Report on a study of language attitudes in Western Norway
Introduction

The aim of this report is to give a short overview of our experiences from a study of language attitudes which was carried out in Øygarden in September 2009. Øygarden is a rural municipality consisting of several islands with approximately 4000 inhabitants. 
A

In the first part of the study, our aim was to collect data about the informants` subconscious attitudes towards different language varieties/dialects. This part was carried out in two steps:
1) Listening to 15 different voices – each taking about 15 seconds (without pause)
2) Evaluating the same 15 voices on 8 given scales – now having 15 seconds pause between the voices. (Cf. attached form A-Evaluation.)
The two steps above were carried out without the informants knowing what they took part in. The only thing they got to know was that they took part in an experiment, and they were told that they would get to know everything about the experiment afterwards. In the forms that the informants were to complete, they were asked to guess what the experiment was about. 
Before the second part of the study the informants were informed that we were interested in their attitudes towards the different dialects.

B
In the second part, the informants listened once more to the same 15 voices (without pauses), but this time they should try and localize from where in Norway the voices were. Here we wanted to check to what extent the informants were able to differentiate between the language varieties. (Cf. the attached form B-Localizing & Ranking.)
C
In the third part of the study, we were interested in the informants` conscious attitudes towards the same language varieties/dialects. Now they were given the names of seven different dialects in Norway and asked to rank them. First they should give points from 1 – 7 and on a dimension of 'niceness'. Afterwards they should report in the same way about how they assumed that people in general in Norway evaluated the same dialects with respect to status. (Cf. the attached form B-Localizing & Ranking.)

The whole procedure for the test is described in the attached Test guide. 
Pilot studies
Since Øygarden is such a small community we had no chance to carry out a pilot study there without risking to make the target of the experiment known to the inhabitants before the main study started. Therefore we carried out a pilot study among language students at the University. There we had the chance both to test the effect of the chosen text, the length of the pauses, the scales and the total time of the study. Although many of these students were able to uncover the aim of the study, we had at least the chance to test out all the practical issues.
In advance we talked about letting the informants write down three characteristics after having listened to each of the 15 voices, because we were interested in seeing how the different voices were categorised from the informants` point of view. We tried this out in our pilot study among the University students, but we felt it was too time consuming and additionally made them quite tired. Therefore we ended up with a study where we skipped this part.
The voices
In the final version of the test, each person/voice was asked to pretend that they called a friend in their mobile phone and invited her to see the movie Max Manus at the cinema. They should also explain the friend how to get to the cinema. From a large set of recorded voices we picked out 3 from each of the five relevant dialects. Each of the recordings was cut and edited to a text of 15 seconds. We used only young (20 – 30 years old) female voices. When we picked out the best recordings, we considered voice quality, performance, diction and dialect patterns.
The voices represented these varieties:

1) Older version of the Øygarden dialect

2) Younger version of  the Øygarden dialect

3) Bergen dialect, high variant
4) Bergen dialect, low variant
5) Central Eastern Norwegian dialect

We did not pick out any special linguistic variables on beforehand, but we had no problem identifying them afterwards. This time we felt we got the voices speaking quite naturally.   
The scales

The scales we used were basically taken from the DGCSS project in Denmark. In stead of the semantic-differential scales, we chose a Likert scale with 8 adjectives and had only one adjective or one characteristic for each scale. The informants were asked to put a cross on a scale from 1 (not at all) to 7 (very). These are the characteristics chosen:

Wise, self conscious, serious, exciting, targeted, cool, trustable, do you like her?  
The informants

Preferably we wanted to do this study among representative age groups in the society of Øygarden. The only place where we have a natural gathering of all the young people is at school. There is only one school for those between 14 – 16 years of age in Øygarden, and we carried through the test in all six classes at 9th and 10th grade simultaneously. We also carried out the study among the teachers a couple of hours earlier. Then the teachers could work as assistants in the classroom when we tested the pupils. Eventually we carried out the same research among Øygarden pensioner club in the evening.  
Useful experiences after the study
We are quite convinced that it was very useful to have a written response from all the informants concerning what they thought this experiment was all about. In Øygarden we had groups where nobody suggested orally between part 1 and 2 that they believed the test was about (attitudes towards different) dialects when we asked them, but in the forms there were some right guesses. (On the whole, very few pupils guessed right about the aim of the test.) And vice versa: among the teachers quite a few guessed right about language as the aim of the study when they commented orally. However, in the forms two thirds of the guesses were wrong. When having the written guesses in the forms, we are able to differentiate the informants according to what they imagined being the aim and context of the test, i.e. that we are able to compare both subconsciously and consciously offered attitudes to the same stimuli. 

The test did not work so well in the pensioners`club, certainly because of several reasons: Firstly, a pause of 15 seconds between the voices was too short in order to make the average pensioner able to fill in on all the scales. Secondly, the task itself – filling in forms – is too complex for old and untrained individuals. Thirdly, many of them did not take the study seriously at all, maybe because the research assistants presenting the study were too young.  

It is interesting to notice that some of the guesses that the informants made about the aim of the test, ran like 'it is an advertisement for the cinema in general or for Max Manus in particular', 'about prejudice', 'first impressions of different people' or 'direct versus indirect questions'.  

In general the pupils were very enthusiastic and devoted in the discussions after the experiment when we talked about their local dialect and their attitudes towards it and towards the Bergen dialect.  

