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Figure 1;: Meaning network

connections to each other, as mentioned above, were investigated using the
Chi Square test. The darker lines between articulate, educated and intelligent
indicate very strong connections, while the regular black lines show mo -
ate (but statistically significant) positive associations. The lightest lines show
the disfavoring relationships between working class background an formal,
wealthy, articulate, and educated. Variationists have long been aware that
social structures are connected to each  1er, tending to regard this as a hin-
drance to research rather than a piece of the overall puzzle. However, this
netwc forms the social context within which linguistic resources operate.

Two of the responses in this domain (and two others outside of it) were
significantlv influenced by (ING) across all the data. Survey listeners were
significan ' more likely to desc e speakers as articulate when they used
-ing, as Table 2 shows! and more  zly t«  scribe them as redneck and  lite
when they used -in. Listeners also rate e -ing guises significantly more
educated 1 n the -in guises, as Table 3 shows.

These results may indicate that these qualities reflect general meanings
of (ING). However, the many other effects without clear connections to these
suggest th hey are not the full picture. It’s possible that these qu: ties (par-
ticularly educated, the mo  robust result) will appear as perceptual corrc  tes
of (ING) in other populations or with studies carried out in different ways, but
we cannot assume that they will. The respondents were university students,

n this and other tables, numbers in italics indicate the significantly greater value
at p < 0.05. The numbers in bold indicate the significantly greater value at p < 0.01.
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% listeners
selecting checkbox

-in -ing P
articulate 21 27 0.037
redneck 12 8 0.033
polite 21 16 0.034

Table 2: Articulate, redneck and polite selections, by (ING).

-in  -ing
educated 3.81 3.98

Table 3: Educated ratings, by (ING) (p= 0.007).

asked to evaluate speakers as part of a linguistic study. These contextual fac-
tors may well have created an environment where education and artict  teness
were particularly highlighted and thus more available to be manipulated by
(Il 1) across a variety of different recordings.

The importance of the networked structure of the social evi | ns is
best seen in the interactions of (  G) and two or more survey responses. As
Figure 1 showed, evaluations on the casual/formal dimension were unevenly
distributed with respect to class evaluations. Speakers described as from a
wealthy background were rated as more formal then those who were n~ while
those marked as from a working class background were rated as more casual
than those who were not. Table 4 shows that this latter pattern is primarily
driven by responses to the recordings containing -in.

-in  -ing
not working-class 2.84 2.79
working-class 229 25

Table 4: Casual/formal ratings, by « {G) and working-class (p= 0.025).

We see a similar interaction involved in the description of the speaker as
in his/her 30’s and intelligent, shown in Table 5. In this interaction, }  ‘ever,
the distribution shows a pattern 1 ave called “peak points”: when speakers
were heard using -ing an scribed as in [their] 30s. they received a peak
in intelligent ratings, higher than all ree other con :ions. Indeed, when
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-in  -ing
not in his/her 30s  3.775 3.73
in his/her 30s 3.88 4.24

Table 5: Intelligent ratings by (ING) and irn his/her 30s (p =0.006).

either of these findings was missing, the other made no difference in perceived
intelligence.

This effect is even more pronounced with the inclusion of the descrip-
tion working class, shown in Table 6. Speakers using -ing and describe 1s in

-in -ing

o hi 3 not working-class 3.86 3.73
not in histher 30s working-class 322 374
R not working-class  4.00 4.45
in his/her 30s working-class 3.50 3.65

Table 6: Intelligent ratings by (ING), in his/her 30s and working-class
(p=0.023).

[their] 30s and not working-class have an even greater peak in intelligent rat-
ings. Conversely, -in users described as working-class an 10t as in [their] 30s
have a notice: y lower mean rating of intelligence than any other category.

This finding likely relates to the connection between age and career path,
given that half of the recordings have to do with work topics or experiences.
From the perspective of university students, it is possible that the categories in
question represent a particular life stage, that of a successful professional, an
image which marks those in it as highly inte gent wh  those clearly outside
it are seen as  ss so. (ING) represents one of many linguistic and extralin-
guistic ingredients which ai  steners in identifying a speaker as belonging to
this category.

4 Conclusions

The additive process discussed earlier is a plausible model for the construction
of a socii image out of many linguistic cues but the comj xity of this data
shows it to be insufficient. New mo Is are neede particularly ones which
account for the relationships among social structures. " ¢ fact that a single
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variable changes the interactions of the social structures suggests that listeners
are not evaluating each linguistic contribution individually prior (either tem-
porally or logically) to combining them mentally. Instead, it seems likely 1 t
listeners are perceiving linguistic variation in groups of features, rather than
individual tokens. It remains a priority to, as much as possible, untangle these
connections in order to understand whether a given linguistic resource is asso-
ciated with all of its social correlates or only some directly. But while doing
so we must remember that listeners and speakers are aware of the connections
between soci: >oncepts as well as the connections between the social and the
linguistic. As a result, asking which social correlates are the “true” meanings
may be missing the point.

Appendix A: Survey Instrument

This is Ivan:

>

Press the play button to hear the recording. You can play it as many times
as you like. After listening to him, tell me as much as you can about Ivan,
based on what you hear.

He sounds:
Not At All Masculine o o o o o o VeryMasculine
Talking Very Slow o o o o o o Talking Very Fast
VeryShy o o o o o o VeryOutgoing
VeryAccented o© o o o o o it At All Accented
Educated o o o o o o NotEducated
Intelligent o o o o o o NotlIntelligent
Casual o o o o o o Formal

How ol loes Ivan sound (check all that apply, must
choose at least one)?

O A Teenager 1C zge Age O der30
OInHis 30’s O Over40

From what you heard, es Ivan sound like he might be
(check: that apply):

Lazy | Hardworking O Laidback
O Compassionate O Knowle eable 0O Condescending
OConfi nt " Articulate O Religious
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O Lonely O Annoying O Fam -Oriented
O Funny O Reliable O Gay

O Hip/Trendy

O A Stoner O A Valley Girl O A Metrosexual
O A Jock A Redneck O A Nerd

O A Farmer 0 A Student O A Banker

O An Artist O An Engineer O In A Fraternity

O Other:

How well does he know the person he’s talking to?
BestFriend o o o o o o Stranger

Right now, does he sound like he might be

(check all that apply):
0. stalgic O Bored O Complaining
O Joking O Arguing OChi ing
0 Bragging
O Selling Something O Applying foraJob O Giving a Lecture
O Being Polite O Trying to Impress O Hiding Something
O Other:

Where does Ivan sound like he might be from
(check all that apply, must choose at least one)?

O The South O New England O e Midwest
O The West Coast [J The East Coast O The Southwest
| The North | Anywhere
O The City | The Country
| The Suburbs

O A Wealthy Background OA [id =-Class Background
O A Working-Class Background
O Other:

Any other thoughts about Ivan?
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