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Abstract: This article provides a detailed examination of voice quality in word-final vowels in
Spanish. The experimental task involved the pronunciation of words in two prosodic contexts by
native Spanish speakers from diverse dialects. A total of 400 vowels (10 participants × 10 words
× 2 contexts × 2 repetitions) were analyzed acoustically in Praat. Waveforms and spectrograms
were inspected visually for voice, creak, breathy voice, and devoicing cues. In addition, the relative
amplitude difference between the first two harmonics (H1–H2) was obtained via FFT spectra. The
findings reveal that while creaky voice is pervasive, breathy voice is also common, and devoicing
occurs in 11% of tokens. We identify multiple phonation types (up to three) within the same vowel,
of which modal voice followed by breathy voice was the most common combination. While creaky
voice was more frequent overall for males, modal voice tended to be more common in females. In
addition, creaky voice was significantly more common at the end of higher prosodic constituents.
The analysis of spectral tilt shows that H1–H2 clearly distinguishes breathy voice from modal voice
in both males and females, while H1–H2 values consistently discriminate creaky and modal voice in
male participants only.

Keywords: vowels; phonation; modal; non-modal; creaky voice; breathy voice; devoicing; H1–H2

1. Introduction

This article investigates the occurrence of non-modal voicing in word-final vowels in
Spanish. Modal voicing is characterized by periodic vibration of the vocal folds (Bissiri
et al. 2011; Garellek 2014), while non-modal voicing involves non-periodicity and/or a
degree of noise (Laver 1980; Esling et al. 2019). Modal voicing is commonly referred to
in the literature as “voicing”, while non-modal voicing encompasses phonatory qualities
such as voicelessness, creaky voice and breathy voice. Voicelessness is defined by a lack of
vocal fold vibration, while creaky voice (or creak) involves a glottal constriction, a low rate
of vocal fold vibration (i.e., low pitch), and/or irregular F0 (Ladefoged 1971; Gordon and
Ladefoged 2001; Garellek 2019, among others). Breathy voice involves voicing in addition
to noise, and concentration of acoustic energy in the F3 region (Laver 1980; Keating et al.
2015; Garellek 2014, 2019; Esling et al. 2019). These phonation qualities relate to the relative
degree of the vocal fold aperture, which is most open for voicelessness, then breathy voice,
and most constricted for modal voice, then creaky voice (see, for example, Gordon and
Ladefoged 2001).

In Spanish, as in many other languages, vowels are typically voiced, but non-modal
realizations are attested in specific phonological environments and dialects. For example,
vowel sequences across words (as in la uva ‘the grape’) can have creaky voice (Lorenzo
Criado 1948; Lope Blanch 1987; González and Weissglass 2017). This is often the case
when Spanish is in a contact situation with a language that has phonological glottalization,
such as Yucatec Maya, Guaraní, or Arabic (Thon 1989; Valentín-Márquez 2006; Chappell
2013; Michnowicz and Kagan 2016; McKinnon 2018; Mohamed et al. 2019; Gynan and
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Almada 2020). Vowels can also have creaky voice word-finally in various dialects, including
Peninsular, Chilean, and Mexican Spanish (Morrison and Escudero 2007; Garellek and
Keating 2015; Bolyanatz 2023; cf. Kim 2017). Fewer studies focusing on breathy voice
are available for Spanish. Mendoza et al. (1996) and Trittin and Lleó (1995) find that
Spanish-speaking females have breathier voices than males. This is also the case in English
and other languages, and it is considered to result from anatomical differences in males
and females: the larynx in females tends to have a longer opening, particularly posteriorly,
which is conducive to aspiration noise in the F3 region (Klatt and Klatt 1990). Breathy
vowels are also reported to occur utterance-finally in Andalusian Spanish (O’Neill 2005).
As for voiceless vowels, they are also attested word- and utterance-finally in Spanish, often
when preceded (or followed) by voiceless consonants (Delforge 2009, 2012; Torreira and
Ernestus 2011; Sessarego 2012; Dabkowski 2018).

In a previous study, González et al. (2022) examined the occurrence of creaky voice in
word-final Spanish vowels. Creaky voice was analyzed via visual inspection of waveforms
and spectrograms, following Dilley et al. (1996), Redi and Shattuck-Hufnagel (2001) and
Ladefoged and Maddieson (1996). Specifically, creaky voice was coded when one or more
of the following acoustic cues was present: aperiodicity (non-regular duration of pulses),
creak (gradual pulse widening with F0 lowering and damping), diplophonia (variable pulse
amplitude or shape), glottal squeak (sudden F0 increase), or the presence of a glottal stop.
González et al. (2022) found a prevalence of creaky voice word-finally for vowels across
several Spanish dialects, particularly for men, and at the end of higher prosodic constituents.
The data were originally examined for creaky voice only, but further inspection showed that
at least some of the vowels coded as creaky tended to end in a noisy and/or non-periodic
interval which could be consistent with breathy voice and/or devoicing.

In this study, we re-examine our original dataset to provide a more nuanced analysis
of non-modal phonation in word-final Spanish vowels, focusing not just on creaky voice,
but also on breathy voice and devoicing. We provide a more detailed analysis of non-modal
phonation using waveforms and spectrograms, and, unlike in González et al. (2022), we
additionally include a measure of spectral tilt, i.e., the degree of energy present in lower vs.
higher frequencies. We focus in particular on H1–H2 values, i.e., the relative amplitude of
the first harmonic (H1) (corresponding to the fundamental frequency or F0) compared to
the second harmonic (H2), since previous studies show that H1–H2 correlates well with
differences between modal voice, breathy voice, and creaky voice (see, for example, Klatt
and Klatt 1990; Hillenbrand et al. 1994; Trittin and Lleó 1995; Gordon and Ladefoged
2001; Kreiman and Gerratt 2012; Keating et al. 2015; Kim 2017; Garellek 2019). Specifically,
breathy voice has a higher spectral tilt (and, therefore, a higher H1–H2 amplitude) than
modal voice, and modal voice has in turn a higher spectral tilt than creaky voice. These
differences spring from open quotient differences related to phonation. Creaky voice, for
example, has a low open quotient since it involves glottal constriction and increased medial
vocal fold thickness. Open quotient is high for modal voice, and highest for breathy voice,
since the vocal folds have a wider opening in the latter.

This study focuses on two research questions: (1) what is the prevalence of non-modal
phonation beyond creaky voice in word-final vowels, and (2) does the distribution of
phonation type differ in terms of speaker sex (i.e., male vs. female) or prosodic context (i.e.,
at the end of full or intermediate intonational phrases). Regarding (1), we expect to find
examples of both breathy voice and devoicing in addition to creaky voice in our dataset.
For (2), we hypothesize that non-modal phonation will be more prevalent at the end of full
intonational phrases (IPs) than at the end of intermediate ones (ips), and that creaky voice
will be more prevalent for males and breathy voice in females.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 outlines the methodol-
ogy of the study; experimental findings are presented in Section 3. Section 4 provides a
discussion, and Section Section 5 closes with concluding remarks.
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2. Methodology

This study is part of a larger project and builds on the analysis of creaky voice reported
in González et al. (2022). The participants were 10 native Spanish speakers from a range
of different dialects (Argentina, Bolivia, Colombia (2), Cuba (2), Peru, Puerto Rico, Spain,
Venezuela). The participants from Spain, Argentina, Peru, and one from Colombia were
male; the rest were female. All were 20–39 years old at the time of recording and had spent
between 0 and 14 years in the US. All were raised in Spanish-speaking countries and spoke
Spanish daily in their personal and professional life.

The study was approved by the IRB board of Florida State University. Participant
data were collected in the phonetics laboratory after obtaining written informed consent. A
digital recorder with a high-quality cardioid condenser microphone and a presence boost
adapter was used to record audio data. Recordings were obtained in .wav format, in mono,
with a sampling rate of 44,100 Hz.

This phase of the project involved a picture identification task comprising 12 images
that participants had to name and frame in a short sentence. For example, when partici-
pants were shown a picture of a window, they were asked to say Ventana. Es una Ventana.
(‘Window. It’s a window.’). A short training phase preceded the task. The picture identifi-
cation task involved 10 token words and two distractors, one at the beginning and one at
the end, to avoid list intonation effects. The task was conducted twice per participant.

Stimuli had penultimate stress, were two or three syllables long, and ended in /a/
or /o/ (Table 1). The final vowel of each token word occurred at the end of two different
prosodic contexts: (i) a lower prosodic constituent, corresponding to an intermediate
intonational phrase (ip) in the Spanish Tones and Breaks Indices framework (Sp_ToBI; see
Beckman et al. 2002; Sosa 2003; Aguilar et al. 2009; Estebas-Vilaplana and Prieto 2009); and
(ii) a higher prosodic constituent, corresponding to a full intonational phrase (IP) (1). The
ends of full intonational phrases in our data involve a distinct pause coinciding with the
end of the participant’s turn and tend to be realized with a final low boundary tone (L%).
In contrast, the ends of intermediate phrases are cued by a slight or no pause and often
involve a rise (a high boundary tone H-) to indicate the message is continuing (Frota et al.
2007; Aguilar et al. 2009; Baxter 2017).

Table 1. Stimuli.

Ending in /a/ Ending in /o/

Luna ‘moon’ Toro ‘bull’
Mesa ‘table’ Libro ‘book’
Casa ‘house’ Dinero ‘money’

Ventana ‘window’ Camino ‘road’
Pregunta ‘question’ Círculo ‘circle’

(1) a. [Ventana.]ip [Es una ventana.]IP
Window. (It) is a window.

A total of 400 words were analyzed (10 participants × 10 tokens × 2 prosodic contexts
× 2 repetitions) using Praat (Boersma and Weenink 2023). All measurements were taken
by hand. Acoustic analysis involved inspection of the waveform and spectrogram for
cues of modal and non-modal voicing. As in González et al. (2022), modal voice was
characterized by periodicity, while creaky voice was characterized by one or more of the
following: (i) irregular F0 (‘aperiodicity’), (ii) F0 lowering, (iii) changes in pulse amplitude
or shape (‘diplophonia’), and/or (iv) presence of silence followed by a stop burst (‘glottal
stop’) (Dilley et al. 1996; Docherty and Foulkes 2005; Gordon and Ladefoged 2001; Huber
1988; Keating et al. 2015; Ladefoged and Maddieson 1996; Redi and Shattuck-Hufnagel
2001). All token vowels were also examined for intervals involving lack of voicing—which
were coded as devoiced—and for intervals involving noise in the F3 region, coded as
breathy voice (Laver 1980; Keating et al. 2015; Garellek 2014, 2019; Esling et al. 2019). H2-H1
measurements were also taken via FFT spectra. Afterwards, token vowels were analyzed
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and divided into phonation intervals of modal voicing, creaky voice, breathy voice, and
voicelessness based on visual cues from the spectrogram and waveform. FFT spectra were
generated at the middle of each phonation interval to measure the relative amplitude of
the first harmonic (H1) compared to the second harmonic (H2). As indicated in Section 1,
H1–H2 is highest for breathy voice and lowest for creaky voice (Garellek 2019).

Figures 1–3 provide examples of waveforms, spectrograms, and FFT spectra for vowels
fully realized as breathy, modal, and creaky (see Figures 4 and 5 below for examples of
vowels involving more than one phonation interval). As shown in Figure 1b, breathy voice
is characterized by a much higher amplitude of the first harmonic compared to the second.
For modal voice, the first harmonic is higher in amplitude than the second (Figure 2b), but
not as much as with breathy voice. On the other hand, creaky voice is characterized by a
higher amplitude of the second harmonic compared to the first (Figure 3a).

All coding and measurements were checked by at least two of the authors. Note that
we chose to conduct the spectral analysis of phonation intervals rather than full vowels
or syllables, unlike in previous studies focusing on Spanish (see, for example, Trittin and
Lleó 1995; Mendoza et al. 1996; Kim 2017). This methodological approach allows for a
fine-grained exploration of voice quality, capturing cases where vowels have two or more
phonation type sequences or ‘dynamic combinations of non-modal phonations’ in the
words of Esposito and Khan (2020, p. 2) (for example, vowels that begin as creaky but end
as breathy, as shown in Figures 4 and 5 below; see also Ladefoged 1983; DiCanio 2009). 

(a) Waveform and spectrogram (5000 Hz, 35 dB. Duration displayed: 484 ms.) 

 
(b) FFT spectrum (1000 Hz visible. H1 = 54.4 dB; H2 = 43.1 dB; H1-H2 = 11.3 dB) 

 
Figure 1. Breathy voice in word-final /o/ in redondo ‘round’, male speaker (P2). 

  

Figure 1. Breathy voice in word-final /o/ in redondo ‘round’, male speaker (P2).
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(a) Waveform and spectrogram (5000 Hz; 35 dB. Duration displayed: 646 ms.) 

 
(b) FFT spectrum (1000 Hz visible. H1 = 50.1 dB, H2 = 43.8 dB, H1-H2 = 6.3 dB). 

 
Figure 2. Modal voice in word-final /o/ in redondo ‘round’, male speaker (P2). 

  

Figure 2. Modal voice in word-final /o/ in redondo ‘round’, male speaker (P2).

(a) Waveform and spectrogram (5000 Hz; 35 dB. Duration displayed: 646 ms.) 

 
(b) FFT spectrum (1000 Hz visible. H1 = 50.1 dB, H2 = 43.8 dB, H1-H2 = 6.3 dB). 

 
Figure 2. Modal voice in word-final /o/ in redondo ‘round’, male speaker (P2). 

 

(a) Waveform and spectrogram (5000 Hz; 35 dB. Duration displayed: 647 ms.) 

 

Figure 3. Cont.
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(b) FFT spectrum (1000 Hz; H1 = 42.9 dB; H2 = 46.4 dB; H1-H2 = −3.5 dB) 

 

Figure 3. Vowel with full creak: ventana ‘window’, male speaker (P7). 

 
Figure 4. Example of double phonation. Casa ‘house’. P5 (female), IP context. 5000 
Hz, 40 dB. 

Figure 3. Vowel with full creak: ventana ‘window’, male speaker (P7).

(a) Waveform and spectrogram (5000 Hz; 35 dB. Duration displayed: 647 ms.) 

 
(b) FFT spectrum (1000 Hz; H1 = 42.9 dB; H2 = 46.4 dB; H1-H2 = −3.5 dB) 

 

Figure 3. Vowel with full creak: ventana ‘window’, male speaker (P7). 

 
Figure 4. Example of double phonation. Casa ‘house’. P5 (female), IP context. 5000 
Hz, 40 dB. 

Figure 4. Example of double phonation. Casa ‘house’. P5 (female), IP context. 5000 Hz, 40 dB.

 
Figure 5. Example of triple phonation. Toro ‘bull’. P3 (male), ip context. 5000 Hz, 40 
dB. 

 

Figure 5. Example of triple phonation. Toro ‘bull’. P3 (male), ip context. 5000 Hz, 40 dB.
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For the analysis of phonation type distribution in word-final vowels, 18 tokens were
discarded since they involved errors (4 tokens) or were produced as non-final in the ip
context (14 tokens). Descriptive statistics were produced for 382 vowels. When determining
if phonation type was associated with prosodic context and/or speaker sex, the 382 vowels
were partitioned into 685 phonation intervals coded as modal, creaky, breathy, or devoiced.
The analysis of H1–H2 did not include voiceless intervals (n = 72) since harmonics are
only present in periodic sounds. In addition, any phonation intervals occupying less than
30% of the vowel duration (n = 64) were also discarded. The reason for this exclusion is
two-fold: we were interested in obtaining clear H1–H2 cut-off points among modal, creaky,
and breathy voice, which would be facilitated by longer analysis windows in FFT spectra.
In addition, the 30% threshold has been used in other studies focusing on the analysis
of creaky voice (Bolyanatz 2023), based on the fact that at least 30% of a vowel needs to
have creak to be perceived as such utterance-finally (Crowhurst 2018). This resulted in the
H1–H2 analysis of 549 phonation intervals (females, n = 354; males, n = 195).

Statistical analyses were performed using IBM SPSS Statistics (Version 29) (IBM Corp.
2022) and R (Version 4.3.1) (R Core Team 2023); these included ANOVAs, chi-squared tests,
and Bonferroni post hoc tests. Statistical analyses were considered significant if p ≤ 0.05.

3. Results
3.1. Non-Modal Phonation in Word-Final Vowels: Overall Findings

As shown in Table 2, the most common type of non-modal phonation attested in
word-final vowels in our database was creaky voice (occurring in 31% of vowels), followed
closely by breathy voice (29%). Devoicing was found in 11% of cases. Creaky voice, when
present, tended to encompass a larger portion of the vowel duration compared to breathy
voice and devoicing (66%, 52%, and 36%, respectively).

Table 2. Percentage of occurrence and average relative duration by phonation type.

Phonation Type n %
Vowel Duration Ratio (%)

Mean SD

Non-Modal 489 71% 51% 21%
Creaky 215 31% 66% 28%
Breathy 201 29% 52% 23%

Devoiced 72 11% 36% 13%
Modal 197 29% 56% 21%

Total 685 100% 53% 22%

Table 3 shows the relative occurrence of phonation combinations for all participants
pooled. Overall, vowels with double phonation are the most common (58%), followed
by vowels pronounced with single phonation (31%). Vowels with triple phonation are
attested only in 11% of cases. The two most common phonation realizations are modal
vowels ending in breathy voice (23%) and fully creaky vowels (19%). Creaky/breathy
voiced vowels and modal/creaky voiced vowels are also relatively common (11% and 9%,
respectively). Vowels including three different types of phonation mostly begin with modal
voice, although some instances involving initial creak are also attested.

Most cases of vowels pronounced with double phonation end in breathy voice (34%),
followed by devoicing (15%). In contrast, only 9% of vowels produced with double phona-
tion end in creaky voice. For vowels involving triple phonation, most end in devoicing
(5%) or breathy voice (5%). In contrast, only 1% of vowels end in creaky voice. Examples of
vowels with double and triple phonation ending in breathy voice or devoicing are given in
Figures 4 and 5.

Some positional generalizations for non-modal phonation were observed. Fully de-
voiced vowels were not attested, and devoicing did not precede any other phonation type.
In vowels pronounced with double phonation, modal voice could only precede another
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phonation type, not follow it; and if a vowel began as breathy voiced, it could only be
followed by devoicing. Finally, all cases of triple phonation involved modal or creaky voice
followed by other phonation types.

Table 3. Distribution of single, double, and triple phonation types.

Single n % Double n % Triple n %

Creaky 75 19% Modal/Breathy 87 23% Modal/Creaky/Breathy 16 4%
Breathy 27 7% Creaky/Breathy 42 11% Modal/Breathy/Devoiced 10 3%
Modal 19 5% Modal/Creaky 35 9% Modal/Creaky/Devoiced 2 0.5%

Devoiced 0 0% Creaky/Devoiced 29 8% Modal/Breathy/Creaky 2 0.5%
Modal/Devoiced 19 5% Creaky/Breathy/Devoiced 5 1%

Breathy/Devoiced 7 2% Creaky/Modal/Creaky 2 0.5%
Creaky/Modal/Breathy 4 1%
Creaky/Modal/Devoiced 1 0.5%

Total 121 31% Total 219 58% Total 42 11%

3.2. Speaker Sex and Prosodic Context
3.2.1. Phonation Type and Speaker Sex

Figure 6 and Table 4 illustrate the frequency of occurrence of phonation type for male
and female speakers. Results from a Pearson’s two-sided chi-squared test of indepen-
dence show a significant association between phonation type and sex (χ2 (3, 685) = 15.559,
p = 0.001). Males tend to favor creaky voice, while females show only a slight preference
for modal voice over other phonation types. The frequency of occurrence of breathy voice
and devoicing are comparable in both groups.
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Figure 6. Phonation type frequency by speaker sex.

Table 4. Descriptive statistics for phonation type by speaker sex.

Females Males Total

n % n % N %

Breathy 135 29% 66 28% 201 29%
Creaky 120 27% 95 41% 215 31%

Devoiced 48 11% 24 10% 72 11%
Modal 148 33% 49 21% 197 29%

Total 451 100% 234 100% 685 100%
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3.2.2. Phonation Type and Prosodic Context

Figure 7 and Table 5 illustrate the frequency of occurrence of phonation type at the
end of intermediate and full intonation phrases (ips and IPs, respectively). Results from
a Person’s two-sided chi-squared test of independence show that there is a significant
association between phonation type and prosodic context (χ2 (3, 685) = 17.342, p < 0.001).
Modal voice was more prevalent than other phonation types at the end of intermediate
phrases (ips), while creaky voice and breathy voice were the most frequent phonation
types attested at the end of full intonational phrases (IPs). The frequency of occurrence of
devoicing was comparable in both contexts.
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Table 5. Descriptive statistics for phonation type by prosodic context.

ip IP Total

n % n % N %

Breathy 91 27% 110 32% 201 29%
Creaky 97 28% 118 35% 215 31%

Devoiced 33 10% 39 11% 72 11%
Modal 122 35% 75 22% 197 29%

Total 343 100% 342 100% 685 100%

As shown in Table 6, the two most common phonation types attested ip-finally for
female participants are modal vowels ending in breathy voice (46%) and modal vowels
ending in creaky voice (13%). IP-finally, fully creaky vowels, modal/breathy vowels, and
creaky/breathy vowels are the most common phonation realizations (25%, 22%, and 19%,
respectively). Other phonation type combinations occur in less than 10% of cases and are
for the most part comparable across prosodic contexts.

For male participants, fully creaky vowels were the most common vowel type in both
prosodic contexts (Table 7). ip-finally, modal vowels, modal/creaky, and creaky/devoiced
vowels were also relatively common (13%, 16% and 13%, respectively). IP-finally, the
second most common phonation type was breathy voice (24%).
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Table 6. Distribution of phonation types for females across prosodic contexts.

Phonation Type
ip IP Total

n % n % N %

Modal voice 4 4% 3 3% 7 3%
Creaky voice 6 5% 30 25% 36 16%
Breathy voice 0 0% 1 1% 1 0%
Modal/Creak 15 13% 3 3% 18 8%

Modal/Breathy 51 46% 26 22% 77 33%
Modal/Devoiced 9 8% 9 8% 18 8%
Creaky/Breathy 6 5% 22 19% 28 12%

Creaky/Devoiced 7 6% 5 4% 12 5%
Modal/Creaky/Devoiced 1 1% 1 1% 2 1%
Modal/Breathy/Devoiced 4 4% 6 5% 10 4%

Modal/Creaky/Breathy 5 4% 2 2% 7 3%
Modal/Breathy/Creaky 2 2% 0 0% 2 1%

Creaky/Breathy/Devoiced 0 0% 5 4% 5 2%
Creaky/Modal/Creaky 2 2% 0 0% 2 1%

Creaky/Modal/Devoicing 0 0% 1 1% 1 0%
Creaky/Modal/Breathy 0 0% 4 3% 4 2%

Total 112 100% 118 100% 230 100%

Table 7. Distribution of phonation types for males across prosodic contexts.

Phonation Type
ip IP Total

n % n % N %

Modal voice 10 13% 2 3% 12 8%
Creaky voice 19 25% 20 26% 39 26%
Breathy voice 8 11% 18 24% 26 17%
Modal/Creak 12 16% 5 7% 17 11%

Modal/Breathy 5 7% 5 7% 10 7%
Modal/Devoiced 1 1% 0 0% 1 1%
Creaky/Breathy 8 11% 6 8% 14 9%

Creaky/Devoiced 10 13% 6 8% 16 11%
Breathy/Devoiced 1 1% 6 8% 7 5%

Modal/Creaky/Breathy 1 1% 8 11% 9 6%

Total 75 100% 76 100% 151 100%

There was a significant interaction between sex and prosodic context for breathy voice
(χ2 (1, 201) = 4.311, p = 0.027) (Figure 8, Table 8). For males, breathy voice was more
widespread at the end of full intonational phrases (IPs), unlike for females, where breathy
voice occurred as frequently in both prosodic contexts.
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Table 8. Descriptive statistics: breathy voice across prosodic contexts for both sexes.

Females Males Total

n % n % N %

ip 68 51% 23 35% 91 45%
IP 67 49% 43 65% 110 55%

Total 135 100% 66 100% 201 100%

There was also a significant association between sex and prosodic context for creaky
voice (χ2 (1, 215) = 3.882, p = 0.033) (Figure 9, Table 9). For women, creaky voice was
more widespread at the end of full intonational phrases (IPs). For men, creaky voice was
only slightly more frequent at the end of intermediate phrases (ips) than full intonational
phrases (IPs).
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Table 9. Descriptive statistics for creaky voice across prosodic contexts for both sexes.

Females Males Total

n % n % N %

ip 47 39% 50 53% 97 45%
IP 73 61% 45 47% 118 55%

Total 120 100% 95 100% 215 100%

For devoicing, no significant association was found between sex and prosodic context
(χ2 (1, 72) = 0.252, p = 0.4 (Figure 10, Table 10). For males, devoicing was equally as
prevalent at the end of ips and IPs. For females, there was slighly more devoicing at the
end of full intonational phrases.
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Table 10. Descriptive statistics for devoicing across prosodic contexts for both sexes.

Females Males Total

n % n % N %

ip 21 44% 12 50% 33 46%
IP 27 56% 12 50% 39 54%

Total 48 100% 24 100% 72 100%

3.3. Visual Cues and Spectral Tilt

Figure 11 and Table 11 shows average H1–H2 differences in phonation types for both
sexes. As expected, H1–H2 values are higher for breathy voice. For males, H1–H2 values
are higher for modal voice than creaky voice. However, H1–H2 values are very similar for
modal voice and creaky voice intervals for females.
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Figure 11. Means plots for H1–H2 in creaky, modal, and breathy voice intervals in males and females.

Table 11. Descriptive statistics: H1–H2 values for creaky, modal, and breathy voice.

Females (N = 354) Males (N = 195) Total

n % Mean SD n % Mean SD N %

Creaky 103 29% 0.07 6.23 87 45% 0.07 5.67 190 35%
Modal 135 38% −0.84 8.06 45 23% 4.56 4.16 180 33%

Breathy 116 33% 5.8 9.17 63 32% 7.67 6.97 179 32%

Total 354 100% 195 100% 549 100%

The results from a one-way ANOVA show a significant difference for H1–H2 and
phonation type for female participants (df = 2, N = 331; F = 28.776, p < 0.001). The
results from a Bonferroni post hoc analysis with multiple comparisons shows a significant
difference between breathy voice and modal voice and between breathy voice and creaky
voice; the difference between modal voice and creaky voice is not significant (Table 12).

Table 12. Multiple comparisons, Bonferroni post hoc test of phonation and H1–H2 for females.

Modal Voice Creaky Voice Breathy Voice

p-Value Mean Diff. SE p-Value Mean Diff. SE p-Value Mean Diff. SE

Modal voice 1 −0.35 0.93 <0.001 −6.2 −0.90
Creaky voice 1 0.35 0.93 <0.001 −5.84 0.95
Breathy voice <0.001 6.2 0.90 <0.001 5.84 0.95
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For males, the results from a one-way ANOVA also show a significant difference for
H1–H2 values across phonation type (df = 2, N = 188; F = 52.669, p < 0.001). The results
from Bonferroni post hoc tests with multiple comparisons show that modal voice, breathy
voice, and creaky voice are all significantly different from each other (Table 13).

Table 13. Multiple comparisons, Bonferroni post hoc test of phonation and H1–H2 for males.

Modal Voice Creaky Voice Breathy Voice

p-Value Mean Diff. SE p-Value Mean Diff. SE p-Value Mean Diff. SE

Modal voice <0.001 -5.1 0.93 0.002 3.5 0.99
Creaky voice <0.001 5.1 0.92 <0.001 8.6 0.85
Breathy voice 0.002 −3.5 0.99 <0.001 −8.6 0.85

4. Discussion

Our study re-examines the dataset in González et al. (2022) to investigate the occur-
rence of non-modal voice quality beyond creaky voice at the end of prosodic constituents
in Spanish, an area that is generally understudied for Spanish. Our results show that both
creaky voice and breathy voice occur frequently at the end of ips and IPs; devoicing, while
attested, is much less common.

Unlike previous studies, we move beyond considering one type of non-modal phona-
tion only (as in Kim 2017 or González et al. 2022 for creaky voice; or Mendoza et al.
1996; and Trittin and de Santos y Lleó 1995, which focus on breathy voice) and provide
a fine-grained description and analysis of phonation combinations in word-final vowels
in Spanish. We find that vowels with double phonation are the most widespread in our
data, particularly those beginning with modal voice and ending in breathy voice, followed
by vowels with single phonation, especially fully creaky vowels. In addition, 11% of the
vowels in our dataset involved triple phonation. The latter tend to begin with modal voice,
although some instances involving initial creaky voice are also attested.

Fully devoiced vowels are unattested in the contexts examined; in addition, devoicing
is positionally restricted to the end of the vowel. Other languages with positional restric-
tions for non-modal phonation include Santa Ana del Valle Zapotec, where non-modal
phonation occurs only vowel-finally (Esposito 2005), and White Hmong, where breathy
voice can only occur vowel-initially (Keating et al. 2010). In our dataset, vowels with
double or triple phonation overwhelmingly tend to end in breathy voice or devoicing.
As suggested by one reviewer, it is possible that this relates to vocal fold spreading in
anticipation of a pause or breath intake. The fact that dynamic phonation combinations
are common in Spanish vowels, and that some are more frequent than others, is not only
a novel finding, but might be helpful for the segmentation of Spanish vowels in future
studies, particularly those focusing on word-final contexts.

Our findings reveal a significant effect of prosodic context on phonation type. Modal
voice is more widespread at the end of intermediate phrases (ips) overall, while creaky and
breathy voice are more common at the end of full intonational phrases (IPs). These results
are in line with prior studies showing that non-modal phonation voice is a cue to the end
of higher prosodic constituents across several languages. This is the case for devoicing
and breathy voice in French (Smith 1999) and for creaky voice in English, Spanish, and
Italian, among other languages (Keating et al. 2015; Dilley et al. 1996; González et al. 2022;
Di Napoli 2015).

In addition, our results show a significant effect of sex on phonation type, with creaky
voice being more common in males, and modal and breathy voice occurring more frequently
in females. Similar results for creaky and modal voice were reported in González et al.
(2022). Biologically, males tend to have longer and thicker vocal folds than females, resulting
in a lower pitch/F0, which may be more conducive to creaky voice overall, particularly at
the end of prosodic constituents when intonation falls. On the other hand, females’ vocal
folds tend to not close completely when vibrating, which can often result in breathy voice
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(Laver 1980). We find of particular interest the fact that while males favored creaky voice,
they tended to use breathy voice more often at the end of IPs. On the other hand, while
females tended to prefer modal or breathy voice, they significantly had more creaky voice
at the end of IPs. These findings suggest that both creaky voice and breathy voice can
cue the end of higher prosodic units in Spanish, depending on the sex of the speaker. It is
interesting that, as shown in Table 2, among non-modal phonation creaky voice has the
longest duration, followed by breathy voice, while devoicing tends to be very short. This
might indicate that creaky voice is a more salient prosodic cue at the end of constituents in
Spanish than breathy voice or devoicing.

Our study also investigates the relative alignment between spectral tilt, as measured by
H1–H2, and visual phonation cues in waveforms and spectrograms. As expected, spectral
tilt is highest for breathy voice, both for males and females (see, for example, Klatt and Klatt
1990; Garellek 2019). For males, spectral tilt is also higher in modal voice than in creaky
voice, as expected, although the average H1–H2 value for creak is not necessarily negative,
as reported in some of the prior literature. For females, however, H1–H2 values for modal
and creaky voice are practically the same. As Esposito and Khan (2020, p. 8) point out,
H1–H2 sometimes fails to successfully measure specific voice qualities. For example, in
Marathi H1–H2 is a reliable acoustic cue of breathy voice for male speakers but not so
consistent for female ones (Berkson 2012).

There are several possible reasons explaining the lack of complete alignment between
spectral tilt and visual phonation cues for creaky and modal voice in the female participants
in our dataset. These include (i) a wide range of individual variation in spectral tilt for
Spanish females; (ii) the occurrence of nasalization in stimuli where the final vowel is
preceded by a nasal segment (as in ventana ‘window’); (iii) a possible effect of vowel quality
on harmonic amplitude (Klatt and Klatt 1990; Garellek et al. 2016; Garellek 2019, 2022).
We consider (iii) to be the most likely explanation: our study included tokens ending in
/a/, which has a high F1 that does not largely impact voice quality, but also ending in /o/,
usually involving a relatively low first formant that might have influenced the amplitudes
of the first and second harmonics. Further studies investigating voice quality in Spanish
could include the use of additional spectral tilt measures and/or use formant correction
algorithms in the analysis of H1–H2 (Iseli et al. 2007; Esposito et al. 2021). In any case, we
conclude that the identification of breathy voice in Spanish vowels benefits from using
H1–H2 measurements, for both males and females. For creaky voice, however, visual
examination of cues such as aperiodicity and diplophonia in waveforms and spectrograms
might be enough to identify it consistently.

The participants in this study were Spanish-dominant bilingual speakers with English
as their L2 who used Spanish daily in personal and professional interactions. Some had just
arrived in the US, and some had been living in this country for up to 40 years. Cantor-Cutiva
et al. (2023) reports that Spanish-dominant bilingual speakers do not produce creaky voice
as often as English-dominant bilinguals, while Kim (2017) shows that Spanish–English
bilinguals often transfer creaky voice from English into Spanish (Kim 2017). González et al.
(2022), who examined creaky voice in the participants of the present study, argue against
English transfer of this voice quality based on the fact that (i) creaky voice was as frequent
in participants who had just moved to the US as in participants who had been residing
in the US for many years, and (ii) creaky voice is more frequent for females than males in
American English, unlike in the Spanish dataset, which shows the opposite trend. While
the present study still shows this pattern, we find it intriguing that the female participants
had significantly more creak at the end of IPs, while male participants preferred breathy
voice in the same content. We consider then that transfer of creaky voice from English
might be a possibility at the end of higher prosodic units, at least for females, but we leave
this point for future investigation.

Finally, the participants of this study were from eight different Spanish-speaking
countries. Except for the case of Colombian Spanish, all Spanish dialects represented
included male or female speakers, but not both. Some dialectal differences in phonation are
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reported for Spanish; for example, Kim (2017) did not find creaky voice utterance-finally in
native speakers of Mexican Spanish (unlike Garellek and Keating 2015). We leave a more
detailed investigation of dialectal differences in the voice quality of Spanish vowels for
future investigations.

5. Conclusions

This study contributes to the investigation of phonation in Spanish vowels. It shows
that creaky voice and breathy voice are pervasive word-finally, particularly at the end of
full intonational phrases (IPs). While creaky voice was favored by males and modal and
breathy voice by females, at the end of full intonational phrases males tended to have more
breathy voice, and females more creaky voice. Our findings also show that word-final
Spanish vowels often involves double or triple phonation types. In vowels realized with
multiple phonation types, modal voice tends to precede other voice qualities; devoicing,
when present, always occurs at the end of the vowel. These results have implications
for future acoustic studies of Spanish vowels, which are often assumed to be modally
voiced throughout.

Our study included the examination of phonatory visual cues in waveforms and
spectrograms in addition to the measurement of H1–H2 values. The latter was calculated
for each phonation interval, rather than as the average for the entire vowel, resulting in
a more fine-grained investigation of voice quality. To the best of our knowledge, this is
the first time this methodology is employed, at least for Spanish. Our results show that
H1–H2 differences between modal and breathy voice align well with phonatory visual cues
in acoustic displays. However, H1–H2 values consistently distinguish modal and creaky
voice for males only. Future studies on Spanish vowels should include formant correction
algorithms for H1–H2 and/or the use of additional spectral tilt measures, particularly if
focusing on female speakers. It is our hope that other scholars continue to investigate
phonation in vowels, since it can inform our understanding of their acoustic and perceptual
characteristics both in L1 and L2 Spanish.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, all authors; methodology, all authors; writing—original
draft preparation, C.G.; writing—review and editing, all authors; acoustic analysis, all authors;
statistics, G.R.I.; visualization, S.L.C. and G.R.I.; supervision, C.G.; funding acquisition, C.G. All
authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This project was funded in part by a COFRS grant awarded to the first author by Florida
State University in 2014 (award ID: 082003 551 032945 and agency: FSU Council of Research
and Creativity).

Institutional Review Board Statement: The study was conducted in accordance with the Declaration
of Helsinki, and approved by the Institutional Review Board (or Ethics Committee) of Florida State
University (protocol code HSC No. 2011.7371) for studies involving humans.

Informed Consent Statement: Informed consent was obtained from all subjects involved in the study.

Data Availability Statement: The datasets presented in this article are not readily available because
of the conditions specified in the IRB approval for the project.

Acknowledgments: Our sincere thanks to all participants of the study, the linguistics faculty and
students at the Department of Modern Languages and Linguistics at Florida State University for their
support, and the audience at the 2023 International Conference on Experimental Phonetics/Congreso
Internacional de Fonética Experimental (CIFE) held at the University of Vigo in Spain for their
feedback and questions. We are also immensely grateful to the three anonymous reviewers of this
article for their suggestions, which have greatly improved this article. All errors, of course, remain
ours. Finally, we would like to acknowledge the assistance provided by ChatGPT, an AI language
model developed by OpenAI, in guiding our searches and providing valuable insights on statistical
analyses and R/SPSS procedures related to the research conducted in this article.



Languages 2024, 9, 214 16 of 18

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflicts of interest. The funders had no role in the design
of the study; in the collection, analyses, or interpretation of data; in the writing of the manuscript; or
in the decision to publish the results.

References
Aguilar, Lourdes, Carme De-la-Mota, and Pilar Prieto. 2009. Sp_ToBI Training Materials. Available online: http://prosodia.upf.edu/

sp_tobi/ (accessed on 22 February 2024).
Baxter, Robert Patrick. 2017. Co-Constructing Turns as Interactional Competence: Collaborative Turn Sequences in L1 and L2 Spanish.

Ph.D. dissertation, Indiana University, Bloomington, IN, USA.
Beckman, Mary E., Manuel Díaz-Campos, Julia Tevis McGory, and Terrell A. Morgan. 2002. Intonation across Spanish, in the Tones and

Break Indices framework. Probus 14: 9–36. [CrossRef]
Berkson, Kelly H. 2012. Acoustic correlates of breathy sonorants in Marathi. Journal of Phonetics 73: 70–90. [CrossRef]
Bissiri, Maria Paola, Maria Luisa Lecumberri, Martin Cooke, and Jan Volín. 2011. The role of word-initial glottal stops in recognizing

English words. Paper presented at INTERSPEECH 2011, Florence, Italy, August 27–31; pp. 165–68.
Blanch, Lope. 1987. Estudios sobre el español de Yucatán. Mexico City: Universidad Nacional Autónoma de México.
Boersma, Paul, and David Weenink. 2023. Praat: Doing Phonetics by Computer (3.17.24) [Computer Software]. Available online:

https://www.fon.hum.uva.nl/praat/ (accessed on 3 May 2023).
Bolyanatz, Mariška. 2023. Creaky Voice in Chilean Spanish: A Tool for Organizing Discourse and Invoking Alignment. Languages

8: 161. [CrossRef]
Cantor-Cutiva, L. C., P. Bottalico, J. Webster, C. Nudelman, and E. Hunter. 2023. The Effect of Bilingualism on Production and

Perception of Vocal Fry. Journal of Voice 37: 970. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Chappell, Whitney. 2013. Social and Linguistic Factors Conditioning the Glottal Stop in Nicaraguan Spanish. Ph.D. dissertation, Ohio

State University, Columbus, OH, USA.
Criado, Lorenzo. 1948. El habla de Albalá: Contribución al studio de la dialectología extremeña. Revista de Estudios Extremeños

4: 398–407.
Crowhurst, Megan J. 2018. The Influence of Varying Vowel Phonation and Duration on Rhythmic Grouping Biases among Spanish and

English Speakers. Journal of Phonetics 66: 82–99. [CrossRef]
Dabkowski, Meghan F. 2018. Variable Vowel Reduction in Mexico City Spanish. Ph.D. dissertation, Ohio State University, Columbus,

OH, USA.
Delforge, Ann M. 2009. The Rise and Fall of Unstressed Vowel Reduction in the Spanish of Cusco, Peru: A Sociophonetic Study.

Ph.D. dissertation, University of California, Davis, CA, USA.
Delforge, Ann M. 2012. ‘Nobody wants to sound like a provinciano’: The recession of unstressed vowel devoicing in the Spanish of

Cusco, Perú. Journal of Sociolinguistics 16: 311–55. [CrossRef]
Di Napoli, Jessica. 2015. Glottalization at phrase boundaries in Tuscan and Roman Italian. In The Phonetics-Phonology Interface:

Representations and Methodology. Edited by Joaquín Romero and María Riera. Amsterdam: John Benjamins, pp. 125–48.
DiCanio, Christian. 2009. The phonetics of register in Takhian thong Chong. Journal of the International Phonetic Association 39: 162–88.

[CrossRef]
Dilley, Laura, Stephanie Shattuck-Hufnagel, and Mari Ostendorf. 1996. Glottalization of word-initial vowels as a function of prosodic

structure. Journal of Phonetics 24: 423–44. [CrossRef]
Docherty, Gerard, and Paul Foulkes. 2005. Glottal varitants of (t) in the Tyneside variety of English: An acoustic profiling study.

In A Figure of Speech—A Festschrift for John Laver. Edited by William Hardcastle and Janet Beck. London: Lawrence Erlbaum,
pp. 173–99.

Esling, John H., Scott R. Moisik, Allison Benner, and Lise Crevier-Buchman. 2019. Voice Quality: The Laryngeal Articulator Model.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Esposito, Christina M. 2005. An acoustic and electroglottographic study of phonation in Santa Ana del Valle Zapotec. Paper presented
at the 79th Meeting of the Linguistic Society of America, San Francisco, CA, USA, November 18–21.

Esposito, Christina M., and Sameer ud Dowla Khan. 2020. The cross-linguistic patterns of phonation types. Language and Linguistics
Compass 14: e12392. [CrossRef]

Esposito, Christina M., Morgan Sleeper, and Kevin Schäfer. 2021. Examining the relationship between vowel quality and voice quality.
Journal of the International Phonetic Association 51: 361–91. [CrossRef]

Estebas-Vilaplana, Eva, and Pilar Prieto. 2009. La notación prosódica del español: Una revisión del Sp_ToBI [Prosodic notation in
Spanish: A review of Sp_ToBI]. Estudios de Fonética Experimental 17: 265–83.

Frota, Sonia, Mariapaola d’Imperio, Gorka Elordieta, Pilar Prieto, and Marina Vigário. 2007. The phonetics and phonology of
intonational phrasing in Romance. In Segmental and Prosodic Issues in Romance Phonology. Edited by Pilar Prieto, Joan Mascaró and
Maria-Josep Solé. Amsterdam: John Benjamins, pp. 131–53.

Garellek, Marc. 2014. Voice quality strengthening and glottalization. Journal of Phonetics 45: 106–13. [CrossRef]
Garellek, Marc. 2019. The phonetics of voice. In The Routledge Handbook of Phonetics. Edited by William F. Katz and Peter F. Assmann.

London: Routledge, pp. 75–106.

http://prosodia.upf.edu/sp_tobi/
http://prosodia.upf.edu/sp_tobi/
https://doi.org/10.1515/prbs.2002.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wocn.2018.12.006
https://www.fon.hum.uva.nl/praat/
https://doi.org/10.3390/languages8030161
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvoice.2021.06.002
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34301440
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wocn.2017.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9841.2012.00538.x
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0025100309003879
https://doi.org/10.1006/jpho.1996.0023
https://doi.org/10.1111/lnc3.12392
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0025100319000094
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wocn.2014.04.001


Languages 2024, 9, 214 17 of 18

Garellek, Marc. 2022. Theoretical achievements of phonetics in the 21st century: Phonetics of voice quality. Journal of Phonetics
94: 101155. [CrossRef]

Garellek, Marc, and Patricia Keating. 2015. Phrase-final creak: Articulation, acoustics, and distribution. Paper presented at the 89th
Meeting of the Linguistic Society of America, Portland, OR, USA, January 8.

Garellek, Marc, Robin Samian, Bruce R. Gerratt, and Jody Kreiman. 2016. Modeling the voice source in terms of spectral slopes. The
Journal of the Acoustical Society of America 139: 1404–10. [CrossRef]

González, Carolina, and Christine Weissglass. 2017. Hiatus resolution in L1 and L2 Spanish: An optimality account. In Selected Papers
from the 45th Linguistic Symposium on Romance Languages. Romance Languages and Linguistic Theory (LSRL) 12. Edited by Ruth E.
V. Lopes, J. Juanito Ornelas de Avelar and Sonia M. L. Cyrino. Amsterdam: John Benjamins, pp. 79–96.

González, Carolina, Christine Weissglass, and Daniel Bates. 2022. Creaky voice and prosodic boundaries in Spanish: An acoustic study.
Studies in Hispanic and Lusophone Linguistics 15: 33–65. [CrossRef]

Gordon, Matthew, and Peter Ladefoged. 2001. Phonation types: A cross-linguistic overview. Journal of Phonetics 29: 383–406. [CrossRef]
Gynan, Shaw Nicholas N., and Ernesto Luís López Almada. 2020. The Glottal Stop in Guaraní and Paraguayan Spanish. Issues in Hispanic

and Lusophone Linguistics. Edited by Rajiv Rao. Amsterdam: John Benjamins Publishing Company, vol. 28, pp. 227–62.
Hillenbrand, James, Ronald A. Cleveland, and Robert L. Erickson. 1994. Acoustic correlates of breathy vocal quality. Journal of Speech

and Hearing Research 37: 769–78. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Huber, Dieter. 1988. Aspects of the Communicative Fuction of Voice in text Intonation: Constancy and Variability in Swedish

Fundamental Frequency Contours. Ph.D. dissertation, University of Göteborg, Göteborg, Sweden.
IBM Corp. 2022. IBM SPSS Statistics for Windows, Version 29.0. Armonk: IBM Corp.
Iseli, Markus, Yen-Liang Shue, and Abeer Alwan. 2007. Age, sex, and vowel dependencies of acoustic measures related to the voice

source. Journal of the Acoustical Society of America 121: 2283–95. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Keating, Patricia, Christina Esposito, Marc Garellek, Sameer ud Dowla Khan, and Jianjing Kuang. 2010. Phonation contrasts across

languages. UCLA Working Paper in Phonetics 108: 188–202.
Keating, Patricia, Marc Garellek, and Jody Kreiman. 2015. Acoustic properties of different kinds of creaky voice. Paper presented at

18th International Congress of Phonetic Sciences (ICPhS), Glasgow, UK, August 10–14.
Kim, Ji Young. 2017. Voice quality transfer in the production of Spanish heritage speakers and English L2 learners of Spanish. In Romance

Languages and Linguistic Theory. Edited by Perpiñán Silvia, David Heap, Itziri Moreno-Villamar and Adriana Soto-Corominas.
Amsterdam: John Benjamins Publishing Company, vol. 11, pp. 191–207.

Klatt, Dennis H., and Laura C. Klatt. 1990. Analysis, synthesis, and perception of voice quality variations among female and male
talkers. The Journal of the Acoustical Society of America 87: 820–57. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Kreiman, Jody, and Bruce R. Gerratt. 2012. Perceptual interactions of the harmonic source and noise in voice. Journal of the Acoustic
Society of America 131: 492–500. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Ladefoged, Peter. 1971. Preliminaries to Linguistic Phonetics. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
Ladefoged, Peter. 1983. The linguistic use of different phonation types. In Vocal Fold Physiology: Contemporary Research and Clinical

Issues. Edited by Diane M. Bless and James Abbs. San Diego: College-Hill Press.
Ladefoged, Peter, and Ian Maddieson. 1996. The Sounds of the World’s Languages. Oxford: Blackwell.
Laver, John. 1980. The Phonetic Description of Voice Quality. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
McKinnon, Sean. 2018. A sociophonetic analysis of word-initial vowel glottalization in monolingual and bilingual Guatemalan Spanish.

Paper presented at Hispanic Linguistics Symposium, University of Texas at Austin, Austin, TX, USA, October 25.
Mendoza, Elvira, Nieves Valencia, Juana Muñoz, and Humberto Trujillo. 1996. Differences in voice quality between men and women:

Use of the long-term average spectrum (LTAS). Journal of Voice 10: 59–66. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Michnowicz, Jim, and Laura Kagan. 2016. On Glottal Stops in Yucatan Spanish: Language Contact and Dialect Standardization. Edited by

Sandro Sessarego and Fernando Tejedo-Herrero. Issues in Hispanic and Lusophone Linguistics. Amsterdam: John Benjamins, vol. 8,
pp. 217–40.

Mohamed, Sherez, Carolina González, and Anje Muntendam. 2019. Arabic-Spanish Language Contact in Puerto Rico: A Case of
Glottal Stop Epenthesis. Languages 4: 93. [CrossRef]

Morrison, Geoffrey, and Paula Escudero. 2007. A cross-dialect comparison of Peninsular-and Peruvian-Spanish vowels. Paper
presented at 16th International Congress of Phonetic Sciences, Saarbrücken, Germany, August 6–10; pp. 1505–8.

O’Neill, Paul. 2005. Utterance final /s/ in Andalusian Spanish. The phonetic neutralization of a phonological contrast. Language Design
7: 151–66.

R Core Team. 2023. R: A Language and Environment for Statistical Computing, Version 4.3.1; Vienna: R Foundation for Statistical
Computing. Available online: https://www.R-project.org/ (accessed on 1 May 2023).

Redi, Laura, and Stephanie Shattuck-Hufnagel. 2001. Variation in the realization of glottalization in normal speakers. Journal of
Phonetics 29: 407–29. [CrossRef]

Sessarego, Sandro. 2012. Unstressed vowel reduction in Cochabamba, Bolivia. Revista Internacional de Lingüística Iberoamericana
10: 213–27.

Smith, Caroline. 1999. Marking the boundary: Utterance-final prosody in French questions and statements. Paper presented at 14th
International Congress of Phonetic Science, San Francisco, CA, USA, August 1–7; pp. 1181–84.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wocn.2022.101155
https://doi.org/10.1121/1.4944474
https://doi.org/10.1515/shll-2022-2055
https://doi.org/10.1006/jpho.2001.0147
https://doi.org/10.1044/jshr.3704.769
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/7967562
https://doi.org/10.1121/1.2697522
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17471742
https://doi.org/10.1121/1.398894
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/2137837
https://doi.org/10.1121/1.3665997
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22280610
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0892-1997(96)80019-1
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8653179
https://doi.org/10.3390/languages4040093
https://www.R-project.org/
https://doi.org/10.1006/jpho.2001.0145


Languages 2024, 9, 214 18 of 18

Sosa, Juan Manuel. 2003. La notación tonal del español en el modelo Sp_ToBI. In Teorías de la entonación [Theories of Intonation]. Edited
by Pilar Prieto. Barcelona: Ariel, pp. 155–84.

Thon, Sonia. 1989. The glottal stop in the Spanish spoken in Corrientes, Argentina. Hispanic Linguistics 3: 199–218.
Torreira, Francisco, and Mirjam Ernestus. 2011. Realization of voiceless stops and vowels in conversational French and Spanish.

Laboratory Phonology 2: 331–53. [CrossRef]
Trittin, Pamela J., and Andrés de Santos y Lleó. 1995. Voice quality analysis of male and female Spanish speakers. Speech Communication

16: 359–68. [CrossRef]
Valentín-Márquez, Wilfredo. 2006. La Oclusión Glotal y la Construcción Lingüística de Identidades Sociales en Puerto Rico. In Selected

Proceedings of the 9th Hispanic Linguistics Symposium. Edited by Nuria Sagarra and Almeida J. Toribio. Somerville: Cascadilla
Proceedings Project, pp. 326–41.

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

https://doi.org/10.1515/labphon.2011.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/0167-6393(95)00004-8

	Introduction 
	Methodology 
	Results 
	Non-Modal Phonation in Word-Final Vowels: Overall Findings 
	Speaker Sex and Prosodic Context 
	Phonation Type and Speaker Sex 
	Phonation Type and Prosodic Context 

	Visual Cues and Spectral Tilt 

	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References

