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7KH SUHVHQW SDSHU H[DPLQHV PDUULDJIH YHUEV LQ 6HU%R&URDILDQ %&0O6  LQ FRQIH[IV SHU
IIDLQLQJ WR VDPH VH[ FRXSHV ODUULDJH YHUEV LQ %&O6  KDYH JHQGHUHG VXEFDIHIJRULVDHLRQV
IRU WKHLU DUIXPHQW URRWHG LQ WUDGLILRQDO KHIHURQRUPDILYH PDUULDJH = LWK WKH DGYHQW RI FLYLO
SDUNQHUVKLSV LQ IKH = HWHUQ %DINDQV IIKH TXHWILRQ DULVHV KRZ 1UDPH VDPH VH[ XQLRQV FDQ EH
IUDPHG XVLQJ WKHVH YHUEV +RZ GRHV IIKLV UHODWH IR VSHDNHUV- LGHQILILHV DQG DINLIXGHV WRZDUG
/*%7  SHRSOH" 7R LQYHVILIDHH KLV WKLV SDSHU XVHG D ZHE EDVHG DFFHSHDELOLIN IDVN < 00HG RXH
E\ QDILYH VSHDNHUWV  7KH UHVXOIV ZHUH DQDONVHG XVLQJ FDIHJRULVDILRQ WUHHV  SHVX0IV VKRZHG
KD DINLWXGHV WRZDUG IIKH /*%7  FRPPXQUIN\ DV ZH00 DV SUHVFULSILYLW LGHRORJLHV DUH NH\ IDF
IRUV LQ WiKH DFFHSHDELOLI\ RI QRQ QRUPDILYH PDUULDJH YHUE XVHV 7KHUH LV KRZHYHU DOVR D FOHDU
OLQIXLVILF HS'HFI ZKHUHEN QRQ QRUPDIILYH VXENHFIV DUH PXFK 0HW DFFHSIIDEH WKDQ QRQ QRUPDILYH
REIHFIV SHUKDSV DQ DUIHIDFIl R SURFHWLQJ GL<HUHQFHV EHFZHHQ WIKH IiZR
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R AMi"Q/m+iBQM

SerBoCroatian or BCMS + ! is a South Slavic language and has official status in Bosnia
and Herzegovina, the Republic of Croatia, the Republic of Montenegro, and the Repub-
lic of Serbia, where in each it is also the first language of the vast majority of inhabitants.
In two of these states, Montenegro and Croatia, partnerships among same-sex couples
have become legally recognised (Republika Hrvatska 2020, Ministarstvo pravde, ljud-
skih i manjinskih prava Crne Gore 2020).2 In Serbia a similar law is under discussion
(Martinovié¢ 2021) and in one of the entities of Bosnia and Herzegovina a working group
has been set up to this end, but its work has been disrupted by the coronavirus pandemic
(Erjavec 2020). These developments suggest concomitant changes in mainstream atti-
tudes toward the LGBT + community, i.e., the group of individuals who identify with
sexual or gender identities other than those prescribed by cis-heteronormativity. Lin-
guistically, these developments are noteworthy because the heteronormative binary
of “man” and “woman” is embedded in the semantics of BCMS+ verbs of marriage.
Similar to Latin and Mandarin, there are specific verbs that denote a man marrying a
woman and a woman marrying a man, as in (1). Rooted in traditional marriage rites,
these verbs highlight the different roles of men and women in the ceremony and mar-
riage more broadly. It is unclear, then, how civil partnerships or marriages between
two women or two men are described using these verbs. It is not my intention to im-
ply that marriage and civil partnership are the same from a legal perspective, which
would be false. However, given that both describe a legal and societal recognition of a

long-term romantic partnership, I regard them as semantically similar enough for mar-

1 will use this acronym throughout this paper to refer to the language(s) variously labelled Bosnian,
Serbian, Croatian, Montenegrin, etc. As such a differentiation is highly controversial on linguistic
grounds on the one hand, but, on the other hand, explicitly not the concern of this paper, the plus sign
was added to include speakers who do not identify with any of the labels given to the official languages
in Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, Montenegro and Serbia.

2For the purposes of this paper, the term FLYL) SDUIQHUVKLS shall be used to describe legally recognised same-
sex partnerships which are not marriage, which is the closest translation of the BCMS+ term FLYLIQR
SDUIQHUIIYR. Furthermore, FLYL0 XQLRQ will be used as an umbrella term to cover both FLYL0 SDUIQHUVKLSY
and PDUULDJHV.
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riage verbs to be used to describe both. Moreover, there are no specialised verbs yet
in BCMS + to describe civil partnerships, so marriage verbs may be used casually in

unofficial speech.

(1) a. PX NDUDF VW RpHQL HQRP
K M@LPJIJX&a6r2/XSahXarXKl MXALaXa:

‘a man wed a woman’

b. HQD VW XGDOD 1D PX NDUFD
rQK M@LPJXda:6tB8/XSahXaQKEMX **Xa:

‘a woman wed a man’

A number of factors must be considered when investigating which verbs speakers
choose as acceptable for describing legally-recognised same-sex unions. For example,
attitudes towards the LGBT + community could be one factor: It may be hypothesised
that the degree to which the use of traditional marriage verbs is considered acceptable is
correlated with a speaker’s attitude towards LGBT + people. Additionally, morphosyn-
tax may play a role as well: for example, grammatical subjects tend to be more con-
ceptually salient than grammatical objects (Van Valin 2001) and that semantic feature
matching often breaks down in contexts of long-distance dependency (Motschenbacher
& Weikert 2015). It may, therefore, be that certain syntactic structures using tradi-
tional marriage verbs with same-sex spouses may be judged as more acceptable than
other syntactic structures using these verbs with same-sex spouses. As discourse on civil
unions of same-sex couples in BCMS+ countries is emergent and still relatively infre-
quent, the present paper takes an experimental rather than a corpus-based approach to
investigate how traditional marriage verbs are used in new same-sex contexts. BCMS +
speaker judgements were collected using an offline judgement task, which included a
short questionnaire to capture basic demographic information, as well as participants’
attitudes toward the LGBT + community. The aggregate results are analysed, with at-
titudes correlated with judgements of acceptability.

It is worth mentioning that the usage of BCMS+ marriage verbs for same-sex cou-
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ples has not been researched academically to date. There is, therefore, no literature
to review concerned with this particular topic. For similar cases such as Romanian
and Mandarin this is also the case to my knowledge. Mallet-Jiang (2021), discussed
below, discusses marriage verbs in Mandarin in detail, however, same-sex marriage
is mentioned only briefly. Instead of a literature review, the following sections look
more closely at the category of gender in BCMS + in particular, as well as studies from
other languages which are concerned with the various intersections of gender, identity,

grammar and perception.

RXR :2M/2° BM "*JayY

As with many other Indo-European languages, BCMS + is highly fusional and possesses
three distinct noun classes (masculine, feminine and neuter — traditionally referred
to as grammatical genders), which govern agreement patterns within and outside the
noun phrase and which correlate with declension patterns. Additionally, as with other
Indo-European languages such as German or Romanian, social gender® dictates gram-
matical gender for nominals (nouns, adjectives, participles, pronouns) used for human
referents. For example, a male-identified inhabitant of Zagreb is a ]DJUHSGDQLQ (m.) and

a female-identified inhabitant of Zagreb is a JDJUHSGDQND (f.), as in (2).

(2) a. ODG j JDJUHS GDQ LQ j IH  NXSLR YRGH
vOQmMM;@LPIXa: R¥@.1 @J@UBJIXav@SahXam®Bli

‘A young Zagreber (m.) bought fruit.’

b. OWG D JDJUHS GDQ N D IH NXSL 0 D YRGH
vVOQMM;@LPMWa'X#2 @.1 _@6@&PIXa@ Sah® atKi6

‘A young Zagreber (f.) bought fruit.’
Agreement between social gender and grammatical gender is largely consistent, how-
ever, there are some instances where morphosyntactic peculiarities override this consis-

tency. For example, there is a considerable number of masculine nouns (most of which

3Whether someone identifies/is perceived as male or female.
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refer to male humans) which decline like the largest group of feminine nouns, ending
in /-a/ in the nominative singular (Motschenbacher 2015). When plural morphology is
required, the appropriate agreement pattern based on grammatical (and usually social)
gender (masculine) is in direct competition with feminine plural agreement primed by
the similarity with the feminine morphological pattern. Motschenbacher (2015) re-
ports that in these cases proximity between the agreeing constituent and the noun in
question is the best predictor of which agreement pattern is chosen. The closer the
constituent is to the noun, the more likely it is to take feminine plural morphology,
the further away, the more likely it is to take masculine plural morphology, as in (3);

however, in actual usage, a variety of combinations is possible.

(3) 1D L KUDEU H GIHG H VX WM
QM @LPJIXSEGX :2Qmb@LP MWIGX2 @LAIXSIGG
ERUL 0 H 1D VRERGX L SREWHGLOL VX IDLJDP

121@SahXB@ @2/ QK272 i@Sah@SGXb+BbK

‘Our courageous grandfathers fought for freedom and defeated fascism.”

Further complicating matters is the rule whereby quantifiers, including numbers with
a last digit higher than 4, trigger neuter agreement outside the NP, irrespective of the
gender of the noun they quantify (Alexander 2006), as illustrated in (4).

(4) 3HGHVHI SHI GIHYRIDND IH  GR (R QD NRQFHUI
6B7iVip2B HX:1LI¥SBQK2XSahXQ+tRIM+2"i

‘55 girls came to the concert.’

The above examples show that the correspondence between grammatical and social
gender is challenged in a number of instances. Neither grammatical gender nor social
gender is the sole determinant of morphological agreement. This draws attention to
the role of the broader linguistic context, syntactic structure, and constituent distance.
This is relevant for the current study insofar as these facts undermine a purely deter-

ministic, heteronormative pattern of agreement in BCMS +. Though social gender, as

“Adapted from Motschenbacher (2015).



F. Helmrich

constructed in a heteronormative mainstream society, plays a crucial role in agreement
patterns, extra-social factors also influence actual usage.

Social gender is not only entrenched in the nominal system in BCMS +. In seman-
tic fields that are highly gendered in BCMS + societies (and societies more generally),
such as pregnancy and marriage, gendered restrictions apply to verbs as well. Marriage
verbs impose gendered semantic restrictions not only on their subjects but also their
objects. In a heteronormative understanding of marriage, which has been the sole le-
gal basis for civil unions in the region until recently, the subject and object of a verb
meaning ‘to marry’ must be of opposite gender to make a felicitous statement. As same-
sex unions have become the subject of recent political debate in BCMS + communities
and as civil partnerships have been legalised in Croatia and Montenegro, it is unclear
how these gendered semantic restrictions apply to same-sex marriages. In media dis-
course we find varied usage, which points to speakers’ uncertainties surrounding such
constructions. In (5), we see XGDIL VH used both for marriage between two women and
marriage between two women. In heteronormative contexts, XGDIL VH, has a feminine
subject and a masculine object. Both examples are taken from online news outlets. The
quotation marks used in (5b) further indicate that the author of the article is unsure

about usage (Nacey 2012).

(5) a. 6DQGUD W RWDYLOD  GHOND SRVIH GXJ H
aM/> @LPS H2 p2@SHWS@B2M/@2HQM ;@ :1L
YH] H GO E W XGD O D ]D HQX X
"2H iIBQMbZ?BT®*AL. 16K ~"v@ShiQ@K M@ BMiQ
NRIX  VH JDONXEL 0D QD RGPRU X

r?QQ@ **167 HHXBMXH@A2@SBW/*8 @ 6 P *
‘Sandra left her boyfriend after a long relationship to marry a woman she

had fallen in love with on holiday.” (Telegraf.rs 2019)

b. %HUJUVWNL UREUD j TXGD R- VH ]DOXEDYQLN D QD GR LYRIQRI

"2H;B M@##2K@'Jv@Sh*SXEIQHQpP2 @ I@HB72XHQM:; @GP *

‘A Belgian robber (m.) ‘married’ his lover (m.) in life-long custody.’” (24sata
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2008)

Further, it remains to be discovered how speakers’ attitudes toward the LGBT + com-
munity influence their views on how to correctly use marriage verbs for same-sex cou-

ples.

RXk avMi t M/ a2K MiB+b Q7 "*JaY J "B ;2 02 #b

There are three verbs meaning ‘to marry (someone)’ in BCMS + shown in Table 1.5-6

Table 1: Verbs of marriage in BCMS +

6 XEMHFW 2EMHFW
9HUE &DVH S5HVWULFWLRQ 3UHS &DVH S5HVWULFW
Y Il HQGDILVH NOM VD + INST
XGDIL VH NOM woman 10 + ACC man
R HQUIL VH NOM man INST woman

All three verbs are syntactically reflexive, as represented by the reflexive particle
VH. The three verbs can also be used in a transitive configuration, i.e., without the
particle and followed by a direct object in the accusative case, with a different meaning:
Y I HQGDIL means ‘marry (a couple, as an officiant)’, while XGDIL and R HQUL mean ‘to
marry (usually one’s children) off’. Compare (6a)—(6b).

(6) a. ODIND VH XGDOD ID RFD VYRII H NGHUN H
KQi?2 @LRBK "'v@Sh*SJ@ 6?2 @S*Paa@: Am;?i2 @:1L

‘The mother married the father of her daughter.”

b. ODIND IH  XGD 0D VYRIFX NGHUN X
KQi?2 @LIBJK "'v@Sh*SRaa@ Fm;?i2 @ **

>Common Slavic yat *I corresponds to /ije/ or /je/ in standard Bosnian, Croatian and Montenegrin,
as well as one Serbian standard, and to /e/ in the prevailing Serbian standard. A bracketed spelling
convention has been adopted to allow for both readings.

®Like other Slavic languages, BCMS+ morphologically differentiates between an imperfective and a
perfective aspect. As aspectual differences are not germane to the present discussion perfective forms
are used exclusively throughout this paper.

’The third-person singular past tense auxiliary IH is consistently omitted when VH is present.
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‘The mother married off her daughter.’

In normative grammars and dictionaries the distinction between reflexive and tran-
sitive meaning is very clearly drawn (e.g. Nikoli¢ 2011:131, 851, 1345); however, in
actual language use, the (non-reflexive) transitive forms are occasionally used to mean

‘to marry (somebody)’. Example (7) is taken from 3X0l , an online magazine (Kecan

2021).
(7) 2 HQLR \OP  HQ X NRI D YUH YR PHQH QHIR
K "v@Sh*$XJQK M@ *1G@LPJIXKQXBQpP2XX:*i? M
D QX

AXLPR?2X **

‘I married a woman who loves me more than I love her.’

While exploring the nuances of this variation merits future research, I restrict my
analysis to the normative reflexive forms. Importantly, the reflexive forms syntactically
require one argument (the subject) only, although semantically they always involve two
thematic relations, an agent and a patient. Example (8) is thus considered well-formed.

(8) ODIND VH XGDOD
KQi?2 @LERBK ""v@Sh*S@6

‘The mother married.’

In theories of syntax and information structure, the subject is considered to be a priv-
ileged constituent, being highest in the hierarchy of grammatical relations (Van Valin
2001). In BCMS + specifically, subjects are the only antecedents of reflexive pronouns
and gerunds, and are the only grammatical element to trigger verbal agreement or con-
trol infinitives in varieties of BCMS+ which have infinitives. Furthermore, BCMS +
is a syntactically and morphologically accusative language, so subjects are coded by a
nominative case in both transitive and intransitive sentences. While experiencers are
regularly coded by the dative case (Van Valin 2001), actors are typically coded as sub-

jects. In terms of information structure, the subject is the prototypical topic (Leafgren
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1997). In other words, the subject (in a canonical context) is what a sentence is about
informationally, and, formally, the subject is closely tied to the verb through agreement.
From this, it is reasonable to infer that unexpected gender in the subject is less accept-
able than unexpected gender in the object. This hypothesis assumes that, in addition
to semantic meaning, grammatical roles and information structure are crucially impli-
cated in the question of how to describe the marriage of same sex couples in BCMS +.
Both parties involved in a marriage ceremony perform the same action to each other,
i.e., they are both the agents and the patients of the action, at least in mainstream
contemporary belief. The choice of which person is the subject and which person is
the object, therefore, is better explained through foregrounding and topicalisation than
through semantic roles in the case of marriage verbs. Verbs such as SR QIXELIL ‘to kiss’
or ]D JUIL ‘to hug’ function in a similar manner, as they do in English and many other
languages. Marrying and actions such as kissing and hugging differ insofar as the latter

can be performed unilaterally without the other person’s consent, as in (9).
(9) Tom kissed Peter, but Peter didn’t kiss him back.

Cases like (9) aside, and assuming mutual consent has been granted, the examples in

(10) all refer to the same event and merely differ in focalisation.

(10) a. Frances kissed Mary.
b. Mary kissed Frances.

c. Mary and Frances kissed.

Turning to semantic restrictions, XGDIL VH and R HQLIL VH encode men and women in spe-
cific semantic roles, as shown in Table 1. No such restrictions are reported for Y | HQGDIL
VH; however, Y Il HQGDIL VH is associated with the legal act of getting married rather than
the celebrations and other social activities associated with a wedding. This semantic
differentiation is exemplified by the deverbal nouns Y | HQGDQIH ‘getting married (as a

legal act)’ and VYDGED ‘marriage celebration’. Marriage celebrations in the region are

10
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traditionally long festivities which carry significant cultural importance (Deliso 2008)
and are, therefore, quite different from the rather short legal registration of a marriage.

Both XGDIL VH and R HQLIL VH are strongly connected to traditional heteronormative mar-
riage rituals through their etymology. 8GDIL may be analysed as ‘give away’, with GDIL
‘give’ and the separative prefix /u-/. Traditionally, a married woman would join the
household of her husband and cease to be part of the family she was born into. Doubt
(2014) reports that XGDIL VH may be used with reference to a man if he is marrying an
economically stronger woman and moves in with her. This underscores the way local
heteronormative marriage practices, in which men and women traditionally have had
unequal power/status, are still strongly encoded in the verb itself. 2 HQLIL VH is derived
from its own object HQD ‘wife, woman’; however, it is not clear whether the semantic
link between the two is strong for native speakers. When asked in personal conver-
sations, neither LGBT + nor non-LGBT + speakers of BCMS + thought the association
between HQD and HQLIL VH was obvious — though, this merits future empirical enquiry.

A comparable phenomenon to BCMS + marriage verbs exists in Mandarin Chinese.
While Mandarin does not have grammatical gender, the male-female binary and tradi-
tional gender roles are embedded throughout the Mandarin lexicon. As an example of
this, (Mallet-Jiang 2021) points to the semantic restrictions for the subjects and objects
for the two Mandarin verbs for ‘to marry: QIj and } T . The former requires a
female (or her family) as a subject and a male as the object. The latter requires a male

(or his family) as a subject and a female as an object, as in (11).
(11) a. 0Q *A3}b

W& W O Qj Jg QiQupQ
b?K "B _6? i*GaK MX

‘She married a man’
b. 0} *fAo|b

T M Qf Jg Q UpQ
22K "8 _6i? *GaQK MX

11
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‘He married a woman’
c. *A3]d0*Ao}2p b

Q) Jg QiQUQJInQ Qj Jg Q UpQ lipK Q(H
i? *GaK M MI/i? *GaQK M ""\5_6

‘the man and the woman married’

Just like BCMS +, a third option exists: 2p IllpK Q, an intransitive verb with no object
thus no semantic requirement for specific subject or object genders. This third verb
existed in Ancient Chinese but it signified the union of two families. Following the
founding of the People’s Republic of China (PRC) in 1949, a new marriage law was
enacted with the objective of disrupting traditional conceptions of marriage and ensur-
ing quality between spouses. Consequently, 2 p IlpK Q is the only verb used in the
text of this law, though the two gender-restricted verbs persist in modern Mandarin
(Mallet-Jiang 2021:38-40). That said, all three marriage verb ideographs contain the
semantic component 0 ‘woman’, which Mallet-Jiang (2021:38) argues, foregrounds
the relationship between the act of marriage and women as objects — specifically the
Confucian conceptional of marriage as the transfer of a women (physically and finan-
cially) from her father’s home to her husband’s home. The second component of the
ideogram Q ILj is E ‘home’ and the second component of the ideogram } T is |

‘obtain’. Mallet-Jiang (2021:41) notes that as homosexuality becomes more accepted
in Chinese society — even though it remains stigmatised — and as same-sex marriage
becomes legal in more and more countries, “it is very probable that the two ‘gendered’
verbs will become completely obsolete in the very near future.” It may be the case that
in BCMS + the third option, Y I HQGDIL VH, may persist while the semantically-restricted
XGDIL VH and R HQUIL VH become obsolete, such that the use of either for same-sex rela-
tionships will become moot and the grammatical extension of subjects and objects to

include same-sex spouses will never occur.

12
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RXj iiBim/2b- A/2MiBiB2b M/ GBM;mBbiB+ o "B iBQM

Traditionally, research on sociolinguistic variation has focused on production (e.g.,
Labov 1966). However, Preston (2011) argued that perception of the phonetic sig-
nal is equally shaped by social factors and does not necessarily map onto production
patterns. In an earlier study, Niedzielski (1999) had shown that, contrary to expec-
tations, participants from Detroit who were asked to choose between minimal pairs
containing vowels affected by the Northern Cities Chain Shift (NCCS) judged and cate-
gorised vowels according to the conservative, i.e., pre-NCCS system, although all of the
participants were active users of NCCS in production (Niedzielski 1999). Niedzielski
(1999) also found that vowels were judged and categorised differently depending on
participants’ knowledge of speakers’ geographical origins came in Canada or Michigan.
As the present study is concerned with perception and judgement of linguistic input
rather than linguistic output, such findings are crucial to the interpretation of its re-
sults. Niedzielski’s (1999) research underscores that what speakers produce and what
speakers perceive may be two quite different things.

Further, perception is subject to ideological and attitude-driven variation. Strand
(1999) found that onset consonants in CVC cues were variously interpreted as /s/ or
/Y by English native speakers depending on whether the rest of the cues were spoken
by a typically male- or female-sounding voice and whether they were shown a woman
or a man speaking the cue. The main phonetic cue used to differentiate /s/ and /¥ is
the frequency at which turbulent acoustic energy is concentrated (each sound’s Cen-
tre of Gravity, or COG), with /s/ having a higher COG than /Y. Generally speaking,
men have a lower overall COG for both fricatives compared to women. This general
pattern, so Strand (1999) argues, leads to differences in processing of the phonetic sig-
nal, which she calls JUDGLHQI QRUPDILVDILRQ. She suggests that social cues such as voice
quality and the gendered appearance of speakers do not merely constitute additional

social information but are entrenched in speakers’ grammatical processing. The present

13
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study uses written stimuli and does therefore not investigate the perception of visual
or auditory cues provided by speakers. Strand’s (1999) findings on the role of gender
in grammatical processing are, however, still utterly relevant to the interpretation of
this study’s results. From a semantic perspective, this can be taken to suggest that the
gender of individuals referred to in discourse is equally important to processing, even
beyond morphological agreement.

At the syntax/semantics interface, research on singular IKH\® has yielded similar re-
sults, suggesting attitudes toward gender identities play a role in the perception of
how gender is indexed with pronouns in English. Singular uses of IKH\ have a long
history in English (Balhorn 2004, Curzan 2003), and for indefinite antecedents (12a)
and antecedents where gender is unknown (12b), singular IKH\ is a largely uncontro-
versial choice. When referring to persons of known gender (12c) — even individuals
whose preferred pronouns are IKH\ IKHP — acceptability judgements vary greatly be-
tween different socio-demographic groups. Buildling on Bjorkman (2017), Konnelly &
Cowper (2020) differentiate between three different dialects or pronoun acceptability
systems. In the conservative dialect, constraints apply as described above, i.e., indefi-
nite, unknown, and plural antecedents are followed by WKH\ and its related pro-forms.
Binary gender is a necessary semantic feature, which is activated by singular nouns with
referents of known or presumed gender.’ In the transitionary dialect, the same con-
straints largely apply. However, individuals who prefer IKH\ IKHP pronouns are treated
as separate lexical entries with exceptional pronominal agreement. In the progressive
dialect, the authors argue, the lexical feature of [MALE] or [FEMALE] is not necessarily

activated. 7KH\ acts as a default third-person pronoun, which is neither specified for

8Though referred to as ‘singular IKH\’, this phenomenon includes the use of all third-person plural pro-
forms, including the pronouns IKH\ WKHP IKHLWV and the possessive determiner WKHWU, with a singular
antecedent. People who desire to be referred to using all of these pro-forms are colloquially said to
‘prefer WKH\ WKHP pronouns’, even though this desire extends to also include the genitive/possessive
forms.

For words such as VSRNHVZRPDQ the referent’s gender is known, whereas for a word such as EXWGHU, there
are strong tendencies to assume the referent to be male, though this is not explicit.

14
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gender nor number. +H and VKH, hence, provide additional information about the an-
tecedent, but are not obligatorily activated. This means that, in the progressive dialect,

all statements in (12) are grammatically licit:

(12) a. Someone has a book that IIKH\ have kept for years.
b. The linguist has a book that IKH\ have kept for years.

c. My mother has a book that IKH\ have kept for years.

Example (12c¢) is potentially ambiguous, as the referent of PRIKHU could identify as a
woman or as a non-binary person, could be (as is common in drag culture) a gay male
drag artist mentor, or could be any number of other entities labelled PRIKHU through
metaphoric extension.!® Yet, PRIKHU still carries a strong association with being fe-
male. For Konnelly & Cowper (2020), however, this strong gender expectation is not
at odds with singular IKH\ in the progressive dialect. Germane to the present study,
Konnelly & Cowper (2020) found that having the progressive dialect pronoun system
correlated with study participants having a positive attitude toward or an affiliation
with the LGBT+ community (see also Ackerman et al. 2018Hernandez 2020). Con-
rod (2018) also found the progressive dialect pronoun system singular IKH\ was used
more frequently among younger speakers and labelled it a change-in-progress (LQIHU DILD
Labov 2001). These findings together suggest that previously-requisite grammatical en-
coding of natural gender can dissipate with time or as individuals’ attitudes toward or
assumptions about gender evolve. The same phenomenon may be reflected in judge-
ments about same-sex spouses and BCMS + marriage verbs.

Also situated at the nexus of morphosyntax and social attitude, Bradley (2020) corre-
lates acceptability judgements of various sentences containing singular and plural WKH\
with a sexism score and the presence of non-binary people in participants’ families.

Unsurprisingly, those who identified as non-binary or had non-binary relatives judged

0For example, ORIKHU (DUIK or robots in sci-fi works like , DP ORIKHU (2019) or 5DLVHG E\ = ROYHV (2020-).
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singular IKH\ for known, canonically-gendered antecedents more acceptable than other
participants, aligning with the above findings that individuals’ familiarity with non-
binary persons impacts their grammatical judgement — and potentially their own gram-
matical system (see also Hekanaho 2020). Perhaps even more strikingly, sexism scores
also showed significant correlations with the acceptability of singular IKH\ (see also
Sarrasin et al. 2012). Bradley (2020) explored both positive and negative sexist atti-
tudes, with the shared implicit assumption being that male and female are inherently
different and separate categories. Both types of sexism correlated with lower accept-
ability of singular IKH\ for known antecedents. Bradley (2020) concludes that sexist
attitudes reinforce the binary opposition of gender in the grammar. In other words, for
those with sexist attitudes, gender is a salient semantic feature which pronouns must
reflect. These findings indicate that attitudes toward gender categories themselves, not
just familiarity with the LGBT + community, can impact speakers’ grammars.

The evolution of “generic” (= non-gender specific) third-person pro-forms is sup-
ported by Doherty & Conklin’s (2017) online processing and offline judgement exper-
iments, which revealed that although there is a measurable processing cost associated
with singular IKHP (i.e., number mismatch), it is far lower than for gender mismatches
(e.g., IKH VSRNHVZRPDQ...KH), and that sentences with singular IKHP are considered more
acceptable then sentences with gender mismatches. This suggests generic third person
pro-forms may be becoming more integrated into speakers’ grammars.

From a cognitive/neurolinguistic perspective, the use of singular IKH\ is not without
cost. Sanford & Filik (2007) studied online processing of singular IKH\ WKHP using ex-
perimental eye tracking data and found plural pronouns with singular antecedents (i.e.,
6RPHRQH...IKHP) incurred additional processing costs compared to plural pronouns with
plural antecedents (i.e., 6RPH SHRSH..., IKHP) — though not as much cost as singular
pronouns with plural antecedents (6RPH SHRS(H...KHU). Prasad & Morris’s (2020) ERP

study found (even among non-binary participants, and participants who interacted fre-
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quently with non-binary people) that there was additional processing associated with
hearing IKHPVHOYHV following an unambiguously-gendered antecedent (as measured by a
P600 effect, or a peak in brain activity 600 ms after encountering a presumed grammat-
ical error or syntactic anomaly). This extra processing cost may influence acceptability
judgements of generic third-person pro-forms, as utterances more difficult to process
are often judged as unacceptable (e.g., Schiitze 1996, Hofmeister et al. 2014). The
cognitive cost of singular IKH\ is highly instructive to the current study, as it, too, is
situated at the nexus of grammatical acceptability, speech processing, social gender,
and morphosyntactic form. For both marriage verbs in BCMS + and English generic
third person pro-forms, gender is a highly salient feature which corresponds to socially
negotiated gender categories and the extent to which a sentence may be judged as
acceptable may reflect a participant’s gender beliefs or their attitudes toward certain
groups, but also their ease of processing that sentence — or some combination of all
three plus other intangible influences.

Gygax et al. (2021) argue that gender as a semantic feature is necessarily activated
even if the context does not necessitate it. Contrary to previous arguments, which as-
sume that gender activation facilitates cohesion in text comprehension, Gygax et al.
(2021) provide evidence from French and English which shows that such a functional
analysis may not be adequate. In French, which differentiates masculine and femi-
nine gender similar to BCMS +, masculine forms come with an additional processing
cost, presumably due to their ambiguity — as they are used for both generic and male
referents.

The use of generic masculine forms has long been the subject of feminist linguistics
(Motschenbacher & Weikert 2015) and there is a growing body of research which sug-
gests that generic masculines decrease the visibility of women in languages (Stahlberg
et al. 2007, Prewitt-Freilino et al. 2011, Hekanaho 2015, etc.). Though the femi-

nist critique of language has lead to heightened awareness of generic masculines and
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brought about an increased use of neutral forms, masculine as generic is still a common
practice in many European languages expressing gender explicitly, including BCMS +
(Hentschel 2015) and the closely related Russian (Doleschal & Schmid 2001). It is not
intuitively clear what masculine as default means in the context of marriage verbs, as
the societal default involves both a man and a woman, but the dual function of the
masculine is important to bare in mind when analysing the data.

The influence of attitudes and ideologies on speech are further illustrated by two case
studies on the political/ideological alignment of speakers. First, Hall-Lew et al. (2010)
tested whether members of the US Congress pronounced the second vowel in the word
,UDT as /%4 or /A/. Historically, foreign /a/ vowels have been borrowed into American
varieties of English as /%4/, however, there is a growing tendency to use /A/, which,
some argue (e.g., Boberg 1999), sounds more British or closer to the /a/-sound of the
donor language to Americans. Either way, the use of /A/ is associated with sophisti-
cation, metropolitanism and liberal values (Hall-Lew et al. 2010). /34/, on the other
hand, carries connotations of conservatism. Hall-Lew et al. (2010) showed that for ,UDT,
which at the time of investigation was a highly politicised term due to the US military
presence in the region, pronunciation of the second vowel was strongly correlated with
partisan affiliation: Democrats favoured /A/ and Republicans /%/. The effect persisted
even when the researchers controlled for accent, which was hypothesised to be a con-
founding factor, as there were more Southern-accented Republicans in Congress than
Democrats.

In a similar vein, Krivoruchko (2008) examined a syntactic-lexical phenomenon which
is governed by ideology in Ukrainian and Russian: in both languages, prepositions QD'!
‘in; on’ and Y X !2 ‘in’ are in complementary distribution, i.e., some nouns collocate

with one, others with the other, and a small number of nouns collocate with both, at

UTransliterations follow the Library of Congress (2022) Romanisation conventions.
12In Ukrainian, the preposition in question surfaces as /u/ after consonants and as /v/ after vowels. In
Russian, it is always /v/.
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least in the spoken languages. The distribution of the two prepositions can to some ex-
tent be predicted by semantic cues, e.g., enclosed spaces tend to collocate with Y X,
whereas open spaces usually take QD. Most countries, however, also collocate with Y X
in both Ukrainian and Russian. Until recently, however, the prescriptive standard for
both Ukrainian and Russian was for 8NUDIQD 8NUDLQD to be preceded by QD. Though
famously used by Ukrainian national poet Taras Shevchenko, QD became an icon of
Russian suppression in Ukraine after independence, and thus a preposition which lin-
guistically undermines Ukraine’s status as a sovereign state. This iconisation process
(Irvine & Gal 2000) led to the more frequent use of Y 8NUDIQL Y 8NUDLQH and an ideolog-
ical specialisation of the QD forms. Krivoruchko (2008) argues thatY X now indexes a
progressive, Europe-oriented and decidedly anti-Russian individual, whereas Ukrainian
traditionalists, as well as conservative Russian-speakers, use QD.13//

There is a complex relationship between attitudes toward the LGBT + community
as a whole on the one hand and legislation to introduce same-sex unions on the other
hand. In an ideal democratic system, the government executes the will of the people.
If same-sex couples become more accepted by the majority of society, and calls for the
introduction of same-sex unions become louder, the government will implement such
legislation. Legislation is a consequence of public opinion. In practice, of course, leg-
islative processes are influenced by a number of factors, many of which are decoupled
from public opinion, such as compliance with international law, party politics, or fis-
cal imperatives. Beyond this, Ofosu et al. (2019) argue that the idea of a government
serving the will of its people itself has an impact on public opinion. When citizens feel
represented by the government, they are more likely to align with views put forward by
that government, even if those views were different prior to a legislative change. Con-
versely, if a government comprises a political elite out of touch with citizens or their

concerns, those citizens may oppose legislation initially in line with popular values

13See also the spelling and pronunciation of Ukrainian capital .\lY .LHY by English speakers following
the 2022 invasion of Ukraine by Russia Rice-Oxley 2022, etc.
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and opinions. Ofosu et al. (2019) studied how implicit and explicit homophobic biases
changed in different US states following the legalisation of same-sex marriage. They
found that in all states which introduced local legislation legalising same-sex marriage,
the already somewhat declining implicit and explicit homophobic biases accelerated
significantly in their decline. Conversely, in states where same-sex marriage was intro-
duced instead by the US Supreme Court (2EHUJHIHIO Y +RGJHV 2015), no such trend was
observed. Ofosu et al. (2019) argue that the local character of the legislative processes
among the former fostered a sense of local community representation, whereby people
were more likely to identify with the attitudes represented by the legislation. In the
case of same-sex marriage established via federal court action, people and attitudes
were more removed. Alternatively, it may be argued that the states where same-sex
marriage was not introduced locally are the most conservative from the onset, so a
change in homophobic biases would be more radical then in more progressive states
(Ofosu et al. 2019).

Despite proposed and enacted legislation moving the Western Balkans closer to mar-
riage equality, discrimination and harassment of the LGBT + community is still widespread
in the region. In a report from the World Bank Group (2018), every third LGBT + per-
son from a sample comprising Montenegro, Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, North
Macedonia, Croatia and Slovenia had experienced violence based on their gender iden-
tity or expression or sexual orientation. Discrimination and harassment are common in
the workplace and even more common in the education system. Furthermore, LGBT +
persons are perceived as largely absent from public life as a whole. Although Serbian
data was not included in the World Bank Group (2018) report, its findings equally ap-
ply to Serbian circumstances. Public support of same-sex relationships is regarded as
the most important measure in bringing about change, so legislative action is readily
supported by members of the LGBT + community (World Bank Group 2018). Attitudes

and treatment of LGBT + people are more positive in Slovenia, which was the first
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country of the region to join the EU in 2004 (European Comission 2019), which may
indicate that social change is in progress in the region at large.

George (2019) describes another effect of marriage-equality legislation on public
opinion: She argues that after the introduction of same-sex marriage in the US, op-
ponents refocused on trans rights as the new anti-LGBT + frontier, which resulted in a
backlash against trans people. Marriage equality in the US, in particular, framed same-
sex couples as essentially the same as straight married couples: domestic and monoga-
mous. This naturally excluded a large number of queer relationships. Such a “homonor-
mative” framing of LGBT + people in legislative campaigns persists in the framing of
trans issues which focuses on traditionally male and female trans individuals, thereby
excluding less traditional and especially non-binary trans individuals (George 2019).
The LGBT + community is a heterogeneous group and progress for one sub-group may
result in backlash for another. In the public imagination, however the LGBT + commu-
nity forms an entity, which can explain the conflation of sexual orientation and gender
identity in European anti-gender movements (Strube et al. 2021). Legislative successes
of gay and bi people can galvanise conservative opinions about the binary opposition of
male and female and further the alignment of social attitude with linguistic behaviour.
As in Bradley (2020), those who are steeped in the belief of the gender binary are more
reluctant to accept singular IKH\ and perhaps by extension the non-traditional use of
BCMS+ marriage verbs. In other words, pro-LGBT + legislation can have a divisive
effect, strengthening the alignment between attitude and behaviour on both sides of
the spectrum.

The history of same-sex relations in the Western Balkans is complex and, in many as-
pects, vastly under-researched. Under the Ottoman empire, which encompassed much
of the region where BCMS + is spoken, male-male desire was largely accepted, at least
in the ruling classes, to which a wealth of homoerotic Ottoman poetry bears witness

(Murray 2007). In the Austro-Hungarian empire, on the other hand, which became
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the main geopolitical actor in the Western Balkans in the second half of the 19 cen-
tury, homosexuality was a punishable offense and not generally socially accepted (Sked
2012). Though there are accounts of internment of homosexuals in the early days of
Socialist Yugoslavia, no major historical inquiry has been made into the subject (Jurci¢
2011). Legally, homosexuality was banned in the early days of Yugoslavia. However,
the different constituent republics underwent very different trajectories in the 1970s
and 1980s. While Slovenia, Croatia, Montenegro and Voivodina'4 legalised homosex-
uality in 1977 and had domestic LGBT + rights movements with a relative degree of
public visibility (Jur¢i¢ 2011), Serbia did not legalise homosexuality until 1994 (Savié¢
2011) and the constituent entities of Bosnia and Herzegovina until 1996, 1998, and
2003, respectively (Gavri¢ 2011).1°

In today’s political discourse in the countries concerned, as well as the Central and
Eastern European region more broadly, the LGBT + rights movement and, by extension,
queer people are framed as an import from the West. Often, they are seen seen as the
by-product of neoliberal capitalism, which took hold in the region after the breakdown
of Socialist regimes and, in the case of Yugoslavia, civil war. So-called Anti-Genderism
has become a leading ideology in the new Central and Eastern European Right, a de-
velopment concomitant with the rising impact of religion in politics throughout the re-
gion, with prominent examples from Poland (Adamiak 2021) and also Serbia (Navratil
2021)). Though this anti-queer rhetoric is ultimately rooted in social conservatism
and employed as a populist means to rally support from those disappointed by the
promises of Europeanisation, the European push for LGBT + rights and acceptance is
very real (Bili¢ 2016). The EU makes funds available for LGBT + activism and commu-

nity projects in the region both in EU member Croatia and candidate states and declared

4Voivodina is the nothern part of Serbia with a high degree of regional independence both in Socialist
Yugoslavia and modern-day Serbia.

5In accordance with the Dayton Peace Accord, Bosnia is divided into three entities which largely cor-
respond to the territories formed through the armistice line at the end of the Bosnian war (Mrduljas
2008). The three entities, the Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina, the Republika Srpska and Brcko
District, have a high degree of sovereignty.
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its territory an /*%7,4 )UHHGRP =RQH in 2021, in response to the /*%7 1UHH JRQHV, which
have sprung up across Poland, and to anti-LGBT legislation in Hungary (European Par-
liament 2021). Both, conservative discourse in the region and the EU’s involvement in
LGBT + activism create a close association between LGBT + issues and conceptions of
“the West”, in relation to which individuals may position themselves in a number of
ways. The complex meaning of LGBT + rights in post-Yugoslav political discourse is
discussed by Brkovi¢ (2014) in her anthropology of European integration of Montene-
gro. She outlines that there is a close link between imagined European integration and
the LGBT + movement. EU-funded projects tend to focus on the advancement of legal
rights, e.g., marriage equality and on equal access to health care. In the local LGBT +
communities, however, there is a sense that negative social attitudes and limited access
to public life as a queer person have been largely left unaddressed by activists, who are
seen as detached from the actual LGBT+ community or corrupted by EU funds that
they use for their own betterment (Brkovié¢ 2014). Progressive linguistic behaviour
in the present study thus may not be correlated with pro-LGBT + attitudes, but rather
with a more general pro-European or potentially pro-capitalist stance, of which LGBT +

attitudes are merely an index.

k 1tT2 BK2Mi

Because of the rarity and variation found in non-traditional uses of BCMS + marriage
verbs in extant written and spoken linguistic corpora of BCMS +, an experimental ap-
proach was chosen to investigate the phenomenon. Participants were recruited through
personal networks as well as relevant topical sites on social media'® and through uni-
versities in the region. Participation was voluntary and unpaid; participants were given

the possibility to request the final version of this paper if they were interested. In an ac-

161 used my personal )DFHERRN and ,QWIDJUDP profile to advertise the experiment and I posted on a number
of relevant 5HGGLI forums.
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ceptability judgement task, participants were asked to rate sentences on a 6-point Likert
scale (0-5). Stimuli were generated from real-word uses of marriage verbs taken from
regional news portals. Sentences containing marriage verbs were adapted to include
subjects and objects of different gender combinations. All stimuli for of one condition
(Y Il HQGDIL VH with a female subject and object in Ijekavian) are reproduced in (15). Ex-
amples sentences were largely drawn from celebrity news, where the non-traditional

uses of marriage verbs were easiest to find, such as in (13).

(13) 3RUIRUINDQUNL  SHYDG j SINj  ODULQ j  YHQGED R VH
SM2'iQX_BBM@JI@LPIKB@LPIBM@IKPJI v@ S h*S1aJ
VD VWRILP  SDUIQURP  DUDSWNLP XPHIQLNRP * YDQRP
rBi? 16@ATaHM2 @ALaH®ALAIBbI@J@AMB®ALah
-RVHI RP
uUQb27@ALah

‘Puerto Rican singer Ricky Martin married his partner, the Arab artist Jwan

Yosef.’

In contrast, in news about marriage equality, paraphrases using LVIRSRIQD JDIHGQLFD

‘same-sex union’ or EUDN ‘marriage’ are more common, as in (14).

(14) ODILEDUN D DQ D .DSD RGHNXIH  GD D GYDGHVHI DN
"2:Bbi’ "@BGMRILEIT @LRIT2+ @RISBMY@ "QmM/
GDQ D VNORS L SUY X LWRSRIQ X JDIHGQLF X

[ VO :1ILXSAM+HmMmA2@@:b*K2Xb2t@MBQM@ **
‘Registrar Zana Kapa expects to conclude the first same-sex union in around

twenty days.” (Durovi¢ 2021)

(15) Stimuli for the condition [Y Il HQGDIL VH: Feminine subject, Feminine Object] in
Ijekavian

a. WXGXGDNUIDIWFD  (QIHWNH  PRH VH YIHQSDIL VD
TMmim2@M@LMIH M/@:MXjal6K "vXABG6?
HQRP
rQK MXALah

‘The future Queen of England may marry a woman.’
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. 6DQGU D W UDVNLQX 0D GXJX  YH] X GD E

aM/> @LRPY 2M/@Sh*8@M6; @2 iBQMb?BISPL.

VH  YIHQGD 0D VW 6DURP X NRIX  VH JDOIXELOD

16K v@Sh'B@6  @ABMIQQ@ **167 HHXBMXHQpP2@Sh*S@¢
QD RGPRU X

QMQHB/ v@GP*

‘Sandra ended a long-term relationship to marry Sara, who she fell in love

with on holiday.’

. 9IHQGD 0 D VH VD GXJRJIRGL QI RP SDUIQHU LF RP 6DU RP

K " 'v@Sh*SI@BiMHQM;Xbi M/BM,; @KNRa@oee A @Al ah
OLIHU X LIXIRUN X

JBHBRM2rXuQ F@GP*

‘She married her long-standing partner Sara Miller in New York.’

. %HOJUVNDUREWD LFD  GH VH YIHQCDIL VD  OIXEDYQL F RP QD
"2H:B MQ@62 @6@hPI6K "v@BMIQp2 @6@WALah
GR LYRIQRI

HB72XHQM;@GP*

‘A Belgian robber will marry her lover in life-long custody.’
. OLD VH SUHVHILO D X /RQGRQ D  RQGD VH JRGLQ H
JB @LPAGKQP2@ Shi*E@M/ QWi?2M16kyRRU2 "@:1L

YIHQGD 0D VD VYHWNLSRJQDIRP  SIHDGLFRP (P RP  _LQJ
K "v@ShT"B@&® H7 KQmb@ ALah" @ 6 @K LGak LEBBIM ;

‘Mia moved to London and then she married the world-renowned dancer

Ema King in 2011.°

. OIHQGD 0D VW VD  HQRP VYRI LK VQRYD
K 'v@Sh*S@Bi?PQK M@ALIB@ :1LXRCGK@SG@:1L

‘She married the woman of her dreams.’

. DRIRIDWRP QD GUX IVHQLP  PUH DPD RQD I
T?QiQ;" T?@MWQa#B H@ MR iQS 6@ GP?*206LP1 3
RINUL 0 D GD GH VH YIHQSDW VD HQRP VY RJ

"2p2 H@SHhP3®BAh 16K "v@ARI®QK M@ A L16h@ : 1L
LYRI D
HB72@:1L

‘With a photo on social media, she revealed that she will marry the woman

of her life.’
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. 7D FXUD 5D GH VH VYIHQGDWL VD  .UWVILQ RP
i?7 @B H@LBJ @Lfh _16K ""v@ARIGE BbiBM @ALah

‘This girl Rita will marry Kristina.’

(QJOHVN D SIHYDG LF D /DXU D 6PLIK VH  YIHQGD 0 D VD
I1M;HBbB® & @6G@mPJ@ LaKIBi?16K ~"v@ Sh¥B@6
VYRIRP  SDUIQHUL F RP NRIVN RP XPIHIQL F RP ODUILQ RP
_l16@ATahM2 @6aRlakb? @iMBlbal@ 6 @ AilBaMh @ ALah

SRELQVRQ
_Q#BMbQM
‘English singer Laura Smith married her partner, Scottish artist Martina
Robinson.’
j. 3UHPUHUND /XNVHPEXUJ D GH VH GDQDV YIHQGD IL VD

S'BK2XJBMBDbiB @B @ALPH 66 116iQ/ K "v@ AR
VYRIRP  SDUIQHUL F RP
_16@ATahM2 @6@ALah

‘The PM of Luxembourg will marry her partner today.’

_GHUN D QD H SRJQDVH  PDQHNHQNH GH VH  YIHQGD it

I m;?i2°@OPY @71KQmb@&QAI2H@ 660h1116K ~"vV@ALSG
VD GIHYRIN RP

rBi?B"H@ALah

‘The daughter of our famous model will marry her girlfriend.’

YHGYN D SULQFH] D EL PRJ0D GD VH  YIHQG D VD
ar2/Bb7T@BM+2bbr@LPY M@ Sh*P@F_16K "~ "v@ jrdBi?
FXU RP

:B"TH@ALah

‘The Swedish princess could marry a girl.’

Where examples contained personal names, they were changed to English and inter-

national sounding names to avoid ethnic bias. In the region where BCMS + is spoken,

both, given names and family names, are key indices of ethnic identity and fully neu-

tral names, i.e., names that are not considered Bosniak, Serbian, or Croatian are rare.

It is unclear how individual attitudes toward specific ethnic groups would influence

judgements but as Niedzielski (1999) showed, ethnic/national identifiers can indeed

be a crucial factor in grammatical acceptability, so it is important to control for it. The

26



F. Helmrich

names used in the experiment were carefully chosen to still comply with unmarked
BCMS+ declension: male names end in a consonant and female names end in D in
the nominative. This means that names are be clearly identifiable as male or female
as well as parsed for the intended case, reducing ambiguity. This is especially impor-
tant for female names which cannot be felicitously declined unless they end in D in
standard BCMS +. Lastly, names were chosen which complied with varying spelling
conventions in the different standards of BCMS+. In standard Croatian, the spelling
of foreign names remains unchanged and inflectional endings are added if appropriate.
In the Serbian and Montenegrin standards, however, foreign names are re-spelled to
reflect their pronunciation, e.g., -DPHV "HDQ becomes = HIPV *LQ and 6LPRQH GH %HDX
YRW is 6LPRQ GH %RYRDU. The Bosnian standard allows for both. The names chosen
for stimuli such as $QD or 3HIHU are spelled the same under both conventions. Some
common English names where only minor differences have to be accounted for, e.g.,
Ijekavian 6PLIK versus Ekavian 6Pl were also included. Where personal names are ab-
sent, professional/noble/political titles are used which form a well established lexico-
morphological pair, e.g. NUDILFD ‘queen’ — NUDOI ‘king’, to reduce lexical ambiguity.
Place names and ethnonyms used are all situated outside the BCMS + region to avoid
the introduction of ethno-national biases as a confounding factor. Lastly, stimuli are
balanced between past tense and future tense uses of marriage verb conditions (five
each), as well as one sentence each using an infinitive and one with a final clause with
“present tense”.!” The exclusion of present tense in the main clause is partly condi-
tioned by the publisher source, namely newspapers, which either report on recent or
imminent weddings. Furthermore, present tense usually requires the use of imperfec-
tive aspect, whereas in the case of ‘getting married’, which is a classical two-state verb
(see Klein 1995 for discussion), future and past tense usually select perfective aspect.

Given this, only perfective-aspect verbs are used for the stimuli.

17This is not actual present tense but an embedded clause with a synthetically conjugated perfective verb,
which often replaces perfective infinitival constructions.
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There are three dimensions to the experiment: subject gender, marriage verb, and
object gender. Subject and object gender have two conditions each: feminine and
masculine. The marriage verb dimension has three conditions: Y Il HQGDIL VH, XGDIL VH
and R HQUIL VH. An Ekavian example of all conditions is given in (16-18) This 2! 3! 2
set-up yields 12 unique conditions which were matched with 12 example sentences,

yielding 144 unique stimuli.

(16) Y Il HQGDIL VH

a. 9HQGD 0 D VW VW  HQRP VYRI LK VQRY D
K 'v@Sh*S@Bi?PQK M@ALIB@ :1LXRCK@SG@:1L

‘She married the woman of her dreams.’

b. 9HQGD 0 D VH VD PX NDUF HP VYRIl LK VQRY D
K 've@sSh*SI@BiK M@QALah6@:1LXQ2CK@SG@:1L

‘She married the man of her dreams.’

c. 9HQGD R VH VD PX NDUF HP VYRIl LK VQRY D
K " 'v@Sh*SI®®IBiK M@ALah6@:1LXKRCGK@SG@:1L

‘He married the man of his dreams.’

d. 9HQGD R VW VD  HQRP VYRI LK VQ RY D
K 'v@Sh*SI®IBi?PQK M@ALIB@ :1LXRCGK@SG@:1L

‘He married the woman of his dreams.’

(17) XGDIiL VH

a. 86D 0D VH JD HQ X VYRV LK VQ RY D
K "v@Sh*SI@BIQK M@ *16@:1LXRCK@SG@:1L

‘She married the woman of her dreams.’

b. 8GD 0D VH ]D PX NDUF D VYRV LK VQ RY D
K 'v@Sh*SI@BXK M@ **16@:1LXRCGK@SG@: 1L

‘She married the man of her dreams.’

c. 8GDR VH 1D PX NDUF D VYR LK VQ RY D
K 'v@Sh*SI®IQK M@ **16@:1LX2CGK@SG@:1L

‘He married the man of his dreams.’

d. 8GDR VH JD HQ X VYRI LK VQ RY D
K "v@Sh*S®BIQQK M@ *16@:1LKRCGK@SG@:1L
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‘He married the woman of his dreams.’

(18) R HQUL VH

a. 2 HQLOD W  HQRP VYRI LK VQ RY D
K "v@Sh*SI@®K M@ALB@:1LKRCK@SG@:1L

‘She married the woman of her dreams.’

b. 2 HOLOD VH  PX NDUF HP VYRI LK VQ RY D
K 'v@Sh*SI@6 M@ALah6@:1LKRCK@SG@:1L

‘She married the man of her dreams.’

c. 2 HQLR VH  PX NDUF HP VYRI LK VQ RY D
K "v@Sh*SI®BK M@ALah6@:1LXRCGK@SG@:1L

‘He married the man of his dreams.’

d. 2 HQLR VH  HQRP VYR LK VQ RY D
K "v@Sh*SBIQK M@ALS@:1LKRCGK@SG@: 1L

‘He married the woman of his dreams.’

Participants were presented with each condition three times in pseudorandomised
order, i.e., each participant judged 36 experimental stimuli that were interspersed with
36 filler items. Half of the fillers were grammatical and the other half were ungrammat-
ical. In terms of genre, fillers were also taken from regional news portals and revolve
around romantic relationships in order not to be easily distinguishable from the exper-
imental stimuli. Having clearly grammatical and clearly ungrammatical filler items en-
sured that stimuli that were perceived as grammatical or ungrammatical did not stand
out. Rather, there was a balance between grammatical and ungrammatical stimuli
and fillers. Originally devised in the western Ijekavian variety of BCMS +, the exper-
iment was cloned and adapted to the eastern Ekavian variety. Though the separation
of BCMS + into distinct languages is largely political, there are some clear differences
between the variety spoken in the west of the region and the variety in the east, with

a transitional variant in-between. Phonologically, the most important distinction per-
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tains to the reflexes of Common Slavic \DIl /&/ which is /e/ in the east and /je/ or /ije/
in the central and western part of the region. There are also dialects with an /i/ reflex,
but, given that they have no literary standard, they are now regarded as stylistically
marked and “dialectal”. Another distinction between east and west pertains to the dis-
tribution of suffixes ND and LFD to derive feminine agentative nouns. ND is preferred in
the east, LFD in the west. The two versions of the experiment rely on dictionaries for the
use of \DIl reflexes and feminine agentative suffixes to reduce the influence of unfamiliar
word forms on participants’ judgements. Separate links to the respective versions were
provided in the recruitment materials for the experiment and participants were asked
to click the appropriate link based on their pronunciation of the word U Ul HG ‘word’.
Both versions use Latin script, although Cyrillic is also widely used for both, Ekavian
and Ijekavian. Only Latin is, however, intelligible to all literate speakers, since Cyrillic
is usually not taught and read in Croatia and parts of Bosnia and Herzegovina (Magner
2001). Furthermore, even in the Serbian public, Cyrillic has a much more specialised
indexical meaning than Latin, which would have introduced unwanted biases into the
data. Specifically, the Cyrillic script is associated with social conservation, nationalism
and Orthodoxy in the Serbian perception (Ivkovi¢ 2015b). The default script in online
discourses is Latin, a feature rooted in the limited accessibility of non-Latin keyboards
and word processors in the early days of the Internet in the Western Balkans (Ivkovi¢
2015a). The experiment was hosted on 3&,EH[ (Schwarz & Zehr 2018) and based on
Dillon & Ivan’s 2018 code for acceptability judgement experiments, which includes
automated counterbalancing/pseudorandomisation.

The experiment was followed by a short questionnaire, asking participants their age,
place of origin, and gender, as well as their attitude toward the LGBT + community
and whether they considered themselves or their friends to be part of it. Demographic
questions were open-ended, in line with a queer research paradigm, so participants were

free to label their gender and place of origin in their own terms. Furthermore, <HV 1R
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questions were formulated using the normatively preferred forms for the Ekavian and
Ijekavian standard respectively, i.e., Ijekavian questions were verb-initial followed by
the interrogative particle (L, whereas Ekavian questions were introduced by GD (L and

followed SVO word order, as in (19).

(19) a. 6PDIUD IH oL VH GUH RP /%7 SRSXDFLI H™
+QMbB/2 @RLIXBHAGC i @ALaBX&hTQTmH iBQM@:1LXa:

‘Do you consider yourself part of the LGBT population?’

b. "D 0L VH VPDWD IH GHO RP /%7 SRSXIDFLI H"
*PISALh 16+QMbB/2 @Ra:XBRIGaBX'ehTQTmH iBQM@:1LXa:

‘Do you consider yourself part of the LGBT population?’

Lastly, participants were asked whether they considered themselves language mavens,®

which may be a confounding factor in the acceptability of non-traditional language use.
The BCMS + region has a strong normative tradition when it comes to language edu-
cation and standard language ideologies are prevalent (Kordi¢ 2010), in part due to
the instrumentalisation of language for political ends at various times in the history of
the region and most recently in the “national revivals” concomitant with the break-up
of Yugoslavia (Greenberg 2008). Self-identified mavens may be less willing to accept
non-normative language use, irrespective of their attitudes toward the LGBT + com-
munity. The questionnaire asks %DYLIH 0L VH 0LQIYLWILNRP™ =D (L VH EDYLIH 0LQJYLVILNRP"*
‘Are you concerned with Linguistics?’, which makes no distinction between academi-
cally trained linguists and those merely privately engaged with what they understand
under the term. However, because of the prevalence of standard language ideologies
both, within and outside academia in the region, this distinction may not in fact be
very important for the present purposes. To avoid confusion, the group that answered
<HV to ‘Are you concerned with Linguistics?’ will be referred to as language mavens.

Participants who left this category blank were grouped with non-mavens, as they did

18For clarity, the term (DQJXDJH PDYHQ is used throughout this paper to describe speakers with a prescrip-
tivist approach to language.
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not explicitly identify as language mavens. Attitudes were elicited on a 6-point Likert
scale (0-5), to facilitate correlation with the acceptability data. Asking about attitudes
toward the LGBT + community can only elicit explicit biases, rather than implicit ones
(Ofosu et al. 2019). Explicit biases describe attitudes of individuals above the level of
consciousness and are, therefore, also susceptible to self-policing and self-censorship.
In the context of the present experiment, this means that participants may report their
attitude toward the LGBT + community as overly positive if they feel that there is a
social taboo of being openly anti-LGBT +, even if the task is anonymous and partici-
pants have been made aware of this. Ofosu et al. (2019) describe such an effect for the
U.S. However, such a finding may not be as pronounced in the BCMS + region, where
anti-LGBT + rhetoric is prominent in public and political discourses (Navratil 2021).
To decouple social from linguistic judgements as much as possible, no mention of
the LGBT + community or same-sex relations was made in the advertisement text, con-
sent form, or instructions for the experiment. Participants were informed that verbs
pertaining to romantic relationships were the subject of the survey and that some sen-
tences may sound very odd. Throughout the experiment no reference was made to
notions of correctness or grammaticality to avoid priming participants to adopt a nor-
mative standard-language-driven mindset. Furthermore, the questionnaire followed
the judgement task, meaning the LGBT + context was only introduced overtly once the
linguistic judgement task had been completed. However, the built-in morphological
salience of the gender of subjects and objects led (at least) one participant to conclude
that the task was in fact designed to elicit social judgements about same-sex relations,

rather than linguistic ones in the judgement task, as in 20

(20) IIDNR YL H YXGH QD LVIUD LYDQIH R PL OIHQILPD ND /*%7 SRSX(DFLIL L]JOHGD NDR GD QHPD
YH]H VD ILQJYLWILNRP SD VDP ]DIR L SUHWIDR GD UDGLP DQNHIIX
VD HGQH VIUDQH UD]XPHP SLIDQID QSU  (QJOHVNL SUHPLIHU VHR HQLR JDOLND PRPND PX NDUFD
L NDR UDJOLNH LJPHOX WLK UHGL X JQDGHQUX ~SDUIQHUW DOL YL H YXGH ND IRPH “KHIl NROINR
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IL IH GXGQR DNR ND HP PX NDUDF XPHVIR HQDy L D X QH YLGLP QLNDNYX (LQJYLVILGNX
GREURELW

VUHGQR

‘This seems much more like a study about attitudes toward the LGBT popula-
tion, it looks like that it has nothing to do with linguistics and therefore I also
stopped doing the questionnaire.

On the one hand, I understand the questions, for example, 7KH (QJILVK 3ULPH
OLQLWHU PDUULHG D JX\ GXGH PDQ, and like the difference between these words
meaning SDUIQHU, but it seems more like “Hey, look how weird it is if I say man
instead of woman.” and in this I do not see any linguistic benefit.

Good luck!’1?

Moreover, some commentors on 5HGGLI took issue with the formulation of the text ad-
vertising the experiment. In line with a queer research paradigm, inclusive language
was used, including underscores to demarcate masculine and feminine morphemes in
words such as JRYRUQINBFD ‘(male_female) speaker’. Additionally, the collocation EKV
IH]IN ‘Bosnian-Croatian-Serbian language’ was used to be inclusive in terms of ethnolin-
guistic affiliation. Both of these conventions are endorsed by 6DUDIHYVNL RIYRUHQL FHQIDU, a
Sarajevo-based human-rights non-governmental organization (Causevié¢ & Zlotrg 2011).
The use of inclusive language is, however, not widespread as an institutional practice
in the region and, therefore, speakers are likely to not have encountered such lan-
guage use. This may have confused and alienated a number of potential participants.
Conversely, a less inclusive advertisement text may have equally alienated potential

participants, merely ones from other demographics.

9Translation by the author.
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i >vTQi?2b2b

Based on the above grammatical overview and literature review, a number of hypothe-

ses about the experimental data were formulated.

+\SRWKHYTW FRPPXQUN\ PHPEHUWKLS KDYLQJ /*%7  SHURQDI QHIZRUNV DQG
KDYLQJ D SRVLILYH DWILIXGH WIRZDUG WKH /*%7  FRPPXQUN ZL00 EH SRVLILYHO\ FRUUHIDIHG ZLIK
KLIKHU DFFHSHDELOLIN\ VFRUHV IRU JHQGHUHG PDUULDJH YHUEV LQ VDPH VH[ VWILPX0L  (<HFW VLJHV DUH
LQIRUPHG E\ KRZ LPSRUIDQN /*%7  LWXHV DUH iR VSHDNHUW DQG KHQFH RUGHUHG IIKXV FRPPX
QUN\ PHPEHUVKLS ¥ DWILIXGH ¥ SHUVRQDO QHIZRUNV

As previous research has shown for singular WKH\ in English, exposure to a novel
form and the attitudes toward the social implications it has may have an influence on
individuals’ grammars. Situations where social gender is concerned, are particularly
salient here, since social gender plays an important role in agreement and anaphora in
many of the world n's languages, including BCMS +. Stuart-Smith et al. (2013) argues
in her study on Glaswegian teenagers n speech that sociophonetic variables are highly
informed by what speakers care about. In her study, speakers who watched EastEnders
regularly and identified with characters and plot lines adopted ways of speaking typical
for urban London dialects. In other words, linguistic behaviour is influenced by who
and what we identify with. Assuming a similar correlation holds for perception as well,
the more speakers care about the LGBT + community, the more accepting they should
be of sentences with same-sex couples in the experiment. Out of the three measures
investigated, being part of the LGBT + community should therefore be most strongly
correlated with higher judgements of acceptability, because this measure is most closely
tied to one ns own identity. This measure is followed by participants nattitudes towards
the LGBT + community, as attitudes and opinions also inform one ns identity and vice
versa, albeit not as directly. The weakest measure, I conjecture, will be the presence of

LGBT + friends in participants nlives. Even though, they may feel strongly about them,
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in this measure participants nown identity is not directly concerned. The ordering
proposed may be understood as an implicational hierarchy. If a participant is higher
on the hierarchy, the points lower on the hierarchy are likely to apply to them as well

(though see Jones 2018).

+\S RW K H @OPY VH[ VILPXIL XVLQJ v(j)encati se ZL00 UHFHLYH KLIKHU DFFHSIDELOLIN\ VFRUHV
IKDQ VDPH VH[ VILPX(L XVLQJ udati se DQG oZeniti se

Because of the less constrained nature of Y Il HQGDIL in normative/mixed-sex contexts,
it can be conjectured that this verb will be given higher judgements of acceptability in
same-sex contexts compared to the other two verbs. 9 Il HQGDIL can take both masculine
and feminine arguments as subjects and objects. Its only non-normative element is the
co-ocurrence of a masculine subject and a masculine object or a feminine subject and a
feminine object, both of which are low frequency and refer to a non-traditional couple,
therefore 9 Il HQGDIL stimuli with same-sex spouses may yield lower acceptability scores

than their mixed-sex counterparts.

+\S RW K H YRUYDPH VH[ VILPX(L ZLIK udati se DQG oZeniti se VILPXIL ZKHUH WKH VXENHFII-V

JHQGHU FRUUHVSRQGVY IR WKH QRUPDILYH JHQGHU RI WKH PDUULDJH YHUE ZL00 UHFHLYH KLIKHU DFFHSW
DELOLUN\ VFRUHV WKDQ VDPH VH[ VILPX0L ZKHUH WKH REIHFI-V JHQGHU FRUUHVSRQGV R WKH QRUPDILYH
JHQGHU RI IKH PDUULDJH YHUE

The salience of subjects in syntactic information structure generally and for BCMS +
marriage verbs specifically suggests that subjects are also more salient semantically,

and therefore will have a higher influence on acceptability judgements than objects.

9 2bmHib

From a total of 4,708 non-filler experimental responses from 107 participants, 3,489

responses from 96 participants were selected for analysis. Responses from 9 participants
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were laid aside due to incomplete demographic information (though see Section 5.5).
One was laid aside, as they identified as a gender other than male or female. Given the
CART analysis conducted can only process binary nominal variables, they could not
be included in the initial analysis. However, they were discussed individually later.
Additionally, 4 tokens were excluded for atypical response times, which suggests that
those stimli were not judged as intuitively as needed for the experiment.?’ After an
initial Categorisation and Regression Tree (CART) analysis, one additional participant
stood out as an outlier for her negative judgements of stimuli that in all respects conform
to normative grammar. Upon closer inspection, it emerged that the participant had
evaluated 28 out of the 36 stimuli as 0/5. A technical issue or misunderstanding of the
task may have lead to this participant’s anomalous judgements. As her exclusion did
not influence the grouping of 3 categories identified in the CART analysis and rendered
2 categories more interpretable, this participant’s data was removed from the analysis.
The final dataset consists of 3,489 individual tokens from 96 participants. Of these, 74
were women, 22 men; 13 considered themselves part of the LGBT + community (7 men
and 6 women); 63 considered themselves language mavens; and 89 spoke one or more
foreign language. Thirty-three participants filled out the Ekavian task, 63 the Ijekavian
task. Forty-one participants were from Bosnia and Herzegovina, 22 from Serbia, 22
from Croatia, and 11 from elsewhere or of unknown origin. Participants were between
19 and 59 years old, with a median age of 29 (sd = 9.42). Using the same scale as for
the judgement task (6-point Likert, 0-5), participants rated their attitude toward the
LGBT + community 4.03 on average (sd = 1.38) and the prevalence of LGBT + friends
in their lives 2.58 (sd = 1.69). For both ratings, participants made use of the scale’s
full range. For ease of analysis, the 12 experimental conditions were collapsed into five

categories:

2038 EH[ records response latency (time between presentation of stimuli and participant response). Four
tokens were flagged as statistical outliers for their statistically significant longer latency.

36



F. Helmrich

PTTXa2t@ LOppdsixe-sex stimuli with normative subject/object gender:
* XGDIL VH Female Subject, Male Object
* R HQUIL VH Male Subject, Female Object
* Y Il HQGDILVH  Male Subject, Female Object

* Y Il HQGDILVH  Female Subject, Male Object

PTTXa?2t @ppebiteésex stimuli with inverse normative subject/object gender:
* XGDIL VH *Male Subject, *Female Object
+ R HQUIL VH *Female Subject, *Male Object

a K2Xa2t@LQ KXam #hmMseX fRithiliXwith normative subject and inverse

normative object gender.
+ XGDIL VH Female Subject, *Female Object
* R HQUIL VH Male Subject, *Male Object

a K2Xa2t@ AMpXam# BaRe-#X RithiliXwith inverse normative subject and

normative object gender.

+ XGDIL VH *Female Subject, Female Object
+ R HQUIL VH *Male Subject, Male Object
a K2Xa2t@ K# BSam&sexBtimuli with normative subject/object gender, but where
same-sex combination is non-normative.
* Y I HQGDIL VH  *(Female Subject, Female Object)
* Y I HQGDILVH  *(Male Subject, Male Object)
Descriptive statistics for acceptability distributions can be found in Table 2. As ex-

pected, the mean acceptability is highest for 2SS 6 H[ 1 Rwhich entails canonical,
normative, opposite-sex stimuli. Similarly highly-rated are the 6 DPH 6H[ $PELJXRXV
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Table 2: Descriptive Statistics of Acceptability per Category

Category Min. Max. Mean Median Standard Deviation
2SS 6H[ 1RUP 0 5 435 5 1.23
6DPH 6H[ $SPELJXRXV 0 5 4.05 5 1.56
6DPH 6H[ 1IRUP 6XE ,QY 2EM 3.73 5 1.77
6DPH 6H[ ,QY 6XE 1RUR 2EM 2.23 2 1.99
2SS 6H[ ,QY 0 5 1.94 1 1.98

stimuli, where neither the subject nor the object on its own violates the semantic expec-
tations associated with the verb. The only “unusual” thing about them is the same-sex
constellation itself. This corroborates Hypothesis 2, in which it was predicted that
same-sex stimuli with Y Il HQGDIL would be deemed most acceptable out of all same-sex
stimuli. Overall, 6DPH 6H[ 1RUP 6 XE stijn¥li2ifr Which the subject adheres
to normative expectations but the object does not, were, on average, more acceptable
than 6DPH 6H[ ,QY 6XE 1Rtudli2ik Mhich the subject does not adhere to
normative expectations but the object does. This corroborates Hypothesis 3 and is
in line with syntactic and semantic literature claiming a privileged status of subjects.
Stimuli from the category 2SS 6 H[ , ®@h¥ére both subject and object violate seman-
tic expectations, but a heteronormative world is presented, were unsurprisingly rated
least acceptable. 2SS 6H[ @ 6DPH 6H[ ,QY 6XE 1RthRBli dvErbtrated
unacceptable (<2.5) on average. All other stimuli averaged in the acceptable range
(>2.5). It is worth mentioning that 1.94 is still a surprisingly high average for nor-
matively completely untenable constructions. This may suggest that the normatively
posited subcategorisations for gender in BCMS + marriage verbs are not in fact as clear
cut in practice.

For each category, a CART analysis?! was conducted with acceptability judgements

2'The analysis and visualisation were conducted using 5 (R Core Team 2021) and the package SDUINNLI
(Hothorn et al. 2006, 2015)
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as the dependent variable. Independent variables were drawn from the demographic
questionnaire and included participants’ attitude toward the LGBT + community, to
which extent they had LGBT + friends, whether they considered themselves part of the
LGBT + community, whether they considered themselves language mavens, whether
they spoke one or more foreign languages, their age, and their gender. Place of origin
was not included, as the variable did not account for urban/rural divides, regional
differences within countries, etc. — an unfortunate artefact of the open-ended question
asking about place of origin on the demographic questionnaire.

The use of CART analysis is advocated by Endresen & Janda (2017), who tested 5
statistical models of their Likert-scale derived data on Russian marginal verbs. They
used a number of parametric and non-parametric models, with non-parametric CART
models delivering the most fine-grained and interpretable results. From a statistical
point of view, CART analyses are also the most conservative, as they do not draw con-
clusions based on preconceived ideal distributions but are based merely on the distri-
bution of the data itself. Furthermore, the regression-tree model used here processes
the acceptability-judgement data as ordinal, rather than continuous, i.e., the distance

between measurements of value judgements cannot be meaningfully interpreted.

9XR PTTXa2t@LQ KX

Inthe 2SS 6H[ 1RddtPgory, judgements are fairly uniform. In the largest group-
ing of the data (n=1,031), the overwhelming majority of stimuli were judged 5 (fully
grammatical). Given that these are canonical examples taken from online news outlets,
this is not surprising. It is, however, a good indicator of participants taking the task
set seriously, rather than making choices willy-nilly. A much smaller group (n=96),
still largely judged stimuli as grammatical (3-5). However, their judgements are more
spread out. Since these judgements correlate with an overall negative attitude toward

the LGBT + community (0-2), it might be that here the use of inclusive language in the
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Figure 1: CTree of judgements in the 2SS 6 H[ 1 Rcatégory

instructions and the presence of same-sex stimuli overall dampened their judgement.
These participants be more critical in their judgement of acceptability because they are
more critical of the task at hand compared to those with a positive attitude toward
the LGBT+ community. A yet smaller group (n=24), has peaks at 1 and 4, which is
rather surprising. Given that 24 tokens translate to two participants, it may be fruitful
to study their behaviour across categories more closely, to find clues for their differing

behaviour.

9Xk PTTXa2t@ AMpX

Inthe 2SS 6 H[ ,dt¥gory, things are not as straightforward. One might expect that
the grouping here would be analogousto 2SS 6 H[ 1 Rdd Rom a social perspective
they do not differ. However, results are correlated with standard-language ideologies

and age differences.
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Figure 2: CTree of judgements inthe 2SS 6 H[ ,dQt¥gory

Those aged 24 and under have the highest proportion of stimuli judged 5 (fully gram-
matical), however, more stimuli were judged ungrammatical (0-2) than grammatical
(3-5) in this group. Still, the high proportion of stimuli judged grammatical is sur-
prising, given that in this category both subject and object normative expectations for
gender are violated. This may point to relaxed gender expectations among younger
speakers. In the group of over 24-year-olds, language mavens’ intuitions are quite clear,
largely rejecting the acceptability of the 2SS 6 H|[ ,dfiMuli. Especially striking are
two LGBT + participants who judged each of the stimuli in this category as fully unac-
ceptable (0). Awareness of and identification with standard language norms are clearly
active here, overriding identity categories for these two, who are instead more sensi-
tive to violations of the normative marriage verb gender expectations. For non-mavens
over 24, there is a gender effect, whereby men are more firm on the unacceptability
of the stimuli and pattern similar to conservative language mavens, whereas women’s

judgements are more spread out. Women over 24, hence, pattern with younger partici-
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pants. This is in-line with the variationist literature on language change which predicts

women to be at the forefront of change (LQIHU DILD Labov 2001).

9Xj a K2@a2t *QM/BiBQMb

Turning now to same-sex stimuli, there is an overall correlation between attitude to-
ward the LGBT + community on acceptability judgements of same-sex stimuli with nor-
mative subject gender but non-normative objectgender: 6DPH 6H[ 1RUP 6XE ,QY 2EM
(5 =0.53,5<0.001),and 6DPH 6H[ $PEL®RX38, S<0.001). However, for
6DPH 6H[ ,QY 6XE 1,RWiR th&tkénd persists (5 = 0.11) the correlation is

not significant (S = 0.15).

n ® 2 @ 4 @ 60

Same.Sex-Ambiguous Same.Sex-Inv.Sub/Norm.Obj Same.Sex-Norm.Sub/Inv.Obj
5{e ° [ Q- ° ° @ e o [} [ )
R=0.53 R=0.11 R=0.35
p=3.7e-15 p=0.15 p =6.8e-07

Acceptability

Attitude
Figure 3: Correlation of Acceptability and Attitude with regression line.
Comparing Figure 322 with the ranking in Table 2, it becomes apparent that the

overall effect size of having positive LGBT + attitudes increases with the overall ac-

ceptability of each marriage verb gender configuration. This indicates that linguistic

%2Data was visualised using 5 (R Core Team 2021) and the package JISXEU (Kassambara 2020)
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factors, which are shared across the population, moderate the extent to which social
attitudes influence grammatical acceptability.

In the least controversial category (6 DPH 6 H[ $ P E D,JaxtiRidétoward the LGBT
community is the main predictor for acceptability. Those with negative attitudes (2-0),
have the highest share of stimuli rated unacceptable and the highest share of stimuli

rated fully unacceptable (0).

Attitude
p < 0.001

<25
Attitude
p =0.003
<3 >3
Node 2 (n =60 Node 4 (n =30 Node 6 (n =72 Node 7 (n = 414)
1 1 1 1
0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8
0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6
0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4
0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0
0 0 0 0 T
012345 012345 012345 012345

Figure 4: CTree of judgements inthe 6 DPH 6H[ $P E Lca¥goV

For those with an attitude toward the LGBT+ community rated =3, 6 DPH 6H]|
$ P E L J X Rtiiili are overwhelmingly acceptable; these participants rate the stimuli
similarly to canonical opposite-sex stimuli (2SS 6 H[ 1 R URere is some gradation
between those who speak no foreign language and those who do, as well as between
those with an attitude rating of 3 and those with a rating of 4 or 5 among those who
speak of a foreign language. The fact that monolingual participants are less accepting
of 6DPH 6H[ $P E LcdoXI&RD¢Edue to a number of reasons. Multilinguals are some-

what more likely to be urban dwellers (EuroStat 2019), which would expose them more
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to the LGBT + community, or indeed foreign language media where same-sex marriage
is more prevalent. This, in turn, could make these multilinguals more familiar with

constructions like the stimuli presented. In any case, the effect of multilingualism is

3

relatively small, as Figure 5 shows.?

Attitude

Multilingual

0.00 0.02 0.04 0.06

Figure 5: Variable Importancein 6 DPH 6H[ $PELJXRXYV

Inthe 6DPH 6H[ 1RUP 6 XE cafeyor®,Evidere the subjects of same-sex stim-
uli agree with the normative gender expectations of the verbs but the objects do not,
attitude is again a highest-ranked factor. Again, those with a negative attitude (0-2)
deem the stimuli in this category largely unacceptable (Mean = 1.77, sd = 1.77). How-
ever, those with an attitude rated 3 (moderately positive) but with few to no LGBT +
friends, were even clearer in their negative evaluation of the stimuli (Mean = 1.67,
sd = 1.71). For those who rated their attitude 3 with more LGBT + friends, the stimuli
were largely acceptable, with most stimuli rated 4 or 5. For those with an attitude 4 or
5, the distributions are very similar. However, there is a small age effect, where judge-
ments of participants over 36 have a higher share of stimuli judged fully unacceptable

(0) than those of younger ones, who on the other hand have a higher share of stimuli

ZBVariable Importance was only recorded for variables significant in 6DPH 6H[ $P E L JvaRaklé
importance was calculated and visualised in 5 (R Core Team 2021), using packages SHIPLPS (Debeer et
al. 2021), UDQGRP)RUHVI (Liaw & Wiener 2002), ILG\U (Wickham & Girlich 2022) and JISXEU (Kassambara
2020).
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judged fully acceptable (5). This reinforces the results from the 2SS 6 H[ , Cadé-
gory, where those under 24 were more accepting of non-normative stimuli than those
older. Two participants judged a surprising number of stimuli as fully unacceptable
(0), despite their many LGBT + friends (5) and moderately positive attitude (3) toward

the community. It may be that a factor not considered in the data is operational here.
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Figure 6: CTree of judgements inthe 6 DPH 6H[ 1RUP 6 XE caieYor EM

For same-sex stimuli where the subject’s gender aligns with the normative gender ex-
pectations of the verb, there is again an age split at 36. For those aged 36 and younger,
a negative or somewhat positive attitude toward the LGBT + community (0-3), the ma-
jority of stimuli in this category were either fully unacceptable or mostly unacceptable
(0-1). However, around 30% of them were also rated fully acceptable (5). This distribu-
tion resembles that of those 24 years old and youngerinthe 2SS 6 H[ ,Qt¥gory, but
judgements are even more concentrated at the extremes. For those with strongly posi-
tive attitudes (4 and 5) in this age group, whether or not they speak a foreign language

is a decisive factor. The judgements of participants who do speak a foreign language
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are fairly evenly distributed, whereas participants who do not overwhelmingly rated
stimuli in this category fully acceptable (5). This is at odds with the presumption that
multilinguals are more accepting of non-normative constructions, as observed in the
6DPH 6H[ $PELchkgoyVFor 6DPH 6H[ ,QY 6XE 1 RihRli 2He bkact
opposite is the case. In fact, monolinguals 36 and under with a positive attitude toward
the LGBT + community (4-5) are the group which finds 6DPH 6H[ ,QY 6XE 1RUP 2EM
stimuli the most acceptable. Given this group is only made up of three participants, it
is difficult to gauge whether other factors influenced their acceptability judgements. In

any case, this group deserves further investigation.

Age
p < 0.001

<36 > 36

LangMaven
p = 0.002

Yes

Attitude
p=0.01

<3 >3

Multilingual
p <0.001

No Yes
/ \ AN

Node 3 (n = 102) Node 5 (n = 18) Node 6 (n = 299) Node 9 (n = 30) Node 10 (n = 30) Node 11 (n = 96)

1 1 1 1 1 1
0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8
0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6
0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4
0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2

0 0 0 0 0 0

012345 012345 012345 012345 012345 012345

Figure 7: CTree of judgements inthe 6 DPH 6H[ ,QY 6XE 1Ratkgor EM

Quite strikingly, there is a very similar pattern between those older than 36 in the
6DPH 6H[ ,QY 6XE 1 Ratkporg Brid those older than 24 inthe 2SS 6H[ ,QY
category. For 6DPH 6H[ ,QY 6XE 1,Rdddghag@eendvens’ judgements are even
more pronounced. They are the group with the highest proportions of stimuli judged

fully unacceptable (0), with over 60% of stimuli in 6 DPH 6H[ ,QY 6XE 1RUP 2EM
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judged as such. Contrary to the 2SS 6H[ ,€tégory, language mavens do not di-
vide further based on LGBT + group membership, although there is one participant in
that group who indeed identifies as LGBT +. Again, normative notions of grammat-
icality likely have a strong influence on language mavens’ judgements. Non-mavens
over 36 divide by gender, similarly to non-mavens over 24 in the 2SS 6H[ , €Y
dition. Here, too, men’s judgements are conservative and concentrated at the lower
end of the scale while women’s judgements are more distributed. For 6 DPH 6H]|
,QY 6 XE 1R U Pthere M even a relative plurality (around 40%) of stimuli judged
fully grammatical (5). It will be discussed below how to reconcile this gendered be-
haviour with assumptions about the role of gender in traditional variationist sociolin-

guistics (e.g., Labov 1990; 2001).

8 .Bb+mbbBQM

8XR h?2 G:"hY +QKKmMBiv, iiBim/2b M/ 2tTQbm 2

In all categories involving same-sex couples(6 DPH 6 H[ $PEL BORPXV6H[ 1RUP 6XE
,QY 2kid 6DPH 6H[ ,QY 6XE LRdiétRudeHdward the LGBT+ commu-

nity correlates significantly with acceptability judgements (e.g., Figure 3). A nega-

tive attitude (0-2) yields rather negative judgementsof 6 DPH 6H[ $P E L(FXRX V

4)and 6DPH 6H[ 1RUP 6XE (FgifrebBkr 6DPH 6H[ 1RUP 6XE,,QY 2EM

participants with an attitudinal score of 3 but few or no LGBT + friends produced even

more pronounced negative judgements (Figure 7). For the 36-and-under age group,

those with an attitude 0-3 (negative or moderately positive) also have the most nega-

tive ratings. This suggests that participants’ attitudes do correlate with their perception

of stimuli’s grammaticality in conditions with same-sex couples. More generally, this

could mean that speakers’ judgement of grammaticality is influenced by their societal

attitudes, which are, to an extent, decoupled from language. Importantly, however,
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in this experiment, as well as the studies by Bradley (2020) and Hernandez (2020)
conducted on singular IKH\, constructions were investigated where social categories
are overtly expressed through lexical and morphological forms. This means that there
is a link between the grammar and the social reality of speakers, which facilitates a
carry-over effect from social attitudes to grammatical ones. Acceptability judgements
therefore index social attitudes as well as grammatical knowledge. In other words,
speakers may show their disapproval of the LGBT + community as a whole or same-
sex couples/same-sex marriage more specifically through their dislike of constructions
involving same-sex couples.

Contrary to my hypothesis, attitude has shown to be the most important predictor of
acceptability judgements forthe 6 DPH 6H[ $PEL BORPXV6H[ 1RUP 6XE,,QY 2EM
and 6DPH 6H[ ,QY 6XE 1 RatkgorEdvhong the three independent variables
concerned with the LGBT + community. My prediction was that membership in the
LGBT + community would exert the most influence on participants’ linguistic intuitions.
However, apart from having friends in the community forthe 6DPH 6H[ ,QY 6XE 1RUP 2EN
category, only attitude towards the LGBT + community is statistically significant. The
reason for this may lay in the semi-conscious nature of participants’ linguistic be-
haviour. As mentioned above, the semantics of gender and marriage verbs are fairly
transparent in the presented contexts. Although gender and agreement in BCMS + de-
pend on factors other than semantics (see Section 1.1), the stimuli in the present study
were all unambiguous in terms of semantic and social gender. It can, therefore, be
assumed that there is some conscious component in participants’ judgements. Such a
conscious evaluation is more likely to be influenced by ideology or attitude than judge-
ments which rely more heavily on subconscious linguistic intuitions. Participants may
chose to rate a stimulus featuring a same-sex couple highly acceptable because they
think it is the right thing to do, in line with their ideological conviction. Conversely,

if they have a negative attitude, they may consciously choose to give a stimulus a low
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rating if it features a same-sex couple. It is likely that for stimuli that elicit fully sub-
conscious judgements, exposure effects would be stronger, reflecting convergence with
people’s social networks or communities of practice. I am, however, not aware of any
indicators that differentiate gay speak from straight speak in BCMS +, anecdotally or
from a close reading of the BCMS + literature.

Another caveat in the interpretation of results pertains to the formulation of the task.
In order not to prime judgements moderated by prescriptivist notions of correctness, I
decided to use non-technical language in the instructions. Participants were asked to
rate sentences on a scale from 6XGQR ‘odd’ (0) to QRUPDIQR ‘normal’ (5). This formulation
could, in theory, prime participants to rely more on their social judgement of non-

heteronormative stimuli than on linguistic knowledge.

8Xk avMit M/ S Q+2bbBM;

Despite these considerations, the judgements of stimuli in the different categories per-

taining to same-sex couples still pattern differently (e.g., Figure 5), suggesting that

there is not a one-to-one mapping between attitude and judgement. Rather, I would

suggest that grammatical intuitions moderate attitudinal judgements. The overall ef-

fect of attitude on judgements is largest inthe 6 DPH 6 H[ $ P E Lchbegody\Vwhere

normative gender expectations for the verbs are not violated. In categories 6 DPH 6 H [

, QY 6XE 1RUPaRlIEBMDPH 6H[ 1RUP 6 XE, pfeYof 2®dvarguments vio-

lates the verb’s normative gender expectations. For 6 DPH 6H[ 1RUP 6XE,, QY 2EM
the violation occurs in the object, whereas for 6DPH 6H[ ,QY 6XE 1,RHd Rio2EM

lation occurs in the subject. Ostensibly judgements of 6 DPH 6H[ 1RUP 6XE ,QY 2EM
stimuliand 6 DPH 6H[ ,QY 6XE 1 RtihRili2shddld pattern in very much the

same way. However, object violation (6DPH 6H[ 1RUP 6 XE), {3 ¥hoPeEat

ceptable than subject violation (6DPH 6H[ ,QY 6XE 1)Rdvd?alE BsMhown in

Table 2. Furthermore, 6 DPH 6H[ ,QY 6 XE 1 RtldRli2tokk similar prescrip-
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tivist tendencies as 2SS 6H[ 1R ktithuli, where both object and subject violate
the verb’s normative gender expectations. That same is not observed for 6DPH 6 H [
1RUP 6XE ,Q YstitnklM The clear inference must be that participants are gener-
ally more irked by an unexpected subject gender than by an unexpected object gender.
This corroborates Hypothesis 3, which pertains to the privileged position of subjects in
syntax and information structure. Apart from this general linguistic claim that subjects
are more closely connected to verbs than objects and are further privileged in various
binding phenomena (Van Valin 2001), there are also several language-specific obser-
vations that further explain this pattern. First, the verbs XGDIL VH and R HQUIL VH are not
syntactically transitive. Both take oblique objects rather than direct objects marked
by the accusative. The reason for this lies in the presence of the reflexive/reciprocal
particle VH, which de-transivises the verb.?* The oblique objects can be omitted from
sentences with XGDIL VH and R HQLIL VH without rendering them ungrammatical; they are
not syntactically obligatory. From a semantic point of view, however, they clearly are,
as one cannot possibly marry without a partner. In terms of salience, however, this
lack of syntactic obligation may render objects less salient from the onset and make
them less irritating if they are of unexpected gender. Another factor may be morphol-
ogy. Five out of 12 lexicalisations are in the periphrastic past tense with a participle
agreeing in gender with the subject. If the subject is of non-canonical gender, this
yields the otherwise never encountered gender-inflected forms XGD R and R HQL (D
‘married’. When only the object violates the verb’s normative gender expectations, no
novel morphological forms arise, as verbs never agree with their objects in BCMS +.
Lastly, there may also be a word order effect. All stimuli follow (S)OV word order.
If the subject complies with the verb’s normative gender expectations, the unexpected
gender is only encountered at the object, which comes relatively late in the sentence.

Arguably, subject and verb are chunked together and the mismatch is only processed

%This VH may be analysed as a medio-passive marker, suggesting that the subject is the one doing the
marrying and the one being married off simultaneously.
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D SRWHULRUL. If the subject, however, is at odds with the normative gender expectations
of the verb, the mismatch occurs at the verb. In other words, the subject (if overt) is
processed as usual and the mismatch with the verb only becomes apparent once the
verb is encountered. The mismatch happens earlier and in the obligatory part of the
construction, which renders it more detrimental. These processing factors then inter-
act with societal attitudes to produce the final judgement seen in the data. Given this
judgement task was done offline, more fine-grained differences in (online) processing
could not be captured, but eye-tracking data from Sanford & Filik (2007) on singular
IKH\ suggests that less common constructions, including the most acceptable stimuli
with same-sex couples, have different processing costs compared to their normative
same-sex counterparts. In future studies of this phenomenon, it would be prudent to
control for these morphological and word-order effects, i.e., balance stimuli between

past and non-past, as well as between canonical and non-canonical word order.

8Xj S'2b+'BTiBpBbK

Participants’ self-identification as language mavens was a significant correlate of ac-
ceptability in the two categories which received the lowest average acceptability judge-
ment (2SS 6H[ @A 6DPH 6H[ ,QY 6XE 1)RId Both Eakés the effect was
only significant for the older age category, although the split was at 24 years old for
2SS 6H[ ,fQ@dat36yearsoldfor 6DPH 6H[ ,QY 6 XE 1Rdlplaialg Mlder
language mavens give low ratings to stimuli where the subject’s gender does not match
the normative expectation of the verb. Thisisthecasein 2SS 6 H[ , Wh¥ére both sub-
ject and object do not match (opposite-sex couples)and 6 DPH 6H[ ,QY 6XE 1RUP 2EM
where the object matches but the subject does not (same-sex couples). Above, I consid-
ered a number of reasons why these conditions are especially challenging for process-
ing. However, the older language mavens are the group with the lowest scores for these

stimuli. For neither category is attitude a significant factor for this group. Strikingly,
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two LGBT + -identified language mavens over 24 rated all 2SS 6 H[ ,iMuli fully
unacceptable (0).

The combined effects of age and being a language maven suggest prescriptivist lan-
guage ideologies are in force here. The linguistic tradition of the region is very fo-
cused on normative grammar and “correct” language use. Moreover, standard language
ideologies have become a key political instrument in the national(ist) projects of the
BCMS + -speaking constituent republics of Yugoslavia, both leading up to and in the
aftermath of the country’s break-up (Greenberg 2008). This intensification of standard
language ideologies has its roots in the very early days of Serbian and Croatian na-
tion building, both of which started out as cultural movements with the proclaimed
need for a standard language to justify each region’s status as a sovereign nation. Cor-
rect use of each standard becomes a badge of national loyalty and forms part of an
ideological complex that differentiates the national in-group from outsiders. Further-
more, standard language competencies are an important source of social prestige. In
the region, linguistics, especially the study of BCMS + as a native language, is steeped
in political ideology, and although academics may not subscribe to such convictions,
self-styled language mavens’ certainly do. Those who reported being concerned with
linguistics may be academics, or more likely, people who take pride in their knowledge
of (standard) language and its (prescriptive) rules without an academic subject back-
ground. These self-identified linguists, or “language mavens” as I have labelled them,
could equally be called pedants or “grammar sticklers” and their intuitions likely reflect
ingrained biases against non-normative or innovative language use.

The behaviour of multilinguals aged 36 and younger with more than a moderately
positive attitude toward the LGBT + community (4-5) for stimuli in the 6DPH 6H][
,QY 6 XE 1RU Pca2dgddy may also be explained by prescriptivist ideologies. In
the region, people who speak a foreign language are more likely to have a higher level

of education than those who do not (EuroStat 2019). As a result, they have been more
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exposed to standard language teaching and may also be more aware of the social capital
linked to such competencies. This in turn moderates their judgement of the linguisti-
cally controversial stimuliin 6DPH 6H[ ,QY 6XE 1,Ré&pite2keld positive so-
cial attitudes. Monolinguals, on the other hand, may have a lower level of general edu-
cation and rely more on social attitudes in their judgement. The behaviour of monolin-
guals and multilinguals with a positive attitude toward the LGBT + community (> 2.5)
in 6DPH 6H[ $P ELWxRIohtradict such an interpretation, as here monolin-
guals are more conservative than multilinguals. However, looking at the different dis-
tributions (Figure 4), monolinguals and multilinguals behave much more similarly in
6DPH 6H[ $PELthXRheydoin 6DPH 6H[ ,QY 6XE 1RheR dyMe
a number of relevant conditioning factors that were unfortunately not captured by the
demographic information collected from participants, so the diverging behaviours of
multilinguals in 6DPH 6H[ ,QY 6XE 1R 6ITEHMH 6H[ $P E LhayRbXV
an artefact of the data collection methodology and thus merits exploration in future
enquiry on the present topic.

The question now arises whether older language mavens (i.e., those over 24 and
over 36 respectively) and men of the same age group being more conservative plus
younger participants’ and older, non-maven women having more distributed accept-
ability judgements of innovative marriage verb gender constellations is evidence of a
linguistic change in progress. The answer is likely yes. If synchronic variation reflects
diachronic change (Bailey et al. 1991, etc.), with the language of young women being
the vanguard of said change (Labov 1990, etc.), the increased tolerance of violations
to the gender expectations for XGDIL VH and R HQLIL VH likely reflects an change occurring
in BCSM+ — a change concomitant with evolving societal attitudes toward marriage
equality, LGBT + people, and perhaps also traditional gender roles (including tradi-
tional gender roles in the act of marrying). As discussed above, the roles associated

with men and women in marriage rites are traditionally quite different. As society
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changes, those roles may become less differentiated. The sociolinguistics of gender
posit that the more socially different men and women are —i.e., the more different the
spheres they inhabit — the more different their language will be. One way to account
for these differences lies in the social gains from performing one’s gender appropriately
to social norms: if gender is a crucial part of one’s social identity, performing gender
is a critical identity practice. In settings or communities where gender is a less salient
identity feature, the requirement to perform gendered behaviour, including speech, is
less urgent. Further, in highly-gendered settings, the ways in which men and women
are talked about differ considerably. In BCMS + marriage verbs, this differentiation has
become lexicalised. As the Western Balkans evolve ideologically, it is likely that the pre-
scription to use specifically gendered subjects and objects for XGDIL VH and R HQUIL VH will
also evolve (an outcome the present results signal), or it may be that these outmoded

verbs fade from use, as Mallet-Jiang (2021) predicts for their Mandarin analogues.

8X9 :2M/2°

It remains to be explained why older non-maven women pattern with younger groups,
while their male counterparts have some of the most normative intuitions. Labov
(2001) argues that women are more sensitive to symbolic prestige. As Eckert (1989)
states, men are judged on the things that they do, while women are judged on who they
are. In a patriarchal political economy, women have far fewer opportunities to amass
material wealth, so they must rely on symbolic forms of prestige, such as etiquette,
personal relations, and, crucially, language use. A critical requirement of marshalling
language to garner symbolic prestige is ability to accurately classify linguistic forms as
either “correct” (= prestigious) or “incorrect” (= non-prestigious) in-line with com-
munity norms.

In the study presented here, the ostensible prestigious constructions are those with

normative gender constellations. This would render stimuli in categories 6 DPH 6 H [
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,QY 6XE 1RUP6DEPM 6H[ 1RUP 6XE,aiY283EM H[ ,%wh¥lly unac-
ceptable. Older non-maven women, however, do not judge these categories as wholly
unacceptable. Older non-maven men, on the other hand, have quite strong normative
intuitions. To understand this finding it is first important to point out that women and
men are not monolithic categories. While all women suffer subordination in a patri-
archal society, the way women garner prestige within such a system is diverse. Self-
identified language mavens clearly orient toward standard-language norms, as demon-
strating command and knowledge of linguistic norms is conventionally rewarded with
symbolic capital. For mon-mavens, however, symbolic capital may result from accep-
tance of same-sex couples. Despite large-scale discrimination of members of the LGBT +
community in all aspects of post-Yugoslav life (World Bank Group 2018), queer- and
gay-friendly attitudes index a progressive ideology and/or a compassionate nature —
qualities that too are rewarded with symbolic capital. Homo- and transphobia are
deeply intertwined with neoconservative populism in the region, while the LGBT +
community is associated with the West and European integration. The economic de-
velopment and increase to the living standard associated with Europeanisation in its
positive reading are desirable and, therefore, social cues indicating affiliation with these
processes can be prestigious. For men, this type of social capital is less accessible, as
male homosexuality is more stigmatised than female homosexuality (World Bank Group
2018). Men are therefore taking a higher risk of losing face if they associate themselves
with LGBT + issues. Moreover, this type of social capital may not be particularly use-
ful to men anyway, since they have more opportunities to amass material wealth even
without European integration. They may profit more from traditional patriarchal so-
ciety, which is linguistically manifested in the highly politicised standards of BCMS +
(Greenberg 2008). As convincing as this explanation is, judgements of stimuli under
2SS 6H][ , QMnot fully be ascribed to the prestige of LGBT + acceptance. Fur-

thermore, attitude was not a significant variable for older non-mavens, which I would
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expect if those women oriented toward an LGBT + -friendly linguistic and social pres-
tige.

If expectations for the gender constellations of the BCSM + marriage verbs are chang-
ing, which is likely, it is unsurprising that linguistic maven women, who are the ones
aware of normative prestige forms, resist this change. This is especially true if being a
language maven is a proxy for a higher level of education.?® The present findings mirror
various findings from Labov (1990; 2001, etc.) and others, where working-class women
are more advanced in language change than middle-class women, as their linguistic
behaviour is not moderated by overt prestige. The findings from the present study,
therefore, do very much fit the variationist literature on gender. However, whether the
conjectured change can actually be understood as “a change from below” is less clear.
If attitudes play a role at all in this distribution, then we have to consider the change a
“change from above”, a conscious change in behaviour. The unexpectedly high accept-
ability of stimuli in the 2SS 6 H[ ,&t¥gory, however, can not be easily explained
by the conscious mapping of social attitudes onto linguistic ones. While there may be
a weakening of the strict gender expectations of XGDIL VH and R HQUIL VH, the change, is
far from complete, as inverse opposite-sex stimuli (2SS 6 H[ ) @¥ rated below the
range of acceptability even by the most advanced groups. We can conjecture that once
a full weakening is complete (if it ever will be), that judgements of 2SS 6 H[ ,ad

2SS 6H[ 1RwilPbe the same.

When discussing gender, we must not forget that the stimuli too differ in the gen-
ders of those marrying. The conditions pertaining to same-sex couples (6 DPH 6H]|
$PELIJXR&ENMPH 6H[ 1RUP 6XE, BDWREOM|[ ,QY 6XE 1)RddePalR EM
divided between male-male and female-female couples. One may expect that different
societal expectations for men and women, as well as the higher social stigma associ-

ated with male homosexuality compared to female homosexuality, would yield different

ZThis is an informed conjecture as education was not a question on the demographic questionnaire.

56



F. Helmrich

judgements for M/M stimuli and F/F stimuli. Indeed,inthe 6DPH 6H[ ,QY 6XE 1RUP 2EM
category, there is an overall lower average judgement for M/M stimuli (Mean = 2.06,

sd = 1.95), than for F/F (Mean = 2.41, sd = 2.02) stimuli. However, this is not selected

by the CART analysis. In fact, the CART analysis only identifies a significant difference
between stimuli pertaining to same-sex couples of different genders in the 6 DPH 6 H [
1RUP 6XE ,Q Yategoly, where again F/F stimuli are judged slightly better than
M/M stimuli. In the other two cases, demographic factors fully explain any differences

in the data. Because of this rather murky picture, I conclude that the gender of the
same-sex couples getting married does not play a significant role in the acceptability of
the stimuli. This also suggests that the restricted use of XGDIL VH meaning ‘a man marry-

ing up’ described by Doubt (2014) did not factor into participants’ judgements of the
presented stimuli. Nor does the shared root of R HQUIL VH and HQD show any important

influence on the acceptability of stimuli.

8X8 S 'iB+BT Mib rBi? BM+QKTH2i2 /2KQ; T?B+ [m2biBQMM B

The participants who had to be excluded from the initial analysis due to the lack of
demographic data points pertaining to their person were analysed as individuals and
their responses were compared to the responses from the groups identified by the CART
analysis. Out of the 10 participants initially excluded, 4 did not record their attitude
toward the LGBT + community, nor whether they had LGBT + friends; however, the
participants do have patterns of acceptability similar to groups identified by the CART
analysis, and from this their attitudes about the LGBT + community might be inferred.
In other words, acceptability of same sex constellations for BCSM + marriage verbs
may be diagnostic of an individual’s attitudes towards the LGBT+ community. For
two participants in this group, it was possible to infer their attitude based on their lin-
guistic behaviour, one of which was largely positive and the other fairly negative. The

participant with a positive attitude was strikingly lenient for an older language maven,
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suggesting that she is not a grammar stickler despite her self-identification. The third
participant’s evaluation of stimuli in all categoriesbut 6DPH 6H[ ,QY 6XE 1RUP 2EM
suggests a positive attitude toward the LGBT + community; however, their 6DPH 6 H|
,QY 6 XE 1R U RtithiElMwvere judged more often as unacceptable than acceptable.
This participant did not disclose any demographic information. The fourth participant
did record whether she had LGBT + friends (3 - some friends). Given her responses

for 6DPH 6H[ $PELdaNROOPH 6H[ 1RUP 6XE s@nvulk Béd attitude
toward the LGBT + community is also likely positive (3-4). Further, a person who re-
ports having some LGBT + friends should have a somewhat positive attitude toward
the community. As a 35 year-old language maven, she would be expected rate stim-

uli under categories 2SS 6H[ ,&@& 6DPH 6H[ ,QY 6 XE 1RowPwRiEhMs
exactly what she does.

One participant reported a gender other than male or female. However, because of
their status as a 33 year-old language maven, their gender is irrelevant to their pat-
terning based on the CART analysis. Indeed, they pattern with older language mavens
in 2SS 6H[ ,an¥ 6DPH 6H[ ,QY 6XE 1RhdRvithEthbse with a positive
attitude (5) in the other conditions. Alongside them, one other participant who was ini-
tially excluded, provided enough relevant demographic information to check whether
their behaviour corresponded to the patterns found earlier and perfectly fit the earlier
findings. These two participants alongside the 4 from above suggest that the initial
model has some predictive power and that the factors identified by it have relevance
beyond the very data initially examined. This is good news for further research and

gives a certain robustness to the results.

8Xe J2i?Q/QHQ:B+ H GBKBi iBQMb

As with any methodological approach, there are a number of points to problematise in

the conducted experiment. First, the Likert scale employed has been variously called
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into question for its validity (Bishop & Herron 2015). In the set-up of the experiment,
it is assumed that the points on the scale are equidistant, which is not necessarily how
participants perceive the scale. The CART analysis alleviates this to an extent, as the
model assumes merely a hierarchical ordering of judgements, rather than a linear one
(Endresen & Janda 2017). Endresen & Janda (2017), however, do point out that a
culturally suited Likert scale is chosen for judgement tasks and that each point on the
Likert scale should be explained qualitatively. In their study, they used a a scale well
known to their Russian subjects through schooling and demographic surveys (Endresen
& Janda 2017). In my experiment, only the extremes of the scale were labelled, which
may have contributed to a more binary distribution of the data. However, I am not
aware of any Likert scale being particularly culturally entrenched in the BCMS + region,
as Endresen & Janda (2017) describe for Russian, so the 6-point scale chosen was as
appropriate as any other. One advantage of a 6-point scale over a 5-point scale pertains
to the choice participants have to make between “good” and “bad”. There is no neutral
choice as such. Still it would be advantageous for any future research to establish
whether different scales yield significantly different results in the BCMS + case and to
include more elaborate qualitiative descriptions for each point on the Likert scale, as
suggested by Endresen & Janda (2017).

Second, the demographic questionnaire was rather short and quite blunt. This meant
the study remained short, which mitigated the risk of a drop in participants’ attention.
Moreover, participants were not reimbursed for their time, so I deemed it crucial for the
study to be as short as possible. On the other hand, such a questionnaire did not allow
for a particularly fine-grained analysis of participants’ attitudes toward the LGBT +
community. Other studies employed measures such as the $ILIXGHV 7RZDUG /HVELDQV
DQG *D\ OHQ 6FDH (Herek 1988) used to gauge attitudes by Gowen & Britt (2006) or
the Ambivalent Sexism Inventory (Glick & Fiske 1996) used by Bradley (2020) to probe

the relationship of sexism and the acceptability of singular IKH\. Measures such as these,
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establish a person’s attitude through a number of prompts rather than just one question,
yielding more granular results. However, the correlations found in the present study
bear testimony to the strength of the effects observed.

Third, as this is a perceptual study, no direct conclusions about production and usage
can be made. As mentioned above, corpus-based investigations of the present subject
would not yield statistically robust results due to low sample size. Further, research
could take the shape of a free completion or forced choice task, where participants are
given prompts with a subject and an object of the same gender and are asked to complete
sentences with a marriage verb. Alternatively, interviews with and self-recordings of
same-sex couples who speak BCMS+ and are in a civil union would yield interesting
qualitative data, as a point of comparison to the present study. Getting a sense of
how marriage verbs are used in non-normative ways by the ones most directly affected
would not only inform linguistic inquiry but also create a basis for LGBT + inclusive

language policy in the region.

8Xd J "B ;202 #b M/ AM+HmMbBp2 G M;m ;2 BM "*JayY

The call for inclusive language use dates back to the second wave of feminism and its
feminist critique of language. Though initially focused on removing gendered biases
in language and making women more visible in discourse, the mission of inclusion has
since become more broad to include any marginalised group and offer alternatives to
heteronormative, ableist, racial and other biases in language use. Different languages
have had different trajectories that were and continue to be conditioned by both cultural
differences and typological idiosyncrasies. Plemenita$ (2014), for example describes
different approaches in English and Slovene, which is closely related to BCMS +, in
making language more inclusive in terms of gender. While gender-neutrality is usually
the goal in English, Slovene aims to make women more visible in discourse along-

side men by way of split forms and the inclusion of feminine forms for occupational
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and academic titles. The Slovene gender system, which is virtually identical to the
BCMS + one, makes it often difficult to realise gender-neutral forms, while in English,
most occupational titles (with the exception of pairs such as DFIRU DFIUHW) are already
gender-neutral from a structural point of view. Causevi¢ & Zlotrg’s (2011) guide for
non-discriminatory language in BCMS + is also mostly concerned with gender-sensitive
language (URGQRRVIHIOILY IH]LN) and their recommendations are very much in the same
vein as what Plemenita$ (2014) describes for Slovene. Additionally, Causevié & Zlotrg
(2011) include recommendations for non-discriminatory language addressing people
with disabilities, the LGBT + community, as well as ethnic minorities such as the Roma.
Mostly, the guide gives recommendations on which particular labels to use for specific
group and highlights any offensive terms to avoid. The manual takes a community-
based approach for most groups concerned: the non-discriminatory or inclusive way
to refer to individuals or groups equates to the way they refer to themselves. Such an
approach highlights the importance of ownership by marginalised groups over their
own narratives. When labels are concerned, this is quite operational. Anybody who is
willing to practice discourse respectful of marginalised groups can adopt those labels,
much like names for technological innovations or other neologisms. However, a lan-
guage which is truly inclusive must also allow for marginal experiences to be framed
appropriately. Singular \KH\ and queer uses of marriage verbs in BCMS + aim to achieve
exactly this. Both phenomena provide ways for non-hetero- and non-cis-normative ex-
periences to be expressed in BCMS + precisely and succinctly. In this, they both have
a considerable impact on morphosyntax and semantics. A similar case can be made for
occupational and academic feminine forms, where morphological means are used to
create new vocabulary items, and where new conventions are adopted when referring
to mixed groups. Of course, here too it is important to take into account in-group usage
and preference when making suggestions for society-wide (and hence out-group) dis-

courses. The present research shows that even those with positive attitudes toward the
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LGBT + community may struggle to accept certain configurations of BCMS + marriage
verbs in connection to same-sex couples. It may not be enough to educate the general
public on LGBT + issues and rely on shifting attitudes for linguistic change. Though
attitude is a major correlate of linguistic acceptability in the present study, for stim-
uliin the 6DPH 6H[ ,QY 6XE 1RafdgodEwdhich is a conceivable queer use
of marriage verbs, standard language ideologies and linguistic prescriptivism are the
decisive factors in acceptability. This hints at a disconnect between attitudes toward
the LGBT+ community and attitudes toward the queer use of marriage verbs. Since,
however, stimuliinthe 6DPH 6H[ 1RUP 6 XE cafeYor? &r&mot as affected by
these ideologies, it seems quite appropriate to suggest the use of XGDIL VH to talk about
lesbian couples and R HQUIL VH when talking about gay ones. 9 Il HQGDIL VH is certainly also
recommended, with the caveat that its meaning is narrower, pertaining to the legal act
of getting married.

More generally, especially in cases where more than just the lexicon is affected, this
study is quite instructive for inclusive language use. Some unwillingness or incapa-
bility to adopt inclusive language by the majority population may indeed be caused
by linguistic obstacles rather than attitudinal ones. One aim of inclusive language
must, therefore, be to offer solutions which are linguistically digestible to the general
speaker without compromising on accurately describing the experiences and identities
of marginalised groups. Singular IKH\ is an interesting point of comparison here. Given
its long history in English for indefinite antecedents of unknown or unspecific gender
(Bradley 2020), its evolution to also be used for definite antecedents who do not (exclu-
sively) identify with a binary gender is quite intuitive from a systemic perspective. On
the other hand, the plural agreement with verbs, as well as its primary role as a plural
pronoun may make it difficult for speakers to adopt, especially because the prescriptive
edict to use generic KH, V KH or other split forms has only recently lost currency (e.g.,

Saguy & Williams 2021). Singular IKH\ is an instructive case, as it makes use of material
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present in English but changes semantic properties to describe queer experience more
accurately. The wealth of discussions around singular IKH\, however, equally show the
importance of acceptance of novel language use by the majority population. As similar
development could be promoted for marriage verbs in BCMS +. In sum, when making
recommendations for inclusive language use, the interplay of community-based input,
majority attitudes, exposure, and the input’s impact on the grammar must be taken into

account.

e *QM+HmMbBQM

This study set out to better understand the acceptability of marriage verbs in BCMS +
with respect to the gender of their arguments and the correlation of these verbs with
non-linguistic, demographic traits. The experimental approach has successfully corrob-
orated the hypothesised interplay of attitude and acceptability. The analysis revealed
that attitudes toward the LGBT + community are a key predictor for the acceptabil-
ity of stimuli pertaining to same-sex couples. Overall, participants with more positive
attitudes toward the LGBT+ community rate stimuli pertaining to same-sex couples
higher. Other factors connected to attitude and exposure, i.e., self-identification as
LGBT + and number of LGBT + friends, are far less important. This suggests that it is
indeed attitude which is coupled with linguistic judgements, rather than another factor
picked up by the attitude question in the questionnaire. The correlation between atti-
tude and acceptability judgement is moderated by prescriptivism. Normative language
ideologies are associated with lower acceptabilities of stimuli with non-normative gen-
der configurations, including same-sex conditionsand 2SS 6 H[ ,AQtough norma-
tive language ideologies and prescriptivism were not associated exclusively with one
specific measure, they account for a large number of groups found in the CART anal-

ysis. The measure most closely associated with lower judgements irrespective of atti-

63



F. Helmrich

tude is whether participants were language mavens. Unsurprisingly, language mavens
judged non-normative stimuli lower than those who were not. For 2SS 6 H|[ ,¥dihg
multilinguals with a positive attitude were more linguistically conservative than their
monolingual counterparts, suggesting prescriptivism is associated with the level of ed-
ucation somebody has received. Regarding age, older participants were more norma-
tively minded than younger ones. When it comes to gender, we see a pattern similar
to the one described by Labov (2001). For the most divisive categories 2SS 6H[ ,QY
and 2SS 6H|[ , ®@omen, who are not language mavens, i.e., those who do not con-
sciously orient toward a prestige form, pattern with younger speakers. This mirrors
situations of language change, where working class women, who according to Labov
(2011) are less aware of prestige norms, are more advanced in any given change than
their male counterparts. The distributed nature judgements with younger speakers as
well as older non-maven womenin 2SS 6H[ @@ 2SS 6H[ ,MaYindeed signal
a change in progress.
In comparing conditions, it emerged that linguistic factors also moderate acceptabil-
ity judgements, attenuating the effect size of attitude toward the LGBT + community, as
can be inferred by the slopes of the regression lines in Figure 3. 6 DPH 6H[ $PELJXRXV
stimuli are most acceptable overall and show the largest effect size, as they do not
contradict normative specifications for object or subject gender separately. 6 DPH 6 H|
1RUP 6XE ,Q Yar2 ledslacceptable and 6DPH 6H[ 1RUP 6XE le@gstYa EM
ceptable overall. The higher acceptability judgements for stimuli with a normative
subject (6DPH 6H[ 1RUP 6 XE),€Qiyb& &plained by the syntactic privilege
of subjects and the close association of subject and verb through morphological agree-
ment. In canonical SVO word order, the unexpected element is the verb for 6DPH 6 H |
,QY 6 XE 1R U Ro@ditMns, whereasitisthe objectfor 6DPH 6H[ 1IRUP 6XE ,QY 2EM
Therefore, the unexpected element is processed laterin 6 DPH 6 H[ 1RUP 6XE ,QY 2EM

stimuli, which may be less disruptive than an earlier unexpected element. The effect
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of unexpected gender constellations on online processing merits future enquiry.

Lastly, the present study is also highly instructive for the implementation of inclusive
language policies in the particular case of BCMS + marriage verbs and more generally.
For BCMS + marriage verbs, the relatively high acceptabilityof 6 DPH 6H[ $PELJXRXYV
and 6DPH 6H[ 1RUP 6XE s@li2 make these constructions apt for speak-
ing about same-sex couples in an inclusive way. They were not only relatively well-
accepted overall but also by the LGBT + participants in particular. More generally, the
present study shows how prescriptive intuitions persist, even when attitudes change.
Language mavens largely reject forms of thetype 6 DPH 6H[ 1RUP 6XE,e®@1 2EM
if their attitude toward the LGBT + community is positive. This indicates that propo-
nents of inclusive language cannot solely rely on changing attitudes to trigger changes
in linguistic behaviour. Though it is crucial to respect the needs and usages of a
marginalised group when proposing inclusive norms, the present study suggests that
looking at general use is also vital. Linguistic behaviour can only change if the norms
proposed are not too far from what is already in use or deemed (at least somewhat)

acceptable by the speaker community.
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