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INTRODUCTION

This study is a language attitudes investigatiorrmgna group
of adolescents from the town of Holstebro in Westéuntland,
Denmark. It is based on the assumption that larg@iitudes
have an influence on the ongoing language chan@aimsh. A
language change that has resulted in a very litigaily
standardized landscape in Denmark where the onlyorma
difference left is the varying intonation patter(i€ristiansen
2001).

In the language attitudes study in Holstebro time &was to
investigate the adolescents’ attitudes to their oway of
speaking or the local variety (LVkgbenhavnskvhich will be
defined as modern Copenhagen speech (MS)rigadansk the
conservative Copenhagen speech (CS). The studystord
two parts: two questionnaires and four group inewsg, thus, it
consists of both a quantitative and a qualitatpmeraach.

The language attitudes study

The study presents a group of subjects with a nuambBanish
varieties in order to elicit their attitudes to sbkevarieties. The
aim is crudely speaking to find out whether thejscis are
positive or negative towards the presented vasesied thus
whether some varieties are associated with morstigesthan
others.

Subconsciously and consciously elicited attitudes

The study is designed to bring forth two levelsattitudes: 1)
subconsciouslglicited attitudes, which means that the subjects
are not aware of the language differences beingitmeof the
study when answering the questionnaire designethi®part of
the study — the Speaker Evaluation Experiment (SEE)
consciouslyelicited attitudes, which means that the subjacts
aware that language differences are the aim osthdy when
answering the questionnaire designed for this giattie study —
the Label Ranking Task (LRT).
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The speaker evaluation experiment

This part of the study uses a verbal guise teclni@barret
2005) designed to extract subconsciously elicitadgliage
attitudes. In short, the subjects think they aralwating the
voice samples on a number of personality traits, these
evaluations are taken to express their attitudesris varieties
represented by voice samples. In the method ussaftcrucial
importance that the subjects are kept unawareeotliffierences
in language as the aim of the study, and it isesigguisite that
the evaluational pattern is ordered in such a vikay the four
voices representing a variety are evaluated rather
correspondingly.

The questionnaire designed for the subconsciousatiteel
attitudes is accompanied by 12 voice samples reptieg three
different Danish varieties: the LV, the MS, and @®. These 12
voices are recordings of 12 different persons (nbuthe same
age as the subjects) so that each variety is rempiexs by two
female and two male voices.

The label ranking task

In the label ranking task the subjects are aske@n& a given
number of varieties with 1 being the one they ltke most.
Here the consciously attitudes towards the (stgpécl)
varieties represented in the LRT are brought forth.

The group interviews

As an addition to this quantitative approach | awtdd three
qualitative interviews each with a group of fourfoimants
selected among the subjects. During the intervibpresented
varieties (the LV, the CS, and the MS) are disadissewell as
other Danish varieties appearing during the intawg. The
purpose is to get the informants to discuss theim attitudes to
and stereotypes about the represented varietias.infé@rviews
were afterwards coded for utterances about thevaste
varieties.



The varieties

In the town of Holstebro a regionally or locallyfluenced
Danish standard is spoken by the adolescents. Alrooky
prosodic features differs it from the other regibnar locally
spoken varieties of the Danish standard (Kristian&eMonka
2006). As a starting point, | assumed that thislla@ariety was
called vestjyskin local terms since this was the common term
when | myself grew up in Holstebro. However, thsutes show
that even thoughvestjyskis still relevant, the subjects to a
further degree consideredidtjysk as their own variety. This
means that bothmidtjyskandvestjyskare considered as the local
variety and that they are both relevant in thiglgtun the LRT
both midtjysk and vestjysk are represented, and the voice
samples from Holstebro are labelled LV in the SEE.

The two other relevant varieties are the CS or exagive
Copenhagen speech and the MS or modern Copenhpgeahs
which both represent the Danish standard varieiydi€s have
shown that Copenhagen speech is spreading as theshDa
standard (Kristiansen 1992, Pedersen 2003, Krister2903),
and other studies have shown, that this Danisidatdnis split
in a conservative (CS) and a modern (MS) standaridt{ansen
1999, 2001).

In the results from the four group interviews, aurtb
variety is incorporated to account for the sterpety and
attitudes discussed during the interviews. Thigtfouariety is a
rather broad term that covers more localized oledial jysk
than what the informants in the interviews consitiemselves
to be speaking. During the interviews the LV, ifereed to as
the informants own language use, the C3igsdansk the MS
askgbenhavnskand the more localized or dialecgkis either
referred to simply afyskor a given variety such aestjysk' but
| choose to gather them all under the tgraek

! Thatvestjyskis both used as a term for the more dialectakwathan what
the subjects consider themselves to be speakirgrtbrviews) and as a term
for the variety that they indeed consider themseteebe speaking (the

LRT), is a bit confusing, but it is in both casestereotype which is defined
in use. Thus, it covers both terms in the two défe approaches.
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Analysing the results
The results of the two questionnaires are eithatissically

analysed with the computer program SPSS or through

percentage calculations or even through simple tooginThe

latter two are also two of the main tools in thalgsis of the

interviews. The statistic significance used in tngantitative

analyses is divided into four levels: p<.10 (#),G%(*), p<.01

(**), and p<.001 (***). Where p.<.10 (#) is to henderstood as
the least significant level and p<.001 (***) as thmost

significant level.

Thesis statement

Through the studies and analyses of the resulisH @ answer
the following questions:

i. Are the language attitudes expressed by theeadehts in
Holstebro similar to the attitudes expressed byemtDanish
adolescents (LANCHART studies — Kristiansen 2007)?

ii. Can the results of the qualitative interviewddato the
quantitative results from the questionnaires?

iii. Do the language attitudes play a role in timg@ing language
change in Danish?

10



THEORY

Language, attitudes and change

The starting point for studying language attitudies the
assumption that language attitudes are a vital pafrt
communicating and how communication is processeat! am
important factor in language change as well.

Language is not just a tool for the exchange adrmfation
but also an important part of creating and sugtgini
relationships between people, and as such it nigt @nveys
facts but also reflects the identity of the usén®ugh tone of
voice, accent, word choice, etc. (Trudgill 1995: &)l these
factors trigger an evaluation in the receiver, Whgoes beyond
the informative content of the words (Bradac 199Q3).
Language is both about what is being said and has/ being
said and in totals this presents an image of theaksy
(Kristiansen 2003: 279).

Thus, language is part of the speakers’ ongoingtitye
construction, which is a dynamic but also veryaita process.
In a given situation, the choice of (linguisticddghaviour is
based on the prevailing norms and values in théalsspace
which makes up the situational context (Tajfel 191420). What
a speaker says and how it is said, is contextealhditioned by
the situation and the other participants, and #rmaesgoes for
the speakers’ interpretation of both the situatma the other
participants (Kristiansen 2003: 281-282). To sum lapguage
plays a prominent role in social evaluations anthatsame time
it is the tool for expressing these evaluationsa¢Bic 1990:
402). It may even be claimed that language is thgles most
important factor in social evaluations (Bradacagt2001: 146),
and simultaneously these evaluations are parteostiucture of
the social practices that language is embedded in.

All this demonstrates that language is a socialghit is
socially embedded and conditioned, and therefoceaktactors,
like attitudes, also play a vital role in languagbange.
Aitchison calls the two factors involved in langeaghange
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“causes” and “triggers” (2001: 153), the first kgpimternal,

linguistic factors, and the former being exterrsacial factors.
Kristiansen and Jgrgensen speak of objective ahjecive

factors, and of the subjective factors being theimy force

behind language change (2005: 287). Thus, langa#gades
are an important factor in language change, bapjgears that
only the subconsciously elicited attitudes matt€ristiansen
forthcoming-a: 1).

Group identity

Members of a group do not necessarily need to laayghing
else in common than that they identify as membétheogroup
(Tajfel 1978: 402), which means that they may rwrs any
characteristics other than that they relate theraselto a
common denominator such as nationality or the stppba
certain football team. This relationship is callad in-group.
The group is so to speak defined from within, ilee members
feel they have something in common. A group menfhersan
also be assigned form without. That is, the membgis group
are defined as such by others outside the grougueastion. A
label like “foreigner” could be such a group mensbgp
assigned to the members by people who define tHeasse
opposition to the group. This is a so called owatagrand it is
often defined in relation to or from within an imegip. In my
qualitative interviews the informants often defipeople from
the island of Zealand as Copenhageners even thineghmay
not come from Copenhagen. The informants thus eefin
Copenhageners as an out-group in relation to tveir in-group
defined by their common identity of coming from kigbro and
Jutland. In both in- as well as out-groups the mensiip is
emotionally rooted (Tajfel 1978).

Group constitution is — like the creation of idént- a
dynamic process and the membership of a given gioes not
necessarily exclude the membership of other grotlips. fact
that a person can be a member of a number of éiffegroups
means that group identity is similar to wearing aménging
clothes according to situation and relevance (T4j$¥8: 426).
A certain group membership or group identity isyoapplicable
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in contexts where it may be relevant. The group beships
are part of the identity construction of the indival members —
it is their group identity — and in return the mardcontribute
to the construction of the groups. This ongoingdpition and
reproduction is an internal and hermeneutic retetip:

The social setting of intergroup relations conttésu

to making the individuals what they are and they in
turn produce this social setting; they and it depel
and change symbiotically (Tajfel 1972: 95).

As mentioned, group identity is situated and conteependent
and this symbiotic relationship between a groupigthembers
is conditioned by whether the given group membersisi
pertinent in the given situation. For instancas iprobably very
pertinent to position yourself as a German or aeDarmen
nationalities or differences between nation staresdiscussed,
whereas it is less relevant to position yourselbdahess player
or a chef. In this study, the point of interesDianish and the
regionally (geographically) conditioned differencesd, since
the subjects are from Jutland and they often mositiemselves
in relation to Copenhagen, the groupgyafer (persons coming
from Jutland) and kgbenhavnere (persons coming from
Copenhagen) are highly relevant as social categjorie

Groups exist in relation to each other and the negsitip of
one can be either a positive or a negative labpkniding on
group membership and intergroup relations. Theuatan of a
given group is thus also a comparison between groloyt the
evaluation is only fitting in the particular conteand only
meaningful when it is of relevance to a group ofalhyou are a
member (Tajfel 1978: 444).

Evaluations of or comparisons between groups swtiteh
focus from the individual to the group as a wholast
associating the individual with the group to a @egthat the
group practices and specifying features are astrbgardless if
they adhere to the person or not (Tajfel 1978: 4EB}he case
with the two social categoriegyder and kgbenhavnere
differences between linguistical features triggssinilarities in
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the evaluations of the speakers’ personality traithe
differences in the evaluations reflect the diffeesin the value
attribution of the two groups, the different steypes ascribed.

Stereotypes

Social categorising means that certain charadesjdeatures or
personality traits are emphasized to enhance tfferehces
between the groups and the categories in which they
conceptualized (Maegaard 2007: 41). Certain chanatt
features are stereotyped in order to define andnizg the
groups in relation to each other. Hogg & Abrams9@defines
a stereotype:

Stereotypes are generalisations about people based
on category of membership. They are beliefs thiat al
members of a particular group have the same
gualities, which circumscribe the group and
differentiate it from other groups (Hogg & Abrams
1996: 65).

A stereotype is based on group membership and lpshe
defining and delineating the group in relation tbes groups. In
the process of defining and delineating the gratps very
common to use positive stereotypes about the inpyrand
negative stereotypes about the out-group(s) (Hoggbtams
1996: 65).

Tajfel (1978) lists six universal principles conueg
stereotypes:

1. People show an easy readiness to characterise vast
human groups in terms of a few fairly crude
‘traits’ or common attributes.

2. These categorisations tend to remain fairly stable
for fairly long periods of time.

3. They tend to change to some extent, slowly, as a
function of social, political or economic changes.
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4. They become much more pronounced and hostile
when social tensions between the groups rise.

5. They are learned early and used by children
before the emergence of clear ideas defining the
groups to which they apply.

6. They do not present much of a problem when
little hostility is involved, but are extremely
difficult to modify in a social climate of tension
and conflict. (Tajfel 1978: 427)

Stereotypes are a vital part of social categoomatii.e.
ascribing a given person to a certain social categeans that
the stereotypes adhering to the category are witibto the
person as well (Tajfel 1978: 428). Labelling a persas for
instancekgbenhavnemeans that the stereotypes adhering to the
social category okgbenhavnerere attributed to the person
whether she actually possesses these or not.

Stereotypes and language attitudes

The study of language attitudes is to a large extée
investigation of the subjects’ “stereotypes, prejad and
personal beliefs” (Garret et. al. 2005: 40). Thaseall socially
conditioned and learned through the production ahd
reproduction of social categorizations, or as Gaateal. puts it:

Attitudes are not just values seen in the somewhat
abstract dimensions based on correlated groupings
of scales (e.g. ‘social attractiveness’), but arebé
found in cultural images and resonances (Garret,
Williams & Evans 2005: 38-39).

These categorizations or stereotypes are oftere gsiablished
and difficult to change but the attitudes themselvare
situational and context dependent. Billig (1991)cancerned
with how people use different “interpretative rdpees” in
different interactions:
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(...) people use complex, and frequently
contradictory, patterns of talk; they will use
different ’interpretative repertoires’ to accomplis
different functions. (...) In different interactispand

at different junctures within the same interaction,
speakers will be using different forms of talk to
accomplish different sorts of tasks (Billig 19915-1
16).

The stereotypes are a part of the “interpretatefgertoire” and
as such they are a resource available to the spenakay given
situation — but only the relevant part of the entgpertoire will
be drawn upon. It is very similar to the functioh group
memberships where only the relevant membershigiseirgiven
situation are applicable. Different selectionstefesotypes are at
the speakers’ disposal in different contexts asdbadation for
forming and expressing language attitudes.

In the comparison of two social categories or gsodfike
for instancejyder and kabenhavnere- language is the most
salient factor in distinguishing between the tvadac et. al.
2001). In the evaluation of them, the linguistiatiges are
stereotyped and, along with other stereotypes adhé¢o the
given category, are attributed to the speaker Wius reflects
the group through her membership. These stereotyygesfore
have social implications, and in Denmark a widedgagnized
stereotype is that of a dialect speakew@dtjysk(spoken in the
western part of Jutland) as being poorly educated@obably
employed in agriculture.

The proposition of this study is that the attributiof
stereotypes and social identity is a crucial congmonof
language change and thus it is very important tpose that
categorization and stereotyping are connected twulage
variation (Maegaard 2005: 56). A certain varietyn che
categorized as prestigious or non-prestigious, ahds
categorization is of consequence to when and wihereariety
is appropriate and how it may develop. For instahoeay not
be appropriate to speak in dialect in advanced achral
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institutions and thus dialect speaking has no &imrthis part of
the society.

Often the evaluation based on these linguisticatiuies and
stereotypes are made within the first few secorfda speech
and this first impression of the speaker may be baovercome

or change. Stereotypes and category memberships are

established in great parts of a society (Hogg & ahts 1996:
65-66) where they may appear as common sense assusp
(Fairclough 2001: 64). Stereotyping is part of tiaegorization
of both out- and in-groups (Maegaard 2007: 41) asduch it
plays an important role in the identity constructie both in
defining oneself and delineating in relation to esth Since
language is a major factor in the situational posihg in a
given context, language variation and change issetjo
connected to stereotyping and categorization.

The study of language attitudes — combining approdes

Language attitudes are composed by several fadtoosvledge
of the relevant varieties, biases and preferenegmarding
different ways of speaking, emotional connection some
varieties and none to other, prior experiences vgtme
varieties and the lack of experiences with othetsch types of
linguistical behaviour are familiar to the persarmawhich are
not, and so forth. In addition to that, the entest situation is a
major factor which may influence the answers givre design
of the study is crucial in the effort to minimizeese possibly
interfering effects.

In my study of language attitudes a method thatefsn
from the combination of different approaches isdudérst, an
overt (direct inquiry) and a covert (indirect ingQi approach
are combined in the Kristiansen model (GregerserQugist
2009), and as a supplement to these quantitatipeoaphes a
gualitative approach, group conversations, is eygucas well.
This means that the results are going to revetdréift levels of
attitudes — which is why the plural term attitu@dee prominent
in this study.
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The overt and covert approach

An overt approach — for instance a Label RankingkTaRT) —

where several varieties are ranked according ttepmece as in
this study, may not necessarily reflect the subjeetctual

language use or the full image of their attitudksistiansen

2004: 187). Instead it may reflect the subjectsisbs or what
they relate themselves to and what they considebetothe

appropriate attitudes to exhibit. The overtly éédi attitudes are
thus influenced by a certain amount of self cersprs
(Kristiansen 1999: 145) induced by societal normsadues for

what is considered to be correct or proper spddotvever, this

does not mean that overtly elicited attitudes aream essential
part of the subjects’ language attitudes and threydefinitely

relevant for this study.

In this study the covert approach is a Speaker Uatiain
Experiment (SEE) where the target is the subjents’e private
attitudes (Lambert 1967: 94). The proposition isittht is
possible to distinguish between overtly and coyedlicited
attitudes, and, whereas the overtly elicited angetated with
societal norms and values, the covertly elicitettuates are
more private and therefore more unofficial (Kriegan et. al.
2002: 19) and as such not so directly influencedsbgietal
norms and values — or at least influenced in a&dfit way. The
covertly elicited attitudes are covert becausehaf aise of an
element of guise. Lambert called his approach thetchkd-
guise technique (Lambert et. al. 1960, Lambert 1 ®9&cause it
made use of a guise element in order to bring ¢bt lithe
subjects’ private attitudes (more about this latéhe use of a
guise element makes the subjects think they evak@nething
other than the actual object of the study. The idethat the
subjects’ diverted awareness results in attitudss Influenced
by societal norms and values and thus more prigaten a
different level.

It is no secret that directly and indirectly posgakestions
may offer very diverging results in this case conoe elicited
attitudes (Kristiansen et. al. 2002: 19), and the &pproaches
can even produce (on the surface) contradictinglteesThis
could be an indication that one or the other oftthe is wrong,
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but it should rather be taken as different levdlattitudes on
different levels of awareness or consciousnesse$Gil988:
1076, Kristiansen et. al. 2002). This is why itingportant to
operate with both approaches in the study of lagguititudes
(Giles 1988: 1076).

The consciously and subconsciously elicited attitus

The differences in the results of the overtly andectly elicited
attitudes occur because of the different levelawéreness or
consciousness, i.e. whether the subject are carsabout and
directed towards the object of study or not. Ine@k with the
Kristiansen model, Kristiansen himself gives thdlofeing
account of why both the level of conscious audiconscious
awareness are relevant to the study of languagedat and
why it makes no sense to talk abawtconsciously elicited
attitudes:

Distinctions which we are unconscious of do not
play a part in our negotiation of social identityg
can only relate, affectively and behaviourally, to
distinctions we perceive cognitively, to categories
we know. This ‘knowing something’, and thereby
the possibility of necessity of relating to it, che
conscious — or subconscious. In this sense, | think
we may accept the view that our creation and
recreation of sociolinguistic differences, as paft
our engagement in social identity processes, is
something that goes on largely beneath
consciousness, i.e.sulconsciously (Kristiansen
2004: 188).

Subconsciously elicited attitudes are cognitivectieas that are
not directly salient in the consciousness, they iaddrectly
perceived since the awareness is directed at sorgetlse. The
matter of salience is essential to the distinctioetween
consciously and subconsciously elicited attitud¥ghether
language differences as the aim of the study drensdo the
subjects is a rudimentary condition for the differation
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between consciously and subconsciously offeredtudds
(Kristiansen 2003: 292, Kristiansen & Monka 200%.: ®/hen
language differences are salient, it will underyahfluence the
elicitation of attitudes (Bradac et. al. 2001: 14d8hce the
subjects are prone to adjust their attitudes aaogrtb social
desirability if provided with the opportunity:

There are some well-documented biases that may
prevent us accessing the stereotypes we seek to
reveal. One of these is acquiescence bias, which
may occur when respondents accommodate to what
they sense are the researcher’s preferred responses
(...) More central to our concerns here are social
desirability biases. These can occur when
respondents express the attitudes that they feel
others would find less objectionable or more
socially acceptable, rather than those they actuall
hold (Garret et. al. 2005: 39).

As mentioned earlier, these societally influenceitiuale are still
highly relevant for the study of attitudes, in jpautar in order to
make a comparison between consciously and subowstgi
elicited attitudes. Recent attitudinal researclbahish supports
this since the subjects express both levels duidés, and these
seem to correlate with two different aspects of sbjects’
(folk) linguistical reality. Studies of the consusly offered
attitudes produce results reflecting the predontimammms and
values in the public sphere in Denmark concernihgtws and
what is not properly spoken Danish, which varietiase
applicable in which contexts, and the art of thedjects’
personal or emotional bonds to a certain geographiea and
the variety spoken there — the so-called local ig&m
(Kristiansen forthcoming: 4). This results in a eaquositive
evaluation of the local variety in comparison wkilbenhavnsk
(Copenhagen excepted) (Kristiansen & Monk 2006:v8)ich
opposes the general linguistical development of igharas
kabenhavnsks advancing as a Danish standard (Kristiansen
1992, forthcoming-a, Kristensen 2003, Pedersen 200Be
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results of the subconsciously elicited attitudescdoelate with
the ongoing language change in Denmark (Maegaafil,20
2005, 2007) sincekgbenhavnskhere is more positively
evaluated than the local variety.

Lambert’'s Matched-guise technique: evaluating the geaker
The matched guise element in Lambert's Matchedeguis
technique (1967, et. al. 1960) consists in two @remof the
voice samples meant for evaluation being recordifigbe same
speaker reading a given text in different variebedanguages.
The subjects are fully aware of the language diffees as the
aim of the study but they are unaware that two orenof the
voice samples are in fact the same speaker. Theyedr to
believe that each voice sample is read by a diftegperson and
thus think they are evaluating different speakditse point is
that the differences in the evaluations of the #@amples read
by the same speaker are taken to reflect the @gsttowards the
represented varieties or languages rather tharkep@&aduced
differences like tone of voice or gender. In bottudges
(Lambert 1967, Lambert et. al. 1960) recordings giiven text
read out loud in both Canadian-French and Candagleglish
were played to a group of Canadian-English speadtingents at
McGill University in Montreal. The results of bothktudies
reveal a significantly more favourable evaluatidnCanadian-
English than of Canadian-Frenth.

The aim of the Matched-guise technique is to elibi
subjects’ more private reactions to language diffees in
comparison to when they are asked directly abothiére is no

2 A number of Danish language attitudes studies hisee the design of the
Matched Guise-technique to a greater or lessenefftr instance Ladegaard
1998, Maegaard 2001, Pedersen 1986). In theseesttité approach is in
principle the same: two or more of the voice sasple read or spoken by
the same speaker while the subjects think thewlaifferent speakers, and
the differences in the evaluations are then ta@eeftect the language
differences. It should be mentioned that in thedgahrd (1998) and the
Maegaard (2001) studies, the subjects were noteagfdanguage differences
being the aim of the study.
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reason to lead them to believe that they are etratpanything

else than language differences, since they are aongpthe

same speaker’s different linguistical repertoifdss means that
the subjects are informed that the study is abaunguage
differences from the beginning.

In the design of the Matched-guise technique, titeavour
to control and minimize the influence of all otHactors than
the language differences is embedded. Using thes sgoeaker
for two or more of the voice samples is an atterogmphasize
the language differences in the represented wvesietor
languages as the most influential factor in the jestib’
evaluations, but this also means that the speakéeione being
evaluated and the differenceshar representation of different
varieties or languages. Thus, the speaker repragetwo or
more of the voice samples has a great impact oe\hkiation
of the voice samples.

The Kristiansen model: evaluating the speech

In the Kristiansen model the guise element consistghe

subjects evaluating voice samples without knowirat t
language differences are the aim of the studys Itherefore
essential that the subjects are unaware of langiiffigeences as
the intended purpose of the study since it is desigo elicit

their covert or subconscious attitudes without tise of the
same speaker for two or more of the voice samples.

In the LANCHART studies (Kristiansen 2007) a design
used where the subjects evaluate 12 different veamaples,
from 12 different speakers, representing threeeckfit Danish
varieties: the LV, the MS, and the CS. The subjaotsunaware
of the fact that the voice samples are representhrege
varieties, and they are just asked to evaluate tbaneight
semantic differential scales of personality traifs. insure the
unawareness of the subjects a brief introductionage without
the possibility of asking questions, then the goestires are
passed around and the answering starts. As anotbans of
making sure that they are unaware of the purposbeottudy,
the subjects are asked, after finishing the questme, what
they think the questionnaire is about. If the guestaire is
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successfully carried out, the majority of the satgewill think

that the aim is the personality of the speakers fiost

impressions of them. The results, however, willeaduf there is
a pattern in the evaluations correlating with tlepresented
varieties. If this is the case, the reasoning keklgnthat these
patterns express attitudes towards the three iewmiefThe
LANCHART studies of language attitudes (Kristians2®07)

show a remarkable stability in the evaluationaltgras of
Danish adolescents, the four voice samples repiiageaach
variety are evaluated very similarly in all studiesd this is
taken to reflect subjects’ subconsciously elicagtitudes.

The design of the Kristiansen model is also meamsdlate
the language differences as a determining factothi® subjects’
attitudes from factors like tone of voice or gendsrd this can
only be said to be achieved if the four voice sawmpl
representing a variety are evaluated similarly doheother but
differently than the eight other voice samples espnting the
two other varieties. If this is the case, thenalghces in the
varieties can be regarded as the major factorenetraluations
of the subjects’ evaluations. Another reason fangighe design
with different speakers for each voice sample & thhas not
been possible to find native speakers of Danisln witough
competence to speak two or more varieties of Danish
convincingly (Giles & Kristiansen 1992: 23). Quistind
Jargensen (2002) carried out a study of native $hagpeakers’
attitudes to second language Danish where the &sbyeere
asked to evaluate 12 voice samples spoken by i6gbdl
Turkish-Danes and two monolingual Danes. In thiglgtthey
state that the recognition of language is so nayiited and on
such a deep level that a speaker cannot authdytrepiroduce
other varieties than her own. An actor or a speakwer tries to
perform another variety than her own has not getathility to
embrace the entire complexity of the variety angstithe voice
sample does not come across as authentic.

Digressing: “closed”- or “open”-scaled questionnaie?
The Kristiansen model uses a so-called “closedigesthe
guestionnaire is composed of closed scales witlugbireed
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keywords. The framework is more or less set and ¢ open
up for independent interpretations from the suljdatiat go
beyond the semantic differential scales and theitiaddl

comments (which are rarely given). This design esywwell

suited for gathering a great amount of data andysing this
data statistically. In this study | will use thisumework for the
questionnaire.

There are also advantages to gain from using a ooee
design. Pedersen (1986), Ladegaard (2002) and Mekga
(2005, 2007) all argue that an open design may igeonew
perspectives on the stereotypes and categoriesiong the
research object. In the design of the Kristians@dehthere is
an open question as supplement to the semantiereitial
scales that offers the subjects the opportunitgdd comments
about the voice samples. In my study only 121 auichi
comments were made out of a possible total of 1#0dach
subject gave one additional comment for each veample),
which means an answering rate of just 8,62%.

In two of her studies (2005, 2007), Maegaard usespen
design for the questionnaires where the subjeckg lmave to
answer one question concerning what they thinkhef gerson
speaking in the voice sample and it is then upaichesubject
how elaborated an answer she or he gives. Thistheagubjects
themselves determine which stereotypes and catsgare
relevant for evaluating this particular person.r@ative process
that a set framework does not allow and a creaireeess that
may bring new and for the subjects more relevasitestypes
and categories into focus.

An open design also avoid the question of whiclegaties
are relevant for the subjects and which are ndtiagequired in
the design for a semantic differential scale. Wthatresearcher
associates with a certain word does not necessafilgct the
associations of the subjects and if it does nat ity mean that
the categorization is off and that following analysare
compromised.

Arguably, of course, any research that needs t@ hav
a basis in semantic coding may be susceptible to
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culturally variable semantics. Extending our
discussion in the previous section, a further
analytical issue from our experience with keywords
concerns cultural semantics at a wider (i.e. less
local) level. Apparently identical lexical itemsrca
be quite variable in their meanings. (...) So, agai
the cultural influences on the respondents are also
important to keep in mind as one analyses keywords
(Garret et. al. 2005: 49).

On the downside, data gathered with an open questice are
very complex and time consuming when it comes tx@ssing
them statistically. Maegaard (2005, 2007) uses Gineunded
Theory (Strauss & Corbin 1998) to code the data for
phenomenon and categorize them as preparation dtatiatical
analysis.

Categorizing the semantic differential scales intotwo
dimensions

In their paper on “The Speech Evaluation Instrurhéb®85),
Zahn & Hopper conclude that three dimension wengaoficular
relevance in categorizing the results of languagigudes
studies. These aresocial attractiveness superiority and
dynamism(Zahn & Hopper 1985). The semantic differential
scales used in the Kristiansen model are divided two of
these dimensions, superiority and dynamism, siheg proved
to be the most relevant to the subjects in theissudut the
third, social attractiveness @sociability (Kristiansen 2001), is
kept across the two other dimensions with the scale
Trustworthy— Untrustworthy(superiority) andNice— Repulsive
(dynamism). Thus the evaluations of the voice samphn be
categorized as either belonging to the superiooty the
dynamism dimension.

The LANCHART attitudes studies

Within the LANCHART project a number of attitudesidies
using the Kristiansen model were carried out ire foifferent
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locations in Denmark: Copenhagen, Neestved, Vissembj
Odder, and Vinderup.

The locations included in the LANCHART project.

In each location the relationship between the Mg, €S, and
the LV was investigated (Kristiansen 2007), wite 1t being
the variety spoken in the nearest potential normtreefor
language change (Copenhagen for Copenhagen, Nesfstved
Naestved, Odense for Vissenbjerg, Arhus for Oddetstebro
for Vinderup). In all location both subconsciougyEE) and
consciously (LRT) elicited language attitudes weixedied. The
results of the consciously elicited attitudes carséen below.

Copenhagen is in this context an exception sineeetts no
separate parallel to the LV. With this in mind dahea clear
pattern is showing: the subjects rank the localetyvarieties
higher than bothrigsdansk and kebenhavnskand they rank
rigsdansk higher than kgbenhavnsk This expresses what
Kristiansen is referring to as local patriotismr{ficoming: 4)
and a strong standard norm.
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LRT in the LANCHART locations

1. Kgbenhavnsk (LV, MS)

Copenhagen 3. Rigsdansk (CS)

1. Sjeellandsk (LV)
Naestved 2. Kgbenhavnsk (MS)
3. Rigsdansk (CS)

. Fynsk (LV)

. Odenseansk (LV)

. Rigsdansk (CS)

. Kgbenhavnsk (MS)

1
. : 2
Vissenbjerg 3
6
1. Bstjysk (LV)
2
3
4

. Arhusiansk (LV)

Odder . Rigsdansk (CS)
. Kabenhavnsk (MS)
1. Midtjysk (LV)
Vinderup 2. Vestjysk (LV)

3. Rigsdansk (CS)
Kgbenhavnsk (MS)

Table 1.Results of LRT for the parallels to the LV, the M
the CS.

The results of the subconsciously elicited attisude/eal quite a
different image:

27



SUPERIORITY

DYNAMISM

Intelligent Self-assured

Copenha |CS|* | M Copenhag|M |** [C
Neestve: CS|*™ | M | * Neestve: M |** [C |**
Vissenbje | CS | * M | ** Vissenbje |M |** [C [**
Odde CE*™ |M [* Odde M [** |C [**
Vinderup | CS[** | M |[** Vinderug |M |** [C [**
Conscientious Fascinating

Copenha |CS|* | M Copenhag|M |** [C
Neestve: ce |/ M | ** Neestve [M |** [C |**
Vissenbje | CS |/ M | ** Vissenbje |M |** [C |/
Odde Ce|* M | ** Odde M [** |C [**
Vinderup | CS[** | M |[* Vinderug |M |** [C [**
Goal-directed Cool

Copenha | CS |/ M Copenhag|M |** [C
Neestve: M |/ Cs | * Neestve [M |** [C |**
Vissenbje | M |/ CS | * Vissenbje [M |** [C |/
Odde ce |/ M | ** Odde M [** |C [**
Vinderugp | CS |/ M | ** Vinderug |M |** [C [**
Trustworthy Nice

Copenha | CS |/ M Copenhag|M |* [C
Neestve: M |/ Cs | ** Neestve [M |* [C |**
Vissenbje | M |/ CS | * Vissenbje IM |/ [C [*
Odde ce |/ M | ** Odde M [** |C [**
Vinderugp | CS |/ M | ** Vinderug |[M |/ [C |/

Table 2. Evaluations of varieties on eight scagdlecting two
dimensions. Wilcoxon Signed Pair Test: *** = p <100* = p
<.01, *=p <.05,/=n.s., CS = Conservative Cdagen
speech, MS = Modern Copenhagen speech, LV = thalLoc

Variety.
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Here the LV is relatively downgraded in comparisorboth the
MS and the CS. The MS fares better in the dynamism
dimension, whereas the CS does better in the superi
dimension, even though the MS is gaining ground (Seales
Goal-directedandTrustworthy. Here the local patriotism seems
to have vanished entirely and the MS and the C& deebe
leading in each their social dimension.

As it shows here there is quite a difference betwtde
results of the two approaches, and in combinatioey seem to
account for a more complex representation of lagguaititudes
among Danish adolescents. Later on in this stueyl compare
the results with those of the LANCHART results ahdn go
further into the differences and what they may mean

The interviews

An effort is made to make the interviews progressenor less
as group conversations, with the intention of mgkitne
situation at litttle more informal and thus easiar fthe
informants to negotiate. Such an interview situatis never
going to be completely relaxed and casual butd finmportant
to make this effort nonetheless and try to strowgards a more
amiable atmosphere. The hard part for the intemieis to
control the course of the conversation without dwating it too
much or intimidating the informants.

The interviews are “semi-structured interviewgKvale
2005: 19). The aim of this type of qualitative  get the
participants to represent or account for theie“iorld” in their
own words and then submit this account to analy®iés kind
of interview allows the participants a certain amoLof
autonomy when it comes to terminology and beingatiavely
creative, and thus it opens up to the introductain new
applicable categories as well as the use of a labjuistical
terminology (Niedzielski & Preston 1999). Where kvargues
for avoiding the participants’ own reflections oheir own
accounts (Kvale 2005: 136), | set out to try to mgtinformants

% My translation from Danish — red.
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to discuss and relate themselves to their own lagguattitudes
and the stereotypes they express. The reasoni$oistan effort
to get both their own accounts and a critical state the
stereotypes behind these accounts and at the sama tvay of
achieving an understanding of how the informantgotiate

language attitudes and stereotypes concerning tfAdmaugh

this | also hope to get a more folk linguisticainienology with

terms that are relevant to and used by my informant

The Grounded Theory

For the analysis of the qualitative interviews plpGrounded
Theory (Strauss & Corbin 1998). In Grounded thedhgory
about the gathered data is derived from the datdf,itwhich
ensures a thorough and methodical analysis ofriirreamount
of data. Using such an inductive process of amalysialso
meant as a method to avoid that prior given (anthgps not
suitable) interpretations are “forced” upon the adanb the
analysis.

In short, the Grounded theory is based on a meiisul
coding for phenomena like utterances about diffevamieties,
for instance. These phenomena are then concemdalnd
grouped in categories, and these categories are atranged
according to their internal relations in dimensiondere they
are also distributed in categories and subcategavithin the
dimensions. Finally, these dimensions are seldgtn@ded with
the purpose of creating a theory about the data.
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METHOD

Here | will demonstrate how the study was carrietl and go
through the details of the design of the questioerand the set
up for the qualitative interviews.

Location

The town of Holstebro was chosen as location ferstudy for
three reasons: novelty, accessibility and comphiyadNovelty,
since there are no accounts of a similar study ngaween
carried out in Holstebro before. Accessibility, cgnit is the
town where | grew up and went to elementary schead
gymnasium, | have reasonably good contacts withie t
educational system in the town, which may makesagier to
gain access to subjects. Comparability, since Hbist is the
potential norm-centre for Vinderup in the LANCHART
language attitudes studies (Kristiansen 2007} ihieresting to
see how the results of my study compare with tisalte of the
LANCHART study.

The subjects and the informants
As | have already hinted at, | distinguish betwsabjects and
informants in my study. The subjects are the 1lGlemdents
who answered the two questionnaires, and the irdotsnare the
12 adolescents, chosen from the 117 subjects, @hecipated
in the three group interviews.

| obtained permission to carry out my study athuodstebro
Elementary School (HbE) and the Holstebro Secon&atyool
(HbSY in March 2006. All in all it amounts to 79 HbE' &nd
9" grade students and 38 HbS first year studentferfiale and
44 male subjects aged 14 to 18. This means thaeé tisea
majority of 62,4% female subjects. When the twoosth are
viewed separately though, it is revealed that th& Has a rather
large majority of female subjects, 76,3%, wheréasHbE has a

“ Both school names are pseudonyms.
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much smaller majority of only 55,7% female subjedise HbE
subjects are all between 14 and 16 years of agdhendender
distribution in Holstebro in that age group in 200&s 53,4%
female and 46,6% male subjects (www.statistikbartien
BEF1A). The gender distribution among the HbE stiisjas
thus representative for this age group in Holstelbbocompare,
the gender distribution in the age group 16-18 year age
(similar to the age of the HbS subjects) in Holstdh 2006 was
49,9% female and 50,1% male subjects and the llision
among the HDbS students is 76,3% female and 23,7% ma
subjects.

Design of the study

As mentioned, the study consists of two questiaesail2 voice
samples and four group interviews. In the followirgwill
account for the design of these and my choiceserai the
design.

Voice samples

The 12 voice samples that the subjects evaluateepresenting
the MS, the CS and the LV. They are grouped so ¢lagh
variety is represented by four speakers, two fensale two
male speakers, and they were played to the subjethte order
seen below.

The eight voice samples from Copenhagen (MS & CS) |
have borrowed from Maegaard’s study of languageudés in
Arhus in Denmark (2005). Maegaard recorded 55 sedkom
four different secondary schools/high schoafg/ngnasierin
Danish — red.), one in Arhus and four in Copenhagerd
selected 12 of these recordings for her study basedow
representative they were for the varieties undegstigation.

The four Holstebro voice samples (LV) are choseoragn
20 recordings of second year students at HbS mgdddmka
for the LANCHART study in Vinderup (for results see
Kristiansen 2007). | participated in the selectiointhe four
Holstebro/LV voice samples.
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Voice samples

Ole (m) - CS
Alice (f) - MS
Mikkel (m) — LV
Asta (f)— CS
Jon (m) — MS
Mille (f) — LV
Niklas (m) — CS
Laila (f) - MS

. Laurits (m) - LV
10. Caroline (f) - CS
11. Simon (m) — MS
12. Liv (f) - LV

NN E

In her study in Arhus (2005), Maegaard made a tafilé
linguistical characteristics (using Dania) for eawfhher voice
samples and since she already described the MShen€S
voice samples (for a modified copy see appendiletaly | will
only describe the LV voice samples and compare tteerhe
MS and the CS voice samples here.

The LV voice samples particularly stand out in canigon
with both the MS and the CS voice samples in the afsthe
words “leereren” (“the teacher”), “leerer” (“a teacheand “jeg”
(“I"). The word “leereren” is used by six of the eei samples
(02 Alice, 05 Jon, 07 Niklas and 08 Laila — all M8d CS, 09
Laurits and 12 Liv — both LV). The two LV speaké&sth have
an [ ending the word whereas the MS and the CS spgaker
have p] or [o¢] (just 05 Jon). “leerer” appears in 11 of the voice
samples (10 Caroline is the exception) and the p¥akers
primarily have andd] in it (03 Mikkel and 12 Liv both have a
case of §]) while all the MS and the CS speakers hawk |
(except 08 Laila who follows the same pattern as LV
speakers). “jeg” is used in eight of the voice s®§02 Alice,
04 Asta, 08 Laila and 11 Simon — all CS and MSMkel, 06
Mille, 09 Laurits and 12 Liv — LV) and where the M&d the
CS speakers primarily have][(except for 04 Asta who has]]
the LV speakers primarily have][(03 Mikkel only has one case
of [a] but three cases o] though). (Building on Maegaard’s
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table, | have made a similar table with the chanastics for the
four Holstebro speakers as appendix-table 2).

It is in the intonation patterns though, that thejon
difference is found. The MS and the CS speakeisviothe
Copenhagen pattern where their intonation goes domwithe
stressedsyllable and_upon the following_unstresseslyllable,
and the LV speakers follow the pattern for Jutjjskand goes
up on the_stresseslllable and down the following unstressed
syllable (Grgnnum 2007).

In all 12 voice samples the speakers are tellinmputkvhat
they think makes a good teacher. This topic was@haince it
is rather relevant to both the speakers and thipstghalike, and
concerning the study object, it is a semanticadither neutral
topic. On the CD used for the study each voice $angst
approximately 30 seconds followed by a 15 seconasse
before the next voice sample, and the subjects#pposed to
evaluate the voice samples on semantic differerdzdles
presented in the questionnaire.

The key point in this set up is that if the sulgeevaluate
the voice samples alike according to variety thas is to be
taken as reactions to the language differencesr@dlators, like
voice pitch or semantic content, are insignificortor at least
less influential on the evaluations. The evaluatiqratterns are
vital for this method and the use of both femald arale voices
both ensures that influence caused by gender isatie and
that possible gender caused differences in thaiattahs can be
examined.

The questionnaire for the_subconsciouslglicited attitudes

On the front page of the questionnaire there washart
introduction with instructions on how to fill it imand then a
single page with scales for each of the 12 voicepsas. There
are eight scales with a semantic differential woatt and seven
possibilities between them to put down a mark cfleation of
how nice or repulsive for instance, the voice sample seems.
This is the SEE. Beneath the eight semantic diftexk scales
there is a question about which educational lehel voice
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sample might achieve, and at the very bottom thsrean
opportunity to make additional comments.

The eight semantic differential scales consistwafd pairs
representing personality traits and these are @ivithto a
superiority and a dynamism dimension, with a “hidde
sociability dimension going across the two dimensio

The semantic differential scales divided in dimensi

Superiority Dynamism
Conscientious—>Happy-go- Fascinating<—>Boring
lucky (Serigs—>Ligeglad (Speendende->Kedelig
Intelligent<—>Stupid Self-assured—>Uncertain
(Klog<—>Dum) (Selvsikker—>Usikke
Goal directeg—>Dull Cook—>Uncool
(Méalrettex—>Slgv) (Tjekket—>Utjekket)
Trustworthyx—>Untrustworthy | . .
Sociability|(Til at stole p&—>lkke til at '\gfef(‘*spu's"’e.
stole p3 (Flink<—>Usympatisk

The question concerning the predicted educatiomad!|offers
four answering possibilities and the point of ietris whether
the voice samples are evaluated differently becafséneir
different varieties.

The possibility for additional comments is the ombal
“open” option in the questionnaire which offers gubjects the
possibility of contributing with their evaluatiofsmsed on their
own categories or characterizations.

During the answering of the questionnaire for the
subconsciously elicited attitudes, it is importtrt the subjects
are unaware of language differences being the &itheostudy
and a thorough thought introduction is crucial ¢biave this. In
the HbE, | had to carry out the two questionnaires
simultaneously in four different classes. To madkis possible |
had the teacher in each class introduce the quesii@ and for

35



that purpose | composed a step-by-step guide far th
introduction. In the HbS, | introduced the studysely, but for
the sake of comparability | followed the step-bgpsiguide as
well.

The questionnaire for the_consciousllicited attitudes

The questionnaire for the consciously elicitedtadies consists
of four parts: a question concerning how standadlihe voice
samples seem, a question concerning whether tice gamples
are from Holstebro or Copenhagen, a LRT where tlgests

are supposed to rank different varieties, and lfinaome

personal information about the subject.

In the question concerning the standardizatiorhefwtoice
samples, the subjects evaluate how standardizedystanske
each of the voice samples sounds on a seven-stég. Sthe
purpose is to find out if any of the three représdnvarieties
sound more standardized than the other to the aisbje

The question about geographical location of thecevoi
samples has a control function of whether it maasse to talk
about the possible different evaluations as trigddyy language
differences. The subjects have to decide if th@yktkach voice
sample is from Holstebro or from Copenhagen. If/thee quite
capable at locating the voice samples correctlig iaken as an
indication of language differences as the primargger of
different evaluations. The success criterion heréhat at least
50 % of the subjects are able to locate the vommptes
correctly (Kristiansen & Monka 2006: 13).

The LRT is the main question in this questionnaine the
results are meant to be directly compared withrésalts of the
SEE. Here the subjects are presented with ninerdift Danish
varieties and asked to rank them according to pete from 1
(like the mogtto 9 (ike the least The nine varieties are:
gstjysk  bornholmsk  midtjysk  sjeellandsk  vestjysk
kagbenhavnsknordjysk rigsdanskand sgnderjyskIn order for
the results to be comparable not only to the SEHIt® but also
to the results of the LANCHART attitudes studyisitmportant
that kebenhavnskMS) andrigsdansk(CS) as well as the local
variety (LV — in this casenidtjyskandvestjysk are represented.
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The personal information part concerns possibleiakoc
variables that might have an influence on the tsssilich as
whether the subjects are local or not and what #whicational
aspirations are, but the main emphasis will be henduestion
concerning their self evaluation in terms of whayt consider
themselves to be speaking. This question is péatigu
interesting in relation to the group interviews wé is one of
the topics on the agenda.

The qualitative interviews

As mentioned three group interviews were carrietwith 12
informants, each interview lasting just about aaorho

The interview groups

NETE (f), LEAH (f), TONE (f),

th
ANNA (f) 8" grade at the HbE

Group 1

ROSA (), RENE (m), LING (f),

th
SINE (f) 9" grade at the HbE

Group 2

MAJA (f), MARK (m), LISE (f),
NILS (m)

Informants in the qualitative interviews.

Group 3 1. year at the HbS

To break the ice, so to speak, in what is an uruand
potentially awkward situation, each interview sdriwvith four
fragments from the documentary film about Danishledits “I
Danmark er jeg fadt” by Peter Klitgaard. These iinagts are in
played order:

1. The fairy tale “The Little Match Girl” by H. C. Aretsen
told by dialect speakers from different parts ohBairk
(time: 01.37-08.34).

2. The Queen of Denmark talks about the Danish languag
(time: 38.55-39.42).
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3. Anne Langer from Harbogre in Western Jutland talks
about what it is like to be a young dialect spedkere:
37.03-38.54).

4. Henries Hvas from Harbogre in Western Jutland talks
about what is like to be a young dialect speakiene(t
31.17-33.13).

(All together these fragments last 11 minutes ahde®onds)

The telling of “The Little Match Girl” will presentthe
informants to both familiar and unfamiliar dialeds varieties
of Danish. As these are not named in the fragmettis,
informants will be asked to place some of the speak
geographically. All this is meant to ensure theuon language
differences as the main topic of the interview émcerve as a
starting point as well as a point of comparisorotighout the
conversation.

In her fragment, the Queen gives a short, genecaluat of
her perspective on Danish and on her own varietiyvémere she
thinks it stems from. Also, the Queen is such al wabwn
character in Denmark that all the subjects will dan opinion
about her and how she speaks which makes this éaigwery
well suited as a point of comparison.

In the two last fragments, two young women talk wbo
being dialect speakers. These excerpts are integgelecause
the two women are quite close to the age of thariménts who
may or may not identify themselves with them. Asliadn to
that, Harbogre is a small village (1.642 residents
http://www.statistikbanken.dk/BEF44) about 40-43okietres
from Holstebro so it is probably well known to tinéormants.

While watching the four fragments the informants asked
to consider three questions:

1. Who is in your opinion the best storyteller(s)?

2. What is your impression of the two young girls e fast
two fragments?

3. What do you consider yourself to be speaking in
comparison to the speakers in the fragment?
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In the first question, it is interesting to see whof the speakers
telling the fairy tale the informants consider te the best
storytellers, what they mention as criteria forcdg) storyteller,
and if there might be a dialect/variety based patia their
preferences.

The two young girls talk about the upsides and dides of
being dialect speakers and of how people readhd tialect.
This helps emphasize some relevant issues abogudge
differences in Danish and the stereotypes attatthdthlect.

The third question is meant as a basis for disngstie
informants’ relations to different Danish varietiés what they
consider their own, and why that is so. The infanteaare
expected to position themselves and how they speaiation
to the film fragments, the mentioned varieties, stereotypical
concepts, and the discussion during the interview.

Overall the three questions are also meant asedmeaker,
in combination with the film fragments, that givesth the
informants and the interviewer a starting point fdre
conversation.

During the interview the interviewer has to keeg fiticus of
the discussion on the topics relevant to languaiiéudes,
language differences, and associated stereotypesddition to
that, it is important that the interviewer asksdegpth questions
and inquires further into the informants’ utterasmdmut at the
same time keeps back and makes an effort to lenfbemants
lead the conversation (Kvale 2005). One strateggctoeve this
is to let the informants introduce as many topisgassible so
that they discuss what they find relevant usingirttoavn
terminology and to use experiences and topics frone
interview in following interviews. This insures arognded
approach where the method partly stems from thee itkif.

Analysis of the qualitative interviews

The interviews are coded for phenomena or uttesaradmut

language use that are either negatively or postivaded and

these phenomena are then categorised according htohw
variety they relate to. Finally, the categories emaceptualized
in dimensions: superiority, dynamism, and sociapilif one of
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the informants uses the word “smart-ass”, for insta about a
certain way of speaking Danish this utterance tedoas either
negative or positive, depending on the contextegaies as
belonging to the mentioned way of speaking, anadeptualized
in the dynamism category, since the word “smart’often
associated with being young and modern during riberviews.
The word ‘bondsk (“boorish”) is coded as negative because it
is used in derogatory sense about more dialecescspthan the
informants’ own way of speaking, it is categorizexs
“lokalpreeget jysk (“dialectal jysK) since it is aimed at that
particular group of speakers, and it is conceptedliin the
superiority dimension since the speaker positiopssdif as
being superior (better educated, more intelligemthe speaker-
group in question.

My purpose of using Grounded theory for the analgsithe
qualitative interviews does not include creatingnew theory
about my gathered data, and thus, | will only agbgy/first three
steps of the approach. My analysis also divergdan| will try
to see if the coded phenomenon and categories edittdd in
the dimensions mentioned earlier: superiority, dyisan, and
sociability (the analysis of the interviews reveaheed for a
reintroduction of the sociability dimension). This to make
them comparable to the quantitative results frome th
guestionnaires.

Carrying out the study

Before the actual study | held a couple of meetingh the
teachers involved where they were presented wétaim of the
study, the step-by-step introduction, and given dpportunity
to ask questions.

The questionnaire for the subconsciously elicititudes is
naturally the first one to be handed out. Afterereing the
guestionnaires the subjects were asked to reathstreictions
on the front page and to save possible questidinaftier the
filling in of the questionnaire. When they were edlady the
recording with the voice samples was played. Therding was
played twice. First the subjects were asked toljst&n with the
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questionnaire turned over in front of them, and sbeond time
they were asked to answer the questionnaire. Alfieffilled in

questionnaires were gathered, | asked the subyelctd they
thought the study was about. This is a control goego see if
any of them had guessed that language differencee the
actual aim. If none of the subjects seem to hawsgged what
the study is about, this is revealed to them amy tpet to ask
guestions. If someone has guessed the aim, it griant to
inquire further into it to find out more and to eawvho it is so it
Is possible to check if it has any influence ondhswers.

After the handing out of the questionnaires for the
consciously elicited attitudes and a short intraidu the
recording of the voice samples is played for thedtaAnd final
time while the subjects fill in the questionnaiAdter finishing
the questionnaire the subjects are once more githen
opportunity to ask questions.

The course of the study

22.03. 2006(23.03. 2006(24.03. 2006(27.03. 28.03. 30.03.
2006 2006 2006

09.00—?? |[14.15-15.19Backin 11.00- ]09.00- 12.20-
The voice |Preliminary [Copenhage12.30 10.00 13.35
samples meeting witl{to choose |The Interview |The
from HbS |the teacherdand edit the |question- |with group|question-
are recordedfrom HbS. [voice naire part |2. naire part
among the 2 samples (in |is carried is carried
year student co-operatiorjout in out at
(by Malene with Malene|HbE. HbS.
Monka). Monka and

Janus 13.15- 13.45—
14.30-15.30 Miller). 14.15 14.55
Preliminary Th The
meeting with interview interview
the teacherg with group with
from HbE. 1. group 3.

The first group interview was carried out immediatafter the
filling in of questionnaires in HbE and the secadhd following
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day. The third interview was carried out immedhatefter the
filling in of the questionnaires in HbS.

The course of the study lasted from the2af March,
where | had the first preliminary meeting with tieachers from
HbE, until the 3% of March, where the study at HbS was
carried out.

Sources of error — and possible counter measures

Participating in the study is for the subjects ansual situation
and they have to position themselves within itsnigavork of
practicalities concerning the answering of questsore and
being interviewed, being presented with varietied having to
evaluate them, and being presented with a forejgties
researcher, who wants something, perhaps not Istreogvard
comprehensible, from them. During the test somesores are
taken in an effort to counter these disadvantadiesevery
second questionnaire (for the subconsciously eticdttitudes)
the order of the semantic differential scales areersed which
makes it harder to copy the neighbour’'s answersnduthe
answering.

The study takes place in the subjects’ school wimay
cause a “right or wrong” expectation, since suctegpectation
iIs normally anticipated in this particular settingnd that is
certainly not in the best interest of the studyug,hithe reversal
of every second questionnaire may help prevenindad or
unintended copying of answers.

The presence of the researcher in the classroodirttaout
questionnaires and asking for answers to what m@gms
complicated questions is also an important faaiottie success
or lack thereof of the study. The subjects may tasesit as a
test situation with right and wrong answers, or tyyinterpret
what the researcher wants and accommodate to wigat a
assumed to be the responses preferred by the chsear

It may also be that the subjects react by exprgssin
“political correct” opinions or responses. Garrét a. (2005)
calls this *“social desirability biases” (:39) whesubjects
reformulate or even alter their attitudes to soomate socially
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acceptable or less controversial than the onesabtally hold.
Social desirability biases can also be when thgestdbexpress
attitudes they wish to have but which differ froheit actual
attitudes. A counter measure to this is securiegationymity of
the subjects and taking care to tell it to the scigj so that they
may feel more at ease to express their honesigdst(Garret et.
al. 2005: 39). Another counter measure is using omessure to
tease out immediate responses instead of more mplated,
possibly influenced by social desirability, respems

The results

A large part of the quantitative results have baealysed using
the program SPSS to carry out different statistiests (like the
Friedman or the Wilcoxon test) to see whether tlaeg
significant or not. The rest of the quantitativeuks are either
presented as simple counts or in percentages. &egathe
qualitative results and their dimensional codirese are also
presented in simple counting or in percentages wieeessary.

How standardized do the voice samples sound?

The first question in the questionnaire of the camssly elicited
attitudes is concerned with how standardizedigsdanskthe
voice samples sound.

As table 3 shows there is a quite evident pattarthe
relation between variety and standardization. TBevGices are
without a doubt considered the most standardizalthwed by
the MS voices, and with the LV voices as the lstastdardized.
Only voice sample 08 Laila (MS) and 09 Laurits (Ld6 not fit
into that pattern since they have swapped platés nbticeable
though that all the voices actually are considexede quite
standardized.

There is only a small difference between top (ORI&d
(CS) 2,6724137) and bottom (03 Mikkel (LV) 4,6608p the
average ranking, and none of the voices are raftkeer than
five on the seven-step scale.
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Ranking of the voice samples according to standatidin
Voice sample Average ranking

07 Niklas (CS) m 2,6724137
04 Asta (CS) f 3,1130434
10 Caroline (CS) f 3,2155172
01 Ole (CS) m 3,3931623
02 Alice (MS) f 3,6120689

11 Simon (MS) m 3,7068965
05 Jon (MS) m 3,7241379
09 Laurits (LV) m 3,9224137
08 Laila (MS) f 3,9310344
12 Liv (LV) f 4,1724137

06 Mille (LV) f 4,3017241

03 Mikkel (LV) m 4,6608695

Table 3. 1 = most standardized and 7 = least stdizéd. MS
= modern Cph. speech, CS = Conservativ Cph. sp&&tkh,
Holstebro speech (117 subjects), f = female, m lema

Since top and bottom are so closely ranked it coléd
interesting to look at the spread in the rankinghef two voice
samples.
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07 Niklas (CS) & 03 Mikkel (LV): standardization

45 0o7 (CS)
45 @03 (LV)
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Figure 1.

The subjects clearly agree that 07 Niklas (CS) &yv
standardized. 82,8% of the rankings are to_theolieflte middle
value (4 = 8,6% of the rankings). There is moraglisement in
the rankings of 03 Mikkel (LV). 57,4% of the rangmare to the
right of the middle value (4 = 18,3% of the rankings).

Does gender and school level have any impact?
Appendix-table 3 shows that the male subjects tetfae voice
samples a little more standardized than the fersalgects.
Only the two MS male voice samples (05 Jon anditib®) are
regarded as more standardized by the female thanmie
subjects.

In appendix-table 4 the HbE students evidently médghe
voice samples as more standardized than the Hlxferggido.
Only 07 Niklas (CS) is regarded more standardizgethke HbS
students than by the HbE students. Overall, the Blin8Sents
seem to be more critical towards ranking the vaamples as
standardized or they have a different idea of vdtandardized
sounds like than the HbE students.
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Another look at table 3 reveals that the gendehefvoice
samples does not have any influence on how staizéardhey
seem to the subjects. Both among the CS and thedités a
male voice sample is ranked as the most standardiaé the
other male voice is ranked as the least standatdigtin the
two varieties and of the MS the one female voiceaisked as
the most standardized whilst the other is rankedhasleast
standardized. Accordingly, there is no conclusiatgn in
favour of neither female nor male voice regarding
standardization.

Locating the voice samples

On the first page of the questionnaire, the subjatdo had to
locate the voice samples as either coming from tebie or
Copenhagen (and naturally at this point of the \stilley are
aware of language differences being the aim). oisstion is
meant to check if it is at all meaningful to see geographically
based language differences as the main triggehefpbssible
differences in the results of the SEE. If 50% orrenof the
subjects locate a voice sample correctly the lagguhifferences
are assumed to be the main trigger.

The subjects are very good at recognizing and ilngdhe
LV or Holstebro voices correctly, which is no suspr since
they represent the variety they speak themselvese Mhan
84% of the subjects recognize the LV voices as ngnfiiom
Holstebro. The MS and the CS voices are a littleentbfficult
to recognize and locate. 08 Laila (MS) and 04 A6i8) are by
far the most recognized with respectively 85% a8#&f the
subjects locating them correctly. Next come the &sthe
Copenhagen voices with a recognition percentaga 8% to
71%. 07 Niklas (CS) and 11 Simon (MS) are the least
recognized with 63% of the subjects locating them i
Copenhagen but they are still considerably aboe diucial
50%.
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Is the voice sample from Holstebro or Copenhagen?
Voice samples Holstebro Copenhagen Not filled in
09 Laurits (LV) m 96% 4%

06 Mille (LV) f 91% 9%
03 Mikkel (LV) m 88% 12%
08 Laila (MS) f 14% 86%
12 Liv (LV) f 85% 15%
04 Asta (CS) f 16% 83% 1%
02 Alice (MS) f 29% 71%
10 Caroline (CS) f 29% 71%
01 Ole (CS) m 32% 67% 1%
05 Jon (MS) m 34% 66%
07 Niklas (CS) m 37% 63%
11 Simon (MS) m 37% 63%

Table 4. Voice samples are ranked according toepésige o
recognition, f = female, m = male (The results arendec
off to whole numbers).

A comparison of the results from table 3 (standaiibn) and
table 4 (geographical location) reveals some isterg
observations about 07 Niklas (CS) and 08 Laila (MS)Niklas
(CS) is ranked as the most standardized of allvthees but at
the same time 37% recognize him as coming from telois.
That could indicate that coming from Holstebro dmaing very
standardized is compatible. 08 Laila (MS) is ranksdhe least
standardized of all the Copenhagen voices and 88%he
subjects recognize her as coming from CopenhageingBrom
Copenhagen (and speaking like 08 Laila does) doets n
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necessarily correspond with being standardizechendyes of
the subjects.

Gender and school level

When the results are seen in relation to subjectige
(appendix-table 5), the female subjects are cldaatter than the
male subjects at recognizing where the voice sampteme
from. In the case of the seven of the 12 voice $esnghe
female subjects are significantly better (levelQ®4. to p.05) at
recognizing them geographically than the male (¢£(QGS), 02
Alice (MS), 03 Mikkel (LV), 06 Mille (LV), 08 Laila(MS), 10
Caroline (CS), 12 Liv (LV)). It is only in the regnition of two
of the voice samples that the male subjects deebéian the
female. Both of these are MS voices, 05 Jon an8itrfon, but
the gender based difference is not significant.s€hevo MS
voices are also the two that represent the greditfistulties to
the female subjects concerning locating them ctyec
Respectively 64% and 59% of the female subjectsgmze 05
Jon and 11 Simon as coming from Copenhagen. Thevtioes
that represent the most difficulties for the malbjscts are 01
Ole 50% and 07 Niklas 57%. Both are CS voices aritie case
of Ole, the recognition is very low and even on Yieey border
of the dividing line of 50%. Only the girls — anttetfact that the
evaluations of 01 Ole fit the general pattern ohleations for
the CS voices — ensure that it is meaningful tk tddout the
language differences as the main trigger of théuetians.

The school level seems to be somewhat of a faotdhe
recognition of the voice samples (appendix-tableTéle HbS
students are better than the HbE students whemntes to
recognizing where the speakers come from and icdke of 01
Ole (CS), 02 Alice (MS), 03 Mikkel (LV), 04 Asta 8}, 06
Mille (LV), and 12 Liv (LV) they are significantlyetter (level
p<.001 to p.05). All the HbS students recognize kedte the
LV voices correctly!

The percentages of recognition of the CS voicesnagntbe
HbS students are also at a quite high level. 97€até01 Ole
and 04 Asta correctly, whereas the level of redogmiis only
71% and 79% for 07 Niklas and 10 Caroline, respelti For
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the HbE students 04 Asta is most recognizable asngpfrom
Copenhagen, since 76% locates this voice corretklgn come
10 Caroline with 67%, 07 Niklas with 59%, and figed1 Ole
with 56%. Thus, almost half of the HbE students:khihat 07
Niklas and 01 Ole are from Holstebro.

Also the MS voices are widely recognized as confiog
Copenhagen by the HbS students: 02 Alice 92%, 0l B&%,
05 Jon 76%, and 11 Simon 71%. For the HbE students
especially 08 Laila is easily recognizable as cgmirom
Copenhagen. 85% locate her correctly, which ig aifgher than
for the rest of the MS voices. 61% locate 02 Alicel 05 Jon
correctly, and 59% locate 11 Simon correctly. Timsans that
more than a third of the HbE students locate 02€Al05 Jon
and 11 Simon as being from Holstebro instead ofe@bpgen.

The results reveal that both gender and school lexee an
influence on locating the voice samples corredly.average of
83% of the female subjects locate them correctlydmly 70%
of the males and an average of 89% of the HbS stadget the
location of the voice samples right whereas itriy/@2% of the
HbE students. These results may be closer conndwedthey
appear since there is a majority of 76,3% femakgesiis among
the HbS students and a majority of 62,4% femalgestdbin the
entire group. Appendix-table 7 and 8 show the tssaf the
geographical location of the voices samples divigecbrding to
gender within the HbE and the HbS group, respdgtivas it is
revealed in these two tables, gender is only afaetthin the
group of HbE students. The female subjects in ¢inaup are
better than the males at locating all of the vaiamples, except
for the two MS voices 05 Jon and 11 Simon. Thus,fétt that
gender plays a role in the results from the ergimip is partly
because the female HbE students are better atmeoog the
voice samples than the male students, and pardsuse there
are 40 female subjects in the group of HbS studantk this
amounts to 40% of the female subject all together.

Concerning the gender of the voice samples, it duss
seem to be a factor that influences the result8 &t the
subjects locate the female voices correctly and Tei@ate the
male voices correctly.
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Local patriotism and norms

In the label ranking task, the subjects’ rankings distributed
like this:

The results of the Label Ranking Task
Mean Std. DeviationMin. Max.
1. Midtjysk 2,70 1,664 1 8
2. Vestjysk 3,70 2,578 1 9
3. Rigsdansk 3,91 2,532 1 9
4. Dstjysk 4,66 1,898 1 9
5. Sjeellandsk 4,98 2,102 1 9
6. Nordjysk 5,01 1,786 1 9
7. Kgbenhavnsk 5,34 2,431 1 9
8. Sgnderjysk 6,99 1,858 2 9
9. Bornholmsk 7,82 1,849 1 9

Table 5. The Friedman Test: 6H815,723, df=8, p<.001 (1:
subjects), 1 = like the most, 9 = like the least.

The local varietymidtjyskis ranked as number one, followed by
the other local varietyestjysk In third place comesgsdansk
and kgbenhavnskis ranked as number seven/estjysk
rigsdansk and kgbenhavnslare all similar (2,578, 2,532, and
2,431) when it comes to standard deviation, whertuses
standard deviation is much lower foidtjysk(1,664).
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Differences in the rankings afidtjysk vestjyskrigsdanskand
kebenhavnsh the LRT

All varieties

Midtjysk** VestjyskRigsdansk@stjyskSjeellandsk
NordjyskKgbenhavnsik* Sgnderjysk* Bornholmsk

The relevant varieties

Midtjysk** VestjyskRigsdansik* Kgbenhavnsk

Table 6. Wilcoxon Signede Pair Test: /=n.s., *=p<.(
***=p<.001 (117 subjects).

In table 6 there is clearly a significant differena the rankings
of midtjysk and vestjysk vestjysk and rigsdansk are almost
ranked on a par with each other, and they areigtifecantly
higher ranked thakgbenhavnskThe local patriotism is clear,
the subjects rank the way they consider themseteede
speaking, midtjysk and/or vestjysk the highest.Rigsdansk
follows as third, which is probably due to sociatahventions
and expectation as to which variety is ‘proper’ gmdstigious
Danish. Finally,kgbenhavnsks ranked way below the other
relevant varieties as number seven, which signialartte and
that the subjects do not identify themselves witis wariety.
These consciously elicited attitudes display a biasloseness
and social prestige.

The male subjects have more of a bias forestjyskthan the
female

In appendix-table 9 the results of the LRT are did into
female and male subjects. The female subjects raiadltjysk
first, rigsdansksecondyestjyskthird, andkgbenhavnskeventh.
The male subjects ranmkidtjyskfirst, vestjysksecondrigsdansk
third, andkgbenhavnslseventh. Thus, there is a gender based
difference in the LRT.
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The results of the LRT divided in female and maibkjscts

Female (73)| Midtjysk** Rigsdansk/estjysk** Kgbenhavns

Midtjysk'VestjyskRigsdanskKgbenhavnsk

Male (44) (Midtjyske* Rigsdansk

Table 7. Gender specific differences in the rankioi
midtjysk vestjysk rigsdansk and ke@benhavnskWilcoxon
Signed Pair Test: /=n.s., #=p<.10, *=p<.05, **=pkK.
***=p<.001 (117 subjects).

The female subjects rankidtjysk significantly higher (p<.01)
thanrigsdanskandvestjysk They rank these two on a par with
each otherKgbenhavnsks ranked significantly lower (p<.001)
than the other three varieties. The male subjetk midtjysk
higher thanvestjyskbut without any significant or tendentious
difference.Rigsdanskranked significantly lower thamidtjysk
(p<.01) but only tendentiously lower (p<.10) thaestjysk
Kgbenhavnsks only tendentiously lower (p<.10) ranked than
rigsdansk

The male subjects rankidtjyskon a par withvestjyskand
they also rankvestjyskas better thamigsdansk whereas the
female subjects prefenidtjyskcompared towestjyskwhich they
also rank lower tharnigsdansk Seen in relation to each other the
gender specific difference in the results of theTL&ems to
reveal that the male subjects have a bias for dbal variety,
whilst the female subjects have a bias for the nstaadardized
variety, and that they the preference aidtjysk (which in the
interviews seems to be considered as more stazédrdhan
vestjyskby the informants). Nevertheless, overall theresdoot
seem to be any significant gender specific diffeesnin the
results of the LRT.

Does the school level make a difference?

Considering the small gender specific differencdsat t
nevertheless are in the results, it seems quitdylikhat there
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will be school level specific differences as wsihce there is a
huge majority of female subjects in the group ofSHiiudents.
The question is whether the school level is mofieemtial than

the gender proved to be, or not?

Differences in the HbE and the HbS students rankirige
LRT
Dstiysk Bornholms| |Midtiysk
chi? 0.00¢ 0.67 1.23:
df 1 1 1
asymp.sic 0,94¢ 0,42¢ 0,267
Sjeellandsk | Vestjysk Kgbenhavns}
chi® 4,37¢ 0,25¢ 0,28¢
df 1 1 1
asymp.sic 0,03¢ 0,61: 0,59:
Nordivsk Riasdans Sgnderivs
chi? 0,29¢ 1,59: 0,49¢
df 1 1 1
asymp.sic 0,58¢ 0,207 0,48:

Table 8. Kruskal-Wallis Test, Test Statisfitsa. p<.05 , b.
Grouping Variable: School (117 subjects).

The ranking order of the varieties by HbE studesitdifferent
from the ranking order by the HbS students (appetable 10).
The HbE students rankidtjyskfirst, vestjysksecondrigsdansk
third, and kgbenhavnsksixth. The HbS students also rank
midtjysk first, but rigsdansk second, vestjysk third, and
kagbenhavnslseventh. Of all the varieties the two groups of
subjects only ranknidtjysk sgnderjysk and bornholmskalike.
The only significant difference is in the two greupanking of
sjeellandskwhere the difference is on the p<.036 level (t&)le
with the HbS student likingsjeellandskmore than the HbE
students.
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A comparison with the LANCHART results

In all five LANCHART attitudes studies (appendibta 11),

the different LVs are all ranked as number onenuwnber one
or two if there are more LVs in a location, likermy study. So
here my results are consistent with those of thiN\CNART

studies. There is a clear local patriotism whenoines to the
consciously elicited attitudes.

The ranking ofrigsdanskin Holstebro as number three
(table 5) is also consistent with the LANCHART sad In all
of those,rigsdanskis ranked as number three, too. Adolescents
in Holstebro thus share their positive, consciouslicited
attitudes towardsigsdanskwith adolescents from other parts of
Denmark.

With kgbenhavnskhere is more disagreement in the results
all together. In my study, the subjects from Hdisbe rank
kegbenhavnskas number seven (of nine). In the LANCHART
studies, kabenhavnsks of course ranked as number one (of
seven) in Copenhagen, since it is the LV thereNdestved it is
ranked two (of seven), in Vissenbjerg six (of sgyem Odder
four (of ten), and in Vinderup ten (of 11). The kang of
kabenhavnsks very different from location to location, but
there seems to be a pattern in the discrepancy.rdhets are
here listed geographically from east to west (Cbpgen being
furthest to the east and Vinderup being furthesthto west of
Denmark) and it looks like the further west thetadies studies
are made, the loweigbenhavnsks ranked. The pattern is not
evenly falling (Odder is west of Vissenbjerg anddtebro west
of Vinderup) but, nevertheless, it could be an arption of the
differences in the ranking &izbenhavnsk
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Self evaluation

ORigsdansk

B Kobenhavnsk el. sjeellandsk
OOther

EDon’t know

B Jysk

O Holstebro speech

34% W Vestjysk

B Mixture with midtjysk
B Midtjysk/vestjysk

O Midtjysk

W Mixture with vestjysk

109 4%

Figure 2 (All results are rounded off to whole maTmages).

What do the subjects consider themselves to be spéazay?
Since | grew up in Holstebro, | had the expectatibat the
subjects would consider themselves to be speakestjysk as
that is what I, my family and my friends always smered
ourselves to be speaking. This assumption, thasgtgmewhat
wrong. A larger part of the subjects consideredntbedves to be
speakingmidtjyskthanvestjyskbut they are both by far the two
major varieties mentioned. 34% consider themselwese
speakingmidtjyskand an additional 4% consider themselves to
be speaking a mixture ahidtjysk and something else (other
thanvestjysk 17% consider themselves to be speakies}jysk
and 8% a mixture ofestjyskand something else (other than
midtjysk. On top of these percentages oidtjyskandvestjysk
a total of 10% of the subjects consider themseligsbe
speaking a mixture of the two (which could indicdkat a
change is going on). Altogether 73% of the subjseis either
midtjyskor vestjyskor both of them as their own variety. Thus,
there is strong evidence for regardimgdtjysk and vestjyskas
the LVs.

Another interesting observation is that only 3% cdiée
themselves as speakers of Holstebro speech. Tdisates that
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the subjects do not regard Holstebro to have its dawn-
speech like, for instance, Arhus or Copenhagen .himstead,
they seem to be more region-oriented, that is, tidepntify
themselves (linguistically) with the region or tgeographical
area rather than with the town.

When looking at possible gender specific difference
(appendix-table 12), it seems that a greater phith® male
subjects (21%) than of the female (15%) considemdelves as
vestjyskspeaking, whereas a greater part of the femalpasb
(36%) than male (32%) regard themselves as speakinhifysk
However, taking the mixtures into account, the ktesare very
similar. Formidtjysk 40% of the female subjects and 37% of the
male. Forvestjysk 25% of the female subjects and 26% of the
male. For a mixture of the two: 10% of the femalbjscts and
11% of the male subjects. Gender does not seenatizmvery
much.

The school level does not seem to be of major émibe
(appendix-table 13). The largest difference consdne mixture
of midtjyskandvestjysk 10% of the HbE students and 16% of
the HbS students consider themselves to be spedhkisg
Otherwise, the results fanidtjysk (+ mixture with) are very
similar, 38% of the HbE students and 37% of the dhflents,
and that goes fovestjysk(+ mixture with) as well, 25% of the
HbE students and 26% of the HbS students.

Summing up the results of the consciously elicitealtitudes

Concerning how standardized the voices sound tostigects
(table 3), there is a clear pattern in the ratihgveng that the
four CS voices are deemed to be the most stanéarait all,
followed by the four MS voices, and with the fouY lvoices
being regarded as the least standardized (08 {di®) and 09
Laurits (LV) switch places though). This is a cl@agtication of
the CS voices being equal to the temgsdansk which is the
traditional folk linguistical term for the Danishasdard, in the
setting of the study. Neither gender, nor schoedlléurned out
to be of major importance.
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When it comes to locating the voices as coming festier
Holstebro or Copenhagen (table 4), the subjects oaerall
rather good at locating them correctly. There dre least
agreement in locating 07 Niklas (CS) and 11 Simd®), but
still 63% of the subjects located them correctijheTfemale
subjects are clearly better than their male copatts at
locating the voices (appendix-table 5), and the ldtu@ents are
definitely better at locating the voices than thbEHstudents
(appendix-table 6), but the gender of the voicessdwt seem to
matter at all.

In the LRT (table 5) the subjects rank the two L(ksdtjysk
andvestjysk as first and second, followed bgsdanskas third,
andkgbenhavnsks ranked seventh, with significant differences
between all exceptestjyskandrigsdansk(table 6). The subject-
gender did not seem to matter either (table 7). Tdmale
subjects did have more of a bias faygsdanskand the male
more of a bias fovestjysk but the difference in rankings is not
noteworthy. There are small differences in the iagdk by the
HbE students and the HbS students (table 8), baitotly
significant difference is concernimgjeellandskwhere the HbS
students rank it higher than the HbE students.

The question about what the subjects consideredshlees
to be speaking confirmenhidtjysk and vestjyskas the LVs in
Holstebro, since they are the two varieties mosromentioned
(figure 2), and it showed that Holstebro speech maselevant
as the LV to the subjects. There does not seemetarty
noticeable gender or school specific differences leéher.

The Speaker Evaluation Experiment — the individualoice
samples

These are the results of the subjects’ evaluatibriise 12 voice
samples:
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The resiilts of the SFI
Intelligent — Stupid (N=116, chf=203,467)

Cs7
m

f

CS10 Cs1

m

Cs4
f

MS5
m

LV9
m

m

MS11 MS2

f

MS8
f

Lv12
f

LV6

LVvV3

3,66

5,02

5,59

5,88

5,93

6,59| 6,68

7,11

7,67

7,78

7,97

8,12

Conscientious — Happy-go-lucky (N=114, chi226,448)

Cs7
m

f

CS10 Cs1

m

CS4
f

MS5-
m

m

MS11 MS2

f

LV9
m

MS8
f

LV6
f

Lvi12

3,7z

4,8¢

5,37

5,54

6,1¢

6,61

6,81

6,92

7,41

7,5¢€

8,54

Goal

directed — Dull (N

=115,

chi=190,430)

Cs7
m

f

CS10 Cs4

f

MS2
f

MS5
m

Cs1
m

m

MS11 MS8

f

LV9
m

LV6

LVv12

LV3

4,22

4,73

5,75

5,83

6,16

6,4

6,46

6,87

7,15

7,64

7,78

Trustworthy — Untrustworthy

(N=1

15, ch

i?=127,506)

Cs7
m

f

CS10 Cs1

m

MS5
m

CS4
f

MS2
f

MS11
m

LV9
m

Lvi12
f

MS8

LV6

LV3

5,07

5,46

5,59

5,66

6,04

6,08| 6,4

6,91

6,95

7,7

7,99

8,16

Self-assured — Uncertain (N=112,

chi31

6,605)

Cs7
m

MS2
f

m

MS11 MS5

m

CS10
f

MS8
f

Cs4
f

Cs1
m

Lv12
f

LV9

LV6

LVvV3

4,31

4,51

4,82

5,35

5,49

5,88

6,04

7,44

7,81

8,33

8,99

9,04

Cool — Unc

ool (N=114,

chie2

83,994)

MS2
f

m

MS11 MS5

m

MS8
f

CS10
f

CS7
m

Cs4
f

LVv9
m

Lv12

Cs1

LvV3

LV6

4,5

4,64 5,14

521

541

5,94| 6,25

7,43

7,67

8,01

8,62

9,18

Fasci

nating — Bo

ring (N=107, cH=259,406)

MS2

m

MS11 MS5

m

CS10
f

CSs7
m

MS8
f

Cs4
f

Lv12
f

LV9

Cs1

LvV3

LV6

4,54

4,86

4,98

521

5,66

5,95

5,99

6,93

7,75

8,49

8,79

8,86
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Nice — Repulsive (N=114, cA99,400)

MS5| CS7 |CS10MS11] CS1 | MS2| CS4 |LV12|LV9 | MS8| LV3 | LV6
m m f m m f f f m f m f

5,28|5,71|5,89|5,91| 5,93/ 6,02/6,39/6,61| 7 |7,17| 7,6 | 8,49

Table 9. (Friedman Test: values are Mean Ranldfall1, all
p<.001). CS = Conservative Copenhagen speech, I
Modern Copenhagen speech, LV = Local variety, emdle
m = male.

A quick look at table 9 shows a slight predominaat¢he CS
voices to the left (more positive evaluations),sely followed
by the MS voices, and a more clear predominancthefLV
voices to the right. This means that the CS and\MBevoices
generally score higher than the LV voices on thalwational
scales. Furthermore, this reveals that the subcmnsy elicited
attitudes are very different from the consciouslcited

attitudes: the local patriotism does not seem tprbsent here.

The results of the scales in the sunerioritv dimensic
Intelligent — Stupid (N=116, chf=203,467)

CS7|CS10 CS1| CS4| MS5| LV9 [MS11{ MS2 | MS8 |LV12| LV6 | LV3
m f m f m m m f f f f m

3,66|5,02| 5,59 5,88| 5,93| 6,59| 6,68| 7,11| 7,67| 7,78| 7,97| 8,12

Conscientious — Happy-go-lucky (N=114, cf#226,448)

CS7|(CS10| CS1| CS4 | MS5 |MS11| MS2 | LV9 | MS8| LV6 | LV3 |LV12
m f m f m m f m f f m f

3,72|4,88|5,37|5,54| 6,18/ 6,67| 6,81| 6,92| 7,41| 7,56| 8,39| 8,54

Goal directed — Dull (N=115, cHi=190,430)

CS7 |CS10| CS4| MS2 | MS5| CS1 |MS11| MS8| LV9 | LV6 |LV12| LV3
m f f f m m m f m f f m

4,22 |4,72|5,75|5,8:|6,1€| 6,4 | 6,4€|6,87|7,15|7,6¢|7,7¢| 9
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Trustworthy — Untrustworthy (N=115, chi’=127,506)

CS7|CS10 CS1| MS5| CS4 | MS2 (MS11| LV9 [LV12| MS8| LV6 | LV3
m f m m f f m m f f f m

5,07|5,46| 5,59 5,66| 6,04| 6,08 6,4 | 6,91/ 6,95| 7,7 | 7,99 8,16
Table 10. (Friedman Test: values are Mean Rankifalll, al
p<.001). CS = Conservative Copenhagen speech, |

Modern Copenhagen speech, LV = Local variety, emdle
m = male

Whereas the LV voices seem to be quite consistevidyuated
lower than the CS and the MS voices, there seeniie tmore
disagreement in the evaluations of the differenpé&hagen
based voice samples, but when the scales arebdigd in
dimensions of superiority and dynamism, a pattemnthe
evaluations appears.

The CS voices are evaluated higher than both theahtb
the LV voices on the scales in the superiority disien. The
only voices that do seem to be able to challengedibminance
are the two MS voices 02 Alice, who comes in tlundtheGoal
directed— Dull scale, and 05 Jon, who comes in fourth on the
Goal directed— Dull scale and third on th&rustworthy —
Untrustworthyscale.

The results of the scales in the dynamism dimension
Self-assured — Uncertain (N=112, cf#316,605)

CS7 | MS2 |MS11| MS5 [CS10 MS8| CS4 | CS1|LV12| LV9 | LV6 | LV3
m f m m f f f m f m f m

4,31|4,51| 4,82|5,35| 5,49/ 5,88| 6,04| 7,44| 7,81| 8,33| 8,99| 9,04

Cool — Uncool (N=114, chi283,994)

MS2 |MS11 MS5| MS8|CS10 CS7| CS4 | LV9 (LV12| CS1| LV3 | LV6
f m m f f m f m f m m f

4,5 4,64 5,14|5,21|5,41| 5,94 6,25| 7,43| 7,67| 8,01| 8,62| 9,18
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Fascinating — Boring (N=107, cHi=259,406)

MS2 |MS11 MS5|CS10, CS7| MS8| CS4 (LV12| LV9 | CS1| LV3 | LV6
f m m f m f f f m m m f

4,54|4,86| 4,98|5,21| 5,66 5,95| 5,99 6,93| 7,75| 8,49| 8,79| 8,86

Nice — Repulsive (N=114, ch99,400)
MS5 | CS7|CS10|MS11{ CS1 | MS2| CS4|LV12| LV9 | MS8| LV3 | LV6
m m f m m f f f m f m f
5,28 5,71|5,89|5,91| 5,93| 6,02 6,39/6,61| 7 |7,17| 7,6 | 8,49
Table 11. (Friedman Test: values are Mean Rankifalll, al
p<.001). CS = Conservative Copenhagen speech, |
Modern Copenhagen speech, LV = Local variety, Emdle
m = male

Overall the CS voices are evaluated as being rraefligent
Conscientious Goal Directed and Trustworthy than both the
MS and the LV voices.

Here in the dynamism dimension the MS voices aregbe
upgraded in comparison with the CS and the LV \wiead the
LV is clearly downgraded in this dimension too. The
predominance of the MS voice here is not as claaas that of
the CS voices in the superiority dimension. Newaddss, there
is little doubt that, overall, the subjects consittee MS voices
to be moreSelf-assuredCool, Fascinating and Nice than the
CS and the LV voices.

01 Ole (CS), 08 Laila (MS), and 09 Laurits (LV)

In table 9 three voices have been highlighted Wwald (01 Ole
(CS), 08 Laila (MS), and 09 Laurits (LV)) becausele of them
stands out in comparison with the other three wigghin their
respective varieties.

01 Ole stands out as the least consistently eveduatd the
relatively most downgraded of the CS voices. Orf bélthe
scales, he is evaluated lower than the other CE&espiwhich
also goes for 04 Asta, but 01 Ole achieves quiteetaankings
in the evaluational hierarchy. Whereas 04 Asta ashar
consistently evaluated on a par with the other @EMS voices
(never lower than any of the LV voices), 01 Oleas,the only
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CS voice, in three of the scales evaluated on ptr the LV
voices Qelf-assured — Uncertain Cool — Uncool and
Fascinating— Boring). Thus, the subjects find him Bcertain
Boring and Uncool as the LV voices. Maybe a look at how
standardized (table 3) and how recognizable (tdplel Ole is
to the subjects, may give a hint as to what is gan. He is
considered the least standardized of the CS vdigestill more
standardized than all the MS and the LV voices, @rfb of the
subjects recognize him as coming from Copenhagenthese
results does not stand particularly out in comparis/ith the
rest of the CS voices. Neither the results of tbasciously
elicited nor of the subconsciously elicited attésadshed more
light on why 01 Ole is evaluated a little differgnthan the
other CS voices.

Among the MS voices 08 Laila very clearly stands. dui
every scale she is evaluated lower than the oti&vMces, and
in five of them she is evaluated on a par with the voices
(Intelligent — Stupid Conscientious— Happy-go-lucky Goal
directed — Dull, Trustworthy — Untrustworthy and Nice —
Repulsivg Only in one scale is she evaluated among tts¢ fir
four (Cool — Uncool which has the MS voices as the four
highest evaluated). In the standardization tashl€t8), she is
evaluated as being the least standardized of alCibpenhagen
voices — and even slightly less standardized thmenad the LV
voices (09 Laurits), and in the recognition tasblg 4), she is
the most recognized Copenhagen voice with 86%eo§tlibjects
— even slightly more recognized than one of thevdites (12
Liv). Consequently, her downgrading on the scalethe SEE is
not because she is thought to be a LV voice. Ratharay be
the case, since she is the least standardized Gagen voice,
that she is to&kgbenhavnskounding, that is, she comes across
as being too local.

Looking at the LV voices 09, Laurits is overall aated
higher than the other LV voices. Only in three bé tscales
(Self-assured- Uncertain Fascinating— Boring, and Nice —
Repulsivgis he evaluated lower than one of the other L\¢e®
(12 Liv in all three). In four of the scales heeisaluated on a par
with either the CS or the MS voicesntelligent — Stupid
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Conscientious- Happy-go-lucky Trustworthy— Untrustworthy
andCool — Uncoo). On thelntelligent— Stupidscale, he is even
evaluated higher than three of the four MS voidds§imon, 02
Alice, and 08 Laila). 09 Laurits is evaluated a® tmost
standardized (table 3) of the LV voices (and mdamdardized
than 08 Laila (MS) too), and he is recognized a®ming from
Holstebro by 96% of the subjects (table 4). Thusloes seem
possible for a LV voice to attain some sort of pges if ever so
little, but it might have something to do with thkaying order
of the voices. In five of the eight scaldstélligent — Stupid
Conscientious — Happy-go-lucky Goal directed — Dull,
Trustworthy— Untrustworthy andNice — Repulsivg 09 Laurits
is evaluated on a par with or better than 08 L&iEs), who
might come across as ‘tokgbenhavnskand, since he is
following directly after her in the playing ordemis relatively
high evaluations (for a LV voice) could be an affed his
coming across as more standardized in comparistim kr.
That four of the five scales are in the superiodiynension
could point in that direction.

The Speaker Evaluation Experiment — overall

When the voices are grouped according to variety,the scales
are distributed in the superiority and the dynamismension, a
clear pattern in the evaluations emerges.

The CS is evaluated significantly higher than bibid MS
and the LV in the scales in the superiority dimengsiand the
MS is evaluated significantly higher than the L\heTsubjects
evaluate the group of CS voices to be madngelligent
Conscientious Goal directed and Trustworthy than both the
groups of the MS and the LV.

In the dynamism dimension, however, the group of MS
voices are significantly higher evaluated than gheup of CS
voices on all scales, except thice — Repulsivescale where
there is no significant difference in the evaluatiof the two
groups. The group of LV voices, however, is hes® @valuated
significantly lower than both of the other groups.
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Differences in the results of the SEE grouped in veeties
and distributed in dimensions

The superiority dimension

CS***M S***LV
1,35 2,15 2,50

CS***MS***LV
1,31 2,15 2,54

CS***MS***LV
1,47 1,93 2,59

CS***M S***LV
156 2,02 242

Intelligent — Stupid

Trustworthy — Untrustworthy

The dynamism dimension

MS***CS***LV
Self-assured — Uncertain

1,43 1,78 2,79
MS***CS***LV """"
Cool — Uncool

1,38 1,97 2,64
MS***CS***LV """"

1,43 1,92 2,65

MS / CS***LV

Nice — Repulsive
1,76 1,76 2,47

Table 12. Wilcoxon: **=p<.001, /=n.s., CS = Congative
Copenhagen speech, MS = Modern Copenhagen spééch
Local variety.

Thus, the subjects downgrade the group of LV voittesr own
variety, significantly in comparison with both gpsu of
Copenhagen voices, the CS and the MS, in all sc@les LV
simply does not have as much prestige as both Shear@ the
MS in any of the personality traits that make up sbales of the
SEE. Looking at the CS and the MS in comparisorh w&ch
other, they seem to attain relatively more prestiga the other
in each their dimension, with the CS being evaldate
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significantly higher in the scales in the supetiodimension,
and the MS being evaluated significantly higherthree, and
insignificantly higher in the fourth, of the scales the
dynamism dimension.

A comparison with the LANCHART results

Appendix-table 14 is an overview of the resultshi$ study and
the LANCHART studies (Kristiansen 2007). The ovewi
reveals a pattern of the CS being evaluated hititear the MS
in the superiority dimension, and they are bothweatad higher
than the LV, and the MS being evaluated higher thanCS in
the dynamism dimension, and here too they are éatituated
higher than the LV. Whether the differences in eatibns are
significant or not, and to what degree they areiSant, varies
a little, but the pattern is still rather stable.

In the superiority dimension, the CS is predomihanigher
evaluated than the MS and the LV, but the MS sedenesjoy a
certain amount in this dimension though. In all tfe
LANCHART studies, there are scales in the supédyiori
dimension where the difference in the evaluatiothef CS and
the MS is not significant, and in some of the ssathe MS is
even evaluated higher than the CS (without sigaific
difference though). In all five LANCHART locationthe MS
challenges the CS in the same scal&sal directed— Dull and
Trustworthy— Untrustworthy(in Neestved and Vissenbjerg it is
also the case in the scab®nscientious- Happy-go-lucky. In
my Holstebro result though, the CS is evaluatediogntly
higher than the MS in all the scales.

In the dynamism dimension, the MS has more of a
stronghold. Only in two of the LANCHART locationere is a
case of the MS not being evaluated significantghkr than the
CS, Vissenbjerg and Vinderup, and in both casisstiteNice —
Repulsivescale. My results from Holstebro are similar tesé
two locations, without any significant differencen ithe
evaluation of the two, and that is also on Miee — Repulsive
scale.

The Holstebro results seem to be consistent wabkelof the
LANCHART studies. Except for the seemingly stronger
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position of the CS in the superiority dimensiorHolstebro than
in the LANCHART locations, the same pattern of thébeing
relatively downgraded in comparison with both th® &nd the
MS is in line with the LANCHART results. In the
subconsciously elicited attitudes there is left raom for
prestige for the LV in neither the superiority nbe dynamism
dimension.

Conspicuous scales in the LANCHART and the Holstelar
results

Three scales were patrticularly noticeable in thengarison of
the LANCHART results and the Holstebro resultGoal
directed — Dull, Trustworthy — Untrustworthy (both in the
superiority dimension), anNice — Repulsive(in the dynamism
dimension). The former two are also the two sctilaspreserve
Zahn & Hopper's (1985) third dimension, which Kigstsen
(2001) calls the sociability dimension. This seeimsndicate
that, even though it did not seem to be an impofttor in the
study of the two Danish standards (Kristiansen 20@he
sociability dimension may still play a role in tadtitudes. On
the other side, the results may also indicate thatsubjects
perceive thé rustworthy— Untrustworthyscales as a dynamism
scale rather than a superiority scale.

The scaleGoal directed— Dull may also be a case of the
subjects perceiving the scale as belonging to threamism
rather than the superiority dimension. Then agaicpuld be
that the MS is gaining prestige as an alternatuveé traditional
Danish standard, and that the subjects thereforecpe it as
nearing the CS in the superiority scales. The tesulappendix-
table 14 may indicate that the former is what is\g®n. In the
dynamism dimension, the MS is significantly higlesaluated
than the CS in 21 of 24 scales, and of these 1atafee p<.001
level (p<.05 for the remaining two). In the supatiodimension
the CS is significantly higher evaluated in 12 loé 24 scales,
and of these seven are at the p<.001 level, thrdkeap<.01
level, and two at the p<.05 level. Thus, it is oimyhalf of the
scales in the superiority dimension that the CSevaluated
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significantly higher than the MS, and it looks litee MS status
in these scales is on the rise and is nearingofitae CS.

The results from Holstebro differed from those okt
LANCHART studies precisely in the fact that the @&s
significantly higher evaluated than the MS in aluf scales of
the superiority dimension, and it could mean thatskebro is
hanging behind, so to speak, in this developmend, & such
might support that the change is going on.

Are there subject-gender specific differences?
Appendix-table 15 displays differences in the eatiins of the
voice samples based on subject-gender. There atbatanany
of the differences that are significant or evendeious, but
when they are, and there are differences in mare time scale,
then the subject-gender specific difference is isbtast for the
given voice sample. That is, if the male subjeatslieate the
voice sample significantly or tendentiously highdwan the
female subjects in one scale, and there are gnifi or
tendentious differences in more than one scale, titese are all
male subjects evaluating the voices sample hidten temale
subjects.

There are only significant differences in the easibn of
five of the 12 voice samples, 01 Ole (CS), 02 Alités), 03
Mikkel (LV), 10 Caroline (CS), and 11 Simon (MS)da of
these it is only in the case of 10 Caroline thatrehare
significant differences in more than one scale (shalso the
only one where the difference is significant on<a0p1 level).
There are simply too few significant subject-gendpecific
differences to conclude anything, except that émedie subjects
generally seem to evaluate 10 Caroline (CS) highan the
male subject, since they do that with a significantendentious
difference in five of the eight scale&Sdal directed— Dull,
Intelligent— Stupid Self-assured Uncertain Nice — Repulsive
andCool —Uncoo).

Are there voice-gender specific differences?
In appendix-table 16, the differences based onevgender are
displayed, but what first catches the eye is tletfzat variety is
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more important to the evaluations than voice-gentealmost
all scales, the voices are distributed accordinga@ation and
follow the overall pattern of evaluation, where ti@&S is
evaluated highest in the superiority dimension, #red MS in
the dynamism dimension.

The only exception is in thdice — Repulsivescale. Here the
MS male voices are evaluated highest, followedhey@S male
voices, then the MS female voices followed by tH& f@male
voices, then the LV male voices followed by the E&fmale
voices. The male Copenhagen voices are upgraded in
comparison with the female Copenhagen voices irs thi
particular scale, which may be because 08 Laila)(M3eing
relatively downgraded in this scale (table 9) amat the MS is
not evaluated significantly higher than the CSIgdl?).

Among the CS voices, the male voices are evaluatgter
than the female in three out of four scales in sheeriority
dimension, but the female voices are evaluatedehigfiian the
male in three out of four scales in the dynamismesfision.
Among the MS voices, the male voices are evalubigher in
all scales in the superiority dimension and in ¢hoett of four in
the dynamism dimension. Among the LV voices, thesrean
equal distribution in both dimensions. Thus, amotige
Copenhagen voices, the male voices are overalehigbaluated
than the female voices, but the female CS voicesansidered
to be more dynamic than the CS male voices, andhgrtie LV
voices the voices-gender does not influence thkiatians.

The school level and the SEE

In order to be able to talk about school level gpedifferences
in the evaluations of the voice samples in the SHigere
necessarily must be a certain degree of agreemtmnhe two
groups, HbE and HbS students. Appendix-tables H7l1&nhare
detailed overviews of the differences in the resufieen
according to school level and within the two sceogibE and
HbS).

The results for the HDE students are rather much in

agreement and there is only four significant défeses (all level
p<.05) within the group. Within the group of HbSudgnts,
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however, there seems to be some disagreement.thine are
11 significant differences (one level p<.001, foevel p<.01,
and six level p<.05), which is more than twice thmount
within the HbE group.

The relative many significant differences withinetiibS
groups are due to one of the two classes contitydiesng
more critical in their evaluations than the othEhis class is
labelled 5 in tables 17 and 18 and consists of @2dlents,
whereas the other class is labelled 6 and consiisid students.
Eight of the significant differences between 5 @&ndre in the
evaluation of the LV voices, and five of those amethe
evaluation of 12 Liv. It seems that, instead ofeing relatively
critical, it might be 6 that is relatively posititewards the LV
voices and 12 Liv in particular. This could mearatttihe
students in class 6 either know that language reifftees are the
aim of the study, or guessed during the SEE. ThE $f&s
carried out with both classes 5 and 6 at the samednd in the
same room, so if they knew in advance, they did tabbtthe
students from class 5. After the SEE, | asked éphrpose of
the study, and nobody expressed that languageehifes might
be it. Taking this into account, it is not verydlk that they did
know or guessed the purpose of the study. Sincevthee
samples are recordings of second year HbS studeads some
weeks before the SEE, the remaining possibilith& they may
have simply recognized 12 Liv. This, however, does seem
likely either, since they appeared to be surpriséén |, after
the SEE, revealed that the LV voices are from H&ISthis is
no proof, of course, that they did not know or gees the
purpose and/or recognized 12 Liv and just kepttcabeut it.

With the differences between the two HbS classeasind,
there is still a great deal of agreement, thoughd ahe
differences between the HbS group and the HbE gerapso
substantial that a comparison makes sense. Thexe3ar
significant differences between the HbE students thie HbS
students (nine level p<.001, ten level p<.01, adidetel p<.05),
and the HbS students relatively downgrade the vearaples in
comparison with the HbE students. Only in one ca$e
significant difference, 02 Alice (MS) in th@ool —Uncoolscale,
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do the HbE students downgrade the voice in compangith

the HbS students. In the evaluation of 04 Asta (@8 HbS
students significantly downgrade her in six of thght scales,
and in the evaluation of 08 Laila (MS), they danitfive of the

eight scales. Even in the evaluation of 12 Liv (LWhere class
6 of the HbS students are relatively more positowgards her
than class 5, the HbS group still significantly cmrade her in
three of the eight scales.

Especially in three of the eight scales there #ferdnces in
the evaluation of the voice samples. In the sc@leal directed
— Dull, Intelligent — Stupid and Nice — Repulsive there are
significant differences in the two group evaluasicof half of
the voice samples. If the significant differences aeen in
relation to the dimensions, it becomes clear thas iin the
superiority dimension most of the differences occur

When the voices are grouped according to variégy,nhost
differences are seen in the evaluation of the M&e# (15
significant differences), then the LV voices (1did finally the
CS voices (6 — all in the evaluation of 04 Asta).

School level does seem to play a role in the etalnaf the
voice samples, since the HbS students relativelyndoade the
voices in comparison with the HbE students, butthw35
significant differences out of a total of 96 compans, the
influence does not seem that important after all.

Which educational level could the voice samples aigve?

In the question concerning the future educatioestll of the
voice samples, the subjects had to choose oneuofdifferent
categories, numbered 1 to 4. For simplicity, | Hakeel them, 1.
Short 2. Medium 3. Medium-high and 4.High. 17% of the
subjects marked th8hort category, 31% th&ledium 29% the
Medium-high and 19% theHigh (and 4% did not answer this
question).

The CS is ranked highest in both tHgh and theMedium-
high category, and lowest in thdedium and Short category.
The MS is ranked highest in thedium category, comes
second in theMledium-highand Short category, and lowest in
the High category. The LV is ranked highest in tiort
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category, comes second in tHggh and Mediumcategory, and
lowest in theMedium-highcategory.

The predicted education for the varieties

Education CS MS LV
Short 14% 34% 52%
Medium 21% 43% 36%
Medium-high 42% 33 % 25%
High 58% 18 % 24%

Table 13. CS = Conservative Copenhaggeech, MS :
Modern Copenhagen speech, LV = Local Variety (Témults
are rounded off to whole numbers)

The accumulative percentage for the scores of eambe
sample is displayed in appendix-table 19. A quoskl at the
table marks 07 Niklas apart since he receivesdaively great
part of his scores in thEligh category (67%). But, there are
other interesting patterns too. If 75% are set lmiaof interest

in the accumulative percentages, then three offthe CS
voices only reach this limit in thidigh category, and the last (04
Asta) reaches it in thieledium-highcategory, whereas all of the
of the MS and the LV voices reach it in the Medibigh
category, and thus, the CS voices are evaluatéhasg more
potential for aHigh education than the other two varieties. The
MS and the LV voices are evaluated rather alike jftaulimit of
interest is set at 25% it looks like there is dedénce in the
evaluation of the two. None of the MS voices re#ful limit
until the Medium category, and three of the four LV voices
reach it already in theShort category (09 Laurits is the
exception).

In appendix-table 20, the accumulative percentajese
results are divided according to subject-gendenti@g out with
the same two limits of interest (25% and 75%), temale
subjects’ evaluation of the CS voices show that tdhem
reach the 25% limit in th®ediumcategory, and in the male’s it
is three. Concerning the 75% limit neither of tlijsct-gender
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specific results for the CS voices deviate from theerall
results. The results for the MS voices show thathe female
subjects’ evaluation all of them reach this linmtthe Medium
category, but in the male’s two of them reach readly in the
Short category (04 Alice and 11 Simon). Regarding thé&c75
limit there is no difference. The female subje@saluation of
the LV voices show that three of them reach the #B%b in the
Short category, and in the male’s two of them do. Comiogy
the 75% limit there is no differences.

Table 14 shows the average ranking of the voicdstlaere
seems to be no informant-gender specific patteinfluence on
the subjects’ evaluations.

Average ranking for the voices concerning predicted
educational levt

07 Niklas (CS) m 3,526315789
10 Caroline (CS) f 2,903508772
01 Ole (CS) m 2,770642200
04 Asta (CS) f 2,732142857
05 Jon (MS) m 2,504424779
09 Laurits (LV) m 2,350877193
06 Mille (LV) f 2,330357143
02 Alice (MS) f 2,324324324
11 Simon (MS) m 2,247787611
08 Laila (MS) f 2,236842105
12 Liv (LV) f 2,140350877
03 Mikkel (LV) m 2,080357143

Table 14. Average ranking from 1 = Short to 4 = It
education. CS =Conservative Copenhagen speech, M
Modern Copenhagen speech, LV = Local variety, émdle
m = male
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Within the group of HbE students, there is onlyngigant
difference (level p<.05) in the results (appendikie 21) for
two of the 12 voices: 01 Ole (CS) and 11 Simon (MS8jthin
the group of HbS students there are significariedihces in the
results for three: 06 Mille (LV) p<.001, 07 Nikl4€S) p<.05,
and 12 Liv (LV) p<.01l. Thus, within both groupseth is at
least a reasonable agreement. Between the two gtbepe are
more differences though. There are significantedghces in the
results for five of the voices: 01 Ole (CS) p<.0I,Niklas (CS)
and 10 Caroline (CS) level p<.05, 02 Alice (MS) &8l Laila
(MS) level p<.05. In the case of the first fourtbése, the HbS
students predict a higher educational level thaa HbE
students, but in the case of 08 Laila (MS) it is tither way
around.

Additional comments

The majority of the additional comments are positiv6 of the

122 are categorized as positive comments, 31 aatimegand

15 as neutral. The LV voices get 44 comments, tBevQices

40, and the MS voices 38. Considering that if eaaghjects
made just one comment for each voice sample therddnwbe
1404 comments, then the 122 comments can hardly be
considered a very successful result, neverthelleese might be
some interesting observations among them.

It was just shown how the three varieties get atntbs
same amount of comments, so the variety does eat $& have
influence on whether the voices are commented wponot.
There is a difference in the distribution of thaded utterances
though. Of the comments given to the CS voices 739 are
positive, 15% (6) are negative, and 12% (5) ardrakuFor the
MS voices 58% (22) are positive, 26% (10) are riegaand
16% (6) are neutral. For the LV voices 57% (25) positive,
34% (15) are negative, and 9% (4) are neutral. This
subjects are more positive towards the CS voicas the rest of
the voices and more negative towards the LV voices.
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The distribution of the additional comments forleaoices
sample

All  [Positive i ...in %4Negative;...in %|Neutral:...in %

01 Ole (CS) m 13 9 69% 4 31% 0 0%

04 Asta (CS)f | 11 9 82% 1 9% 1 9%

07 Niklas (CS) m| 10 7 70% 1 10% 2 20%

10 Caroline (CS)f 6 4 67% 0 0% 2 339

02 Alice (MS)f | 11 6 55% 4 360 1 9%

05 Jon (MS) m 6 4 67% 0 0% 2 339

08 Laila(MS)f | 9 3 33% 3 33% 3 339

11 Simon (MS) n{ 12 9 75% 3 250 0 0%

03 Mikkel (LV) m| 12 6 50% 5 42% 1 8%

06 Mille (LV) f 9 5 56% 3 33% 1 119
09 Laurits (LV) m| 9 5 56% 3 33% 1 119
12 Liv (LV) f 14 9 64% 4 29%, 1 7%

Table 15. CS = Conservative Copenhagen speech, |
Modern Copenhagen speech, LV = Local Variety (Témults
are rounded off to whole numbers).

All the voices get more positive than negative areltral

comments, except for 08 Laila (MS). She gets a ¢etagqual
distribution of comments in all three categorieiichi means
that she is the only one of the voices which gess than 50%
of positive comments. Besides that it is hard tp aaything at
all, since there are so few comments.
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Summing up the results of the subconsciously elieit
attitudes

The subconsciously elicited attitudes (table 12eat that the
CS and the MS voices, respectively, are relativgdgraded in
each their dimension, the CS in the superiority taedVIS in the
dynamism dimension, and that the LV voices are dpaaed
on all scales in both dimensions. This evaluatiquattern is
very similar to that found in the LANCHART studies
Copenhagen, Neestved, Vissenbjerg, Odder and Vipderu
(appendix-table 14). The only noticeable difference
comparison with the LANCHART results is that the @G3ces
have more of a stronghold in the superiority dini@msn the
Holstebro results than is the case in the LANCHARSuIts.
This may be a sort of “lacking behind” in Holstebsince it
seems that the MS is gaining ground in the supgsrior
dimension in all the LANCHART locations.

Only in the evaluation of one of the voice sampbis the
subject-gender specific differences seem to haveingract
(appendix-table 15). The female subjects evalu@teCaroline
(CS) significantly better than the male subjectghiree of the
eight scales. Looking at voice-gender specificeddéhces, they
are less influential than the varieties, but the i&@e voices are
evaluated a little higher than the female in bathehsions, the
CS male voices in the superiority dimension butdothan the
female in the dynamism dimension, whereas the fenaad
male LV voices are evaluated alike (appendix-taléle

The school level does seem to matter (appendiesabV
and 18). The HbS students generally evaluate tieya little
lower in the scales than the HbE Students, espedal Laila
(MS), who they evaluate significantly lower in alales in the
superiority dimension and in one scaiNige — Repulsiven the
dynamism dimension.

The CS voices are predicted to achieve the highest
educational level of the three represented vasdtables 13 and
14), and in particular 07 Niklas (CS) is predictedachieve a
high educational level. The MS and the LV voicesswa
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evaluated quite alike here with the MS voice bgingdicted a
slightly higher level than the LV voices (appentitbie 20).

The possibility of writing additional comments résuin
only 122 comments (table 15), which is a very lanoant, and
therefore it is difficult to conclude anything frothem. Of the
comments given, the CS voices get a relativelydangart of
positive than the voices representing the othervtargeties, and
the LV voices get a relatively larger part of négatcomments
than the other voices. 08 Laila (MS) stands ouhasonly voice
with less than 50% positive comments (33%).

Analysing the interviews
In table 16 the coded results of the interviews dixéded in

positive and negative utterances and distributed three
dimensions (superiority, dynamism, and sociability)

Interview results divided in positive and negatieerances
and distributed in three dimensions: superiorifgnamism,
and sociability
+ LV MS Jysk CSs Othgr
Superiority 14 (17%) 33 (40%)| 3 (4%) | 29 (35%) 3 (4%)
Dynamism 14 (16%) 69 (77%)| 6 (7%) 0(0%) | 0 (0%
Sociability 34 (50%) 8 (12%) | 23 (34%] 0 (0%) | 3 (4%
- LV MS Jysk CS Othegr
Superiority 28 (24%) 2 (2%) | 87 (74%) 0 (0%) | 0 (0%
Dynamism 13 (24%) 13 (24%)| 28 (52%)| 0 (0%) | 0 (0%
Sociability 3(5%) | 53 (81%|) 8 (12%) | 0(0%) | 1 (2%

Table 16. The percentages are calculated withinh
dimension and divided in two categories (positivenegative
(The results are rounded off to whole numb
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There is an equal distribution of positive and niega
utterances, 239 positive and 236 negative — 47togdither, but
the distribution in the varieties is very disparalbere are 178
utterances about the MS, which is 38% of the tdta0 positive
and 68 negative. There are 155 ahyek 33% of the total, 32
positive and 123 negative. There are 106 about¥he22% of

the total, 62 positive and 44 negative. There 8ratibut the CS,
6% of the total, all positive. The CS immediatelgmes to
attention since there are quite few loaded uttersuiabout it, and
all of them are positive and in the superiority dimaion.

Among the positive utterance in the superiority elirsion,
the MS is the top-scorer followed by the CS — 75¢tthe
utterances are about the MS or the CS. In the digmam
dimension for positive utterances, the MS is sopedcorer with
77% and thus dominates this dimension completely.thie
sociability dimension, the LV is top-scorer withlhaf the
utterances, followed byyskwith 34%.

Concerning the negative utterancgsk is by far the most
“unpopular” in the superiority dimension with 74%his is also
the case in the dynamism dimension but only witttla more
than half of the utterances. In both dimensiond Maets 24%.
When it comes to the sociability dimension the M®y far the
most “unpopular” with 81%.

The informants definitely associate the two Copegeha
varieties with superiority when talking about tharieties. In
fact, they associate the CS exclusively with theeswority
dimension, since all the utterances about it amgtige and in
this dimension. They also find thpsk has nothing to do with
superiority what so ever. 4% of the positive uttess and 87%
of the negative show very clearly thgsk is unsuited for this
dimension. Concerning the LV they are less cleavlrat they
say about it. It is not very much associated withesiority, 17%
of the positive utterance, and 24% of the negative.the
dynamism dimension, the MS is all dominating wig% of the
positive utterances and only 2% of the negativee Thse of
both the LV andjysk are similar to that of the superiority
dimension, except that there are less negativeanite about
jyskin the dynamism dimension.
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Table 17 is concerned with the coding result withie varieties:

Interview results divided in positive and negatitterances
and distributed in three dimensions: superioriggnamism,
and sociability

+ LV MS Jysk CSs Other

Superiority 14 (23%)) 33 (30%)| 3 (9%) | 29 (100%) 3 (50%)
Dynamism 14 (239%)69 (63%)| 6 (19%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
Sociability 34 (55%) 8 (7%) | 23 (72%) 0 (0%) 3 (50%)

- LV MS Jyst Cs Othel
Superiority 28 (64%))) 2 (3%) | 87 (71%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)

Dynamism | 13 (30%)13 (19%)| 28 (23%)| 0 (0%) | 0 (0%)

Sociability 3(7%)| 53(78%) 8(7%) | 0(0%) | 1(100%)

Table 17. The percentages are calculated withih eadety
and divide in two categories (positive or negati{id)e result:
are rounded off to whole numbe

The LV is the variety with the most even distriloutiof positive
(62) and negative (44) utterances, which may iridi¢hat the
informants’ concept of the variety is less sterpatgl and more
complex than is the case with the other varietfesittle more
than half of the positive utterances are in theiatmlty
dimension, but there are also a reasonable amdupositive
utterances in both the superiority and the dynandsnension.
When it comes to the negative utterances, thene idoubt that
the informants regard the LV unsuited for the siquiy
dimension.

The MS is the variety with the largest number @érances
of all, and the positive (110) are almost twicenaany as the
negative (68). The MS gets the largest amount dfitipe
comments in the dynamism dimension, followed by the
superiority dimension, but with only 7% of the pos
utterance in the sociability dimension, the infontsaclearly do
not associate the MS with this dimension. The dwoidp
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dimension is where the MS gets the most negatiterarces
with 78%, which only supports that this varietyillssuited in
this dimension.

Jyskis the only variety about which there are moreatieg
(123) utterances than positive (32). Only about 26#4tthe
utterances are positive, and of these the majasityn the
sociability dimension. Of the negative utterandes major part
is in the superiority dimension, but there are ajade a few in
the dynamism dimension, whereas there is only § serall
amount in the sociability dimension.

The CS stands out in comparison with the otheretias,
since there are very few loaded utterances abautdtthey are
all positive utterances in the superiority dimensitm order to
investigate this further, |1 conducted a buzz wardreh of both
the word figsdansk (CS) and the wordKabenhavnsk(MS)
(for comparison), since the very low number of Iead
utterances might be due to it hardly being mentiothering the
interviews. The word rigsdansk appeared 86 times and
‘kgbenhavnsKl01 during the interview, which is a quite simila
frequency. The difference does not explain the ltedor the
CS, and consequently | categorized every occurrericthe
word ‘rigsdansk after what is being said when the word is
mentioned. This resulted in five categories indufredh what
the informants uttered aboutgsdansk

1) Rigsdanskas a variety: whenigsdanskis mentioned in
comparison to other Danish varieties or being laedl
geographically.

“I think it is hard to tell where you speak rigs@é&n
# kabenha or not kebenhavn what is it eh arhusiansk
(arhus speech — red.) i would almost say that msl ki
of some of what # i guess that xxx”
[Excerpt from interviews — my translation]

2) Rigsdanskas a variable standard: it is possible to speak

rigsdanskin Holstebro as well as in Copenhagen
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(Kgbenhavn) but with different accents or localuehce —
it is simply the way you speak.

“hh # but # in a way in is kind of rigsdansk is tjus
what you speak kind of # like # if i was here i#i
when i speak like i do now then i would say it was
rigsdansk # but if i went to kgbenhavn and lived
there for a couple of years # and then spoke # real
like kgbenhavnsk then i would think that[!'] was
rigsdansk”

[Excerpt from interviews — my translation]

3) Rigsdanskas a resource: it is possible to speak more or
less rigsdanskand thus adapting or accommodating to a
specific situation (The following excerpt is about a
hypothetical situation where the informants arditg to

two peers from Copenhagen).

“yes but i think that is when you speak the mo$t[!!
rigsdansk # cause then if you come home and speak
with two that # maybe have a little jysk then #
everything gets kind of reinforced i guess”

[Excerpt from interviews — my translation]

4) Rigsdanskas norm-ideal (Kristiansen 200%jgsdanskas

a prestigious and strong (ideal) standard thatnaiarbe
contradicted (often regarded as the written stahda
from the dictionary).

“I think it is the most correct danish you call

rigsdansk i guess”
[Excerpt from interviews — my translation]

5) Rigsdanskas a tool for comprehension (both ways):
everybody always understanagsdansk
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“if they then speak so[!'] jysk that you cannot
understand them and such # then i see that it would
maybe be a bit more convenient if they could also
speak rigsdansk”

[Excerpt from interviews — my translation]

These categories show thagisdanskindeed is a part of the
informants’ linguistic sphere or world, since thdg indeed
know a lot about it (stereotypically anyway), bugsdansk
might be something different from the other vagsti

Summing up the interview results

The MS is seemingly the most “popular” variety siritbere are
most loaded utterances about this variety, andirtfgmants
associate it primarily with dynamism, but also tocertain
degree with superiority, whereas they do not assedt with
sociability at all (tables 16 and 17).

Jyskis also very often commented upon, but most of the
utterances about it are negative (tables 16 andatd)in the
superiority dimension. When the informants do speaditively
aboutjyskit is almost exclusively in the sociability diméors.

The results of the LV are the most complex, since t
distribution in dimensions and categories (posiainel negative)
are much more ambiguous than is the case with thero
varieties. There is an almost equal distributiorpositive and
negative utterances about the LV (with a slight arigj of
positive). Regarding the positive utterances th&rimants
associate it the most with sociability, but als@toertain degree
with both dynamism and superiority. When it comesi¢gative
utterances, there is a majority in the superiodignension
(tables 16 and 17).

The case of the CS is on the surface very cleagreThre
only 29 utterances about it, and all of them arsitp@ and in
the superiority dimension (tables 16 and 17). Tisisnot,
however, because the variety is not mentioned dutime
interviews. It seems to be regarded somewhat diftgyr than
the other varieties, since the utterances involvingr about it
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are not categorizable as either negative or pesifivbuzz word
search of the wordrigsdansk and a contextualization of the
occurrences of it reveal five categories that agplyhe CS: a
variety, a variable standard, a resource, a noeakldand a
means of comprehension. These five categories sufhyad the
CS is regarded differently than the other variebas still very
much part of the informants’ linguistic knowledgeaske or
repertoire.

Comparing the results of the three approaches

In the results of the LRTmidtjysk (LV), vestjysk(LV) and
rigsdansk (CS) are ranked as first, second and third, and
kabenhavnsks ranked seventh — significantly lower than the
other varieties. These results show the subjeats's@ously
elicited attitudes where the clearly distance thewes from
kabenhavnskMS) in comparison withmidtjysk (LV), vestjysk
(LV) and rigsdansk(CS), and the top ranking of the two LV,
midtjyskandvestjyskis a clear indication of local patriotism.

In the results of the subconsciously elicited adkits all
traces of local patriotism is gone, since the suibjeowngrade
the LV significantly on all scales in comparisonttwihe MS
and the CS voices. The CS is also popular in theasciously
elicited attitudes but more so in the scales in ghperiority
dimension, where it is upgraded significantly innmgmarison
with the MS, than in the scales of the dynamism estision,
where it is downgraded significantly in comparisaith the
MS.

In the three interviews the informants discussvheeties,
stereotypes about them, and their attitudes towdresr. The
coding reveals that the informants are rather pesibwards the
LV and jyskin the sociability dimension, but negative towards
them in the superiority dimension — all togethes thformants
are more negative than positive towajglsk as the only of the
four investigated categories. They talk positivelgout MS
primarily in the dynamism dimension, but they ateoaquite
positive towards it in the superiority dimensionhexreas they
talk negatively about it in the sociability dimemsi The
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informants only talk about the CS in the supenodimension
and exclusively positive utterances.

The upgrading ofigsdansk(CS) in the LRT and of the CS
voices in the superiority dimension in the SEE sketn
correlate with the potential for &igh education, and the
interview results also show that the CS is assediatith status
and prestige in the superiority dimension. The aggrg of
midtjysk(LV) and vestjysk(LV) in the LRT is not supported in
the SEE, where it is quite the opposite that isctee: the LV is
downgraded in all scales and achieves no statpsestige what
SO ever in either dimension in comparison with @& and the
MS. In the interviews the LV achieves status in soeiability
dimension, but here too it is downgraded in theesiopty and
the dynamism dimensions. The downgrading of theiM&e
LRT is only mirrored in the downgrading of the MB ihe
sociability dimension in the interviews, but hereis still
upgraded in both the superiority and the dynamigmedsion.
This is also the case in the SEE (in comparisoh thié LV, it is
downgraded in comparison with the CS in the supigyio
dimension), but this does not seem to influence preglicted
level of education, where the MS voices are upgtadely
slightly in comparison with the LV voices.

Voice samples that stand out — 07 Niklas (CS) andQaila
(MS)

07 Niklas (CS) is being evaluated higher than thigeo CS
voices, the MS voices and the LV voices in neailytlae
different parts of the three approaches. He isrdeghthe most
standardized of all (table 3), but has a rather lewel of
recognition of being from Copenhagen (table 4)thia SEE he
is the overall highest evaluated voice (table %.i¢levaluated
to be the mosintelligent Conscientious Goal directed and
Self-assuredof all the voices, as the second mdsice
averagely Fascinating (fifth) and Cool (sixth). Thus, he is
topping all of the superiority scales, two of thendmism scales,
and among these are the two sociability scalese(— Repulsive
and Trustworthy— Untrustworthy that go across the two other
dimensions. The subjects’ evaluations of him in 8t€E are
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very much in agreement, there are neither sigmficabject-
gender specific (appendix-table 15) nor school llespecific
(appendix-table 17) differences. He is also the&avhich the
most (by far) of the subjects predict will achiete highest
educational level (table 14, appendix-table 19yeBeout of ten

of the additional comments concerning 07 Niklas are
categorized as positive, which makes him only ssspd by 04
Asta (CS) who gets nine out of 11 and 11 Simon (MB9 gets
nine out of 12 (table 15).

08 Laila (MS) is generally being evaluated loweart the
other Copenhagen voices, and in some cases evar than
some of the LV voices. She is regarded as the &tastardized
of all the CS and the MS voices and one of the loices (09
Laurits) (table 3). She is the most recognized bf the
Copenhagen voices (table 4). In the SEE she isiated lower
than the other three MS voices in all scales irn latnensions,
and she is evaluated lower than one or two of Mesdices (09
Laurits and 12 Liv) in four of the eight scaldstelligent —
Stupid (09 Laurits), Conscientious— Happy-go-lucky (09
Laurits), Trustworthy— Untrustworthy (09 Laurits and 12 Liv),
and Nice — Repulsive(09 Laurits and 12 Liv) (table 9). The
subjects’ evaluations of her in the SEE differ oetibly when it
comes to school level where there are significaiférénces in
five of eight scales (appendix-table 17). Of ak tiopenhagen
voices she is predicted to achieve the lowest dotunzd level
(table 14), and she gets the lowest number of igestbmments
(table 15).

84



CONCLUSION

The results show that the adolescents in Holstédltow the

same attitudinal pattern as the adolescents irL&ANCHART

studies. When asked directly, i.e. the consciousligited

attitudes, they express local patriotism and evalube LV

higher than the MS. When they are asked indire@hd are
unaware of language differences as the study qbjectthe
subconsciously elicited attitudes, they evaluate MS higher
than the LV, not even in the sociability scalesgdthee LV seem
to have status. In the interviews the participantderances
show a pattern similar to that of the subconsciowgicited

attitudes, the MS primarily mentioned positively itne

dynamism dimension but also to a certain degreethim
superiority dimension, and the LV is primarily miened

positively in the sociability dimension. The CS asaluated
quite high in all three approaches. It is ranked pelow the LV
in the LRT, it is ranked higher than the LV in batimensions
in the SEE, and higher than MS in the superioritgehsion. In
the interviews there are remarkably few loadedraittees about
the CS and all of them are positive and in the sopty

dimension.

The adolescents in Holstebro do express loyaltyatds
their own way of speaking, the LV, but only in tbensciously
elicited results. In the two other approaches tinegt their own
way of speaking as inferior and only partly suitalbVhen it
comes to closeness and familiarity (sociability)has no place
within the educational system or the business world
(superiority), and there is no room for it in thevdalern media
(dynamism). Speaking the LV marks you as being nstupid
Happy-go-lucky Dull, Untrustworthy Boring, Uncertain
Uncool andRepulsivethan if you are speaking either the CS or
the MS.

Their relationship to the MS is rather complex. yhe
distance themselves from it in the consciouslyitelicattitudes,
but they evaluate it higher than the LV in both the
subconsciously elicited attitudes and in the inewg, but
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participants in the interviews do distance thenmeslfrom it in
the sociability dimension. In comparison with th& € is more
the language of the modern media than of educasiod
business, and speaking it makes you appear maseinating
Self-assuredCool, andNice than if you are speaking the CS.

In all three approaches the CS is highly evaludtgdhe
subjects/participants. In the LRT it is almost be tevel of the
LV, and in the SEE CS speakers are considered tonde
Conscientiouslintelligent Goal directed and Trustworthy The
results for the CS in the interviews indicate tihanhight not be
perceived in the same way as the other mentiongdties. A
buzz word search determined that the participaictsatk about
the variety during the interviews and a context@ling of the
occurrences of the word rigsdansk reveals that the
participants’ utterances about it could be categakiin five
categories: 1) a variety, 2) a variable standard, i@source, 4) a
norm-ideal, 5) and a means of comprehension. Toasgories
indicate that the CS may be more of an ideologiaad
stereotypical construct to the participants thandther varieties
are, or rather it is perceived as more than ansl d¢sa variety
than the other varieties. The participants seem h&ve
difficulties in placing it geographically, they ragl it as an
overarching variety that encompasses the otheetiesi they
use it as a resource to adjust to more standardizedt-group
situations, they consider it the correct way ofaspeg Danish,
and they regard it as the most comprehensible Wapeaking
Danish. The other varieties all have ready and itdeg
stereotypes attached to them, that link them toergiv
geographical places and given demographic categyofiais is
not the case with the CS. It is more of an idedahi
construction or a common sense assumption (Faghl@001.:
64) to the participants — i.e. they conceptualizesia norm-ideal
(Kristiansen 2001).

Did | answer the questions in the thesis statement?

The comparison with the LANCHART results revealattthe
attitudes of the Holstebro adolescents are veryhnmudéine with
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those of other Danish adolescents. The LV and tBe ate
evaluated higher than the MS in the consciouslyiteti

attitudes, the LV is evaluated lower than both Mh® and the
CS in the subconsciously elicited attitudes, whidie MS is

evaluated higher than the CS in the dynamism diroenand

the CS higher than the MS in the superiority dinn@msand this
is also pretty much what the participants expressthe

interviews, with the exception that LV does achiseene status
in the sociability dimension during the discussion.

The case ofigsdanskclearly shows that there is much more
to the subjects’ language attitudes than the kamsin model
elicits (or means to elicit). The two different & of attitudes,
the subconsciously and consciously elicited, cakierapparent
disagreement in what the subjects do and whatshgythey do
and thus accounts fokgbenhavnskspreading as a Danish
standard even though it seems to be surroundedebgtine
stereotyping. A qualitative approach like the gronggrview is
better suited for eliciting the reasoning behing thisagreement
in the two levels of attitudes and thus it nuartbesquantitative
results. The two approaches are also different itogn
processes: 1) answering questionnaires about dsypreal)
concepts of language use, and 2) discussing tsesedgtypical)
concepts and other stereotypes about the varieties.
quantitative approach is furthermore restricted Ibiye
preconditions for statistical analysis and the deihg given
framework (the scales in the questionnaires and given
concepts), whereas a qualitative approach is maen ao
results developing and being constructed by thdiggzants
during the process (Kruse 2008).

Returning to the case ofgsdansk | would argue that the
combination of the two approaches contributes fallar and
more nuanced image of the subjects’/participantsudes. In
the quantitative approachgsdanskis considered a variety
among other Danish varieties but the qualitativgoragch
reveals that it is not as simple as that. The wa@r exposes the
participants’ own interpretation of the varietiesvered by the
concepts used in the quantitative approach, andthewtry to
construct and reconstruct them in relation to eattler and to
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their own linguistical repertoire. The terminologyf the
guantitative approach is thus discussed and eltdzbiay the
participants themselves. This achieves at least immortant
intermediate aims: 1) a validation of the termigyl@s relevant
for the target group and thus meaningful to discass 2) this
validation secures that the analyses are not axelysased on
a scientific linguistical terminology, which may thcorrespond
with the subjects’/participants’ perceptions. Acgdishing
these two goals strengthens the entire study aois roin the
linguistical worlds of both the subjects as weltlas researcher.

The relationship between the adolescents’ attituses the
ongoing change in Danish becomes quite clear \uihrésult of
the attitudes study. The Danish dialects have nwmrdess
vanished due to the fact that they are no longengbe
independently productive or transferred between the
generations. This is clear to the subconscioustited attitudes,
where the adolescents evaluate their own way ohlspg as
being inferior and less attractive than the tworespnted
Copenhagen varieties. This is, in my opinion, ariadication
of the fact that the subconsciously elicited largguattitudes are
a contributing factor to the ongoing language cleangdanish.
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ABSTRACT

| set out to investigate the language attitudedMtmern and
Conservative Copenhagen speech as well as the Vacigty
(midtjyskvestjysk among 117 adolescents in the town of
Holstebro in the western part of Jutland, and wérethey are in
agreement with the result for language attitudediss in other
parts of Denmark.

For the study | use the same design as was uséaefdarge
scale attitudes studies of the LANCHART Centre (@nsity of
Copenhagen). This design consists of a Speakeru&ivah
Experiment, which is a guise test developed froenNfatched-
guise technique — an indirect approach, and a LBaglking
Task, which is a straightforward ranking of diffieteDanish
varieties — a direct approach. As a supplementh&sd two
approaches | conduct three qualitative interviewh altogether
12 informants chosen from the 117 subjects whexdahguage
attitudes, stereotypes about and representationdibérent
Danish varieties are discussed in general and hiee tabove
mentioned varieties in particular.

The standardization process in Danish has led dalact
loss with virtually no variation left except for gsodic
differences. Recent language attitudes studies estigthat
standard language ideologies are a vital part f ldnguage
change. The studies also reveal that there seeis #osplit in
what is considered the Danish standard languagetréditional
standard language, Conservative Copenhagen speech
(rigsdansk is being challenged in a dimension of superiority
(concerning education and business) by Modern Cuogsn
speech Kgbenhavngk which is rapidly on the rise and already
has dominion in a dimension of dynamism (concermmass
media and youth culture) in the attitudinal langecaf Danish.

Asked directly, subjects express “local patriotisanhd
upgrade their own, local way of speaking in comguarito the
Danish standard language, but indirectly asked; tlmsvngrade
their own way variety in comparison to the Danisandard,
which is in accordance with the ongoing standattimaand
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loss of dialects. These evaluative patterns inréselts of the
two approaches is also present in the resultsisfsiudy, and
the results of the qualitative interviews nuancel amaborate
further on these patterns and the stereotypes d@ologies
behind them.
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APPENDIX

Tables

Linguistical description of the MS and the CS voice
samples

Copenhagen intonation. One instance of the

Copenhagen/Zealand discourse articel “ik”] jo stead

of [q] before labials and velars (4/5). No shontenof

04 Asta v“olyvels preceding [D] (4/4). [ja] in stead of [jq] fjeg
“Ms/).

[A] in stead of [a] in “leerer” (“a teacher”) (1/1]q] in

stead of [a] in “klart” (“definitely”) (1/1); [c] h the endin

of “vaere” (“to be”) (2/2).

CS-
female

Copenhagen intonation. No shortening of vowels
10 preceding [D] (1/1); [jq] in stead of [ja] in “jed"1")
Caroline|(2/2).

[c] in the ending of “vaere” (“to be”) (3/3).

Copenhagen intonation. No shortening af vowels
preceding [D] (2/2). [C]] in stead of [c]] in “tagl”

01 Ole |(‘reins”) (2/2)

[A] in stead of [a] in “laerer” (“a teacher”) (1/1]] in the
ending of “vaere” (“to be”) (2/3).

Cs-

male Copenhagen intonation. No shortening of vowels

preceding [D] (1/1). [ra] in stead of [rq] in “fremest”
07 (“foremost”) (1/1)

Niklas [A] in stead of [a] in “laerer” (“a teacher”) (6/6]q] in
stead of [a] in “klart” (“definitely”) (1/1); [R] n the
ending of “veere” (“to be”) (6/9); [c] in stead dR] in
“leereren” (“the teacher”) (2/2).
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Linguistical description of the MS and the CS voice
samples

Copenhagen intonation. [g] in stead of][gefore labials
and velars (2/2). [rq] in stead of [ra] in “restgfithe
rest”) (1/1). [jq] in stead of [ja] in “jeg” (“I")(1/1)

[A] in stead of [a] in “leerer” (“a teacher”) (3/3]¢] in the
ending of “veere” (“to be”) (2/2); [c] in stead dR] in
“leereren” (“the teacher”) (1/1).

02 Alice

MS- Copenhagen intonation. One instance of the

female Copenhagen/Zealand discourse particle “ik”; lengihg
of stressed short vowels (3/7). [q] in stead JF fpfore
labials and velars (2/2)

08 Laila |[jq] in stead of [ja] in “jeg” (“I") (1/1); [a] instead of [A]
in “leerer” (“a teacher”) (2/3); [c] in the ending ‘tvaere”
(“to be”) (3/3); [c] in stead of [R] in “leereren®the
teacher”) (1/1); [E] in stead of [rq] after [t] interesse”
(“interest”) (2/2).

Copenhagen intonation. Staccato rythrij;ift stead of [t]
(5/5). Velarised [D] and shortening of the precedin
05 Jon |vowel (2/2)

[A] in stead of [a] in “leerer” (“a teacher”) (1/1]q] in
stead of [c] or [R] in “leereren” (“the teacher”)/22.

MS-
male Copenhagen intonation. Staccato rythm. [rq] inciefa
[ra] in “interesse” (“interest”) (1/1). Velarise®] and
11 shortening of the preceding vowel (1/1)

Simon  |[A] in stead of [a] in “leerer” (“a teacher”) (1/1)R] in the
ending of “veere” (“to be”) (6/6); [rq] in stead [iE] after
[t] in “interesse” (“interest”) (1/1).

Appendix-table 1. Linguistic description of the M8d CS
speakers (with the use of Dania) — my additionseurige
dotted lines.

(Maegaard 2005: 60)
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Linguistical description of the voice LV samples

(Holstebro)
06 Holstebro intonation; [ja] in stead of [jq] in “j&¢‘l")
Mille (3/3); [a] in stead of [A] in “leerer” (“teacher”L(1); [a] in
Ly stead of [q] in “klart” (“definitely”) (1/1).
female Holstebrq intonation; [ja] in stead of [jq] in “j&g¢‘l") _
12 Liv (1/2); [a] in stead of [A] in “laerer” (“teacher”)L(2); [R] in
the end of “veere” (“to be”) (2/2); [R] in stead [ic]
“leereren” (“the teacher”) (2/2).
03 Holstebro intonation; [jq] in stead of [ja] in “j&¢‘l")
Mikkel [(3/4); [a] in stead of [A] in “leerer” (“teacher”}L(2).
LV- Holstebro intonation; [ja] in stead of [jg] in “j&¢")
male (o9 (1/1); [a] in stead of [A] in “leerer” (“teacher”)R] in the
Laurits |end of “veere” (“to be”) (1/2). [R] in stead of [i]

“leereren” (“the teacher”)(1/1).

Appendix-table 2. Linguistic description of the Ispeakers
(with the use of Dania)
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Average ranking of each of the 12 voice samplesraatg to
standardization and divided into subject-gender

Voice samples 01(CS)m 04 (CS) f 07 (CS)m 10(CS)f

Female 3,466 3,155 2,736 3,236
Male 3,273 3,046 2,568 3,181

Voice samples 02 (MS) f 05 (MS) m 08 (MS)f 11 (MS)m

Female 3,667 3,694 3,93¢ 3,667
Male 3,523 3,773 3,932 3,773

Voice samples 03 (LV) m 06 (LV) f 09 (LV) m 12 (L) f

Female 4,676 4,319 4,014 4,333
Male 4,626 4,273 3,773 3,909

Appendix-table 3. 73 female and 44 male = 117 sibjd =
female, m = male

! Only 72 subjects since one did not fill in.

2 Only 71 subjects since two did not fill in.
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Average ranking of each of the 12 voice samplesraiatg to
standardization and divided into HbE and HbS sttsden

Voice samples 01 (CS)m 04 (CS)f 07 (CS)m 10 (CSi

HBE students 3,329 2,986 2,859 3,141
HbS students 3,526 3,486 2,289 3,368

Voice samples 02 (MS) f 05 (MS) m 08 (MS) f 11 (MB)

HBE students 3,333 3,474 3,718 3,628
HbS students 4,184 4,237 4,368 3,868

Voice samples 03 (LV) m 06 (LV) f 09 (LV) m 12 (LY)

HBE students 4,654 4,167 3,679 3,782

HbS students 4,676 4,579 4,421 4,789

Appendix-table 4. 79 HbE students and 38 HbS stisdei17
subjects, f = female, m = male.

! Only 78 subjects since one did not fill in.

% Only 37 subjects since one did not fill in.
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The results of the geographical location of theeg@amples
divided into female and male subjects.

Female Male Female Malg¢
c c
) ) c

o o S g | | 8
Voice samples o o < < @ =

] (0] o c = (O]

1% 1% < g = o

© © [e) [S) ) =

T T O O b [a)
01 Ole (CS) m 18% 50%| 81% 50% | 1% ***
04 Asta (CS) f 11% 25%| 88% 75% | 1% #
07 Niklas (CS) m 33% 43% 67% 57% /
10 Caroline (CS) f 22% 419 78% 59% *
02 Alice (MS) f 22% 41% 78% 59% *
05 Jon (MS) m 36% 32% 64% | 68% /
08 Laila (MS) 7% 25% 93% 75% *x
11 Simon (MS) m 41% 30% 59% | 70% /
03 Mikkel (LV) m 96% 75% 4% 25% *x
06 Mille (LV) f 97% 82% 3% 18% *x
09 Laurits (LV) m 97% 93% 3% 7% /
12 Liv (LV) f 92% 73% 8% 27% *x

Appendix-table 5. 73 female and 44 male = 117 sbjdhe
Voice samples are ordered according to varietyniegince:
***=p<.001, **=p<.01, *=p<.05, #=p<.10, /=n.s., f female, m
= male (The results are rounded off to whole nusiber
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The results of the geographical location of theeg@amples
divided into HbE and HbS subjects.

HbE Hb<s HbE HbS
c c

> > S )

2| 8| £ £ |38 ¢

Voice samples a) a c c 2|

@ @ s S b (7]

o o o) o) o =

T T O O z )

01 Ole (CS) m 43% 3% 569 97% 1% | ***
04 Asta (CS) f 23% 3% 7694 97% 1% *x

07 Niklas (CS) m 41%| 29% | 599 71% /

10 Caroline (CS) f 33% 21% 67U 79% /
02 Alice (MS) 39% 8% 61%| 92%
05 Jon (MS) m 39% 24% 619 76% #
08 Laila (MS) f 15% 11% 85%| 89% /
11 Simon (MS) m 41% 29% 599 71% /
03 Mikkel (LV) m 82% 100% 18% 0% *x
06 Mille (LV) f 87% 100% 13% 0% *
09 Laurits (LV) m 94% | 100% 6% 0% /
12 Liv (LV) f 7% 100% 23% 0% **

Appendix-table 6. 73 female and 44 male = 117 sibjdhe
Voice samples are ordered according to varietyniegince:
***=p<.001, **=p<.01, *=p<.05, #=p<.10, /=n.s., f female, m
= male (The results are rounded off to whole nusiber
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The results of the geographical location of theeg@amples
within the group of HbS students and dived intod&rand
male subjects

Femalt Male Femalt Male
c c
) ) -

o o S g |5 |8

Voice samples 3 3 < | 2|3

ks ks s 2 | 2|9

o o o) o) ) =

I I O @S] z | o

01 Ole (CS) m 30% 60%| 68% 40% | 2%| **
04 Asta (CS) f 16% 31% 82% 69% 2% /
07 Niklas (CS) m 34% 46%, 66% 54% /
10 Caroline (CS) f 23% 46% 77% 54% *
02 Alice (MS) f 32% 49% 68% 51% /

05 Jon (MS) m 41% 37% 59% | 63% /
08 Laila (MS) f 5% 29% | 95% 71% ok

11 Simon (MS) m 48% 31% 52% | 69% /
03 Mikkel (LV) m 93% 68% 7% 32% ok
06 Mille (LV) f 95% 7% 5% 23% *
09 Laurits (LV) m 95% 91% 5% 9% /
12 Liv (LV) f 86% 66% 14% 34% *

Appendix-table 7. 44 female and 35 male = 79 subjdhe
Voice samples are ordered according to varietyniegince:
***=p<.001, **=p<.01, *=p<.05, #=p<.10, /=n.s., f female, m
= male (The results are rounded off to whole nusiber
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The results of the geographical location of theeg@amples
within the group of HbS students and dived intodérand
male subjects

Female Male Female Male
c c
(O] (0]

o o g g 3

Voice samples 15 3 < < 3

ks ks 2 g D

(o] @] @] @] =

I I (@) O o

01 Ole (CS) m 0% 11% | 100% 89% | #
04 Asta (CS) f 3% 0% 97% | 100% | /
07 Niklas (CS) m 31% 22% 69% | 78% | !
10 Caroline (CS) f 21% 22%|  79% 78% | /
02 Alice (MS) f 7% 11% 93% 89% | /
05 Jon (MS) m 28% 11% 72% | 89% | /
08 Laila (MS) f 10% 11% | 90% 89% | /
11 Simon (MS) m 31% 22% 69% | 78% | !
03 Mikkel (LV) m 100% | 100% 0% 0% | /
06 Mille (LV) f 100% 100% 0% 0% | /
09 Laurits (LV) m 100% | 100% 0% 0% | /
12 Liv (LV) f 100% | 100% 0% 0% | !

Appendix-table 8. 29 female and 9 male = 38 subjddte
Voice samples are ordered according to varietyniegnce:
***=p<.001, **=p<.01, *=p<.05, #=p<.10, /=n.s., ffemale, m
= male (The results are rounded off to whole nusiber
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The results of the LRT divided in female and maibkjscts
Female (73) Male (44)

1. Midtjysk 2,57 | 1. Midtjysk 2,91
2. Rigsdansk 3,72 | 2. Vestjysk 3,3
3. Vestjysk 3,99 | 3. Rigsdansk 4,3
4. Bstjysk 4,54 | 4. Dstjysk 4,84
5. Sjeellandsk 4,81 | 5. Nordjysk 5,07
6. Nordjysk 4,97 | 6. Sjeellandsk 5,R7
7. Kgbenhavnsk 5,36| 7. Kgbenhavnsk 8,30
8. Sgnderjysk 7,13 | 8. Sgnderjysk 6|77
9. Bornholmsk 8,00 | 9. Bornholmsk 7,52

Appendix-table 9. Friedman Test: female, {216,828 df=8
p<.001, male, CRi104,852 df=8 p<.001, 1 = like the most, 9 = |

the least (117 subjects).
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The results of the LRT divided in HbE and HbS shide

HbE students (79) HbS students (38)

Mear |Std. |Min. |Max. Mear |Std.  |Min. [Max.

1. Midtiysk | 2,63| 1,704 1 | 8 |1.Midtiysk | 2,84 1,586 1 | 8
2. Vestjysk 3,63 2,624 1 9 | 2. Rigsdansk 3,53 2,638 1 9
3. RigsdansH 4,10 | 2,474 1 9 | 3. Vestjysk 3,84 251p 1 8
4. gstjysk 4,68 1,964 1 9 | 4. Sjeellandsk 4,37 | 2,085 1 8

5. Nordjysk | 4,97 1,780 1 | 9 |5 ostysk | 461 177p 1 | 8

6.Kaben- | 551 5494 1 | 9 |6.Nordiysk | 5.0d 1.82p 1 | s

havnsk

7. Sjallandsk 5,28 | 2,057 1 | o |7X@PeN | s550| 2322 1 | 9
havnsk

8. Sgnderjysk 6,92 | 1,815 2 9 |8. Sgnderjygk7,13 | 1,961 2 9

9. Born- 768| 2029 1 | o |2 BOM- 811| 1,410 4 | o
holmsk holmsk

Appendix-table 10. Friedman Test: chi2=203,651 8d{3<.000,
1 = like the most, 9 = like the least (117 subjects
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Average ranking of the LV&gbenhavnskndrigsdanskplus
the lowest ranked variety in each of the LANCHAREdtions

Kgbenhavn (Copenhagen)

1. Kabenhavns
2. Sieellands
. Rigsdans

. Bornholms

Neestved

. Sjeellandsk

. Kgbenhavns
. Rigsdans

. Bornholms

Vissenbjerg

. Fvnsl
. Odenseansk

. Rigsdansk

. Kgbenhavnsk

. Bornholmsk

Odder

. Dstjysk

. Arhusians

. Rigsdans

4., Kgbenhavns

N RPN WO DNPRPINITWODN P |NPW

w

10. Bornholms

Vinderup

1. Midtivsk

2. Vestivsl

3. Rigsdans

10. Kgbenhavns

11. Bornholmsk

Appendix-table 11. Results of the LRT in the LANCRA

attitudes studies (Kristiansen 2007).
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What the subjects consider themselves to be spgpdkiided in
female and male subjects

Female Male
Rigsdansk 7% 9%
Jysk 4% 2%
Vestjysk 15% 21%
Midtjysk 36% 32%
Midt/Vestjysk 10% 11%
Mixture with vestjysk 10% 5%
Mixture with midtjysk 4% 5%
Holstebro speech 3% 2%
Kgbenhavnsk or Sjeellandsk 1% 2%
Other 5% 11%
Don’'t know 5% 0%

Appendix-table 12. 73 female and 44 male = 117estibj(The
results are rounded off to whole numbers).
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What the subjects consider themselves to be spgpdkiided in

HbE and HbS students

HbE HbS
Rigsdansk 8% 8%
Jysk 3% 5%
Vestjysk 17% 13%
Midtjysk 34% 32%
Midt/Vestjysk 10% 16%
Mixture with vestjysk 8% 13%
Mixture with midtjysk 4% 5%
Holstebro speech 3% 0%
Kgbenhavnsk or Sjeellandsk 2% 39
Other 8% 5%
Don’'t know 3% 0%

Appendix-table 13. 79 HbE and 38 HbS students =slibjects
(The results are rounded off to whole numbers).
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The LANCHART results and the Holstebro resultshef SEE

| Kgbenhav | Neestve | Vissenbier
The superiority dimensic
Intelliaent— Stubic CS**MS CS***MS*** |V CS*MS***LV
Conscientious — CS™MS CSIMS*LV | CSIMS**LV
Happy-go-lucky
Goal directec— CS/Ms MS/CS/LV MS#CS***LV
Trustworthy — CSIMS MS/CS™LV | MS/ICS*LV
Untrustworthy
The dynamism dimensir
Seli-assured MS*+CS MS**CS/LV  [MS**CS*+Ly
Uncertain
Fascinatine— MS***CS MS***\V/***CS MS***CS/LV
Cool- Uncoo MS***CS MS***V**CS MS***CS/LV
Nice — Repulsivt MS*CS MS*CS/LV MS/CS*LV

Odde Vinderut Holstebr¢

The superiority dimensic
Intelligent — Stupid CS*MS***LV |CS*MS***LV (CS**MS***LV
Conscientious — |~y | CSHMSHHLY  GSHHMSHLY
Happy-go-lucky
Goal directec— CS/MS***LV CS/MS***LV CS***\S***|
Trustworthy — CSIMS*LV | CSIMS*™LV |CS*™*MS***V
Untrustworthy
The dynamism dimensir
Self-assured - MS***CS***LV MS***CS***LV MS***CS***LV
Uncertain
Fascinating — MS***CS***LV | MS**CS**LV [MS***CS***LV
Cool-Uncoo MS***CS***LV MS***CS**LV | MS***CS***LV
Nice— Repulsive | MS***CS***LV MS/CS#LV MS/CS***LV

Appendix-table 14. Wilcoxon: ***=p<.001, **=p<.0%=

p<.05, #=p<.10,

/=n.s.

CS = Conservative Copenhagen speech, MS = Modern
Copenhagen speech, LV = Local variety.
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Subject-gender specific differences in the SEE
The superiority dimension The dynamism dimension
: : g : .
S lz|l2| | 8|2
2 S | o 5 2 | ® _
o & a 2 @ 5 : i
S 3 5 2 S @ 8 3
O [ O £ (%} L z O
CSi-m (b>g) b>g
chi? 0,400 | 3,112 0,369| 1,484 0,13 0,328 1,1§ 6,197
P= 0,527 0,078 | 0,544 0,223 0,71 0,547 0,29 0,013
CS7-m
chi 0,603 | 0,019( 0,063 0,232 0,54 0,78 0,167 0,468
P= 0,438| 0,891} 0,802 0,71 0,44 0,3r8 0,683 0494
MS5-m
chi 0,152 |1 0,112( 0,099 0,13 2,40 0,510 1,247 1,%95
P= 0,696 0,738 0,764 0,71 0,17 0,475 0,264 0,p07
MS11-m g>b
chi 0,078 1 0,012( 0,004 0,16 1,63 1,611 0,4 4,764
P= 0,780 0,914 0,934 0,68 0,2( 0,204 0,4 0,029
LV3-m (b>g) b>g
chi 3,286 | 1,746 2,66] 4,561 ] 0,005 0,907 2,459 1,902
P= 0,070 | 0,186 0,103 0,033 ] 0,943| 0,341 0,21y 0,18
LV9-m (g>b)
chi 0,01 1,585 0,019 0,109 3,312 | 0,828 0,334 0,384
P= 0,922 0,208 0,922 0,74 0,069 0,363 0,561 0,53
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Cs4-f (b>q)
chi? 0,088 | 0,010f 2,599 2,798 | 0,168 0,939 0,548 0,394

P= 0,767| 0,921] 0,204 0,094 | 0,681| 0,334 0461 0,535
CS10-f (g>b) (g>b) | a>b a>b | g>b

chi? 3,588 | 0,242| 1,137 2,958 ] 7,069 | 2,530] 4,153 | 5,917

P= 0,058 | 0,623 0,286 0,085 | 0,008 | 0,112] 0,042 | 0,015
MS2-f a>b (g>b)

chi? 0,000 | 0,677 1,864 0,500 0,23 4,186] 1,066| 3,291

P= 0,995| 0,411 0,172 0,48p 0,64 0,041} 0,302 0,070

chi? 0,808 | 0,415 0,564 0,000 0,188 0,786 1,031 0,24

P= 0,369 0,520, 0,451 097 0,665 0,3p1 0,310 0,878

chi? 0,191 0,174 2,614 054¢p 0,025 1,683 2,28 0,12

P= 0,662| 0,677/ 0,104 0,46 0,874 0,201 0,105 0,868

chi? 1,319 | 0,426 0,324 0,023 0,19 0,436 0,234 0,00

P= 0,251 0,514 0,571 0,87p 0,741 0,509 0,714 0,098

Appendix-table 15. Kruskal-Wallis Test. Significanevels =
p<.01, p<.05, p<.10. 73 female and 44 male = 1bjests. CS
= Conservative Copenhagen speech, MS = Modern Gagen
speech, LV = Local variety. g = female subjects,hale
subjects.
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Results of the SEE distributed according to voa@asle-gendg

The superiority dimension

Intelligent — Stupid

Conscientious —
Happy-go-lucky

Goal directed — Dull

Trustworthy —
Untrustworthy

The dynamism dimension

Self-assured —
Uncertain

Cool — Uncool

Fascinating — Boring

Nice — Repulsive

O

NJ

CS-m CS-f | MS-m MS-f| LV-m LV-f
2,18 2,83 3,34 4,14 4,14 4,3
CS-m CS-f | MS-m MS-f| LV-m LV-f
2,23 2,59 3,48 3,95 4,28 4.4
Cs-f CS-m| MS-m MS-f| LV-f LV-m
257 2,78 3,39 3,43 4,30 4,5
CS-m CS-f | MS-m MS-f| LV-f LV-m
2,74 2,95 3,13 3,84 4,12 4,2
MS-m MS-f | CS-f CS-m| LV-f LV-m
259 264| 305 3,13 4,76 48
MS-f MS-m| CS-f CS-m| LV-m LV-f
2,48 25 3,07 3,79 4,46 47
MS-m MS-f | CS-f CS-m| LV-f LV-m
250 261 2,89 3,93 4,43 4,6
MS-m CS-m | CS-f MS-f | LV-m LV
290 298 | 3,24 3,58 4,07 4,22

Appendix-table 16. Friedman Test: values Mean Rahklf=5,
***=p<.001. CS = Conservative Copenhagen speech/AVS
Modern Copenhagen speech, LV = Local variety, émdle, m

= male.

113

=



Differences in the results of the SEE accordingcmool level:
the superiority dimension

Variable | Goal directed (1) — (7) Dull
CS1-|CS7-|CS4-[CS104{MS5-|MS11-|MS2-[MS8-|LV3- |LVO- [LV6- |LV12-
m m f f m m f f m m f f

1 3,291 2,33(2,43| 2,29 | 2,71 2,81 2,29 2,6p4,43]3,52]3,38| 3,38

2 3,001 2,21(2,92| 2,75 | 3,26] 2,92 2,9 3,263,461 3,50| 3,88| 3,71

3 2,87 1,73|2,47| 2,13 | 3,000 347| 3.1 3,4{73,80( 2,67 3,40| 3,27

4 2,79|2,47(3,21| 2,47 | 2,26] 3,11| 3,11 2,744,16|2,79|2,58] 3,21

5 3,48| 2,50(3,33| 2,38 | 3,71 3,92 3,08 4,135,04|3,96] 4,83| 5,04

6 3,29/ 2,36 3,14| 2,43 | 3,14] 3,00 2,79 3,794,36| 3,43| 3,57| 3,07

Sign. all * wex | % M T

HbE # # # #

HbS # ol

HbE/HbS * * # - * - -

Variable | Trustworthy (1) — (7) Untrustworthy
CS1-|CS7-|CS4-[CS104{MS5-|MS11-|MS2-[MS8-|LV3- |LVO- [LV6- |LV12-
m m f f m m f f m m f f

1 3,14/ 2,57|3,00| 2,57 | 2,86] 2,76 2,7¢ 3,243,81| 3,19 3,43| 3,24

2 2,88 3,12(2,96| 3,00 | 2,83 3,04 3,21 3,6R3,50]3,25]3,54| 3,54

3 3,00|12,47(2,67| 2,53 | 2,87 3,53| 3,27 3,603,87|2,67]3,86| 3,13

4 2,791 2,89(3,00| 3,26 | 2,47 2,89 2,84 3,163,68]3,26] 3,42| 3,21

5 3,04| 2,67(3,38| 2,71 | 3,50 3,92 3,37 4,084,04|3,75]4,21| 3,83

6 3,36/ 2,86(3,50| 2,79 | 3,14 3,14 3,21 4,503,57|3,71|3,57| 3,29

Sign. all * *

HbE

HbS #

HbE/HbS * * * * * #
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Variable |Conscientious (1- (7) Dull

CS1-|CS7-|CS4-|CS10{MS5-|MS11-|MS2-|MS8-|LV3- |LV9- |LV6- |LV12-
m m f f m m f f m m f f

1 2,90| 1,81]229] 2,00 | 2,71| 252 252 2,713,48|3,05(3,24| 3,33
2 2,22|2,04| 2,83 2,63 | 2,88] 2,79 321 3,503,12|3,00|354| 4,21
3 2,47| 2,00 2,20| 1,73 | 2,60] 3,33 32f 3,203,73| 2,53 3,00| 3,60
4 2,42|2,32| 2,26 2,47 | 2,16] 2,95 2,68 2583,95|279|284| 3,47
5 2,63|1,88]3,00| 2,46 | 3,58| 3,63 3.1 4,74,29| 4,08|4,17| 4,29
6 2,57|1,79| 2,57 2,57 | 3,07 314] 34% 4,203,79|321|3,07] 3,21
Sign. all #| *x

HbE * # | #

HbS #l o#| o+
HbE/HbS # S I oo | g e | g

Variable | Intelligent (1) — (7) Stupid

CS1-|CS7-|CS4-|CS10-{MS5-[|MS11-|MS2-| MS8-|LV3- |LV9- |LV6- |LV12-
m m f f m m f f m m f f

1 3,00|2,0812,67| 2,24 | 295| 3,00 | 2,81|3,1C|3,57|3,2(| 3,€ | 3,3¢
2 2,421,921 2,67| 3,00| 2,75 287 3,37 3,46312(3,17|3,58| 3,79
3 2,67|2,0712,47| 2,33 | 2,47 3,40 3,67 3,873,93]2,33|3,33| 4,00
4 2,68 2,5812,68( 2,74 | 2,58] 3,05 3,11 3,0p3,84|3,05(2,58| 3,37
5 3,17| 1,871 3,92 2,50 | 3,50 3,46| 3,79 4,584,71|3,88|5,08| 4,75
6 2,86| 2,29] 3,14 2,86 | 3,14 3,07 3,43 4,503,86]3,29( 3,57| 3,29
Sign. all * # # wek [ % wx | ek *
HbE * a4 | =

HbS *k *x
HbE/HbS *ohk * # wak | ek xx ok *

Appendix-table 17. Differences in the results freimschool
classes. Average in scales from 1 to 7. The testing
significance (Kruskal-Wallis, ***=p<.001, *=p<.0*=p<.05,
#=p<.10) adhere to all six classes (1,2,3, 4,508, HbE
(1,2,3,4), and two HbS (5,6) and to HbE vs. HbS(H3+4 vs.
5+6). CS = Conservative Copenhagen speech, MS =eMod
Copenhagen speech, LV = Local variety, f = femiale; male.
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the dynamism dimension

Differences in the results of the SEE accordingdmool level:

Variable | Fascinating (1) — (7) Boring
CS1-|CS7-|CS4-CS10{MS5-|MS11-(MS2-|MS8-|LV3- [LVO- [LV6- || \/105
m m f f m m f f m m f
1 4,711 3,19|3,43] 2,90 | 2,90 2,81| 2,863,24|4,57|4,71|4,95| 4,14
2 4,46 4,13|3,96] 3,92 | 3,83] 3,29 3,544,00(4,43]|3,96|4,63| 4,33
3 5,20( 3,40|3,47| 3,27 | 3,53] 3,27| 2,803,87|5,13]|4,67|4,64| 4,40
4 4,58 3,37|3,42] 3,58 2,89] 2,74 3,393,47|5,06]|4,17|4,42| 4,17
5 4,75 3,46|4,29] 3,04 | 3,71 3,75 2,964,25|5,21| 4,65|5,58| 4,58
6 5,50( 4,07|4,36] 3,21 | 3,38] 3,36 2,693,86|4,93]|4,21|5,07| 3,29
Sign. all #
HbE #
HbS # *
HbE/HbS ki * # *
Variable | Self-assured (1) — (7) Uncertain
CS1-|CS7-|CS4-|CS10{MS5-|{MS11-[MS2-|MS8-|LV3- |LV9- |LV6-
LV12-f
m m f f m m f f m m f
1 3,86(2,10|2,86] 2,62 | 2,38] 2,33| 2,382,81| 3,95| 4,19| 4,10| 3,19
2 3,39(2,50|3,17| 3,22 | 3,21 2,63| 2,463,25|4,17|3,67|3,79| 3,92
3 4,00(2,07|2,53] 2,47 | 2,86] 2,80 2,202,440 4,4 | 4,47| 4,13| 4,33
4 3,17| 2,42|2,63]| 2,84 | 2,37| 2,58| 2,892,74|4,58]3,21|3,58| 3,53
5 3,46(2,29| 3,71 2,71 | 2,71 2,46| 2,503,42|4,42]| 4,38 5,08| 4,33
6 3,86(2,29| 35| 2,71| 2,29 2,07 1,8p2,79|3,64]|3,21|4,50| 3,07
Sign. all # # x| e *
HbE # #
HbS * | *
HbE/HbS * *hk
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Variable

Nice (1) — (7) Repulsive

CS1-|CS7-|CS4-CS10{MS5-|MS11-(MS2-|MS8-|LV3- [LVO- [LV6- || \/105
m m f f m m f f m m f
1 2,86|2,5212,90] 2,90 | 2,571 2,76 2,863,19| 3,67 3,43 3,95| 3,43
2 3,00| 3,082,791 2,92 | 2,63] 2,550 2,7143,13|2,87|2,88(3,83| 3,38
3 28| 2,733,001 2,73 | 2,401 2,67 2,793,07| 3,20 3,07 3,67| 2,80
4 3,26| 2,741 2,84] 2,84 | 2,53] 2,68 2,4fY2,79|3,89|2,89]3,32| 2,95
5 2,96|2,67(3,33] 2,96 | 3,21 3,50 3,424,29| 3,67 3,584,001 3,48
6 3,211 3,29 3,64| 2,93 | 2,71 3,00 3,003,79| 3,29 3,43| 3,36 2,64
Sign. all ki # ** #
HbE #
HbS # # # #
HOE/HbS - * ook | oax foex *
Variable | Cool (1) — (7) Uncool
CS1-|CS7-|CS4-/CS10{MS5-|MS11-[MS2-[MS8-|LV3- [LV9- [LV6- LV12-f
m m f f m m f f m m f
1 4,4%3,3€|3,7¢] 3,2C | 3,1C| 3,2C | 3,05 | 3,3z | 4,75 | 4,2 | 49C| 4,1¢
2 4,38|4,17|3,88] 4,04 | 3,29 3,46| 3,293,88|4,17|3,92|4,71| 4,29
3 4,67| 3,80 3,53| 3,07 | 3,40 3,00 2,982,93]|4,87|4,40|5,00] 4,33
4 4,00| 3,32| 3,74 3,42 | 3,001 3,11 3,3Y3,32| 4,84 3,63|4,63| 3,53
5 4,391 3,25(3,88| 3,17 | 3,71 3,08 2,833,75| 4,88| 4,63|5,54| 4,92
6 5,38| 4,00 3,64] 3,29 | 3,07 2,64 2,292,86|4,36| 4,07 4,64| 4,00
Sign. all # # # # *
HbE *
HbS * # xx #
HbE/HbS * # # *

Appendix-table 18. Differences in the results freimschool
classes. Average in scales from 1 to 7. The testirsignificance
(Kruskal-Wallis, ***=p<.001, **=p<.01, *=p<.05, #=p.10)
adhere to all six classes (1,2,3, 4,5,6), four KIbE,3,4), and tw
HbS (5,6) and to HbE vs. HbS (1+2+3+4 vs. 5+6).=CS
Conservative Copenhagen speech, MS = Modern Cogenha
speech, LV = Local variety, f = female, m = male.
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The predicted educational level for each of theesisamples i
accumulative percentages

Short | Medium| Medium-highHigh |No answe
01 Ole (CS) m 7% 35 % 73 % 93%| 7%
04 Asta (CS) f 10%| 32% 80 % 96 % 4%
07 Niklas (CS) m 3% 13 % 31% |98%| 2%
10 Caroline (CS) f 9% 28 % 72 % 98%| 2%
02 Alice (MS) f 18% | 57 % 85 % BAY 5%
05 Jon (MS) m 11% 51 % 82 % 979 3%
08 Laila (MS) f 20%| 58 % 93 % 974 3%
11 Simon (MS) m 21 %| 65% 84 % 974 3%
03 Mikkel (LV) m 33% | 67% 83 % %Y 4%
06 Mille (LV) f 25% | 55 % 81 % %Y 4%
09 Laurits (LV) m 20 %| 61% 81 % 8AY 2%
12 Liv (LV) f 31% | 62% 89 % 979 3%

Appendix-table 19. Accumulative percentages:
Short>Medium>Medium-high>High. CS = Conservative

Copenhagen speech, MS = Modern Copenhagen speééch, L
Local variety, f = female, m = male. (The resuits unded off
to whole numbers).
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The predicted educational level of each the voicees seen in
a subject-gender perspective with accumulativegréages
Female subject Shor | Mediurr Mediun-high High | No answe
01 Ole (CS) 1 7% 34 % 72 % 93 % 7%
04 Asta (CS) 4 % 25 % 77 % 96 % 4%
07 Niklas (CS) 1% 8 % 31 % 98 % 2%
10 Caroline (CS) f 6 % 18 % 71% 98 % 2%
02 Alice (MS) f 14% | 55% 88 % 95 % 5%
05 Jon (MS) r 7% 51 % 81 % 96 % 4%
08 Laila (MS) f 22% | 60% 94 % 98 % 2%
11 Simon (MS) 18% | 70% 88 % 97 % 3%
03 Mikkel (LV) m 3% | 74% 86 % 96 % 4%
06 Mille (LV) f 25% | 51% 80 % 96 % 4%
09 Laurits (LV) n 19% | 62% 81 % 99 % 1%
12 Liv (LV) f 36% [ 66% 92 % 99 % 1%
Male subject: Shor | Mediurnr Mediunr-high High No answe
01 Ole (CSr 7 % 37 % 73 % 93 % 7 %
04 Asta (CS) 20% | 43% 84 % 95 % 5 %
07 Niklas (CS) r 5 % 21 % 30 % 96 % 4 %
10 Caroline (CS) f 14%| 44 % 71% 96 % 4%
02 Alice (MS) 1 25% | 59 % 80 % 96 % 4 %
05 Jon (MS) r 18% | 52% 84 % 98 % 2%
08 Laila (MS) f 18% | 54% 90 % 95 % 5%
11 Simon (MS) r 25% | 57 % 77% 95 % 5 %
03 Mikkel (LV) m 25% | 57 % 77 % 95 % 5 %
06 Mille (LV) f 25% | 61% 81 % 95 % 5 %
09 Laurits (LV) m 20%| 59% 79 % 95 % 5%
12 Liv (LV) f 23% | 55% 85 % 96 % 4%

Appendix-table 20. Accumulative percentages:
Short>Medium>Medium-high>High. CS = Conservative
Copenhagen speech, MS = Modern Copenhagen speéch, L
Local variety, f = female voices, m = male voicesnale subjects
73, male subjects 44 = 117. (The results are rainéfeéo whole
numbers).
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Differences in the predicted educational levelh&f voice
samples divided according to school level

Variable|Predicted educational level: Short (1) — (4) High
cs1-{cs7{cs4{cs10{Ms5-[MS11-|MS2-[MS8-[LV3- [LVO- [LV6- [LVi2-
m m |f f m m f f m m f f
1 2,24] 3,10 2,59 2,85 250 2,49 226 20 195 2281|225
2 283|352 2,74 265 238 243 212 2,17 2|33 3289 | 2,26
3 2,93|3,71] 3,04 3,24 221 2,071 207 2p1 193 2793|186
4 2,371 3,37 304 258 258 1,69 237 23 195 4284|1,95
5 309|392 249 3,12 265 2,39 2535 1,2 186 4183|183
6 325|350 2,79 321 2,771 251 2642 24 2|50 3315|286
Sign. all i ** * *kx |*
HbE * * #
HbS * # wxk | kk
HbE/HbS | * [* * * *

Appendix-table 21. Differences in the results freimschool
classes. Average in scales from 1 to 4. The testing
significance (Kruskal-Wallis, ***=p<.001, *=p<.0*=p<.05,
#=p<.10) adhere to all six classes (1,2,3, 4,508, HbE
(1,2,3,4), and two HbS (5,6) and to HbE vs. HbS(3+4 vs.
5+6). CS = Conservative Copenhagen speech, MS =eMod
Copenhagen speech, LV = Local variety, f = femiale; male.
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