Standard Language Ideology in Contemporary Europe (SLICE)

Aim:
(What I include here as SLICE’s aim, is just a slightly revised version of parts of the text that was composed for the HERA application.)

The aim of SLICE is to investigate the nature and role of ‘language standardisation’ and ‘standard languages’ in late modernity by comparing a number of European communities from a variety of perspectives, integrating ideology theory and critique, historical and contemporary media analysis, study of language use in the media, and experimental approaches to language attitudes.
Cultural theorists, e.g. Zygmunt Bauman and Ulrich Beck, agree that contemporary society is a fluid and late edition of modernity.  Previously, they hold, political, scientific and religious authorities were accepted and respected. Today, however, power is more diffuse and all individuals have the right to partake in public debate. The change has also been described as democratisation (Fairclough 1992) and its advent coincides with the acceleration of globalisation from the end of the 20th century.


At this new juncture where Europe is moving towards a second and liquid modernity, the centrality of language seems truer than ever before. The ‘liquidity’ of late-modernity is in many ways indexed in how different societies have come to ideologize language and linguistic varieties. The time has come to study the dynamics of how varieties of language, mainly spoken but also written, are being re-evaluated and repositioned as part of socio-cultural change. We need to deconstruct the old axis of standard/non-standard language and build better descriptions and theories of the major European linguistic varieties.


In this research, we should consciously distrust the familiar metalinguistic representations of ‘standard languages’, ‘traditional dialects’ and ‘stigmatised vernaculars’. Our aim should be to expose the value-systems in which language variation actually functions today in wide-ranging and different cultural contexts. It is already clear that older models of linguistic standardisation (e.g. Haugen 1966) are out of phase with some contemporary values for language, e.g. in relation to the rise of the regional (Mugglestone 1995), localisation tendencies opposing centripetal globalisation, popular culture's revalorising of particular ways of speaking we have thought of as stigmatised, etc. But there is no evidence of any wholesale, pan-European shift into a single, looser or more liberal ideological framework, so we need sustained, new empirical and critical analyses.

The development of standard languages played a most important role in the building of Europe’s many nation states. The construction – through selection, codification, elaboration and implementation (Haugen 1966) – of one language variety as the ‘best language’ turned all other varieties into ‘bad language’ (Joseph 1987, 2006, Milroy and Milroy 1985). History has seen to it, however, that there are great differences in the development and outcome of this process across Europe. At the one end we used to find countries like Great Britain, Denmark, Iceland, and France with strict and strong ‘standard languages’ (at least in terms of ideology). At the other end, it is an open issue whether Norway can be said to have a ‘standard language’ at all. In between, countries like Germany, Sweden, and Finland used to feature more or less strong standard language ideologies.

A European question is thus: What happens to the position of language in the ideological structure of late modernity as we pass from the ‘constructive’ age of nation state building to the ‘deconstructive’ age of globalization, or late modernity?
Two scenarios have been proposed to capture the tendencies documented in various countries:

(i) Destandardisation: We will use this term to refer to a possible development whereby the established standard language loses its position as the one and only ‘best language’. Thus, Fairclough (1992) proposes that the democratisation process can lead to a ‘value levelling’ that will secure access to public space for a wider range of speech varieties. Such a development would be equal to a radical weakening, and eventual abandonment, of the ‘standard ideology’ itself. Countries at the strong-standard end of the continuum would move towards the other end and become ‘new Norways’, so to speak.

(ii) Demotisation: We choose this term (inspired by ‘Demotizierung’, Mattheier 1998) to signal the possibility that the ‘standard ideology’ as such stays intact while the valorisation of ways of speaking changes. This appears e.g. to be the implication of the Danish evidence. Standard Danish is today commonly spoken in public (including prime time TV presentations of the daily news) with features which used to be associated with low-status (‘popular’) Copenhagen speech. Throughout all of Denmark, features from this ‘low-Copenhagen’ speech are rapidly adopted by young people, who also evaluate this way of speaking more positively than other ‘accents’, including the traditional ‘high-Copenhagen’ accent, as well as the ‘locally coloured’ accents of Copenhagen speech that most local youngsters speak themselves. The belief that there is, and should be, a ‘best language’ is not abandoned (Kristiansen 2003), but the idea of what this ‘best language’ is, or sounds like, has changed dramatically.

While destandardisation would create ‘new Norways’ out of strong-standard countries, demotisation might well have the opposite effect and promote language standardisation in no-standard or weak-standard countries. Demotisation is revalorisation, ideological upgrading, of ‘low-status’ language to ‘best-language’ status. To the extent that this upgrading is linked to the development of the media universe, as the new and dominant public space of late modernity, one might argue that the media are instrumental in creating, ideologically, a new standard for ‘language excellence’, and also instrumental in its elaboration (spread to new usages) and implementation (spread to new users). 

[NIK: My reservation is the interpretation of 'demotisation'. To my mind, we need to theorise this a bit more. If the research shows that conservative urban 'standard' varieties are falling in prestige and attractiveness, but that newer urban varieties are coming to adopt the social profiles of the older ones, then there is arguably no socio-politically significant change going on. (When Labov shows that young peopple speak differently from their parents, he doesn't say that vernacular speech is getting either more or less vernacular.)We suspect (and perhaps know) there is a lot of dialect levelling happening, in terms of older, more extreme dialect forms dying out and perhaps there being less linguistic distance between different regional vernaculars. But is vernacularity itself changing its status in different nations? Is there a process of 'social levelling' happening too? This could be interpreted in different ways: 

- destandardisation, in the way you define it, which I think of as the ideological 'heat' of dialect evaluation in general cooling down, so that ways of speaking are (presumably) judged to a lesser extent - dialect becomes less of a social issue;

- or more specifically, the positive values attached to 'standards' tending to be inverted, so 'standard' becomes 'posh' and perhaps all ways of speaking are recognised to be mixes of good and bad;

- or that specific vernaculars are 'on the rise'

- or that vernacularity (and perhaps not only of speech, but of social mores genertally) comes to be valued, for example as resistance to globalising unifmity.

To me, these are

 the interesting general questions for the reserach to have in mind.] 
Language ideologies shape not only the futures of languages but also future patterns of social inclusion and exclusion, if the older dynamic of 'standard/nonstandard' and therefore 'elite/vernalular' can (as we suspect) be shown to be shifting. So our focus on values for language variation opens up fundamental issues of cultural identification and participation.

The project will build on theorising by cultural and linguistic analysts about the late modern age and globalisation as the societal backdrop for media studies, historical studies and sociolinguistic theorising about language standardisation and language ideology. Empirical work will focus on

- the role of media language in the creation and propagation of language ideologies

- the historical conditions for the various types of language ideology in Europe

- the role of language ideologies, overt and covert, in language variation and change.

Organization:

The work of the SLICE project will be organized in two strands, an experimental strand and a media strand. The involved communities undertake to engage in a minimal ‘core’ of investigations within one or both of the strands. The strands and their ‘cores’ are described in further detail below. 

The fact that, within SLICE as a whole, we are able to pursue two such differently conceived strands of research – non-mediated and mediated, mainly quantitative and mainly qualitative, experimental and critical – in relation to the same sociolinguistic processes is a definite strength.

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

SLICE Experimental strand

Proposal (Tore)
1. Rationale for the experimental strand research

Since William Labov’s pioneering research in the US in the 1960s, it used to be common sociolinguistic ‘knowledge’, theoretically assumed or stated more than empirically established, that covert social values (subconsciously held attitudes) are a very important factor among the forces involved in processes of language change, particularly in the sense that covert values are thought to effect defence and maintenance of vernacular speech in face of the advances of standardized speech. However, in recent years Labov himself has increasingly been questioning this position, based on what he summarizes as a continued failure to establish firm evidence for the existence of covert speech related values; in stead, his explanation of change processes now relies first and foremost on internal linguistic factors (Kristiansen 2010a). Also in the work of the European pioneer sociolinguist, Peter Trudgill, the role of internal, ‘mechanistic’ linguistic factors has been upgraded and strongly emphasized in recent years (Trudgill 2004). Thus, the role of social values and social identities in processes of language change has become a debatable theme in sociolinguistic theory (see the debate in Language in Society 37/2, 2008), and it seems a more open issue than it used to be. Against this background, the SLICE experimental strand aims to critically re-examine the present tendency to downplay the role of social evaluations; this will be done by putting theoretical and empirical focus on the respective roles played by overt and covert values (conscious and subconscious attitudes).

Our suspicion that Labov’s conclusion about ‘lack-of-firm-evidence-for-covert-values’ may be premature is mainly based on research results from Denmark, where the generality, homogeneity, and stability of a pattern of difference between overt (conscious) and covert (subconscious) language ideologies has been empirically demonstrated in a dozen of studies carried out over the last 20 years, and was recently confirmed in comprehensive nation-wide attitude studies conducted within the LANCHART project
 (Kristiansen 2009).

The approach of these Danish investigations consists in eliciting and comparing evaluations of the everyday variation in the repondents’ local community. It is everywhere assumed (based on evidence from previous research) that the locally relevant variation can be exhaustively described in terms of three ‘targets’ for – or ‘accents’ of – the ‘standard’ language.

(1) First, subconscious evaluations are obtained in Speaker Evaluation Experiments (SEE) in which respondents assess a number of speakers representing the three locally relevant ‘accents’ – which in LANCHART terminology are called Modern, Conservative, and Local. 

(Modern and Conservative are ‘accents’of Copenhagen-based ‘standard’ speech. Local is locally coloured (mainly in terms of prosodic features) ‘standard’ speech as this is spoken by young people in a region’s largest city. For instance, in the LANCHART site of Vissenbjerg on the island of Funen, the Local speakers were from Odense, as this is Denmark’s third largest city, the largest city in Funen, and the site we would expect to be the Vissenbjerg adolescents’ linguistic norm centre should they fancy the Local accent more than the Copenhagen-based Modern and Conservative accents.)

(2) Second, conscious evaluations are obtained in a Label Ranking Task as the same respondents rank order a number of ‘dialect names’ covering all of Denmark, and always including ‘labels’ for the locally relevant ‘accents’ –  which are, in commonly known terms: københavnsk (Copenhagen speech), rigsdansk (‘standard’ speech), and one or two local dialect name(s).

(For instance, in Vissenbjerg, the local ‘labels’ were fynsk (= Funen speech) and odenseansk (= Odense speech).

(3) Third, the evaluative patterns obtained are compared, as ‘accents’ and ‘labels’ are assumed to correspond to each other as follows: [Modern↔københavnsk], [Conservative↔rigsdansk], [Local↔local].

The point in relation to language change theory is that the evaluative hierarchisations of the accents which are relevant to adolescents’ social identifications in their communities everywhere turn out to differ radically depending on whether the evaluation is offered consciously or subconsciously: only the subconsciously offered attitudes are in harmony with what happens at the level of language use (i.e. more positive evaluations correspond to increased use and less positive evaluations correspond to reduced use), whereas the relationship is one of contrast as far as the consciously offered attitudes are concerned.

In brief, the Danish research offers…

- firm evidence of the existence of covert values,

- strong indications of a driving force role for covert values/evaluations (subconsciously offered attitudes) in processes of language change,

- strong indications of no such role at all for overt values/evaluations.

Those are fundamental issues for the theory of language change, and it is the aim of the SLICE experimental strand to investigate them further by adapting the LANCHART methodological approach in other communities in order to see whether similar results obtain.

2. Site(s)

As to the number of sites, there is nothing about this in the minutes from EW2, and I don’t recall it was raised as a concrete question. I guess we can easily agree that ‘minimum 1’ is a necessary answer if there is going to be a common core.

As you may remember, the LANCHART study includes 5 sites, covering a range of very different types of communities, but the aim was the same in all 4 non-Copenhagen communities, namely to investigate the possible existence of regional norm centres capable of competing with Copenhagen. This may not be the obvious way of approaching the norm centre issue in other countries. 

In general, the ‘norm centre’ issue may be pertinent only when other cities than the capital are included. If ‘the nature and role of the standard language’ (e.g. the destandardisation vs. demotisation issue) is studied, say in London, I reckon the ‘norm centre’, in geographical terms, will be less of an issue than if the study is done in Reading.

The decisions about sites, how many and which, must be taken locally, of course, as the situations will be very different, in many ways, between the involved communities.

As a possible help in local ponderings, I insert extraits from a dialogue Nik and I had on the e-mail about sites, and the related issue of voices:

	Nik wrote:

The method is so well established that I don't think it makes sense to deviate from it in the other countries, so I'm sure the core can stay as you have it. Perhaps the only useful thing I can do is raise some of the wider issues that occur to me, especially in trying to anticipate how the data generated will inform the main R questions to do with destandardisation.

Sites (and voices): 

(1) If in some countries there proves to be evidence of functioning norm centres other than the capital city (that is, if young people positively evaluate speakers with voices indexically linked to a regional city, and more positively than the traditional standard of the capital), will this in itself be evidence of destandardisation of some sort? I'm not sure. 

(2) First, a centre can be a normative sociolinguistic reference point without providing a desired speech target or even when its local variety is heavily stigmatised, right? But I assume we are interested specifically in the sorts of norm centre that can provide targets and are positively valued by young speakers.

(3) In Britain we might find evidence of young people valuing (say) vernacular Leeds speech (VL) more positively than either RP or London vernacular (let's call it Cockney, CK, just for now). In our Voices survey [TK adds: see Bishop, Coupland and Garrett in ALH 37, 2005] there was plenty of evidence of 'accent loyalty', so we would indeed expect a result of this sort, in 'conscious' mode but probably also in 'subconscious', I would guess. But is this evidence of destandardisation? Haven't urban vernaculars regularly, in the past, been shown to be relatively high on solidarity-type dimensions, particularly when they are 'own varieties'? Does destandardisation have to be evidenced in people's positive evaluations of (particular but more than one) vernaculars in general, not just one variety? Destandardisation would in any case be better evidenced by low evaluations of RP, relative to (certain) vernaculars, presumably. 

(4) There are implications here for the sites we choose to study and for the stimulus voices we use in those sites. If we opt for just a capital city site, the obvious voices to present are the capital city class-varieties (which is paralleled in your work by Conservative and Modern), but which might be called RP and CK in a London study. But good evidence of destandardisation might be London kids (of diverse social classes) positively valuing not only CK speakers but, say, VL speakers too, and other regional vernaculars, or of Leeds kids positively valuing CK and other non-local vernaculars, as well as VL speakers. 

So it might be good to specify that the verbal guise phase should include a conservative standard (which will often, but not always, be associated with a capital city), a local vernacular (which might not be 'local' in the LANCHART sense?), and (should we say) at least two non-local vernaculars. This goes beyond what you have in the table, where you just say 'social' and 'geographical'. [TK adds: The table referred to hear appears below.]

(5) I mention Leeds, above, because I have a hunch that 'northern English urban speech', or at least some of its particular types, is/are undergoing an uplift in vitality and exposure, and might be recognised as more attractive by young people throughout the UK. The problem is that, again intuitively, I would expect destandardisation (or 'the rise of the regional') to be quite a selective process. It might well be a case of particular voices and speakers having risen out of the supposedly general negativity associated with (British) urban vernaculars. So, for example, I'm pretty sure that Cardiff English is not part of this revitalisation, nor probably is Bristol or Exeter, and so on. So the choice of site and voice, if we are specifically going after destandardisation, can be crucial. Should we encourage people to select their sites and voices partly on the basis of any intuitions they have, like mine, assuming an absence of comparative survey data?

(6) I assume most groups will be making new recordings, from which to select their stimulus materials. It would be important to know how you did this and what transferable criteria to follow in selection. For example, is a 'conservative' speaker representative of the most conservative style regularly heard in the community, by young speakers in particular, and vice versa with 'modern' or 'vernacular'? Can we come up with a way of specifying that the speakers involved should sit at particular points in social-evaluative continua? Do there have to be measurable social class indexicalities associated with conservative/ standard versus modern/ vernacular? (A concept like demotisation is heavily linked into class ideologies, of course, and so is destandardisation. But there are potentially important differences in what is implied by these terms.) At present, in the table, you say there should be variation on a 'social' dimension, but this is too general, I think. 

(7) So should there be pre-testing to check on the perceptual correlates of the selected voice types, in an effort to expose meanings linked to social class, conservative/progressive, etc? probably not - too demanding, and I realise this introduces an element of circularity - we collect judgments of voices we select because they have particular judgements! But my main concern here is comparability across communities.


	Tore answered:

(1) To me, the existence of more than one norm centre is not in itself evidence of destandardisation. I understand destandardisation as something like 'relaxation of the standard ideology', 'weakening of the very idea that there is (and ought to be) a best language'. That is why demotisation in my understanding is not necessarily destandardisation. It rather represents a process by which the shared representations of best language are 'transferred' from one accent (which thereby becomes the 'former standard') to another accent (which thereby becomes the 'new standard').

(2) I am not sure I understand what you say here. I do believe that evaluation includes comparison. If one reference point is upgraded, it must be in comparison with another reference point which is downgraded. It is furthermore my belief that these relationships of relative up-/downgrading exist as both overt and covert values (i.e. both as public discourses that informants easily draw upon and reproduce, and as social identification processes that may be less readily available to informants), and that the covert values are of decisive importance to processes of language change (including ‘(de-)standardisation’). Particular accents (rural dialects, urban vernaculars) may often quite generally (i.e. seen both from the outside and the inside, from both a macro and a micro perspective) be OVERTLY despised, but I do not believe they can keep their vitality unless they COVERTLY provide a desired speech target for local young people ('insiders'), and I do not believe they can strengthen their position unless they COVERTLY are positively valued by non-local young people ('outsiders').

(3) YES to what you would expect in ’conscious’ mode (accent loyalty). Also YES to what you would expect on solidarity-type dimensions for vernaculars, and own varieties in particular (positive evaluations). However, the Danish evidence suggests that these findings occur only when the data are consciously offered by the informants. If UK resembles DK, I will not follow you in expecting the same result in the 'subconscious' mode. But this is an empirical question - which the experimental slice is meant to investigate.

On the other hand, we need to start with establishing theoretical agreement about what to understand by 'destandardisation' before we can answer the question about how the phenomenon can be evidenced. If my understanding in comment (1) above is followed, neither relative upgrading of (one or more) vernaculars nor relative downgrading of RP are in themselves evidence of 'destandardisation'. In my studies I have never found evaluative patterns that I have interpreted as evidence of 'destandardisation' (only 'demotisation'), so I am not really sure what these should look like.

I guess, however, that a weakened standard ideology (a reduced belief in the existence of, and need for, a best language) would lead to less clear evaluative hierarchisations of the accents that people relate to in their local communities. – I guess that the commonly found tendency in lg. att. studies for evaluative hierarchies to be less pronounced on solidarity/sociability than on status/competence is an effect of the 'standard ideology' (the idea of a best language) being weaker on the former dimension than on the latter. – By the same token, if it is true that the standard ideology is much weaker in Norway than in other communities, the subconscious evaluative patterns obtained in a local Norwegian community ought to be more 'fussy' than the subconscious evaluative patterns obtained in a local Danish community. 

(4) Indeed, there are implications of the kind you signal. The crux here from my point of view is whether the non-awareness (subconscious) condition can be obtained and maintained if the study is designed the way you propose.

 

My Danish intuition, as well as our Danish research experience, tells me that there is a clear asymmetry involved here, most probably because of the very differently distributed presence of 'accents' of the 'standard' in the general public, the spoken media in particular:

- On the one hand, 'social' variation within a 'standard' which is based in (associated with) the capital city can be assessed by youngsters from other sites together with their own locally coloured way of speaking this 'standard' without any awareness emerging as to what the assessment is about.

- On the other hand, such awareness is likely to emerge when youngsters from the capital city assess one or more locally coloured accents together with their own capital city variation – and also when youngsters from everywhere are asked to assess more local 'accents' than their own.

I do not have enough knowledge of, or rather feeling for, the different situations to say anything sensible about the existence or non-existence of such asymmetries in other countries/communities. In Bergen/Øygarden they use 'Central Eastern Norwegian' (a kind of Capital city standard if you like) in addition to the local western variation (including high/low Bergen speech and old/young Øygarden speech) - and this variation certainly represents differences that from a linguistic point of view 'should be' very salient, and hence counteract non-awareness, but whether this is so or not may be treated as an open (and therefore in itself interesting) question because this kind of variation is far more generally present in the public life of  Norwegian society (not least the media) than in most societies.

(5) If we are going after destandardisation in your sense – i.e. relative evaluative upgrading of one or more non-standard varieties in comparison with one traditional (conservative) standard – I guess the way you propose is the best way to go about it.

In fact, it corresponds to how I originally conceived of my Naestved studies. I went after the existence of a local 'norm ideal' (evidenced by a relative upgrading of locally coloured speech by Naestved adolescents in comparison with (the high/low variation in) Copenhagen speech. It was because new local norm ideals in this sense turned out to be non-existent not only in Naestved but all over Denmark while 'low' Copenhagen speech always and everywhere was upgraded in comparison with high Copenhagen speech that 'demotisation' was introduced as an explanatory notion different from 'destandardisation'.

The situation may be more or less similar or different in other communities. Anyhow, the possibility that the search for new, emerging 'norm centres' in other countries may lead to a similar conclusion about 'demotisation' rather than 'destandardisation' is, to me, a most existing aspect of the experimental slice.

I think the decisions about sites and voices will have to be taken locally in each community - by experimental slicers who keep in mind that the priority is to obtain subconsciously offered evaluations to variation that can shed light on the destandardisation issue (which possibly is a demotisation issue).

(6) The aim is to select speech samples that do not arouse awareness of the 'assessment-of-dialects' purpose of the experiment. I find it probable that the arousal-of-awareness level depends on the extent to which different accents are part of people's everyday experience of variation. The voices we have used in the Danish experiments are the most 'extreme' representatives of the three accents (Modern, Conservative and Local) that we were able to detect among some 20-30 high school students at a Copenhagen high school (Modern and Conservative) and at high schools in the different local communities (Local). The only reason we have chosen the 'extremes', is that the differences in how young people speak are so small everywhere in Denmark that only the 'extremes' may be reasonably expected to affect assessments. At the same time, and most importantly, these 'extremes' are far from being salient and directing attention to language variation.

Again, the situation regarding this is likely to be very different in the participating communities. The principle should be to select speech samples that find the balance which simultaneously secures both 'attraction of accent-related assessment' and 'non-attraction of attention to accent as the object of assessment'.

I realise that 'social' is general, but the only help I can add in terms of criteria for specification is the above-mentioned balance. For instance, inclusion of a 'Modern' accent with multi-ethnolectal features would certainly be interesting, but defendable only if it does not undermine the non-awareness condition. I would not run the risk of including such a voice in the Copenhagen experiment. But London may be different? I am talking of the common 'core' of the experimental slice here. In general, it would of course be interesting to try with many different 'social' accents, but this will have to be relegated to the 'optionals'. In selecting their speech samples, I think people will have to rely on their 'core' notion of 'social' in relation to hierarchisation of speech in their communities.

(7) I think the reasoning above about balance between 'attraction of accent-related assessment' and 'non-attraction of attention to accent as the object of assessment' - together with an appeal to people to rely on their 'core' notion of 'social' - is the best and most important we can do as to secure comparability. Across-community comparisons of evaluations that are offered under different awareness conditions (consciously and subconsciously) are of little interest - at least to the extent that our Danish findings (that consciously and subconsciously offered evaluations differ greatly) are generally valid.




3. Respondents

- school pupils

- aged 15–16

- covering the whole social gamut

	Nik wrote:

Respondents:

(8) Your design is fine. I do however feel that destandardisation, if it is some sort of generic social process, must be subscribed to by more than just mid-teenage kids. Are you interested in specifying that people should (try to) collect verbal guise data from early-twenties adults too (university students). Even older people as well would be good, but too hard to access.
	Tore answered:

 

(8) University students, maybe. They are easy to access and would not require much extra work once the data collection instruments have been worked out. Older people, too. But probably best to make it an 'optional'. 

The Bergen group carried out their experiment with an auditorium of pensioners. The experience was that the there was a lot of missing values in the data. I have had the same experience with old people.


4. The data collection procedure

Let me repeat the LANCHART data collection procedure (from my paper on The macro-level social meanings of late-modern Danish accents, which was distributed for EW1 and is about to appear in Acta Linguistica Hafniensia 41, 2009). The purpose is mainly to stress that the basic idea of it all – namely to investigate the possible existence and significance of ‘two different ideologies’ (consciously and subconsciously offered) – requires a carefully planned data collection procedure. The procedure needs not in its details be the same as below, but its aim should be the same.

4.3 Data gathering procedure

All local people (local governmental authorities, school administrations and teachers) who receive information about our visit before it takes place are carefully instructed not to reveal anything about its purpose. In the cases where two or more school classes are involved at the same school, the experiment is run simultaneously in all classes in order to avoid devastating rumours about our enterprise during breaks.


All fieldworkers conduct the experiment in accordance with detailed written guidelines. To start with, the students are told that they are going to take part, anonymously, in an experiment, and that they will be told more about it and be given the opportunity to ask questions afterwards. The fieldworker distributes a booklet with one sheet for each voice containing the adjective scales and explains what is going to take place by sticking closely to the text printed on the first page of the booklet (these booklets, both in Danish and English translation, can be found as appendices in Kristiansen and Monka 2006). [Examples of these booklets, both from Denmark and other countries, should be posted at the SLICE homepage.] 


There is a number written on the first page of each booklet, and the students are asked to remember this number to be used as their signature on a following questionnaire form.


The booklets are produced with the adjective scales arranged in two different orders, and are distributed in such a way that persons sitting next to each other get different scale arrangements. The students are made aware of this and the fact that squinting at what the neighbours do is meaningless.


The audio-recording with the stimulus speakers is played to the students a first time when they are told to just listen in order to get an overall impression of the gamut of speakers to be evaluated. Then, during the replay of the recording, the students tick off their assessments while listening; a 15 seconds’ pause between each speaker allows the slower students to finish off and the quicker ones to volunteer additional comments.


Now the filled-in booklets are collected and the fieldworker asks the students for suggestions as to ‘what the experiment was about’. (This is ‘the moment of truth’. Did we succeed in collecting subconsciously offered data?).


At this stage, the students are told that our interest is with how language is perceived and that the audio-recorded voices represent different ways of speaking Danish. A second booklet, with three pages, is distributed and signed by the students with their personal number. While listening to the voices a third time, the students give their opinions about whether each of the voices is rigsdansk [the label for the ‘standard language’] or not, and whether the person behind the voice is from xxx [local town] or Copenhagen.


Finally, the students are asked to complete the two last pages, containing the label ranking task and requests for some personal background information.


After collection of these booklets, the fieldworker explains the purpose of the experiment and initiates an audio-recorded discussion with the students about different perceptions and attitudes in connection with different ways of speaking Danish.

5. The data collection instruments

Again, let me begin by recalling the LANCHART instruments, as these were presented in a table in the above-mentioned paper.

Table 1: LANCHART language attitudes studies: Data collection design

	Condition
	Task
	Stimulus material and Response format

	non-awareness
	SPEAKER EVALUATION

(1) personality

      traits

–  superiority

– dynamism
	(i) stimulus material = sound-recorded clips

12 speakers

[2♂and 2♀ for each of the 3 accents C/M/L] each speaking for c. 30 seconds about ‘what a good teacher is’

(ii) response format = 7-point adjective scales

målrettet–sløv [goal-directed–dull]

til at stole på–ikke.. [trustworthy–untrustworthy]

seriøs–ligeglad [conscientious–happy-go-lucky]  

spændende–kedelig [fascinating–boring]

selvsikker–usikker [self-assured–insecure]

klog–dum [intelligent​–stupid]

flink–usympatisk [nice–repulsive]

tjekket–utjekket [cool–uncool]

	awareness
	(2) standardness

– rigsdansk?
	stimulus material = same as above

response format = 7-point yes – no scale

	
	(3) geographic

      affiliation

– Copenhagen?
	stimulus material = same as above

response format =

categorical Copenhagen – near-by bigger town 

	
	LABEL

RANKING

– like better?
	stimulus material = list of ‘dialect names’

always including, among others, rigsdansk, københavnsk, [local dialect name]

response format = numbering


Below I use the same table and fill it with what I propose, on the basis of our EW2 discussions, as the minimum common core for the SLICE experimental strand.

SLICE: Proposal for Experimental strand common core

	Condition
	Task
	Stimulus material and Response format

	non-awareness

(=  sub-consciously offered attitudes)
	SPEAKER EVALUATION

(1) personality

      traits

–  superiority

– dynamism
	(i) stimulus material = sound-recorded clips

clips:

- length: no more than 10–15 seconds (same length for all clips)

- content: clips should be taken from ‘natural’ speech (not reading) produced in solving the same ‘neutral’ task (see note 1 below the table)

speech varieties:
- minimum numbers to be included  (compare 1. Site(s) above):

(a) If only 1 site is included (its status as a ‘norm centre’ is then taken for granted; speech here is the ‘standard’)…

( variation representing 2 ‘varieties’ on a ’social’ dimension (e.g. conservative–modern)

(b) If the study includes 2 or more sites (at least one of these is then assumed to be a norm centre)

( variation representing 2 ‘varieties’ on a ‘social’ dimension (e.g. conservative–modern) plus 1 added ‘variety’ on a ‘geographical’ dimension for each added site

speakers:

- numbers: minimum 2 speakers for each ‘variety’

(in which case ‘gender’ and ‘age’ are to be held constant)

- age: same or slightly above age of respondents

(ii) response format = 7-point adjective or Lickert scales

The scales should be chosen so as to allow us to shed light on whether the social construction of ‘standardness’ is accomp-lished by virtue of a new dynamism/superiority distinction – which replaces the well-established status/solidarity distinction.

(see note 2 below the table)

	awareness

(=

consciously offered attitudes)
	(2) standardness
	stimulus material = same as above

response format = 7-point yes – no scale

	
	(3) geographic

      affiliation


	stimulus material = same as above

response format = open question:

Where do the speakers come from? (Give as precise an answer as you can.)

	
	LABEL

RANKING

(1) like better

    youself?

(2) assumed

     status in the

     society

(see note 3 below the table)
	stimulus material = list of ‘dialect names’

always including, among others, the names of the ‘varieties’ which are of relevance for the ‘standard language’ issue in the community under study (see note 4 below the table)

response format = numbering (rank ordering)




Note 1: The Bergen group used voices that allegedly called a friend on the phone in order to make an appointment about going to see a particular film. This might be worthwhile considering as a common approach. The Bergen group has promised to translate the essential parts of their data collection instruments into English and distribute it. (I should also mention that the LANCHART collection instruments can be found, in Danish and English version at http://dgcss.hum.ku.dk/aarsberetninger/rapporter/ as appendices to Tore Kristiansen & Malene Monka: ”Language ideology in Danish adolescents: two value systems at two levels of consciousness. Design of the LANCHART studies of language attitudes – with results from Odder”).
Note 2

	Nik:

Data collection for verbal guise:

(9) Shouldn't there be some scope to include adjective scales that might tap into locally-salient judgement dimensions and ways of expressing judgements. If so, shouldn't there be some discovery procedure first, where people trawl for these locally salient adjectives and evaluative formulas?

Do the Danish adjective-scales always have close equivalents in all the other languages? What if they don't?
	Tore:

(9) A special study carried out in order to elicit keywords is certainly desirable. These keywords would in themselves be of great interest, and could also be taken into account during selection of adjectives for the speaker evaluation.

This would have to be done beforehand, with other respondents then the ones used in the experiment, and in ways to secure that the experiment respondents do not learn about it.

In view of the risk that this may jeopardize the non-awareness condition (depending on the type of site studied), and also because it demands more work, I propose to place the search for keywords among the ‘optionals’.


Let me add that the Bergen group first wanted to include a ‘keywords task’ as a first round in the speaker evaluation experiment itself – i.e. having the respondents to listen to the voices and only give keywords – but then decided that it would make the whole experiment too long and tiresome. (The Bergen group used as many as 15 voices, 3 for each of 5 varieties.) The group chose to use Lickert scales based on translations/adaptations of the positive-end adjectives from the adjective scales used in the LANCHART study.

Note 3: The Bergen group asked the respondents to establish two ranking lists, one that reflected their own preferences, and one that reflected their believes about the preferences in the society in general. I propose to include this approach in the ‘core’.

Note 4:

	Nik:

Label ranking:

(10) I'm not sure what you are recommending about the range of labels to be included. In Britain, as a highly complex 'community', the problem is always how to restrict the range to a manageable set, of perhaps 8. But this excludes lot of detail and there is an argument that one should include voice types in close vicinity to informants, as well as 'standard'. Then there is the important question about ethnically-defined types, as well as regionally, and about non-indigenous voices (French English), if one can say that. I realise this could get out of hand, but the ethnic dimension strikes me as very important, including for the funding application.
	Tore:

 

(10) I do not find label ranking very interesting in itself. People should include whatever labels they find interesting to include. To me, the important thing is to have labels included that can be reasonably compared with the accents represented in the speaker evaluation experiment. 


Note 4 continued:

If it is unclear what the labels to use should be, we discussed at EW2 how this problem could be approached. Frans has worked out the following proposal on the basis of the discussions about this in group 1. I do not think it should be mandatory (it would not be necessary in Denmark). 

LABEL IDENTIFICATION TASK (LIT):

Aim: To survey the various labels for ways of speaking the language we are investigating (henceforth called LX).

Participants: Any sample of easily available informants like first year students, high school students or the like. Since we are not investigating age differences here it may be wise just to check with colleagues (assuming they are older than your students) later on whther they are able to supplement the lists generated.

Procedure:

(1) Distribute one sheet of paper with numbered lines on to each informant and ask the to perform the following task:

Could you please furnish me with all the labels you are familiar with referring to different ways of speaking LX. Please write each label on a new line.

(2) Collect papers

(3) Compare and reduce various forms of ‘same’ label

(4) Prepare the maximal list of labels

(5) Prepare the (minimal) list consisting of labels that everybody has written down

(6) Prepare the list of labels used by 2/3s of the informants

(7) On the basis of these lists pick the labels to be used in the LABEL RANKING TEST (LRT). Supplement by introducing some label for the standard wherever necessary.

	Nik:

Label identification task:

(11) A question about 'different ways of speaking English' will elicit many varieties other than dialect. (See Dennis's map tasks, but we might expect even more variable comments, e.g. about genres or stances - 'speaking politely', 'speaking in public'...) Do we want to direct informants to the dialect/ geographical/ social group-linked dimensions in particular? Is this possible?


	Tore:

(11)In so far as the idea is to find the 'right' labels to use in the label ranking task, it might be best to direct informants to dialect/ geographical/ social group-linked dimensions. We could say: Please furnish all the labels you know for geographical and social dialects of LX.

On the other hand: also the more ‘open’ question would without doubt furnish us with the needed group-linked ‘names’ – and in addition a lots of other stuff which in itself might be jugded interesting.


-------------------------------------------------------------------------------

SLICE Media strand

Proposal (Nik)
1.  Comparability across participating communities

There is no established methodology for undertaking research into linguistic (de)standardisation in the media. Media processes, formats and products are unlikely to be fully comparable across the participating communities. Also, given that this strand is not likely to be based mainly on quantitative or experimentally controlled research, it will not be possible to achieve direct comparability of 'results' across research sites in the way that is targeted in the experimental strand. 

For this reason there does not need to be a 'common core', in terms of precise methods and data. Participating groups should, all the same, commit to engaging with the strand's specified objectives and at least one of its specified empirical projects.

We should aim to maximise comparability, where possible, through conducting parallel (if not fully contrastive) studies. 

2.  Rationale for the media strand research
It is widely accepted that broadcast mass media, meaning television and radio, have historically played important roles in the linguistic and ideological processes we refer to as 'standardisation'. Standard language ideology (SLI) has often been promoted through broadcast media, for example in the BBC's more or less explicit mission in Britain, at certain times, to promote 'proper' ways of speaking on a 'national' basis. In the BBC's case (which is perhaps unique), promoting 'standards' in speech was even construed as falling within its public service remit. In many other communities, SLI has been linked to nation-building, where the key assumption has been that 'standard language' is a prerequisite for an integrated and harmonious nation-state. Broadcast media, and particularly their most 'serious' and authorised genres, have generally had the reach and impact needed to promote such values.

Powerful social changes - working at different speeds and with different degrees of impact in different places - seem to have undermined the ideological value of 'standardness' itself, and the broadcast media's need or ability to carry SLI in particular. This is why we need to investigae the possibility of 'destandardisation', or a retreat from the dominance of SLI in broadcast media, where it existed. While 'standard language' (e.g. Received Pronunciation, RP, in Britain) is still very much in evidence in the mass media, it appears to be positioned differently. RP may be less evenly distributed across broadcast genres (there may simply be proportionally fewer RP speakers in the media), or the traditional genres with which RP has been associated may be less prominent or less uniform (news, for example, in the multi-channel age is broadcast in many different formats and styles, in a greater range of formats). Mediated RP may be less revered than it apparently was, in the sense that other voices compete in its traditional environments (e.g. 'experts' may no longer have to speak RP, vernacular speakers may not be presented as working class prototypes), or because the ideology of 'properness' may have become less important in the missions of broadcasting institutions. 

As broadcast media become more open to transnational and global influences, and as commercialisation and commodification accelerate, mass media may be finding new values in vernacular ways of speaking, and in representations of 'the local' in general. The SLIs orchestrated by elites and by 'the establishment' in some nation-states, particularly through their social class hierarchies, may be generally less credible, less authoritative or less well-formed nowadays.

3.  Strand objectives

Our research across different European constituencies will:

· make an overall assessment of the roles played by 'standard' and vernacular ways of speaking in contemporary, mainstream, broadcast mass media (TV and radio) in each participating community

· investigate sociolinguistic changes in relation to SLI in real-time within that community, by comparing some specific contemporary broadcast materials (inferred ideologies of language), or policies (articulated ideologies of language), with similar materials for an earlier period (ideally over a span of 40-50 years)

· develop a critical commentary on the function of 'standard' and vernacular voices and personas in one internationally franchised TV show, probably Strictly Come Dancing (as title in Britain), or a similarly prominent 'popular culture', high-reach show.

Results from different communities can be compared and modeled in relation to theories of social change. We have the opportunity to provide a coherent set of empirical studies of mediated language ideologies that will illuminate ongoing sociolinguistic change in different social environments, and highlight the relevance of the media for sociolinguistics.

4.  Methods and data
We do not need to pre-determine these in detail, for the reasons given under (1). Here are some suggestions, however, for how each of the three objectives under (3) might be met.

4.1  The distribution of 'standard' and vernacular voices in contemporary TV and radio

· identify TV and radio channels that have, in some defined sense, the greatest impact in the community - e.g. on the basis of viewing figures, but also perhaps to represent public and commercial channels, or digital versus non, perhaps a maximum of four

· identify the range of voice types that regularly populate these channels; briefly characterise their distinctive linguistic and social features 

· construct a time-delimited sample, based on a typical week's broadcasting 

· identify the major genres or programme formats that feature on these channels (decisions to be made in relation to these four bullet-points can be worked up collaboratively across the communities)

· summarise (quantitatively or qualitatively) the distribution of voice-types across genres and overall

· comment critically on these findings, seeking to generalise about the ideological values associated with different ways of speaking in these media contexts

4.2  Real-time change in 'standardness' ideologies in broadcast media

· establish an empirical, real-time comparison, ideally across 40-50 years, either (a) between contemporary and earlier media broadcast norms (e.g. comparing the selection of voices in samples of a particular TV or radio broadcast genre - news or current affairs or entertainment programming or advertising, etc.) across the time span; or (b) between contemporary and earlier documents or official/ institutional pronouncements (e.g. by programme producers, media executives or others) that prescribe or proscribe or comment evaluatively on particular ways and 'standards' of speaking across the time span. 

· in case (a) comment critically on the differences found, distinguishing language change (e.g. the likelihood that varieties considered equally 'standard' may be realised differently over time) from ideological change (based on any evidence that values for 'standard' and vernacular ways of speaking have changed over time).

· in case (b) comment critically on the content, remit and contextualisation of the two sets of prouncements, situating them in their historical contexts and (mainly) drawing attention to shifts over time.

4.3  Voicing 'standard' and vernaculars in the discourse of a popular contemporary TV show

· identify a sample of episodes from the chosen show(s)/ franchise(s) (to be negotiated among the participating communities), perhaps a run of three episodes from a currently-running series

· identify the 'participation framework' of the show - what are the principal social roles on which the show is based (e.g. amateur performers, professional performers, judges, audiences, etc.) and how are they typically filled our by personalities, stars, lay people, etc?

· comment on the voices through which these various roles are performed - are there any predictable or surprising associations of voice and role?

· identify and transcribe a set of particular interactional sequences that illustrate how relationships among participants or key elements of the show's entertainment value are mediated by voices and vocal differences.

attempt generalisations about how particular ideologies of voice, and differences along the generalised 'standard'/ vernacular axis in particular, contribute to the production and consumption of the show as a popular media event.
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