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1. Introduction

In Canadian English and several other varietiekEmjlish, a process known as
“Canadian Raising” causes the diphthongg #md/or /a/ to have raised or
centralized onsets before voiceless consonantsoédih similar forms of Raising
appear to be more widespread, “genuine” Canadiasiriga(that is, Raising that
affects both diphthongs and does so only in preeless position) seems to be

restricted to Canadian varieties of English.

This thesis aims to investigate the origins of Chera Raising and the factors that
influence its application and development both an&da as well as in other areas.
Two main aspects will be analyzed: (1) the phonbktsis of Canadian Raising

and (2) the social motivation of Canadian Raising.

The framework of Natural Phonology has been sdaletiteserve as a basis for
analyzing the phonetic motivation of Canadian ResiThe basic assumption of
Natural Phonology is that human speech is govetmedhatural phonological
processes, which apply subconsciously in order norease both ease of
articulation and ease of perception. The aim heretoi examine whether
(Canadian) Raising is, in fact, a natural phonadabprocess and to investigate its

origins as well as its purpose in communication.

In the second major part of this thesis, the sauialivation of Canadian Raising
will be explored. The focus here lies on the issti@entity and to what extent
Canadian Raising serves as a tool for speakergpi@ss their self-identification
and solidarity with other members of a group. Tlaoept of networks and
network ties will be used to explain the origins(G&anadian) Raising in several

varieties of English.

This thesis is organized as follows: Chapter 2 jples a brief outline of the
history of Canada and Canadian English as well m@inoduction to the
fundamental aspects of Canadian Raising. Chapmesents the framework of
Natural Phonology and its basic hypotheses, whithtiken serve as a basis for
further analysis in Chapter 5. Chapter 4 introdubeseader to the basic concepts
needed for a sociolinguistic analysis of varietasl linguistic variables and

investigates to what extent language and pronuani&tinction as a means for the



construction of social identity. Chapter 5 is spiito two parts: Part 1 examines
Canadian Raising as a natural phonological procefise framework of Natural

Phonology, whereas Part 2 focuses on the sociavation of Raising.

| expect to find that Canadian Raising is neithdirely phonetically nor entirely
socially conditioned. Rather, my hypothesis is tteg interplay of both forces
causes different outcomes in different varietie$soA | assume that different

factors (social or phonetic) will prevail in diffsmt groups/communities/regions.

| would like to point out why the focus here lies Ganada and its history. First,
the question is why the process has been labeladddian” Raising in the first
place. Second, assuming that “pure” Canadian Raisaturs only in Canada, |
would like to investigate the reasons underlying ghenomenon. It also needs to
be considered whether there is any variation in dpelication of Canadian
Raising within Canada and, if so, why.



2. Canadian English and its origins

The first section of this chapter will provide adbroutline of the settlement
history of Canada. | aim to point out the differemdn the origins of English-
speaking settlement between mainland Canada andodedland in order to be
able to appropriately explain the reasons for then{)application of Canadian
Raising in these varieties in the course of thessgbent chapters.

This section will also feature a short descriptminthe distinguishing traits of
Canadian English pronunciation and, more imporyantvill provide an

introduction to Canadian Raising. The purpose @ tfeneral discussion is to
demonstrate why and to what extent Canadian Raising salient feature of
Canadian English, and to investigate where elseoit similar forms of diphthong

raising — occurs.

2.1. Settlement history of (mainland) Canada

During the early years of settlement, what is to@anada consisted mainly of
French colonies (with the exception of Newfoundlamnehereas English speakers
constituted only a minority. Not until the mid*i7century was the struggle
between France and England decided, and Englanddypower over the area; as
a consequence, even formerly French possessiorss wader English rule by the
Treaty of Paris in 1763. A wave of British immigaat followed, and by the

beginning of the 19 century, French colonists had been outnumberedhby

English. (Boberg 2008: 145 for the entire paragyaph
Boberg (2008: 146-8) notes three different stagdbhe settlement of Canada:

(1) In the early 1760s, settlers from the British cadsnin what is today the
United States (primarily from colonies in easteremNENngland) migrated
to Canada and settled in Nova Scotia. (Avis 197437 4n Boberg 2008:
146)

(2) Subsequent settlement came from the “United Empogalists” or
“Tories”, American colonists who remained loyal ttee British crown



during the American Revolution; they settled in Ho®cotia, New
Brunswick, Quebec, and Ontario. (Avis 1973: 46 iobBrg 2008: 146)
During the 18 and 28 centuries, immigration from the United States
continued and settlement in western Canada followBetherg points out

that “[tlhe result was that, in almost every regioh Canada except

Newfoundland, Americans predominated” (2008: 146).

(3) The third stage in the settlement of Canada fedtule@ge-scale
immigration from non-English-speaking countries irf@rily from
(Boh20g8: 148)

Europe), which reached its peak after WWII.

Figure 1 features a political map depicting thevproes and territories of

modern-day Canada. Its purpose is to illustratevéisen

ess of the territory and the

locations — and comparatively small areas — ofahgettlement.

Fig. 1: Political map of Canada
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As is widely known, present-day Canada has twciafflanguages, English and
French, whereas French speakers are the definiterityi and account for only a
quarter of the population. (Boberg 2008: 145) Diestiie enormous size of the
country and its “varied history of settlement” (Mgell982: 491), Canadian

English is a largely homogenous variety. It re

(GenAm) speech more closely than Received ProntioicigRP), however —
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spite of its membership in the Commonwealth of dleiand its close ties with

Britain ever since the era of initial settlement:

Canadian English is fundamentally a North Amerigariety. [...] [W]ith
the obvious exception of Newfoundland [...] Canadi&mglish is
remarkably homogenous. [...] While traditional enelavemain in a few
places, modern, urban Canada does not exhibit iagydpproaching the
dialect diversity of the United States, let alohattof Britain.” (Boberg
2008: 146)

It has been argued that this can be accountedyftirebvast amount of Americans
who immigrated to Canada from the colonies, wh@sesh had already acquired
a distinct sound by the time they settled in Canadevis 1954: 14 and
Bloomfield 1948: 62 in Boberg 2008: 147) Despite similarities with GenAm
and the “overwhelmingly North American sound of @dian English” (Boberg
2008: 147), there has been a “growing sense of diamadentity” (ibid.: 149)
ever since WWII, leading to the establishment ahauely Canadian variety that

seeks to remain largely distinct from British anehérican speech.

2.2. Phonetics and phonology of Canadian English

From a dialectological point of view, Canadian Eslyl(CanE) comprises three
regions: Newfoundland, eastern Canada (the Mar#tiam&l Ontario), and western
Canada — whereas “[t]he differences between therlawvo areas hardly involve
pronunciation” (Wells 1982: 492). The following peg will provide a brief
outline of the defining features of (standard) Cam@&nunciation (that is, the
pronunciation of “eastern” and “western Canada”)ewfbundland English

(NfIdE) will be discussed in a separate subchapter.

As has already been mentioned, CanE pronunciatianes certain similarities
with GenAm speech. Amongst other things, CanE risodic accent and exhibits
intervocalic flapping of /t/. (Wells 1982: 491) lias even been suggested that
CanE differs in only two aspects from GenAm, onsppeCanadian Raising and
the other the low-back merger. (Joos 1942: 141y&kee, in fact, more aspects
which distinguish CanE from Gen Am; some of thenil e discussed in the

following subchapters.



2.2.1. Mergers

One important feature of CanE pronunciation is line-back merger, which
causes words likeot andcaughtor pod andpawedto be homophones: It merges
the vowels ¥/ (cot) and b:/ (caugh) in the low back area of the vowel space,
resulting in only one phoneme//(e.g. Wells 1982: 493), where other accents
have two or even three. Thus, in CanE, not dxllyn andbombare homophones
(cf. GenAm) but alspod andpawed GenAm, for instance, distinguishes between
two sounds [bm, pad; pod] and RP between threedjin; bom, pod; pod], whereas
CanE uses the same sound in all of these word®,[lpad]. (Joos 1942: 141)
Although the same process can be observed in sanegigs of the United States
as well (e.g. in New England, western Pennsylvaara the western United
States), it is considered “a unifying feature ofgiish across Canada” (Boberg
2008: 150)

CanE exhibits several other mergers, in partichifiore /r/. As in many other
North American varieties, for example, the vowets /¢/, and /ae/ are merged at
approximately §] when they precede intervocalic /r/, causing,érample Mary,
merry, and marry to be homophones [#mn]. Montreal speech is an exception
here, as the distinction between /ae/ adéfore /r/ is maintained. Furthermore,
/>:/ and /@/ (for, four) as well asA/ and 8/ (hurry, her) are merged before /r4][
or a syllabic ] being the norm in the latter case. (Boberg 20@3: for the entire
paragraph)

2.2.2. The Canadian Shift

The Canadian Shift involves a series of sound obsinge/ is retracted to [ad/ is
lowered toward /ee/, whereas is lowered towarde/ (Clarke, EIms & Youssef
1995 in Boberg 2008: 155). In fact, the retractain'ae/ to [a] is similar to the
quality of the sound found in Northern English sgeand stands in stark contrast
to the fronted and raised quality /ae/ has in maenpAsn accents (e.g. Inland
Northern region along the Canadian border). Theulresf this retracted
realization of /ae/ is the pronunciation ledt as [hat] and otap as [kap]; in the

6



Great Lakes region of the US, however, [hat] anap[krefer tohot and cop,
respectively, which is a consequence of the Nontl@Eties Shift (cf. e.g. Labov
1994: 195). This direct opposition between Ameriead CanE pronunciation in
this area (northern US, border to Canada) couldrgeed to have social reasons —
especially since the US-Canadian border functi@nanaisogloss — as it keeps the
two varieties fairly distinct (both for speakerstbe two accents themselves as

well as for speakers of other accents).

2.2.3. Canadian Raising

The phenomenon commonly referred to as “Canadiasiigd (CR) was first
mentioned in specialist literature in 1934, whenregkld noted “a tendency to
raising [...] among Canadians, especially of the tfiphg [a]” when studying
the speech of Ontarians (1934: 136). This was argaebe “the most striking
feature” of Canadian speech (138). Ahrend propdkedranscriptions fet] for
outand [hass] for house with a rounded onset of the diphthong, which pading

to Chambers (2006: 107) has “no phonetic basisithéu on in the article, she
suggests that {pis also raised, namely toieand treats this as evidence of the
influence of Scottish dialects (where similar “ntidas” were said to be
common) on Canadian speech (Ahrend 1934: 138). Semearks have to be
made at this point: Most importantly, Ahrend makesconnection between the
two processes of {p and [a]-raising. Moreover, she draws no conclusions
concerning the phonetic basis of this kind of ragsiShe does propose that the
raised variant of (& appears to occur primarily in stressed positi@bgl.);
however, she fails to acknowledge the quality of turrounding segments
(which, in fact, condition CR). Rather, she prowde list of words in which
Raising appears to be common but does not estaltighconnection between
them. Only five years later, Ayearst published dicle which stated:

Probably Americans can distinguish Canadians by trevel quantities
[emphasis added]. To a Canadian ear, an Americamssé& be adding an
extra vowel to such words amit anddown To the latter, the Canadian
appears to say [u:t]. Actually he saySt]J#&ut the word is clipped. (Ayearst
1939: 231-2)



As will be explained further below, the observattbat the Canadian version of
the diphthong appeared to be shorter is not eptivebng. Still, it fails to account
for the fact that CR does, in fact, involve a diéiece in vowelguality as well.
Joos (1942) was first to suggest that the raisethnta of /a/ and /a/ occur
“before any fortis consonant” whereas the low varids used in all other
contexts” (141). He also pointed out the differemtdhe pronunciation of the
singular and plural forms of irregular nouns suslwéde andwivesin Canadian
speech. (ibid.)

Chambers (1973) then established the link betweenvwo processes and labeled
them “Canadian Raising”, whereas he later notet“ftjae fact that /aw/-raising
and /ay/-raising exist independently of one anothéhe phonologies of regional
accents calls into question my original analysistttdm as a single process”
(1989: 77). At this point, it has to be mentionkdttCR is by no means restricted
to Canadian speech, although it does constituteefanidg feature of CanE.
Similar raising processes — the exact patternsdaonrCanE hardly occur outside
Canada — have been noted in New York (Vance 138@)Great Lakes basin
(ibid.), Michigan (Dailey-O’Cain 1997, NiedzielskB97), Martha’s Vineyard off
the coast of Massachusetts (Labov 1962) and pénsamland New England,
several other parts of the United States (mainthénorth), and even as far away
as in the Fens of eastern England (Britain 199fijs Tist is not exhaustive. Even
in his original article, Chambers was careful tonp@ut that “[tlhe rule will be
referred to throughout as ‘Canadian Raising’ pufelymnemonic purposes; no
geographical rigour is intended” and that “[tlhepeagpriateness of the term
resides in the relative role the rule plays in Chaa English, where its effect is
the most readily identifiable trait of the [accént]1973: 113 in Chambers 2006:
106). Thus, although patterns similar to CR maybwtestricted to Canada, CR
itself is, in its “pure” or “classical” form, an &sntial and defining feature of

Canadian English.

It has been suggested (Chambers 1989: 77) that @ppEars to be the only
variety that exhibits Canadian Raising accordinggariginal definition: Before
voiceless consonants, the onset of the diphthoagsahd /a/ are raised or
centralized, resulting in a realization approxim@t{ai] or [21] and [au] or [sv]
respectively. Thus, the onset of the diphthong gharirom a low [a] to a mich]

8



or an entirely centralized schwa.[For reasons | will explain later, | will use IPA
[a1] and pu] to transcribe the raised diphthongs. Accordinghi® predictions of

CR, one thus gets the following minimal pairs:

raised unraised
lar/ tight [tort] tide [tard]
price [prais] prize [praz]

/av/ house(noun) [hus] house(verb) [hayz]
lout [lout] loud [lavd]

Vance (1987) argues that, when eliciting judgméras his informants as to
whether /@ was raised in a word or not, his subjects geheagreed that “either
[ai] or [ai] seemed possible” and rejected the id#aat’ some diphthong of
intermediate quality seemed correct” (204). In fduiwever, researchers have
suggested several different possibilities regardmegphonetic quality of the onset
— among them, as has been mentioned, one fifjdand p], which appear to be
the most commonly cited variants. Idsardi (2006)ficms this, saying that “there
is considerable variation in the exact quality loé tstarting position” (119). It
needs to be mentioned, however, that Vance’s sisbijlecluded only residents of
the United States.

Further studies demonstrated that CR is not onhditimned by the nature of the
segment following the diphthong. It has been predpdor instance, that word
boundaries (also those in compounds), where theelesis diphthong follows the
boundary, block Raising (Chambers 1973: 116 in éyaid’Cain 1997: 108).

Thus, the diphthongs in phrases Itkgh schoolor fly swatterare predicted not to

have a raised onset, even though the original “rtdguires this be the case.
Chambers (ibid.) pointed out, however, that somehisf subjects had raised
diphthongs inhigh schoal which he considered an “anomaly”’. Vance’s (1987:
197-8) findings confirm this: Despite the word bdary, all of his informants
raised the diphthongs inigh school- and they did so, too, ihigh chair He
argued, however, that this irregularity appearedo¢orestricted to these two
lexical items only. Dailey-O’Cain (1997: 113) testehis hypothesis and

investigated the correlation between non-raisingl amord boundaries in



compounds. She found that CR occurred in severapoand nouns despite the
fact that the voiceless consonant was separated fine diphthong by a word
boundary. In fact, the results of her studies imAmbor, Michigan, showed that,
in 29.6% of these cases, Raising did apply. Sheladad that this might indicate
that “the apparent word boundaries in such phrasesno longer interpreted as
such by informants” (1997: 113). Fruehwald confirtims, saying:

The presence or absence of Raising can frequeatlysbd to determine a
speaker’s morphological analysis of words. For g¥amRaising inhigh
schoo] highchair and bicycle is a good indication that these words have
been reanalyzed as monomorphemic. (Fruehwald Z)07:

Yet another hypothesis as to the causes of CR é¢&s fwoposed by Hall (2005);
it relies on the assumption that the application @R is influenced by
phonological similarity and “lexical neighborhood#i her study, Hall found that
“an alarming 31% of the data” could not be expldime terms of the original
definition of Raising. In fact, 18% of the data Ha# onsets where one would
have expected high ones, whereas 13% had raisetsonkere they would have
been expected to stay low. Hall (2005: 194) thugyesated as a solution that the
application of Raising (or its suppression) migbtdonditioned by phonological
similarity. According to this theory, the degree smilarity between biphone
sequences — containing the diphthong and its pregesg@gment (e.g. /deor even
I#al) — across words determines whether Raising vellapplied or not. Hall
argues, for instance, that the vast majority ofdsowith the biphones /da/dzai/,
and /s@ had raised onsets; among others, these inajgintic and Siberig
which, in fact, do not fit into the pattern of CRedause the diphthongs are
followed by voiced segments. Lexical frequency play substantial role in
determining whether a “neighborhood” of words wilave raised or low
diphthongs. For each neighborhood, an “anchord(ibi96) is chosen; i.e., a
word which serves as a template for the other wordbie group. This anchor
may be selected, for instance, on the basis diretuent occurrence. Thus, if
meningitiswas the most frequent item in thegdd-biphone neighborhood, then,
according to Hall's theory, all other words contagqthis very biphone should
behave in the same way. Of course, this choice ndlpen each individual's
lexicon and is not universal. It is argued that mioegularities in the application

of CR can be explained on the basis of this theldajt notes that “although there

10



was some inconsistency across speakers, there wensistent biphone
neighbourhoods within speakers” (ibid.: 195)

As has been mentioned above, Canadian Raising isobgneans restricted to
Canada. “Genuine” CR or forms of it occur in otparts of North America and
even on the British Isles. However, outside Canaaiaing of both /d and /a/
that is triggered by a following voiceless consdnarthe originally described
pattern — is hard to find. Generally speaking-rfaising is much more common
than raising of fa/. Vance (1987: 195) notes that a higher variantadf is
“certainly the norm” in Minneapolis (MN), ChicagdL}, and Rochester (NY),
whereas raised #a is not. It has been suggested that, in the UnBéates,
instances of CR

proved to be variations on the theme [...] in that thising patterns noted
by Joos and Chambers were never quite replicatedsbown to be

somewhat different, often more complex, and celgamore variable.

(Roberts 2007: 181)

Speakers of different GenAm accents usually exflifierent forms of CR — or
rather different forms of Raising that are simitarCR. In Michigan (e.g. Ann
Arbor, Detroit), for instance, the changes invesieg appear to be genuine
Canadian Raising, as bothi//and /a/ have higher onsets before voiceless
consonants. Although d##raising is, in fact, less frequent, it is genbral
conditioned by a following voiceless segment (Dai@Cain 1997: 115,
Niedzielski 1997: 63). Whereas a higher variantaof appears to be the result of
a new sound change in progress, raising of i& apparently “much more
entrenched” in the speech of Ann Arbor, Michigarai{By-O’Cain 1997: 116).
On Martha’s Vineyard (MA), both diphthongs were riduto have a higher onset;
however, this does not appear to be conditionea fmjlowing voiceless segment,
as it also occurs before many voiced sounds, &.gv/, /z/, [0/ I/, I/, In/, and /m/
(Labov 1963 in Wells 1982: 526). In New York, Ragiappears to apply in
several positions, as well, whereag/-faising is, again, much more common.
(Kurath & McDavid 1961 in Vance 1987: 195). In Vemm, /a/ usually has a
raised quality and faappears to be more central_in all positions (Risb2007:
193). In the English Fens, only raising of/ /vas noted, and it appears to be
conditioned by a following voiceless segment. @nt1997: 15) The variation in

the quality and quantity of CR ultimately led Chaasrsto suggest that
11



the term ‘Canadian Raising’ seems appropriate aslya dialectological
term for the coexistence of the two very simildoglhonic reflexes in the
same accent and less appropriate as a theorehioablogical term for a
single process that affects two different nucléhdmbers 1989: 77)

Indeed, one of the most striking cross-dialectéedénces is that consistent/a
raising that is conditioned by the voicedness efftillowing segment seems to be
exclusive to Canadian speech, whereasrésing occurs much more frequently
even if /a/ is not affected. This illustrates the fact that//raising is one of the
most salient features of CanE and that it “remdiighly marked” (Chambers
2006: 116). An experiment in Detroit has shown,tkaen though (& sometimes
has a high onset in Detroit speech, speakers arergf unaware of this and

interpret the feature as distinctly Canadian:

Detroit speakers do not hear CR in their own spechin the speech of
their Detroit neighbors. However, it is possible nake the CR in the
speech of Detroiters noticed by the speakers thgase-by leading them
to think that the speaker is Canadian. Detroitepeet to hear raised /aw/
in the speech of Canadians, and therefore, theyldey do not expect to
hear it in the speech of fellow Detroiters, andréfere, they do not.
(Niedzielski 1999: 79)
For several decades, Canadian Raising — espettiallgart concerning ¥& — has
been widely known as a salient feature of CanE. Woar speakers seem to be
particularly aware of the more or less subtle déifee compared to their own
speech: In their view, Canadians stereotypicallgnpunceout and about‘oot
and aboot” oabout the houstaboot the hoose”. In the media, as well as in real

life, the stereotype and markedness persists sadthy:

= “[l]n the [...] movie Canadian Bacona story in which the United States
decides to invade Canada, John Candy, portray(dgnadian, responds to
invading American soldier Bill Murray’s attack byayng ‘Get ootV
Murray then answers angrily, ‘We have ways of mgkyou pronounce
the wordout” (Dailey-O’Cain 1997: 108)

= “A casting director, ‘looking for people who canligter dialogue with an
American accent,’” says, ‘That means the Canadiemg@ing to have to
lose their vowel sounds, like out and abouGlg¢bal and Mail 9 May
1984, in Chambers 1989: 76)
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= In Episode 9, Season 1 (2005), of the CBS telewisieriesHow | Met
Your Mother one of the main characters, Ted Mosby, sayss@hnadian
friend Robin Scherbatsky, “Oh right. | forgot, youwys are weird, you

pronounce the wordut [sut].”

As can be seen, Canadian Raising, especially @wf ia not only regarded a
distinctive trait of Canadian English speech, ubften imitated, ridiculed or
portrayed as “weird” or even undesirable. Rai®hdga/, on the other hand, due
to its frequent occurrence in other (American) etes of English, seems to go

unnoticed.

2.3. The “obvious” exception: Newfoundland
2.3.1. Settlement history of Newfoundland

Newfoundland’s settlement history differs greatlgn that of mainland Canada.
Whereas mainland Canada, as mentioned above, vimsirily populated by
British colonists who had already settled in Amayithe linguistic community in
Newfoundland is largely Irish- and English-deriveanore specifically,
immigration came mostly from South-East Irish Eslgland English in the south-
west of England. (Hickey 2002: 283) A significamusce of immigration were
the boats that brought Irishmen to Newfoundlandsemmer fishing expeditions
in the late 1% century (hence the Irish narfialamh an Eis¢Ground of Fish” for
Newfoundland [ibid.: 288]); permanent settlemenimately resulted from those
Irish travelers that could not afford to returntteir home in Ireland after the
summer. Thus, the community consisted of two grafgseopletransients who
only stayed for the summer months and went backfami between Ireland and
Newfoundland, and (permanentesidents who stayed in Newfoundland
throughout the year. (ibid.: 286)

In fact, Newfoundland was one of the earliest Bhitsettled areas in North
America (Clarke 2008: 161); it has been suggestat“English was established
there long before any speakers moved to mainlamadzd (Hickey 2002: 288).
As the oldest English colony in Canada, it remainedependent until 1949,

when, due to economic difficulties, it joined thar@dian Federation. (ibid.) Due
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to its relative geographic isolation and continu@asitact with the Old World
through the transients, NfldE has always been g e@nservative variety and has
retained many of its original features, which getigrdiffer from those of
standard CanE. (ibid.: 289) Irish English (IrE)piarticular the variety spoken in
the area that served as a source of immigratiaNewfoundland — was itself a
rather stable and conservative variety and, attitime, exhibited features of
English spoken in the Middle Ages. (ibid.: 294)

Newfoundland speech shares similarities with bdihdnd English in the south-
west of England. For example, NfldE is a fully riccdccent (Wells 1982: 498); it
can be argued that IrE rather than CanE functi@sea model here. Furthermore,
NfIdE exhibits fronting of the GOOSE set; thuswaords likesoon /u:/ is fronted
to /y:/, which can be attributed to the influendeSmuth-West English on the
variety. (Hickey 2002: 306) The Celtic languageshrihas also had a minor
influence on NfldE, but hardly any on pronunciatidrish primarily provided
loan words, such asangashore (Irish ainniseoir “mean person”, “with
unetymological /h-/ along with a portion of folk yaetology in a fishing

community where those unwilling to go to the seailddoe derided”). (ibid.: 292)

2.3.2. Canadian Raising in Newfoundland English

Diphthongs in NfldE show some interesting variatcampared to those found in
standard Canadian speech. As Wells (1982: 498)tpmunt, the PRICE and
VOICE vowels are commonly merged in a new phonesieiri broad accents,
resulting in homophones subby andbuy/bai/. However, as the similarities with
other varieties of North American English seem ® ibcreasing, this merger
appears to be receding, too, and the pronunciafisrords from the VOICE set is
changing toward the more common pronunciatimf £specially among young
speakers. (ibid.: 499)

The raised onsetaf for PRICE, however, remains. In 1982, Wells (ibid
suggested that the onset of/ /was raised in all environments, providing the

following comparison:
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Table 1: Raising of /a/ across GenAm, CanE, and NfldE (Wells 1982: 499)

GenAm Other Canadian Newfoundland
write, like, nice... [ar] [ai] [ai]
ride, time, buy... [ar] [a] [al]

Thus, whereas in standard American speech, theéhdipb usually remains low in
all contexts, Raising is conditioned by a followiwmgiceless segment in CanE. In
NfldD, Raising occurs in all environments, regasglef the nature of the adjacent

segment.

More recently, it has been argued (Kirwin 1993: Z601 in Hickey 2002: 309)
that /a/ is not raised in all environments in NfldE buthygnas in standard
Canadian speech, in pre-voiceless positiong, tm the other hand, was found to
remain low in all contexts. However, it apparertigd a retracted onset in all
positions. (Kirwin 1993 and Shorrocks 1997 in Higk2002: 309) A cross-
dialectal comparison of mainland Canadian speedllEN and South-East IrE

thus yields the following pattern:

Table 2: Patterns of Raising in CanE, NfldE, and Sath-East IrE (Hickey 2002: 309)

Mainland Canada NfldE South-East Ireland
tight [tort] [tort] [tort]
tide [tard] [tard] [tord]
house [haus] [havs] [haass]
houses [havziz] [havziz] [haayziz]

Clarke (2008) proposes a different distributionraised and unraised variants.
She suggests that the application of Raising vabesveen rural and urban
speakers. Whereasufaappears to retain its low starting point in urlaaeas (e.g.
in the capital, St. John’s), speakers of consereair rural accents usually have a
(slightly raised) mid onset in_all positions — apgeching ¢], [3], [2], or [A] —
which may sometimes be fronted ]} pr [ee]. (Clarke 2008: 169) Fori/ashe
notes a different pattern. In urban accentg,gghibits the qualities predicted by

Canadian Raising: The onset is raiseddfoof [s] before voiceless consonants.
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Among “traditional speakers from all areas”, howeweslightly raised, mid onset
(as they do with /&) in all environments is more common. (ibid.)

Thus, as in GenAm, the patterns of Raising in Nfld& resemble those of
Canadian Raising but are much more variable anehadipply more generally
(that is, in all environments) than in CanE. Agaiaising of /& appears to be

more common, which stresses the saliency@traising in Canadian speech.
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3. Language-internal factors: the phonetic motivatn of sound change

The present chapter will examine the language+ialdiactors (both phonetic and
phonological) that condition a sound change. MarecHically, the theoretical
framework of Natural Phonology has been selectedetve as a basis for the
analysis of the phonetic motivation of Canadiansia. | aim to investigate how
frequent a process like (Canadian) raising is, héreit is a phonological process
in the sense of Natural Phonology and to what @xad how it is phonetically
motivated — that is, conditioned by its phonetizzissnment or by properties

inherent in the affected sounds themselves.

The hypotheses of Natural Phonology are based erasBumption that human
speech is governed by universal constraints onpbonetic abilities. Similarly,

languages themselves are subject to these uniserSakn entirely unrelated
languages often show certain similarities as regdheir syntax, morphology,
terminology, phonology, as well as in the way tlange. (de Boer 2001: 1)
Moreover, languages usually combine sounds intéaldgls in similar ways;

syllables ending in a vowel (V or CV) are consididyanore frequent than those
ending in a consonant (VC or CVC). (9) Studyingstheiniversals or universal
constraints helps linguists investigate what hunerguage is and how it is

influenced by higher-order cognitive processesd(il2)

The universal constraints that govern human spesditonsciously make us
select a more “natural” element over a less natomn@. Thus, a phonologically
natural element can be assumed to be an elemenbdhars frequently in a

language and is universally favored:

Sounds and sound-sequences are not all equally teaasticulate. The
more demanding ones are relatively rare in languafé¢he world and are
usually acquired late in childhood. (Stampe 1973: 1

It is important to note the difference betwessgmental(i.e. context-free) and
context-sensitive naturalnes& specific segment may be preferred and easier to
articulate as an individual sound but can easilgobee “unnatural” in a certain
context. As individual segments, nasal vowels, if@tance, appear to be more
complex and difficult than oral vowels, the readming that the production of

nasal vowels requires the speaker to make an additmovement in comparison
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to the production of oral vowels (lowering the valu It follows that nasal vowels
tend to be denasalized. (Hubmayer 1986: 180) Twigeoa further example,
voiced obstruents are generally regarded as marmaniding than voiceless ones.
This become evident from the fact that speakerseaally children, frequently
substitute voiceless obstruents for voiced onbe#l.(i181) The processes applied
to ensure context-sensitive naturalness, on ther ditiind, often have the opposite
effect: Before nasal consonants, vowels will usubk nasalized, and voiceless
obstruents may become voiced obstruents in a vaoettonment. (ibid.: 182)
Thus, context-sensitive naturalness appears todse fessential” in speech, as it
provides for the flawless co-articulation of sound@isis does not seem surprising
given the fact that, when we communicate, we ndgmale sequences of sounds

and have to be able to combine them effortlessly.

Before the theory of Natural Phonology will be dissed in more detall, it is
important to mention that, as opposed to otheraggires to phonology, which
keep phonetics and phonology strictly separateufdatPhonology emphasizes
the connection between the two:

[P]honology is phonetic processing; it is thus the mental (or reént
nervous-system) aspect of phonetics. [...] [P]honaticessings a matter
of the perception and the production of sounds, ands thus
fundamentally mental. [...] If phonology were a maté conventional or
merely traditional substitutions, we would have &xplain how
substitutions become ‘phonologized’, or ‘grammagd’. But if
phonology is phonetic processing [...], then any mgtienchangeccurs in
the phonology (Donegan 1993: 105-6)

3.1. The theoretical framework of Natural Phonology

Natural Phonology (NP) is a theory of both speeddgpction and perception and
was first proposed by David Stampe in the 1960sH%0s. It has been further
elaborated, in particular, by David Stampe and i&atrDonegan. The basic
assumption of NP is that speakers subconsciouslyifjntheir speech — more
precisely, their pronunciation — according to theirate physical, i.e. articulatory,
potential and in order to fulfill the perceptualeds of their listener(s). Donegan
and Stampe (1979) define the framework of NP devid:
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Its basic thesis is that the living sound patteyvhtanguages, in their
development in each individual as well as in thiolution over the
centuries, are governed by forces implicit in humanalization and
perception. (Donegan & Stampe 1979: 126)

Thus, in the course of speaking, language users mphknetic alternations and
substitutions in favor of pronounceability and mgttbility. In order to resolve
difficulties in the production of speech and, sitankously, to ensure optimal
perceptibility, natural phonological processes -veagned by the speaker’s
physiology and his articulatory capabilities — vk applied (e.g., Goman 1979:
1). As Donegan (1978: 2) puts it, “processes [..€] e living expression of the
phonetic capacity of the individual.” For exampliye to the physiological
arrangement of the human vocal tract, less efforequired to produce a voiceless
obstruent than to produce a voiced one, the relasimiy that the very definition of
an obstruent calls for the airflow to be impededsame way, which naturally
makes it more difficult to add voice to a sound.u$hin order to enhance
pronounceability, voiced obstruents, such as [dij eertain environments as well
as independently from their context — are veryljike be replaced by voiceless
obstruents, such as [t]. (Donegan & Stampe 1979) t4s important to note that
the application of natural phonological processesdmot necessarily involve the
substitution of entire segments (i.e., phonemesyery frequently operates at the

level of single phonetic features.

Unlike structural and generative phonology, NP doeet deal with
morphologically motivated — or rather, phoneticallynotivated — sound change
(Donegan & Stampe 1979: 127) but is concerned waittual speech that is
perceived as governed by mental processes:

Natural phonology (NP) views the phonology of agaage as a
system of subconscious mental processes that Intir@ mediate
between intended but unpronounceable lexical faimgterances and
pronounceable surface forms. (Nathan & Donegaihdorning: 1)

In NP, actual speech data plays a substantial Adeopposed to structural and
generative phonology, where actual speech is redaas mere “ellipsis” or
“performance” — and which, therefore, struggle wthle notions of “accent” and
“variability” — NP can rather easily account foriaion in different speech styles
and dialects: As Donegan and Stampe (1979: 131a8f)e, “[tlhe view that
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speech processing is mediated by systems of ngitwaeésses [...] predicts that
actual speech should normally be quite ellipticadl ¥ariable.” Moreover, NP

does not treat the phoneme as a mere abstractiorather as the underlying
mental representation that is referred to by lagguasers in the production and
perception of speech. It is described, by NathahRonegan (forthcoming: 8), as
“the mental image of a sound” and, by Dziubalskdakpyk (2007: 72), as a
“naturally pronounceable” entity, i.e. as “derivabby means of phonological
processes”. Thus, NP phonemes constitute our astuaid intentions. In the

course of real-time conversation, they are conistasdlled upon and serve as
templates — underlying “mental images” (Nathan &Bgan forthcoming: 8) —

against which what is actually heard can be congpamed subsequently
interpreted as what the speaker intends to sag. ilfiplies that, in NP, phonemes
are not just abstract systemic categories creagedinguists to describe and
analyze the phonology of a language but are “raaf an inherent part of actual

speech production and perception.

NP, or rather Natural Linguistics (NL), is saidlde a holistic approach both in its
way of dealing with specific language structurdaaglistic structures always
stand in relation to each other) as well as im@gon of language as embedded in

the universe “as a whole”, meaning that

the same principles of explanation apply to languagd to other aspects
of life, and thus they are derivable from the mgesteral laws of human
interaction with nature. In Natural Phonology then@ples are cognitive,
phonetic, psychological, sociological, etc. (Dziiska-Kotaczyk 2007:
71).
This is what makes NP a truly interdisciplinary agach. In NP, external
evidence, linguistic as well as non-linguistic,vital and provides the basis for
any theory of language production and perceptionrdvspecifically, as can be
deduced from Dziubalska-Kotaczyk’'s (2007: 73) erplary model of Natural
Linguistics (Fig. 1), any linguistic structure onaice is thought to have a non-
linguistic basis. Certain natural phonological meges, for instance, usually have

a clearly physical motivation.
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Figure 2: The explanatory model of Natural Linguisics (Dziubalska-Kotaczyk 2007: 73)

higher principles (e.g. the preferences (e.g..a preference consequences of

principle of the least effort, o | preference for parameters > preferences (absence of

of cognitive economy) ?Otfglé\gh;:‘?;i?’ g‘;‘;;gﬁ?:}?)'m}" clusters in a language)
T — - linguistic

non-linguistic (cognitive, linguistic functional and ngu

phonetic, psychological, e

- semiotic
sociological, etc.)

The model illustrates how our linguistic choicesigmrate in higher-order
decisions and relate to non-linguistic principlesch as the desire to reduce
effort. It shows how non-linguistic preferences deto (language-specific)
linguistic preferences according to which, based their function in

communication, synchronic decisions are made.

This implies that NP is also a functional approasince natural phonological
processes have a specific teleology and serve dicyar purpose in
communication. Choosing a phonetic alternative avetifferent one generally
serves either ease of articulation or intelligtil[sometimes both). One might
even conclude that linguistic choices or forms barpredicted depending on their
function in communication (Dziubalska-Kotaczyk 2002, Donegan & Stampe
1979: 142).

Furthermore, it is important to emphasize that BlIBpreference theorymeaning
that phonological processes in NP (or their sugioe$ are not to be seen as rules
or laws but rather need to be treated as languaggfe preferences.
(Dziubalska-Kotaczyk 2007: 73) If more than one tbése language-specific
preferences appears plausible in a given speagdtisit, speakers will opt for the
more “natural” alternative, which is “cognitivelyngple, easily accessible (esp. to
children), elementary and therefore universallyfgared, i.e. derivable from
human nature, or [...] unmarked/less marked” (Dreskd99: 135).
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3.1.1. Evidence

As has already been mentioned, NP relies heavilgxternal evidence obtained
from actual speech data which demonstrates howalgthionological processes
operate at a subconscious level in virtually amstance of sound change. The
study of performance data — obtained from casuaiftral”/formal speech, child
speech, the speech of second-language learneasiaghatients and patients of
other language disorders, synchronic and diachneenii@tion, slips of the tongue
and other errors, tongue twisters and other larngugagmes, etc. (Dziubalska-
Kotaczyk 2007: 72) — shows that phonological preessoccur naturally in all

human beings and are determined by our innate plcgraential.

Donegan (1978: 2) demonstrates the “naturalnesghohological processes by
providing examples taken from four different segnin which sound change
frequently occurs — a) synchronic variation, b)alspeech, c) diachronic change,
and d) the pronunciation of foreign sounds — amanvéig that, in each of these
instances, the same or a very similar process ][> [a] — applies, suggesting

that the unrounded variant][ is the more “natural” and less difficult choice:

a) In American varieties of Englishp] as inhawkis generally replaced by
[a]. (ibid.)

b) Children often substitutes] for [p] in words likeball. (ibid.)

c) Middle English p], as innot, became d] in many varieties of Modern
English, especially in America. (ibid.)

d) The African language Nupe does not include a pheném Therefore,
when words from the neighboring language Yoruba meowed (the
phoneme system of which does has the vowel will be realized as]

by Nupe speakers. (Hyman 1970 in Donegan 1978: 1)

Slips of the tongue are one of the essential ssunteevidence in NP, as they
illustrate the mental nature and the subconsciooskings of phonological
processes very well: When speakers erroneouslyaagephostly [moustli] or

mainly [méinli] with [m&unli] or [meistli], for instance, nasalization of the
vowel/diphthong is only preserved if it precedes ttasal consonant [n]. Thus,

[€1] does not represent the “ordinary phonetic quality/ei/ but rather, just like
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[60] in *mounly, depends on the phonetic environment of the sanddvhether it
includes a nasal or not. (Donegan & Stampe 1979) T8is proves that natural
phonological processes are not learned by languages but occur naturally in

human speech. As Donegan and Stampe (1979) pdint ou

[w]ith our students we have observed hundreds ip§,sbbtained from

tongue-twisters designed to produce sequences pbalheinadmissible

in English. In not one case was such a sequen@\a@usto be articulated.
(Donegan & Stampe 1979: 136)

3.1.2. Ease of articulation vs. ease of perception

As indicated earlier, NP as a function theory “prés language [...] as a natural
reflection of the needs, capacities, and worldtefusers” (Donegan & Stampe
1979: 127). Any type of linguistic behavior of humsahas to be seen as goal-
oriented: Whenever a linguistic choice is mades tthoice serves a specific
purpose in communication. This purpose is eithemetke sounds more easily
pronounceable or to make them more easily distgigble (that is, more easily
perceptible). Thus, phonological processes (or thgdpression) can serve either
ease of articulation or ease of perception. Howeasrmight be expected, the
goal-oriented behavior of language users result$adt, in a goal conflict, and

some kind of compromise has to be reached betwsenwo major opposing

forces in communication:

It has long been recognized that a language, likesgstem for encoding
and decoding information, is shaped by two oppos$imges: the need to
maximize intelligibility and the tendency to minirei effort. (Donegan
1978: 19)

De Boer (2001: 31 for this paragraph), in descgbianguage as an adaptive
system that strives to optimize communication, eddhtiates between
communicative efficiencyand communicative effectivenessCommunicative
efficiency implies minimizing effort in the produeh of speech, e.g. by reducing
frequently used words or difficult sound combinaip whereas communicative
effectiveness refers both to the fact that langussgs these reduced expressions
or sound sequences as well as to the way langusags atrive to maximize the
success of communication. It is the speaker whisseebe understood (and the
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listener who, normally, wants to understand); tfoeee the speaker’s goal is not
only to reduce the amount of effort required toduwe speech but also to

facilitate intelligibility, which is required to &eve effective communication.

As might be expected, the opposing needs of thekgpeand listener in
communication result in the application of differgphonological processes:
Certain substitutions make segments phoneticaltyngp in acousticterms, i.e.,
they increase intelligibility by making them morasdy distinguishable, whereas
others make segments phonetically optimaariticulatory terms, i.e. they reduce
the effort required to produce the sounds. (Donelgi8: 20) The specific types
of processes involved will be discussed furtheoweln chapter 3.2.2.

In actual speech, a balance between these twosfateeds to be achieved.
Individual segments or sound sequences need ngt mlpronounceable and
combinable, but they have to be equally well dgtishable and intelligible. The
actual goal of the speaker and his ultimate detisidavor of a specific sound or
substitution very often depend, in fact, on spesiyte: Certain situations might
call for high intelligibility and clear articulattowhereas in others, a more casual
or relaxed pronunciation might be favored. Donegad Stampe (1979: 131)
argue that phonological processes (i.e. substitstibat occur naturally because
of our innate phonetic abilities) are far more coonmin casual, “inattentive”
speech, whereas “[ijn formal situations, and fonsmyvative speakers [...] the
unconstrained productions may be perceived as asmelinarticulate, or
uneducated” (ibid.: 148).

3.1.2.1. The principle of least effort

It is often argued that all human behavior is goedrby theprinciple of least
effort That is to say that human beings, in all thetross and movements, strive
to reduce the amount of effort (or “work”) requiredachieve their goals or solve
their problems. Zipf (1972: 19) emphasizes that adte Effort is indeed
fundamental in all human action” and “we may expecfind it in operation in
any human action we might choose to study” — indgdanguage. The principle
of least effort is, thus, a higher-order cognitprenciple that applies universally to
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all aspects of life, which is consistent with thesamption in NP/NL that a
speaker’s linguistic behavior is influenced by nimguistic forces. The loss of
postvocalic /r/ in some varieties of Modern Englisha notable example of the
striving of language to maximize efficiency: In mesvironments, postvocalic /r/
iIs redundant for the listener and may thereforeamattempt to “maximally
simplify” the articulatory requirements, be omittédaurer 2005: 50)

It is important to note that “least effort” doest radways amount to the simplest
possible action. Furthermore, our striving to rezltlee amount of effort needed in
the execution of a specific action does not onlyinme a human’s present actions
but implies that the future workload is aimed torbduced as well. This might
require that, in order to save future effort, o ko expend a greater amount of
work in the present. The key is to keep the avemageunt of work for the

speaker to a minimum:

[...] [H]e will strive to solve his problems in suéghway as to minimize
thetotal workthat he must expend in solvibgth his immediate problems
and his probable future problems. That in turn meaias the person will
strive to minimize thgrobable average time rate of his work-expenditure
(over time). (Zipf 1972: 1)
Zipf (1972 for this paragraph) compares words tmol%” that speakers use to
complete a certain “job”, which is to convey meanin communication. In this
connection, the concepts gipeaker’s economgndauditor's economyeed to be
introduced: If words are considered tools that @wsed to ensure the success of
communication, this implies that — again — speak®t listener make different
demands on these tools’ form and function. The lggré&aeconomy demands that
the vocabulary of a language consist of only onedwitis word would then have
whatever meaning the speaker sought to convey. Brerauditor’s point of view,
economy would suggest that there be one word foh eamd every meaning a
speaker might wish to express, so as to maximieecttmprehensibility and
perceptibility of speech. (ibid.: 20-1) Again, theguist arrives at a point where
the goals of speaker and listener seem to stardiréct opposition. Thus, the

question is which of the two opposing intentionor in Zipf's words, the
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theoreticalForces of UnificatiorandDiversification' — will be more dominant in
which situation. Eventually, a certain balance Wwél established:

In the language of these two terms we may sayttieatvocabulary of a
given stream of speech is constantly subject tdvtleeopposing-orces of
Unification andDiversificationwhich will determine both the number of
actual words in the vocabulary, and also the memnai these words [...]
with the result that the vocabulary ofdifferent words in his resulting
flow of speech will representwcabulary balancéetween our theoretical
forces of Unification and Diversification. (Zipf I9: 21-2)

The same principle can be applied to phonology: Jipeaker has to be clear in
what he wants to express and, at the same timbewi® save effort. Thus, he has

to select not only the words but also the soundssies accordingly.

3.1.2.2. A sociolinguistic view on Natural Phonolgg

Although language and any type of linguistic bebais most definitely governed
by non-linguistic higher-order principles, one mast ignore the fact that it needs
to be analyzed as part of a goal-directed systebedded in its social framework
and the community’s linguistic conventions. Thue aictual phonetic realization
of a given underlying mental representation is g@terned exclusively by the
principle of least effort but changes accordinghi® speech situation in which the
language user finds himself. Moosmuller (2007: Zwjues that, in casual speech
situations, speakers usually expend less effodesihese — as opposed to formal
speech situations — require less intelligibilityhieh allows the speaker to feel
more relaxed. Usually, this results in less clgmesh. Formal speech situations
(e.g., an exam, a job interview), on the other haad for high perceptibility and

require a higher amount of effort from the speaker:

Implicitly, such a top-down analysis assumes th#h van increasing

informality of the situation, speakers graduallyagach the rest position.
This would further imply that in an informal speegituation, articulators
are moved with less effort and removed from thetnaéyosition as little

as possible. (Moosmiiller 2007: 4)

' The terms “Force of Unification” and “Force of Diedfication” can be said to largely
correspond with the concepts of lenition and fiantif respectively, which will be discussed in
chapter 3.2.2. “Types of processes”.
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However, according to Moosmiiller, the key does ligosolely in the speaker’s
intention to minimize effort but rather in the appriateness of his way to speak
in a certain situation. Thus, casual speech sdnatido not initiate processes
which automatically act in favor of ease of artatidn but rather evoke processes
that cause speakers to behave in a way that icedg&om them in this situation
(2007: 4) — which then often result in an articaliatthat requires less effort. If a
speaker employs a very casual speech style inrmafosituation, he might be
considered uneducated or disrespectful; whereasyecsely, a speaker who
speaks in a very formal way in a casual speeclatgitu might be laughed at.
Thus, a speaker needs to assess the social regui®nf a speech situation, and
only then processes will be suppressed or appliedl.: 7) This implies that a
speaker’s pronunciation is not governed exclusibglyhe principle of least effort
but rather by his wish to behave adequately ankihen with the social norms,
which again supports the view that language hd&®tonderstood as a system that

is controlled by non-linguistic forces.

The principle of least effort is a highly speakeiented approach; thus, it is easier
to account for a speaker’s behavior in terms oéedi@rticulation than in terms of
ease of perception. Sociolinguistic approaches elwew see linguistic behavior as
listener-oriented: The goal of every speaker ibddistened to, to be understood,
and to be evaluated positively for what he sayshawvd he says it. Eventually, the
very point of speaking and using language, is towalfor the success of
communication. (Moosmuiller 2007: 9)

Furthermore, Moosmiiller (2007) suggests, the notibrleast effort is not as
simple as it is sometimes presented. In fact, @rggied, ease of articulation (like
every vocal tract) is user-specific and thus carbetgeneralized: One speaker
might find it easier to apply a process whereasffardnt speaker would rather
suppress it. (Moosmduller 2007: 8) Similarly, pheoedifficulties vary from
language to language: While consonant clusters tende regarded as rather
difficult sound sequences (in general as well anamy specific languages), there
are still some languages — like Tashlhiyt Berb&rhich produce clusters of up to
eight voiceless obstruents, such téktstt (“you sprained it”, fem.) oitkkststt

(“you took it off”, fem.) (Ridouane 2002: 95). Thusis argued, phonetic abilities
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and ease of articulation might not be as univeasak often suggested, but rather
language-specific and dependent on the needs datiggage user. (Moosmuller
2007) Although long consonant clusters are uniVigrsamore complex, they

cannot be excluded altogether.

3.2. Natural phonological processes

One of the basic assumptions of NP is that all hurphonetic behavior is
governed by natural phonological processes whiehapplied or suppressed by
the speaker according to his phonetic and articolatapabilities. As explained
above, the two main goals in the application orpsegsion of processes are to
maximize a) ease of articulation and/or b) easpeavteption. In casual speech
styles, natural phonological processes usuallyesse language efficiency by
affecting “words or phrases which are readily reupgble due to their
grammatical or semantic status or their commonmesnversation” (Stampe
1973: 7). Processes operate at a subconscious denklare, normally, only
brought to attention negatively (Nathan & Donegartifcoming: 5); for example,
when the processes of one’s mother tongue areféraeg to foreign languages or
one has difficulty producing foreign sounds — tHasprocess becomes noticeable
to a speaker only when he confronts pronunciattonshich it does not apply”
(Donegan 1978: 5). Proponents of NP consider plogncal processes to be the
main cause of what is perceived as the “accentdth bbreign and native — of a
speaker:

The living phonology of a language, everything tlttermines the
‘accent’ of its speakers, is the collective, systBmmanifestation of those
natural phonological processes which the languadgls to challenge.
(Donegan 1978: 1)

One of the fundamental characteristics of natutadnplogical processes — as
opposed to rules, which have to be learned — isthiey are mental in nature and
have to be seen as automatic responses of the toirtde articulatory and

perceptual difficulties faced by the speaker. Iha the vocal tract which can

decide which processes are to apply — “only thedntian consistently give the
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appropriate neuromuscular instructions to prodbhe€dutput’ of the substitution”
(Donegan 1993: 102).

The application of processes need not necessavibhie the substitution of entire
segments of speech, i.e. phonemes, but very frdgueperates at the level of

single phonetic features (those which present taicedifficulty to the speaker):

A phonological process is a mental operation thpglies in speech to
substitute, for a class of sounds or sound seqgsgmasenting a specific
common difficulty to the speech capacity of theiwwdbal, an alternative
class identical but lacking the difficult propef(§tampe 1973: 1)

The very fact that processes are “humanly contstdla— i.e., suppressible —
suggests that they are initiated in the centratoes system (Nathan & Donegan
forthcoming: 11). Otherwise, it is argued, “[t]heepise timing of speech gestures
would be impossible” (12). This also implies thdtopological processes are
centrally planned operations and are initiated tgeémy physical, i.e. articulatory,
commands are given by the brain (Donegan & Stan§¥®:1136). The mental
nature of phonological processes becomes evidemt fihe following facts: (1) In
the course of language acquisition, children caarnleto suppress specific
processes according to the requirements of théivenlanguage — otherwise they
would apply equally in all languages — (Nathan &i@gan forthcoming: 6), (2)
speakers can choose to apply or suppress “optiopaitesses in different
situations (depending on influences such as fotydliequency, attention, and
emphasis; e.g. when pronouncing infrequent wordanounusual name) (ibid.),
and (3) as proposed by Stampe (1973: 6), processasoccur in silent, mental
speech. Thus, phonological processes do not haueety physical origin, as, for

example, slips of the tongue do:

[Clategorical differentiations [...] occur so oftemat we are drawn to the
conclusion that processes are not dependent onlypyhbysical
characteristics, but rather on our mental categtams of these physical
characteristics. If it were otherwise, processesuldvapply regardless
either of their perceptual or of their articulatocpnsequences [...].
(Donegan & Stampe 1979: 139)

In the same way that processes work subconscidasigodify the underlying
phonological representations of what a speakeresist say by adapting it to his

phonetic capabilities, they allow him to decode ithers say by comparing the
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actual phonetic output to the possible underlymgntions (Donegan & Stampe
1979: 126):

It can be reasoned that the processing of whateae is a subconscious
form of teleological analysis [...]. This analysiscarried out [...] through
the same system of processes that governs our peakisg. This is
evident from the fact that, when we listen to ownospeech, what we
perceive is not what we actually say, but precisghat weintendto say.
(159)
At this point, it is important to acknowledge théfetence between phonological
and phonetic distinctiveness, which implies thgtesticial representations may
merge phonetically but still remain distinct phaygitally. Thus, as can be
understood from above, processes enable us tophatephonetic mergers
correctly by comparing the phonetic output agaiist intended underlying
representation. This, again, emphasizes the speitais of the NP phoneme and
the role it plays in actual speech. While otherrapphes to phonology treat
phonetics and phonology as essentially separate,siiports the view that
“phonology is phonetic processing” (Donegan 1993:105). The thedriNP is
thus closely tied to both actual speech data aedréntal aspects of speech that

involve perception and production.

However, although natural phonological processes wardoubtedly mental in
nature, they are “mental operations performed dmalbeof the physical system
involved in speech perception and production” ($t@rh973: 9) and as such have
a clearly physical — that is, articulatory and pgtaal — motivation. The purpose
of phonological processes is, after all, to maxanzase of articulation and
perception. Context-sensitive substitutions provildar evidence for the physical
motivation of phonological processes: They opeasiehe basis of the phonetic
environment of a specific segment to make it eifpfewnetically more similar or
more distant to its neighbors. Context-sensitivecpsses can, thus, be said to
resolve a certain physical difficulty associatedhvthe production and perception
of a sound sequence. The regressive nasalizatiorvoafels before nasal
consonants in English provides a representativanplea of an assimilative
process — a clearly phonetically motivated, contiefiendent substitution. The
fact that speakers of English readily apply regwessiasalization in other

languages as well is evidence of the physical eatdirphonological processes.
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(Donegan 1978: 4) The pronunciationrainbow andsetbackas [‘reimbov] and

[‘sepbeaek] (rather than [mbaou] and ['stbaek]) respectively — which results from
the assimilation of [n] and [t] to the following meonants and is significantly
easier to produce than the more “basic” representat illustrates the phonetic

motivation of such a process very well. (DonegaSt&mpe 1979: 136)

Nevertheless, even entirely context-free substitigti are usually physically
motivated. This results from the fact that somensiguare intrinsically more
difficult to produce than others, even in isolatiéior instance, NP predicts that
voiced obstruents will frequently be replaced vihikir voiceless counterparts in
actual speech, as voiceless obstruents are simaplgreo produce. Donegan and
Stampe (1979: 141) describe the physiological baxkyl as follows:

Obstruents are difficult to voice because they idgpthe airflow required
to vibrate the vocal folds. The more impedence,niloee difficulty, along
several parameters: nonrelease and palatality gfsater impedence due
to intrinsically greater duration; posteriority dizethe smaller air-chamber
between articulator and glottis [...].

The devoicing of obstruents — especially in wortkfiposition, as in German — is
a natural phonological process that occurs fredgem many languages.
However, when speakers acquire the English lang(lagb as a second language
and as their mother tongue), they need to leasuppress this process. Still, in
certain situations, e.g. in casual speech, voitestroents may become devoiced —
even by English speakers — because this is phlysieals demanding. Likewise,
when German speakers pronounce English words, tiepally have great

difficulty with the voicing of final obstruents.

Furthermore, as Donegan and Stampe (1979: 135,d88) out, the application
of natural phonological processes is subject toahthies arranged according to
their difficulty; e.g., process B only occurs ifogess A (the process resolving the
greater difficulty) is applied. Thus, if processiAnot applied, neither is process
B. However, if process A does occur, process B (bayneed not) be applied as
well. Similarly, depending which kind of articulayodifficulty (or redundancy) a
certain sound presents, different kinds of processd be applied; e.g. higher
and shorter vowels are more likely to be devoidemhtlower and longer ones.

According to Nathan and Donegan (forthcoming: 6[t]hf's indicates the
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essentiallyphoneticmotivation of processes, though their categoragadlication
in terms of classes of sounds indicates timantalnature”.

As has already been touched upon, when acquirisgrtather tongue, a child
needs to learn which natural phonological processexl to be suppressed in
order to, eventually, attain the phonological syst&f his mother tongue. Thus,
phonological processes occur naturally and unillgrsa the speech of all
humans and need not be learned explicitly; e.galdobstruent devoicing in
German is developed independently by the child iandot the result of mere
imitation (Donegan & Stampe 1979: 134). It is tlo@gtraints on these processes,
originally imposed by the speakers themselves uperlanguage, which have to
be acquired by the child. Donegan (1978: 1) poous that “[a]ny limitations
which the individual does not overcome in his eanastic years in the
acquisition of language remain with him throughtug life”. Some linguists
argue that if one collected all the natural sounbsstutions that occur in child
speech, one could produce a grammar of all possida@d changes (Grammont
1965 in Donegan 1978: 2); others suggest thawthidd equal a collection of all
the possible phoneme systems (Jakobson 1968 ingaar978: 2).

Hence, although natural phonological processes beayniversal, not every
process need occur in each language and situ&tamhn language has its own set
of suppressed and unsuppressed processes, whgdtheéa form the sound

system of the language:

The sounds of each language are shaped by thealgegpecific limits set
on the natural pressures that the vocal tract &nceptual system impose
on the humans who make them up. (Nathan & Donegiéincdoming: 2)

To recall the example cited above, only a minooityanguages, such as English
(Donegan & Stampe 1979: 140), require its speakersvoice word-final

obstruents; it is even argued (ibid: 133) thatarmgliage in the world requires all
final obstruents be voiced. Thus, when acquiriregrtmother tongue, speakers of
languages like English need to learn to inhibit f®cesses which would

naturally result in the production of the easi@iceless, variant.

However, just like natural phonological processes @hysically motivated, the
language-specific constraints imposed on the seystéms of a language have a
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phonetic basis themselves, as they have the purposeaking segments and
sound sequences more pronounceable. Thus, speekeatdferent languages
might react differently to (the same) phonetic idiffty — both in foreign
languages as well as in their mother tongue. Spegalsually transfer the
processes and constraints of their mother tongueforeign languages;
Moosmuller (2007: 10) uses the example of “thalfs (faken from Donegan &
Stampe 1979) to illustrate this phenomenon: In Bhglthe fricative /z/ is
devoiced and becomes [s] whenever “that is alltesitracted to “that’'s all”,
which can be explained in terms of the precedingeless plosive. A native
speaker of Albanian, however, would probably ratha@ice the plosive /t/, thus

producing [d], than devoice the fricative.

3.2.1. Processes vs. rules

It has already been mentioned that, in NP, phoncdbgrocesses must be treated
as phonetipreferencesather than absolute rules or laws. The most itapband
obvious difference between processes and ruldsaisprocesses, as opposed to
rules, have an actual synchronic phonetic motivatend “represent real
limitations on speakers’ productions” (Donegan &r8pe 1979: 144). Rules, on
the other hand, do not have any synchronic motwmatAlthough they may have
been processes at some point, rules are now pwahyentional and are
commonly regarded as “fossilized” processes whiekehlost their phonetic
motivation in the course of time. They do, howewnmetimes serve a semantic
or grammatical function — which processes never(ihad.) Because rules lack
any physical aspect, they can be disobeyed moily ¢lagn processes. Donegan
and Stampe (ibid.: 132) provide the following exdnfo illustrate the ease of
disobeying a (phonetically unmotivated) rule conegarto the difficulty of
suspending a (phonetically motivated process):rgligh, it is relatively easy to
suppress the phonetically unmotivated voicing ¢ft¢gs[z] in houses(cf. [s] in
house; yet it is rather difficult for speakers of Gemmao withhold the
phonetically motivated devoicing of word-final [ [s] in Haus (cf. [z] in the
plural, Hause).
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As is implied by their status as mental operatiopgpcesses are applied
subconsciously; they are natural and automaticoresgs performed on behalf our
innate physiological capacities to given phoneifcuznstances. Rules, however,
do not operate at a subconscious level; they ate“matural” or “innate”.
Although their application may have become habitirad involuntary, their very
definition requires them to be “formed through thkservation of linguistic
differences of which the speaker is or was necigsaonscious” (Donegan &
Stampe 1979: 144). The [k]-[s] and [g]dalternations in English words like
electric — electricity and pedagogue— pedagogy for example, are clearly
phonetically_unmotivated and result from the amilan of a phonological rule
that once had to be learned explicitly (Stampe 1833 Thus, “conventionalness”
(the “absence of synchronic phonetic motivatios”jegarded as the crucial factor
in determining whether an alternation is the restil rule rather than a process —
morphological conditioning is only an indicator. gfdan & Donegan
forthcoming: 5) Stampe (1973: 47) notes that oneth&f most fundamental
differences between processes and rules is “andigin between constraints
which the speaker brings to the language and @ngrwhich the language
brings to the speaker”.

Another important difference is that processes rayoptional or variable in
some speech situations or environments, where&s rale always obligatory
(Donegan & Stampe 1979: 145) — if they apply. Ay &ype of rule, however,
phonological rules do allow exceptions (Donegan819%), as they are not
dependent on their phonetic environment. Rules @b mepresent actual
constraints on a speaker’s abilities — which worddder their violation rather

difficult — but, in fact, can easily be disobeyethout any physical effort:

[R]ules are formulated on the basis of observeetrditions or differences
of which one necessarily is, or has been, constiad®en a speaker
confronts an exception to a rule, he may find itdhto remember, but
never hard to pronounce. (Donegan 1978: 5)

It has been suggested that rules operate at araetoghonological level and — as
is implied by the fact that they need to be learredre part of a speaker’s
linguisticcompetenceProcesses, on the other hand, apply at all larelsare part

of a speaker’s linguistiperformanceNatural linguists commonly argue that rules
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need to be treated as constraints at a lexical/mogtponemic level and, therefore,
belong to the field of morphology rather than pHogg. (Goman 1979: 1) As
such — like “all rules of a language (syntactic,rpimlogical, secret language,
etc.) which are not phonetically motivated” (Doneg&a Stampe 1979: 145) —
these morphophonemic rules generally apply befooegsses. Processes only
occur in actual speech production (that is, peréorog), which makes them
subject to variability depending on factors suclstgte or tempo. (Donegan 1978:
6).

It is sometimes suggested that rules are “fossilipeocesses which have become
conventional over time: In English, for instancee tTrisyllabic Laxing Rule —
which results in pairs likeerene/serenit{sa'ri:n/ vs. /9'renoti/ — originates from

a phonetically motivated process (Donegan 1978:.Coyrespondingly, Goman
(1979: 2) argues that

[flrom a historical viewpoint then, it is easy teesthat rules are former
processes which have, through historical changemecaip against
exceptions, or which are borrowed in the first plac

More recently, however, Nathan and Donegan (fortting: 3-5), pointed out that
this view can only be shared with some reservatidings not the processes
themselves, they argue, which eventually becomesyudut rather alternations to

these processes, which then slowly acquire therphunological status:

If further processes are allowed to apply in a l@gg, they may create
unrecoverable opacity that completely obscuregptumnetic motivation of

older processes. [...] [T]he phonetic motivation ahds, the original

intentions, are no longer recoverable. At this pdime quality alternation

becomes conventional. (Nathan & Donegan forthcomiig

3.2.2. Types of processes

Generally speaking, there are three types of nafumacesses: (1) prosodic
processes, which map words/phrases/sentences ovdodic structures (stress,
rhythm, intonation), (2) fortition processes, ar8) [enition processes. For the
purpose of this thesis, only fortition and lenitiprocesses will be discussed. Both

types of processes are, in fact, equally commonapply in different situations
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and serve different functions in speech. Simply, ghe purpose of fortition
processes is to increase intelligibility (and, oftgoronounceability); lenition
processes, on the other hand, exclusively serve efsrticulation. Moreover,
fortition processes always precede lenition praegss actual speech. (Donegan
1978: 153 for this paragraph)

Fortitions primarily operate on individual segmewfsspeech. Their aim is to
“limit the inventory of ‘possible’ — intentionallgronounceable and perceivable —
segments in a language” (Donegan 1993: 109). lasrsfion the other hand, apply
in context and aim to make sequences of segments easily pronounceable.
(ibid.)

Fortition processes are also called “strengthenipgdcesses because they
emphasize or exaggerate certain phonetic featdrassegment. (Donegan 1978:
21) Although Donegan (ibid: 2) suggests that, ah sthey “seem to defy the law
of least effort”, fortition processes do not onhciease intelligibility but, very

often, also increase ease of articulation: “Theyeha perceptual teleology, but
often incidentally make the segments they affectermonounceable as well as

more perceptible” (Donegan & Stampe 1979: 142).

Fortitions may occur as both context-dependent &bl was unconditioned
processes; but it has been suggested that thejlyuapply in “strong” positions
and hyperarticulate speech, regardless of theitegbr “probably because such
styles provide (and such positions represent) tipeasegmental conditions which
favor their application” (Donegan 1978: 63). Theplagation of fortition
processes is particularly likely when high perdaipty is required (ibid.: 21) —
that is, in formal speech situations or, for exaanpthen communicating with a

speaker/listener with a different mother tongue.

Fortition processes include dissimilations, diphidiaations, syllabifications, and
epentheses. When they do apply in context, thefpgae is to increase the
phonetic contrast between the affected segmentaandighboring sound; thus,
dissimilations can be said to be context-sensitivgtion processes. Frequently,
the strengthening of one phonetic feature implreg & different property — one
which is preserved in the environment — will beeattated, or lost completely;
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e.g., “raising [e] to [i] represents an increasepafatality and a reduction of
sonority: lowering 1] to [e] represents an increase in sonority but a reductio
palatality” (Donegan 1978: 63).Thus, sound sequeniewhich the individual
sounds share a specific phonetic property (e.@tglély) are especially prone to
dissimilation/fortition processes. However, suclsegjuence only provides the
occasion for a sound change of this kind; the nadtim remains to increase

intelligibility (and pronounceability). (ibid.)

As opposed to fortitions, lenitions are regardedvesakening” processes. They
serve an exclusively articulatory purpose, as thiey to make sound sequences
more pronounceable “by assimilating the propemiesne segment to those of a
neighboring segment, by deleting segments, andibgtisuting segments that are

m

‘weaker” (Donegan 1978: 21). Lenition processes always context- and/or
prosody-sensitive (Donegan & Stampe 1979: 142)aqupdly especially in “weak”
positions, such as unstressed vowels or intondtiaikeys. (ibid.) It follows that,
because of their exclusively articulatory teleololgyitions may sometimes affect
or decrease intelligibility. Therefore, they mostduently occur in casual and
informal speech styles, in fast speech, when logvarelligibility is acceptable,

and when the content is highly predictable. (Donet2v/8: 22)

3.3. The natural phonology of vowels
3.3.1. Definition of vowels

In contrast to consonants, vowels are produced withally no or only minimal
restriction to the airstream, but with a relativebpen vocal cavity. The
differences between individual vowels are achievsd varying supraglottal
configurations of the articulators which adjust, iftstance, the degree of sonority
of a sound. Since there is hardly any obstruciothé airflow in their production,
vowels are often described as the “optimal marafests of voice”, “voice
bearers” or simply as “modified voice” (Donegan &927). Vowels are usually
only voiceless when they are whispered; only very languages allow vowels to
be devoiced in voiceless environments, one of theg Japanese. Because of

their high amount of voicing, vowels have a gregterceptual quality than
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consonants (even voiced ones): Vowels can normballizeard at larger distances
than consonants and can be amplified more easity tana greater extent.
(Donegan 1978: 26-27)

The qualitative differences between vowels areeadd by adapting the place of
articulation, which defines the sounds in termshefght, aperture, and low-
/backness. Alternations in height generally resultarying degrees of sonority —
“the vocalic property par excellence” (Donegan 1%®. Therefore, as Donegan
(ibid: 29) points out, there are hardly any langsgvhich lack these height
distinctions. Still, vowel height does not equahaity, but they often correlate,
which makes vowel height a feature that is freqyemtffected by natural

phonological processes. (ibid.: 32) Whereas les®rsmt vowels are prone to
reduction or deletion, more sonorant vowels tentdddengthened. Thus, lower,
l.e. more sonorant, vowels are more likely to beemyllabic, which, in turn,

makes them more distinct and perceivable. (ibi@): I2 might be reasoned that
fortition processes, which serve intelligibilityjliroften involve the lowering of a

vowel rather than its raising.

3.3.2. Processes affecting vowels

As has already been mentioned, vowels and themgtiwproperties — some more
than others — are subject to the application ofessvdifferent kinds of
phonetically motivated processes, such as tenakigd, raising/lowering,
bleaching/coloring, or entire vowel shifts. Theldaling paragraphs aim to give a
short introduction to each of them; however, githe subject of this thesis,
raising and lowering will be treated in separatbchiapters and discussed in a

more detailed manner.

Tensing and laxing result in varying degrees ofocdfthat is, palatality —

“frontness” — and labiality). Whereas tensing le&mlsn increase in color at the
expense of sonority, laxing lowers the degree dbrcout allows increased

sonority. Laxing mainly affects short vowels whiahe, in any case, prone to
reduction. (Donegan 1978: 68)
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Bleaching and coloring add or remove color withafiécting vowel height (i.e.,

sonority), and are thus “functionally parallel” taxing and tensing processes.
They consist of two subprocesses — (de-)palatadizeand (de-)labialization —

which may occur both simultaneously as well as pedelently and do not imply

each other. (Donegan 1978: 83) Bleaching is esibpeaipplicable to short and/or

lax vowels, whereas coloring primarily applies tgher vowels. (ibid: 85)

In general, the following processes appear to loécpéarly common:

A. Tense or long vowels are raised.

®

Lax or short vowels are lowered.
C. Back vowels are fronted. (Sweet 1888, Lalmival. 1972 in Donegan
1978: 104)

All of the above-mentioned processes may occurpeddently or in the context
of a vowel shift. It is important to note, howevehat there are usually no
implicational relationships between the individyabcesses of a vowel shift.
Although one process may provide an input for dedéht one, each of the
processes occurs independently and has its ownegibamotivation. (Donegan
1978: 105) There may be certain push-and-drag ioaktips between the
processes of a vowel shift; however, they are notarsal:

Vowel shifts have been conceptualized, by Jakolmwh Martinet and
their followers, as typically chain-like in form & b, b-> ¢, c> d, etc.);
and the theory that such chain-like forms reflbet tausality of the shifts
(a “pushes” b, and b “pushes” c; or d “drags” cd an“drags” b, etc.) is
widely accepted [...]. [...] | will note here, howevéhat vowel shifts are
by no means universally chain-like, with one vow#ling in the space”
that another has vacated [...]. (Donegan 1978: 104)

3.3.2.1. Lowering

Lowering (i.e. decreasing vowel height), argues &jam (1978: 73), is a fortition
process and mainly applies as a context-free gsubsti regardless of the
phonetic environment of a sound; usually, accemgth, and vowel quality being

the only factors which may trigger its application.
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In the case of diphthongs, it appears that inisnost cases, the first (and syllabic)
half of a VV diphthong that will be affected by lowering. Tmsay change if a
syllabicity shift applies that causes the secorifl tbabecome syllabic (Donegan
1978: 76) Furthermore, Donegan (ibid.: 73) suggdstsy and lax vowels are
especially susceptible to lowering. Thus, it candbgued, if a short vowel is
lowered, its long counterpart will be lowered, tand if a tense vowel lowers, its
lax counterpart must be lowered as well (ibid.:1J04f a long or lax vowel is
lowered, however, its short/tense counterpart ma&apain unchanged. As the
features of length and tenseness often correlaie,naight claim that Donegan
uses two different terms for the same feature, nigipg on whether it triggers
lowering or not. However, “tenseness” and “lengtlo’refer to different features,

one being a matter of quality and the other a maftquantity. (ibid.: 72)

In spite of its status as a — normally context-frdertition process, lowering may
also occur dissimilatively, thus depending on tlffecéed vowel's neighboring
segments. In such a case, lowering still appliewaamily to long or lax vowels but

is favored by an environment that includes shodi@ntense vowels. (ibid: 73)

As mentioned above, alternations in vowel heiglsultein varying degrees of
sonority. Thus, since lower vowels are automatycaibre sonorant, the function
of lowering is to increase sonority. This, in turserves audibility and
perceptibility and makes the affected vowel a coma syllable nucleus, i.e.

suitable for intonation peaks. (ibid: 76)

3.3.2.2. Raising

In contrast to lowering, raising increases vowelghe Palatal, labial, and

labiopalatal vowels appear to be particularly spsbée to raising processes
(Donegan 1978: 77); tenseness is a further fedhakeseems to promote their
application. It is suggested that lax vowelsy be raised, too — however, this
occurs only rarely; and if lax vowels are raisdugiit tense counterparts must be
raised as well. (ibid.: 79)
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Raising processes normally apply to both long drmattsvowels; however, short
vowels are usually favored and appear to be a quesige for the application of
raising to the corresponding long vowel. A long wbwan only be raised without
raising of the corresponding short vowel if thedorowel is tense compared to its
short counterpart. Tenseness, therefore, is theiatrdactor in determining

whether raising is applicable or not. (ibid.: 7041

Also, raising more frequently applies to lower vdésvthan to mid vowels. Low
vowels may be raised without raising of mid vowelsjt not vice versa.

Dissimilative raising of mid vowels appears to Ibesaception. (ibid: 79)

Dissimilative raising is especially applicable towels which precede or follow
another vowel; if the neighboring vowel is identjaaising becomes even more
likely. One can thus assume that the two “halvésd lmng/tense vowel as well as

diphthongs provide the optimal circumstances faimg. (ibid: 80-1)

In contrast to lowering, which increases sonorify decreasing vowel height,
raising decreases sonority. (ibid: 81) Thus, adogrdo the hypotheses of NP,
rather than serving audibility and perceptibilitgjsing can be assumed to serve

optimal pronounceability.

3.3.3. Diphthongs

There are two types of diphthongs: rising andrgllones. In falling diphthongs,
the first element is syllabic (VV whereas in rising diphthongs, the first element
is non-syllabic (\W). Falling diphthongs can be divided into two stdagps: up-

or out-gliding diphthongs ([ki[au]), where the glide is higher or tenser than the
first element, and in- or down-gliding diphthongsg], [i¢]), where the second
element is lower or laxer than the first. (Done@8@8: 106) In rising diphthongs,
the second element is the syllabic part and tis¢ dlement is non-syllabic_ ).
There is no classification among rising diphthoragsresponding to the up-
versus down-gliding distinction of falling diphthgs (ibid.: 107) In prosodic
terms, rising diphthongs usually behave like coastivowel rather than vowel-

vowel sequences because the non-syllabic first eséroounts as part of the
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syllable onset:_V is no longer than V, andW is no longer than V:. (ibid.: 107-
8)

Usually, a diphthong originates from one of theldaing processes: (1)
consonant vocalization in a CV or VC sequenced{&llabification of a vowel,
or (3) a dissimilative fortition process that apglto one “half” of a vowel. (ibid.:

113) For example:

(1) If syllable-final consonants are affected by a tieni process, they may
become vocalized: Syllable-offset /r/ is replaced & schwa in many
Modern English dialects (e.gair [pe3]). (ibid: 109)

(2) If a combination of two single vowels (one of themn-syllabic) is
mapped onto one syllable, this results in the meabf a diphthong.
(ibid.)

(3) If one “half” of a single vowel changes in qualitysually due to the
application of a fortition process, this typicatlseates a falling diphthong
(V() 2 VV). (ibid.: 111)

Diphthongs are basically affected by the same @s®E® as simple vowels, and
each of these processes may apply to either disbgoarts. (ibid.: 113) In up- or
out-gliding diphthongs, the second element is @afigsusceptible to raising and
tensing, whereas the first element is frequentlyeled or laxed (as in some
Southern American English dialects, where /i/ beesnii]). The function of
lowering the first element is to increase sonaaity, thus, to emphasize its role as
the bearer of syllabicity (ibid: 106) In the secdgde of falling diphthong, in- or
down-gliding diphthongs, it is usually the secondn-syllabic element that is
laxed or lowered and the first, syllabic elemerat tiiequently undergoes raising
or tensing. (ibid: 107).

3.4. Sound change and variation in the light of Natral Phonology

A sound change occurs when speakers allow a ceptaicess to apply which
and/or where it had not applied before. That igneoof the inhibitions on

processes that were acquired during childhood becmare relaxed. (Nathan &

42



Donegan forthcoming: 3) Thus, sound change alwaysré the more natural
solution and usually does not impose further retsbms on the speakers of a
language. In the course of time, an increasing raurobspeakers — initially only
under specific prosodic, social, or stylistic cimstances — might adopt the

change and allow additional processes to apply:

[V]ariation in adults, another likely source of dgg, must result from

natural substitutions which the individual has segped in certain speech
styles but which apply inadvertently in other styl€Donegan & Stampe
1979: 131)

Sound change originates from the introduction of mlophonic variants which,
initially, remain optional. A lexical distinction i be maintained and only the
surface realizations will differ. Gradually, moredamore speakers will allow the
process to apply, and a subsequent generatioreaksps might not even learn to
inhibit the process anymore. At this point, thersbghange becomes obligatory.
(Donegan 1993: 114) It is important to note thatNP, there is no such thing as
an “innovator”. The modifications to the speakgrsdnunciation generally take
place subconsciously, and the speakers who inteodusound change, in a way,
do nothing. They can, therefore, hardly be calieddvators”, since they “simply
continuel...] to submit to a constraint that otheeaers overcome, because [...]
[they have] failed to acquire the ability to intikhe resulting substitution” (ibid.:
103).

This implies that sound change ultimately resutisai change in the phonetic
abilities of the speakers: In some North Americaaledgts of English, the
distinction between the low back vowels] [and p] has been lost witha]
remaining in all positions, including those wherg had been used. In these
dialects, the merger resulted in homophones suawotesnd caughtor Don and
dawn [a] is the easier and more natural solution in tlaisecbecause] requires
the speaker to reconcile two conflicting featurkds produced with the mouth
both maximally open as well as rounded. The featofdabiality (rounding) and
lowness appear to be incompatible. Possible subetis which can be made in
order to resolve this problem include (1) giving labiality for low vowels,
resulting in fi], (2) raising low rounded vowels and preserving lip rounding,

resulting in [0], (3) combining both processes @mdducing a sequence of the
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substitutions of (1) and (2), resulting in eitheo][or [0g]. (Donegan 1993: 99 for
this paragraph)

In the case of the North American dialects discdi¢s®e, the rounding of the lips
was given up anda] replaced ¥$] in all contexts. Due to this substitution, the
phonetic abilities of the speakers of these dialbalve changed over time, which
ultimately resulted in a synchronic constraint tbe speakers, who are now —
without further instruction or explanation — unatdeproduce or perceive] It is
worth noting that even children learning the conative dialect (the one that still
has p]) produce and perceivel] before acquiring the rounded variant, which

argues for the naturalness of.[(ibid.: 98)

Phonological change always begins with phonetimgbawhereas phonological
processes underlie phonetic change. As mentionedealphonological processes
not only govern the way a speaker produces but btse he perceives and
analyzes speech. This implies that changes in mdea phonemic inventory

result from changes in how other speakers apply suppress phonological
processes. (Donegan 1993: 113) Still, it is esaktdtiacknowledge that, in NP, as
opposed to other approaches to phonology, the atadivfor a sound change is
not structural and does not result from systemdatequirements” of the

language’s phoneme system. The motivation for adalange remains purely

phonetic.

In the case of mergers which result from fortitiprocesses, certain phonetic
properties are exaggerated or optimized. This hewaway cause the phonetic
distinctiveness between two segments to be lostultichately may lead to a

merger of the two sounds. Of course, the poteatiabiguity caused by mergers
has to be accepted by the speech community fostied change to be able
establish. (Nathan & Donegan forthcoming: 20-1) ldeer, a sound change is
less likely to take place if it results in confusidys which, in fact, makes the

merger of i] and o] a rather unlikely substitution. (ibid.: 23)

Phonemic changes can be sorted into three gro@ipghé introduction of new
phonemes or splits, (2) the loss of phonemes ogengrand (3) sound shifts. The
introduction of a new phoneme requires the appboabf multiple processes:
Initially, a context-dependent substitution will eade. Then, gradually, the
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importance of the conditioning environment will 8eninished until the process
can be applied in all environments. (Nathan & Damefprthcoming: 16) It is,
however, sometimes difficult to determine at whaihptwo sounds have actually
split into two separate phonemes. The criterion‘pfonetic distance” seems
insufficient here, which can be illustrated usihg example of /t/ and its various
English allophones'(}, [t], [¢], and [?]. (ibid.: 17) It has been suggested that

it is not their lack of phonetic similarity thatgwents [...] two sounds
from being perceived as a single phoneme - it & dhsence of any
motivated substitution of one for the other thatjuiees them so be
perceived as distinct. (Bazell 1954 in Nathan & Bgen forthcoming: 17)

In the case of mergers, two different processes am@icable: Either, two
different phonemes can be merged into one, orahgth distinction between two
sounds can be attenuated and lost. (Nathan & Donegdgncoming: 20) Mergers
usually result from context-free fortition processkenitions are highly unlikely
as the source of a merger, as they usually apptpiriext and very rarely merge

sounds in all environments. (ibid: 19)
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4. Language-external factors: the social motivatiomf sound change

Despite the fact that languages sometimes extebitarkable similarities both in
the way they are structured as well as in the Way thange, one must not ignore
the fact that language is, essentially, a socialaacl, therefore, needs to be
situated and analyzed in its social framework. Aigrdy (1992: 83) points out,
“dialects are the possessionsspieakers This implies that, although language
and sound change are certainly governed by univewmsstrains (cf. previous
chapter), there may sometimes be dialectal diffegeror sound changes that are
difficult to explain in terms of their internal meation or might even seem
“unnatural”. Therefore, in order to account fordbgone needs to view language

as embedded in society.

This chapter aims to provide an introduction to Hueial factors involved in
sound change. These include, but are by far natelihio, the social variables of
age, sex, and social class. Still, there are fudhd more abstract forces that may
influence language use and change. The communityich the speaker belongs,
his interpersonal ties to other members of the gr@nd those of other groups),
as well as the extent to which the speaker idestivith the language community

all need to be considered here.

When examining language change and variation in aotss language
communities, one soon comes to the conclusiorthiea¢ appears to be some kind
of consensus among the members of a group as tbisviie “appropriate” way
to speak. Thus, speakers seem to agree on cedamsrof language use; more
often than not, these norms differ from those o gtandard language. As
opposed to the superordinate, often institutionatms of the standard, the norms
of linguistic communities are *“variable norms”. (kby 1992: 82) These
“‘community norms” create an awareness among speadkrthe differences
between their own and other groups, and they ersgidekers to perceive these
differences as social acts (or, as Milroy [ibid] 88ggests, “social facts”) and to

attach social meaning to them.

It follows that language change is not only govdrri®y internal, universal
constraints and forces but also by a variety ofdi@cinherent in society, such as

the speakers’ degree of identification with the ocmmity and their attitudes
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toward other communities. Therefore, an importamhipto consider in the study
of sound change is whether an innovation will beegted by the speakers of a
variety and how fast this can be achieved. Sourahgh does not and cannot
happen from one day to the next. Rather, it ocaara gradual substitution which
reaches and becomes accepted and adopted by easimgy number of speakers
over time, who then “gradually and variably” rem@acne sound with another.
(Milroy 1992: 91)

4.1. Language and identity

Like many other social acts, habits, and practitasguage fulfills an essential
role in the process of identity construction, wh@bupland (2007: 108) describes
as the “consequence, perhaps a target, of sodi@nacLanguage enables the
speaker to (both consciously and subconsciouslgyess his affiliation with a

certain group, be it a specific social class, am ggoup, or a geographically

defined community.

In order to succeed in constructing their (lingaistdentity, speakers can alter
and adapt their speech; they have “a degree ohamtous control over how they
project themselves” (Le Page & Tabouret-Keller 198%L). Thus, they can adapt
their speech — in terms of both form and contdnt () — to that of a certain group
to which they wish to belong (or of which they cuoles themselves part) or in
order to distinguish themselves from a differerdugr (ibid., Dalton & Seidlhofer
1994: 5). Le Page and Tabouret-Keller (1985) tluggest that

the individual creates for himself the pattern$isflinguistic behaviour so
as to resemble those of the group or groups witbrvirom time to time
he wishes to be identified, or so as to be unlikes¢ from whom he
wishes to be distinguished. (Le Page & Tabouretekdl985: 181)

Adapting his accent (and his speech in generaiyder to integrate himself into a
community can have both positive and negative aunseces for the speaker. If
he succeeds in claiming group membership and iabkshing himself as an
individual that belongs to a certain communitystimight have “instrumental pay-
offs” (Dalton & Seidlhofer 1994: 7): For examplagtmembers of a group might

be “more ready to help” an integrated and acceptdividual than an outsider
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(ibid.). On the other hand, Dalton and SeidlhofE994) also suggest possible
“penalties” that might result from an unsuccessititmpt to become integrated
into a community: “lts members may think that yae alaiming membership
without being properly qualified. In this case, ymay find yourself resented as
an intruder [...].” (ibid.:7)

Thus, the key to successful integration lies initpes feedback from other
members of the group that the speaker wishes taobw) part of.
Simultaneously, while signaling the speaker thaishew an accepted member of
the group, positive feedback also leads him toinaetto use and to reinforce and
increase his using the linguistic feature in questiNegative feedback, on the
other hand, will lead him to change his behavior:

By verbalizing as he does, he is seeking to retefdris models of the
world, and hopes for acts of solidarity from theaéh whom he wishes to
identify. The feedback he receives from those witiom he talks may
reinforce him, or may cause him to modify his petigns [...]. (Le Page
& Tabouret-Keller 1985: 181)

As can be seen, the ultimate goal of adopting &aicevay of speaking is to
express and experience solidarity with other spsakenere are several ways of
expressing one’s solidarity with a specific comntyniinguistically seen, using a
linguistic marker (e.g. pronouncing a particulaursd differently) is a rewarding
possibility. Linguistic markers help both membefsagroup as well as outsiders
to determine a speaker’s origins in or affiliationth a specific community.
Coupland (2007) suggests that frequency (as compagainst a different
community) is a useful tool to identify a partialjasalient linguistic feature:
“That is, if a feature is used more frequently mearoup rather than another
group, [...] it is common practice to claim that tieature has group-salient [...]
meaning.” (93) This can be easily linked withy/faaising, which, compared to
/ai/-raising, occurs much less frequently and in fewarieties. Thus, it has a

particularly salient character in the speech ofdcigams.

It is important to note that linguistic markers aret only an indication of a
speaker’s geographical origin. They may also dedimendividual in terms of his
social background. Of course, linguistic markersndb always point to the same

social variable. One marker might be an indicatddrsex/gender and the other
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one of age or social class. (Milroy 1992: 92) Sarlyl, the same marker (such as
Canadian Raising, as will be discussed furthervaehaight connect members of
different groups in different varieties. Whereasane place, a sound change
might affect only people from a specific age groipnight be an indication of

social class elsewhere.

In order to define the notion of linguistic markexscurately, two other concepts
need to be introduced. However, first, it has tortantioned that (sound) changes
can generally occur in two different ways: Chambamd Trudgill (1998: 75-6)
distinguish between “changes from above” and “cleanfjom below” and thus
classify changes depending on the degree of awssd¢he speakers have of them.
Changes from belowccur below the level of consciousness; thusstieaker is
not aware of his adopting (or introducing) the a®nA change from aboyen
the other hand, occurs above the level of consneass and with the speaker’s
awareness of it. (ibid.) Thus, one can assumedhatges from abovgenerally
have some sort of positive consequence for thekepeatherwise, he would not
adopt them.

It is important to note the difference between ¢heso because the degree of
awareness of a change plays a substantial roleterrdining whether a certain
variant is a linguistic marker or not. Scholars coomly distinguish between
linguistic indicators, markers, and stereotypesgnghs each of the three concepts
iIs associated with a higher degree of awarenestherpart of the speakers.
(Chambers & Trudgill 1998: 75) Linguistic indicasoare usually the result of
changes from belowAt this stage, the change goes almost unnotindd@mains
“relatively unobserved” by its users and non-us€@itsd.) As soon as speakers
become increasingly aware of the change and itsalsamplications, it is
commonly called a linguistic marker. Coupland (20@bints out that the
difference between indicators and markers alsaessn the fact that markers are
“variables that show variation in both ‘social’ afatylistic’ dimensions” (93),
whereas indicators are only indicative of socialuging.

The third stage of this — what one might want tib-edierarchy of consciousness
Is associated with maximum awareness of a partidinguistic feature: the
stereotype. Chambers and Trudgill (1998) defing type of variant as follows:
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At this stage, awareness of particular variantoimess even higher, and
speakers become especially conscious of them. FBbeial and regional
connotations become a part of common knowledge spedkers are able
to report on them without difficulty (although noecessarily accurately).
(Chambers & Trudgill 1998: 75)

Stereotypes are often the subject of jokes or camenéCoupland 2007: 93)
which inherently tend to promote exaggeration a #xpense of accurate
portrayal. Raising of (& can, therefore, definitely be said to have became
stereotype of Canadian speech over the past dechdess been pointed out
above that fa/-raising is much more salient than//eaising, leading to frequent
comments (especially by Americans) which incorgectaim that Canadians say

“aboot the hoose” or “aboat the hoase” dbout the house

A similar situation can be found in New York Cityhere speakers are said to
pronounce the wordbird (and similar words) “boid”, which is not true. Mor
accurately, the NYC pronunciation bird is [bord]. However, as Chambers and
Trudgill (1998) argue, stigmatized forms like thesd to disappear after a time:

If very stigmatized forms become stereotyped thegy,wit may only be a
matter of time before they disappear altogetherthasNew York $i]
pronunciation appears to be doing [...]. When chargfethis kind take
place, reversing as they often do the original afioem of a linguistic
change, they can be calletHANGES FROM ABOVE i.e. from above the
level of consciousness. (Chambers & Trudgill 1988:

Thus, in this case, overt comment has lead spealalistance themselves from
the peculiar pronunciation of] — in spite of the fact that it identifies them as
New Yorkers. The case ofularaising in the light of this argument will be &k

up again further below.

Edwards (1999: 102) is careful to emphasize thatlamguage or variant is
intrinsically “better”, “more aesthetic”, or “super” to another. Rather, both the
application of variants and the reactions to ifla€[...] social perceptions of the
speakers” (ibid.), and listening to someone invelVenuch more than mere
phonetic processing of the speech signals” (Nig¢sizZ1®99: 63). As could be seen
above, certain (types of) variants may induce owernments; these, in turn,

reflect speakeattitudes
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In this connection, it might be helpful to recall axample stated earlier, as it
demonstrates quite well how language attitudes imiiyyence our perception of
speech: It has been mentioned above that Nied4{£#89) found that Detroit
speakers, who generally exhibit/aaising, only perceive Raising in the speech
of fellow Detroiters if they are told that a speakeCanadian. Moreover, Detroit
speakers commonly perceive their speech as conigrtai standard American
English — which it most certainly does not. (Niexdgi 1999: 63) Obviously, the
stereotype of CR (rather than actual experience atahtive listening) has led
Detroiters to interpret the phonetic variant af//as a salient feature of Canadian
rather than Detroit English.

As can be seen, linguistic attitudes lead speatensidge and evaluate other
speakers socially, whereas these evaluations dbnénaolve the following
aspects and might sometimes be based on prejudicstereotypes rather than
real facts (Edwards 1999: 102):

= competencéintelligence, industry),
= personal integrityhelpfulness, reliability),
= andsocial attractivenesfriendliness, sense of humor). (ibid.)

Edwards (1999) argues that, in the study of languagyiation, two factors are
particularly significant: social status (which, hegues, could be seen as
competencde and solidarity (which “combin[es] integrity and attractiveness”).
(1999: 102)

4.2. Networks and network ties

The social-network model originates in the viewsgrged above that language
change and variation (and virtually any other kafidnnovation) is dependent on
the speaker’s social background and, particuldniy,interpersonal contact with
other speakers. Throughout his life, every indiaidiorms his very own personal
network of relationships, whereas each of the oth@ividuals he interacts with

has his own personal network. As Milroy (1992) expd, “social network is

about individuals and the relationships that cacdrdracted between them” (84).

These relationships involve family and friendshgstas well as professional ties
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within institutional groups (ibid.: 85) and ratHeose ties or sporadic contact both
on a professional (ibid.: 180) and private leveieTull scope and capacity of his

social network is usually inaccessible to the speak

Thus, a person may be conscious of, for exampieilyfaand friendship
relationships [...], but he/she is not fully awareaay point of the multiple
webs of (mainly informal) relationships that cohdt a ‘social network’.
(Milroy 1992: 85)

The ties between members of the same and/or ditfgups generally fall into
two categories, namely strong and weak ties. Thaditguof ties usually has a
substantial influence on the way language changk ather innovations can
spread throughout and across communities, the measar which will be

explained further below.
Granovetter (1973) suggests that

[tlhe strength of a tie is a (probably linear) conation of the amount of
time, the emotional intensity, the intimacy (mutuwanfiding) and the
reciprocal services which characterize a tie. (Gvatter 1973: 1361)

Thus, the more intimate a relationship is, the éngexists, and the better it has
been cultivated, the stronger the tie is. Furtheemid there is a large amount of
strong ties in a community, and if the networkghefse ties are “relatively dense
and multiplex” (Milroy & Milroy 1992: 5), such a comunity is classified as a

close-knitcommunity.

Close-knit networks within a community tend to irdpeinnovations from
entering the group. Rural communities are usuadgnsas having traditionally
close-knit network structures (Milroy & Milroy 19926), whereas urban
communities are generally perceived as having nhmose-knit structures, as,
apparently, “urban conditions give rise to imperdidyp and social distance”
(Wirth 1938 in Milroy & Milroy 1992: 7). This assyption seems reasonable,
given the fact that urban areas and communitie®yefinition larger and more
populated than rural communities and, thereforekemda difficult for the
individual to have widespread and, more importanstyong ties with a great
number of people. In rural communities, on the otm&nd, close-knit network
structures are certainly the norm, and, therefthrey tend to resist change more

successfully:
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Within specific languages also, it is known thataaations tend to spread
from one centre of population to another withoutnediately affecting the

intervening countryside (which is of course morearsply populated).

(Milroy 1992: 197)

Nevertheless, it has been suggested that urbactises may promote the
formation close-knit networks as well. As it seemathnicity plays an essential
role in this respect, as individuals with the samnea similar ethnic background

tend to have strong ties and form close-knit nelka/oeven in urban areas:

[T]hose who form part of urban ethnic communitieavifate to form ties
with, and often live with, others from a similamdjuistic or ethnic
background. These ethnic groups seem to use tke-klit network as a
means of protecting their interests while the comityudevelops the
resources to integrate more fully into urban I{filroy & Milroy 1992:
7)
Of course, a further distinction needs to be madmely that betweenithin- and
between-community tieShe combination of both these ties and theirngfite
ultimately has a large influence on whether a aerthange can enter and spread
in a community. According to Milroy (1992: 178)r@tg ties are usually only
formed within communities. The ties between groums,the other hand, are
normally weak(er). (17). It is argued that, “wheyesdtrong ties give rise to [...]
local cohesion [...], they lead [...] to overall fragmentati[...] and conflict”

(Milroy & Milroy 1992: 17).

It has been argued that weak ties, both within lzeteveen groups, facilitate and
promote the spread of innovation and (sound) cha(eg., Granovetter 1973,
Milroy 1992, Milroy & Milroy 1992) Milroy (1992) sggests the following:

[B]ehind this there lies an idealization which pogsl that in a community
bound by maximally dense and multiplex network fieguistic change
would not take place at all. No such community aatually exist, but the
idealization is important, because it also implibat to the extent that
relatively weak ties exist in communities (as irctfahey do), the
conditions will be present for linguistic change take place. (Milroy
1992: 176)

Although it seems perfectly natural that strong between individuals and close-
knit networks keep change from entering the comigufwhereas weak ties do

the reverse), the fact that weak ties between camties, as well, promote the

spread of change might seem absurd and requirdefaxplanation (see below).
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By contrast, it is relatively easy to see why |loke#& communities adopt
innovations more readily, and why close-knit commas are strong enough to
resist pressures from outside. The more a commusityonnected internally
through weak ties only, the more it is prone taffected by innovations entering
from other communities and to accept these. Tlangér the ties within a group,
the more difficult it is for changes to enter tlemenunity and, more importantly,
to be accepted. It becomes perfectly clear whyngtreithin-community ties tend
to impede change from outside if we consider issoiesdentity and group
affiliation. It has been mentioned above that husnase language as a tool to
express solidarity and to present themselves amielg to a specific group. If
this sense of affiliation or “local identity” (Mity & Milroy 1992: 6) is
comparably strong, then this will cause the membéthe group to resist and to

refuse any changes entering the community fromiaeits

[A] strong sense of ethnicity or of local identiften creates and
maintains localized cultural and linguistic normsdavalue systems that
are presented and perceived as sharply opposéd tmadinstream values
of outsiders. (Milroy & Milroy 1992: 6)

Milroy and Milroy (1992: 4) argue that close-knietworks can be seen as
“mechanisms” which help speakers to resist outgissures and to maintain
their own community-specific language forms. Theexnacular language and the
most conservative dialects are most likely to bentbin close-knit and often
regionally peripheral communities. (Milroy 1992:7)9These communities have
the internal strength and capacity to maintainrtiogin language and to resist
“external, often standardizing, pressures” (Mil&yMilroy 1992: 9). Resisting

these pressures and keeping one’s language distiattles the individuals in a
community to establish themselves as part of samncunity and to identify with

it and other members. This will become particulatar in the discussion of CR

on Martha’s Vineyard further below.
Milroy and Milroy (1992) state

We interpreted close-knit social networks as meigmas enabling

speakers to maintain such vernacular codes, wihiemselves constitute
and actively constructed, symbolic opposition tandwant, legitimized

codes. [...] The level of integration of any giverogp into the wider

society is likely to be inversely related to théesm to which it maintains a
distinctive vernacular. (Milroy & Milroy 1992: 4)

54



and, furthermore, that

Close-knit networks [...] have the capacity to mamtand even enforce
local conventions and norms — including linguistiorms — and can
provide a means of opposing dominant institutionalues and

standardizing linguistic norms. Their capacity t tdis, however, seems
to be dependent on their territorial restrictionsfmecific neighborhoods,
the day-to-day behavior of individuals being lessnstrained by

geographically dispersed networks. (ibid.: 6)

Thus, one might argue, it is not only the case thage-knit communities enable
speakers to maintain their group-specific vernadallaguage forms, but also vice
versa: Having a distinct way of speaking helps peép maintain strong within-

community ties which — and this is the point —idigtish them from the rest of
society. This emphasizes the fact that languagegehdoes not just “happen” but
needs to be seen and interpreted as a social act.

Apart from having strong or weak ties and beingseto or loose-knit,
communities can also be classified according toetttent they allow (language)
change to enter the group. Andersen (1986 in Milt892: 197) proposes the
concepts oendocentricand exocentriccommunities, which have to do with the
attitudes of the individuals in a group toward em& influence. Endocentric
communities are usually perceived as resulting freithin-group ties (Milroy
1992: 181) and associated with a relatively higlell®f resistance against outside
pressures. Exocentric communities, on the othed happear to be more open to
change and are, therefore, assumed to result fetatively weak within-group

ties.

Milroy (1992) provides an interesting, although sevhat unusual, example in
analyzing the sociolinguistic situation in Icelarideland as a whole is a highly
stable and homogenous speech community. Its ovstaliility can easily be
accounted for in terms of its geographical isolatimom other country. Its
homogeneity, however, seems extremely unlikelyegithe fact that the country
is only sparsely populated and all communities lacated at a relatively long
geographical distance from each other. Thus, omgitheixpect within-community
ties to be generally very strong, whereas betweamrtunity ties can be assumed
to be relatively weak because of the communitisslation from each other.
However, this is not the case. Milroy (1992: 196r the entire paragraph)
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reconstructed the social situation in Iceland wiith help of 13- and 18-century

Family Sagas and came to the following conclusion:

[The Sagas] show very clearly the high value plamethe maintenance of
strong-tie relationships over long distances, ardtherefore suggested
that the maintenance of strong ties may be crirciakplaining the failure
of Icelandic to split up historically into divergesccents. (ibid.)

Nevertheless, it still needs to be explained iraidl@thy innovation is thought of
as being passed on through weak between-commuagy(¢.g., Milroy 1992:
175), as it seems that strong ties would serve ghrpose significantly better.
Milroy (1992) argues that one important point tosider is the fact that weak ties
require less effort (i.e., time and energy) and, ¢harefore, be more numerous
than strong ones. (180) The high number of weak digperson can have is a
crucial factor involved in the spread of innovasorMilroy (1992) further
illustrates this by pointing out that individuaiaKed by strong ties often share
contacts. (ibid.) For a change to spread, howewer essential that there be great
number of ties through which the innovation carmpbhesed on; but if there are a
lot of shared contacts, both within and across camues, the innovation will

only reach the same people over and over agaid.)(ib

A further question that needs to be asked is what &f person the “innovator”
(who carries information across groups) is and whatls of ties he has and
maintains. First, however, one needs to distingsitween innovation and
change. Ignoring what has been discussed in theiomse chapter regarding
speakers as innovators for the time being, in d@oboguistic framework, a
distinction has to be made between innovationherone hand, as the (social) act
of the speaker and of passing on an innovationchadge, on the other hand, as
the consequences of innovation which can be pexdeiv the language system.
(Milroy 1992: 169) Milroy and Milroy (1985) pointut that “speaker innovation
may lead to a change in one segment or part ofthmmar, which then sparks
off a chain reaction that seems to be internalht® language system” (cf. the
Great Vowel Shift) (348). Of course, apparentlyemally motivated chain
reactions of this kind might as well result fromeakers wishing to avoid

potential mergers. (ibid.)
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Labov (1980: 261 in Milroy 1992: 179) suggested tine typical innovator is a
person who has a high status in his group, capiestige, and maintains strong
ties both within and outside his community. Howewhrs seems rather unlikely
given Milroy’s theoretical framework of network sigpresented above. According
to this model, the innovator has to be a mobileviddal with a great number of
weak ties that is situated at the margins of tloeigr (Milroy 1992: 180-1) Due to
his marginal position, this individual can then dtion as a bridge between

several communities. (ibid.: 183)

The question remains how people in a marginal jpositan successfully pass on
innovations to central members of the receivingugrdn fact, central members
often simply donot accept the change, especially in endocentric dtoge
communities of the kind mentioned above. (Milroy929181) In order to explain
those instances where an innovation enters a gaondpspreads successfully, one
needs to consider one of the arguments given abgeé, namely that weak
inter-community ties facilitate change. If the imator is a marginal member of a
community with a great number of weak ties outsidegroup, then he is likely to
have few overlapping, i.e. shared, contacts ari#tel/ to pass on the innovation
to many others. Granovetter (1973: 1367) and Mi(d®92: 182) both argue that
central and high-status members of a community llystend to find (virtually
any sort of) change a risky business. Therefore, @mount of weak ties to
marginal members of the group is a crucial factérthe change is already
widespread with the more peripheral members ottdmemunity, then the central
members might, at some point, deem it necessaeyam beneficial to accept the
change, as well. (Milroy 1992: 182)

Milroy (1992) places yet another restriction on th#usion of (sound) change.
He argues that it is crucial for the receptor comityuto be able to identify with
the donor community to some extent. (182) Thustwib communities have
entirely different mindsets, if they even act apagents in one way or the other,
or if the receptor community harbors strong negafeelings toward the donor
community, then any kind of transmission of an wain appears highly

unlikely.
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At this point, it still needs to be mentioned tllaé presented framework is a
“conflict model” (Milroy & Milroy 1992: 3), which lecomes clear from the
arguments presented above regarding the accepaadcspread of an innovation
in connection with the possible attitudes towar@drde and the perception of
change as something risky. Milroy & Milroy (ibidppint out that such a model
“is essential if we are to account for the phenoomeaf linguistic change, with

which some kind of social conflict is generally asated” (3).

As a result, speaker innovations are commonly ifledsaccording to the extent
to which the change has spread successfully. Miaog Milroy (1985: 347)
suggest the following three possibilities:

* The innovation fails to diffuse at all.

= The innovation enters one community but does naoktap to other
communities.

= The innovation enters one community and, from thepeeads to further
communities (via a further innovator). Milroy andliMy (ibid.) point out
that, “[w]hen the results of this process are obsgrwe tend to label the
results ‘linguistic change’.” (347)

4.3. Social variables

Social class, age, and sex/gender are those \esialtlich most readily affect and
influence the introduction and diffusion of a nesusd change. This section will

provide a brief discussion of the crucial sociatéas involved here.

4.3.1. Age

First, it needs to be mentioned that sociolingaistudies can be carried out both
in “real time” and in “apparent time”. A study c&a out in real time in fact
features several quantitative surveys at diffeqgoints in time. Usually, these
surveys are conducted in ten- or twelve-year iatistyMcMahon 1994: 239-40)
The subsequent analysis and comparison of thetsesukr time shows the

development of a sound change over time. Only tiead- studies can reliably

58



show whether a sound change is in progress. (iMdNlahon (ibid.: 240) points

out that, in apparent-time studies, which are edraut at only one point in time,
it is in principle impossible to distinguish ageriaion in apparent time
which signals a change in progress, from some igtigufeature which
simply varies with age, becoming more apparentéspeech of people of
a certain age. Younger people sometimes behaverdtifly from older

ones in other respects; why should certain linguigtatures not also be
restricted to particular age groups? (McMahon 1294)

The problem with apparent-time studies is that woelld have to assume that
speakers maintain their way of speaking throughioeit lives, which McMahon
1994 (240) considers “over-simplistic”.

Age-related differences in the application of argbehange might also indicate
that a certain variant is only being introducedaamversely, that it is dying out.
Variants that are only entering a community usuadgur mostly in the speech of
young people, whereas variants that are dying eatiromost frequently with
older people. (ibid.: 242)

It has to be noted that speakers from differentgrgeps are subject to different
kinds of pressures, which also depends on the tgbpesocial networks they
belong to. Younger speakers are usually prone floeimce from their peers,
where “[iInfluence from the standard language iatreely weak” (Chambers &
Trudgill 1998: 79). Middle-aged speakers tend topbet of extended and “less
cohesive” (ibid.) networks. They are mainly infleed by the pressures of
standard or “mainstream” speech. Chambers & Tru¢lgitl.) suggest that this is
because of their need to succeed in their carekrtharefore, their need to make
a lasting (good) impression, which makes them “ntiksly to be responsive to
the norms of linguistic behaviour in their speecdmmunity” (McMahon 1994:
241). Older and retired people have smaller netaarid experience considerably
less standardizing pressure. (Chambers & Trud@B81 79) Like for young
speakers, the use of lower-status variants isfggntly higher for this age group
than for middle-aged speakers. (McMahon 1994: 241)
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4.3.2. Sex

It is important to note that, while linguistic vability due to age or social class is
the result of sociadlistance variability due to sex or gender roles is gengridle
result of social difference (Trudgill 1983: 163) Furthermore, it has been
suggested that any kind of unusual pattern in thg ¥emales and males use
variables — that is, any pattern divergent from wwhgroposed below — generally
implies that a linguistic change is still in progse (Chambers & Trudgill 1998:
83)

The general consensus is that society expects woameh men completely

differently, and therefore they do — even in lirgjig terms:

Using a female linguistic variety is as much a casalentifying oneself
as female, and of behaving “as a woman should’isasay, wearing a
skirt. What would happen to a man who, in our dgcigiore a skirt?
(Trudgill 1983: 163)

Researchers have noted several differences inrgeidtic behavior of men and
women. Certainly the most striking difference iattfemales tend to use a higher
proportion of high-prestige or formal variants.g(e Milroy 1992: 86, Chambers
& Trudgill 1998: 83) Labov (2001) notes the follow: “For stable
sociolinguistic variants, women show a lower ratestggmatized variants and a
higher rate of prestige variants than men” anch“[ihguistic change from above,
women adopt prestige forms at a higher rate tham’ f266, 274). In his studies,
Trudgill (1983) found that, among other things, vasmused the lower-prestige
form [pa®] pat rather than [paet] less frequently than men; furtieee, the
grammatically incorrect fornh done itrather tharl did it was used considerably
less by women than by men. (Trudgill 1983: 164)

Several explanations have been offered for thetfattwomen use high-prestige
variants more frequently than men. One of them rsef®o an apparent
psychological advantage of females over males. tAseéms, women are, by
nature, more apt to adapt their speech to ceritilat®ns — especially formal
ones — and, therefore, exhibit a wider range desthifting. Chambers (1995)

suggests the following interpretation:
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It is plausible to speculate that [...] the neurop®jogical verbal
advantage of females results in sociolinguisticcréisancies such that
women use a larger repertoire or variants and camdnaawider range of
styles than men of the same social groups evergthgender roles are
similar or identical. (Chambers 1995: 136-7 in LaRO01: 276)

Labov (2001) puts it more simply: “In other wordgomen are more able to do
what all people say they should do”, and he latheésphenomenon “the linguistic

conformity of women” (276).

Considering women'’s status in society, howeveress\wther factors need to be
taken into account when proposing a possible exgiam for women'’s linguistic

behavior. One of the hypotheses is that women iargeneral, more status-
conscious than men and, therefore, “more awarehefsbcial significance of

linguistic variables” (Trudgill 1983: 167). It isften suggested that women still
have fewer opportunities and occupy a less seasiign in modern society than
men, and that they, therefore, aim to sound mosstigious and signal their
social status by using high-status variants moeguently. (e.g., Chambers &
Trudgill 1998: 84, Trudgill 1983: 167) In contradsetmen, who are usually judged
by what they do, it appears that women are trathlly evaluated by how they
appear. (Trudgill 1983: 167-8) This is observalrlethe way society reacts to
swearing by women, for instance: Whereas men greatad to “act tough, rough
and break the rules”, swearing by women is gengegtceived as inappropriate
(more so than swearing by men). (ibid.: 85) Inteng$y, it has also been pointed
out that working-class language is more readilypessed with male speech and

masculinity. (ibid.)

It is also believed that, because they have omiytdéid opportunities in society,
women tend to be part of less cohesive networksiddill 1983: 84) Therefore,
women are probably less exposed to peer pressureirsiead, are more
frequently involved in formal situations with peeghey do not know very well;

this, in turn, explains increased women'’s abilttyuse prestige forms. (ibid.)

A further argument that must not be neglected isnews traditionally greater
role in child-rearing and, therefore, in teachihgit children how to use language

correctly and appropriately:
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Women are more closely involved with child-rearamgd the transmission
of culture, and are therefore more aware of theomamce, for their
children, of the acquisition of (prestige) norm&.udgill 1983: 167)

As a last point, it is also important to mentioro®n’s theory that women simply
use language differently because their ultimatdsgimacommunication and social
interaction are different from those of men. (Bro®®80 in Trudgill 1983: 165)
This, however, is a question of language use rdttzr one of language variation.
In the study of dialects and accents, the poitd eccount for social differences in
the way people use language to achieves#imething. (Trudgill ibid.)

4.3.3. Social class and prestige

The social-class model results from social, pdaitieconomic differences
between different groups; Milroy and Milroy (199)ggest that it is “based on
conflict, division, and inequality” (3). Generalipeaking, it is the speech and
behavior of upper-class members — who are by digimwealthier and more
powerful — that is perceived as more prestigiouswaarth imitating. (McMahon
1994: 246)

Upper-class norms are seen as bewertly prestigious (McMahon 1994: 246),
and the leaders of a sound change are usually pesders with the highest
status in their group (Milroy & Milroy 1985: 343f.a certain variable is adopted
from upper-class members by middle- or lower-ctassmbers, this usually
happens consciously and, therefore, affects atespeech first (cthange from
abovg. In those cases where a sound change originaesifdividuals who do

not belong to the upper class, it usually affegtgtentive and spontaneous speech
first (cf. change from beloy (Milroy & Milroy 1985: 340) Of course, not all
middle- or lower-/working-class groups find the sple of upper-class groups
worth imitating. Some groups might even harborrggroegative feelings toward

higher-class individuals and, therefore, chooses$ast pressures from above:

[N]ot all linguistic behaviour or change is dictatey overt prestige; if it
were, we would all speak similarly, using high-ggavariants, and
language change would presumably take the formspiral of
hypercorrections. (McMahon 1994: 246)
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Prestige variants are usually “more geographicakutral” than lower-class
variants. (Dalton & Seidlhofer 1994: 5-6) As hasetvementioned above,
especially rural, close-knit networks tend to resisternal pressures to change.
These communities are often associated with lesstigirous speech and low-
status variants. Of course, also lower-class coniirearhave their own linguistic
norms, which are part of@vertkind of prestige. (McMahon 1994: 246) Lower-
class speakers usually adhere to their own normh$awve little or no influence on
other individuals and communities. The purpose dheaing to their own
community-specific norms is, of course, to exprédssr affiliation and group
membership. (ibid.)

There is of course, always a strong institutionainponent involved, which
requires the speakers of a language to use staratatdhigh-status variants,
especially in formal situations. On a personal lenen-adherence to these norms
might lead to members of a group to be ridiculedobyers. (Milroy & Milroy
1992: 4) On a professional level, this might hazenemic effects, as well. Some
researchers use the concept of a “linguistic mariddilroy & Milroy 1992,

Coupland 2007) to explain this:

Prestigious varieties of English, for example, hau#tural capital which
often translates into real, material advantagespeakers. They can “cash
In” their prestigious speech, for example in gagnemployment in good
service-sector jobs. (Coupland 2007: 85)

Let us now turn to the issue of network ties, whscitial class is part of which
kinds of networks, and to what extent this has flecteon (the spread of) sound
change. It has already been mentioned that speakersare tied to a group by
weak ties only are those who are generally mostoseg to pressures and
innovations from outside. Milroy and Milroy (19926) suggest that those
speakers usually belong to the middle or the uppaking class and that the
networks of these speakers tend to be larger, {bogeless kin-oriented, and less
territorially-based than those of the highest amaelst classes. The highest and
lowest classes are, in fact, structurally quiteilsimn this respect: Their networks
are close-knit, dense, and kin-oriented (ibid.:, IWhich makes them more

conservative and more resistant to external pressur
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Thus, the speakers between the lowest and higlessies are those who are most
socially and geographically mobile (Milroy & Milro§992: 17); at the same time,
they are those who are socially and, of coursgulstically most insecure, given
the pressure from the other groups (McMahon 1944).2Middle-class speakers
normally strive to resemble the upper classes thedefore, imitate their behavior
and speech. Simultaneously, they wish to remaitindisfrom working-class
speakers. As a result, they imitate the prestigepeech of the upper class and
adhere to the norms enforced by the higher classes;h often leads to
hypercorrection on part of middle-class speaketss,Tin turn, may allow for
some of the prestigious variants to enter the spetéadhe lower classes, who

become increasingly exposed to them. (ibid.)

Milroy and Milroy (1992) use the concept tife modesto account for the
differences in the spread of a change throughreiffieclasses. The three different
life modes proposed differ according to their fowh employment and the

consequences this has on their network ties, thaiilies, and their free time.

Life Mode 1 is that of self-employed individuals,h@se businesses are
traditionally found in the sectors of agricultufishing, retailing, etc. Usually, the
business is family-owned, which results in a smé&lh-oriented, close-knit

network and in little or no separation between warkl free time/family time.

People in this life mode have a strong solidantgology and strong ties to the
members of their group. (Milroy & Milroy 1992: 19BP

Life Mode 2 is that of typical working-class empé®s, who are “incorporated in
a long and complex process of production that tdeynot own or control”

(Milroy & Milroy 1992: 20). For people in this lifenode, the purpose of work is
to provide the means for enjoying one’s free tithe;difference to Life Mode 1 is
that, here, family/free time and work are keptcslyi distinct. Solidarity among

working-class members usually arises if econominddmns worsen and
members feel the need to form their own close-Rativorks in order to protect
their interests (e.g. through the formation of &rashions). If economic conditions

improve, the need to maintain these strong tiehthsgbside. (ibid.)

Like Life Mode 2, Life Mode 3 is one of wage eamerdowever, employees in
this life mode are found further up in the hiergrabf a business; they are,
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characteristically, high-skilled managerial empleye People in Life Mode 3
place little importance on their free time struggléeep family and work distinct.
Due to their work, they are usually fairly mobitaividuals and, as a result, form
numerous weak ties with many different individualéis, of course, forms the
basis for the spread of innovations. (Milroy & Mijr 1992: 21)

Milroy and Milroy (1992) provide the following illstration to clarify the
relationship between the three different life modbsir ties, and the effects these

ties have on the linguistic behavior of speakerg. (8).

Fig. 3: Life modes and network ties (from Milroy & Milroy 1992; 22)

Maintenance of non-legitimized Dominancs of legitimized
Ilnqulsuc code lmwshc code
Manly | Mainly strong | Community-based ties Mafnl'y weak
ﬁ&\f Non-community-
// based strong ties
{coalitions, power
elites etc.)

Macrn level socsal political and
economic structura
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5. Analysis

5.1. The phonetic motivation of Canadian Raising
5.1.1. Canadian Raising in the light of Natural Phoology

In this chapter, | aim to establish Canadian Rgisis a sound change in the light
of the basic hypotheses of Natural Phonology. Irtiqdar, | will investigate
whether CR is a phonetically motivated process amatgover, to what extent and

by which phonetic forces it is motivated.

Initially, it is essential to note that Canadiandtay is not a rule, even though it
was formulated as such in the framework of GP bgrters (1973). Here, | will

argue for Canadian Raising to be the result oftaraaphonological process in
the sense of NP. Most importantly, CR cannot bel@a as neither its application
nor any exceptions need to be learned explicitlytbysers. Its application and
suppression are governed by natural phonetic foreesl the “rules” of

application are acquired subconsciously by the legsaof the accents which
exhibit CR. Especially the variability of the souwctiange within and across
varieties of English demonstrates that CR cannad Ipele: If it were a rule, its

application would be much more consistent. RatB#t,is a sound change that
plays a significant part in defining a speakergoaal accent; it is not an absolute

rule of English grammar.

Donegan suggests that (1993: 103), “[w]hen a ‘phionehange’ takes place,
speakers fail to learn the ‘key’ that turns off fh@cess that is involved”. Given
the naturalness of Canadian Raising (see belowpgnteasily be argued to be a
natural phonological process, and that, over theadies (probably one of the
oldest informants to exhibit CR was born in 186hd¢mas 1991: 148 in Britain
1997: 34]), speakers of Canadian English have umbelhow to suppress it. As
will be proposed further below, CanE is one of fihe varieties where Raising is
generally restricted almost exclusively to the gFtamenvironment which actually
favors its application; this indicates that, in @da, CR seems to be deeply

entrenched rather than a sound change in progress.

Both /a/ and /a/ are falling — or, more specifically, upgliding diphthongs.
Donegan (1978: 106) predicts that the onsets dfethends of diphthongs are

especially susceptible to lowering or laxing preess whereas their glides
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usually undergo raising or tensing. In fact, in tdase of CR, this is not entirely
true. Whereas centralizing the onset from /adt@dn be seen as a laxing process,
raising it in fact contradicts Donegan’s assumgiddowever, this can easily be
explained in terms of the diphthong’s phonetic emvwnent, which will be of
interest further below. Of course, it also needbdeomentioned that Donegan’s
observations were not made on the basis of dipgthorherefore, she also comes
to the conclusion that raising processes oftenyagiskimilatively — for example
to the two “halves” of a long vowel or to a vowkht is preceded or followed by
another vowel. (ibid.: 80) This is not correct imetcase of Canadian Raising,
where the objective is not to make two vowel segsarore distinct — the reason

being that the exact opposite is required by thenptic environment.

Canadian Raising is a lenition process, or, morecifipally, an assimilation
process, as it reduces the phonetic distance betwe® two halves of the
diphthongs. Bothd] and [»] are phonetically closer ta][and [v] and, therefore,
choosing these allophones as onsets has a paditaet on pronounceability. The
phonetic distance between the raised ongetrid both {] and [v] is smaller than
that betweenA] and both glides (whereas the difference seem§gilag in the
case of §j]). Thus, theoretically, it appears more plausibleise the transcriptions
[a1] and pu] for the raised diphthongs. Of course, since hdbuse any real-life
data for the purpose of this thesis, | do not hewe evidence to prove this. Also,
there is great variability as to the exact natufeghe onset. Nevertheless, in
theory, a schwa seems to be the more plausiblerog&urthermore, considering
that o] is the most central vowel and sets no particaléiculatory requirements
in terms of height or front-/backness, it couldargued to be the epitome of least

effort.

Since the purpose of lowering processes is to aseresonority, it is safe to say
that raising processes have a negative effect enstimority of a sound. This
implies that raising processes, like Canadian Rgjshave a negative effect on
perceptibility, as well. Nevertheless, CanadiansiRgi does fulfill a significant

role in communication: It increases pronounceabiiihd, thus, clearly acts in
favor of ease of articulation. The phonetic basig motivation of the Raising

process will be discussed in the following subchapt

67



It has already been mentioned that, cross-diakdttjaCR is not at all uniform in
the way and context it occurs. Different phonetimvimnments have been
proposed for different varieties; e.g., Milroy (83215 in Chambers 2006: 110)
found /a/-raising to occur in the speech of a young spedian Saginaw,
Michigan, not only before voiceless consonants dab in words likeknives
diner, cider, Friday, or fire. Whereas a raised variant of/ /aefore /r/ does occur
sporadically in Canadian English, the diphthongeser raised in the other words
(and contexts) mentioned. (Chambers 2006: 110) ®kesn suggests that
“Saginaw raising apparently occurs when tonicigafbllowed by a weak syllable
regardless of the voicing of the consonant”. (ipidailey-O’Cain (1997: 110),
who tested Raising in Ann Arbor, Michigan, founattla/-raising was extremely
frequent before voiceless consonatypd), flapped voiceless consonant#ifer),

It/ (fire), and nasal-voiceless clustensing); it also appeared, less frequently
however, before voiced consonantxl€) and nasal consonantsnfe). Again,
only the first two contexts are justifiable in tesrof the original rule (CR before
flapped consonants will be discussed further beldey-raising, on the other
hand, is significantly less common in Ann Arbor aagpears to be restricted to
certain phonetic contexts — namely those predibtethe original “rule” of CR:
For example, the raised variant does not occull &efore /r/, and before voiced
consonants, nasals, and nasal-voiceless clugtéss'extremely rare” (ibid.: 113-
4)

Many of the above-mentioned contexts are diffi¢altexplain in terms of their
phonetic motivation. Of course, certain instandasising (in which it expands to
environments where it had not occurred before oereht is not supposed to
occur) might be interpreted as the result of speagecific preferences; or, it
might just as well have social reasons. The faat th/-raising is much more
common and less dependent on its phonetic envirohth@n /a/-raising, for
example, has several implications, both phonoldgiod social.

First, this might indicate that /araising solves a more fundamental problem in
communication than {fd-raising does (cf. process hierarchies); that the
articulation of /@ appears to impose greater difficulties on theakpe than do
other diphthongs, like 8. Moreton & Thomas (2004) confirm this, arguingth
“[tIhe nucleus and offglide of /ai/ place confliogy demands on the tongue body,
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more so than any other English vocoid” (3). Thet fioat /a/-raising is more
common than #al-raising — both as regards its phonetic envirortnasnwell as
the varieties in which it occurs — and that it ate@urs in varieties as far from

Canada as the English Fens speaks for the natasatfi¢he variantof].

Secondly, all of this has several implications f@r/-raising, as well. It might be
argued, for example, thatularaising does not fulfill as essential a role ag-/
raising does, because the articulation of//#self does not impose great
difficulties on the speaker. Therefore, Raising aem restricted to certain
phonetic environments which promote (or even rejuis application. The fact
that /av/-raising applies only in certain environments ahdrdly expands
elsewhere, together with its rare occurrence oet€ldnada, ensures that the
sound change remains a rather exclusive one -ighane that can more easily
serve as an indication of a speaker’s accent aigthoilhis, again, stresses the
importance of fa/-raising in a sociolinguistic context and its r@e a defining

feature of Canadian speech.

Dailey-O’Cain (1997) makes two more interesting elsations for Ann Arbor,
Michigan. She points out that, in her data, spestgte appeared to have an
impact on /d-raising, which appeared more frequently in infalrnonversation
than in word-list reading. (117) This is not susprg given the fact that /a
raising is a lenition process and considering thase are particularly common in
informal speech styles. It is very likely that,thre reading task, the subjects paid
more attention to their pronunciation and wererdftee, more likely to conform
to standard GenAm. Moreover, Dailey’O’Cain (1990} points out, in her data,
the /a/-diphthong inlike was always raised. One could argue that this cbald
traced back to the frequent occurrence of the wesgdecially in informal speech,
where it is often used as a hedge. All of thisgaths that many instances af/a
raising in the speech of Ann Arbor, Michigan, migksult from an increased

application of lenition processes in informal andttentive speech.
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5.1.2. “Raising” hypotheses: Canadian Raising as annovative change

Different researchers have used different apprsathexplain the phenomenon
of Canadian Raising and its phonetic motivatione Tho main hypotheses are a)
that CR is an innovative change and b) that CRnssadue of the Great Vowel
Shift and is, therefore, rather a “Failure to LoWiarcertain contexts rather than a
genuine “Raising” process. A third approach, “CohtaFocusing, and
Reallocation” (which also incorporates the GVSgmapts to reach a compromise

between these two.

5.1.2.1. Pre-voiceless shortening

It is acknowledged by the majority of researchbet have investigated CR (e.qg.,
Joos 1942: 142, Chambers 1989: 84, Britain 1997H8%key 2002: 309) that the
phonetic motivation of Canadian Raising lies in thet that, in English, vowels

before voiceless consonants are shorter than vdveéise voiced consonants:

When the same vowel is spoken in different isolatedds, its intensity
sometimes varies significantly from word to worddat seems probable
that such variations are, in part at least, effetgliffering consonantal
environments. (Fairbanks, House & Stevens 1950adnsd & Fairbanks
1953: 105)

Several proposals as to the reason for this leddference have been made.
Considering the information given above, one migesume that — because
obstruents are difficult to voice and vowels carsilgabe enhanced — the
lengthening of vowels may be a tool to help theakpe maintain a certain amount
of voicing for the production of the following vad consonant. At the same time,
lower vowels bear a greater amount of sonority #metefore, can be argued to be
of assistance in pre-voiced position — as in treec# CR, where a low onset is
maintained before voiced consonants. It has alea hegued that the jaw muscles
are more tensed for the production of a voicelessaenant and its preceding
vowel, which automatically makes the preceding sagnshorter. (Hickey 2002:
309) This difference in vowel quantity also hasedfiect on the vowel’s quality:
As Chambers (1989) argues, this “shortness [...] texearticular pressure on

diphthongs with a low onset and high glide” (84i¢Is as /d or /av/.
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The length difference between vowels precedingasi@nd voiceless consonants
serves an important purpose in communication: ljpshboth speaker and listener
to maintain the distinction between voiced and elgiss consonants even if the

voiced consonant is hardly voiced. Kluender, Diahlg Wright (1988) claim:

We suggest that the principle of durational contf@®vides a natural
explanation both of the speech and nonspeech seSgecifically, a long

initial segment makes a given medial gap seem ehbit contrast and
hence, in the case of speech, more like a voicgtheet. A short initial

segment, on the other hand, makes a medial gap &wmeger (i.e., in

speech, more voiceless). Thus vowel-length diffeesnare a means of
enhancing the perceptual distinctiveness of thsurkduration cue for
consonant voicing contrasts. (Kluender, Diehl & titi 1988: 161 in

Fowler 1991: 123)

According to Britain (1997), there are two solusoto this dilemma faced by
speakers of English: (a) reducing the phonetiadist between nucleus and glide
before voiceless consonants or (b) increasing bumgtic distance before voiced
consonants. (31-2) There are, in turn, two possdsl of reducing the phonetic
distance between the two segments of a diphthdnga(sing the onset, as is the
case with Canadian Raising, or (2) lowering thdelwhich occurs in varieties of
Southern American English (SAmME) and is commonlermred to asSouthern
Glide WeakenindSGW). In these varieties,i/ds often produced as Jaor [&]
(ibid.: 31) or even monophthongized (Schneider 2(88D). Interestingly, this
change occurs before voiced consonants, “where tisemore time to be more
diphthongal” (Fruehwald 2007: 20), whereas the tfiphgs before voiceless

consonants remain unchanged. (Schneider 2008: 389)

Hall (2005) suggests that Canadian Raising is mbt phonetically conditioned
by the following segment but also by the diphthengieceding sound. As has
been mentioned above, Hall tried to explain unusostances of f&raising in
terms of biphone similarities across lexical negtioods. She noted that, in her
data, “all words with the biphones /dai/z&d, and /sai/ have kaigh vowel [...],
regardless of the rest of the phonological preoindifor these words” (Hall 2005:
194). This implies that, in these words, the vajcaf the following segment was
completely irrelevant; what was crucial was theuraf the preceding segment.
Hall concludes that this might indicate that a pokoeg coronal (obstruent) can

cause the onset ofi/ato be raised as the result of a phonetically wadéid
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process: “[T]he high, front location of the tongoe a coronal could make it more
difficult to achieve a fully low and back [ai] do#y following it” (ibid.: 196).

5.1.2.1.1. Flaps

Flapped voiceless consonants impose a certairculiffion the linguist who seeks
to investigate the phonetic origins of CanadiansRat In 1942, Joos noted two
different groups of speakers in Canada: those \afse /@ and /a/ before flaps
and those who maintained the low onset beforeppdd /t/ in words likewriter.
Thus, Group A had ptpraire] and Group B had Btprara] (Joos 1942: 143),
which means that Group B interpreted the flappeas/a voiced consonant:

Table 3: (Non-)Application of Canadian Raising befee flapped /t/

Group A Group B
write [t] / ride [d] raised / unraised raised / unraised
writer [c] / rider [d] raised / unraised unraised / unraised

As can be seen, the application of CR is opaquespeakers of Group A, as a
raised onset is used before the voiced (flapped3amant, as well. Today, Group
B no longer exists, and every speaker of CanE saiseand du/ before flapped
Itl. (Chambers 1973 in Fruehwald 2007: 4) One caupie that this implies that
Canadian Raising is no longer phonetically motigatdowever, given that “we
can unambiguously assign [D] aftexi][to /t/ and [D] after [ai] to /d/” (Vance
1987: 203), we can also assume that speakers rietdlgps rather as a voiceless
It/ than a voiced consonant. Therefore, it mightl we that the vowel sounds
before flapped /t/ are just as short as those bejenuine voiceless consonants.
Furthermore, raising vaand /a/ before flapped consonants helps to maintain the
distinction between words likevriter and rider, which are homophones in
GenAm. This serves perceptibility and avoids amibyguwhich is an utterly

important factor that determines the acceptahilitg sound change.

Vance (1987: 202) notes an expansion of the oppgttern to other contexts: In
his data, the diphthongs amder, idle, andspiderwere all raised although they are

followed by a voiced consonant. He goes on to poutt however, that in these
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cases, underlying /d/ is also produced as a fldgerahan as a fully voiced, which
leads many researchers to “believe[...] that flappsumply neutralizes the
distinction between /d/ and /t/” (ibid.). This mighdicate that even a flapped /d/

can be interpreted as an underlying voiceless /t/.

Some researchers claim that the fact that Candf&sing also occurs before
flapped consonants implies that speakers have agpho distinction between the
raised and unraised diphthongs. Others, howevgueaagainst this. It has been
found, for instance, that Canadian Raising chrogioldly preceded flapping;
King points out that “t-voicing [...] seems to be alatively recent North
American innovation” (1972 in Britain 1997: 33). i$hin turn, implies that the
patterns of Canadian Raising were already in plaken intervocalic flapping
became established. Therefore, Raising before dldgpnsonants cannot be used
as evidence for possible phonemicization. PerhApsapplication of CR has

become lexicalized for those items where, todays ftapped.

5.1.2.2. Dominance of the offglide in pre-voiceleg®sition

Moreton and Thomas (2007: 3) propose a slightlfedeht approach to account
for the phenomenon of Canadian Raising. It is aighat the application of CR is
not only conditioned by the reduced length of thehthong before voiceless
segments. Rather, it is suggested, diphthongs defoiceless segments are
usually dominated by the offglide and, thereformjse the nucleus to assimilate
to the glide. Voiced codas have the opposite effBiets, in the case ofi/aand
lavl, pre-voiceless position leads to a higher diphthavhereas before voiced
consonants, a lower vowel is expected. As Moretomh@&mas (ibid.) point out,
“voiceless codas are associated with allophondsatigafurther to the left on the
scalear > a > & > a”; thus the vowels to the right are likely tocar before

voiced consonants.

Although in English, it is usually the glide thadsamilates to the nucleus (Gay
1986; Gottfried, Miller & Meyer 1993 in Moreton & hbmas 2007: 3), a
following voiceless consonant “protects” the offigiin that it (a) favors acoustic

offglide peripheralization and (b) causes the pietwe segment to be shorter,
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whereas “[ijn diphthongs the duration differencemastly in the nucleus” (ibid.:
4).

As can be seen, pre-voiceless shortening is just aspect among several in
Moreton & Thomas’ theory. Interestingly, this appch also explains SGW,
where /a suffers glide weakening or even monophthonginatiefore voiced
consonants: In this position, it is the nucleust tdaminates the offglide;
therefore, the glide assimilates downward, settigapproximately ¢ or [].
Moreton & Thomas (2004) suggest that

[tihey [CR and SGW] are related not by common aingdsit by common
phonetic motivation — the tendency of diphthong®eodominated by the
offglide before voiceless codas, and by the nwekawhere. (13)

5.1.2.3. Issues of stress and syllable structure

Chambers’ (1973: 127 in Dailey-O’Cain 1997: 108)igmal rule in the
framework of GP predicted that, in Canadian Englieke diphthongs tAand /a/
have raised or centralized onsets when they ocefard voiceless consonants;
however, he also found that raising was blockedeiwthe syllable containing the
diphthong does not bear primary stress and isvi@tb by a stressed syllable”
(Dailey-O’Cain 1997: 108), thus:

(@) [V +tense]> [-low] / _glide [C —voice]
(b) Condition (a) cannot apply if V < [1 stress] and+étress], where V'
is the following nucleus. (Chambers 1973: 127 inléyaO’Cain ibid.)

This implies that there is a phonetic differentatibetween morphologically

related words likgpsychdoai] andpsychologyar] or cite [a1] andcitation [ar].

Chambers (1973, 125-26) compareséxua) in which his Canadian
informants had [ai], witlbicycle in which they hadA]. He says that these
two words share the same prefix + stem patternhanases the contrast to
argue that the conditioning factor is the stresdepa rather than the
morphological structure. (Vance 1987: 198-9)

Interestingly, there are examples of raised dipMhgiso which seem to be
conditioned by the stress pattern alone, regardieti®e following element: It has
been found (Lehiste 1971a, b in Donegan 1993: 1h2a} speakers from
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Michigan, Minnesota, and New York often have raisetsets incider, idle,

spider, andtitle, etc., the reason being that “the presence ofl@¥fimg unstressed
syllable within the stress-group, or foot, shortehe first syllable” (Donegan
1993: 122). Thus, in these cases, Raising seerfecpgmlausible and justifiable

in terms of its natural phonetic motivation.

On the other hand, there are examples of unraiggdhedngs in words which do
conform to the original predictions: Both Chamb@873: 116-7 in Vance 1987:
197) and Vance (ibid.) point out that compound® kye pieceor fly swatter

where the stress is on the first syllable (whicimtams the diphthong) have a
lower onset, because the following word boundackd Raising. Thus, even
stress patterns cannot be seen as the ultimateasltewhether CR will apply or

not.

Vance (1987: 199) uses a different approach; fallguKiparsky (1979: 440) and
McCarthy (1982: 585-6, both in Vance ibid.), he pmses a three-category
schema that defines prefixed words according tonteire of the intervening
syllable boundary and its implications for the s¢rpattern: The terms “stress-
neutral” syllable boundaries, “loose stress-detemg” and “tight stress-
determining” boundaries are used, and Vance’s k@ssamption is that CR will
only occur if the diphthong and the voiceless comasb are in the same metrical
foot. The three categories can be defined as fali@ailey-O’Cain 1997: 112):

= Stress-neutral syllable boundariese those which do not affect the stress
pattern of the prefixed word (e gexual> bisexua).

» Loose stress-determining boundarig® those which cause the stem to
acquire secondary stress after the prefix has beeed (e.g. focals >
bifocalg. It should be mentioned that “[sJome individuatgerpret the
syllable structure of these words differently framthers, causing the
amount of raising in these words to be highly va@ga (ibid.).

= Tight stress-determining boundariase those which determine stress and

cause the vowel of the stem to be reduced ¢gaie> bicyclg.

Dailey-O’Cain  (1997) notes that, in Ann Arbor,1/feaising occurs most
frequently when there is no syllable boundarylighdly less frequent when there
Is a tight stress-determining boundary, even lesguent in the case of a loose
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stress-determining boundary, and is least freq(&ilk, not impossible) when a
stress-neutral boundary intervenes. (112) Thistssarprising, given the fact that
in the last of these cases, the prefix and, thezefiie diphthonghj-, tri-, etc.)

remains unstressed and syllable following the diphg is stressed.

5.1.3. Canadian Raising as a residue of the GreabWwel Shift
5.1.3.1. “Failure to Lower”: Canadian Raising as aconservative form

In contrast to the above-mentioned “Raising” hypsts, which consider CR to
be an innovative and entirely synchronically maeaphenomenon, the “Failure

to Lower” hypothesis assumes CR is a largely coagise form.

The basic assumption is that Canadian Raisinghigadt, not a raising process
before voiceless consonants, but rather results fem incomplete lowering
process. Between 1200 and 1600 (Stockwell 2002), 26&@ Great Vowel Shift
(GVS) caused a series of sound changes: All haffe;l half-open, and open
vowels were raised, whereas the close vowelsaid /u:/, were dipthongized.
(Britain 1997: 31) As a consequence, Middle Eng(stE) /i:/ and /u:/ became
/la/ and /a/ respectively. It is assumed that, at some pdingre was an
intermediate stage ofi/ a1/ and bu, av/ before the sound change reached its final
diphthongal stage in Modern English (e.g. Stock®eD2: 267):

ME /il — 1l — Inl — lal
ME J/u/ — vl — Inol — lavl.

Donegan (1993: 121) suggests that, in the tramsitmm A1/ to /a/ and from 4o/
to /av/, the following dissimilative fortition processapplied:

(a) “A non-palatal syllabic that precedes a palatalidaiglide must be

low.

(b) “A non-labial syllabic that precedes a labial glidest be low.”

Thus, whereas the other vowels were raised, /d//arl were diphthongized and
“became gradually more open and central beforehiegcthe most advanced
contemporary forms” (Britain 1997: 31). The hypdtisefor Canadian-Raising
varieties and those that exhibit similar changesh&t, in these varieties, the
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fortition did not apply as a context-free processt lonly occurred in its
phonetically natural environment. As Donegan (1983ts out,

[llong vowels are, ceteris paribus, more susceptibllowering than their
short counterparts (Donegan 1978), and basicallyig lowered to (]
where it is lengthened, and it remaing] [where it is short. [...] For
speakers who have no quality difference in words wii/, we expect a
length difference between the vowels [...]. (Donet)@83: 122)

Thus, in CanE and other dialects which have CRdiplethongs are only lowered
before voiced consonants, where they are natulerlygthened. Before voiceless
consonants, which naturally promote short vowdis, higher variantsol/ and
lavl were preserved. Thus, the affected varieties appe have not fully
completed the GVS in all contexts. In fact, it lea®n been suggested that /
might even be the underlying form and][the derived and context-dependent
allophone. This implies that, in contrast to theai$g” hypotheses, CR is not
promoted by voiceless environments favoring raisatants, but rather by voiced
contexts favoring low variants and voiceless omgseiding the application of the
lowered allophones. (Donegan 1993: 121-2 [for thi&re paragraph]) Obviously,
the application of these processes was “not a eapgsone, for it has not
followed in most other forms of English” (Joos 19422). As mentioned above,
natural phonological processes rarely apply ivatieties/languages, even if their
application is the most “natural” solution. The kpgtion or suppression of
processes always varies according to language- @mmunity-specific

preferences.

Britain (1997) likes to think of Canadian Raising @n “archaism” (Lass 1987:
285) or an “arrested form in the historical devehemt” (32) of /i;/ and /u:/. He

argues that two factors indicate that CR is a amasiee rather than innovative
form. Firstly, a similar kind of allophonic variat exists in Scottish and Scotch-
Irish dialects (Aitken 1962, 1982, Gregg 1973 intddn 1997: 32), which speaks
against independent innovation. In Scottish Engliek contextually lengthened
variant [a] occurs only before voiced fricatives, /r/, anddre morpheme and

word boundaries, and the higher variami n all other environments (Gregg
1973: 138 in Britain ibid.). Gregg (1973) sees Ghaia Raising as an “extension”
of the SVLR:
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[T]he patterning of the ‘Canadian Raising’ diphthgenai andsi simply
calls for the expansion of [the] rule [...] wideniitg scope so that it now
applies in the environment of all voiced consonamg simply the voiced
fricatives, in addition, of course, to the otherviemnments specified.
(Gregg 1973: 142 in Britain ibid.)

While Gregg (ibid.) considers the similarities be&s Canadian, Scottish, and
Scotch-Irish speech to be a likely consequencecoftiSh and Irish immigration
to Canada, Chambers (1989) argues against thisrythdde finds such
assumptions misleading or even “mystifying”, givérat this would imply “a
continuous history from the Old World to the Newvhich “one searches in vain”
(1989: 83).

The second piece of evidence that seems to co@idgg’'s hypothesis is that —
as has already been mentioned — flapping of intatio/t/ in American dialects
appears to have become entrenched well after tablistiment of CR. (King
1972, Picard 1977 in Britain 1979:33) NevertheleéShkambers (e.g. 1989) is
inclined to think of CR as a relatively recent pberenon instead of as a
conservative form, since “pre-20century references to Raising are lacking”
(Britain 1997: 34). Trudgill (1985: 36-7 in Britait997: 33) also argues against
CR as intrinsically conservative. He considers ‘thalure to Lower” hypothesis
unlikely in view of SAmE varieties who exhibit botRaising and Glide
Weakening in complementary environments, sincevloisld suggest both a very
conservative as well as a very innovative formhef same diphthong in the same

dialect.
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5.1.3.2. Phonological reallocation

The “Contact, Focusing, and Reallocation” hypothesipromoted in particular
by researchers like Trudgill (1985, 1986) and Bnitg 997). It is suggested that
Canadian Raising is, in fact, not an entirely arctiarm, but that it results from
dialect contact between varieties at differentesaig the GVS, which means that
it is “a combination of both innovative and consdive varieties” (Britain 1997:
31).

The basic assumption is that, if a language comiynisisubject to varying inputs
from different surrounding varieties, it will everaily form a new hybrid variety.
(Britain 1997: 38) In the case of Raising this netrat a variety that is exposed
to different dialects at different stages in the &Will eventually create its own
hybrid version and will allocate the received inpatiants to their phonetically
natural environments. (Trudgill 1986: 159 in Bnitdi997: 35)

In the English Fens, for instance, large-scale ignation in the late 17 century
from various surrounding communities caused a wvaiyed situation in the
language community. Today, the pattern seems tihdttethe sociolinguistically
more conservative varieties (cf. GVS) to the eash® Fens have raised onsets of
/ai/ in all environments, whereas speakers of theedialto the west of the Fens
generally have lower allophones in all contextgitéih 1996: 36) The speakers
in the Fens resolved the mixed situation by assmtie variants to their natural
environments: Today, two villages exhibit Raisingfdre voiceless consonants
with lower variants before voiced consonants, mempé boundaries, and//
(Britain 23-4)

Trudgill (1985) draws the following conclusions f&@anada based on the

“Contact, Focusing, and Reallocation” hypothesis:

Present in the mixture that preceded the formatibianadian English
were variants of /ai/ and /au/ from many differ&mglish, Scottish, Irish
and American varieties of English. Prominent amtrmgmn were 41| and
[au]-type variants of the type found in Scotland amdtimern England, as
well as [] and [as]-type variants from southern England and the U.S.A
[...] [T]he generation that first spoke a unified,cfised dialect of
Canadian English rationalised the situation by ritigting them both
allophonically according to [...] natural phoneticndencies. (Trudgill
1985: 42-3 in Chambers 1989: 84-5)
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What is so tempting about this theory is that @irmls no direct British ancestor.
Rather, it is argued, “similar dialect scenariosguwring in different locations at
different times, can produce similar but independieguistic outcomes” (Britain

1997: 28). Of course, this, again, points to theur@dness of Canadian Raising.
As it does make sense to incorporate demograpliicsaaiolinguistic data in an
analysis based on this hypothesis, the social &sp@wlved in such a dialect-

contact scenario will be discussed in a separdtelsypter further below.

I would like to make some concluding remarks at ¢ine of this chapterThe

phonetic motivation of Canadian Rais)nd\ll of the above-mentioned theories
appear to be applicable to the analysis of Canadasing. Even though a direct
ancestor in the Old World seems unlikely, as ainaom between the varieties in
Europe and America appears to be missing, the vie®R as a residue of the
GVS is, generally speaking, as satisfactory as“Rasing” hypotheses. There
may be some differences as to the “direction” of @&sing or failure to lower);

nevertheless, both theories point to the phonegitiralness of having longer
vowels before voiced consonants and shorter voirelisre voiceless ones. The
“Contact, Focusing, and Reallocation” hypothesisns& to provide a plausible
reconciliation of the basic two approaches and detnates how natural
phonological processes govern our speech even ifeagive very different and
conflicting inputs. In conclusion, it is essentialnote that no factor is perfect in
predicting the patterns of CR in all dialects, hsyt depend on very different

factors in each variety.
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5.2. A sociolinguistic perspective on Canadian Rarsy
5.2.1. Canada
5.2.1.1. The basis of Canadian identity constructio

It has been mentioned above that Canada used t® ¢lase ties with Great

Britain until relatively recently. At the time, Bish English was perceived as a
highly prestigious variety and the British were rsess culturally superior —

particularly in comparison to the United Statesisgsointed out by Clarke (2006):

“British linguistic features indexed notions of géace and erudition relative to
Canada’s young and less refined southern neighbdGtarke 2006: 227-8)

Nevertheless, probably due to Britain’'s geograghiistance to Canada, British
English only left a relatively small impression Ganadian English. There are, for
example, some lexical differences between GenAm @adE that can be
attributed to British English influence, such ae tise oftap rather tharfaucet
(Clarke: 2006: 228) Furthermore, orthographic rudes mostly borrowed from
BE (e.g.centrerather tharcenteror neighbourrather thameighbo), and some
phonological variants can also be traced back tisBrusage, such as the
pronunciation ofinti andsemias “antee” and “semee”). (ibid.)

Apart from the examples mentioned above, Canadiagli¢h is remarkably
similar to GenAm. Bayard (1990) notes that, esplycta speakers who are not
from Canada or the US, CanE is “virtually indistimghable” from GenAm
(Bayard 1990 in Clarke 2006: 227) — with the eximapbf Canadian peculiarities
like attaching “eh” at the end of questions. Foresal decades, Canada has been
trying to establish a specifically Canadian (lirgjig) identity that is, most
importantly, obviously different from that of Amea. As a result, a handful of
Canadianisms have been introduced, such as thenouofachesterfield for
sofdcouch (Clarke 2006: 228) or, on the phonological lev@hnadian Raising.
Pringle (1985) has suggested that

Canadians [...] are confident that they do not hawe game accent as
Americans. It is important to many Canadians tasinghat Canadian
English is different from American English. It himsbe different, because
Canadians are different. (Pringle 1985: 187 in KH&006: 227)

Canadian speakers point out that their speechrsliffem that of Americans in

many ways. In a survey conducted by Gregg (2004p)cduver residents listed
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(among others) the following (remarkably positivatiributes of Canadian speech
which are, according to them, not present in Anaricspeech: clearer
enunciation, more precise speech, softer speedtranding, etc. (in Clarke 2006:
228-9) Considering the fact that Canadians perciiga speech as “better” than
that of Americans, one might argue that GenAm @ugnt of as a generally less

prestigious variety by Canadians.

However, many of the above-mentioned “Canadianisnigive become

increasingly threatened by American culture ancespewhich is largely due to
the influence of American media. Forms likleesterfield for instance, are on the
decline (Clarke 2006), whereas Canadian Raisinge-af the most salient and
distinguishing features of CanE — is being used evare by American speakers
as well. Furthermore, a pattern has been notedebgral researchers which
affects the diphthong #& A high number of speakers of CanE now use a more
fronted variant, which, in fact, resembles thaG&mAm. This process will be of

interest in the following subchapter.

5.2.1.2. Newfoundland

It has already been noted above that Newfoundlargligh differs from standard
Canadian English in its application of Raising. \ieg aside earlier suggestions
(e.g., Wells 1982, Kirwin 1993, Hickey 2002), iteses appropriate to use
Clarke’s (2008) account of Raising in NfldE hers, @ contrast to the others, it
incorporates questions of social identity. For amence, Clarke’s (2008)
findings will be repeated: It was suggested that dpplication of CR in NfldE
varies depending on whether a speaker has a rurahourban background.
Whereas urban speakers retain low onsets fdriraall contexts and only raise
/ai/ before voiceless consonants, rural speakers d&pgaing more generally: da
has slightly raised, mid onsets in all position$jck is sometimes also fronted.
Regarding /d, Clarke (2008: 169) argues that “traditional dmza from all
areas” have a mid starting point. Given the faat 8peakers from rural areas are
generally considered to be more conservative (be®ed, and considering that
Clarke distinguishes between “urban speakers” dratlitional speakers” (even
though she adds “from all areas”), one is temptedagsume that the great
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majority of the more traditional speakers will lmeihd in rural areas. We can thus
suggest the following distribution of Raising:

Table 3: Raising in urban and rural areas in NfldE

Urban areas Rural areas
housghaws] houseghous] sometimes fronte
loud [lavd] |Oud“90d]wmmmmﬂmme
tight [tart] tight [tart]
tide [taud] tide [tord]

At this point, in needs to be mentioned that th&ribution of Raising is quite
similar to that found in Irish English, whera//g raised and {d is fronted to
[eev] in all positions. (Hickey 2002: 309) Consideritite fact that the onset of
raised /a/ is sometimes fronted to {g or [ev] in NfldE, too, this clearly
demonstrates the early influence of IrE. It hasaly been mentioned that
Newfoundland maintained close ties with the Old Wdor several decades
through individuals traveling back and forth betweke Old and the New World
(the so-calledransient3. (ibid.: 293) Furthermore, Kirwin (1993: 69-70pipts
out that the teachers who serviced in Newfound&sdhools were usually sent
there from religious orders in Ireland. Thus, IriShglish also had a considerable
effect on the young speakers of the island froneany age on, “reinforcing the
originally Irish characteristics of English speerh the Irish community [of
Newfoundland]” (ibid.).

It can easily be explained why this pattern wasnigaretained in rural areas.
Many of the island’s permanent residents had sktihe small, rural fishing

communities. These communities were highly endeoteand, over the decades,
have been passing on the peculiarities of theiedpdérom one generation to the

next:

[T]here was considerable consolidation of lingaisteatures from one
generation to the next by virtue of the fact tiat island was quite isolated
[...] and that the young of each generation werdaseccontact with their
preceding generation through early integration thi® work environment
(traditionally fishing). (Hickey 2002: 293)
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Thus, in accordance with the theories presentedelibe close-knit networks of
the rural communities in Newfoundland have had aseovative effect on the

residents’ speech.

Although today, many inhabitants of Newfoundland @roud of their cultural
heritage, their speech, and their distinctivenems fmainland Canada and the rest
of North America, the younger generations as welnare educated speakers are
acquiring an increasingly negative attitude towtrel island and Newfoundland
speech. They share the view of many mainland Canadivho tend to interpret
the island’s distinctive culture and speech asga sif its “backwardness” and
“lack of economic prosperity”. (Clarke 2008: 162% A result, those features of
NfIdE which distinguish it from other varieties Nbrth American English are, in
fact, becoming less and less frequent, which isbabty also due to
Newfoundland’s increasing contact with mainland &knand the United States.
Over the past years, NfldE has been adapting nmaterere to standard Canadian

English, particularly among younger, urban speakéisrke 2008: 162-3)

5.2.1.3. Fronting of /@/ and its implications for CanE and GenAm

As is pointed out by Chambers (1981: 20), Canaaising “occurs in urban

dialects virtually everywhere” in Canada. This esighe question of whether
Canadian Raising occurs notably less frequentlyunal areas. If this were the
case, then one might conclude that smaller, closerdral communities wish to

remain distinct from standard Canadian speech, evB& had “acquired prestige
as a specifically Canadian feature” (Britain 19%&). Perhaps some small
communities in rural Canada chose to create their prestigious standard that
distinguishes them from the mass. However, thisdeem rather unlikely. Since
Canadian Raising is a strong marker of Canadiantiigeand since rural, close-
knit communities usually have a great sense oftigent seems unlikely that

rural speakers would want to avoid its applicatiimthis regard, one might argue
that the fact that 80% of Canada’s population lokese to the United-States
border (Chambers 1981: 23) — which, of course, msldes rural areas — would
rather promote the application of CR as a feathet tlearly distinguishes all

Canadian speech (including that of rural speakerg) American English.
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Of course, a different possibility might be that,the early stages of Canadian
English, when several different versions af &nd /a/ were present, urban and
rural communities reallocated the variants diffélsefrom each other; or, that
rural communities chose to preserve the earlierants instead of allowing
further change to enter their networks. In any cdse important to note that all
of the above is mere speculation. In fact, no stgldifferences or variability in
the application of CR between urban and rural speakvere pointed out or
explained in the literature reviewed for this tlse@xcept Chambers 1981: 20, of

course).

Also, the focus of this subchapter is a completdifferent one. In standard
Canadian speech,daraising is one of the last remaining featureg thstinguish
the variety from GenAm. faraising has been increasingly adopted by American
speakers and, as could be seen above, occurs eénak@ther varieties as well
(e.g., the English Fens), which is probably dué&gdigh degree of naturalness.
/av/-raising, on the other hand, is one of the feviesalfeatures of CanE that is
known and noted by outsiders (cf. stereotypes sash'aboot the hoose”).
Nevertheless, in the past years, a new change d&s ioted, namely one that
affects /@/ and has been interpreted as “the AmericanizabbnCanadian
Raising” (Chambers 1981) or even as a change tgtitrferadicate the most
distinctively Canadian sound” completely (Chamli389: 82).

Several studies have shown that, in Canadian spéechs not only raised but
sometimes also fronted (e.g., in Toronto [Chamid®81: 20, Chambers 1989:
81], Vancouver, and Victoria [Chambers 1989: 8T]us, the affected speakers
do not only have the variantsy] before voiceless consonants and][@lsewhere,
but exhibit diphthongs approximatingujaav, a] in voiced environments and
any of these three or one of the raised / raisedramted variantsap, Au, vu, €v]
before voiceless consonants. (Chambers 1981: 2@) tflénd appears to be

increasing.

Initially, the fact that the fronted variants someds remained low led Chambers

(1980) to suggest the following:

As fronted vowels become more frequent during thegmess of the
change in succeeding generations, we can expectathae to raise the
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onset before a voiceless consonant will also becomoee frequent.
(Chambers 1980: 25 in Chambers 2006: 112)

However, later, Chambers (1981) found that Raiswag, in fact, not threatened
by the fronting change in progress. His studies atestrated that, although
fronted onsets remained low in some instances &afoiceless consonants, they
were never raised before voiced consonants or lweroénvironments. Thus,
Chambers concluded, daraising was still present in Canadian speechnefe
only opaquely. (1981: 21) Regarding his earlier ceons that CR might be
disappearing, he simply concluded that “[i]t ha$ im@ppened” (Chambers 2006:
112)

Taking into account sociolinguistic factors, thedsés carried out on#&fronting

all suggested that the fronted variant occurredtrfregjuently in the speech of
young females. Chambers (1981) argued that fronthdaw/ was “sharply
stratified” in terms of age group, but that in alje groups, females fronted
considerably more frequently than males (22). Stile speakers front the onsets
too (particularly younger speakers). However, iis BO81 study, Chambers
pointed out that one male had unusual patternsaisfng and fronting: Mr. J
consistently fronted the diphthong, but he failedraise the fronted onset in
attentive speech, which other speakers did nobdbdg same extent. (Chambers
1981: 32) This pattern can be explained in termsliof)’s background: He was
born in New York and only moved to Canada at the @fgll. Although it might
by suggested that 11 years was simply too latdford to acquire the patterns of
CR correctly (ibid.: 33), Chambers argues for aidoguistic explanation that

takes into account questions of identity:

| suspect — and so apparently does Mr. J — that Mconsiders the
Americanness of his speech to be worth cultivatifigat would nicely
account for the fact that his failure to raise isrenfrequent in his more
self-conscious speech, whereas in his casual speecis much more
similar to his peers. (Chambers 1989: 32)

Nevertheless, Raising usually appears to be retalaspite /a/-fronting.

Boberg (2004) provided interesting results for Meat, which suggest different
patterns of fronting according to a speaker’s eityi Apparently, specific ethnic
groups choose to remain a back onset despite theHat, generally, Montreal
speakers also have a fronted and raised variaf@bfFor example, he pointed
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out that speakers of Italian descent usually halesvaand back onset instead of a
raised and fronted one. (Boberg 2004 in Robert§ 2086)

Nevertheless, since an increasing number of Canagjgeakers does use a
fronted, raised onset, the social implications lué tsound change need to be
considered. First, however, it needs to be poimtedthat a fronted version of
lav/, one usually approximating {& is a common — if not salient — feature of
American speech. Therefore,v/dronting in Canadian English is generally
interpreted as a change in the direction of Gen@ng., Chambers 1989)

Researchers have thus tried to explaii-feonting in terms of the high presence
of American speech and culture in Canada. Cham{@a81: 23-4) used the
notions ofgeographic proximity historical proximity and media saturationto
account for the new sound change. Thus, one argusiérat, due to the fact that
Canada and the United States share a border o#4¢gd@0 miles (ibid.: 23) and as
a result of their close contact ever since theahiettlement of Canada by
Americans (ibid.: 24), features of American speath slowly being adopted by
Canadians. Of course, the presence of US-Americam qulture also has
considerable linguistic influence. (ibid.)

A more recent and, probably, more accurate sugmesdi that some features of
CanE and GenAm might be converging, ultimately capsan “international
standard” to develop. (Chambers 1999: 118) In fakthough /d-raising is still
much more common and applies more generally, imthantime, a t&-raising
has begun to become established in some varietiegelh /a/-raising has been
noted, for instance, by Dailey-O’Cain (1997) in AArbor, Michigan; however, it
remains highly dependent on the age and genddreo$pieaker. (Dailey-O’Cain
1997: 114) Just like {d-fronting in Canada, {d-raising in Michigan was found
to be most frequent among young females, but atatively frequent among
young males and middle-aged females. (ibid.: 115rbers (1999) points out
that

[tlhe way in which /aw/-raising correlates with agad sex reveals a

prototypical pattern of a change in progress ae#dy stages. The raised

onsets occur mostly in the speech of younger AnboAtes, and most
frequently in the speech of younger women. (Chamh@€9: 119)
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It is, in fact, quite normal that young women leaoth these sound changes:
According to Labov (1990: 215-8 in Dailey-O’'Cain9® 117), sound change
from below most frequently affects females first.Ann Arbor, speech style was
found to have no influence on the extent affaising, which indicates that it is,

in fact a change from below (the level of conscimss). (Dailey-O’Cain ibid.)

It has been mentioned above that the changes igrge® in Canadian and
American English suggest that the two varietieshinlge converging to form a
single, more homogenous standard. This view is augg by the data, which
show that /a/-fronting (and raising) in Canada and/@aising (and fronting), in
fact, often result in a very similar sound, namfebnted and raised:{]. (Dailey-
O’Cain 1997: 116)

It is commonly believed (Chambers 1999, Dailey-OrCH997) that the fact that
both changes are led by the same social group stgygeat the varieties might
really be converging. Although the sound is affddig two different processes in
Canadian and American English, the result shouldhgesame: a raised and

fronted diphthong before voiceless consonant. @ya)’'Cain 1997: 117)

At this point, it seems necessary to note thataegyly, it is not always the
United States which influence Canada. As it sedbasiadian speech can just as
well affect American speech as vice versa, whiciss pointed out by Chambers
(1999):
Nowadays, with some of the former Canadian-Ameridamguistic
differences being leveled, some people assumeQaaadian English is
surrendering its distinctiveness by taking on Amemmi features. [...]
[However,] the features which are converging in &han and American
varieties are not always American features spregadorthward but are

sometimes Canadian feature spreading southward (Chlambers 1999:
119)

From a sociolinguistic perspective, a further guestarises. Given that, as
elaborated above, women tend to use more standdrgrastige forms, fronting
of /av/ seems to be an unlikely process, since in thedian English standard is
not to use fronted ## but raised /a/. Since a fronted variant of Ja
approximating [a8], is the standard variant in GenAm, a differerplaration can

be offered. If the change is interpreted as movowgard American standard or
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toward an international North American variety,rtHeonting of /a/ is definitely
less problematic. This view is also held by Chaml§@d81: 23).

5.2.2. Martha’s Vineyard

Martha’'s Vineyard (MV), a small island located dfe coast of Massachusetts, is
probably one of the most intriguing cases to studg sociolinguistic discussion

of Canadian Raising. It is so important to menti@ne because Raising on MV is
probably one of the most salient examples of slyc@inditioned sound change.

Labov (1962) was first to note the peculiar sosiallation on the island and to
suggest that the use of raised variants was refatétee speakers’ local identity.

Until the 1960s, the Vineyard’s industry consistedinly of fishing businesses or
rather, more appropriately, close-knit network$oehl fishermen. During the 60s,
however, the majority of fishermen were forced twegup their job due to

considerable economic difficulties. At the samestirthe cost of living increased
considerably and rendered it almost impossible &kema living on the island.

(McMahon 1994: 242) At the same time, summer tourlsegan to rise, and

wealthy summer visitors started to come to thenfar the season. (ibid.) Due to
the economic pressure, the islanders were forceelymn tourists as a source of
income. (Blake & Josey 2003: 478)

Many residents left MV during this period, and teegho stayed sought a way to
maintain their identities as inhabitants — or ewamners — of the island.
(McMahon 1994: 242) Thus, permanent residents riesdmething that could be
used as a symbol or marker of their identity. Raldrly the close-knit, rural
fishing communities wished to express their resentntoward the “mainlanders”
or “summer people”. Over the years, Raising of aad /a/ was established as a
linguistic marker for permanent residents of thend. The following statement of
a local resident demonstrates particularly well lpyaud Vineyarders are/were of

their distinct speech:

You people who come down here to Martha’s Vineydwd't understand
the background of the old families of the island strictly a maritime
background and tradition ... and what we're intemsie the rest of
America, this part over here across the water bleédngs to you and we
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don’t have anything to do with, has forgotten d&lbat ... | think perhaps
we use entirely different ... type of English langeag think differently
here on the island ... it's almost a separate langweaithin the English
language. (Labov 1972: 29)

Although an entirely “separate language” seemd av@r the top and is labeled
mere “wishful thinking” by Labov (ibid.), Vineyarde certainly do have their
very own way of speaking.

It is important to note that the islanders did cbbose CR consciously as a
sociolinguistic marker. Rather, it was “chosen” sutsciously and is also, still,
applied that way: As Labov (1972: 9) points ougaers are generally not aware
of the change in their language and, furthermdrey tannot control or change it.
Thus, CR on MV is a clear case of a phoneticallyanieatural variant being
chosen over a less natural variant. Of courseatheal motivation remains social,
but the fact that Raising on MV is not inheritedrfr another variety or the result
of language contact (due to its isolated geograblsiatus) clearly speaks for the

naturalness of Canadian Raising and suggests tsadn independent innovation.

On Martha’s Vineyard, tAand /a/ are raised most favorably before /t/ and /s/,
then in order /p, f, d, v, z, B, 0, #, |, r, n, m/. (Labov 1963 in Wells 1982: 526
Thus, the pattern is not entirely consistent whtht tfound in Canada, and Raising
appears to apply more generally. This might betduée increased need for CR
as a tool for self-identification on MV as compatedCanada. McMahon (1994:
242) suggests that the amount of Raising increflasesgeneration to generation;
still, it appears that it remains to be found mfosguently in the speech of 35- to
45-year old male inhabitants of Chilmark (a smafal community), particularly
in the speech of fishermen. (Labov 1963 in Well82%26, Blake & Josey 2003:
453) However, self-identification with the islanddathe community is the crucial
factor in determining whether CR will be appliedrmt. (Labov 1963 in Wells
1982: 526)

As has already been mentioned, by having raisednore central onsets,
Vineyarders wish to show their affiliation with theland, to express their
solidarity among each other, and — most importartlfto emphasize their
distinctiveness from the summer residents and fmeamland American speech.

One interesting point to make is that, in presey-8lV speech, the diphthong in
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like appears to stay low when the word is used as gehdétbpe, Meyerhoff, and
Ladd (2007) suggest thhke as a hedge is apparently interpreted as a feafure
metropolitan, urban speech and should not appeeonnection with the locally
salient feature of Raising. Therefore, “the didively local option of a
centralized onset is subconsciously resisted” (Pdpeyerhoff & Ladd 2007:
620).

(Canadian) Raising on MV is thus not only a lingaisool for self-identification
as a Vineyarder but also a subconscious but obvsigis of the residents’
resistance toward the entire tourism industry, Whi held responsible for the
masses of “summer people” intruding into the Vimdgas’ community. (Blake &
Josey 2003: 478) The social motivation for Raidnegomes especially apparent
with MV’s fishermen, who are and have always beefoae-knit community and,
last but not least through their profession, havdoae connection to the island.
They are a self-employed group of men; thus, adegrtb the model presented
above, their life mode is Life Mode 1. Thus, theatidarity with other fishermen,
other Vineyarders, and, most importantly, the thet their job is a defining part
of their identity do not seem surprising. MV'’s fesmen are, according to Blake
and Josey (2003) “characterized by their indepecelerskill, courage, and
strength, and their conviction that the island driia’s Vineyard belongs to the
local fishing community”, and they are the resigemost stubbornly opposed to
the incursions of ‘summer people™ (453-4). As arcounity, Vineyarders, and
especially MV’s fishermen, thus felt the need tgnai their belonging to the

island both to other community and members anditsiders:

It is entirely plausible that they should have daoepartly through their
language; on this view, the centralisation of dnalmygs is the linguistic
equivalent of wearing a T-shirt which says “I'm reotourist, | live here”.
(McMahon 1994: 242)

Today, although Martha’s Vineyard is still known“ase playground of the rich
and famous” (Blake & Josey 2003:478) many formerinhaaders live

permanently on the island, and the tourism indugsigo) relies strongly on
vacationers from other countries (including Euragpeauntries) and from other
social classes. This leads Blake and Josey (2@08)gue that the local network
ties have loosened and the impetus for Raisingdiragished. They note that,

today, the fishermen have to engage with touresdspne fisherman points out in
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an interview, “They're definitely what keeps my mess open” (ibid.: 458).
Furthermore, Blake and Josey (2003) comment on g&ineyarders’ increased
mobility and their tendency to move to the mainlargparently, mainland
America is more and more identified as an “averareopportunity” (ibid.: 482),
which becomes clear from the following statementofounger resident: “You
[young people] have to get off the island, at |€asta little bit, or you start to
develop theisland mentality’ [emphasis added]” (ibid.: 459). In 2003, Blakalan
Josey thus argued that there is a change in tinedat that speakers hold toward
summer visitors and the mainland, and they idexttithis as the reason why/{a
raising appeared to have receded according to ithsudts. (ibid.: 479) If we still
were to interpret a tendency toward loss ekraising in terms of the speakers’
“island mentality”, one might argue that the frequeccurrence of taraising in
present-day mainland American speech might have/ledyarders to drop this

change subconsciously.

Pope, Meyerhoff and Ladd (2007), however, argué¢ #halose replication of
Labov’s original methods demonstrated that, altimolay-raising appeared to be
receding (a bit), both 1& and /a/-raising are “alive and well” on the island (621),
and they criticize Blake and Josey’s narrow apprg@to only studied fAand
only in one community). Furthermore, they note fRatsing is still most common
among MV’s fishermen. Regarding the apparent declm /a/-raising, Pope,
Meyerhoff, and Ladd (2007: 623) suggest that-faising simply appears to have
become more characteristic in the past 40 yeartallg this is the same pattern
found in Canada (leaving asides/dronting, of course) and might be accounted
for in terms of the increased use of/-faising in American speech, as already

suggested in the previous paragraph.

4.2.3. Dialect contact in the English Fens (and elahere)

To recall what has been said above, speakers ikrigksh Fens commonly have
/ai/-raising before voiceless consonants, but low @nisefore voiced consonants,
morpheme boundaries, and schwa. (Britain 1997 WBgreas Raising appears to
be most frequent among older speakers, it is stlihmon among younger
speakers. (ibid.: 25) It has to be noted thatoaigin /a/-raising in the Fens could
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definitely be called Canadian Raising due to itpligption patterns, {d-raising
does not occur in Fenland speech.

In fact, Raising is quite stigmatized in the Enlglisens, both among residents of
the region and among outsiders, which becomes diean the following
statement of a female speaker, who, interestirlylgs in the Fens herself (and

uses raised onsets herself):

A friend of mine she used to live in Downham Markad she moved to
Wisbech and she’d only been there what a coupjeafs and she’s really
got the Wisbech accent off + cos they keep sayigigt [roi?] and night
[nai?] don’t they?right [rai?] ooohhh! my son goes over to Outwell most
nights [mi?s] and he comes here righsiff] | went along the roatbnight
[tonai?] right [rai?]? oooohhh stop sayinmgght [rai?]! (in Britain 1997: 21)

For the purpose of investigating the origins ofdRaj in the Fens, it needs to be
mentioned that the dialects spoken to the eastrendest of the Fens are, in fact,
radically different. (Britain 1997: 15) Britain sgegsts that speakers to the east of
the Fens, who are known to be more conservativgllyshave raised onsets in all

positions, whereas speakers to the west have |lew. dibid.: 36)

Before 1650s, the Fens consisted mainly of “impalssaarshland”, which would
have acted as a “barrier to linguistic change fautside” (Britain 1997: 42). In
the mid-17#' century, however, a drainage system was builtnaade the Fens one
of the most fertile parts of the UK, which led tovave of immigration from very
mixed origins. (ibid.: 19-20) Britain thus sugge#iat this wave of immigration

led to breaks in the ties and routines of the nabresidents of the Fens.

Routines, defined by Giddens (1984) as “the habitaken for granted character
of the vast bulk of activities of day-to-day sodi&, the prevalence of familiar
styles and forms of conduct” (376 in Britain 1998), basically work like strong
network ties in the Milroys’ models. They satisigcarity needs (Johnson 1990:
111 in Britain 1997: 39), have a conservative dffand lead to the establishment
of community-specific norms (Giddens 1989: 197 nitdsn 1997: 39). Similar to
weak community-internal network ties, breaks intwmoes lead to language
instability and change. (Britain 1997: ibid.) Thdseaks result, for instance, from

the invasion into an individual’'s and a group’s@gaas might have been the case
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in the Fens when people from several other areasgmated into the new fertile
Fenland.

Among others, Trudgill (1986) has shown that, istamces of dialect contact (and

even in normal face-to-face interaction),

speakers accommodate to each other linguistically réducing the
dissimilarities between their speech patterns atmpting features from
each other’s speech. (Trudgill 1986: 39)

Usually, dialect contact leads to a koinéizationpracess combining dialect
leveling (“the loss of minority, or marked, variarfresent in the dialect mixture
in favor of majority, or unmarked forms also prasdirudgill 1986: 106]) and
simplification, which basically refers to a simptétion and optimalization of the
rules of a language (ibid.: 266, Britain 1997: 3blne process of phonological
reallocation, which has already been introduced,aiscommon form of
simplification. To recall what has been suggestdobva, phonological
reallocation refers to the process of ascribingecsic environment (usually the
phonetically most natural environment) to a cersgment of speech. Of course,
there are other forms of reallocation, where segseh speech are assigned a
certain lexical environment or restricted to a @erispeech style. (Trudgill 1986)
Thus, as Britain (1997) points out,

[tlhe outcome of koinéization appears, then, tolibked to a complex
interplay of recurrent and embedded social behawnetwork strength,
norm enforcement, the language acquisition processthe development
of linguistic salience. (Britain 1997: 42)

In conclusion, it needs to be made clear that thgdigh Fens cannot be the source
of Raising in Canada and the United States, siheeetwere not many people
who emigrated from the Fens to North America. Ratthee occurrence of Raising
in the Fens demonstrates how similar linguisticcpeses can happen in different
places, even if these places are separated byeam ecwhich, again, emphasizes
the phonetic naturalness of Canadian Raising. Eurtbre, Trudgill (1986) points
out that similar raising patterns also occurs fiearly everyform of non-
creolized, mixed, colonial English outside Austsédaand South Africa” (160)
and cites Bermuda, Bahamas, Saba, St. Helenaafride Cunha, and the
Falkland Islands as examples (ibid), which, agaiemonstrates how similar
dialect contact scenarios can lead to the samé.resu
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6. Conclusion

This thesis provided a thorough description of @eraRaising and of the factors

that underlie its application, specifically, andtibdse that influence sound change
in a broader sense. In general, it needs to betlsaidhere is no theory or factor

that can predict at 100% whether Raising will bpligg or not. As expected, both

the frequency of occurrence as well as the formaziurrence (only t&raising,

/av/-raising, or both) depend on a combination of masifactors.

Canadian Raising was found to be one of the mdisnsdéeatures of CankE. Of the

varieties studied, it seems that CR is most entreth@nd stable here. Especially
/av/-raising functions as a linguistic marker in Camadspeech and its purpose is
to maintain a clear distinction between CanE andABe However, as discussed
in Chapter 5, there is a change in progress tlettafthe application and outcome
of /av/-raising. Interestingly, the trend seems to bé tihe major North American

varieties of English are gradually converging tonfoan international standard

variety: Whereas in CanE, the tendency is to ftbatraised diphthong, American
speakers apparently now raise the traditionallyted diphthong. As a result, a
fronted and raised diphthong approaching][before voiceless consonants

appears to be emerging in both varieties.

The situation in the United States is fundamentdifierent from that in Canada.
Overall, /a/-raising is much more frequent tharv/faising. However, there
appear to be two changes in progress: The firstiov@ves /&/-raising, which
still seems to be spreading throughout the US asl been noted in various
regions by now. The second change concerns thenenéoned above, whereby
American and Canadian English appear to be comgrga terms of their

pronunciation of /a/.

Newfoundland proved to be an interesting examplesttmly. The patterns of
Raising in NfldE differ from those of Canadian Befglin several respects. Many
of these differences could be explained in termgshef largely IrE origins of
Newfoundland speech. Regarding//ait needs to be said that Newfoundland
speakers also have a tendency to front the diplgthbims could go back both to
Irish English, where a fronted diphthong appear®d¢ocommon, or it might be
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that NfldE is also taking part in the supranatioohfnge involving CanE and
GenAm.

The communities on Martha’s Vineyard were amongtiost important groups to
be studied here. Chapter 5 provided proof thatiRaien Martha’s Vineyard is
definitely socially conditioned and closely tiedttee speakers’ identity and their
affiliation with the island. Interestingly, it h&&en noted that araising seems to
be receding on Martha's Vineyard, whereas/-faising is simultaneously

becoming more salient as a marker of identity.

In conclusion, it has to be said that both phonatid social factors influence the
application of Canadian Raising. Although differdabcial) factors prevail in
different varieties, the common reason underlyityy application must be its
phonetic naturalness. The fact that “genuine” CamadRaising only occurs
before voiceless consonants was easily explainedeims of pre-voiceless
shortening, which causes the parts of the diphthimngssimilate in order to
reduce the phonetic distance between them. Nevest)eeven if Raising applies
more generally (that is, in other environmentsg, dlssimilation can be considered
a lenition process and can be accounted for in deomease of articulation.
Interestingly, however, Canadian Raising increasase of articulation at the
expense of intelligibility. This, in turn, points the fact that CR serves another —

social — purpose in communication that overridesriéed for perceptibility.
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8. Deutsches Abstract

Die vorliegende Arbeit befasst sich mit ,Canadiaaidihg”, einer phonetischen
Erscheinung im kanadischen Englisch sowie auch amaim anderen Varietéaten
des Englischen. Canadian Raising ist ein phone#sctlitionierter Lautwandel,
der den ersten Teil der Diphthonge/ /fand /a/ vor stimmlosen Konsonanten
anhebt und somit die Assimilation der beiden Sedeeder jeweiligen

Diphthonge zur Folge hat.

Ziel der Arbeit war es, die phonetischen und sazgplistischen Grinde fiir dieses
Verhalten (sowie auch fir Laut-/Sprachwandel gdherer erforschen. Als Basis
fur die Untersuchung der phonetischen Motivatiorrden die Hypothesen der
Natirlichen Phonologie herangezogen. Die Naturkihkes Canadian Raising
liel3 sich durch die Verklrzung aller Vokale im Haghen erklaren, wenn diese
vor stimmlosen Konsonanten auftreten. Die Motivatiiegt demnach darin, die
phonetische Distanz zwischen den beiden Segmenten Riphthonge

dahingehend zu &ndern, als dass der kirzeren Aatidniszeit entsprochen

werden kann.

Der zweite Teil der Arbeit hatte es zum Ziel, Caaad Raising aus
soziolinguistischer Perspektive zu beleuchten. Easrdes unter anderem
festgestellt, dass besondersy//eising eine wichtige Rolle im kanadischen
Englisch spielt, da es dazu dient, die kanadiscleetat klar von der US-
amerikanischen abzugrenzen. Generell igtrédasing dialektiibergreifend weitaus
haufiger als /a/-raising, wodurch sich der besondere Status detefen ergibt.
Weiters stellte sich heraus, dass Canadian Raiaung der Insel Martha's
Vineyard (Massachusetts, USA) eine klar erkennbarolinguistische Basis hat.
Fischer auf Martha’s Vineyard wenden Raising urgetlsst an, um sich von den
Touristenstromen vom amerikanischen Festland zwersetieiden. Canadian
Raising auf Martha’s Vinayard ist demnach als esskgr Faktor in der
Identitatsbildung anzusehen. Zusammenfassend wiwdihmt, dass Canadian
Raising in verschiedenen Varietaten oft verschiedelnssachen hat und auch
verschiedene gesellschaftsbezogene Zwecke erfidlennoch kann die
Erscheinung insgesamt ebenso auf ihre phonetiset@rldhkeit zurickgefihrt

werden.
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