Appendix 1:  SLICE–Nordic
Project description

The descriptive goal of this project is to compare language standardisation under late modern societal conditions in the six Nordic speech communities of Iceland, Norway, Sweden, Swedish-speaking Finland, Finnish-speaking Finland, and Denmark. In these speech communities, the relationship between standard and non-standard language varieties has developed very differently under widely different historical conditions, as a crucial element of the community cultures. Therefore, as they become increasingly exposed to the same late modern conditions, the Nordic communities appear to be a privileged laboratory for comparative studies not only of what happens to the standard vs. non-standard relationship in particular, but also for studies of the interrelationship between language and culture in general. Thus, the theoretical goal of the project is to develop a better understanding of the nature and role of language standardisation and standard languages in late modernity, with the subsequent applied goal of furthering appropriate insight and action among the various language policy makers and agents in society’s institutions (media, schools, businesses).
The project is part of the research activities which are being developed within the larger undertaking Standard Language Ideology in Contemporary Europe. SLICE is a network of scholars from (so far) 14 European communities, who all are committed to the research programme which grew out of a series of Exploratory Workshops funded by NOS-HS in 2009. In virtue of both its common focus and considerable breadth, the SLICE group and its research activities represent an unprecedented effort to shed light on contemporary language standardisation processes. The possibility of making comparisons with other European communities is of great importance to the proposed project. Inversely, the establishment of a Nordic sub-project will be of great importance to the research groups working in other European communities. SLICE was started at the initiative of the same group of Nordic scholars who sign the present application, and the establishment of a Nordic component will not only benefit the further development of SLICE as a whole. It will also secure a continued leading role for Nordic scholarship in the development of this area of research – which will have major consequences for the understanding of what goes on with the ‘norm and variation’ issue in the Nordic and European communities at large, and for the development of appropriate treatments of this crucial cultural issue in society’s institutions (media, schools, businesses).

The SLICE investigations will adopt a variety of perspectives integrating ideology theory and critique, historical and contemporary media analysis, ethnographic study of language in use, and classical sociolinguistic approaches – and will be a contribution to the much needed development of interdisciplinary and cooperative approaches to research into an increasingly dynamic and complex social reality. Language ideologies shape not only the futures of languages but also future patterns of social inclusion and exclusion, if the older dynamic of 'standard/non-standard' and therefore 'elite/vernacular' 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.

We expect the SLICE-Nordic project to have major research effects. SLICE-Nordic takes the first important steps that will allow for and stimulate all kinds of other studies on the basis of the results we obtain, first and foremost studies of the media. Activities within the larger SLICE undertaking is organised in two different strands: a media strand and an experimental strand. If this application seeks funding only for research in the experimental strand, it is because our point of departure is a hypothesis that the value systems (attitudes, ideologies) that surround language varieties and variation may be radically different at different levels of consciousness. As this obviously will be an issue of fundamental importance to any study of language ideology, the first steps will have to be taken along the methodological lines that we describe for the experimental strand. The methodological approach in question has been developed by the principal applicant Tore Kristiansen and his colleagues in Denmark, and the general application of this approach is an important element of the SLICE research programme. Thus, we can claim Nordic added value both in the sense that we gain synergy effects by having scholars from six different Nordic communities involved, and in the sense that the Nordic communities are given a central role as the ‘laboratory’ where this kind of research is initiated. Tore Kristiansen functions as the coordinator of SLICE activities, and will have this role also in the SLICE-Nordic project.
SLICE–Nordic is planned to be carried out by young researchers (including PhD students, post docs, and master students) under the supervision of one senior scholar in each of the communities. This is also how the SLICE programme works in other European communities (so far with PhD projects variously connected to SLICE in Germany, The Netherlands, UK, and Ireland). From the very beginning of the project, the strict methodological requirements, so vital for the experimental strand, will make researcher training a must. This will be secured in an initial preparatory course held by Tore Kristiansen in each community, and in annual meetings for all involved, where experiences and results are presented and discussed.
In what follows, the project proposal is laid out in more detail under the headings from the announcement text.
Project relevance
Sociologists, e.g. Zygmunt Bauman and Ulrich Beck, agree that contemporary society is a late and fluid 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 take part 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 the Nordic countries, together with the rest of Europe, are 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 expressed 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, both spoken and written, are being re-evaluated and repositioned as part of socio-cultural change.


In this research, we should consciously distrust the familiar metalinguistic representations of ‘standard languages’, ‘traditional dialects’ and ‘stigmatised vernaculars’, and aim 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, either pan-European or pan-Nordic shift into a single, looser or more liberal ideological framework, so we need sustained, new empirical and critical analyses.


In brief, the social and cultural processes that make up what we call ‘globalisation’ and ‘late modernity’ seem to include historically significant changes in language ideology. The study and understanding of these changes is of great importance not only from a scientific point of view, but also in a general social perspective. Far-reaching cultural, political, and educational implications are involved. After all, how we see and value ways of speaking, and our awareness about these representations and values, reflect and determine the language policy principles that society’s institutions (schools, media, businesses) are run by – and, hence, ultimately, the way we as speakers are treated and behave.
Problem formulation

The development of standard languages played a most important role in the building up 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 the Nordic area. At the one end we used to find communities like Iceland, Swedish-speaking Finland, and Denmark 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, Sweden and Finland used to feature more or less strong standard language ideologies. 


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


(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. Communities 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 communities, demotisation might well have the opposite effect and promote language standardisation in a no-standard or weak-standard community like Norway. (The issue of whether this is happening in Norway was debated recently at a linguistic conference; the contributions are published in Norsk Lingvistisk Tidsskrift 27:1, 2009).

As is evident from what has been said so far, the theoretical foundation of the project will include sociological theorising about the late modern age and globalisation, as well as sociolinguistic theorising about language standardisation and language ideology. In particular, we assume that a distinction between two ‘layers’ in language ideology is of paramount importance to the issue we want to investigate. This distinction may not have been understood and treated in exactly the same way within different theoretical frameworks (in terms such as overt/covert, explicit/implicit, public/private, conscious/subconscious, aware/non-aware, and others), but one might argue that they all share and build on the assumption that attitudinal reactions to language differences are likely to differ depending on whether these differences are salient in people’s minds in the situation or not. Thus, it seems important to find ways of manipulating language differences as a salient versus non-salient feature of the data collection context.


This claim is strongly supported by evidence stemming from research in the Nordic countries. In Denmark, studies have shown that the re-valorisation of Copenhagen accents (described above) is revealed only when the attitudes are offered subconsciously in Speaker Evaluation Experiments. In their overt attitudes, young Danes reproduce the downgrading of ‘low-Copenhagen’ speech which is a commonplace in Danish public discourse. The generality, homogeneity, and stability of this pattern has been demonstrated in several studies carried out over the last 20 years, and was recently confirmed in comprehensive nation-wide attitudes studies conducted within the LANCHART project (LANguage CHAnge in Real Time; see Kristiansen 2009). Likewise, the study of attitudes conducted within the MIN project (Moderne Importord i sprogene i Norden), covering seven Nordic speech communities, showed very consistent, largely opposite, patterns of ‘openness’ towards the influence from English depending on whether the attitudes were offered consciously or subconsciously (Kristiansen 2006).


In view of their flagrant opposition to overtly expressed attitudes, the generality and consistency of the subconscious attitudinal patterns across large ‘spaces’ of many kinds seems hard to explain without recurrence to ‘media influence’. Demotisation is revalorisation, ideological upgrading, of ‘low-status’ language features 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). This suggestion is tantamount to a downright clash with the orthodox sociolinguistic position on the role of the media in processes of language change (as expressed e.g. in Chambers 1998). However, the traditional strong denial of any influence from the media has been cautiously challenged in recent years (Kristiansen 2001, Coupland 2007, Stuart-Smith 2006, forthcoming). It is an important aim of this project to contribute experimental evidence leading to a new focus on the role of the media in propagating changes in the social evaluation of particular ways of speaking.
Methods to be used
The experiments will be carried out according to the same design in all involved communities. The goal of the experiments is to operationalize the conceptual distinction between conscious and subconscious attitudes – i.e. to elicit attitudes from informants under two conditions of awareness. First, informants listen to audio-recorded speakers using different accents and evaluate them on scales representing personality traits, in a so-called Speaker Evaluation Experiment (SEE) which is constructed and administered in a way so that the informants remain unaware that they give away attitudes towards variation in the use of language. Then, having been made aware of the purpose of the experiment as a whole (namely elicitation of attitudes towards language varieties), the informants listen to the same differently accented speakers and assess them simultaneously in terms of standardness (degree of standardness on a scale) and geographical affiliation. The latter assessment involves a choice between the capital and a near-by potential linguistic norm centre – e.g. Copenhagen and Århus at the research site Odder close to Århus – the point being that the stimulus speakers used in all research sites are a mix of youngsters from the capital city and a near-by potential norm centre. Finally, the informants complete a so-called Label Ranking Task (LRT) which simply involves  ranking (in terms of preference: ‘make up your own dialect chart’) a number of  listed dialect ‘names’ or ‘labels’ – which always include, among others, the names for the varieties which are represented in the SEE.
Both the SEE and LRT belong to the time-honoured and well-established battery of methods developed within the international discipline of language attitudes studies. We can claim novelty, however, for our way of combining these methods in order to obtain attitudinal data that unquestionably can be ascribed to each end of the awareness–non-awareness continuum, and for our design and administration of the methods in order to achieve this goal. The approach has been worked out in Denmark where it has been successfully used to operationalize the conscious/subconscious distinction in many studies over the last 20 years. It is presented in detail in Kristiansen 2009.
In these experiments, the informants in each Nordic community will, ideally, be representative samples of young people aged 15–16 years from a representative sample of the gamut of different types of localities (cities, towns, villages). The collected data will be analysed by use of quantitative and statistical methods. We will seek to maximise comparability across research sites both within each Nordic community and across the Nordic communities.
Statement of the Nordic Added Value of the project
The project seeks to integrate various areas of expertise to shed light on both differences and similarities in Nordic language (de)standardisation processes – without taking anything for granted. We feel justified in claiming originality for our perspective both on the standard language issue: are we witnessing devalorisation (destandardisation) or revalorisation (demotisation), or both? – and on the consciousness issue: are there subconscious values that motivate language use in an important way that conscious values do not? Furthermore, it should be stressed that an approach to language ideology and use, putting the media in their rightful place, has not been attempted before. Overall, we see the project as exceptionally innovative in the basic sense that this will be the first time ever that the language ideological climates of the participating communities are subjected to compatible data collection strategies. This is the only way to obtain empirically grounded valid generalisations covering the driving forces behind the cultural and linguistic dynamics of late modernity. Within this important research field, SLICE–Nordic will provide a framework for development of Nordic scholarship, as well as international salience to the Nordic ‘laboratory’ and its results.
The research networks in which the applicant and co-applicants participate

Of crucial importance to the project applied for here is the involvement of all applicants in the SLICE network. SLICE (Standard Language Ideology in Contemporary Europe) was created as a result of two Exploratory Workshops in 2009 on The nature and role of standardisation and standard languages in late modernity (financed by NOS-HS, (sagsnr. 2135-08-0026) in which all of us, also then as applicant and co-applicants, took active part. In addition to the Nordic communities that we represent, communities at the exploratory workshops and in SLICE include Germany, Dutch-speaking Netherlands/ Belgium, France, English-speaking UK, Welsh-speaking UK, Irish-speaking Ireland. The participants agreed on the pertinence and importance of focusing on the fate of standards for language under late-modern conditions and further agreed to join forces in a project integrating various approaches to the European question of language ideology. Subsequently, SLICE has been joined by researchers representing Austria and Lithuania. The common aim is to establish comparable research activities in all communities, following the same plans as described in the present application.
Researcher training
The research will be carried out by young researchers who will be hired for PhD or post doc positions, or as research assistants. The applicants will function as their supervising and collaborating colleagues. Annual meetings, with course activities and exchange of views and experiences for all involved will be a priority throughout the whole project period.
Practical aspects of carrying out the project, including an account of the organisation of the project
The basis created by the exploratory workshops will ensure a strong and concerted effort and we intend to build an equally strong coordination of the local research groups, with headquarters in Copenhagen headed by applicant Tore Kristiansen and administered by a part time secretary. In each community, the local research group will consist of the Principal Investigator (the applicants) and one or more hired ‘juniors’ (plus anyone else, scholars and students, who would like to take part in SLICE activities). Kristiansen has more than twenty years of experience organizing the kind of experiments in question, and it is his intention to move around and help the local groups whenever needed. In everyday business, the contact between the local groups and the headquarters will be taken care of through email.
Scientific ethical issues in relation to the project
The strict methodological rules for the experiments involved in this project secure anonymity of all respondents.

Dissemination and publication plans

In addition to sharing our findings with our academic colleagues through conference and journal papers, the project will undertake a systematic dissemination of research results to the authorities concerned with language planning, language policy and language pedagogy, including not least key persons within the media universe. All results will be published on the SLICE website, which is under construction.
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