
!  Variables	
  in	
  Belten	
  High	
  correlate	
  with	
  forms	
  of	
  
par6cipa6on	
  in	
  the	
  peer	
  social	
  order,	
  not	
  parents’	
  SES.	
  
! ∴The	
  use	
  of	
  varia6on	
  involves	
  agency.	
  
!  Class	
  is	
  reproduced	
  in	
  the	
  peer	
  social	
  order.	
  
!  Jocks	
  and	
  Burnouts	
  are	
  class-­‐based,	
  but	
  not	
  class-­‐
determined	
  communi6es	
  of	
  prac6ce.	
  

!  The	
  local	
  peer	
  social	
  order	
  is	
  embedded	
  in	
  the	
  social	
  
geography	
  of	
  the	
  larger	
  conurba6on.	
  
!  Class,	
  place	
  and	
  social	
  types	
  are	
  co-­‐constructed.	
  

Where	
  we	
  leF	
  off	
  



!  A	
  liIle	
  ques6on	
  on	
  the	
  side:	
  what	
  are	
  the	
  
boundaries	
  of	
  the	
  speech	
  community?	
  

!  If	
  the	
  speech	
  community	
  is	
  an	
  aggregate	
  of	
  speakers	
  
with	
  shared	
  norms,	
  which	
  norms	
  maIer?	
  

!  The	
  variables	
  under	
  study	
  have	
  liIle	
  meaning	
  outside	
  
the	
  context	
  of	
  the	
  	
  larger	
  conurba6on.	
  

!  The	
  speech	
  community	
  concept	
  is	
  useful	
  only	
  as	
  a	
  
vague	
  term,	
  or	
  for	
  specifying	
  the	
  social	
  scope	
  of	
  the	
  
study	
  –	
  the	
  popula6on	
  and	
  the	
  social	
  dis6nc6ons	
  it	
  
comprises.	
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Extracurricular	
  ac6vi6es	
  and	
  (ay),	
  neg.	
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Let	
  me	
  think.	
  Okay.	
  Us.	
  You	
  know	
  like	
  the	
  burnout	
  –	
  (yeah	
  
bye	
  -­‐	
  like	
  the	
  -­‐	
  wait	
  bum	
  me	
  one)	
  -­‐	
  the	
  burnout	
  chicks	
  they	
  
they	
  sit	
  over	
  here	
  and	
  then	
  the	
  like	
  the	
  jocks	
  –	
  chicks	
  –	
  they	
  
sit	
  like	
  around	
  here	
  and	
  then	
  (by	
  that	
  door?)	
  no,	
  like	
  in	
  the	
  
middle	
  and	
  then	
  um	
  (who	
  are	
  the	
  jocky	
  chicks	
  who	
  hang	
  
out	
  in	
  the	
  courtyard?)	
  	
  I	
  don’t	
  know	
  just	
  you	
  know	
  weirdos.	
  
And	
  then	
  there’s	
  like	
  um	
  the	
  guys	
  you	
  know	
  	
  	
  	
  you	
  know	
  like	
  
weirdos	
  that	
  think	
  they’re	
  cool	
  –	
  they	
  just	
  stand	
  like	
  on	
  the	
  
steps	
  and	
  hang	
  out	
  at	
  that	
  liIle	
  heater.	
  (by	
  the	
  door	
  yeah	
  
right)	
  uuuu.	
  	
  (yeah)	
  And	
  then	
  the	
  poins	
  are	
  inside	
  in	
  the	
  
cafeteria	
  because	
  they’re	
  probably	
  afraid	
  to	
  come	
  out	
  in	
  
the	
  courtyard.	
  

More	
  fractal	
  recursivity	
  



The	
  category	
  perspec6ve	
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Which	
  Jocks	
  and	
  Burnouts?	
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(ay)	
  raising	
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Cruising	
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The	
  overall	
  gender	
  correla6on	
  says	
  something	
  about	
  how	
  likely	
  boys	
  
and	
  girls	
  are	
  to	
  act	
  tough,	
  an6-­‐ins6tu6onal.	
  

It	
  doesn’t	
  say	
  that	
  the	
  variable	
  ‘means’	
  male/female.	
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!  Varia6on	
  does	
  not	
  index	
  just	
  membership	
  in	
  a	
  
category,	
  but	
  associa6ons	
  with	
  membership	
  in	
  
that	
  category.	
  
!  Quali6es	
  
!  Ac6vi6es	
  
!  Stances	
  	
  
!  ...	
  
Ochs,	
  E.	
  (1991).	
  “Indexing	
  gender.”	
  In	
  A.	
  Duran6	
  &	
  C.	
  Goodwin	
  (Eds.),	
  
Rethinking	
  Context.	
  Cambridge:	
  Cambridge	
  University	
  Press.	
  



Recurrent	
  ques6ons	
  

!  What	
  does	
  it	
  mean	
  to	
  say	
  this	
  network	
  
represents	
  the	
  path	
  of	
  change?	
  

!  When	
  does	
  a	
  change	
  enter	
  a	
  community	
  or	
  a	
  
network	
  cluster?	
  

!  To	
  the	
  extent	
  that	
  a	
  chain	
  shiF	
  moves	
  through	
  
con6nuous	
  vowel	
  space,	
  when	
  is	
  a	
  change	
  new?	
  	
  
!  Do	
  speakers	
  internalize	
  processes	
  (e.g.	
  vowel	
  fron6ng	
  
and	
  backing)	
  rather	
  than	
  individual	
  changes?	
  

!  In	
  other	
  words	
  ...	
  What	
  is	
  the	
  variable?	
  



Local	
  iden6ty	
  is	
  never	
  simply	
  an	
  associa6on	
  with	
  a	
  generic	
  locale,	
  
but	
  with	
  a	
  par6cular	
  construc6on	
  of	
  that	
  locale	
  as	
  dis6nct	
  from	
  
some	
  other(s).	
  
	
  
	
  	
  



!  Even	
  if	
  you’re	
  Catholic,	
  if	
  you	
  live	
  in	
  New	
  York	
  
you're	
  Jewish.	
  If	
  you	
  live	
  in	
  BuIe,	
  Montana,	
  
you’re	
  going	
  to	
  be	
  goyish	
  even	
  if	
  you’re	
  
Jewish.	
  (Lenny	
  Bruce)	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  *	
  
!  Jing	
  you-­‐zi	
  	
  	
  	
  ‘Beijing	
  Smooth	
  Operator’	
  
! Wei	
  zui-­‐zi	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  ‘Tianjin	
  Talker’	
  
!  Baodingfu	
  de	
  gou	
  tui-­‐zi	
  	
  	
  ‘Baoding	
  Henchman’	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  

Zhang,	
  Q.	
  (2008).	
  Rhotaciza6on	
  and	
  the	
  “Beijing	
  Smooth	
  Operator”:	
  The	
  
social	
  meaning	
  of	
  a	
  linguis6c	
  variable.	
  Journal	
  of	
  Sociolinguis'cs,	
  12(2),	
  
201–222.	
  



Beijing	
  Rhotaciza6on	
  

!  In	
  fact,	
  Beijingers	
  are	
  said	
  to	
  be	
  smooth,	
  the	
  so-­‐called	
  ‘Beijing	
  
Smooth	
  Operator’,	
  mainly	
  because	
  Beijing	
  speech	
  has	
  a	
  lot	
  of	
  
rhotaciza6on.	
  Beijingers	
  are	
  naturally	
  giFed	
  with	
  gab,	
  and	
  
with	
  heavy	
  r-­‐sounding,	
  then	
  [Beijingers]	
  appear	
  to	
  be	
  smooth.	
  
Have	
  you	
  heard	
  anybody	
  saying	
  the	
  Cantonese	
  have	
  ‘oily	
  
accent,	
  slippery	
  tone?’	
  That’s	
  because	
  their	
  tongues	
  can’t	
  
curl.	
  	
  	
  
!  (Liu,	
  a	
  38-­‐year-­‐old	
  male	
  chief	
  representa6ve	
  of	
  a	
  foreign	
  bank)	
  	
  



The	
  rhotacizing	
  smooth	
  operator	
  

!  ‘Beijing-­‐flavor	
  literature’:	
  literary	
  works	
  that	
  have	
  a	
  
dis6nc6ve	
  Beijing	
  style	
  in	
  depic6ng	
  unique	
  cultural	
  
characters	
  of	
  Beijingers,	
  their	
  lives,	
  living	
  
environments,	
  and	
  folk	
  customs.	
  e.g.	
  Lao	
  She	
  (1899	
  
–	
  1966)	
  

!  Rhotaciza6on:	
  One	
  of	
  the	
  most	
  salient	
  and	
  shared	
  
devices	
  used	
  to	
  produce	
  the	
  unique	
  ‘Beijing	
  flavor’,	
  
one	
  of	
  the	
  few	
  accent	
  features	
  that	
  can	
  be	
  
represented	
  in	
  wri6ng.	
  

Zhang,	
  Q.	
  (2008).	
  Rhotaciza6on	
  and	
  the	
  “Beijing	
  Smooth	
  Operator”:	
  The	
  social	
  
meaning	
  of	
  a	
  linguis6c	
  variable.	
  Journal	
  of	
  Sociolinguis6cs,	
  12(2),	
  201–222.	
  



Iconiza6on	
  and	
  ideology	
  

The	
  extensive	
  use	
  of	
  ‘rhotaciza6on’	
  smoothes	
  out	
  
the	
  edges	
  and	
  corners	
  of	
  speech;	
  .	
  .	
  .	
  [it]	
  sounds	
  
smooth	
  and	
  mellow,	
  and	
  engenders	
  a	
  feeling	
  of	
  
warmth	
  and	
  in6macy.	
  	
  

(Lü,	
  Zhimin.	
  1994.	
  Hua	
  Su	
  Wei	
  Yade	
  Yishu:	
  Jing	
  Wei	
  Xiaoshuo	
  
Tezheng	
  Lun.	
  Beijing,	
  China:	
  Zhongguo	
  Heping	
  Chubanshe.,	
  Cited	
  in	
  
Zhang	
  2008).	
  

Irvine,	
  J.	
  T.,	
  &	
  Gal,	
  S.	
  (2000).	
  Language	
  ideology	
  and	
  linguis6c	
  
differen6a6on.	
  In	
  P.	
  V	
  Kroskrity	
  (Ed.),	
  Regimes	
  of	
  language:	
  Ideologies,	
  
poli'cs,	
  and	
  iden''es	
  (pp.	
  35–83).	
  Santa	
  Fe	
  NM:	
  SAR	
  Press.	
  



!  Although	
  ‘smoothness	
  is	
  hardly	
  regarded	
  as	
  a	
  
virtue,’	
  ...	
  it	
  func6ons	
  as	
  a	
  form	
  of	
  social	
  lubricant.	
  
Despite	
  their	
  diverse	
  socio-­‐economic	
  and	
  
professional	
  backgrounds,	
  the	
  literary	
  instan6a6ons	
  
of	
  the	
  folk	
  icon	
  share	
  a	
  set	
  of	
  characterological	
  
aIributes	
  centering	
  on	
  worldly	
  wisdom,	
  street	
  
smarts,	
  slickness,	
  remarkable	
  urban	
  versa6lity,	
  and	
  
savoir	
  faire.	
  (Zhang	
  2008,	
  p.	
  12).	
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!  These	
  variables	
  all	
  show	
  different	
  paIerns	
  
!  Hence	
  they	
  don’t	
  ‘mean’	
  the	
  same.	
  

!  The	
  male	
  and	
  female	
  yuppie	
  and	
  state	
  personae	
  
are	
  constructed	
  in	
  the	
  combina6on	
  of	
  variables	
  

!  The	
  yuppie	
  speech	
  style	
  is	
  essen6al	
  to	
  the	
  
construc6on	
  of	
  the	
  cosmopolitan	
  persona	
  
!  Hence	
  it	
  plays	
  a	
  role	
  in	
  bringing	
  about	
  a	
  new	
  persona	
  
!  The	
  emergence	
  of	
  the	
  new	
  persona	
  is	
  part	
  of	
  social/
economic	
  change.	
  



Benjamin	
  Schwartz,	
  The	
  New	
  Yorker	
  



Style as Bricolage 
 
The process of building a 
system out of a pre-
constrained set of units. 

Lévi-­‐Strauss,	
  Claude.	
  1962.	
  La	
  pensée	
  sauvage.	
  Paris:	
  Librairie	
  Plon.	
  
Hebdige,	
  D.	
  (1984).	
  Subculture:	
  The	
  meaning	
  of	
  style.	
  New	
  York:	
  Methuen.	
  



The	
  sociolinguis6c	
  variable	
  

!  An	
  alterna6on	
  of	
  form	
  becomes	
  a	
  variable	
  
when	
  the	
  alterna6on	
  displays	
  a	
  paIern.	
  

!  A	
  variable	
  becomes	
  a	
  sociolinguis6c	
  variable	
  
when	
  social	
  context	
  is	
  part	
  of	
  the	
  paIern.	
  

!  At	
  that	
  point,	
  the	
  variable	
  takes	
  on	
  meaning,	
  
and	
  becomes	
  a	
  sign.	
  	
  



Symbol	
  (conven6on)	
  

Icon	
  (resemblance)	
  

Index	
  (con6guity)	
  

Collected	
  Papers	
  of	
  Charles	
  
Sanders	
  Peirce,	
  8	
  vols.	
  Edited	
  by	
  
Charles	
  Hartshorne,	
  Paul	
  Weiss,	
  
and	
  Arthur	
  W.	
  Burks	
  (Harvard	
  
University	
  Press,	
  Cambridge,	
  
MassachuseIs,	
  1931–1958;	
  vols.	
  
1–6	
  edited	
  by	
  Charles	
  
Harteshorne	
  and	
  Paul	
  Weiss,	
  
1931–1935;	
  vols.	
  7–8	
  edited	
  by	
  
Arthur	
  W.	
  Burks,	
  1958).	
  	
  
	
  

Peirce’s	
  signs	
  



!  Types of indexes 
 !  Referential indexes 

!  Deictics 
!  Tense  
!  Pronouns 

!  Non-referential (pure) indexes 
!  Dialects  
!  Variables 
!  Honorifics 

!  Silverstein,	
  M.	
  (1976).	
  ShiFers,	
  linguis6c	
  categories,	
  and	
  cultural	
  
descrip6on.	
  In	
  K.	
  H.	
  Basso	
  &	
  H.	
  A.	
  Selby	
  (Eds.),	
  Meaning	
  in	
  anthropology	
  
(pp.	
  11–55).	
  Albuquerque:	
  University	
  of	
  New	
  Mexico	
  Press.	
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  (1916).	
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de	
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Silverstein,	
  Michael.	
  2003.	
  Indexical	
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  and	
  the	
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  of	
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  Language	
  and	
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Indexical	
  Order	
  

2nd	
  (n+1)	
  Order:	
  
How	
  an6-­‐mainland	
  
Vineyarders	
  speak	
  

(n+2)	
  Order:	
  
How	
  an6-­‐	
  
establishment	
  
people	
  speak	
  

1st	
  (nth)	
  Order:	
  
How	
  Vineyarders	
  
speak	
  



Indexical	
  order	
  
!  An	
  nth	
  order	
  indexical	
  is	
  normally	
  and	
  appropriately	
  used	
  

in	
  a	
  par6cular	
  social	
  context.	
  
!  	
  [ɐj]	
  	
  ‘Vineyarder’	
  	
  

!  The	
  appropriateness	
  of	
  use	
  of	
  that	
  indexical	
  is	
  modeled	
  
with	
  respect	
  to	
  a	
  schema6za6on	
  of	
  that	
  context.	
  	
  
!  What	
  it	
  means	
  to	
  be	
  a	
  Vineyarder	
  

!  A	
  compe6ng	
  structure	
  of	
  values	
  (e.g.	
  conflict	
  over	
  mainland	
  
rela6ons)	
  may	
  be	
  immanent	
  in	
  that	
  context.	
  	
  
!  Mainland	
  intrusion	
  is	
  a	
  risk/benefit	
  to	
  the	
  island	
  culture	
  

!  Ideological	
  engagement	
  may	
  give	
  rise	
  to	
  a	
  reconstrual	
  of	
  
the	
  indexical	
  (n+1).	
  	
  
!  [ɐj]	
  	
  	
  ‘opposi6on	
  to	
  mainland	
  intrusion’	
  



Detroit	
  

(uh)	
  backing	
   (e)	
  backing	
  
(ay)	
  raising	
  

Suburbs	
  

(ae)	
  raising	
  

Street	
  Smart	
   Expressive	
  

First	
  (nth)	
  
Order	
  	
  
Indexical	
  

Second	
  (n+1)	
  
Order	
  	
  
Indexical	
  

The	
  Stylis6c	
  Level	
   Burnout	
  
Boys	
  

(o)	
  fron6ng	
  

Burnout	
  
Girls	
  

Jock	
  
Boys	
  

Jock	
  
Girls	
  



Beijing	
  

Rhotaciza6on	
   Interdental	
   Neutral	
  Tone	
  

Hong	
  Kong	
  

Full	
  Tone	
  

Rhotaciza6on	
   Interdental	
   Full	
  Tone	
  

Smooth	
  Operator	
   Alley	
  Saunterer	
   Global	
  Capitalist	
  

First	
  (nth)	
  
Order	
  	
  
Indexical	
  

Second	
  (n+1)	
  
Order	
  	
  
Indexical	
  

Silverstein,	
  Michael.	
  2003.	
  Indexical	
  order	
  and	
  the	
  dialec6cs	
  of	
  sociolinguis6c	
  
life.	
  Language	
  and	
  communica6on.23.	
  193-­‐229.	
  
	
  

The	
  Stylis6c	
  Level	
   Yuppie	
  



A	
  different	
  kind	
  of	
  variable:	
  (t)	
  release	
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  female	
  

nerds.	
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  by	
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  proposal	
  for	
  studying	
  the	
  langauge	
  of	
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Meanings	
  of	
  stop	
  release	
  

Me	
  and	
  Ondine	
  got	
  grounded	
  for	
  this.	
  Ondine	
  wrote	
  it	
  
in	
  her	
  diary	
  and	
  Mom	
  found	
  out.	
  

	
  

	
  

Some6mes	
  I	
  swear.	
  (uh	
  huh)	
  Um	
  other	
  6mes	
  I	
  don't.	
  Especially	
  
not	
  when	
  there	
  are	
  liIle	
  kids	
  around.	
  Especially	
  not	
  then.	
  

I	
  said	
  Brad	
  and	
  Robert.	
  Robert.	
  

I’m	
  not	
  sure	
  if	
  she	
  likes	
  me.	
  I	
  um	
  I	
  think	
  she	
  does,	
  but	
  I	
  
can’t	
  tell	
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  Varia6on	
  and	
  the	
  indexical	
  field.	
  
Journal	
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  sociolinguis6cs,	
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(t)	
  Release	
  as	
  hyper-­‐ar6cula6on	
  

clear	
  

ar6culate	
  

effor�ul	
  

educated	
  

careful	
  

polite	
  

refined	
  

formal	
  



Eckert,	
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  2008.	
  Varia6on	
  and	
  the	
  indexical	
  field.	
  
Journal	
  of	
  sociolinguis6cs,	
  12.453-­‐76.	
  
	
  	
  
	
  

(t)	
  Release	
  as	
  for66on	
  

effor�ul	
  

strong	
   empha6c	
  

angry	
  

exasperated	
  

powerful	
  

threatening	
  



Eckert,	
  Penelope.	
  2008.	
  Varia6on	
  and	
  the	
  indexical	
  field.	
  
Journal	
  of	
  sociolinguis6cs,	
  12.453-­‐76.	
  
	
  	
  
	
  

Indexical	
  field	
  for	
  (t)	
  release	
  

clear	
  

ar6culate	
  

effor�ul	
  

educated	
  

careful	
  

polite	
  

refined	
  

formal	
   strong	
   empha6c	
  

angry	
  

exasperated	
  

powerful	
  

threatening	
  



(t)	
  release	
  by	
  gay	
  medical	
  student	
  in	
  two	
  situa6ons.	
  

 
 Released /t/ 

Medical  24/321  6% 
Barbecue 12/313  3% 

 p=.010 
 

Just	
  “gay”?	
  The	
  doctor,	
  the	
  son	
  and	
  the	
  gay	
  diva	
  

	
  
PODESVA,	
  ROBERT.	
  2004.	
  On	
  construc6ng	
  social	
  meaning	
  with	
  stop	
  
release	
  bursts.	
  Paper	
  presented	
  at	
  Sociolinguis6cs	
  Symposium	
  15.	
  
Newcastle	
  upon	
  Tyne.	
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Personae	
  

clear	
  

ar6culate	
  

effor�ul	
  

educated	
  

careful	
  

polite	
  

refined	
  

formal	
   strong	
   empha6c	
  

angry	
  

exasperated	
  

powerful	
  

threatening	
  SCHOOL	
  
TEACHER	
  
	
  

BRITISH	
  
	
  

ORTHODOX	
  
JEW	
  

	
  

GAY	
  DIVA	
  
	
  

snooty	
  
	
  

prissy	
  



Ques6ons	
  that	
  emerge	
  
!  Is	
  the	
  variable	
  the	
  segment	
  or	
  is	
  it	
  the	
  process	
  
–	
  for66on/hyperar6cula6on	
  more	
  generally?	
  

! What	
  is	
  the	
  rela6on	
  between	
  this	
  indexical	
  
field	
  and	
  leni6on/hypoar6cula6on?	
  

!  How	
  does	
  it	
  intersect	
  with	
  other	
  indexical	
  
fields?	
  

!  How	
  important	
  is	
  the	
  role	
  of	
  iconicity	
  in	
  
varia6on?	
  

! Where	
  does	
  this	
  indexical	
  field	
  live?	
  



Leni6on/hypoar6cula6on:	
  %	
  t/d	
  dele6on	
  
	
  

0	
  

10	
  

20	
  

30	
  

40	
  

50	
  

60	
  

70	
  

80	
  

90	
  

100	
  

_	
  Consonant	
   _	
  Vowel	
  

Monomorphemic	
  t/d	
  

LWC	
  

UMC	
  

0	
  

10	
  

20	
  

30	
  

40	
  

50	
  

60	
  

70	
  

80	
  

90	
  

100	
  

_	
  Consonant	
   _	
  Vowel	
  

Bimorphemic	
  t/d	
  

LWC	
  

UMC	
  

Wolfram,	
  W.	
  (1969).	
  A	
  sociolinguis'c	
  descrip'on	
  of	
  Detroit	
  
Negro	
  speech.	
  Washington	
  DC:	
  Center	
  for	
  Applied	
  Linguis6cs.	
  
	
  



For66on,	
  hypoar6cula6on:	
  (dh)	
  stopping	
  again	
  

0!

10!

20!

30!

40!

50!

60!

70!

80!

90!

Casual Style! Interview Style! Reading style!

(d
h)

 in
de

x!

Lower Class (0-2)!

Working Class (3-5)!

Middle Class (6-9)!

(dh)	
  index	
  
	
  
0	
  	
  	
  [ð]	
  
1	
  	
  	
  [dð]	
  
2	
  	
  	
  [d]	
  



Italian	
   German	
  

Tough	
  guy	
   Hard-­‐working	
  

First	
  (nth)	
  
Order	
  	
  
Indexical	
  

Second	
  (n+1)	
  
Order	
  	
  
Indexical	
  

La6no	
  

Gang	
  affiliate	
  

Cajun	
  

Entrepreneur	
  



clear/unclear	
  

ar6culate/inar6culate	
  

effor�ul/lazy	
  

educated/uneducated	
  

careful/sloppy	
  

polite/rude	
  

refined/coarse	
  

formal/casual	
   strong/weak	
  

empha6c/unempha6c	
  

angry/pleased	
  

exasperated/pa6ent	
  

powerful/powerless	
  

threatening/benign	
  



Key	
  proper6es	
  of	
  sociolinguis6c	
  variables	
  

!  Implicitness.	
  Conveying	
  something	
  stylis6cally	
  is	
  less	
  
of	
  a	
  commitment,	
  less	
  face-­‐threatening	
  than	
  pu�ng	
  
it	
  in	
  a	
  proposi6on,	
  and	
  it	
  allows	
  both	
  speaker	
  and	
  
interlocutor	
  to	
  leave	
  things	
  “unsaid”.	
  This	
  also	
  allows	
  
the	
  speaker	
  to	
  make	
  small	
  indexical	
  moves,	
  to	
  try	
  
out	
  the	
  waters	
  with	
  less	
  risk	
  to	
  face.	
  	
  

!  	
  	
  
!  Underspecifica2on.	
  Underspecifica6on	
  is	
  a	
  design	
  feature	
  of	
  language	
  more	
  generally.	
  It	
  allows	
  a	
  small	
  number	
  of	
  

forms	
  to	
  serve	
  a	
  large	
  number	
  of	
  purposes,	
  it	
  binds	
  language	
  to	
  social	
  ac6on,	
  and	
  it	
  lies	
  at	
  the	
  core	
  of	
  language’s	
  
capacity	
  for	
  flexibility,	
  nuance,	
  crea6vity	
  and	
  change.	
  In	
  this	
  sense,	
  sociolinguis6c	
  variables	
  are	
  like	
  other	
  linguis6c	
  
signs,	
  as	
  their	
  specific	
  meanings	
  emerge	
  only	
  in	
  context.	
  	
  

!  	
  	
  
!  Combina2veness.	
  Variables	
  do	
  not	
  occur	
  alone,	
  and	
  are	
  not	
  interpreted	
  on	
  their	
  own,	
  but	
  as	
  components	
  of	
  

holis6c	
  styles.	
  Styles	
  are	
  what	
  connect	
  to	
  social	
  meaning	
  through	
  their	
  rela6on	
  to	
  types,	
  personae,	
  or	
  
characterological	
  figures	
  (Agha	
  2003).	
  The	
  underspecifica6on	
  of	
  variables	
  allows	
  them	
  to	
  bring	
  meaning	
  to	
  styles,	
  
but	
  only	
  through	
  a	
  process	
  of	
  vivifica6on	
  as	
  they	
  contribute	
  to	
  the	
  construc6on	
  of	
  these	
  figures.	
  The	
  deployment	
  
of	
  individual	
  variables	
  across	
  styles	
  expands	
  their	
  indexical	
  range.	
  

Eckert,	
  P.	
  in	
  press.	
  Varia6on,	
  meaning	
  and	
  social	
  change.	
  In	
  Nikolas	
  Coupland,	
  
ed.,	
  Sociolinguis6cs:	
  Theore6cal	
  debates.	
  Cambridge	
  University	
  Press.	
  	
  



Things	
  we	
  might	
  prefer	
  to	
  communicate	
  	
  
non-­‐proposi6onally	
  

	
  
	
  “I’m	
  rich”	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  “I’m	
  a	
  regular	
  guy”	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  “I’m	
  cool”	
  	
  

“I’m	
  smart”	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  “I’m	
  gay”	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  “I’m	
  sensi6ve”	
  	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  “what	
  you	
  just	
  said	
  was	
  stupid”	
  	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  “I’m	
  an	
  authen6c	
  	
  New	
  Yorker”	
  

“I’m	
  a	
  cool	
  surfer	
  dude” 	
   	
   	
   	
  
	
   	
   	
  	
  

...	
  

	
  



!  Implicitness.	
  Conveying	
  something	
  stylis6cally	
  is	
  less	
  of	
  a	
  commitment,	
  less	
  face-­‐threatening	
  than	
  pu�ng	
  it	
  in	
  the	
  content	
  of	
  an	
  uIerance,	
  and	
  it	
  
allows	
  both	
  speaker	
  and	
  interlocutor	
  to	
  leave	
  things	
  “unsaid”.	
  This	
  also	
  allows	
  the	
  speaker	
  to	
  make	
  small	
  indexical	
  moves,	
  to	
  try	
  out	
  the	
  waters	
  with	
  
less	
  risk	
  to	
  face.	
  	
  

!  	
  	
  

!  Underspecifica2on.	
  Underspecifica6on	
  is	
  a	
  design	
  
feature	
  of	
  language	
  more	
  generally.	
  It	
  allows	
  a	
  small	
  
number	
  of	
  forms	
  to	
  serve	
  a	
  large	
  number	
  of	
  
purposes,	
  it	
  binds	
  language	
  to	
  social	
  ac6on,	
  and	
  it	
  
lies	
  at	
  the	
  core	
  of	
  language’s	
  capacity	
  for	
  flexibility,	
  
nuance,	
  crea6vity	
  and	
  change.	
  In	
  this	
  sense,	
  
sociolinguis6c	
  variables	
  are	
  like	
  other	
  linguis6c	
  signs,	
  
as	
  their	
  specific	
  meanings	
  emerge	
  only	
  in	
  context.	
  	
  

!  	
  	
  
!  Combina2veness.	
  Variables	
  do	
  not	
  occur	
  alone,	
  and	
  are	
  not	
  interpreted	
  on	
  their	
  own,	
  but	
  as	
  components	
  of	
  holis6c	
  styles.	
  Styles	
  are	
  what	
  connect	
  

to	
  social	
  meaning	
  through	
  their	
  rela6on	
  to	
  types,	
  personae,	
  or	
  characterological	
  figures	
  (Agha	
  2003).	
  The	
  underspecifica6on	
  of	
  variables	
  allows	
  them	
  
to	
  bring	
  meaning	
  to	
  styles,	
  but	
  only	
  through	
  a	
  process	
  of	
  vivifica6on	
  as	
  they	
  contribute	
  to	
  the	
  construc6on	
  of	
  these	
  figures.	
  The	
  deployment	
  of	
  
individual	
  variables	
  across	
  styles	
  expands	
  their	
  indexical	
  range.	
  

Key	
  proper6es	
  of	
  sociolinguis6c	
  variables	
  



!  Implicitness.	
  Conveying	
  something	
  stylis6cally	
  is	
  less	
  of	
  a	
  commitment,	
  less	
  face-­‐threatening	
  than	
  pu�ng	
  it	
  in	
  the	
  content	
  of	
  an	
  uIerance,	
  and	
  it	
  
allows	
  both	
  speaker	
  and	
  interlocutor	
  to	
  leave	
  things	
  “unsaid”.	
  This	
  also	
  allows	
  the	
  speaker	
  to	
  make	
  small	
  indexical	
  moves,	
  to	
  try	
  out	
  the	
  waters	
  with	
  
less	
  risk	
  to	
  face.	
  	
  

!  	
  	
  
!  Underspecifica2on.	
  Underspecifica6on	
  is	
  a	
  design	
  feature	
  of	
  language	
  more	
  generally.	
  It	
  allows	
  a	
  small	
  number	
  of	
  forms	
  to	
  serve	
  a	
  large	
  number	
  of	
  

purposes,	
  it	
  binds	
  language	
  to	
  social	
  ac6on,	
  and	
  it	
  lies	
  at	
  the	
  core	
  of	
  language’s	
  capacity	
  for	
  flexibility,	
  nuance,	
  crea6vity	
  and	
  change.	
  In	
  this	
  sense,	
  
sociolinguis6c	
  variables	
  are	
  like	
  other	
  linguis6c	
  signs,	
  as	
  their	
  specific	
  meanings	
  emerge	
  only	
  in	
  context.	
  	
  

!  	
  	
  

!  Combina2veness.	
  Variables	
  do	
  not	
  occur	
  alone,	
  and	
  
are	
  not	
  interpreted	
  on	
  their	
  own,	
  but	
  as	
  components	
  
of	
  styles.	
  Styles	
  connect	
  to	
  social	
  meaning	
  through	
  
their	
  rela6on	
  to	
  stances,	
  social	
  types,	
  or	
  personae.	
  
The	
  underspecifica6on	
  of	
  variables	
  allows	
  them	
  to	
  
bring	
  meaning	
  to	
  styles,	
  but	
  only	
  through	
  a	
  process	
  
of	
  vivifica6on	
  as	
  they	
  contribute	
  to	
  the	
  construc6on	
  
of	
  personae.	
  The	
  deployment	
  of	
  individual	
  variables	
  
across	
  styles	
  expands	
  their	
  indexical	
  range.	
  

Key	
  proper6es	
  of	
  sociolinguis6c	
  variables	
  



Bricolage	
  at	
  Palo	
  Alto	
  High	
  in	
  the	
  80s	
  

Preppies	
  
New	
  Wavers	
  

Every	
  stylis6c	
  move	
  is	
  based	
  on	
  an	
  
interpreta6on	
  of	
  the	
  social	
  
landscape,	
  and	
  a	
  posi6oning	
  of	
  the	
  
stylis6c	
  agent	
  with	
  respect	
  to	
  it.	
  

This	
  in	
  turn	
  alters	
  the	
  landscape.	
  



Every	
  stylis6c	
  move	
  is	
  based	
  on	
  an	
  
interpreta6on	
  of	
  the	
  social	
  
landscape,	
  and	
  a	
  posi6oning	
  of	
  the	
  
stylis6c	
  agent	
  with	
  respect	
  to	
  it.	
  

This	
  in	
  turn	
  alters	
  the	
  landscape.	
  



	
  Where	
  social	
  groups	
  are	
  threatened	
  or	
  contradicted,	
  
or	
  are	
  otherwise	
  concerned	
  with	
  self-­‐legi6ma6on,	
  
'stylis6c	
  behaviour’	
  ...	
  may	
  be	
  most	
  marked.	
  Stylis6c	
  
behaviour	
  is	
  ...	
  linked	
  directly	
  to	
  ...	
  ideologies	
  and	
  
strategies	
  of	
  legi6ma6on.	
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