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differentiating interview speech from the reading passage. Notably, these speakers are
all AFAB, but do not identify as women. In addition, two of these groups are com-
posed of individuals who have elected hormone therapy to masculinize their bodies
(the only two in our sample). Taken together, these results could suggest that individ-
uals in these groups may be disinclined to use features linked ideologically with fem-
ininity when asked to perform a reading task. Despite different overall rates of creak
(e.g., trans men not on testosterone are the creakiest in interview speech, at 39%,
while trans men on testosterone are the least creaky, at 24%), one possible interpre-
tation is that these speakers’ investment in moving away from normative femininity is
evident in their style-shift patterns.

In contrast to the above groups, nonbinary AFAB individuals not on testosterone,
trans women, nonbinary AMAB individuals, cis women, and cis men all demonstrate
a significantly less substantial change in creak use when moving from interview
speech to the reading passage. Given the range of assigned genders at birth, current
gender identities, and exposure to testosterone during puberty, we hesitate to offer an
interpretation that unites these groups in somehow attending “less” to creak in a
more formal style. Using our speculative interpretation above for three groups who
may be invested in a greater reduction in creak use in more formal styles, it may
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within-group heterogeneity and bolstering our argument that quantitative scholars
can and should supplement statistical findings with insight from analysis of individ-
uals within these groups.

We elect here to focus on the creakiest speakers to demonstrate this approach.
Figure 3 confirms that the highest rate of creak overall in the sample was produced
by a cis woman, in line with prior research linking creak with cisfemininity. The
ten creakiest speakers, however, are a diverse group including cis women, a trans
woman, a trans man on testosterone, nonbinary AFAB individuals, nonbinary
AMAB individuals, and a cis man. Figure 4 zooms in on the five creakiest speakers,
with means grouped by style. We see both confirmation of the group-level style anal-
ysis (e.g., the nonbinary AFAB individual on testosterone shows a more substantial
style-shift in the expected direction than others like trans woman Cleo) as well as dis-
alignment in individual practice (e.g., both cis woman Jackie and the nonbinary
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Excerpt 1: Cleo in elementary school
01 C Reasons for pulling me out of school were just an incompatibility between,
02 Um,
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at birth who are not women (nonbinary AFAB individuals on testosterone, trans
men, and trans men on testosterone) as evidence of these speakers’ modes of disalign-
ment with cisfemininity. Importantly, these patterns were present only when compar-
ing across styles, not in the groups’ overall rates for creak. In this way our results do
not align with the binary takeaway from the prior literature, that women are creakier
than men. That being said, it is important to note that, had we sampled just the cis
women and cis men here, we would find a significant difference between these two
groups. It is only when expanding the sample for gender that this pattern falls
away. This is a crucial contribution of our analysis–the significant patterns change
when we sample the full range for our social variable. By analogy, we might imagine
if the standard practice was to sample only upper- and lower-class speakers, find a
difference, and then conclude we had presented an accurate picture of socioeconomic
differentiation. For gender, by focusing on the two largest, most dominant groups, we
may identify extremes but fail to document the fine-grained patterns of variation pre-
sent in society, patterns that have been critical to the advancement of sociolinguistic
theory. We argue that the use of similarly diverse samples could have enormous
import for variationist sociolinguistics, both in revisiting classic findings for gender
differentiation and for new research.

At the same time, we recognize a few realities. First, the gender binary is well-
established in the literature, and comparability across studies is important to the
field. Some have even argued that understanding language and gender is not the
point of including binary gender as a factor in variationist analysis; instead,
the gross categorization allows us to replicate and test for general principles of socio-
linguistic stratification and language change (Labov, 1990:11). We do not reject this
practice wholesale, but we believe responsible analysis of aggregate patterns requires
more rigorous methods for collecting gender-related information, attention to the
ethics of gender representation, and the exercise of caution and a critical mindset
when interpreting these patterns.

Another reality is that community sampling can present challenges to building
more diverse samples. While Eckert (2014:533) suggests it may not yet be possible
to move beyond the binary with large-scale sampling, we believe that in many situ-
ations it is, and increasingly so. We also recognize that variationists will continue
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Appendix

Table A1. Best Fit Model: Creaky ∼ IP.Boundary.Tone + PitchAccented + Stress + IP.Final + IP.Initial.Vowel
+ Style*Gender + (1 | Word) + (1 | Speaker) Fixed effects:

Estimate
Std.
Error Pr(>|z|) Tokens

Percent
creak

(Intercept) −1.39106 0.30386 4.70e-96***

IP Boundary Tone
(reference level: H-H%)

2382 22%

H-L% −0.09123 0.06475 0.158825 8777 24%

L-H% 0.19677 0.06441 0.002252** 9180 26%

L-L% 0.84333 0.06225 <2e-16*** 13739 37%

Pitch Accented
(reference level: not accented)

19572 28%

Pitch Accented −0.09126 0.03371 0.006795** 14506 31%

Stress
(reference level: unstressed)

26167 30%

Stressed −0.14701 0.04346 0.00719*** 7911 27%

IP Final
(reference level: non-final)

24785 25%

IP-final 0.82772 0.03488 <2e-16*** 9293 41%

IP-initialV
(reference level: initial non-vowel)

30852 26%

Initial vowel 0.83321 0.06024 <2e-16*** 3226 47%

Style
(reference level: interview)

22722 31%

reading passage −0.71606 −8.142 3.88e-16*** 11356 26%

Interaction: Style*Gender
(reference levels: interview, non-binary AFAB on testosterone)

1232 36%

reading:cis women 0.68764 0.10558 7.38e-11*** 671 39%

reading:trans men
not on
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