1978) is particularly helpful. The interaction of social network and
Linguistic Marketplace (developed on the basis of Bourdieu’s early
theories) may weight the importance of local vernacular features
so the speakers in the workforce are more prone to accommodate
to them.

20z Iudy 01 uo 3senb Aq ypd- | deyo’ L0 ¥6SAVd/y L ¥ZSY/ L/ L/v6/Pd-8jonie/sped/woo iieyoisAlis dnp)/:diy woly papeojumoq



14  PADS Q4: AAE SPEAKERS & LOCAL SOUND CHANGES

Thus, the picture this text paints is more nuanced than earlier
studies, but it also leads to new questions about AAE that will have
to be resolved in future work. Is there a way to determine which
local features will be used to index local identity? How can we de-
termine which AAE features will be used to index racial identity?
Exactly what role does the level of contact with non—African Ameri-
cans play in a speaker’s vowel configuration? While some commu-
nities seem to favor, for example, the BIN-BEN merger as a marker
of ethnicity, that is not universally the case. There seems to be a
suite of variants that are widespread in AAE, but in a given com-
munity, African Americans keep some of those features, discard
others, and adopt selected features from the local PVE. The stud-
ies included in this volume demonstrate clearly and importantly
the direction future research needs to go. The next steps will be
to examine whether and how the local situation determines the
development of local AAE, whether contact with African Ameri-
cans from other regions reinforces the variants that are widespread
in AAE, whether—even in the absence of extensive supraregional
AAE contacts—the speakers in a given place will focus on the same
AAE features to index/demonstrate their ethnic/racial affiliation,
and the degree to which the use of such indexical features is con-
tingent on processes similar to those that cause “crossing” among
the white fans of rap and hip hop.

Initial studies of the importance of various factors on Speech
Accommodation (Giles 1973, 1984; Coupland 2007) are already
providing preliminary analyses of “accommodative” tendencies in
different communities (e.g., Bucholtz and Skapoulli 2009; Har-
wood and Pitts 2009; Yaeger-Dror and Purnell forthcoming). How-
ever, very little of that work has addressed the issue of the degree to
which AAE speakers accommodate to the national “General Ameri-
can” norm, to the locally dominant norm, or neither, and whether
the degree to which they may do so is influenced by the degree of
actual face-to-face contact that occurs between African Americans
and PVE speakers; future research will also focus on the impor-
tance of indexical weighting (Yaeger and Feagin 2005) of favored
and disfavored realizations.

20z Iudy 01 uo 3senb Aq ypd- | deyo’ L0 ¥6SAVd/y L ¥ZSY/ L/ L/v6/Pd-8jonie/sped/woo iieyoisAlis dnp)/:diy woly papeojumoq



Introduction 15

REFERENCES

Alim, H. Samy. 2009. “Translocal Style Communities: Hip Hop Youth as
Cultural Theorists of Style, Language, and Globalization.” In Bucholtz
and Skapoulli 2009, 103—28.

Alim, H. Samy, and John Baugh, eds. 2007. Talkin Black Talk: Language,
Education, and Social Change. New York: Teachers College Press.

Alim, H. Samy, Awad Ibrahim, and Alastair Pennycook, eds. 2008. Global
Linguistic Flows: Hip Hop Cultures, Youth Identities, and the Politics of Lan-
guage. London: Routledge.

Anderson, Bridget L. 2002. “Dialect Leveling and /ai/ Monophthongiza-
tion among African American Detroiters.” Journal of Sociolinguistics 6:
86-098.

Auer, Peter, Frans Hinskens, and Paul Kerswill, eds. 2004. Dialect Change:
Convergence and Divergence in European Languages. Cambridge: Cam-
bridge Univ. Press.

Bailey, Guy, and Marvin Bassett. 1986. “Invariant Be in the Lower South.”
In Language Variety in the South: Perspectives in Black and White, ed. Mi-
chael B. Montgomery and Guy Bailey, 158-79. University: Univ. of
Alabama Press.

Bailey, Guy, and Natalie Maynor. 1987. “Decreolization?” Language in Soci-
ety 16: 449-73.

. 1989. “The Divergence Controversy.” American Speech 64: 12—39.

Bernstein, Cynthia. 1993. “Measuring Social Causes of Phonological Varia-
tion in Texas.” American Speech 68: 227—40.

Blake, Renée, Sonya Fix, and Cara Shousterman. 2009. “Vowel Centraliza-
tion before /r/ in Two AAE Dialects: A Case of Regional Variation.”
Paper presented at the annual meeting of the Linguistics Society of
America, San Francisco, Calif,, Jan. 8-11.

Bloomquist, Jennifer. 2009. “Dialect Differences in Central Pennsylvania:
Regional Dialect Use and Adaptation by African Americans in the
Lower Susquehanna Valley.” American Speech 84: 27—4/7.

Bucholtz, Mary, and Elena Skapoulli, eds. 2009. “Youth Language at the
Intersection: From Migration to Globalization.” Special issue of Prag-
matics 19.1.

Butters, Ronald R. 1989. The Death of Black English: Divergence and Conver-
gence in Black and White Vernaculars. Frankfurt am Main: Lang.

Chun, Elaine. 2009. “Speaking Like Asian Immigrants: Intersections of Ac-
commodation and Mocking at a U.S. High School.” In Bucholtz and
Skapoulli 2009, 17-38.

20z Iudy 01 uo 3senb Aq ypd- | deyo’ L0 ¥6SAVd/y L ¥ZSY/ L/ L/v6/Pd-8jonie/sped/woo iieyoisAlis dnp)/:diy woly papeojumoq



16 PADS 94: AAE SPEAKERS & LOCAL SOUND CHANGES

Cobb, James C. 1984. Industrialization and Southern Society, 1877—-1984. Lex-
ington: Univ. Press of Kentucky.

Coupland, Nikolas. 2007. Style: Language Variation and Identity. Cambridge:
Cambridge Univ. Press.

Deser, Toni. 199o. “Dialect Transmission and Variation: An Acoustic Analy-
sis of Vowels in Six Urban Detroit Families.” Ph.D. diss., Boston Univ.

Dillard, J. L. 1972. Black English: Its History and Usage in the United States.
New York: Random House.

Dorrill, George Townsend. 1986. Black and White Speech in the Southern Unit-
ed States: Evidence from the Linguistic Atlas of the Middle and South Atlantic
States. Frankfurt am Main: Lang.

Fasold, Ralph W. 1972. Tense Marking in Black English: A Linguistic and So-
cial Analysis. Arlington, Va.: Center for Applied Linguistics.

Fasold, Ralph W., William Labov, Fay Boyd Vaughn-Cooke, Guy Bailey, Walt
Wolfram, Arthur K. Spears, and John Rickford. 1987. “Are Black and
White Vernaculars Diverging? Papers from the NWAVE XIV Panel Dis-
cussion.” American Speech 62: 3-80.

Feagin, Crawford. 1997. “The African Contribution to Southern States
English.” In Language Variety in the South Revisited, ed. Cynthia Bern-
stein, Thomas Nunnally, and Robin Sabino, 123-39. Tuscaloosa:
Univ. of Alabama Press.

. 2004. “New South, New Town: Accounting for Contrasting Variet-
ies of English in the White Community.” Paper presented at the §grd
annual conference on New Ways of Analyzing Variation (NWAV 33),
Ann Arbor, Mich., Sept. 30-Oct. 3.

Flood, Constance L. 2002. “Unconstricted /r/ in the SSE and AAVE of Lee
County, Alabama.” Paper presented at the 66th Southeastern Confer-
ence on Linguistics (SECOL LXVI), Memphis, Tenn., Apr. 18-20.

Fought, Carmen. 200g. Chicano English in Context. New York: Palgrave Mac-
millan.

Fridland, Valerie. 2003. “Network Strength and the Realization of the
Southern Vowel Shift among African Americans in Memphis, Tennes-
see.” American Speech 178: 3—30.

Fridland, Valerie, and Kathy Bartlett. 2006. “The Social and Linguistic
Conditioning of Back Vowel Fronting across Ethnic Groups in Mem-
phis, Tennessee.” English Language and Linguistics 10: 1-22.

Giles, Howard. 1973. “Accent Mobility: A Model and Some Data.” Anthro-
pological Linguistics 15: 87—-105.

, ed. 1984. “The Dynamics of Speech Accommodation.” Special is-
sue of International Journal of the Sociology of Language 46.

20z Iudy 01 uo 3senb Aq ypd- | deyo’ L0 ¥6SAVd/y L ¥ZSY/ L/ L/v6/Pd-8jonie/sped/woo iieyoisAlis dnp)/:diy woly papeojumoq



Introduction 17

Guy, Gregory R., and Cecelia Cutler. Forthcoming. “Speech Style and
Authenticity: Quantitative Evidence for the Performance of Identity.”
Language Variation and Change.

Hall-Lew, Lauren. 2009. “Ethnicity and Sound Change in San Francisco
English.” Paper presented at the g5th Annual Meeting of the Berkeley
Linguistics Society (BLS g5). Berkeley, Calif., Feb. 14-16.

Harwood, Jake, and Margaret J. Pitts, eds. 2009. “Current Research in Lan-
guage and Social Psychology: Select Papers from ICLASP XI, Tucson,
AZ.” Special issue of Journal of Language and Social Psychology 28.4.

Henderson, Anita. 1996. “The Short ‘a’ Pattern of Philadelphia among
African-American Speakers.” In “(N)WAVES and MEANS: A Selection
of Papers from NWAVE 24,” ed. Miriam Meyerhoff, 127—40. University
of Pennsylvania Working Papers in Linguistics 3.1.

Hinton, Linette N., and Karen E. Pollock. 2000. “Regional Variations in
the Phonological Characteristics of African American Vernacular
English.” World Englishes 19: 59—71.

Jones, Jamilla. 2003. “African Americans in Lansing and the Northern Cit-
ies Vowel Shift: Language Contact and Accommodation.” Ph.D. diss.,
Michigan State Univ.

Kerswill, Paul. 2002. “Koineization and Accommodation.” In The Handbook
of Language Variation and Change, ed. J. K. Chambers, Peter Trudgill,
and Natalie Schilling-Estes, 669—702. Malden, Mass.: Blackwell.

Kerswill, Paul, and Ann Williams. 2000. “Mobility Versus Social Class in
Dialect Levelling: Evidence from New and Old Towns in England.” In
Dialect and Migration in a Changing Europe, ed. Klaus Mattheier, 1-13.
Frankfurt am Main: Lang.

Konopka, Kenneth, and Janet Pierrehumbert. 2008. “Vowels in Contact:
Mexican Heritage English in Chicago.” In “SALSA XVI: 2008,” ed.
Amy Brown and Josh Iorio, g4—-108. Special issue of Texas Linguistic
Forum r2.

Kurath, Hans. 1949. A Word Geography of the Eastern United States. Ann Ar-
bor: Univ. of Michigan Press.

Labov, William. 1972. Language in the Inner City: Studies in the Black English
Vernacular. Philadelphia: Univ. of Pennsylvania Press.

. 1994. Principles of Linguistic Change. Vol. 1, Internal Factors. Oxford:
Blackwell.

Labov William, Sharon Ash, and Charles Boberg. 2006. The Atlas of North
American English: Phonetics, Phonology, and Sound Change. Berlin: Mou-
ton de Gruyter.

20z Iudy 01 uo 3senb Aq ypd- | deyo’ L0 ¥6SAVd/y L ¥ZSY/ L/ L/v6/Pd-8jonie/sped/woo iieyoisAlis dnp)/:diy woly papeojumoq



18  PADS Q4: AAE SPEAKERS & LOCAL SOUND CHANGES

Labov, William, Paul Cohen, Clarence Robins, and John Lewis. 1968. A
Study of the Non-standard English of Negro and Puerto Rican Speakers in
New York City. Cooperative research project no. 4288. 2 vols. New York:
Columbia Univ.

Labov, William, and Wendell A. Harris. 1986. “De Facto Segregation of
Black and White Vernaculars.” In Diversity and Diachrony, ed. David
Sankoff, 1-24. Amsterdam: Benjamins.

Ladefoged, Peter. 2005. Vowels and Consonants: An Introduction to the Sounds
of Languages. 2nd ed. Malden, Mass.: Blackwell.

McDavid, Raven L., Jr., and Virginia Glenn McDavid. 1951. “The Relation-
ship of the Speech of American Negroes to the Speech of Whites.”
American Speech 26: §—17.

McNair, Elizabeth DuPree. 2005. Mill Villagers and Farmers: Dialect and Eco-
nomics in a Small Southern Town. Publication of the American Dialect
Society go. Durham, N.C.: Duke Univ. Press.

Milroy, Lesley. 1980. Language and Social Networks. Oxford: Blackwell.

Nguyen, Jennifer G. 2006. “The Changing Social and Linguistic Orien-
tation of the African American Middle Class.” Ph.D. diss., Univ. of
Michigan.

Payne, Arvilla Chapin. 1976. “The Acquisition of the Phonological System
of a Second Dialect.” Ph.D. diss., Univ. of Pennsylvania.

. 1980. “Factors Controlling the Acquisition of the Philadelphia
Dialect by Out-of-State Children.” In Locating Language in Time and
Space, ed. William Labov, 143-78. New York: Academic Press.

Pederson, Lee A., Susan Leas McDaniel, Guy Bailey, Marvin H. Basset,
Carol M. Adams, Caisheng Liao, and Michael B. Montgomery, eds.
1986-92. The Linguistic Atlas of the Gulf States. 77 vols. Athens: Univ. of
Georgia Press.

Pollock, Karen E., and Mary C. Berni. 1997. “Variation in Vocalic and Post-
vocalic /r/ in AAVE.” Technical paper presented at the annual conven-
tion of the American Speech-Language-Hearing Association, Boston,
Nov. 19—22.

Poplack, Shana, ed. 2000. The English History of African American English.
Malden, Mass.: Blackwell.

Rickford, John R., and Faye McNair-Knox. 1994. “Addressee- and Topic-In-
fluenced Style Shift: A Quantitative Sociolinguistic Study.” In Sociolin-
guistic Perspectives on Register, ed. Douglas Biber and Edward Finegan,
295—76. New York: Oxford Univ. Press.

Roeder, Rebecca. Forthcoming. “Northern Cities Chicano English: Vowel
Production and Perception.” In “Accommodation to the Dominant

20z Iudy 01 uo 3senb Aq ypd- | deyo’ L0 ¥6SAVd/y L ¥ZSY/ L/ L/v6/Pd-8jonie/sped/woo iieyoisAlis dnp)/:diy woly papeojumoq



Introduction 19

Norm in American Corpora,” ed. Malcah Yaeger-Dror and Thomas C.
Purnell. Special issue of American Speech 85.2.

Sankoff, David, and Suzanne Laberge. 1978. “The Linguistic Market and
the Statistical Explanation of Variability.” In Linguistic Variation: Models
and Methods, ed. David Sankoff, 259—50. New York: Academic Press.

Smitherman, Geneva. 2000. Black Talk: Words and Phrases from the Hood to
the Amen Corner. Rev. ed. Boston: Houghton Mifflin.

Thomas, Erik R. 1989a. “The Implications of /o/ Fronting in Wilmington,
North Carolina.” American Speech 64: 327-33.

. 198gb. “Vowel Changes in Columbus, Ohio.” Journal of English Lin-
guistics 22: 20515,
. 1997. “A Rural/Metropolitan Split in the Speech of Texas Ang-

los.” Language Variation and Change 9: 409-32.

. 2001. An Acoustic Analysis of Vowel Variation in New World English.
Publication of the American Dialect Society 85. Durham, N.C.: Duke
Univ. Press.

. 2007. “Phonological and Phonetic Characteristics of African
American Vernacular English.” Language and Linguistics Compass 1:
450-75-

Thomas, Erik R., and Guy Bailey. 1998. “Parallels between Vowel Subsys-
tems of African American Vernacular English and Caribbean Anglo-
phone Creoles.” Journal of Pidgin and Creole Languages 15: 267-96.

Trudgill, Peter. 1986. Dialects in Contact. Oxford: Blackwell.

Wells, J. C. 1982. Accents of English. 3 vols. Cambridge: Cambridge Univ.
Press.

Wolfram, Walter A. 1969. A Sociolinguistic Description of Detroit Negro Speech.
Washington, DC: Center for Applied Linguistics.

Wolfram, Walt. 1974. “The Relationship of White Southern Speech to Ver-
nacular Black English.” Language 50: 498-527.

. 200%. “Sociolinguistic Folklore in the Study of African American
English.” Language and Linguistic Compass 1: 292—319.

Wolfram, Walt, and Erik R. Thomas. 2002. The Development of African Ameri-
can English. Oxford: Blackwell.

Wolfram, Walt, Erik R. Thomas, and Elaine W. Green. 2000. “The Region-
al Context of Earlier African American Speech: Evidence for Recon-
structing the Development of AAVE.” Language in Sociely 29: $15-55.

Wong, Amy W. 2007. “ITwo Vernacular Features in the English of Four
American-Born Chinese.” In “Papers from NWAV g5,” ed. Toni Cook
and Keelan Evanini, 217-g0. University of Pennsylvania Working Papers
in Linguistics 18.2.

20z Iudy 01 uo 3senb Aq ypd- | deyo’ L0 ¥6SAVd/y L ¥ZSY/ L/ L/v6/Pd-8jonie/sped/woo iieyoisAlis dnp)/:diy woly papeojumoq



20 PADS Q4: AAE SPEAKERS & LOCAL SOUND CHANGES

Woodward, C. Vann. 1951. Origins of the New South, 1877-1913. Baton
Rouge: Louisiana State Univ. Press.

Yaeger-Dror, Malcah, and Crawford Feagin. 2005. “Elephants, Speech
Styles, Accommodation, and Changes.” Paper presented at the an-
nual meeting of the Linguistic Society of America, Oakland, Calif.,
Jan. 6—9.

Yaeger-Dror, Malcah, and Thomas C. Purnell, eds. Forthcoming. “Accom-
modative Tendencies in Interdialect Communication.” Special issue
of Journal of English Linguistics 38.2.

Yaeger-Dror, Malcah, and Erik R. Thomas, organizers. 2007. “Vowel Pho-
nology and Ethnicity.” Symposium at the annual meeting of the Lin-
guistic Society of America, Anaheim, Calif., Jan. 4-7.

, organizers. 2008. “Urban Vowel Phonology and African American

Identity.” Symposium at the annual meeting of the Linguistic Society
of America, Chicago, Jan. 3-6.

202 Iudy 01 uo 3senb Aq ypd- | deyo’ L0 ¥6SAVd/y L ¥ZSP/ L/ L/v6/4Pd-8jonie/sped/woo iieyoisAlis dnp)/:diy woly pepeojumoq



