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Abstract

This paper explores the not novel idea that poputdions of the geographical distribution and
status of linguistic facts are related to belidf®wt the speakers of regional varieties but goesoon
develop an approach to the underlying cognitive maaisms that are employed when such connections
are made. A detailed procedural account of the aniak of a response, called ondarfguage regard
is given, as well as a structural account of anedgihg attitudinal cognitoriumwith regard to popular
beliefs about United States’ Southerners. A nunafestudies illustrating a variety of research tools
determining the connections, the response mechaniamd the underlying structures of belief are
provided.
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1. Introduction

It is important to people whose major interestndanguage variation to know
where the land lies and how it is shaped and fillpd— the facts of physical geography
— because such matters have an influence on laeg&ayah Thomason notes, for
example, that Swahili will probably borrow no lingtic features from Pirah& (2001:
78) because speakers of the two languages areywseplarated geographically and
unlikely to run into one another. Introductory lingtics commonplaces about blocking
(mountains, rivers, etc.) and facilitating (passe®rs, etc.) geographical elements with
regard to language and variety contact are als¢ kvelwn. There has even been

suspicion that physical facts about geography @ecttl, even causally, related to
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language, although the alleged enormous Eskimobubaey associated with snow is
completely discredited (e.g., Pullum, 1991: Chafi®@), and the theory that mountain
areas contribute to consonant shifts due to thatgrezolume of breath resulting from
increased activity of the lungs was dismissed lspdesen irLanguagein 1921 (cited
from the Norton Library Edition of 1964: 256-57).

| want to suggest that people are much more impbftia the distribution of
language in space than mountains, cities, roadsywaterways, etc. But | do not mean
this in an obvious way — the structures of the leagge variety among the people of a
certain area, how those structures came to benthpt and how the structures of one
area are related to those of contiguous areas emgat to dialectology and area
linguistics, and the search for such facts has lwewn rightly regarded as an important
branch of human or cultural geography. Such stutke®, however, been prejudiced in
the direction of linguistic performance, and, tiesser extent, linguistic competence —
the brain/mind capacity that lies behind the shafdanguage.

| want instead to discuss perception, and whatledsnd it. | will be especially
concerned with perceptual strategies that arisem franderlying beliefs and
presuppositions about language, particularly lagguand space, and | want to show
that such matters are important to the most baséstepns of language variation and
change, in some cases even providing explanataratierwise puzzling events.

To accomplish this | will deal with the basic caiye distinction ofsalience but
not the sort that refers only to what is consciousleclarative knowledge nor the sort
that one might safely say arises from linguistictgaalone. In fact, | want to look at
avenues or language change from the point of vieloth relatively subconscious and
relatively conscious activity, and | will not elatate on these being matters of degree,
although there is considerable agreement in cuaectunts of dual processing that the
two are at least linked or interactive (e.g., Baisteg, 2005; Paivio, 2007; Sun, 2002).

Based on the above, | will ask the following quess:

1) How can we show that linguistic facts are linkedgeographical ones in the

popular mind?

2) How do such facts get linked to geographicalkanghe popular mind?

(In both 1) and 2), by “facts” | mean those of age — from an entire language

down to a phonetic detail.)

3) What good does it do linguistics to know anyto$?
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2. How arelinguisticsfactslinked to geographical ones?

This is the easy part. Nonlinguists know not otigttpeople in different parts of
the world speak different languages but also tleaipfe in different regions speak the
same language differently; one may confirm thatsbyply listening in on frequent
public conversations, and linguists have acceshatl knowledge in various ways.
Perhaps the first systematic attempt in this arestualy, which has come to be known
as perceptual dialectology (PD), was by P. Willémthe late 18 century, who asked
respondents about the similarity of dialects ofr@mumding areas across the large
territory of Low Franconian varieties (Willems, B8 although before him, Ch. de
Tourtoulon used respondent perceptions in his workhe major dialect boundaries of
France (de Tourtoulon and Bringuier, 1876). Therapghes of Willems and de
Tourtoulon were picked up in the mid*2@entury in both The Netherlands and Japan,
where questions about the similarity and/or diffiees of one’s own speech from
relatively nearby places dominated for some tingk\&here the primary research target
was to uncover the degree to which nonspecialistgpéions of dialect areas did or did
not correspond to professionally determined onesovWersimplify, the Japanese did
not often find a good correspondence between fotk @ofessional accounts, but the
Dutch did, and the interested reader can find laatdount of this Sino-Dutch work in
Preston (1999a) (Chapters 1-9, Parts | and Ilpllithese studies and in some inspired
by them in other places, respondents were askedlicate the degree of difference or
similarity between their home site and nearby om@sl maps of various sorts were
constructed to reflect the data.

In the 1970’s the Japanese scholar Fumio Inoue rbegamore statistically
sophisticated study of what he called “dialect iegfjalthough his predecessor Yoshio
Mase had devised a numerically oriented systemarfyring maps based on the earlier
method of asking respondents to rate the simigriand differences of surrounding
areas (e.g., Mase, 1964). Borrowing techniques filoenstudy of language attitudes,
Inoue identified variety descriptors (e.gnobbish, crisp, plain, funhyand used these
to characterize the speech of different areaswhilout voice samples (e.g., 1977/8,
1978/9, and see Inoue 1995 for an example in Englighis work in both Japan and
Great Britain). Although he often converts the Hssaf these studies to maps, he also

points out that multidimensional scaling and ottetistical representations are sorts of
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cognitive maps of the perception of speech of dbfié regions and may be more
revealing than those that transfer research reBulgs geographical realization (1996:
159). Inoue’s research, and much work to follonkealsrespondents to characterize
speech differences for large regions, extendingobeéythose in the immediately

surrounding areas. Even more importantly, his wedognized the independent, social
psychological importance of PD, not just its cositnaith professionally drawn dialect

borders (1996: 159).

In 1981 Preston began a series of studies in PDntlhde use of the following
techniques:

1) Draw-a-map. Respondents draw boundaries onrk l§ta minimally detailed)
map around areas where they believe regional speedes exist; a technique
developed by Preston and Howe (1987) allows comigett generalizations to be
compiled from individual responses to this taskhAugh respondent hand-drawn maps
were well known in cultural geography (e.g., Goaltl White, 1974), there does not
appear to be a long-standing tradition for the ai¢his technique in the study of
dialect perceptions.

2) Degree-of-difference. Respondents rank regiona ecale of one to four (1 =
‘same,’” 2 = ‘a little different,” 3 = ‘different,4 = ‘unintelligibly different’) for the
perceived degree of dialect difference from the é@rea... [essentially the Dutch and
Japanese methods].

3) ‘Correct’ and ‘pleasant.” Respondents rank regitor ‘correct’ and ‘pleasant’
speech; such ratings are common in other areasliiral geography (e.g., Gould and
White, 1974) and reflect principal findings froorntuage attitude studies (e.g., Ryan,
Giles, and Sebastian, 1982), although, in the rlatespondents judge actual voice
samples rather than their internal representati@peech differences when confronted
simply with a regional label.

4) Dialect identification. Respondents listen taces on a ‘dialect continuum,’
although the voices are presented in a scrambléer.ofhe respondents are instructed
to assign each voice to the site where they thibklongs.

5) Qualitative data. Respondents are questionedtdbe tasks they have carried
out and are engaged in open-ended conversations Enguage varieties, speakers of
them, and related topics (Preston, 1999a: xxxiv).

90

©Universitat de Barcelona



Dialectologia 5 (2010), 87-131.

These various techniques, and some related onesding those of previous
research, might be classified as follows:
1) Voice samples are either:
a) Given, or
b) Not given
2) Tasks involve:
a) Evaluation, in which
i. Evaluative labels are given, or
ii. Not given
b) Identification, for which
I. Sites are given, or
ii. Not given
¢) Respondent production (i.e., imitation) is
I. Requested, or
ii. Not requested
3) Modes of response are:
a) Specified (e.g. rating scale), or
b) Discursive
4) Awareness of the research target by the respoisie
a) (Relatively) conscious, or

b) (Relatively) subconscious

The earliest work in PD did not make use of samplees and was critical of the
language attitude matched guise technique for dtibmiregional voice samples and
concluding that attitudes to a region were thussmdavhen the respondents were not
asked where they thought the voice was from (Pnedt®89: 3). Later work, however,
as in the “Dialect identification” task outlined @le, made voice sample research an
important part of the subfield and led to the sisgjge that “... any study of responses
to regional speech is an integral part of the gt dialectology enterprise” (Preston,
1999a: xxxuviii), blurring the lines between langaeagjtitude research and PD. Recent
work has presented resynthesized speech samptegatiyaalong only one dimension
so that the regional impact of specific linguideatures can be assessed (e.g., Plichta
and Preston, 2005).
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It may also be confusing to “Respondent productiisted above as one of the
enterprises of PD, but several studies have shbenvalue of respondent imitation of
varieties (their own and others). Some have evesgmted voice samples of regional
imitations to respondents for authenticity judgmserfEvans, 2002; Purschke, to
appear), making a full circle: perception (the seuof the imitation) — production (the
imitation) — perception (the response to the inotgt

| will not explore every combinatorial possibiliffom the above outline, and
perhaps the outline itself will invite others teegast what has been missed in previous
work and lay out a new research agenda. | alsoatgmovide the low-level details of
each category; they are too numerous. In just tret, f'Voice samples”..., the
possibilities are considerable: ones that are sintppical of the region might be
presented, or ones carefully resynthesized to femely a single regional phonetic
feature might be used, with all possible gradatibesveen, and even this continuum
does not exploit all the possibilities. For exampkgional voice samples that have
some part of the signal masked (e.g., segmentspation) may be presented (e.g.,
Gooskens, 2005).

A word about “Discursive” research may also be ideo. In PD one may ask
respondents to carry out various tasks (map-drawawgluations, voice placement,
etc.), or one may simply talk to nonlinguists ablamguage or listen to them speaking
to one another on the topic. Recent work, for eXanmas analyzed and classified the
results of focus group discussions about localetis and languages (lannaccaro and
DellAquila, 2004), and attempts have also been enad make use of more
linguistically sophisticated analytic proceduresg(e the study of inferences and
presuppositions) in the analysis of such talk (Brgston, 2004).

A survey of previous work that makes use of manyhef possibilities in this
outline can be found in Preston (1999a) and LorRreston (2002). Bibliographies of
work in PD and related areas (up to 2000) are abiglin Preston (1999a) and in
Canobbio and lannaccaro (2000), although a gredtalevork has gone on since then,
and an updated bibliography is needed.

It will not do, however, to talk about how PD hasde use of and elicited
regional linguistic folk knowledge without showirggfew results. Since in the next
section | will focus on US varieties, | apologiz# bverloading it with US maps and

data, but the aim here is to show styles of rebearged in this enterprise. A
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considerable variety of research types from thdiesarto more recent efforts from

many regions can be seen in Preston (1999a) angl &rweh Preston (2002).

Figure 1 shows a typical hand-drawn map by a redgainwho was asked to draw

boundaries around regional speech areas in thendSndicate characteristics of the

speech (and speakers) within, a technique borraliredtly from cultural geographers’

mental maps (e.g., Gould and White, 1974).
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Figure 2. A computer-generated composite map of dichigan respondent hand-

drawn maps of US dialect areas (Preston 1996: 305)
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Also following the lead of cultural geographersg(e.Gould and White 1974),
attributes of preset regions (In Figure 3, primyatiile US states) can be mapped.
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5 #Washington, D.C.

e

Figure 3. Mean scores of southeastern Michigaroregnts’ ratings of the fifty states, New York City

and Washington DC for “correctness,” where 1 =tleasrect and 10 — most correct (Preston 1996: 312)

These maps are obviously geographical, but regalld’s suggestion that images
derived from the statistical treatment of theseadaight be even more revealing.
Figure 4 shows a multidimensional scaling represent of British university students’
evaluations of several sites derived from a nunolbevaluative opposites (“fast-slow,”
“correct-incorrect,” etc.). The two axes represemtral/urban split on the vertical and
what Inoue calls an “accentedness-standard” scalethe horizontal. In this
representation, Liverpool is slightly farther fradambridge than Australia, and a map
of these rankings, even one with shadings or coleosild not be as revealing of such
dimensions as this statistically derived one i tdmt surely also deserves the label

“mental map.”

94

©Universitat de Barcelona



Dialectologia 5 (2010), 87-131.

05T
. =
Villages
in Norfolk &)
&
d @)
Scot.lan 5 Cambridge
Universit:
A~ < y
-0.5 ACCENTEDNESS 0 STANDARDNESS
== oo ® 0.5 axis 1
Austr.alia Hawaii .
. Own o BBC (News Announcer)
Liverpool
USA
(Western)
1753
A
o =
London Z
5 o~ Axis 1: Class Difference
@ @ Axis 2: Urbanization
D &
-0.5 L

Figure 4. Multidimensional distribution of selectdilects as seen by British university studentsal
several Likert-scale evaluative opposites (Inoug61946)

Figure 5 shows nine sites that respondents wedentete the hometowns of nine,
middle-aged, well-educated European American makb®se voices were played in
random order. There were no grammatical or lexstas in the samples as to region,

and the respondent’s task was to associate a watlce site.

Saginaw, M|
Coldwater, MI
South Bend,IN
Muncie, IN
New Albany, IN

Bowling Green, KY
Nashville, TN
Florence, AL

Dothan, AL

Figure 5. Nine sites along a north-south line ia thS that respondents were asked to associate with
voice samples (Preston 1996: 322)
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Figure 6 shows a cluster analysis (Euclidean digtasingle linkage method

[“nearest neighbor”]) of the results of this task.

HEWALB

COLDHTR

SAG IHAK |

STHEEHD |

HMCIE

HASYIL |

FLRMCE

DOTHAH

Figure 6. Cluster analysis (Euclidean distanceglsitinkage method [“nearest neighbor"]) of theules

of voice assignments to sites shown in Figure 5

These results might at first suggest consideraiallea acuity. The northernmost
voices (Coldwater and Saginaw) are linked firsingal with a “+”, farthest to the left in
Figure 6); they are then next linked to South Behd,next voice to the south, then that
group to Muncie, but then all those to New Albalmya professional dialect geography,
although Muncie might be linked first to the thetes north of it, New Albany would
first be linked to sites south of it (Bowling Greand perhaps Nashville) before it
would be linked to this large northern configuratio

There is also a southern grouping, although ibisas strong as the northern one,
as revealed by the fact that the linkages are darth the right. First Nashville and
Florence are linked; then they are tied to Bowl3rgen, although, as suggested above,
professional dialect studies would first link NewbAny, Bowling Green, and Nashville
and perhaps then those three to Florence. Thengfrilct for students of US regional
varieties in this cluster representation, howeigethat Dothan, the southernmost voice,
is not linked to the southern cluster of Bowlinge@&mn-Nashville-Florence. That
southern cluster is linked first to the large nerthgroup before all eight are finally
linked to Dothan. Perhaps Dothan is phoneticallyssathern (it is the only /r/-less
voice, although only variably so) that all otherueern varieties are linked to
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everything to the north before it is included. Thebuld not satisfy professional

dialectologists, since many southern features ,(éag. monophthongization/i/-/e/

conflation before nasals) would be shared by ail Wieices from New Albany to
Dothan. The perceptual grouping teaches us songe#ige — perhaps which features
are salient and perhaps how very distinct the swathost variety of US English is for
nonlinguists.

Figure 7 shows an even more unusual case of mewiaping, combining social
and geographic features in one task and repregemiia results in one graphic.
Kristiansen (2004) asked children, adolescents,aaluits from Naestved, a small city
on the southern tip of Zealand, the Danish islahér& Copenhagen is located, to place
themselves linguistically in a triangle, the thtiges of which were represented by voice
samples: 1) at the top of the triangle, a typicaal town or countryside Zealand voice
(“Zealand”); 2) at the lower right corner, a spaaké the conservative Copenhagen
standard “high Cph standard”), and 3) at the lolefrcorner, a speaker of the modern,
youth-oriented Copenhagen variety (“low Cph”).
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Figure 7. Linguistic self-evaluations by Naestvesidents (Kristiansen 2004: 175)

Children all orient to the old standard but app#dyedo not really distinguish
among varieties and are not considered in this wbhle important distinction is that
between adolescents and adults. Most adults otfemhselves to the local (Zealand)
variety and the conservative Copenhagen one (hygh standard). In contrast, fewer
adolescents orient toward the local variety, andiyrizegin to locate themselves along

the bottom of the triangle towards the modern Cbpgen variety (low Cph). Such
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cognitive maps as these are sensitive not onlyéoiriternal demographics (here age
and almost certainly linguistic change) but alsa tget of coordinates that involve both
geographical (urban Copenhagen versus smaller &marcity and rural areas) as well
as social facts (conservative versus low Copenhagen

Figure 8 shows the results of respondent locatiopronunciations of just one
word (Quide on the map in Figure 5 (Plichta and Preston, 200&le and female
voice samples of the word were presented to respusd but the vowel was
increasingly monophthongized in seven steps (tHrougsynthesis) so that the
respondents heard both voices twice, in randomrpmenounce a fully diphthongal
version of the vowel, five increasingly monophthahgersions (i.e., ones with a glide
that ended at an increasingly lower target), afallpg monophthongal one. The study

depended on the well-known US caricature of sonttrsrasdi/ monophthongizers.

9 -
8
Q7
5
£ 6
c
D
% S BFemale
© BMale
g 4
c 3
[4+]
P
=2

Step1 Step2 Step3 Step4 StepS5 Step6 Step7

Figure 8. Respondent location of male and fematmymciations of the worduide on a north-south
dimension (see Figure5); mean scores: 1 = northeshr® = southernmost; step 1 = fully diphthongal,
step 7 = fully monophthongal (Plichta and Prestdd52 121)

Although Figure 8 is just a graphic representatdrscores, it is also a mental

map of sorts since it reveals that these respoadknnot respond to only two or three
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levels of monophthongization: the greater the mabttogngization, the more southern,
at every step along the continuum. Like Kristiansewmork, however, it adds a social

dimension (sex); women'’s voices, although resyritleesto exactly the same degree of
monophthongization at each step, were consistatglytified as more northern than the
male sample at the same step (or the male samplesidentified as more southern).
This map suggests that region and sex are relatedme way in the US. Women are
more northern? Men are more southern? | will anghisrquestion below.

All this work indicates that there is a link betwergion and language in the
public mind, perhaps a more subtle one than we infighhe guessed. To date three
international conferences and their proceedingse hiacused exclusively on this
linkage: Che cosa ne pensa oggi Chiaffredo RouxftoPe della dialettologia
percezionale all’alba del nuovo millenio, Bardortea¢c May, 2000 (Cini and Regis,
2002), Percezione dello spazio, spazio della pauez La variazione linguistica fra
nuovi e vecchi strumenti di analisi, Palermo, Mar2gB01 (D’Agostino, 2002), and
perceptual dialectology: Neue Wege der Dialekt@ogfiel, May, 2008 (Hundt et al.,
to appear). These publications also contain nunsefouther examples of mental
dialect mapping techniques and important discussia@i methodological and

interpretive concerns

3. Wher e does the linkage come from?

Since nonlinguist respondents draw maps of regispaéch and are aware of the
regional bases of variation that they hear orwalfrom internal awareness on the basis
of a variety of stimuli, we may ask now how thesi&kadges are formed, how they
persist, and how they are activated in folk pericept

To approach this | will refer to what | cddnguage regardPreston, 2010), a
term | prefer since some beliefs about languadpess distribution, and their speakers
are not necessarily evaluative, although it maythee case that all attitudes are an
evaluative subset of beliefs (e.g., Kruglanski &8be, 2005: 327). Figure 9 places

language regard matters within an overall framework
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a’ Cognitive states and
processes which govern a

Language production and comprehension

a
Conscious .
reactions to Subconsmous
and comments reactions to
on language /b1 » bn\ language

b’ Cognitive states and
processes which govern b

Figure 9. A first attempt to relate production,asdy and their cognitive underpinnings

(Niedzielski and Preston, 2003: xi)

Beginning at the top of this triangle, one mighk kew to get from productiora)
to any expression of regard, conscious or subcousdb). Why notice anything in
language that would bring such regard mechanisnte play? The Japanese
sociolinguist Takesi Sibata is surely right whenslags that “...the average language
user is so involved with communicating that he,[sicpassim] is usually not conscious
of the words he uses” (Sibata [1971] 1999: 375), havould add, “of the words others
use either.” | am not sure why Sibata excludes eufrious notice of language, and |
will continue here with the understanding that batbdes are possible. | call this
observatioriThe Communicative Mandate.

Since language is sometimes noticed, however, &iblo observes that “It
appears to be natural for forms which differ fronode which one usually uses to
attract one’s attention” (Sibata [1971] 1999: 37#)would offer another slight
modification: “... usually usesr which one expects to hetr attract one’s attention,”
again assuming that this noticing may be conscomusubconscious. | call this notice-
empowering observatiofihe Contrastive Mandate.

Although there will be reason to refine this getizedion, here | will assume that

there is nothing in language itself (thenaterial of Figure 9) that intrinsically triggers
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regard and assume that, after noticing, regardilsleiee formed by an association
between the noticed language features (from amguigtic level) and nonlinguistic

caricatures of speakers. Figure 10 shows that path.

a’ Cognitive states and
processes which govern a

Language production and comprehension

Step 1: Noticing

Step 2: Classification

Conscious
reactions to
and comments
on language

Step 3: Imbuing\ /

b’ Cognitive states and
processes which govern b

Subconscious
reactions to
language

Step 4: Reaction

/, g bn

Figure 10. A procedural account of language regarghroduction, noticing, classifying, imbuing,

and responding (modified from Niedzielski and Rsas2003:xi)

Here is a detailed example:
Speaker produces ai} in “pen” (at “a”).
Stepl: Hearer notices, since their own pronunciation is| [

Step2: Hearer classifiea as “Southern US.”
Step3: Hearerretrieves caricatures of “Southerners” froirand imbues fac
with them.

Step4: Hearer respond$d).

This process must be slightly modified, for simitasponses might arise even
though the classification step is of a very difféareharacter. That is, there is the

possibility of an @” having been imbued so often that one may get ctearstics for it
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directly (without appeal to the speakers that ptedithem in the first place), a process

Irvine calls “iconization” (2001:33). The connect®are as follows:

Speaker produces aij in “pen.”

Stepl: Hearer notices it, since their own pronunciatioftjs

Step2: Hearer classifies thia as “ignorant,” (having imbued it with this identity
so often that any group caricatures frohare no longer necessary).
Step3: Hearer accesses associated beliefs about “igniaragmage.”

Step4: Hearer has folk responga ).

Whether this imbuing short-cut is at work or naigial psychologists note that
objects to be regarded are presented within spaddiiiting conditions and this raises
an interesting possibility for all regard researeh that of multiple sources of
variability. Figure 11 provides a more cognitivelyphisticated model of what | have in

mind.

L Automatic
ituae P ~~
: rocesses | g T NN
Object L ‘_,(_ N X
A X A
"ésociaté_ﬂ
Representaions
Working
Memory
b
\ \ 7/ Prior
Eliciting Conditions ~ Experience

Figure 11. A comprehensive view of the mechanismslived in regard (modified from Bassili
and Brown, 2005: 554)
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The earliest stage of the process, known ascthmestrual (Bassili and Brown,
2005: 553), accounts for how the perceiver has megiprocess thattitude objectin
terms of

1) theelicitation conditiondt has been presented in,

2) the perceiver’s procedural capacities,

3) the perceiver’s pre-existing knowledge, and

4) the perceiver’s underlying conceptual structhere shown as a

connectionist model (e.g., McClelland & Rumelhaa36).
That model is characterized by the following:

I. strong vs. weak items,

il. strong vs. weak vs. no vs. inhibiting connentp

iii. all formed by experience/frequency

Figure 12 illustrates all these possibilities.

Input from

Automatic

and/or

Working Me#riory

Prior experience

Figure 12. Nodes and pathways in a connectionistaré& (modified in part from Bassili and Brown
2005:554), showing 1) a strong node, 2) a weak n®de strong connection, 4) a weak connection, 5)

no connection, and 6) an inhibited connection
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Once construed, activations take place within asubf such a general network
called the “attitudinal cognitorium” (Rosenberg,689, and a response emerges, either

an implicit one or an explicit one. An implicit orseeshown in Figure 13.

Implicit R%onse

(ntituce) Automatd cﬁﬁ'ﬁ?&'ﬁ' i ,'n
itude)|
Object Processes

Associated
Representations
N

T

Task , Working
@ @ Memory

- s \ \\

~ " Prior
Eliciting Conditions Experience

Figure 13. The pathway for an implicit responsedified from Bassili and Brown, 2005: 554)

A similar path could have been drawn from tBkciting Conditions through
Working Memoryto theAttitudinal Cognitorium then back througkVorking Memory
to an Explicit Responsebut this representation, particularly the straseparation
between explicit and implicit responses, is lackifgy it ignores the possibility of
simultaneous and even interconnected dual progessin

In Figure 14, for example, the automatic processes strongest throughout
(thick, blue, implicit connections; thin, red, e ones), suggesting that the
unconscious input to the eventual response is miajarthe arrows could have been of

equal or opposite thicknesses.
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Implicit Reggponse Input

Response

Explicit Response Input

Figure 14. Weighted inputs to the attitudinal cegrum (modified in part from Bassili and
Brown 2005: 554)

In this model, the output of the cognitorium is tioé response; it is a weighted
input to the response, allowing for even more caxipy. For example, the arrows
could have been of unequal thicknesses at diffestges of the process, as shown in
Figure 15.

Implicit Rggponse Input

Explicit Response Input

Figure 15. A change in weights during the regamcess (modified in part from Bassili and
Brown 2005: 554)
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In Figure 15, Working Memory, having received infrom the cognitorium, has
reminded one (relatively consciously) of a priopesience in which a response of the
sort about to be activated has caused one to beized, etc. A more powerful explicit
controller emerges at the last minute and overwhketither parts of the process,
allowing a significantly different response.

We should be careful, then, to speak of what idie@xpmplicit at every step of
the procedure and the response. There is an ensrvaoiety (and even contradictory
forces at work) in this entire process, and theomspurces of this variation lie in both
the array of nodes (beliefs, etc.) in the cognitariand the variability with which (e.g.,
eliciting conditions, processing mechanisms) they toe activated.

Such variety is an important fact in the study efard and its relationship to
other linguistic processes, but many sociolingusetsm to have the understanding that
perceptual norms are more stable than those ofuptioth and have used this putative
stability to help define such concepts as the dp@senmunity. Labov, for example
suggests that the

[evaluation of /r/] is typical of many other empai findings which confirm
the view of New York City as a single speech comityyrunited by a uniform
evaluation of linguistic featuresyet diversified by ... stratification in ...

performance. (Labov, 1972: 117, italics mine)

Given the above model of how language regard mestmanwork, let’s return to
the US South as a regional (linguistic) fact f@pendents and try to place responses to
the awakening of that link within this frameworkigére 16 is a partial model of a
network (as suggested in Figure 12) that mightasgmt what underlies the potential of
a northern US response to an activation of a southaentity, with solid lines
connecting the most directly related concepts astheld ones others.
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Southerners
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/f!
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Figure 16. A hypothetical (partial) US regard netivgor “attitudinal cognitorium,” see
Figure 12) for a southern identity

| will not outline here the historical and culturfalcts and beliefs about the US

south that lie behind these concepts (an imposi@m), but Figure 3 allows us to add to
these stereotypes at least one relevant lingdestitire, shown in Figure 17.
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Figure 17. A hypothetical (partial) US regard netikv¢or “attitudinal cognitorium,” see Figure 12)
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for a southern identity, with the addition of theakiative notion “Bad English” (see Figure 3)
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The direct connections between “Ignorance” and fRo&ducated” and the
concept “Bad English” are strong, as they mighirbany speech community, but, as
Figure 8 shows, the poor English of the US Souoimewhat more specific, as shown

in Figure 18.
Male ~--| Southemers
= _
\
1
]
|
‘Prejudiced ) Ignorant 4 Friendly
\ ’ 'y
A 2 ! sl
‘I‘ 1[ \ ,I i ’I’,'.a
\ / }"’
\ ’ Poorly. - 7/ Sympathetic
L T | * L 7
o Vioent Educated - :
L] -
i -~ . A . "
Hypocritical | Genuine | Unprejudiced
IIIL : l

Figure 18. A hypothetical (partial) US regard netivgor “attitudinal cognitorium,” see
Figure 12) for a southern identity, with the adutitof “Male” (see Figure 8)

Although it would be demographically absurd to sgjghat there are more men
in the south, it is perhaps not so silly to asteat the typical southerner is male and
that the same stereotypes that are shown in thatoog in Figures 16 and 17 are the
ones that lead to the fuller, sex-specific assmriathown in Figure 18; even outside
this network, many of the attributes listed hergmibe independently connected to
“Male.”

So far, however, we would appear to have no pene¢morrelates to the more

positive attributes of southern shown on the riglde of Figure 16-18. Can these be

confirmed?
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H

12 L

Figure 19. A simplified map of southern Michigambadrawn areas of US dialect differences for trait

evaluation (derived from Figure 2)

The map in Figure 19 was shown to a number of s@stiern Michigan
respondents (from the same region where the hamsdrdrmaps on which the
generalization in Figure 2 was based), and theyevasked to name attributes of the
varieties of English in these circled areas. Thestnommmon descriptors (with some
opposites supplied by the researcher) were thevioig:

slow — fast

polite — rude

snobbish — down-to-earth

educated — uneducated

normal — abnormal

smart — dumb

formal — casual

bad English — good English

friendly — unfriendly

nasal — not nasal

speaks with — without a drawl

speaks with — without a twang (Preston, 1999b: 363)
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The map was then shown to yet another group ofl@imespondents from
southeastern Michigan, and they were asked toeath of the areas shown in Figure
19 on six-point Likert scales for the twelve atiitiés listed just above. Figure 20 shows
the results for areas 1 and 2 in Figure 19, theeharea of the respondents and the US
south. Recall that these were the areas most fntlgudrawn by the respondents who

carried out the hand-drawn map task, as documemtéidure 2.

South North

Rank | Attribute Mean._| Rank | Attribute Mean

1) Casual 466 Bl No drawl 511 '\

2 Friendly 458 |2 No twang /| 5.07

3 Down-to-earth 454 |3 Normal 494 |

4 Polite | 4.20 Smart /1 14.53

5 Not nasal \4.09 5\, |Good EnglKh | [441
*="16 “YNlown-tgfearth| [4.19

6 Normal [Abnormal] /3227 Fas{ / \[412

7 Smart [Dumb] [ 3 Edica 4.09

r I [ 204 [} [Efdeand MO/

o twang [Twang] .96 |45 AFriendly \ 400

9 Good English [Bad Eng.] || #2.8¢ (9 Polite [ [4.00

10  |Educated [Uneducated] $2.72 Ill Not nasal \ 3.94

11 Fast [Slow] ¥2 42 yZ Casual \\3.53

12 [No drawl [Drawl] \ ¥2.22 |/ —
N\

Figure 20. Ratings for speech in the north (Area Figure 19) and South (Area 1 in Figure 19) for
twelve attributes (Preston, 1999: 366)

These Michigan respondents, themselves northermate, several attributes
associated with the standard (or “good”) Englishtreir home area above 4.00 and
only a few at 4.00 and under. Those attributesgaetly reversed in their ratings of the
south and are lowest rated, as shown in the cresgmatterns in Figure 20. Other
respondent-provided categories, however, awakargtdlje elements of the associative
network described earlier (Figures 16-18). In otherds, given the right eliciting
conditions, here perhaps dependent on the use a@f thwn descriptors, even
linguistically secure southeastern Michiganders lcave a bit of insecurity awakened
in their responses to language variety when exptzséite notion “southern” by having
attributes of friendliness, casualness, sinceaity the like triggered.
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One important upshot of this foray into the undedyconceptual structure of
information that may relate itself to regional sfgrance of speech is that we need to
be ready for variety in what surfaces in percepstudies as well as in production
work, variation that has its source in the contrtemty but culturally and historically
understandable content of respondent cognitoriaiantie features of the elicitation

setting.

4. What good isit?

While we may connect cognitively sophisticated expltions of the etiology,
storage, and application of conceptual material tektes language and space in the
folk mind, how does all this help linguists? | lesfé it does, but | will limit myself here
to a few illustrations, and | will stay with thentio of the US at first.

How might we use this variability in language rebtr help account for the onset
and progress of regional variation? For exampley hught language regard factors
interact with what might be viewed as purely lirgjid motivations for sound change?
Figure 21 shows a case in which the low front shorowel (/ee/) F1-F2 territory (the
TRAP vowel of such words in US English as “bat” &rap,” shown in shaded circles)

contains a single case of a speaker’s intended-shamwel (4/, the US LOT vowel of

such words as “hot” and “sock,” shown in white sgsy The normal territory foa/ is

farther back in the vowel space than this one eXxanamd the F2 mean is shown in the
center of that territory (the black square, at 160).
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Figure 21. Distribution of tokens of the Engliskvieowels (adapted from Labov, 2002)

If hearers do not perceive the fronted outlier aseaample of d/, then the

speaker’s intended “sock” is misunderstood as “Sauikd the system is not influenced,
and there is considerable evidence that a gredtndes misunderstanding like this
goes on than was once thought in, e.g., PeterstorBamey (1952) or Hillenbrand et
al. (1995). In a study of cross-dialectal comprei@m Labov and associates (reported
in Labov, 2005), for example, played a contextwalizoken of the word “socks” for
speakers of different ages and from different areeduding native speakers from the
same area as the sample (Chicago). In the firsgeptation, the word was given in
isolation; in the second, a slightly longer phré$ad to wear socks”) was presented,
and in the final, the entire sentence was hearad\(‘¥Mad to wear socks, no sandals”).

Figure 22 shows the comprehension rates for thewsagroups and presentations.
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=
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socks wear Y’hadda wear socks,
socks no sandals

Figure 22. Comprehension rates for “socks” in wqudhase, and sentence settings for five

respondent groups (Labov, 2005)

Although the Chicago high school age respondertiese responses are shown in
the top dashed line with open squares in Figurar®& who are closest in their own
speech to the norms of the sample, were best irpamanding the word and phrase
presentations, even they understood “socks” todaeKs” at a rate of over 60% until
they heard the entire sentence.

It is surprising to find how bad young speakersarirthe US inland Northern
Cities area (e.g., Rochester and Buffalo, New YdCkeveland and Toledo, Ohio;
Detroit, Michigan; Chicago, lllinois; Milwaukee, \86onsin) are at understanding their
own vowels when they are those involved in the awttion known as the Northern
Cities Shift (NCS) e.g., Labov (1994: 177-200).

In another study from the same NCS area (Detroithian and suburbs), in
which only young, local respondents participated anly single-word tokens were

presented, similar findings emerged, as showngurei 23.
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| I|

o

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

Figure 23. Comprehension rates of the five mosteshivowels in the NCS (percentages derived
from Preston, 2005: 138)

Vowels that shifted earliest in this rotation (/a@d &/) show the best overall
comprehension, but those that shifted latéyr £/, and £¢/) are much worse (the first

two well under 50%), although// a late shifter, is somewhat out of order.

Figure 24 shows how the /ee/ tokens of Figure 2k Hlmeen fronted in the NCS,

leaving the one fronted/ token behind. Now removed from new, shifted /eeritory,

that token is much more likely to be correctly urstieod asd/, as the respondents in

Figure 23 have done more than 80% of the time; tdken is now a contributor to a

new F2 mean score of 1571, a value édmAore in line with the NCS.
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Figure 24. The first stage of the US NCS for lowvets, showing the fronting of /ee/ and the

new central area fon/ (adapted from Labov 2002)

What role has language regard played in this shifi® a classic case @hange
from below(i.e., language change outside conscious awargmna@ssany notice of it
should be subconscious. Previous PD work in therddearea and southeastern
Michigan in general has shown that locals feel thatdialect of (white, middle class)
Michiganders is standard American English. Thisollie linguistic security in
Michigan (and in much of the Upper Midwest of theitdd States) is well-known and
documented above in, for example, Figures 1, 3né, 20. The respondent (and there
are many like him) who drew Figure 1 believes tathigan should be singled out for
“average” or “normal” English. Given the represdiatain Figure 3, Michiganders are
in considerable agreement that their state is atttp when it comes to language
correctness.

However, young, white, middle class Detroiters @satures of the NCS that
would not be widely recognized as standard. How itdoe, then, that they have not
noticed the emerging vowel changes in their ownespeand that of those around
them? Will the answer to that question allow usstiggest that rapid change in the
direction of the shift is in part due to the regavichiganders have for their own
speech?

Niedzielski (1999) reports on forty-two Detroit-areesidents who took part in a
test in which they were asked to listen to the 4#a@oerded speech of a local Michigan

speaker (whose Michigan identity was indicatedraanswer sheet); they were told to
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concentrate on the vowel they heard in particulards. Next, they were asked to
compare that vowel to a set of three resynthesiosdels (from the same speaker’s
data) and to choose the one that best matchednth¢hey heard in the original. The

ordinary vowel space of that speaker is shown guife 25.

F7in Hz
3000 2500 2000 1500 1000 500
u 300

e 400

I 500

£ 600 FjinHz

700

800

Figure 25. Vowel space of the Detroit female speakethe test tape (modified from Niedzielski, 1969)

This speaker is influenced (although not dramdtitély the NCS; the F1 for her

/eel) is at about 700 Hz while the norm for femgbeakers of American English
(according to Peterson and Barney, 1952: 183) ghoeilaround 860 Hz. Hed//is also
fronted to F2 1775 Hz, while the Peterson and Banem is 1220 Hz. The raising of
/eel and fronting ofd/ are usually considered the first two steps of shdt (Labov,

1994: 184).
Niedzielski examined the respondents’ classificatd the /ee/-word “last.” The
formant frequencies for the three resynthesizedrtekhat the respondents were given

to choose from in the matching task are shown o€l a.
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Token # F1 F2 label

1 900 1530 hyper-standard

2 775 1700 canonical

3 700 1900 actual token (see Figure 25)

Table 1. Formant values of tokens offered to redpots to match with the vowel in the speaker’s

pronunciation of “last” (Niedzielski, 1999: 74)

The results of this matching experiment are showhaible 2.

token 1 2 3
hyper canonical actual
standard leel token Total
10% 90% 0%
N= 4 38 0 42

Table 2. Respondent matching results for the vamwdast” (adapted from Niedzielski, 1999: 72)

Not one of the respondents chose token #3, theawathe speaker actually
produced. Instead, they overwhelmingly chose thetpomore central token, #2. A few

respondents (4=10%) even chose the hyper-standketh,tone actually approaching

the norm for canonicad/.
The same general results held i@t The formant frequency values for the three

tokens of &/ that respondents were given to compare to theenali speaker sample are

displayed in Table 3.

Token # F1 F2 label of token

1 770 1050 hyper-standard

2 900 1400 canonical

3 700 1600 actual token (see Figure 25)

Table 3. Formant values of tokens offered to redpots to match with the vowel in the speaker’s

pronunciation of “pop” (Niedzielski, 1999: 72)
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Table 4 displays the results for matching the speskvowel in “pop” with the
three tokens shown in Table 3. Only two respondeintse the fronted variant that the
speaker actually produced. Again, the responder@saelmingly chose token #2, the

vowel with the canonicak/ formant shape suggested for female speakerstardea

and Barney. Exactly as before, 10% even chose tdékenin this case closer to

canonical 3/.
token 1 2 3
hyper- canonical actual
standard d token Total
10% 85% 5%
N= 4 36 2 42

Table 4. Respondent matching results for the vawgop” (adapted from Niedzielski, 1999: 70)

In this work, there is a considerable mismatch ketwperception and acoustic
reality. The respondents heard a fellow Michigaeaker (importantly identified as
one) use what Niedzielski calls the canonical (mre=shift”) forms of vowels rather
than the shifted ones actually used. Of courseplpem Michigan do not hear any
worse than people in other parts of the United eStaiWhat explains why these
respondents are so inaccurate in this task?

These results suggest that when a respondent serieel with data from a
speaker who they think is a fellow Michigander, shereotype of Michigan English as
the standard emerges, and the respondent seleatsoaical vowel in a matching task.
In itself, this might be considered an insignifitdanguage regard fact, but, when
coupled with the rapidity with which the shift hewept through southeastern Michigan
and the well-attested fact that thisclsange from beloywNiedzielski’'s experiment and
associated language regard work take on explansigmnyficance.

How could such linguistically secure speakers agséhfrom southeastern
Michigan allow sweeping changes in their vowel sgs? How could they not notice it?
It might appear only speculative to suggest that lthguistically secure are easily
influenced since they cannot conceive that thein performance (or that of others like

them) would stray from a standard (i.e., their nexnibut Niedzielski’'s work solidly
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anchors that attitudinal speculation: Michigandanes so linguistically secure that they
seem to recalibrate the vowels of those around #nairavoid notice of change.
Preston (1997) shows, in a related experiment thieae is little ambiguity in self-
reports on /ae/ in Michigan. In this study, abo40D, native Michiganders performed
an assonance detection task. They were asked th reeveral words which contained
vowels involved in the shift with words that thegjtthad similar-sounding vowels. The
stimuli were presented in written form only. Therd®to be matched were ones from
phonetic environments in which the shift's effebtsve taken place early and most
dramatically, and the words with which they werebeomatched were ones with very
conservative environments, i.e., ones in whichstié'’s effects have been observed to
take place very late and with less dramatic formehange. For example, the
respondents were given the word “man” (in which /deé vowel occurs before a nasal,
an environment which causes dramatic raising) berevgiven the words “black” and
“flap” to match it to — words in which the envirommt of the vowel (after an
obstruent-plus-liquid cluster and before a voicelstop) has been shown to resist the
shift’s effects. The young southeastern Michigaspomdents who took the test all had
/eel vowels in such words as “man” with F1 valuessaterably raised and fronted.
Although they were given the opportunity to matehah” with “black” and “flap” or
“bet” and “neck,” the latter with vowels in the artic territory their own /se/’'s were
raised to, they nearly all chose the “black/flagstion. Table 5 shows the numeric

results.

* a € i I o) A u U None

1220 0O 6 0 2 3 6 2 2 174

Table 5. Vowel matching task for “man” (Preston971942)

Although the fact that 174 respondents found nochmathatsoever for “man”
suggests some instability, the phonemic pictuneery clear. Whatever is taking place
phonetically is having little or no phonemic repessions. In other words, the language
regard effect is so great that a large phonetit Bhs taken place with no phonological

disruption. Raised and fronted tokens of /se/ casnibkens of /ae/, at least in this task.
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Why did Niedzielski’'s respondents identify one plone as another, one presumably
less representative of the center of that vowéhair system?

Figure 23 revealed considerable misunderstandinig@$ vowels, and, to help
answer the question posed just above, the fingl istehis NCS excursion asks what
these vowels were misunderstood as. Figure 26 shiows/owel rotation in greater
detail. The ellipses are the conservative US ndents, like those proposed in Peterson
and Barney 1952); the arrows point to the new prstof NCS vowels, represented in
this study by the raw tokens presented to the refgmds (from various young,

European-American female speakers from southealstietrigan.

I
cad
Figure 26. The conservative (base of arrow) and NKkiffed (point of arrow) positions of the

vowels involved in the NCS (adapted from Figurddbov 1996); NB: in this figure “i"3/,

“e"=/¢l, “0"=/al, and “oh"=h/

If these respondents have difficulties in undemditagn one might reason that the

phonetic proximity of two new vowel spaces mighttbe source. For example, if one

traces path b of/ and the path ofa/, the new spaces of those vowels are very close

and ought to have caused that misunderstanding;the name “Ned” should be
understood as the word “nod,” and words like “nadiould, by this reasoning, be

misunderstood as “Ned.” Similar reasoning suggist$ollowing:
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1) When ¢/ follows path a, it is again closest to the newebspace ofd/; “Ned”

should again be misunderstood as “nod” and “nodNaesl.”

2) During its path to becoming a high-front inglides/ crosses the territory of the
lowering #/ vowel and vice-versa; “bad” should be understasdbid” and “bid” as
“pbad.”

3) Both A/ and 4/ move into areas that have been vacated by thement of the
NCS; predictions of misunderstandings on that basgseither difficult to make, or

there should be no difficulties.
As Figure 27 shows, none of these predictionsadsrate.

ltem Total| short of wedge 4/| short & short ef open o short| other
shorto &/| 431 | 357 0 72 1 0 0 0
wedge 4/| 331 6 287 4 6 21 0 3
short a /eg/ 432 0 0 366 66 0 0 2
shorted/| 429 0 111 10 298 0 1 7
openod/| 432 | 216 16 8 0 183 1 8
shortif/ | 288 1 0 3 162 0 122 0

Figure 27. Errors and error types in the singledvommprehension test given to NCS speakers
when the vowels presented are NCS shifted; theeshadea indicates that the correct choice
was made; bold numbers indicate that the consee/éite., “pre-shift”) choice was made, and
italics indicate that a shifted item was chosemgkm, 2005:; 142)

The search for italicized numbers (the predictiorede above) is disappointing
— a total of seven.

The bold numbers, on the other hand, are robugdtyancases, even larger than
the correct answers, and, in every case, the mésstahding is between the NCS-

shifted vowel and the vowel space of the pre-dyfitem. To take only one example,
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short-o (4/) has moved into the territory of the new, shifs#@ for short-e €/), but, as

Figure 27 shows, that mistake was made only onceth® other hand, short-o was
misunderstood as short-a (/ee/) seventy-two timdsatV8ystem could be appealed to
here?

| believe perceptual and attitudinal studies supplat what is known about the
emerging NCS vowel system in this part of the Uhi&ates. In general, | would say
that regard and comprehension studies combined aff®nvincing explanatory base
for the rapid progress associated with change fvelaw. Let’s return to our exemplar-
based low vowel territory for this shift and seeatvielse can be suggested about the

detail of this process.

X
B 7w %
D — -y
X . =S O/l hl T o
X X 18 IEI <7
| ® cep®t Up vV v w
X @l &) I[:bD W <7
1, @ ® o ¥ v
X @ C O <
X o 7 VY
I 1 O O v
: .
Q

Figure 28. A hypothetical conservative /ze/ vowditiery for NCS speakers (adapted from Labov, 2002)

In Figure 28, the rectangle to the left shows thdted territory for /ee/ in
production (see Figure 24) and in comprehensior (Sgure 23). But what of
perception? Why do young Michiganders hear no wffee between their radically
shifted /ee/ (in such items as “man”) and their mawnservative tokens after
obstruent+liquid onsets (e.g., “black”), as shownTable 5? One might say that the
raised tokens of /ae/ are simply new allophonesthatdthey are ranked with the more
conservative samples of /ee/, just as aspiratedalinitnaspirated /st/-cluster initial,
flapped medial, and unreleased final /t/ are adnegles of /t/. If the Figure 23 and

Table 5 results were our only evidence, we mightshsfied with this phonemic
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explanation, but perhaps the eliciting conditiohshose experiments were insufficient
to bring strong regard mechanisms into play. In dXielski's experiment,
Michiganders were directly challenged to match grenunciation of a Michigan
speaker, and they did so by choosing a norm thatnea at the center of their shifted
tokens but at the center of their pre-shift tokares, at the center of the broken line
square in Figure 28, one backer and lower in theveVospace and typical of
conservative US systems (e.g., Peterson and BatA&g).

If syntacticians had not stolen the term years ageould call such secondary
phonemic spaceshOémeurareas, since they are demoted to secondary stiitns new
area has been established. They remain effectivaaasificatory matrices, however,
since 1) evidence of them is still around in oldpeakers, in the speech of speakers
from other areas, in media language, and evenrresmnservative environments of a
shifted speaker’'s own system, and, much more irapty, | think, 2) they represent
symbolically a “correct” norm system that theseadses are still attuned to. Looking
just at /ee/, as in Niedzielski (1999) and Pres@0©0%), when they were either told
(Niedzielski’s study) or surely thought (Prestortlsat the tokens they were presented
with were from local speakers, the norm involved.(iMichiganders speak standardly)
was subconsciously triggered and the errors repont¢hose two studies emerged as
the respondents referred to the conservative (plekarter of /ee/ (i.e., the dashed-line
square of Figure 28). This allowed them to be &blerune actual tokens of shifted /ee/,

(Xed out in Figure 28), substituting acoustic meynimkens in the dashed-line square

(the darker shaded circles), and also allowedHermisunderstanding od//as /ee/, the

major result shown in the first line of Figure 2#¢ indicated by the unfilled squares
pointed to in Figure 28).

In Preston (1997), since no jarring acoustic daaewactually presented, the
respondents were able to operate on their ownnateepresentations of the vowel, and
the matching was very successful.

This sensitivity in regard is equally importantlémge-scale linguistic change and
to global as well as detailed linguistic featurBste Kristiansen, in association with the
LANCHART (“Language Change in Real Time) projectbenmark, has found that
covert, implicit, unconscious attitudes are thesotiwt agree with the directionality of

linguistic change in the country. Figure 29 shovere this research was conducted.
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LANCHART
communities  <Zealand:

Copenhagen
Kage
Naestved

*Funen:
Vissenbjerg (Odense)

«Jutland:
Odder (Arhus)
Vinderup (Holstebro)

Figure 29. LANCHART language attitude researchssiristiansen, 2007)

The results when respondents are asked which wearitiey prefer (with no voice
samples) are as follows: in Jutland and Funen, (ire. Odder, Vinderup, and
Vissenberg) the preference is Local > Rigsdanskgbdfhavnsk; in Naestved it is
Naestved > Kgbenhavnsk > Rigsdansk, and in Copenhiggglf it is Kabenhavnsk >
Rigsdansk. In spite of the fact that Kabenhavnsklie®en shown to be the variety that
has considerable and growing influence on the $pedcthe entire country (e.g.,
Kristensen, 2003), respondents still prefer tregal variety.

But Figure 30 shows the results of a matched getsiein which language regard
was not the target of the investigation (in whiclyd®lansk is called “Conservative
Copenhagen” = “C” and Kgbenhavnsk is "Modern Copgam” = “M,” and “L”
stands for the local variety of the respondents)d&n Copenhagen, the most rapidly
advancing variety in the entire country, is prefdrto the local variety in seven out of
eight cases (and is equal in the last). It is plederred to Conservative Copenhagen in
four out of eight cases, equal in three, and dfspred in only one — *“intelligence”.
Note too that Modern Copenhagen is preferred olier €onservative and Local
varieties in all four of the characteristics the¢ associated with more interpersonal or

affective dimensions.
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*%k%

* k% * k%

Intelligent — Stupid
Conscientious — Happy-go-luck
Trustworthy — Untrustworthy
Goal-directed — Dull

*%* *%*

~ O~ ~—

HrrH oo

* k% *%k%

/

*k*k

Self-assured — Insecure
Fascinating — Boring
Cool — Uncool

Nice — Repulsive

* k% *kk

* k% ** *kk

/

*%k%

I_HI_ -

Wilcoxon Signed Pair Test Friedman Test

%= p<.001 **=p<.01 *= p<.05 /= ns.

Figure 30. Matched-guise test of attitudes towamrtseties of Modern Danish (Kristiansen, 2007)

This work also suggests that if there is extensasmation in regard as a result of
manipulation of the construal (in this case the tiast between conscious and
subconscious processing), the stability suggesyedabov for evaluative norms may
be suspect.

In conclusion, | believe that studies of languaggard are absolutely essential to
our understanding of the relationship of language space, not only in terms of the
folk beliefs that are channeled into such concéwrtsalso in terms of facilitating (and
impeding) conditions on variation in change thatehapatial importance, some that

may even allow us to explain. Hammerstrom (196 T) B6iggests that

...[1]f “subjective boundaries do not coincide witbbjective,” one can say,
fine, too bad for the latter. Similarly, if one canto know that the subjective
boundaries moved and the objective ones did napéat, too bad for the latter

(quotation marks in the original, translation mine)

Perhaps | will not go as far as Hammerstrém, lauh ltempted to.
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