PHONOL OGICAL CUESTO GENDER IN SEX-TYPED AND UNISEX NAMES
ANNE FREDRICKSON
SWARTHMORE COLLEGE

A growing body of literature suggests that phonobgical features of English names may provide
cuesto gende (Slater & Feinman 1985;Cutler et a. 1990;Barry & Harper 1995;Cassidy et al.
1999; Whissell 2001) women(@ names tend to have alarger nurber of syllables, endin avowe,
and display nonrinitial stress, while men® names are shorter, end in a connant, and have
primary initial stress. Prior to these studies the sex-typing of names in Anglophoneculture was
thoughtto occur only through convention; if phanological cues are in fact exploited by English
speaskers B that is, if they are meaningful - they chdlenge both the prindple of arbitrariness
(Saussure 1959)and the argument tha names are pure referendng expressions(Coates 2006) In
aseries of small trials, this paper explores both the soaa conventionsand linguistic strategies of
sex typing; the Phondic Genda Score (Barry & Harper 1995) a quantitative andysis tha
predicts the genda of name based on its phonobgy, is used to evaluae both conventiond, sex-
typed names and unonventiond, gende-ambiguous ones. Surprisingly, many of the
phonobgical features of English female names are present in unisex names as well, which
provides a linguistic explanation for the ingability such names often experience. The Phondic
Gende Scale is dso used to generate novd unisex names, from which English speakers attempt
to infer genda. Taken togeher, these three studies suggest a certain inability (or aversion) onthe
part of speakersto conceive of subjects apart fromtheir sex.’

INTRODUCTION
Ot is[thg rule, and nottheintrindc value of the gestures tha obliges oneto use them.O

FERNINDAD DE SAUSSURE

@Dneis notbom, butrather becomes awoman.O

SIMONE DE BEAUVOIR

Languaye is an organizationd system completely contingent uponits agents. Governed
by individud behavior, it is vulneable to anarchy (every speaker could use different soundsto
refer to the same thingg, butin order to be successful Btha is, communicative B language must

be conventiondized. Pog-structuralist theories of gende fal along the same lines, arguing that

" | am happy to acknowledge the wonderful guidance of Donna Jo Napoli, faculty advisor, and David Harrison,
faculty reader, aswell as helpful comments from Twan Claiborne and Jeff Kaufman. Thanks again to Jeff, and also
Emily Gasser, for time spent creating the recording for the study, and to Nick Gaw and Ronald Kim in the
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the category of gende is itself fictitious fragile, and perpeuated only by ritud (Butler 1990)
This parale is not coinddental; both language (in the way we uphod it) and gendea (in the way
we maintain it) are specific cultural ingitutions and within them we can locate the produdion b
and control Bof the subject itself (Foucault 1979.

Congder the phenomenon of naming as it exists in the United States: though many
factors influence the selection of a name, the determinant that usudly fixes a parent@ choice is
the child®@ sex; even if a mother had her heart set on naming her child after a bdoved unde, if
thechild isbiologicaly female sheis highly unlikely to name it John (thoughshe might settle for
Johanna). Sex is generdly the first thing parents want to know about ther child; before the
advent of ultrasoundsand amniocentesis, midwives employed a number of techniques to predict
a baby(® sex, many of which continuetoday in folk traditionsand lore: if you are carrying low
you@ have a boy, if you crave sweet thingsyou® have a girl, etc. The strongimpulse to assign
gende even prenaally is part of alarger practice feminist scholar Sandra Bem (199380) calls
gender polarization, Qhe ubiquitous organization of sodal life around the distinction between
male and female.OThis supposd Ohaural Odistinction, however, is hardly auniversal prindple
there are cultures tha identify and employ more than two sexes, among them the kathoey of
Thaland (Jackson 1997) the Hirja of Indiaand Pakistan (Nanda1990) and the berdache (Qwo-
spiritQ of variousNative American tribes (Jacobset al. 1997).

In the United States, however, ambiguous gender categories are largdy suppressed.

While Fauso-Sterling (2000) estimates that as many as 1.7% of al births are intersex,! the

Swarthmore College Phonetics Lab. | am also grateful to Dan Hammer for advice on statistics, and the thirty
students who took the time to participate in my experiment.

! Intersex most generally refers to any child born with both male and female genitalia, indeterminate genitalia, or
chromosomal variants that can later result in conditions such as Klinefelter@ syndrome, in which males born with an
extra X chromosome (XXY males) may eventually display female secondary sex characteristics (Nationa Institutes
of Health 2006).
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majority of these cases are medically (orrectedOwith surgery or hormonetherapy. That Western
science often treats intersexudity as pathology revedls further the depth and power of gender
noms, as Kesder (cited in Dreger 1998167) writes, having ambiguousor multiple genitals is
not Qhreatening to the infant@ life but..threatening to the infant® culture.Oln the United States
(and the West in general), this is a culture tha conventiondly opeates within uneguivocal
categories of OnaleO and Gemale,O a polarized gende system which demands agreement
between biological sex and psychological experience.

As aresult of gende polarization, we are expected to have genda-appropriate names as
determined by biological sex B and sex, in the mog literal sense, sells. An entire indudry has
sprung up aroundsex-prediction and naming (not to mention the commercialization of fertility in
genegal); paents-to-be can download Chinese baby calendas onto thar Palm Pilots to increase
their chances of conaeiving a girl or aboy, use the Gientifically provenOsex-prediction formula
at fortundobaby.com, or peruse theflood of books and webstes currently devoted to the selection,
popukrity, and meaning of millions of different persond names. The vast mgjority of these
resources categorize names by sex.

So here we have a gende rule (the idea of biological sex as Ghatural Odifference) that
leads to a reciprocal sodo-linguistic practice (the projection of suppo®d sex differences onto a
naming system); in the United States, names are usudly drawn from a large but finite number of
acceptable boys names or acceptable girls names. Note that this is the convention of naming;
aberration, of course, exists, andisin fact alater focus of this paper.

But how do names get their gender in the first place? While naive English speakers can
easly infer tha Peter refers to a male and Anna to a femae, mog are hard-pressed to explain

why. It hardly even seems a congtiousdecision. Othe languages have more trangpaent methods



Fredrickson 4

of sex-typing names; Alford (1988) compared naming practices between the 60 sodeties of the
Human Relations Area FilesO(HRAF) Probability Sample and identified three distinct ways in
which names can signd gende. (The HRAF sample, which indudes one cultural group from
each of the roughly 60 macro-cultural groupsfrom aroundthe world, is thoughtto be a fairly
unbiased cross section of human experience; the randomy selected groupsare geographically
and technologicaly diverse, and range in size from a handful of members into the millions
Moden indudrial sodeties such as the United States are excluded from the sample.) Drawing
from the ethnogiephic information in HRAF, scholarly publications and correspondence with
researchers in the field, Alford found tha among cultures tha sex-type names (85% of the

HRAF sample), gende can beinferred from thefollowing?

1) The semantic meaning of the name, which may make reference to gende or
gende-roles

2) Morphological informationin the name, such as a suffix or prefix

3) Knowedgeabouta culture@ stock of typically male or female names

Thelast techniqueis the most common; Alford foundthat hdf the cultures tha sex-type
do so by convention.

Because the HRAF sample did notindudethe United States, Alford conduded a separate
cross-cultural study on naming practices there, taking into consderation the current scholarly
literature on American naming and attitudes towards naming as represented in American media
He also conduded interviews with 180 American mother's regarding how they named thar
children and condudel tha, as with the majority of groupsin the HRAF sample, names in the

United States are sex-typed by convention.

2 Although Alford (1988) did not comment on how many genders each culture recognized, in those that sex-type
names we may assume at least two.
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While it is true tha English is hardly the inflectiond languaye it once was, it is curious
tha Alford does not comment on the semi-produdive processes by which many English female
names are derived, especialy consdering his observation tha 17% of groupsin the HRAF
sample distinguish sex morphologically. In English we derive Roberta from Robert, Patricia
from Patrick, Johanna from John, Nicole from Nicholas, Earline from Earl, €tc., thoughthe
average speaker may not be actively aware of such paterns Obvioudy thee is not a clear
paradigm for these derivations but they do suggest that convention alone is not an adequae
description of sex typing in English names D there appears to be a linguistic, name-internd
influence as well.

A growing body of literature argues tha the soundstructure of a name may signd the sex
of its referent (Slater & Feinman 1985; Cutler et a. 1990;Barry & Harper 1995; Cassidy et al.
1999; Whissell 2001) This is not to say tha English speakers infer gende completely from
name phonobgy; convention, mog likely, plays alarger role. But the possibility of phondogical
cuesto gende mug be consdered serioudy, for if any such cues exist they pos achdlengeboth
to Saussure@ prindple of arbitrariness (1959) and to recent claims regarding the reference of
names (Coates 2006) Furthermore, because it reinforces a perception of sexud difference, a
name phonobgy split longgendeaed lines may aso encourage unmnstioussexist behavior, and
reveals some of the more covert strategies we use to sort people into stereotyped categories.

Wha we have excluded in the discussion so far, however, are unonventiond naming
practices in English: assigning a child a name traditiondly given to the opposte sex (Johnny
Cash@ G boy named SueQ), creating an entirely new name for a child or adoping another word
as aname (Apple, theinfamousname of Gwyneth Paltrow® daughter), turning a surname into a

first name (Harrison is a populr example), or udng a name tha is not clearly sex-typed
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(unisex), such as Robin, Dana, or Casey. One might clam tha the possibility of naming outside
the established two-gende system weakensthat system@ effect on linguistic and sodial practice.
Indead, | propos that unconventiond approaches to naming are in fact exceptionstha provethe
rule: in practice, unisex names are so undable as to call the categoty itself into seriousdoubt As
| will argue in this paper, trends in unisex naming only offer further evidence of gende
polarization in United States, suggesting a certain inability (or aversion) on the pat of speakers
to concelve of subjects apat fromthar gende Bbe they ambiguousy sexed or multiply sexed.

Section 1 provides an extendve review of the previous research on English name
phonobgy and gender, which has focused mainly on Anglophonenaming practicesin the United
States and Great Britain. | discuss the asymmetrical distributon of phonobgical features in
English men and women® names and the possible reasons for this asymmetry. | also introduce
Barry and Harpe® (1995 Phondic Gende Score (PGS), a quantitative scale tha assigns a
postive or negative value to a name based on its phonobgy and predicts the sex of its referent
from that nunmber. The simplicity of the scale makes it a useful tool for the studies conduded in
section 2. Having established the existence of certain phonobgica paterns (regardless of thar
origin), | then describe the effects that these structures have on name selection, perception, and
our ability to infer genda from noved names. Findly, | examine the evolution and status of
unisex namesin the United States over the past century.

Section 2 is broken up into a number of smaller studies. The first study re-evaluaes the
legitimacy of the PGS by applying it to a set of phonobgically typical English mae and female
names not origindly consdered by Barry and Harpe (1995) The next study examines how the
scale deals with unisex names, which also were not anticipaed in its design. Having recognized

the relative advantages and disadvantages of the PGS, thefind study exploits the parameters of
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the scale to generate novd, suppo®dly less sex-typed names, which are then classified as mae
or female by naive English speakersin an expeiment testing the bases of gende inference.

Taken togdher, these studies demondrate a tendency D or need P of speskers to project
specific, readable gende onto names. As the third study suggests, this information can be
calculated usng no input other than name phonology, a strategy tha paallels the use of
phonobgical cuesin assigning grammatical category (Kelly 1992) If speakers have an implicit
undestanding of phonobgical cuesto gende it may aso accountfor recent trendsin wha | term
@ende-masking:Ousng specific phonobgical features or unisex naming to prevent others from
dedudng oneé3 gende. Gende-masking, though potentialy advantageous for women
confronting sexist stereotypes in the workplace, has somewha sinister implications for the
feminist movement as a whole, especialy consdering the cultural value Bem (1993) terms
andocentrism: taking male experience and identity asthenom.

Section 3 summarizes the need for further investigation into name phonobgy, sex typing,
and genda-masking. | suggest several avenues for new research, especially in languayes tha
may aso use phonobgical cues to gende. In order to beter integrate name phonobgy into a
larger, more cohesive theory of names, broader cross-cultural study is also needed, both in
communities tha do notsex typethar names and in thos tha do.

Section 4 condudes briefly with a note on gende and theories of prope names
(properhood® While Coaes (2006)argues that prope names are pragmatic, and any meaning
we infer fromthem is strictly a result of convention, I demondrate how the phonobgical cuesto

gende convindngly presented in this pgpe complicate his claims.
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This pgoe looksat oneway in which language, commonly assumed by speakers to be
utside ofOcultural attitudes and beliefs, can implicitly suppot a specific soda agenda Bem
(19932) remindsus,

As profound as the transormation of America® congtiousiess has been during the last

150 years, hidden assumptions about sex and gendea remain embeddel in cultural

discourses, sodal ingitutions and individud psyches tha invisibly and systemically

reproduce male power in generation after generation.

It is only when we examine ingitutions such as language tha we undestand how

pervasive our gendea system is, and the ways in which it forcefully limits wha men and women

can be, do, and experience.

1.1 ENGLISH NAMING PRACTICESAND SEX ROLES

In her 1965 study on kin relationships in American families, Ross polled 347 middle-
class mothers from the Chicago area on how they selected first and middle names for ther
children. Of the 951 children discussed in the interviews, 70% of boys were named after a
relative, while the same practice applied to only 52% of girls. Ross interpreted the strong
tendency to name sons consanguineally as a symbolic extendon of pdaernity; it is a
conventiondly male responsbility to Garry onOa family (in both surname and bloodine), and
giving sons a kin-linked name, she conduded, emphasizes thear role as future paterfamilias.
Even when sonsin Rossi@ sample were named outside of the family, the majority of them
received historical, Biblical names, a source which, agan, focuses heavily on lineage and ritud
naming. Daughtrs, on the other hand, when given non-kin-linked names, were mog likely to be
named after a friend of their mother. Rossi also foundtha the concentration of boygnames was
greater than for tha of girlsQ tha is, a smaller pool accounted for the names the mothers chose

for thar sons
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As patt of his monogaph on American naming practices Alford (1988)repeated Rossi(3
(1965) study, interviewing 180 Oklahoma mothers (induding unwed women, which Ross did
not) about naming selection for thar 424 children. The study produed very smilar results to
Ross (1965) 67% of sonsbut only 46% of daughters received the name (first or middle) of a
relative, and of those tha did not, girls were more likely to be named after friends neghbors, or
celebrities. Given such sources, Alford suggests tha the selection of girlsOnames is based
primarily on aesthetics, which, dueto historical changes in taste, accounts for ther diffuseness.
In lightof this observation, the study condudes that thetendency to give boysmore traditiond or
kin-linked names, which stresses ther patrilineal responsbility, reflects Ga general cultural value
emphasizing attractiveness for females and accomplishment for malesO(Alford 1988134)

Alford (1988) also investigaed name-givers in American naming practices. In the
Oklahoma sample, 60% of the 424 naming decisons were made mutudly by the mother and
father, 27% primarily by the mother, 9% primarily by the father, and a remaining 3% by
someone else (often a grandpaent).® Because joint-decisions by both parents appear to be the
mos common method of name selection, we shall refer to name-givers as rarentsOfor the
remainde of this pgper, undestanding tha names are (obvioudy) aso given by single mothe's
and single fathe's, as well as relatives and friends Neithe Ross (1965) nor Alford (1988)
recognize the fact that the labd (parentsOmay aso indudes lesbian and gay couples; both
interview sets focused exclusvely on a nomative modd of the family (though Alford did
indude single mothes in his interviews). | have not come across any literature specificaly on
how lesbian or gay couples name thar children, mog likely because thear decison-making

process is no different from the practices Alford describes in the Oklahoma sample. Thus |

3 These are the figures reported in Alford (1988); their sum is 99%. It is unclear if the missing 1% belongsto a
mathematical error or some other, unreported name-giver.
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propo% tha the somewhat loaded term (parentsOstand in for the more neutral hame-giver,Oif
only for the sake of econony and style.

In the United States, children are named quickly (thoughmuch forethoughtmay go into
the decision), mog states require a child to be named within seven days of its birth (Alford
1988125) Aside from timeliness, however, thae are no other condraints placed on name
selection; thoughnames are conventiondly chosen according to sex, parents are free to use any
name they like for thar child, induding a name tha is not clearly sex-typed, or one tha is
traditiondly used for children of the oppasite gende. Such ingances are rare, as will be
discussed shortly, but it is not the case, as it was for many of the groupsin Alford@ (1988)
HRAF sample, tha unconventiond or novd names selected by the parents would be deemed
unacceptable by those in authority. For evidence of this laissez faire approach to naming one
need look no further than the United States Social Security Administration, where the legd
registration of names takes place: in 2000, soda security numbers were issued for not one but
two boysnamed after the popubr sports channd ESPN (BBC Internaiond News 2003)

Given such freedom of choice, the process parents use to select a name for ther child
seems, prima facie, highly idiosyncaratic. When observing naming trends over time, however,
definite paterns emerge, and not only from the convention of sex typing. Lieberson and Bell
(1992) studied how names can also convey race and class b a signification tha, in a sodally
stratified world, makes them extremely powerful. As status indicators names bdongto part of a
more genega pdtern of soda taste which Bourdieu (1984) calls the habitus. The habitus is
characterized by perpetuity; soda tastes tend to reprodue themselves over geneations and
within certain gende and class boundxries B as do names. Similarly, the habitusis not a formal

organization; Lieberson and Bell (1992514) comment on the fact tha Cilthoughingitutiond
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activities such as the mass media and popubr culture can and do affect naming practices, such
influences are an unintended by-produd rather than an organized effort to direct and mold
tastes.OThere is, of course, an indugry devoted to hdping parents choos a name for a child
(baby name booksand webstes), but it does not appear to have a specific god in mind beyond
promoting the mapping of meaning B and thus destiny P onto names. Qhe cult of the perfect
nane.O

Asastudyin sodal taste, Liebersonand Bell (1992)looked at arandomsample of al the
names given to children in New York state for every year between 1973 and 1985D a total of
193142 births The study soughtto compare naming trendsover time and across categories of
race and class. When looking at the names of the white children, Lieberson and Bell® findings
matched an observation also made by Ross (1965) boysOnames are more concentrated than the
girlsCnames. Thetwenty mos populr names for white boysbetween 1973and 1985accountfor
45% of the white boysin thar sample, while the twenty mogs populr names for white girls
accountfor only 31% Additiondly, Lieberson and Bell foundthat, within the white sample, the
popukrity of girlsOnames shows significantly faster turnove than that of boy<in fact, a study
by Zelinky (cited in Alford 1988)foundthat of the ten mos populr names from a 1790 New
England cenaus six of them (John, William, James, George, Thomas, and Joseph) remained
amongtheten mog popuar namesin asmilar censusconduded in 1968.Lieberson explored the
popukbrity phenomenon of sex-typed names in a later study (Lieberson et al. 2000) and found
that over the past century the average Qife expectancyOof boyOnames, as judged by the nunmber
of yearsanameisindudel in thetop 200 names for boys was 47 years, while theandogouslife

expectancy for girlsOnames lasted only 30years.
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Trends in sex-typed names also occurred across racial categories, for both African
American and white children, girls were more likdly to receive an unconventiond (uncommon or
novd) name, thoughthe probability was much highea for African American girls. Apat from
this obervation, however, the authors limit ther commentary on racia differences to a section
entitted O\ Brief Note About Black NamesOin which they conaede, Gin extendve andysis of
black names merits a separate pagperO(521). Tha pagper has since been written (Lieberson &
Mikelson 1995; Fryer & Levitt 2004) the remainde of Lieberson and Bell (1992) focuses
mainly on name selection across class lines.

Names are one of the only status markers not condrained by socioeconormic paosition
(Lieberson & Bell 1992523) Simply put, you don® have to be rich to have a rich peson®
name; parentsQincome level or profession does not limit the number or type of names available
for thar child. Class differences in naming are especidly interesting, therefore, because they
reveal sodal tastes unmitigated by economic resources. names are wha Bourdieu (1984) might
call cultural capital.

In addition to thar random sample of children® names, Lieberson and Bell (1992) aso
obtained information on the education level of each child® mother. Using education level as a
stanckin for class, they divided the children® names into groupsdepending on how much time
the mothe of tha child spent in elementary school, high school, college and any pod-
baccalaureate inditutions Looking a names in the sample of while children, the authors
obsrved tha mothers with a highe level of eduction were more likely to give a son a
traditiond, popubr name but use an unconventiond name for a daughter. Throughoutthear
study, however, Lieberson and Bell did not comment on name-givers in the United States Dthat

is, athoughthey usd the educationd level of the mother as a rubric for class, ogensbly
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assuming tha the mother was the primary name giver for each child, they did not consder
statistics such as Alford® (1988) which claims that 60% of naming decisionsin the U.S. are
donemutudly. How did the father® education level, if there was a father, affect ther findings?
We may accept Lieberson and Bell®@ study cautioudy, but it does not alow for any condusive
messages to bedrawn regarding class and name selection.

To summarize: there appear to be organizationd practices at work, more of which will be
discussed beow, in the hebitus of names. GirlsOnames are 1) more likely to be novd or non
standad, 2) less stable historically, and 3) drawn from a larger pool than boy€names. The
relative conventiondity of a name also seems to affect who will choo it; mothers with a highe
level of education are more likely to choo® conventiond names for boys and uncnventiond
names for girls. Lieberson and Bell (1992) much like Alford (1988) suggest tha such trends
reflect pervasive gende stereotypes in our culture; girlsOnames are valued aesthetically, as are
women themselves, while boyOnames, rooted in tradition and kinship, reinforce an essentialized

male identity centered aroundthe ability to sire children.

1.2 PHONOL OGICAL DIFFERENCESIN ENGLISH MALE AND FEMALE NAMES*

Though ononestics B the study of names (Mawer et al. 1927; Pulgram 1954; Tournier
1975;Ingraham 1996) P appears even in the didlogues of Plato (see Cratylus, Sedley 2003) the
study of name phonobgy is a fairly recent endeavor (Slater & Feinman 1985; Nemer 1987;
Rialand & Mamadou 1989;Bakken 2002)

In 1961,Brown and Ford (cited in Slater & Feinman 1985)noted tha male names tend to

be contracted more frequently than female namesin English, which suggests a possible structural
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difference between the two. It was not untl 1985 however, tha any comprehensve evauaion
of the sound paterns of sex-typed English names was attempted. Slater and Feinman (1985)
compared the phonobgical structure of the given and preferred names (Qhe name you like to be
called byQ of 489 college students D 222 female and 267 male. The names, which were solicited
via questionnare, were phonenicaly transcribed by two indgpendent evaluaors into North
American English (from here on referred to as GEnglishQ and coded for the following structural
features. length of name in phonenes, length of name in syllables, type of syllables in a name
(open or closed), name-initial phonemes, name-final phonenes, and prosody.

Thoughthe exact definition of a syllable continues to be debated, the idea of syllable as
unit is hdpful for descriptive pumposes; Ladefoged (2000230) writes, On onesense, a syllableis
the smallest possible unit of speech,Oaspects of which indude consonant and vowel sounds
(there are dso valid arguments tha the smallest unit of speech is the phoneme or the articulatory
gesture). Typicaly, thoughnot always, a syllable is characterized by the presence of a vowdl,
and can be further divided into the onset and the rime. The onst consists of all connants
preceding the vowel; the rime indudes the vowel or vocalic pat of the syllable (called the
nucleus), any glides onto or off of it, and all con®nants following it (known as the coda). A tree

diagram of syllable structure is given in Figure 1:

4 Throughout this paper, | use the term (phonological cueOto include any aspect of the phonetic signal that is salient
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/ O\
onset rime

/N

nucleus coda

Figure 1. Syllable structure.

Different languayes alow for different syllable structures. Syllables in Hawaiian, for
ingance, have only one con®nant in the onget and nonein the codg which means tha every
word in thelanguayeendsin vowel (Ladefoged 2000: 230). Any syllable withouta coda such as
those in Hawaiian, is called an penOsyllable, while any syllable with a codais referred to as
Qlosed.O

Slater and Feinman (1985 found tha the women® names in ther sample contained
significantly more phonenes, more syllables, more nortinitial stress, and at least twice the
numrber of open syllables than the men@® names. Over hdf the women® names ended with an
open syllable (ended in a vowel), and of those tha did not the mgjority ended in a sonorant
cononant (nasals and liquids [m], [n], ['], [4], or [I]). Men® names, conversely, were much
more likely to end in a conoonant, paticularly a non-sonorant conoonant (obgruent). They were
also more likely to be monog/llabic Bor, if polysyllabic, contain initial primary stress.

Both men and women in the study preferred to be called by shorter forms of ther given
names, which induded both names with fewer syllables and names with fewer phoremes
(Elizabeth to Liz, Harris t0 Harry). In addition, participants favored forms of thar names tha

contained initial stress or endal in a connant (Christine t0 Christy, Timothy to Tim). These

to and perceived by hearers.
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features are identical to the soundpaterns Slater and Feinman identified in English male names;
the congellation of male characteristics in the subjectsOpreferred names suggests tha both men
and women want more masculine GoundingOnames. Slater and Feinman conduded that, given
current and historical male privilege in Western sodety, women may consder having such a
name advantageous

The study also noted tha the phonobgical features of the preferred names closely match
those of mog Ohative English wordsO(1985438), which tend to contain few syllables, initial
stress, and end in aconnant (ogensbly, the authors are referring to English words of Germanic
origin). Structurally, Slater and Feinman also commented on the fact tha much of the
phonobgical differences between male and female names occurred at the end of the name, which
mimics atendency in English to use word-find position as a morphological marker Bcat to cats,
happy to happiness, €tc. The similarities between English name structure and linguistic processes
in English reinforce Slater and Feinman@® origind idea tha sex-referendng information is
contained within the sound structure of Endlish itself, in wha they term a Qrovert categorizing
prindple0(1985438)

Expanding uponthe similarities between the soundsof preferred names and the soundsof
common English words Cutler et a. (1990) compared phonobgica paterns of men and
women@ names with the genera phonobgical patterns of English. Engish favors bi-syllabic
words with initial primary stress, and as pat of the English lexicon, the authors argue English
names should do the same. They extend this reasoning to hypothesize tha English names will
not differ structurally from other English nowns This hypohesis, however, which seems
intentiondly set up for rhetorical weight, proves blatantly false; Cutler et al. foundthat the sound

structure of male and female names does differ systematically in English.
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After categorizing 1,667 names from The Oxford Minidictionary of First Names (Hanks
& Hodges, 1986)according to stress patern and syllable structure, Cutler et a. (1990)foundtha
female names were significantly less likely than male names to contain initia stress, and
significantly more likely to have three or more syllables. While these structural paterns are
convindngly presented in the study, comparing them with that of English nounsseems entirely
unnesessary; the broad assumption tha names are completely identical to othe nours, as
oppod to constituting a specia class or epiphenomenon of nouns(Coates 2006) is adangaous
ong and will betoudhed uponlater in the paper.

Thougha less linguistically oriented study, Lieberson and Bell (1992)aso noted a few
phonobgical differences between male and female names. In a random sample of given names
for white children in New York state, they foundthat a girl@ name was significantly more likely
to endin ["] while aboy®name was more likely to end in a consonant. As oppased to Slater and
Feinman (1985) however, they saw no significant difference in the distribution of [n], which
those authors had claimed was more likely to bethe find phonene of afemale name.

Incorporating the observations of Slater and Feinman (1985) and Lieberson and Bell
(1992) Barry and Harpe (1995 developal the Phondic Genda Score (PGS), a quantitative
scale tha assignsa postive or negdive value to phonobgical features which appear to correlate
with gende. The scale evaluaes a name on two measures. one score for stress placement and
onefor the name@ find phonene, and the two numbers are addel togeher to produce the find
score. The PGS was designead to produce postive scores for female names and negative scores
for male names; scoring MOis somewhat of an afterthought Thoughsuch a score may indicate
tha the name is less clearly sex-typed, it is undear if the design is intentiond. (DegreesOof

femaleness and maleness are a so represented in the scale; a name tha endsin ["], for example,
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which is an overwhdmingly female characteristic, is given a highe score in the category of find
phonene (+2) than a name which endsafull, unreduced vowel such as [i] (+1). The PGS rubiric,
asit appearsin Barry and Harper (1995812), isreproducd bdow:

Thefirst scale, which applies to the pronungation of the entire name, has thefollowing
SCores:

+2: Theaccent isonthesecondor later syllable. Examples are Nicole and Denise.

+1: Theaccentisonthefirst of three or more syllables. Examples are Brittany and
Christopher.

0: Theaccentisonthefirst of two syllables and the name has fewer than six phonemes.
Examples are Mary and Michael

-1: Thename has onesyllable. Examples are John and James. The names have fewer
than six phonenes.®

-2: Theaccent is on thefirst of two syllables and the name has six or more phonenes.
Examples are Robert and Edward. The names contain more cononants than vowels.”

The second scale, which appliesto thelast phoneane, has thefollowing scores.

+2: Thelast phoneneis the ungressed, mid-central vowel, also called a Gchwa-likeO
vowel sound(Lieberson & Bell, 1992. Examples are Donna and Joshua.

+1: Thelast phoneneisany vowel except theundressed, mid-central vowel. Examples
are Ashley and Andrew.

0: Thelast phonaneis a sonorant cononant, which is either nasal (m, n, or ng) or
resonant (r or [).2 Examples are Kathleen, William, Carol, and Tyler.

-1: Thelast phonene is an obgruent cononant, which is either fricative or affricate.”
Examples are Joseph, Kenneth, James, Mich, and George.

-2: Thelast phonene is aplosve cononant, aso caled astop (p, b, t, d, k, or g).
Examples are Philip, Jeb, Robert, Richard, Mark, and Greg.

® It is suggestive from the example of Michael that the PGS treats diphthongs as a single phoneme, though Barry and
Harper (1995) does not explain why. Michael in fact has six phonemes if the diphthong is interpreted as a sequence
of vowel sounds. (Although Michael could still interpreted as having five phonemes if the second syllable were
treated only as a consonant and a syllabic [], there are no other instances of syllabic[I] in similar names such as
Daniel, which is scored on the PGS as having six phonemes.)

® It isunclear whether having fewer than six phonemes is a condition for assigning a score of -1 or simply an
observation by the authors. Most monosy!labic names will naturally have less than six phonemes due to the syllable
structure of English, which allows for at most three consonants in the onset and two in the coda.

" This statement, too, is redundant, as which suggests that both this and the phoneme description discussed above are
not conditions for scoring, but merely observations of Barry and Harper.

8 Nasals and liquids make up the class Gonorant consonants,Oso it is unclear why this information isincluded.

® Thisis my wording; Barry and Harper seem to have mistakenly classified some fricatives as affricates in their
original text: Orhe last phoneme is an obstruent consonant (f, v, th, s, or z) or africative (sh, ch, or j).OWe can infer
that sk refers to the alveolar fricative, and j to the voiced post-alveolar affricate (the authors do not use IPA in their
article).
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| have presented the scale in full because | will later be commenting onits oversights. In
Barry and Harper (1995) however, there was a significant correlation between a name® PGS
score and the sex of its referent. When applied to a combined corpus of the 100 mos popubr
male and female names from 1950 and 1990, the PGS assignead a postive value to 72% of the
female names and 17% of the male names, and a negative value to 67% of the male names and
5% of thefemale names. Averaged over both years, female names received a mean score of 1.50
and male names a mean of -1.02, which was highly statistically significant. The authors
conceded tha the scale does not always correctly predict a male or female name (Joshua
received a score of +3 and Kathleen a score of -2), citing tha the conventiond use of these
names can easlly override something like phonobgical features, even if those features are salient
cues to gender. Still, the authors emphasize that the strong correlation between a name@ PGS
score and the sex of its referent makes the scale a valuable tool for further applicationsin name
phonobgy.

Recognizing the need for a measure tha would consder name structure as a whole,
withouthaving to isolate key features throughsomewha dubiousordering prindples, Cassidy et
a. (1999) created a conrectionist modd of phorplogical cues to gendea. Connectionist modds
are essentially a nework of interconnected units, theoretically a representation of neura
processing, which can produe powerful and indghtful simulationsof how the mind learns and
evolves. A connectionist modd is ideal for exploring phonobgical cues to gende, because the
modd mug learn to recognize therelationship between the soundstructure of a name and the sex
of its referent, which the nework does by usng probabilistic formulas. These algorithms control
the exchange beween each unit; oncee the modd receives feedback on its peformance it

immediately adjuds its probability base in order to further its chance of achieving the correct
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output in the next trial. This adjugment affects the connection weights, tha is, the strength with
which one unit is connected to and thus influences the outcome of another. Fluctuaion in
connection weights, known as activation, can tell us something about the confidence of the
modd; a strong connection weight between two units represents a high probability that they are
related, and setsin motion of chan of connectionswhich, if themodd has enoughinformation to
calculate the probability of each connection, will produce the correct outpu.

In Cassdy et a. (1999) the connectionist modd employed three layers of smple
computer processing units. the input layer, which congsted of 44 units meant to represent
different phonobgical features (number of syllables, number and location of vowels, consonants,
stress placement, etc.); the output layer, which conssted of 2 units tha represented a mae or
female name; and a iddenOmiddle layer conssting of 15 units tha represented the statistical
and probabilistic relationships beween the input of a name and the output of a gende. The
modd was trained on a corpusof names taken from the Connecticut Category Norms (Battig &
Montague 1969) Of the 235 male names and 255 female names listed in the category norms, 98
were randonly selected and removed from the sample. The modd was trained on the remaining
392 names, and the names that had been removed were used to test the modd after thetraining
period was complete.

Over ten trials, the connectionist modd classified 80% of thetest names correctly, which
was far beyond the chance value for the study. A QorrectOclassification was conddered to be
any ingance in which, given the input of a name, the mean activation score of tha name®@
appropriate gende nodein the output layer was greater than the mean activation score of the
ingopropriate gendea node Thoughthe modd was remarkably accurate in inferring gende from

name phonobgy, even more useful information came from the activation values for each output
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node which indicated how confident the modd was in its decison to classify a given name as
OnaeOor Gemale.OWhile the modd correctly classified both Christopher and Daniel as mae
names, for ingdance, the mean male activation valuefor Christopher (.94) was highe than that of
Daniel (.76). In thisway we can say tha themodd was more confident in labding Christopher a
male name b and because the system had nothing other than name phonobgy as input we can
condude tha Christopher is somehow QnoreO of a phonobgically typica male name than
Daniel (consder, as well, the fact tha Daniel differs from Danielle by stress done which
suggests it may have more feminine phonobgical features than aname like Christopher).

The greatest strength of the connectionist modd liesin its ability to recognize novd cues
to gende previoudy inaccessible to researchers (these are known as Qranstiond probabilitiesO
in the connectionist literature). While studies like Barry and Harper (1995) were forced to
consde individud phonobgica features in isolation, the connettionist modd incorporates all
the relationdhips between the cues, learning not only the patterns discussed earlier, but aso
identifying new interaction effects. The modd in Cassidy et a. (1999) produecd high male
activation scores for names beginning with connant clugers, names containing the sound|[el]
in thar first syllable, and names incorporating the vowels [€] or [1], providing strong evidence
tha these features, too, may be cuesto gende.

The studies presented in this section demondrate tha phonobgical information is
asymmetrically distributed in male and female English names, thoughit is not yet clear if these
paterns are meaningful. Table 1, bdow, presents a summary of the findingsdiscussed thusfar.
We cannot say the features described in the table are salient phonobgica cues to gende,

however, untl we look at thereal strategies speakers use to classify names (see Section 1.4).
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Phonological feature Gender cue Studies supporting

Smaller number of phonemes Male Slater and Feinman (1985); Barry and Harper
(1995)

Smaller number of syllables Male Slater and Feinman (1985); Cutler et a. (1990);
Barry and Harper (1995); Cassidy et al. (1999)

Initial stress Male Slater and Feinman (1985); Cutler et a. (1990);
Barry and Harper (1995); Cassidy et al. (1999)

Consonant final Male Slater and Feinman (1985); Cutler et a. (1990);
Lieberson and Bell (1992); Barry and Harper
(1995); Cassidy et al. (1999)

Stop consonant final Male Slater and Feinman (1985); Barry and Harper
(1995); Cassidy et al. (1999)

Obstruent consonant final Male Slater and Feinman (1985); Barry and Harper
(1995)

Word initial consonant clusters Male Cassidy et al. (1999)

Internal [€] or [1] Male Cassidy et al. (1999)

[ed] infirst syllable Male Cassidy et al. (1999)

Larger number of phonemes Female Slater and Feinman (1985); Barry and Harper
(1995)

Larger number of syllables Femae Slater and Feinman (1985); Cutler et a. (1990);
Barry and Harper (1995); Cassidy et al. (1999)

Greater ratio of open to closed | Femae Slater and Feinman (1985)

syllables

Non-initial stress Femae Slater and Feinman (1985); Cutler et a. (1990);
Barry and Harper (1995); Cassidy et al. (1999)

Vowel final Femae Slater and Feinman (1985); Cutler et a. (1990);
Barry and Harper (1995); Cassidy et al. (1999)

Schwa final Femae Slater and Feinman (1985); Cutler et a. (1990);
Lieberson and Bell (1992); Barry and Harper
(1995); Cassidy et al. (1999)

Sonorant consonant final Femae Slater and Feinman (1985)

Table 1. Possible phonobgical cuesto gendea in English.
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1.3 ORIGINS OF PHONOL OGICAL DIFFERENCE

Though the studies above assert the existence of specifically mae and female name
phonobgy, few offer subgantial explanaion why. Cutler et a. (1990) suggests tha the
differences may be sound symbolic, a notion tha chdlenges one of the mog basic prindplesin
modern linguistics. Soundsymbolism describes a system where, contrary to Saussure@ prindple
of arbitrariness, the meaning of a word may be contained within the phonobgica structure of the
word itself. Saussure (1959) makes the concession tha sound symbolism may exist at the level
of ononetopoea and interjections but points out that such designaionsaso display a certain
amountof arbitrariness (dogsin the U.S. say bow-wow butdogsin France say oua-oua) and exist
at the peipheay of languaye. ANo oneOhe claims, Qlisputes the prindple of the arbitrary naure
of thesign((195968).

As early as 1929, however, Sapir was conduding studies on wha he termed (phoneic
symbolism:Othe link between soundand meaning. Subjects in Sapir@ study were presented with
contrastive pars of psudowords which differed only in thaer vowel sound and asked to
determine which word referred to a large object and which to a small object. He foundthat there
was an overwhdming trend to assodate words containing [a] Btha is, alow back vowel Bwith
large objects, and words containing [i] D a high front vowel B with small objects. OFo put it
roughly,0Sapir conduded, Gertain vowel sE Osoundbigge Gthan others0(1929235. Known as
magnitude Or synesthetic soundsymbolism, therelationship between the structure of a word and
the size of its referent is the mog widdy corroborated form of sound symbolic phenomenon,
especidly the link between high front vowels and diminutive references (see the multitude of

studies cited in Hinton et al. 1994and Nuckolls 1999).
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Ohda (1994) offers both an articulatory and ethological argument for magnitude sound
symbolism; he locates it in the evolution of animalsO communicative facial expressions
expressionsthat influence how soundis producd in certain postions To appear large Bthat is,
as a threat to ond3 enemies P animals often adopt expressionstha produc lower fundamental
frequendes (F,), while a nonthreatening expression such as a stretched mouth Da GmileOPwill
produe a soundwith highe frequendes. Addel to thisis a direct relationhip between the size
of thevoca tract and the qudity of the sounds it can emit; paticularly relevant for this paper,
Ohda notes tha men have a larger vocal cavity than women, which allows them to produee
soundswith lower frequendes, a characteristic he assodates (evolutionaily) with aggressiveness
and threat.

As Nuckolls (1999)notes, however, linguists are notorioudy suspiciousaboutany claims
made by soundsymbolists, as perhgps they should be With the exception of Hinton et a. (1994)
there has been little cross-linguistic examinaion of sound symbolic patterns though many
examples can be foundit has been difficult to fuse the phenomenainto any kind of universal
theory, especially given the dispropottionae concentration of sound symbolism in African
languages and its relative scarcity in languayes such as English (Nudkolls 1999) Even Cutler et
a., which cites Ohda@® (1994)ethological argument for soundsymbolism as a possible factor in
the phonobgical asymmetries between men and women® names,™ is skeptical about the
propostion, admitting that they Gzannot provide a definitive explanaionCfor the paternsin the
study (1990480). Still, many of the other studies that establish a case for sex-typed name

phonobgy seem to agree tha whaever the cause for this distinction, it lies within the structure

19 Cutler et al. (1990) speculates that women are perceived as small and non-threatening, which is symbolized even
in their names.
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of theEnglish languageitself Basilent butimplicit endorsement for soundsymbolism (see Slater
and Feinman 1985;Cassidy et al. 1999)

Hough(2000)attacks Slater and Feinman (1985)and Cutler et a. (1990)for basing thar
andyses of English name phonobgy on wha she argues is an inhegently false premise. These
studies, she writes, erroneoudy assume tha names are fundiondly the same as nours and
behave D syntactically, morphologically, and phonologically B as such. While it is true tha
names opaate as nours (NPs) at the level of sentence structure, Hough points out (notably in
linewith the prindple of arbitrariness) tha Qhe phoneic structure of a word does not depend on
fundion but on derivationO(20003). The various etymological origins of male and female
English names, she argues, differ so drastically from the derivation of mog other English words
tha we should in fact expect them to exhibit a skewed distribution of phonobgical features.

In fact, the phonobgcal paterns observed in studies such as Slater and Feinman (1985)
and Cutler € al. (1990)do fall fairly cleanly aongetymological lines; polysyllabic, vowel-find
words with norrinitial stress are common to Romance languayes, while consonant-find words
with primary initial stress are more typicaly Germanic. Hough (2000) identifies three basic
sources for English names: the Bible, classical mythology, and QrernacularO(that is, Germanic,
Celtic, or Anglo-Saxon) traditions In an andysis of the hunded mos populr names for girls
and boysin England and Wales in 1994, Hough found tha girlsOnames are more likely to be
Latinized while boygDnames are drawn more from Hebraic and Germanic sources. Similar
etymologies are mentionead in severa othe studies. Cassidy et a. (1999) notes tha the find
schwa common to English female names reveals the namesOL atin roots; over 20% of the mogt
popubr girlsOnamesin Lieberson and Bell3 (1992 sample came from French, while the popubr

boy<Onames were drawn from Greek, Hebrew, or GEnglishO(meaning Germanic); and of the 100
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mogt popubr names from 1950 conddered by Barry and Harper (1994) boy€names had more
German, Welsh, Gaelic, or GEnglishQ(in this case, possibly meaning Anglo-Saxon but undear)
roots, while names from Latin or Greek were more common among girls. Slater and Feinman
(1985438) also commented on the fact tha the phonobgical traits they foundin female names
(longe names with nonvinitial stress) Grequently assodate with foreign wordsO though the
study provided no evidence for theclaim. If by Goreign wordsOwe may infer the meaning Qhon-
Germanic wordsO(as English is a Germanic language) thar observation further suppots a now
well-established patern of Classical sources for girlsOnames.

While the etymological differences in men and women® names are undeniable, they do
notinhaently eclipse al other explanaionsfor differences in the namesOphonobgica structure.
Houghclaims historical and social factors are the cause: the Bible, for example, contains a great
number of Hebrew names Bbut, as Houghnotes, mog of the people given namesin theBible are
male, so more boyDnames are drawn from this source, thereby over-representing a specific
(Hebraic) phonobgical péatern in the lexicon of English names. Aside from this ingance,
however, Houghdoes not cite any other conaete evidence for why naming trendsoccur the way
they do, leading to a curious silence on the question of why, in English, male names were
congstently adopted from certain languayes and female names from others. We can observe the
effects of this history, but claiming name etymology as the undelying reason for the name
differences discussed in this pgper is completely circular logic. Surely German and Welsh have a
stock of women@ names, jug as Latin and Greek have male names D why, then, are so many
female names derived only from Latin and so many male names only from German? How did

certain names become popukbr or incorporated into English in thefirst place? Thoughnot within
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the scope of this paper, the answer to these questsonsmay well lead us back to a discussion of
soundsymbolism.

Wha is mog pertinent to the current study is not the cause of the demongdrated sound
paterns but the fact that these sound paterns exist. Regardless of the origin there is subgantial
data to support the fact tha in English, men@ names are phonobgically distinct from women@.
In the absence of a gende-polarized culture such a patern could still be consdered completely
arbitrary. Aswill beexplored in thenext section, however, thereisnontivia daato demondrate
tha English speskers have in fact learned phorologica cues to gende, and tha these cues

influence theways in which we process names.

1.4 EFFECTS OF PHONOL OGICAL DIFFERENCE

Some of the mog convindng evidence for salient phonobgical cues to gender comes
from studies involving novd names. In Alpasch (1917) for ingance, a subject was presented
with a number of invented soundsand asked to describe a person who would have tha name.
While no specific characteristics were asked for in the description, the subject more frequently
commented on the sex of the person with the novel name than on any other trait. In addition to
revealing a strong tendency to link genda with names, even when not asked to do so, the study
also provided preliminary evidence tha soundscan cuedifferent gende assodations

In the absence of any other information aboutaword, it is assumed tha speakers will rely
on phonobgy to infer that word® meaning or grammatical fundion (see Kelly 1992) In a way
this soundbased strategy paralels the learning process of the connectionist modd described in
section 1.2; speakers (or the modd) draw from thar prior linguistic experiences to make

probabilistic inferences aboutwha anew word could mean or be
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Cassidy et al. (1999)tested English-speaking children and adults to see if they would use
phonobgical cuesto gendea in assigning novd names to dolls. They created 9 contrastive (male-
sounding vs. female-sounding) pars of pseudonames tha differed either in thar stress paterns
(e.g.[ "duvet] vs. [du. " vet]), find phonene (Stoka vs. Stokat) or number of syllables (Foop vs.
Falrobon). Subjects were asked to match male and female pgper dolls to a random selection of
the pseudonanes. Overdl, both children and adults matched mae and femae dolls with
pseudonames tha displayed the appropriate male (one syllable, initia stress, stop consonant
find) or female (three syllables, nortinitial stress, vowel find) phonobgical features. Thegende
assignad to the pseudonames by paticipants was mog significantly correlated with the stress
patern of the name. In the absence of any other information about these novd names, the
correlation between the sound structure of a name and the gende it was assigned suggests that
speakers may in fact be employing some of the phonobgical cues discussed previoudy. The
children in the study (average age 4.3 years) made choices very similar to those of the adults,
indicating tha phonobgical cues to gende are learned early in a spesker@ life, mog likely from
expoaure to male and female names and a basic understanding of sex differences.

Cassidy et a. (1999)aso employed a subtler test of gende inference for adult speakers.
As oppo®d to directly asking speskers to report on gende, the authors created sentence
fragments usng 34 mae or female-soundng pseudonames as the subject (condructed in
contrastive pars differing by stress patern, find phonene, or syllable nunmbe), and asked
participants to complete the sentence as they thought appropriate. The choice of pronoun,then,
served as an indicator if the participants classified the name as male or female. Unaurprisingly,
the pronounhe was elicited more by sentence fragments with male-sounding pseudorames, and

the pronoun she €elicited more by sentences fragments with female-soundng pseudonames,
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though, as oppo®d to the previous study, syllable number seemed to be the most significant
factor influendng gende assignment. This second study corroborated the findings of the first:
English speakers have learned phonobgical cuesto gende.

Whissell (2001) condructed pseudorames from a small set of connants and vowels in
phonobgically typical male- or femae-soundng paterns of stress, syllable nunber, and find
phonene. Participants were asked either to classify the 32 randonly condructed names as male
or female, or rate them on a 7-point scale of masculinity. The significant correlation between
independent gende designaions and masculinity ratings suggests tha speskers infer gendea
even from randomly condructed names, and, Whissell condudes, use phonobgica cues in the
absence of other information.

Though the studies above offer logically persuasive results, we mug remain at least
dightly skeptical as to ther reliability. Both Cassidy et al. (1999) and Whissell (2001) assume
tha because thar participants were presented with suppo®dly unfamiliar pseudonanes btha is,
names they had never seen before B they had to be making gende inferences based purely on
name phonobgy. Neither Cassidy et al. nor Whissell, however, consder or discuss the effects
tha name priming may have had on ther subjects. Among the names Cassidy et a. used to test
the adult speakers are Corla, Steban, and Dirg, which could prime for the (conventiondly
recognizable) names Carla, Stephen, and Dirk. ThoughWhissell does not list the names sheused
for he study, she does indude one example of a randomy condructed name from the study B
Meja B which could prime for the name Maya. Without more information on the names in her
study, this example cals into question how much Whissell@ QandomyO condructed

pseudonames resembled more familiar English names. For both Cassidy et a. and Whissell, the
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extent to which priming effects influenced spesker judgnent is unknown, but serves as
ingruction for future research.

Whissdll, furthemore, had subjects read he pssudonames as oppo®d to listening to
them. Thoughthe names were Gpdt in away which encouraged pronundation of the designaed
phonenesO(2001857), thedesign provides no way to control for phonobgical interpretationsof
the written names, an oversight which casts doult on how much we can rely on the study as a
measure of phonobgical cues to gende. Given the paudty of research on phonobgical cuesin
genegd (see Kelly 1992) however, there is little else to draw from; the summaries of these

probable phonobgica cuesto gende are presented in Table 2.

Phonological feature Gender cue Studies supporting

Smaller number of syllables Male Cassidy et al. (1999); Whissell (2001)
Initial stress Male Cassidy et al. (1999); Whissell (2001)
Consonant final Male Cassidy et al. (1999); Whissell (2001)
Stop consonant final Male Cassidy et al. (1999)

Larger number of syllables Femae Cassidy et al. (1999); Whissell (2001)
Greater ratio of open to closed | Femae Whissell (2001)

syllables

Non-initial stress Femae Cassidy et al. (1999); Whissell (2001)
Vowel final Femae Cassidy et al. (1999); Whisell (2001)
Schwa final Femae Cassidy et al. (1999); Whissell (2001)

Table 2. Probable phondogical cuesto gende.

If English speskers have learned phonobgical cues to gende, this knowledge may
influence how parents choos names for ther children. In addition to selecting a gende-

appropriate name for a daughier or son, paents may aso use thar implicit undestanding of
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gende cues to choaose the degree to which a name is sex-typed; the various activation scores of
Cassidy et. d@ (1999) connettionist modd demondrated tha some names, phonologically
speaking, are more masculine or more feminine than others. English speakers seem to employ a
similar comparative scale in judging the attractiveness of names. Garwood et a. (1981)founda
significant postive correlation between a name@® desirability and the degree to which it is
stereotyped as typically male or typically female; the mos populr names are mog often those
tha are also rated as very sex-role appropriate. Slater and Feinman (1985) demondrated this
stereotyped name preference linguistically: when the PGS was tested using the 100 mos popubr
names for men and women in 1950and 1990,they ob<erved tha the more popular names always
received greater PGS scores (in terms of absolute value) Btha is, the populr names contained
more of the heavily weighted phonobgical cuesto gende.

Studies linking name popukrity and sex stereotyping suggest that the attractiveness of a
name lies in its ability to effectively communicate gende P or, at least, it used to. More recent
investigations reflect a growing trend to select unconventiond, and therefore less clearly sex-
typed names for girls. Lieberson and Bell (1992) as discussed previoudy, foundtha uppe- and
middle- class mothers were more likely to select unconventiond names, phanologically or
otherwise, for thar daughters. Alford (1988 asked the mothersin his Oklahoma sample, largdy
arura and lower-middle to middle-middle class group, if it was better to give an unusud name
to aboy or a girl; his subjects overwhdmingly respondel that an unusial name was better for a
girl, with even aslight preference for unusid girlsOnames over common ones. While traditiond,
phonobgically typical boy€Dnames remain the mos desirable for sons (Alford 1988; Slater &
Feinman 1985; Lieberson & Bell 1992) thee is a small but noticeable shift towards the

phonobgical OGnaskingOof gende in girlsOnames (recall also the preference women had for
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more masculine-sounding nicknames in Slater and Feinman). The atypical phonobgical structure
of mos unomnventiond femae names can create weaker gende assodations tha may
unongioudy apped to parents looking to give thar daughters a compsitive edge in
androcentric culture. This interpretation provides an aterndive to the theory tha women®
names are valued as purely QlecorativeOand therefore experience rapid turmnove. The turnove
may indead result from a congdant search to find new, less-sex-typed names for girls. In fact, we
can observe this trend in the use of unisex names in the United States over the past century,
which is examined in the next section.

Thoughan effort to downplay the GeminineOin girlsOnames may initially seem like a
step towards dismantling sex-role stereotypes, it becomes disturbing when one consde's the
stability that typical, traditiond boyDnames continue to enjoy (see Lieberson et a. 2000)
Women@ names are the ones tha are changing, not men(, a practice that suggests women feel

the nead to attenuae obvioudy gendered attributes in order to be taken serioudy or treated

equdly.

1.5 THE STATUS OF UNISEX NAMES IN ENGLISH

Unisex names, aso known as androgynousor sex-ambiguousnames, mug be andyzed
in a historical context, for the mgority of them have drifted away or evolved from other naming
categories ove time. Cross-sex naming, thoughpractically unheard of today, was observed as
least as early as the 13" century, when it was a common practice in England to name daughters
after male saints. Withycombe (1977) reports, Qyirls so named were in fact baptized and called
Philip, Nicolas, Alexande, James & cO(cited in Lieberson et a. 20001250. Cross-sex naming

may have been considered androgynoushistorically, but such a practice did not affect the sex of
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referent of the name B even if a girl was called Philip it was undestood that hers was till the
name of a male saint. Unisex names today are those consdered to be appropriate for both boys
and girls, or, convasdy, thoe names for which any nunbe of reasons lack a clear sex of
referent. Naming your daughier John does not automatically make John a sex-ambiguousname.
If, however, an equd numbe of male and female children were named John in a certain year, it
would indicate a definite trend away from a single-gende correlation for tha name.

Distribution of names, in fact, is the opeating prindple by which Lieberson et a. (2000)
tracked unisex naming throughoutthe past century. Using the Index of Androgyny, an algorithm
tha calculates the sex ratio of a given name based on its distributon between boysand girlsin
any given year, the authors plotted naming trendsin lllinois for every year between 1916 and
1989, as well as 1995, drawing on information from birth certificate records Given previous
discusson on the conventiondity of American naming practices, which indudes clear sex-
typing, it is unsurprising to learn that over the past hundeed years, unisex naming has been
exceedingly rare; for any given name in thar sample, Lieberson et a. (2000 foundtha more
than 97% of children with tha name are of the same gende. Thoughunisex names continueto
be exceptiond, the practice has increased relative to 1916, especially amonggirls. Then, as now,
however, when a name is given to both boys and girls, usage will aways be more popubr for
onegendea. Gendea polarization appears to subveat even unisex naming practices; as Lieberson
et al. (20001274)condude

Androgyny pe seislargdy an unstable state: the names display a certain pullback in the

usage for onesex if the othe onebeginsto take off. Either the male or female usage of

Itg(/eerllane may gan a certain level of acceptance, but rarely do they both reach a smilar

While this statement suggests tha unisex names can D and, in fact, will become

conventiondized as either male or female names, there are very few cases of the former shift.
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Once the names are ungable, the vast mgjority of them become rapidly feminized. Barry and
Harper (1982)tracked names appearing in American and British baby naming booksfrom 1933,
1936,1946,1969,and 1979and foundtha before unisex names become unisex names, they are
usudly exclusvely male names. After enjoying a brief period of acceptance as a unisex name,
however, the names quickly shift to the domain of the exclusvely female. Names such as Kim,
Lindsay, Meredith, and Courtney, for example, were al identified as male names by a majority
of baby name bookspublished between 1933 and 1946, but now are used primarily as female
names. In the interim they were consdered unisex. Allison, Gillian, Ardith, and Shirley were
classified as unisex in the early sources but have since evolved into women® names, while many
of the more familiar unisex names used today B Casey, Corey, Dana, Jamie, and Robin BDwere
earlier listed as male names. There was only a handful of names swimming againg the Onale to
unisex to femaleOcurrent; Marty, for ingance, which was listed as a female name in the 1930s
and Keith, which was once a unisex name, are now used for sons

Barry and Harper (1993) followed up on thar 1982 study by tracking the actud
frequendes of unisex names given in Penng/lvania birthsin 1960and 199Q Like Lieberson et al.
(2000) the authors conduded tha androgynousnaming is hardly popukbr; thoughthe frequency
of names such as Blair, Jordan, Robin and Casey was four times highe in 1990than 1960,the
practice remains ill relatively rare when compared to overall naming trendsfor tha year. Barry
and Harper (199322) interpret the public@ reluctance towards usng androgynousnames as a
reflection on the fundion of names,; the advantages of sex-typed (tha is, conventiondized)
names, they argue is that they Qdistinguish] the owner from al people of the opposte sex,0
which they consder Ga useful attribute.OIndeed, in a world where men own the majority of

companies, run the mgjority of universities, and fill the majority of govenment offices (Acker
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2004) having a name tha distinguishes oneas a man is quite a ussful attribute. Sex-typing may
not be as advantageousfor women, however, which is perhgps why the study foundtha when
unisex names are given, they are aways more popular for girls, and remain so for longe periods
of time.

Apat from sodo-cultural bases of androgynousnaming, there also exists a linguistic
explanaion for the evolution of unisex names. Barry and Harpe (1982) identified 32 unisex
names tha, prior to 195Q had been identified as exclusvely male. When Cassidy et a. (1999)
submitted these names to thar connectionist modd, they found that ther female activation
scores were significantly highe than the mean female score for the male names in Battig and
Montague (1969) D i.e., they were more typicaly female in ther phonobgy. The high female
activation scores for unisex names that had previoudy been exclusvely (historicaly) male b
such as Dana, Corey, Sandy, or Jerry Dsuggests that a structural similarity to female names (or,
at least, adissimilarity to male names) may encouragelexical drift in otherwise conventiondized
male names. Furthe suppot for this hypotesis came from another roundof testing; 27 female
and 11 male names identified as unisex before 1950 (Barry & Harpe 1982)were submitted to
the modd. The male names producd significantly lower female activation scores, which could
explain why they resisted the feminization tha occurred with the other previoudy unisex names.

The phonobgical similarities between unisex and female names, as demongrated by the
high female activation scores the names produce in the connectionist modd, slighty contradict
Lieberson et a.3 (20001266)claim tha unisex names evolve from what they term Qunanchored
namesOP names with a lack of sex-typed characteristics. These indudenovd names, pet nanes

or diminutives taken as given names, names with less sex-typed phonobgy, or names tha
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became unisex throughparallel but nonrelated paths™ Looking at the ways in which Cassidy et
a.@ (1999) connetionist modd learned (and identified new) phonobgical cues to gende,
however, we might arguetha with so many possible paternsin English name phonobgy, there
can be no such thing as a gende-neutra sound pattern. Because the naming system is aready
conventiondly sex-typed, al possible phonobgical paterns could fall under a certain gendeed
category Bwe may have jus not recognized them yet. If this were the case a unisex name would
survive only by convention. The possibilities of such a condition are explored in the research

section of this pgper.

2.1 THE PHONETIC GENDER SCORE AND PHONOL OGICALLY TYPICAL ENGLISH NAMES
The Phondic Genda Score (PGS), discussed in section 1.2, was created by Barry and
Harper (1995)in an attempt to weigh the phonobgical features tha seemed to correlate mos
closly with aname® gende. Thescaleis designa to predict the sex of referent of a name based
on nothing more than its sound structure. Other than citing the work of Slater and Feinman
(1985) and Lieberson and Bell (1992, and vagudy referring to the 50 mog popular men and
women(@ names of 1960and 1990 (source unknown) however, the authors offer no details as to
the logic by which they created thar scale. While some scoring decisions are consistent with
previous literature, such as the overwhdming tendency for female names to end in a schwa
(which receives a score of +2 for the find phoneme section), it remains undear why, for
example, the authors decided to assign a nunmerical value of only -1 to the monog/llabic names,

which Slater and Feinman (1985 indicate is avery male phonobgical feature.

1 Sych an example is Robin, which was originally a diminutive of Robert but also came to be used as a girl& name
due to a nineteenth century trend of naming daughters after birds (Lieberson et a. 2000:1271).
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The PGS aso contains several questionable phonobgical errors, mog notably the
authorsOconflation of fricatives and affricates and ther treatment of diphthongsas a single
phonene (problems which could be ameliorated somewha if the authors had mentioned the
logic behind these choices). Also, as discussed in the foototes to section 1.2, a great deal of
redundant information is induded in the PGS, and it is undear if Barry and Harper undestand
tha these statements can be only observationsand not requirements of the scoring system. Some
of these problems, which undemine the authorsOcredibility, may result from the fact tha the
PGS was published in Sex Roles, which, thoughpeer-reviewed, is notajournd of linguistics. As
aresult theauthors did not use the IPA for phonenic representations creating some confuson as
to exactly wha soundsthey were referring to throughoutthe article.

ThoughPGS scores in Barry and Harper (1995)significantly correlate with the gende of
the names being tested, the scale does not offer the same kinds of ingghts as a connectionist
modd. Because the scale codes for a very limited number of phonobgical features in isolation
(stress and find phonene), it can never tell us anything about other possible cues to gender.
Furthermore, having only nine possible total scores for each name greatly diminishes the strength
of any within-group comparisonsfor a data set.

Thevaue of the PGS, then, liesin its pragmatism. As arelatively smple scale to apply
the PGS can be extremely useful to researchers and students without access to, or knowledgeof,
connettionist modds. This study evauaes the potentia of the PGS for future applications by
testing its predictive ability agang a new corpusof names. Origindly, Barry and Harper (1995)
applied the PGS to the 100 most popuar men and women® names from 1960 and 1990. The
current study applies the PGS to the 100 mog phonologically typical men and women@® names

from Cassidy et a. (1999.
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Methods

In their 1999 study, Cassidy et a. induded in the appendix a list of men and women(3
names tha, when submitted to the conrectionist modd, €elicited the 50 highest and 50 lowest
activation scores for thar gende. The names tha produced the highest activation scores Bthat is,
the highest level of confidence in the modd B were interpreted as the mogs phonobgically
typical for thar genda. Cassidy et. a inadvertently repested one of the femae names on ther
list, and as a result reported 49 total female names and 50 total male names. These names
became the inputfor a new test of the PGS; the names were phonenicaly transcribed, and the
scoring system, reproduced in section 1.2, was applied to each name to produe a PGS score.*
Results

The PGS correctly predicted the gende of 94% of the male names and 82% of thefemale
names. It gave scores of O to the remaindea of the femae names (18%) and 4% of the male
names, as well as giving a score of +1 to Christopher, which was also an outlier in Barry and
Harpe (1995) Averaged togeher by gende, the PGS score was negdive for male names (M = -
2.64," = 1.13) and postive for female names (M = 2.32," = 143). Statigtica andysis was
performed usgng SISA (Smple Interactive Statistical Andysis), an online program developeal by
a former professor at the University of Edinbumgh (http://home.clarand/sisal/). The results
wavered on the cus of statistical significance (F=1.6, p=.05).

Conclusions

12 Asdiscussed in section 1.2, the PGS erroneously evaluates diphthongs as a single phoneme (or at least, if the
authors had a argument for doing so, they do not explain it). Asthereis not space here enough to address
phonological theories of vowels and vowel sounds, an evaluation of the status of diphthongsin English with respect
to the issue of gender in names will not be attempted. Instead, for the sake of consistency in testing, diphthongs were
treated as a single phoneme when transcribing the names from Cassidy et al. (1999), and, in section 2.2., the names
from Lieberson et al. (2000).
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The PGS predicted the gende of the phonobgcally typical names with greater accuracy
than it did for the popular names used in Barry and Harper (1995) The depth of the errors
committed by the scale were less egregiousas well; there was only oneoutlier, while the rest of
the misclassifications resulted from assigning sex-typed names a neutral score. On average,
phonobgically typical male and female names respectively produced greater negaive and
postive PGS scores than the populbr names in Barry and Harpe (1985) Althoughthe results
were not condusve, possibly dueto sample size, the greater accuracy of the scale and thelarger
scores of the phonobgically typical names lend suppot to the clam tha the PGS correctly

weighsthe mog telling phonobgcal cuesto gende.

2.2 THE PHONETIC GENDER SCALE AND POPULAR UNISEX NAMES

This study repests the methodobgy of section 2.1, but indead of drawing from a sample
of phonobgically typical English names, it uses the PGS to andyze popubr English unisex
names as identified by Lieberson et. al (2000. The PGS scale has never been applied specifically
to androgynousnames B nor, perhaps was it designal to. There are two phonobgical features to
which Barry and Harper assign a score of 0: adisyllabic name with fewer than six phonenes and
primary initia stress, and a name tha endsin a sonorant cononant. This does not necessarily
imply tha the authors consde those traits nonsex-typed. Indead, the O score is given to
phonobgical paternstha occur a relatively equd ratesin both male and female names. But if a
very postive score on the PGS predicts a female name and a very negaive score predicts a male
name, shouldn®a score of 0 should, theoretically, predict a unisex or sex-ambiguousname? This
study evaluaes how PGS will treat populr unisex names.

Methods
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Lieberson et a. (2000) set forth the following criteria for identifying popular unisex
names in thar sample: a name had to appear in thetop 200 names for boysand for girlsin New
York state at some point between theyears 1916and 1985,and 1995 Bthoughnot necessarily in
the same year (this, in fact, rarely hgppened). Of the names listed on the dmog eleven million
birth certificates in ther sample, only 45 met these requirements. These names were
phonenicaly transcribed, and the scoring system discussed in section 1.2 applied to each name
to produce a PGS score.

Results

The PGS classified 56% of the unisex names as female and 29% as male. Only 15% of
the names received a score of 0. To say tha the PGS made incorrect predictions however, is not
exactly useful; it wasfairly obviouseven before this evaluaion tha the scale was not designed to
accommodéae unisex names. The results only make tha fact clearer; on average the unisex
names taken from Lieberson et a. (2000)received a dighty positive PGS score (M = .31," =
1.20), but thewild variance in the scores of each individud name cancelled out any meaningful
condusonswe might draw from this number. When compared with both the male and female
names from the previousstudy, no significant differences were foundbetween the groups (usng
SISA, when compared with the male PGS scores, F = .70, p = .88; when compared with the
female PGS scores, F=1.13,p =.33).

Conclusions

Barry and Harper (1999 never claimed tha the PGS would be appropriate for unisex
names, athoughit seems like a naural extenson of ther logic. Tha the PGS classified a
plurality of populr unisex names as female, however, is not necessarily a Onistake.Olndeed,

given the success of the scale in predicting the gendea of phonobgically typical names, these
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numbers suggest more about the features of unisex names than they do about the faults of the
PGS. Recdll thelinguistic argument for the feminization of names madein Cassidy et a. (1999;
structural similarities to female name phonobgy may encouragelexical shift from male to unisex
and from unisex to female names. Thus it is not surprising tha popular unisex names from
Lieberson et a. (2000) some of which may have origindly been male names, should display
more typically female phonobgical features.

Jud asit is clear from this study that unisex names do not always dlicit a score of O onthe
PGS, a score of 0 on the PGS does not necessarily predict a unisex name. More often, it
classifies a name tha is smply less sex-typed phonologically, either because it has distinctive
features of both male and female names (such as Sandra, which contains primary initial stress
but endswith a schwa) or because it contains features that are equdly distributed between men
and women@® names. Barry and Harper (1995)describe such features in the PGS scoring system,
butit is undear what data they are drawing from to make their claims. Wha would these less
sex-typed names look like? Would they be truly gende ambiguou® These questionsform the

basisfor my find study.

2.3 USING THE PHONETIC GENDER SCORE TO GENERATE UNISEX NAMES

As demondrated in section 2.1, the PGS is highly sengtive to the sex of referent for
phonobgically typical male and female names. One application of the PGS tha has not been yet
explored in theliterature, however, isusng theweighted elements of the scale to construct novd
but phonobgicaly pumposful names. This study uses the PGS to generate pseudonanes
specifically designal to beless sex-typed, and then presents the names to naive English speakers

for classification.
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The idea of a Qypicd unmnventiond nameO of course, is an oxymoron B
unonventiond names, which indudethose tha are less sex-typed, are by definition suppo®d to
exist outsde of established linguistic or soda practices. As we have seen both in Cassidy et al.
(1999) and in section 2.2 above however, even unmnventiond names have some features in
common. It may be tha we as speskers seek out these similarities as cognitive strategies,
recognizing visud, sodal, and lingustic paterns as a way to identify and sort categories as
condantly shifting as gende.

| predict that, dueto an androcentrism present even in naming, speakers will classify sex-
ambiguous pseudonames as feminine only because they do not reflect male-identified
phonobgical paterns Such behavior would suppat Barry and Harper@ (1982,1993)andysis of
the evolution of androgynousnames, as well as providing a linguistic explanaion for the
ingability of androgynousnames described in Lieberson et al. (2000) These results would aso
offer further evidence tha name phonobgy plays a significant role in the rapid feminization of
sex-ambiguousnames, suggested by Cassidy et. al (1999)

Methods

Asdiscussed in section 2.2, a name scored on the PGS can receive afind score of zero in
two ways. It can receive a null score for both the stress and find phoneme portionsof the scale
(such as Devin), or it can receive opposte values on each portion of the scale which, when added
togeher, cancel each other out (such as Sandra, cited above. The second method will not be
consdeed hee. Indead, in order to create theleast sex-typed names possible, this study focuses
only on the phonobgical features for which Barry and Harper (1995)claim equd distribution in

both male and female names.
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For thefirst portion of the PGS scale, which applies to stress, a name will recelve a score
of O only if it is bi-syllabic, containsfewer than six phonenes (where diphthongsare andyzed as
a single phoneane) and places stress on thefirst syllable. For the second pat of the scale, which
applies to find phonene, a name will recelve a score of zero only if it endsin one of the
following sonorants: [m], [n], ['] ,[ ], or[l].

In order to create a template for sex-ambiguouspseudonanes that would fit the criteria
described in Barry and Harper (1995) | started by listing all the possible syllabic structures the
pseudoname could have, usng thefollowinglogc:

The pseudoname had to contain less than six phonemes. Because men® names tend to
have fewer phoneanes (Slater & Feinman 1985; Barry & Harper 1995 | did not want to use a
template with an absolute minimum number, and decided indead tha tha every pseudonane
would contain exactly five phonenes, fulfilling the condraint withoutintroduang other possible
structural cuesto gende into thename.

Knowing the name would have exactly five phonemes, a numbe of possible syllable
structures presented themselves. The name mug be bi-syllabic, and the last syllable mug be
closed (because it will be a sonorant connant). Within those condraints a number of variations
can occur:

(1) v.cvece

(2) v.ccve

(3) vc.cve

(4)cv.cve

(5) cvvce

(6) CCVVC
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While the syllabificationsin (1) b (4) are given Band, inded, will follow from genera
phonobgical princples, we run into a problem with (5) and (6), both of which contain a
sequence of vowels. Typically, when two words or morphanes ending in a vowel are
concatenaed, a glide will arise between them, causng one of the vowels to diphthongize.™®
There do exist English words, however, tha onecould argue contain two distinct vowel sounds
withoutany intervocalic glide congder cawing or oil, for indance. These structures are so rare,
however, and so scarce in name phonobgy, that it seems appropriate to exclude them from the
possible templates of pseudonames. This leaves us with the templates in (1) B (4), to which we
can add appropriate vowels and cononants.

Pseudonanes were produed wusing the random integer program at
http://www.randomorg, an externdly reviewed true randomnunbe generator hoged by Trinity
College Dublin. To generate the names, each soundin the phonene inventory of English (as
described in Ladefoged 2000) was nunmbered consecutively 1-34. Vowels were assigned the
values 1-12 and connants the values 13-34. The sonofant cononants[m], [n], ['] , [ ], and[l],
specifically, received the values 13-17. The randominteger generator alows the user to chooe
the range of integers from which it will select nunbers, so when a randomvowel was needed,
such as the first phoneane in (1), the system was asked to generate a value between 1 and 12;
when a consonant was needed, such as the third phonene in (3), the system was asked to
genegate a vaue beween 13 and 34; and when one of the five sonorant connants was needed
to close the name, as was the case in al thetemplates, the system was asked to generate a value
between 13 and 17. Every randominteger was matched to its correspondng phonene, and the

result formed the basis of anovd pseudoname.

13 At least, this is how most diphthongs are treated in Chomsky and Halle (1968). Lass (1984) argues they should be
analyzed as vowd clusters.
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In the case tha random phonene selection violated English phonobgica rules
(produang the cluger [!k], for example, in the onst of the second syllable in (2)), or
compromised the structure of the pseudonamne (generating the same cononant twicein arow in
(2) or (3), which, because English does not have double or long phonemes, would reduce to only
onephonene) the generator was asked to randonly select agan. This process was repeated untl
an acceptable combination was producd.

A trial run generating ten pseudorames for each template was conduded for the purposes
of troubleshooing. A number of problems were immediately identified in thetemplates (1) B(3).
First, and perhgos most importantly, for al our talk of name phonobgy the pseudonanes
producd in these templates did not Gounddlike names. Althoughthey were phonobgically
possible in English, the pssudonames soundel completely foreignin away | feared might tamper
with the results of the experiment, which attempts to gauge how speakers classify novd names,
not noved sounds(which is that pseudonames like [iz.kul] or [ w.tu!] amountd to). Second, it
was exceedingly difficult to randonly generate acceptable cononant clusters in (2); it seemed
more worthwhile to indead subsume the syllable structure of (2) unde tha of (3). The three
templates also al began with vowels, which is a vast overrepresentation of vowel-initial name in
English; Slater and Feinman (1985) noted that in ther sample of 489 English names, less than
5% began with a vowel. For these reasonsit was decided tha (1) D(3) would be excluded from
the experiment design, which left (4) as the mog acceptable template for the pseudonames. The
template described by (4), inddentally, generated the most Ghame-likeOnames in the triad run
(such as [fi.w¥4] and [ta. 34]), and avoided the headache of produdng permissible consonant

clugers.*

14 A tendency to avoid consonant clusters is fact common to most of the world@ languages.
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Evaluaing the experiment design again, | realized tha it would be hdpful to put further
condraints on the pssudonames to make them as sex-ambiguousas possible. While the PGS
incorporates the mogt widely cited phonobgical differences between men and women® names,
there remain many features tha the scale does not take into account, such as those broughtto
light by Cassidy et a.@ (1999) connectionist modd. Names with initial consonant clusters,
containing [e] or [ ] interndly, or which induded [e ] in the first syllable of name producd
high male activation scores, suggesting that these features may be cues to gende. The syllabic
structure of the template prohibits word initial consonants clusters, as well asinduding[e ] in
thefirst syllable of name. | decided, however, to also remove the sounds[e] and[ ] as possible
vowels for the pseudonamnes in orde to avoid any possible cue contaminaion. Excluding these
two vowels lowered the phoneme inventory by two, and the assignment of nunbes to
phonenes, as well as the different ranges for the random integer generator, were adjusted
accordingly.

15 pseudonames were geneaated from the template in (4), two of which B [5.t"n] and
[g%jul] DB were replaced due to the paossibility of priming for the names Seaton and Gail,
respectively. The 15 find pseudonanes were recorded aongwith the 15 most populr boysJand
girlsOnames from 1987 (taken from the Soda Security Administration® GPopular Baby NamesO
webste, www.ssa.gov/OACT/babynanes). These names, taken from 1987in order to befamiliar
to a college-age popuktion bom in the mid-1980s(the anticipated paticipant pool), were to
serve as adistracter task for the study (see discussion bdow). Each name was assigned a nunber
between 1 and 45, which the random integer generator then ordered in a list. The resultant
random sequence of names was recorded by two naive English speakers, one male and one

femae, who aternated naming each item. The speakers were indructed to place initial stress on
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al the psaudonanes and were given ample time to practice ther pronungation before recording
took place.

15 male and 15 female undegraduaes (mean age = 209 years), al naive speakers of
English, participated in the study (N=30). All subjects were compensated for ther participation.
The students were given a questionnare and told they would hear a series of names, some of
which would befamiliar and some of which would not They were to indicate if they thoughtthe
name bdongeal to a boy or a girl by marking the appropriate box on ther questionnare (see
appendix). Participants heard the names twice; on thefirst trial they made thar judgmnents, and
on the second trial they were given the option of indicating which choices they were unsure
about by circling thar first answer. They were not alowed to change thar initia answers,
however. The pace of the recording is brisk; only a few secondslapse beween each name in
orde to solicit a fast, inginctive response from the subjects. In al but oneingance the pace of
the recording was not a problem for the participants, onemale subject hesitated too long on one
of the psaudonames and missed the oppotunity to mark his choice for tha name on the
guestionnare.

Results

For the pumoss of datistical andysis, partticipant respongs were convated into
numerical values. Gende classificationsfor each name were represented by oneof two vaues; if
asubject assigned male gende to aname it received avalue of 0, while a name tha was assigned
female gendea was given a value of 1. With 30 participants, then, the overall gende assignment
for each name was represented by the average of thoe 30 values. An average closer to 0
represents a conensus tha it is a more of male name, while an average closer to 1 represents

more of female name (as judgal by the subjects). There was complete conenaus on the gendea's
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thefamiliar names used in the distracter task. Mean gende assignments (MGASs) for each of the
15 psaudonames are shown in Table 3; genda assignments for the pseudonanes taken as a

whole (449trias) are shown in Table 4.

Mean gender assignment
Pseudonames Male subjects | Femalesubjects | Total subjects
(N=15) (N=15) (N=30)
[ w%n 1] A3 .20 a7
[ ki.vul] 31 A3 23
[ g p"!] .50 .07 .30
1. 1 .38 20 .30
[ kug n] .38 .20 .30
[ p v'm] .38 27 .30
[ n f'm] 31 33 33
[ # .jul 53 27 .38
[ z v'm] 31 A7 40
[ vos¥d] .50 40 43
[ #uf¥m] 56 40 A7
[ s w ] .38 .60 .50
[ z .du] .63 53 57
[ tif '] .69 .60 .63
[ p 2% ] .69 73 .70

Table 3. Mean gendea assignments for individud pseudonanes (male = 0, female =1).
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Mean gender assignment

Male subjects (N =224 trials) A7

Female subjects (N = 225 trials) .36

Total subjects (N =449 trias) 40

Table 4. Mean gendea assignments for pseudonames overall (male =0, female =1).

Using SISA, a T-test was attempted to compare the observed mean individud and overall
gende assignments with an expected mean of .50 (the null hypothesis). SISA was unable to
produe a p-value for the daa, however, which prevents us from evaluding its statistical
significance. We can, however, note some suggestive trends

Oveadl, paticipants inferred maeness from the psudonanes (MGA = .40), and
classified the names as male 59% of time. Though the names were judged as GnoreOmale by
women (MGA = .36) than by men (MGA = .47), both groupsreached near-unanimousconsensus
on which names were male and which were female; they differed only in the classification of 3
pseudonanes. [@& .jul], [Guf¥m], and [@ .w I]. Except in the case of [@ .w I], mde
subjects inferred female genda from these pseudonamnes, while female subjects thought they
were male. There were aso three cases in which the MGA of a pseudonane was perfectly
neutral; [o.s¥4] and [@ .p"!] received MGAs of .50 from the men, and [ s .w I] was
produed a MGA of .50 overdl, which might make it the least sex-typed name in the study.
Without an andysis of the variance in these scores, however, it is impossible to know if
[ s .w I] istruly any less sex-typed than, say, [ z .v'm] (MGA = .40), or if the overdl
inference of malenessis truly meaningful.

Female gende was inferred by both men and women from only three pseudonames:

[@ I, [Gf 1], and[® .z% ]. [® .z% ] was judgal as OnogOfemale overall (MGA =
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.70), as well as within each group,and was theonly nameinthesettoendin[ ]. There was no
obviouscorrelation, however, between any name® phonobgical structure and its MGA (i.e., the
study unearthed no new phonobgcal cuesto gender).

No andysis was conduded on which of the tha elicited uncertainty on the pat of the
subjects, or the frequency of such doubt Anecdotaly | can say tha a large numbe of
paticipants circled al the pseudonanes when listening to the recording a second time. The
option to indicate uncertainty in the experiment, however, fundioned mainly to put participants
at ease in making what was often a difficult choice, andis nat thefocusof study here.
Conclusions

Though we can speculate on wha, if anything, this study may indicate, without a
measure of the kind of numbers tha would be meaningful we mug temper our condusons
While the data does not appear to suppot my initial hypothesis, it does not completely disprove
it. If theovedl trend to infer maleness from the pseudonames in the study is in fact significant,
however, two interpretations follow, depending on one3 evaluaion of the PGS and Barry and
Harpe (1995)

1) The phonobgical features Barry and Harpe (1995) clam are equdly distributed
between men and women@ names are in fact cues to gende, as demongrated by the
ovewhdming classification of names with these features as male.

2) The phonobgical features Barry and Harper (1995) clam are equdly distributed
between men and women@® names are truly gende neutral, so the conensus tha the
pseudonames signd male gende mug come from another source.

The second (hypohetical) case may well be another consquence of androcentrism;

when presented with truly gende-ambiguousnames speakers, unable to comprehend a category



Fredrickson 51

of pesonhoodfree from genda, immediately project male genda onto the names, because
maleness is wha we have come to take as the norm in any situation where gende is unknown.
Consdder othe situaions in which gende is masked, often by obsuring one® given name:
forms of address such as Dr. or Prof., authors who use ther initials only (J.K. Rowling), the
practice, common on sports teams, to refer to someone only by thdr surmname ((Hey
Fredrickson!Q, etc. Anecdotally, at least, | would arguetha speskers tend to infer male gende
in themajority of these situaions

These are questionsfor future research, however (discussed in thefollowing section). The
mog hdpful discussion we can have on the current study is to catalogueits faults. Regardless of
the study@significance, thefollowing concerns mugt be noted:

The design of the expeaiment is itself somewha resistant to statistical andyss.
Participants assigned a pseudoname to oneof two discrete gendea categories, as oppogd to usng
a more continuousmeasure such as a 7-point masculinity scale (as in Whissell 2001) Using a
scale may have producd more sophisticated, decipheaable results;, when only two options are
used, factors such as variance become less valuable indicators of significance. The technique
used in the experiment, however, more closely represented real world conditions

Tha the pseudonames seem to signd maleness could, in part, result from the problem of
name priming. Althoughl screened the pseudonames for any assodationsthey might have with
other names, and even endad up replacing 2 names that seemed too familiar to English speakers,
several subjects in the experiment later commented tha the name [v34n 1] sounde like Ronald
and[® . 1] like Herschel, which may have affected their impression of the name. Apart from

these more overt assodations even, it is difficult to control for name priming; subjects have been
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exposd to al kindsof names and even a small phonobgical feature | may not recognized could
remind them of aconventiondly sex-typed name.

Lastly, related to the problem of name priming, was a tendency by subjects to assume
tha the novd-sounding pseudonames were in fact names from another language After they had
completed the experiment, some participants inquired why | had induded Arabic names in my
sample, while others thoughtthe pseudonanes were African or Vietnamese. Althoughtheall the
pseudonames were pemissible in English phonology, it does not follow tha they were
bdievable,Oper se, as actud English names. English name phonobgy may have more complex
requirements for admission. Thus despite efforts to the contrary, this experiment may have been
more of a study of novd sounds than a study of novd names. When replicating the study, care
should be taken to carefully screen the pseudorames for any othe naming associations and

stress to the participants tha the names they will hear are all GEnglishOnames.

3.1 DIRECTIONSFOR FUTURE RESEARCH

Wha are the effects of unisex names? Thoughthis pgper has dedlt extensvely with the
phonobgical structure and historical trends of gende-ambiguousnames, it can only raise a
hypotesis as to how such names opeaate in a sodo-cultural context. Evidence presented in this
pape suggests tha the mos significant work a unisex name can do is mask the gende of its
referent, which makes such names risky for men, who have much to gain by being recognized as
male, and attractive for women, who (as well as men) often face sex role stereotyping at the very
level of thar name (Duffy & Ridinge 1981) Obscuring the gende of a name seems to lead to
masculine assodationsby default; it would be useful to investigae in wha situaionsof gende-

masking these inferences are made. 1n Goldbag® famous1968study (cited in Duffy & Ridinge
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1981) booksby female authors were rated more favorably when the author@ name was changed
to tha of a man. Wha would happen if the gendea of the author were merely obscured, as
oppowd to radically changed? Would the books still be rated more favorably? Thee are a
number of studies tha could be undertaken to explore the effects of masked gender in contexts
such as academia (are female academics more likely to mask thear gender in publications by
ugngtitlesor initias?) or the workplace (is awoman more likely to be hired if sheuses only her
initials on her resume or job application?. These studies could also be repeated using unisex
names to see how the masking effect changes.

In addition to studying the effects of unisex names, there is much work to be doneon
how speskers respondto an absence P or at least a lessening D of sex-typed characteristics in
names. One such response may be to artificialy create paterns tha signd gende for those
names; a large number of unisex names use different spdling conventions depending on whom
thenameisto apply to. Thoughnames such as Joe and Jo are homonymic, for example, they are
clearly sex-typed in thar spdlings Speskers, | sugect, are eithe unale or unwilling to
conceive of names outside of the gende binay and, if not given phonobgica or conventiond
cues by which to infer the gendea of a name, will employ sex-typing in othe systems, such as
spdling. Theinterval at which these reactionstake place may inform us of the degree to which
speakers desire clearly sex-typed names. Working from primary sources such as baby naming
books future studies could attempt to identify the time lapse beween the year when a unisex
name is accepted (first listed) as unisex, and the year in which different spdlingsfor male and
female forms of name are introduced.

Much can aso be donewith the pseudonames generated in the study in section 2.3. To

explore the desirability of less sex-typed names for men and women, a useful application of these
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names could involve polling speskers on whether the pseudonanes are retterOgirlsOnames or
boygnames. | hypohesize that the names would be rated as better names for girls, even though
speakers seemed to infer maleness from them in the first study Bin fact, this inference may be
consdered advantageous. Despite thar possible cues to gende, | suspect that the names are not
sex-typed enoughto be desirable boyOnames.

In order to strengthen any claims we want to make about naming and gendea at the
theoretical level, more work mug also bedoneon namingin a cross-cultural perspective, such as
Alford@ (1988) study of persond naming practices. Thoughthe majority of the groupsin his
sample sex-typether names, 15% do not How does this practice affect thar gendea system? To
gan anon-ora viewpoint, studies of name signsin thedeaf community, which are notthoughtto
signd gende, may also bewarranted.

Phonobgical cues to meaning of any kind have been notorioudy undestudied (Kelly
1992349), posibly dueto thar assodationswith sound symbolism. While this pgpe outlines
the more important works on phonobgical cues to gende in Endish, few studies have been
conduded on cues to gender in the naming systems of other languayes. Such cross-linguistic

compaisonsare essential for the development of a coheaent theory of naming.

4.0 FINAL THOUGHTS. ON GENDER AND SENSEL ESSNESS

Much ink has been spilled over the difference between propa nounsand common nouns
(see Zelinky 2002for an overview); how can names have sense Bthat is, the connottive value
of mog nouns B when they lack unique applicability? As Linky (1963, cited in Coaes
2006362) points out, GPropa names are usudly (rather) common ones.OThe relatively small

concentration of boygOnames in the United States is a prime example of this problem; if there are
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roughy 5 million people named John living in the United States
(http://www.howmanyofme.com), it is obviousthat the prope name John is not made QoropaO
by its ability to denote uniqudy. As Codes (2006)points out, prope nounscan denote thingsor
people contextudly B but the link with thar referent is arbitrary. For this reason, Codes argues,
propa names are pure referential expressions and as such have no sense. This does not mean
they will be interpreted as meaningless, however; the qudity of beng a prope noun (wha
Coates calls (propahoodis, he condudes, entirely pragmetic.

The category of gendea poses a seriousthreat to Coaes@ argument, however; sex-typed
names appear to have conequences, which means they may have sense: they connot the sex of
their referent. Coates attempts to dismiss these inferences as Qonventiond expectations)
(2006364). While convention, as we know, plays a large role in establishing the gende of a
name, we have also seen evidence in this pgoe tha name phonobgy can be highly influential,
and is (congioudy or unmngioudy) manipulated by speskers to affect how they will be
perceived by others. Names may be highly pragmatic, but they do contain some (structural)
sense. Curioudy enough,the idedl unisex name b onetha signds absolutely nothing about the
sex of its referent Dseems to fit better into CoatesOmodd of what names do (thé is, nothing).

What does it mean for a name to be meaningful? In many ways, as Coaes arguses, it is
only the effect of a name tha matters D it can signd gende, as we have seen in this pape, as
well as race and class, which can work to the advantage of thos with privileged names. The
concept of gende is similarly pragmatic; only its unjug effects, wroughtby a culture of sexud

difference, make it visible, worth studying, and worth changing.
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APPENDI X

Thefollowingisthequestionnare used in thestudy in section 2.3

Y ou will hear the list of names twice. Thefirst time you hear the names, mark only whether you think the name you
hear is the name of aboy or agirl. The second time you hear the names, you may indicate any answersyou are
unsure about by circling the number of the name, but do not change your answers.

1. [ 1Boy []Girl 24. [ 1Boy []Girl
2. [ 1Boy []Girl 25. [ 1Boy []Girl
3. [ 1Boy []Girl 26. [ 1Boy []Girl
4, [ 1Boy []Girl 27. [ 1Boy []Girl
5. [ 1Boy []Girl 28. [ 1Boy []Girl
6. [ 1Boy []Girl 29. [ 1Boy []Girl
7. [ 1Boy []Girl 30. [ 1Boy []Girl
8. [ 1Boy []Girl 31. [ 1Boy []Girl
0. [ 1Boy []Girl 32. [ 1Boy []Girl
10. [ 1Boy []Girl 33. [ 1Boy []Girl
11. [ 1Boy []Girl 34. [ 1Boy []Girl
12. [ 1Boy []Girl 35. [ 1Boy []Girl
13. [ 1Boy []Girl 36. [ 1Boy []Girl
14. [ 1Boy []Girl 37. [ 1Boy []Girl
15. [ 1Boy []Girl 38. [ 1Boy []Girl
16. [ 1Boy []Girl 39. [ 1Boy []Girl
17. [ 1Boy []Girl 40. [ 1Boy []Girl
18. [ 1Boy []Girl 41. [ 1Boy []Girl
19. [ 1Boy []Girl 42, [ 1Boy []Girl
20. [ 1Boy []Girl 43. [ 1Boy []Girl
21. [ 1Boy []Girl 44, [ 1Boy []Girl
22. [ 1Boy []Girl 45, [ 1Boy []Girl

23. [ 1Boy []Girl



