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1 Introduction

1.1 General
Interlocutors judge eachtteer based on their first impressions. These impressions
shape the course of their interaction and may have decisive effects on its outcome. In
the case of a job interview, for example, only one applicant is selected. It is generally
known that spectatorget a first impression of their vévis on a visual basis.
Research on attitudes to languages has shown that listeners get a first impression of
speakers also when only hearing them (e.g. Lambert et al. 1960). This impression is
based on theiltudeéeneor stbhea speakersoé | an
orientations to the language (see Garrett 2010: 20). Listeners tend to project their
language attitudeon the speakers and to trethe speakers according to ske
attitudes(ibid: 33). Native speaksmost likelyknow general associations with their
language or language varieigdunderstand reactions to their speeolrectly.Non-
native speakerfind it much harder to understand su@actions, however. At the
same time native speakers may nog ltonscious about the nature and meaning of
non-native varietieand their difference from native varietiégtitudes to nomative
language may thus lead to misunderstandings and hinder successful intercultural
communication. Rising awareness about wdtis to nomative language and their
influence on interaction can help preventing these harmful effects.

During the past decades, language attitude reseaicaeeshed much light
on attitudego native language variation as well as on attitude®ergign accented
speech (Bradac et al. 2001; Giles & Billings02D. Only few studies have been
concerned with attitudes to different varieties of the same language spoken-by non
native speakers, however (see Section 2.7)-iNtive speakers do not acquiuse
and perceive language varieties the same way as native speakers (see Section 2.3).
Therefore, nati ve -sgive adkisiesar@ noa netessarlydhe s t o
same as to native varieties. Hence, they should not be deduced from findings on

attitudes to native varieties. They have to be studied in their own right.

1.2 Focus, research questions and methods
This masterods thesis tremtag i vat ispe akpepe 8K

varieties within the paradigm of the study of attitudetatguage (see Section 2.1).



It focuses on relatively pure vernacular and standard varieties (see Section 2.2).
Because of space restrictions, it leaves asidg pi c al | an dybradg e | e e
varieties containing vernacular and standard features (se®rS2c®). The thesis
examines the vernacular and the standard variety in a language situation where these
varieties constituté in the understanding of the native speaked#ferent registers.

A register is a language variety that is used in a spe@fitmunication situation for

a specific purpose (Tieteen termipankki: Kielite:rekisteri, own translatioh)lt

differs from dialects and sociolects, i.e. varieties exclusively used by a certain local
(Tieteen termipankki: Kielitiede:murre, own translafioor social group (Tieteen
termipankki: Kielitiede:sosiolekti, own translation). In a language situation where the
varieties constitute different registers, the spoken standard is thus not exclusively
used by an upper social class, other than for exathgldReceived Pronunciation

(RP) in Great Britain (Giles & Billings 2004: 192). A corresponding language
situation can be found within the Finnish speaking community in Finland. Different
vernaculars are the means of everyday communication of the whol@f@puThe

standard variety is used only in formal situations as in the media (Paunonen 2005:
1671168, 178180; Nuolijarvi & Vaattovaara 2011: 688; see also Subsection
3.1.1). This thesis invest i g-aative gariekow nat
in a corresponding language situation can be studied within the language attitude

paradigm. It addresses the following central research questions:

. Whi ch t heoretical factors resear ch:
nonnative variation have to papeacial regard to?

II.  In consequence of I., which methods of the language attitude paradigm
suit the study of nat-naei s@eakenk:é
varieties best?

The Communicatin Accommodation Theory (CAT) in itadaptedform for the
intercutural context by Gallois et al. (1988) and Gallois et al. (1985yes as
theoretical background fdhe investigationThe CAT hasoriginally beenformulated

as Speech Accommodation Theory by Giles (1973). It has developed into a central

! Tieteen termipankkis the Bank of Finnish Terminologyit is a terminology database of different
branches of science. For citation, it demands the mention of both the branch of science and the term
separated by a colon, the URL and the date of retrievatdfmistency reasons, the URL and the date

of retrieval are given only in the list of references at the end of this thesis, as with other online

sources. In addition, an English translation of the reference is provided.



theory for the widy of attitudes to language (Garrett 2010: 105). It states that
interl ocutorsdé adjustment of their commuil
at work (Garrett 2010: 108.20). In the most basic case, a speaker communicates

either more similarlyor more dissimilarly as her or his interlocutor in order to gain

the interlocutoro6s approval or t 61l3keep a
However, additional factors play a role in the intercultural context. This thesis
approaches its cemlrresearch questions by reviewing these factors (see Section 2.5)

as well as findings of previous research on attitudes to language in general, on
attitudes to nomative variation in particular and on the nature of -native

varieties. It presents theemtral methods of the language attitude paradigm and
evaluates them, on the background of the discussed theoretical factors, for their
suitability for the study of attitudes to nomtive variationln order to reveal further

important theoretical and mettlical factors, a case study is conducted (see Chapter

3). The study employs the most suitable and feasible mgthasbmbined matched

and verbaluiselistening testanda direct question approa¢bee also Section 3.2)

The studyis conducted in Helski, Finland, which offers a suitable language
situatonThe study investigates native Finnis|
native Finnish speakers using eithegemeral vernacular from Southern Finland or

the standard variety (see Subsectionl3.1n the listening test, the students have to

choose one out of two speakers, one speaker employing the vernacular and the other
speaker employing the standard varietye listening test follows thereby the

listening test byLeemann et al. (2015h corceptualingt he r espondent so
preference aseir decisioamaking between thguisesFor this case studygdision

making is conceptualisegtcording to the Encyclopedia of Social Psychology (Vohs

& Baumei ster 2007: 2 2(#e), formiag opirionseof) secetal of e
alternatives and choosing the ond&hemost I
listening test followsR a k i | (2@L1) in mdluding severaspeakersittering each

matched guisesemploying a combined matchednd verbal guise desigihe

varieties are presented in three different scenarios representing three different
communication situations (a groupepentation, searching for a flatmate and a job
interview). In order to gain deeper insights into their attitudes to thenative

varieties, the students are asked to justify their speaker choices in the listening test.

In order to conduct a comparisofimnethods, the students are also asked about their

nonnative variety preferences directly in a questionnaire after the listening test.



The focus of the case study lies on the attitudes of by birth monolingual
native Finnish speakers, i.e. on Finnishad@es who have learnt Finnish as their first
language and indicate it as their only native language (see Section 2.3). The study
considersonly the language usage of Apative Finnish speakers who did not grow
up in Finland. It focuses thus on intercuétucommunication according to the
definition by Gudykunst and Mody (2002:
from different mespondentsadhosenamangstrtbe stideafsT h e

the University of HelsinkiThe studyaddresses the followgy research questions:

1. Do native Finnish speakers prefer the imative Finnish vernacular or
the nonnative Finnish standard variety?

2. Do the variety preference results gained by the listening test and the
variety preference results gained by the digeestion match?

3. What attitudes to the nemative Finnish varieties emerge from the
respondentsod justifications for thei

4. Does the native Finni s mative p-iereshk er s 6
varieties depend on the communication situation?

5. Do native Finnish speakers prefer the same mative Finnish as native
Finnish varieties?

The respondent sd s peakestare anhlysedcbg statistical t h e
meansusing MS Office Excel and the calculation tool for-ehuare tests provided

by Preacher (2001). For the efguare tests, a significem level of 5% is chosen
(U=0Th®) .respondentsdé answers to-natvee dir
variety preferences are classified into groups of the same variety preference, i.e. of a
preference for the vernacular or tharglard variety. In ot to answer question 2,

the variety preferences gained by the direct question andaitety preferences

gained by the listening test are compared. The percentages are calculated how often
the respondentfave actually chose in the listening test the viaty they have

indicated to prefer in their answers to the direct question. If the resporiders

chosea the variety theyhaveindicated to prefer in all or nearly all the cases (100% or

close to 100%), it is assumed that the results gained by theediffmethods match.

I n order to answer guestion 3, the resp
choosing a nomative speaker in the listening test are read through mnithrs
justifications are divided into groupSher espondent s deflegtdheit i f i ca

attitudes to the nenative varieties. The number of mentions of a certain justification



is interpreted to indicate a rough degree of generality of the attitude amongst the
respondents. The attitudes to the imative vernacular and to the moative

standard variety are presented separately fdn seenario as well as overall. For a
comparison of the attitudes to the two different varieties, the results are visualised

with the programmePalladio developed by Hmanities + Design, Stanford
University The programme has originally been designed for visualising complex
historical data (see Humanities + Design, Stanford University), but suits also the
visualisation of data from other subjects within the humanities. In order to illustrate
theresppodent sé6 different variety preference:
al so the respondentsdé justifications for
the results visualised usiplladio. Fi nal | y, al so the respond
commens are analysed for information about their understanding of the study.

Hypotheses to questions as the questions 1 and 5 of this study are usually
based on the CAT (see Section 2.5). However, no hypotheses could be formed here
because of a lack of tip-date data on the orientation of native Finnish speakers to
their own native speech communitg-group vitality, see Subsection 2.5.2), on their
beliefs of their own language usage (see Subsection 2/&d®n their orientation to
nonnative speakers a¢canmodative orientation see Subsection 2.5.2).
Furthermore, possible influences of language ideologies steofotype®n native
Fi nni s h atttpdeseeragnedsudclear as wglee Subsectia®.6.3and2.6.4
as well as Section 3.1Concerning qué®n 2 it is expected on the basis of previous
results (Garrett 2010: 225; see also Subsection 2.8.3) that the results gained by the
two different methods do not match. Concerning question 3 it is expected on the
basis of previous results (Giles & Bils 2004: 187; Garre010: 102103) that the

respondet 6 preference depends on the communi

1.3 Goals and significance

The goal of this masterds thesis is to
factors within the study of afiides tononnative varieties for future researchhe

Finnish case study shows howrorat i ve Fi nni sh speakersoé ¢
vernaculailike or a more standatiike variety may affect their popularity amongst

native Finnish speakers. The thesis wisteesontribute thereby to the still under
researched field of study of attitudes to wtive variation. Already Gumperz
(1981: 330) not ed t he hi gh frequency o]



undetected systematic di f f e meinterathmic i n S
communication. The use of assumingly differently understood varieties in native and
nonnative speakersd encounters carries a |
Both native and nonative speakers could therefore benefit olhgssonsciousness

about the subjectForeignlanguage immigrants into Finland may be interested to

know if native Finnish speakers favour nmeatives using the vernacular or the
standard variety in a certain communication situation. For theengaiestions may

arise what variety they should learn (first) and what kind of reactions their choice of

a variety may trigger. The study results mayd implications for second language

learning and teaching and for intercultural communication. It may also contribute

new viewpoints to the current political debates of many European countries about the

role of language in the integration of immigrants and about language proficiency as a

key to naturalisation (HogaBrun et al. 2009), where the existence of language
varieties has often been ignored (see e.g. Horner 20091234Flubacher 2013).

1.4 Structure

The following chapter presents the theoretical and methodical background of the
study of attitudes to language variation. It introduces the language attitude paradigm
(2.1) and defines the central terms of this thesis, i.e. language varieties (2-2), non
native varieties (2.3) and attitudes to language variation (2.4). Section 2.5 presents
the central theory of this thesis, the Communication Accommodation Theory (CAT).
Sedion 2.6 summarises relevant factors for the study of attitudes to language in
general and section 2.7 relevant factors for the study of attitudes toativa

S peaker sid pavtieutarn Tee finad section of the chapter (2.8) presents the
traditional research methods of the language attitude paradigm. Chapter 3 presents
the Finnish case study. Its first section (3.1vmtes background information about

the language situation in Finland, abdeinnish as a second language and about
attitudes to no-native Finnish speaking immigrants. Section 3.2 goes into the
reasons for selecting as a method for the case study a matcitederbal guise
listening test, combined with a direct question. Section 3.3 presents the listening test
and section 3.4 theugstionnaire. Section 3.5 describes the conduct of the ahdly
provides background information about the responde®gstion 3.6 presents the
results of the preliminary analyses and section 3.7 the results of the validity test. The
final section of thischapter (3.8) presents the results of the case study, addressing



each of its five research questions. Chapter 4 discusses the results of this thesis. It
evaluates and discusses the Finnish case study and summarises the special theoretical
and methodical dctors for the study of attitudes to moative variation that this

thesis brought to light. The final chapter (5) points out the importance of the study of
attitudes to nomative variation and suggests possible subjects and methodical
approaches for fute research.

2 Theoretical and methodical background

2.1 Study of attitudes to language variation

Attitudes to language variation are studied within the paradigm of the study of
attitudes to language variation, also calledgbeial psychology of languadBradac

et al. 2001; Giles & Billings 2004). The study of attitudes to language can be defined

as the study of | anguage userso6 evaluati
applied definition of attitude by Garrgf2010: 20) (see Section 2.4). Thiidy of

attitudes to languagdeelongs to the greater field of study of languageceptions by
laypersons. Ities on the interface of general linguistics, psychology and sociology.

The subfield addressing attitudes to different mostly native areal wearimstifolk
linguistic§ or perceptual dialectology (see e.g. Preston: 1999; Long & Preston:
2002). The latest research overviews are by Cargile et al. (1994), Bradac et al. (2001)
and Giles & Billings (Atfu@edtplLangBaggrovides t 6 s (
an introduction to the field of study.

The field has its beginning in the groubceaking study by Lambert et al.
(1960) on attitudes to French and English in Montréal. Lambert et al. (1960)
introduced the afterwards often applied mategese echniqgue (MGT) (see
Subsection 2.8.2). Their findings suggested that listeners attribute personality traits
as intelligence, sociability or ambition, but also appearance as height and good looks
to speakers while only hearitigose(Lambert et al. 1960: 44This happens because

of the | istenersod classification of t he

2 In the Finnish language usage, thedy of attitudes to language is subsumed under the term
kansanlingvistiikka i.e. folk linguistics (Palander 2001: 147; Vaattovaara 2005: 466; TTP:
Kielitiede:kansanlingvistiikka,own translatiopy without having any of the sometimes negative
nuances othe English term. The field of perceptual dialectology is cakadsandialektologisor
havaintodialektologian Finnish (Palander 2001: 147; Vaattovaara 2005: 466).



stereotypesilfid: 49). Thus, listeners gain audible first impression about theivis

vis in a comparable way as they gather visual firsr@sgion. Following Lambert et

al. (1960), language attitudes, how they arise and how they may influence their
bearers have been studied in different speech communities around the world.
Vaattovaara (2005: 473) provides an overview of a number of Finnidiest now to
supplement with the studies by Kokkonen (2007), Leinonen (2015) and Niemela

(2016) treating attitudes to nerative language.

2.2 Language varieties, vernacular and standard variety

A |l anguage variety is At he regignphistodchl | ang
peri od, area of expertise, group, or
Kielitiede:varieteetti, own translation). Varieties indicate thus i.a. social statuses,
personal relationships, communication situations and topics of conversation

(Fi shman 1972: 4). Thereby, a variety bec
etal. (1994: 211) point outt provides the interlocutors with information about each

other and may thereby influence their evaluations of each other. There are many
typesof varieties. Two types of vitiesthat can be distinguisheate vernaculars

and standard varieties. A vernacular is a language form used for daily communication

in a certain region. It follows unconsciously developed norms (Tieteen termipankki:
Kielitiede:kansankieli, own translation). A standard variety, on the contrary, is a
language form which is used irtexgionally and has the function of a
communication device in public situations. It is often based on the written standard
(Tieteen termipankki: Kelitiede:yleiskieli, own translation). It has become unified by
standardisation and is regulated by norms (Haugen 1997 [19723%2)1

2.3 Non-native varieties
Non-native varietie® differ from native varieties in several ways. Most saliently,

nonnativev ar i eti es u n v e-mativeness.Nenmative kspeakérsare n o n

® Non-native variation is studiedby a range of disciplines and under different names, by
sociolinguistics, byvariationist linguisticshy interlanguageand intercultural pragmatics)y scond
language acquisition researahd within the intersection of SLA research and sociolinguistics. It is
addressed i.a. &2 variation(Zuengler 191: 224),advanced proficiencyr register learning(Byrnes
2012: 51) and as sociolinguistic competencésee e.g.Bayley & Regan 2004)Due to its
sociolinguistic focus, this thesis addresses i@snative variationin analogy to (native) variation as

studied by sociolinguistics.



regarded in this thesis as noative when they did not learn nor use the language in
question from birth and are perceived as-native speakers by native speakers. The
main focus of tb Finnish case study is additionally on fraative speakers who did
not grow up in FinlandNative speakersf a language, on the contrary, have learnt
and used the language from birth and indicate the language in question as their native
languagé' A non-native variety can thus be defined as the language isageertain
communication situation by speaker who has not used and learnt the language in
question since birth and is perceived as-native by the native speakers of the
language. The followingubsections enter into the questions what characterises non
native speakerso6 varieties and how they ¢
It is generally known that nemnat i ve speakers6é | anguag
accentby the degree ofperceived)fluency andby (perceived) intellyibility. These
are the typical features of |l earnerso6 | a
containing features from another language that distinguish it from native speech
(Toivola 2011: 14; Leinonen 20tdhwhichand) . I
utterance 1is actually wunderstoodo (Der wi
uniformly defined (Ullakonoja 2011: 23; for a review see Lauranto 2005) and lay
persons are likely to perceive it differently from linguistic professionals (Ullalonoj
2011: 26 29). Generally spoken, fluency is linked to the accuracy of grammar,
pronunciation, rate of speaking, the perceived ease of articulation and scarceness of
hesitation ipid: 29).
In addition to these parameters, rormt i ve s pe akregasd@dbyl angu:
t he speaker sé sociolinguistic backgroun
language.The way in which nomat i ve speakersé socioldi
variables connect to their narative varieties differ from the way they connect in the
cae of native speakers, however. Noative varieties and what they signal differ

from native varieties mainly by three reasons: their learning, perception and usage.

“ There are no universally accepted definitions of the terative speakeandnonnative speakeras
no single criterion can capture the concepts unambiguously, notbésten Therefore, additional
criteria are chosen forifterent research foci (Medgyes 2000: 632). As language variety perception is

essential for the study of language attitudes, this thesis draws on the criterion of perception.
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According to second language acquisition theory, there are broadly spoken
two different ®ttings for second languadearning: naturalistic and instructed
(Doughty & Long 2003: 4), also called incidental and intentional (Hulstijn 2003:
349). Naturalistic or incidental learning denotes language learning in everyday life
by using the languagéstructed or intentional learning denotes language learning in
a course by instructionn language courses, learners are most likely to receive
instruction in the standard variety, both orally and written (Hulstijn 2003: 349;
Williams 2012: 546547, forthe Finnish context, see Subsection 3.1.2).-Native
speakers learning the language in everyday life, on the contrary, are likely to pick up
vernaculargMagnan & Lafford 2012: 53533). However, nomative speakers do
not necessarily receive the sam@unas native speakers in a naturalistic setting
(Zuengler 1991: 23241; Gass 2003: 28@31) and they do not have the same
possibilities to use the language as native speakers (Norton 204@) 4dlorrnative
speakers may be addressed in foreigner tadk with simplified vocabulary, syntax
and rate of speaking as a reaction to-native speech (Ellis 1994: 24367).
According to the aavelsmeakérs mag also ber addeesseckein no
another language. Neamative speakers are often addezssn English in Finland by
both officials and private persons, even if the -native speakers start the
conversation in Finnish. Immigrants learning the language in its native environment
usually meet with both the naturalistic and the instructed legusetting. All these
conditions may hinder the narative speakers from learning a natural vernacular or
the pure standard variety. Many noative speakers develop therefore hybrid
varieties containing standard and vernacular features (MdWeuner 1997:604;
Kuparinen 2001: 2123; Shohamy 2009: 51y he different learning settings and ene
sided inputs result thus in differences between native anéhatore varieties, but
also in different proficiencies amongst Roative speakers, in an extreme case to

proficiency in only the standard variety or in a vernacutarthermore, nomative

® The termssecondandforeign languageas well asanguage learningindacquistion are perpetually

subject to debate (Wats@egeo & Nielsen 2003: 162; Daniels 2003: 2; Latomaa & Tuomela 1993).
This thesis conceptualises language learning as one type of learning taking place in different settings
(as the language socialisation aggeh, see Watse@egeo & Nielsen 2003: 162), and prefers the term
second languageas Latomaa & Tuomela (1993) in the Finnish context, as the focus of the case study
is on nonnative Finnish in Finland. Exceptions are the established terms second laaggag#ion

(SLA), and foreign language accent (see Subsection 2.7.2).
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speakersd6 new environment does not neces
their country of origin. Therefore, neither do their linguistic input and resulting
variety coincide with their own social background variables. Mative speakers
may learn an urban vernaculahereas their native dialec rural, or the sociolect
of the working class, wdreas their native background academic. Nonative
varieties do thus o t provide | isteners with cues
social origin as native varieties.

Non-native speakers perceive and use their varieties also differently than
native speakers. For a considerable period of time;natine varieties aren fact
likely to be no varieties, but the only possible language form at hand for language
learners. According to the Common European Framework of Reference for
Languages (CEFR), this is the case until reaching th&eEl (Council of Europe,
Language Py Unit: 24). Less proficient nenative speakers can therefore be
considered either more or less unconscious about the different native varietes, mo
or less ignorant about treocial functionsof the varietiesor more or less unable to
use the variégs. This may be because of a lack of proficiency or a lack of sense of
belonging to the speech community, as Kuparinen (2001: 17) showan advanced
proficiency level, nomative speakers may develop sociolinguistic competence and
strive to use the vaaties as the native community does. But they may also use the
varieties of their nomative languages according to the customs of their native
language communityaccording toGallois et al. (1988: 16 6 1) nif they
language as an important dimensioh their group, see their group boundaries
(especially linguistic boundaries) as hard and closed, and see their group as having
hi gh et hnol i ngunatvd Speakers ayt atsd stert yassigningN owm
social functions and meanings to the varietwhin the nonnative language
community (Byrnes 2012: 511). Nerative varieties differ thus in many respects
from native varieties. Neither native nor noative speakers are necessarily

conscious about this fact, however.

2.4 Attitudes

There is no univerdly accepted definition of the terattitude to the present day

(Garrett 2010: 19)Garrett(2010: 20) definesitaBan eval uati ve or i ¢
soci al object of some sort, whet her it [
as having essenatly the following propertiesAttitudes are socially learnt, but hold
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by an individual. They are thus sogisychological in naturel{id: 29). Attitudes

consist of three components: the cognitive, the affectual and the behavioural
componentibid: 23i 29). Theymay vary individually ipid: 162), contextuallyibid:

87) and according to tibde9508ndee aldo Gectioh or s 6
2.5). They are influenced i.a. by stereotypes and ideologies (Garrett 2033; 32e

also Subsections 2.6.@nd 2.6.4). Attitudesare thus socially learnt cognitive
orientations that are connected to feelings and evaluations and they are influenced by
various factors. They may or may not i nf
al. 2001: 13v138; Garrett Q10: 19 29).

2.5 Communication Accommodation Theory (CAT)

2.5.1 General statements

The present section introduces the central theory of this thesis, the Communication
Accommodation Theory (CAT) as adaptied the intercultural context by Gallois et

al. (1988) andGallois et al. (1995). The latest research overview with a focus on
intercultural communication can be found in Gudykunst (20027 180) and the

latest general research overview in Dragojevic et al. (201#) CAT has served as a
theoretical backgroundor numerous language attitude studies. It views the
interl ocutorsé adjustment of their commun
as signs of language attitudes (Garrett 20107 1P8). After evaluating each other,
interlocutors adjust their commigation styles. Theynay start communicatingpore

similarly as their interlocutor. This adjustment is calt@hvergencelnterlocutors

can also start communicating more dissimilarly. This adjustment is chlledyence
(Dragojevic et al. 2015:13l). Accading to the CAT, interlocutors may also continue

to communicate as normally without adjustment. This is caliegintenance
(Dragojevic et al. 2015: 4). Maintenance is a problematic concept in the eyes of the
author of this thesjshowever. The concepd based on the assumption by Giles &
Powesland (1975: 159) that in the beginning of each conversation, speakers have a
Anor mal speecho that they in turn adapt
in interaction, the questions arises, however, what suclormal communication

style could be. Dragojevic et al. (2015: 4) give as an example for maintenance the
situation where Anglophone residents of Montréal are addressed in French but
respond in English. Gal | oi s et usudlly (199

perceived as divergenceo. According to
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communication style adjustments are crucial, but the communication style
adjustments as they are perceived by the interlocutors (see Subsection 2.5.3). The
interlocutor® actual I mpression of an adjustm
Francophone addresser in the example above will most likely perceive the
Angl ophone addresseebd6s English answer as
maintenance really exists.

Speakes adjust their way of communicatiegi t her t o gain t hei
approval, to maintain their identity or to keep a social distance. In the default case,
convergence happens to gain an interl oc!
oneods and divetganteyo keep a social distanbel( 8i 13). Thereby, the
degree of convergence increases with the need for approval (Giles et al. 1991: 19).
Speakers may also take into account possible special needs of their interlocutor and
adapt their way o€ommunicating in order to meet these needs. This adjustment is
called addressee focugibid: 5i6). The concept ofaddressee focuhas been
introduced byCoupland et al. (1989. Coupland etla(1988)show that interlocutors
focus on their addressder exanple when accommodating telderly people.

Zuengler (1991) shows that communication accommodation on the basis of an
addressee focus happens also in intercultural communication when native
interlocutors focus on anemat i ve speaker 6s ntl angagasiage c o
foreigner talk (see also Section 2.Bhere are numerous exceptions from these basic

rules of communication accommodation, however, especially in the field of
intercultural communicatio he CAT t heorises thatofthe i
each other and their communicative adjustments depend on a range of features of the
communication situation. The most important features for the focus of this thesis and
their influence on the inter brepreséented sd cC ¢
below.

252 I nterl ocutorsd accommodative orientat:.
When entering an encounter, interlocutors have@ommodative orientation.e.

an orientation to their own groum{group) and to theiroutnterl o
group) (Gallois et al. 1995: 11819). Theaccommodative orientation influences the

| i st penception @f their interlocutor, their own adjustments, as well as their
perception of t he iibid: 437142 Theor 09t adl] acud
relationship to their irgroup depends on thettependence on the group and their
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solidarity with it. Dependent and solidary members prefer divergence group

members, independent and less solidary members prefer convergence (Gallois et al.
1988: 165) The i nterl ocut or sgy mcludes mmoagstii.a the t o t
perceivedn-group vitality, i.e. the degree of onedbds owr
possible threats from the egtoup (Gallois et al. 1995: 139). Generally, dominate

group members with an insecure identity evaluate subarddt e gr oup men
convergence negatively and dominate group members with a secure identity
positively (bid: 139 140). In the opinion of the author, the concept of strictly
distinguishable in and outgroups may be too rigid to account for rétd
communication situations, however. In rdd& communication situations, group
membership is most likely viewed in a more dynamic ztiier group memberships

as age, gender and professional groupy override groups of first languages

253 I nterl|l ocaptiomy sdé perc

The interlocutors react to their perceptions of the communication situation and of the
communicative adjustments. However, their perceptions may deviate from the
objective features of the communication situation and the objectively measurable
comnunicative adjustments. Nembj ect i v e perceptions o f
adjustments are calledibjective accommodatidallois et al. 1995: 137142). For
exampl e, the study by 1539 Ishmwed tha& Caddfians hi s 6
rated West Indians Wi RP most favourably, West Indians maintaining their
ethnolinguistic style somewhat less favourably, but West Indians converging to a
Cardiff variety least favourably. Giles & Bourhis (1976: 581) doubted, therefore, that

the Cardiffians perceived the Wadstn di ans 6 convergence to t
convergence at all. Because native English speakers view the RP as prestigious, they
perceive themselves to (strive to) use it. Therefore, they are likely to perceive an
actual convergence to their dialet a divergence away from the RP. Listeners can

thus have wrong assumptions about their own communication style (see also Gallois

et al. 1988: 180). Therefore, not the communication situation and the communicative
adjustments in their objectivity, but tlheperceptions by the interlocutors are
important for the study of attitudes to language (Hewstone & Giles 1986: 10; Cargile

et al. 1994: 226227).
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254 I nterl ocutorsod6 causal attributions
Listeners perceiveommunicationadjustments in the light of the speakey abi | i ty
effort and possibility, i.e. depending on language proficiency, intentionality and
external pressure (Giles et al. 19911 23, Gallois et al. 1995: 14647; Garrett

2010: 108110; Dragojevic 2015 et al.: 156). These causal attributions irdhce

the | i stenersodé attitudes. Ge ner arbgence, I i s
happens voluntarily and negative attitude if divergence happens voluntarily, but

less so if it happens because of a lack of language proficiency (Garrett12&10:

110). Misunderstandings because of misattribution are common (Giles et al. 1991:

24).

2.5.5 Sociohistorical context and immediate situation

The sociohistorical context as (former) group rivalry, the immediate communication
situation with its norms and idegies, as well as individual factors as secio
psychological states influence the adjustments and speaker evaluations (Gallois et al.
1995: 137143. Satusmarked situations as interviews, work or school settings
expect participants to divergence in thieinguage usage in order to converge and
vice versa because of norms. This phenomenon is catiegchological
accommodatiorfGallois et al. 1988: 17172; Dragojevic et al. 2015i 8). Ball et

al. (1984: 116, 124127) showed that using formal language Itesuin more
positive results for the job applicant |
conformity to social norms and to language ideologies may be more suitable than
convergence (Gallois et al. 1988: 161; Giles et al. 1991: 22).

2.6 Relevant facbors for the study of attitudes to language

2.6.1 Communication situation

Previousresearch has shown that a multituofefeatures of the communication
situation influence attitudesto languagevarieties (Bradac et al. 2001: 14145;

Giles & Billings 2004: 18)Y. As the CAT theorisesthis happes through the

i nterl ocutorsd per celi@k7). Nnlanquée vagetyliséusat al
priori more or less prestigious, i.e. socially more or lasied Dragojevic et al.

2015: 4). Rather, interlocutongerceive them to be more or less suitable within
certain circumstances. It is unclear yet how different varieties are perceived,
categorised and distinguished (Berthele 2010: 259). According to Berthele (2010:
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259) , I nterl ocut or s onatiary and soand Ipatternd §.tl,ab i | i
i nstantiated through memorised phrases,
notions of a language or variety represented by known prototypical speakers.

First, features of the language variety itself and the speséde influence
attitudes, such as the syntactic complexity, lexical diversity and provenance, speech
rate and degree of politeness (Garrett 2010988 Attitudes are held to all levels of
language (pronunciation, words, grammar, dialects and ac¢€atsktt 2010: 6).

Second, contextual features and their related norms influence attitudes, such
as the professional context, the topic of the conversation as well as the general
cultural, political, historical and economical background (Cargile et98l4:1224
227; Giles & Billings 2004: 193194; Garrett 2010: 12141). Especially, also the
features of an experimental data collection context as the characteristics of the
researcher, the language used during data collection and the study design (Garrett
2010:46,102 103) have an impact on attitudes.

Third, the interlocutorsé features in
appearance, sex and gender, age, social class, area of residence, education,
occupation, but also their mood, expertise andtie to each other (Cargile et al.

1994: 215223; Garrett 2010: 9101). For example,undergraduates rate
employability differently from professionals (Parton et al. 2002). Also persons with
linguistic education rate languages differently from personsouwit linguistic

education (Kokkonen 2007: 26359; Nupponen 2011: 255; Leinonen 2015: 59).

When rating varieties, interlocutors tend to orientate on two key dimensions: on their

i nterlocutords perceived socioeconomic ¢
1986: 14). They tend to rate standard varieties more positively on socioeconomic
traits (Giles & Billings 2004: 191193) and vernaculars more positively on solidarity

traits (bid: 194'197). Furthermore,variety use running counter expectations
influencesattitudes (Garrett 2010: 93).

2.6.2 Manifestation in behaviour and social desirability

Attitudes to language varieties are related to behay®iles & Billings 2004: 198

194) . They i nfluence theirtr bearersd tre
communication and interaction (ibid.). Thereby, language attitudes may advantage or
disadvantage social groups (Garrett 2010:185 27), influence the development of

language variation and trigger language change (Labov 1984: 33; Coupland 2016).
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There is no saightforward relationship between attitudes and behaviour, however.
What leads attitudes to surface in behaviour and what hinders them is subject to
further research (Garrett 2010:i129). One hindering factor is social desirability, i.e.

t he r e s gnewerthg whiatsh@y perceive to be socially appropriatd: (44

45). According toGarrett (2010: 44)especially the study of attitudes to minority

g r o Ugngudge suffers from this.di-native speakers can be seen as a minority
group inthe native spaking community. Thereforat is assumed here that also
attitudes to nomative language and variation are especially prone to the social
desirability bias, assuminglyven more so when immigration hasrned intoa
socially and politally highly sensitre subject The study of attitudes to norative

varieties has to ensure to avoid social desirable answers, thus.

2.6.3 Stereotypes

Attitudes are influenced by stereotypes (Giles & Billings 2004: 188; Garrett 2010:

32). Garrett (2010: 32) defines social stdggung as the attribution of certain

features (as character traits, interests, occupations and physical appearance) to groups
ard their membersStereotyping helps differentiate social groups and structure the
social world for easier handling (Tajfel 19817 166). When connected to negative
feelings, however, they may also hamper relationships. In the case of language
attitudes, a speaker s way of communicat
of a group who communicates alike. Theadls thelsener to attri bute
traits to the individual speaker and to treat the speaker accor@seg@arrett 2010:

6). Attitudestonomat i ve speakersé varieties are
stereotypeshattheir bearers hold to nemative geakers. In the case of intercultural
communication, attitudes are influenced by the stereotypes to immigrants in general.
Thus, the study of attitudes to nroative varieties has to take into account also

attitudes to nomative speakers and/or immigramtggeneral.

2.6.4 ldeologies

Attitudes are further influenced by ideologies (Garrett 201033} i.a. the standard

language ideologyQGiles & Billings 2004: 191193) An ideology is according to
Garrett (2010: 34) a fApat torsandealuesbabout nat u
how the world works, a set which is associated with a particular social or cultural
group. o The standard | anguage i deol ogy

associated with fAcorrectnestbid 34 Earlieror i t vy,
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researchers viewed the standard variety as generally superior (Milroy 2007), because

of their focus on mostly English speaking communities where the RP is spoken by

the upper social class (Giles & Billings 2004: 19293, 194 195; Garrett 2010:78).

This view was reconsidered when findings showed the power of minority languages

and nonrstandard varieties in other speech communities (Giles & Billings 2004: 194

195; Garrett 2010:78). A speech communityo6s attitude
influenced by the history of its standardisation, by its contemporary use and the

power of the concurrent vernaculars.
2.7 Relevant factors for the study of attitudes to nomative varieties

2.7.1 Study of attitudestononnat i ve speakerso6é | anguage
The focus of mst studies on attitudestononat i ve speakerso | angt
attitudes to accentedpeech Garrett 2010:1211 3 ) and on attitude
language (Zuengler 1991: 223, 233). Only few studies have addressed attitudes to
nonnati ve s poénguiskcrvardiies.slmeclacutorshold attitudes to non
native speakersod6 accent and to the diffe
and intelligibility (see Section 2.3). Thus, researchersatitudes tonornnative
speaker s 6 vaniatiesddve totgke inte actountthe s pondent sdé at
to these factors as waidr to control for them in the research desighe following

subsection presents the role of accent and the role of the different features of

| ear ner so | farmgionaofattitudew s spetiad focus is on findings of

Finnish studies. Subsection 2.7.3 presents the previous studies on attitudes to non

native sociolinguistic varieties.

2.7.2 Attitudestoaccentedspeecand | earnersé | anguage

Native speakers hold ffierent attitudes to different first language accents (Garrett

2010: 1213; Leinonen 2015: 11214). The following factors facilitate native
speaker sd6 c o mp-nagvhk speech and fostef positivenratings: light

accent Leinonen 2015: 126.28), the familiarity with nonnative speech in general

and with a certain accent in particular (Derwd/lunro 1997: 3) and the perceived
intelligibility and perceived fluency (Derwing & Munro 1997: 2; Muikkverner

1997: 607; Leinonen 2015: 10405; Niemela 208: 88 90). Leinonen (2015126

128; 149)hasfound furthermore thatthee s pondent s6 pl ace of o1
accent ratings, but not their sex and quantity of interaction with immigrants.
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2.7.3 Attitudes to ethnolects, nonnative sociolects, dialects ahregisters
The speaképsdvedhrniociitnfl uence their i nt
Billings 2004: 195). Thus, researches of attitudes to-madive sociolinguistic

variation have to ensure that t ativer espon

speakerso6 sociolinguisti enavta rviee tsyp, e ankoetr st o
sociolects proved to influence their int
2311 322; Niemeld 2016: 107). Thus, researchers of attitudes to registegstd

ensure as well that the respondentsdé do 1

Only three studiéscould be reviewed #t examined adopted dialects or
registers and concern thus the Finnish case study directly. The already mentioned
study by Gles & Bourhis (1976)has shown that Cardiffian$ attitudes to West
| ndi a nre moreReRourable than to the adopted-native dialect, the Cardiff
variety (Giles & Bourhis 1976: 57879; see also Subsection 2.5B)att & Weber
(1984: 136138) havestudied native English speakers trying to adapt to an informal
Singaporean register, which caused amusement and even annoyance in the
Singaporeans instead of positive attitudes, as the English speakers intended. Hence,
in both cases, convergence in termstleg CAT (see Section 2.9)as triggered
negative evaluations. So far, there is |
to nonnative Finnish adopted registetsokkonen (2007) in a pilot study for her
dissertation (in preparation, see Felkawkkonen) has examined a native Finnish
speaking hotel i ndust r yativp Fionfste spesakilgnoa | 6 s r
applicantsd per f oathnire meagtive Hinmish lveacularsands d vy k
standard variety have beeated negatively.Kokkonen (®07: 256 258) assumes,
however, that the negative attitisddonot concernthe varieties themselves, bthe
vernacul ar speaker s | ack of i nteraction
insecurity (bid: 257258 ) . Ko k konen s agae gheruttifactotiah us p C
i nfl uences on natAshie summpaey showsthts @suls dftall t ud e s
previous studies on adopted noative dialects and registers indicate that native

speakers hold generally negative attitudes to adopted dialaetgisters.

® For the scientifically problematic term of ethnicity see Fishman 1997.

"'Peter Ballos (1983) s-Savoth aned Borngin-Saxdn aacents in fustelm o f  An
could haveprovided further interesting insights. According to Garrett (2010: 60), Ball (1983) has
examined fAhow far it was advantageous to an i mr

authentically Australian manneraressed howévérs st udi es
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The following section presents the traditional research methods of the study

of attitudes to language.
2.8 Research methods to study attitudes to language

2.8.1 Three approaches and their combination

All attitudes are difficult to study becausetbéir sociepsychological nature and the

vast range of influencing factors. Researchergeapplied three kinds of methods to

study attitudes to language: indirect, direct and societal treatment methods (Garrett
2010: 3752). These methods are presentedhefollowing subsections along with

selected example studies either addressing attitudes to -aative languageor
serving as a model for the Finnish <case
2015). Garrett (2010: 37) points out that none of these methodical approaches is best
per se. He advises research&rcombine different methods wheneymssiblein

orderto benefit from their advantages and balance their disadvanthge01).

2.8.2 Indirect approach

Indirect methods elicit attitudes indirectly, i.e. without the respondents being
conscious about it (Garrett 2010: 41). They are represented mainly by titteecha

guise technique (MGT) and its modification, the veripaise technique (VGT). The

MGT has been developed by Lambert et al
held attitudes. For a matchedise study, a bilingual or bidialectal person records
guises, i.e. texts in the languages or varieties to be studied. The guisdsngical

with regard to their content. Also prosodic and paralinguistic features as speech rate,
pauses and hesitations are held constant in the recordings, because rfesgarch
shown that respondents hold attitudes to these (Giles & Billings 2004 1838

Garrett 2010: 4043). A constant speech rate is especially important when examining

job interviews, as increased speech rate leads to perceptions of increased competence
(Garrgt 2010: 9091). In the VGT, different speakers record the guises whenever it

is not possible to adequately mimic the varieties or to avoid voice recogriltidn (

42). The guises differ thumnly with regard to the linguistic features of the languages

or varieties to be studied. The recorded guises are played to the respondents who
believe to hear different speakers. The respondents are asked to judge the speakers on
the basis of the recordings, oftenimlsing person perception rating scal€be MGT

allows controlingt he speakerso individual voi ce f e
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react only to the language or variety differences (Giles & Billings 2004 1588
Garrett 2010: 4043). The MGT and VGT suffer also from several weaknesses,
however. The mosimportant weaknesses from the perspective of this thesis are
presented below.

The first weakness concerns the varieties. The MGT and VGT may
exaggerate the salience of language varieties, the respondents may not perceive the
varieties correctly or themay mistake them for ungrammaticality (Garrett 2010: 57
58). Furthermore, the speaker may mimic one of the varieties less accurately. Garrett
(2010: 58) calls this thenimicking authenticity questioiThe second weakness
concerns the texts for the guis€bey may not be semantically neutral. Their content
may influence the respondedits a t tilbidc 39 Ehe thifd weakness concerns the
listening test situation. The presence of researchers in the test situation and their
spoken varieties may influenceethresults ¢ b s er ver o $abop 497h d o x
Spontaneous speech may be rated differently from read out passages, especially
because one variety may be more suitable for read out speech than the other. Garrett
(2010: 59) calls this thestyle authenticity queion Matched and verbalguise
studies do not observe natural language in its natural environment nor the
I nt er | mwnaltway f fudging each otheéBradac et al. (2001: 14041)
criticise them therefore as acontextlRbtter (1998: 259) critices the use of person
perception rating scales and demands to
heterogeneous evaluative practicEsom the perspective of the CAT (see Section
2.5), the main weakness of the MGT and VGT is that they are not inteaclitiey
cannot account for influences ioteraction on attitudes. temains therefore unclear
if the results of matched and verbalguise studiescan be generalised to real
communication situations.

The review of the relevant literature reveals ahertchallenge for matched
and verbaluise studies. It unveils a contradiction in the functionality of the
met hods. The MGT and VGT access the resp
they are supposed to avoid the social desirability bias, i.eeteepondent sd ans
what they perceive to be socially appropriate (Garrett 20Ii0t5)4While it is clear
that the respondents should not realise that the guises are spoken by the same speaker
(Lambert et al. 1960: 44), it is not quite clear if the dii of a matchedor verbal
guise study is inevitably impaired when the respondents realise that they are rating

different varieties. Lambert et al. (1960: 4#nve openly explainedto their
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respondents that the texts were in two languages, in Englishand Fr e nc h it o
greater scope to the experimento. Nowad a
respondents should not be aware of the fact that they are rating different varieties
(Garrett 2010: 4i142). At the same time, it is viewed as crucial tlee validity that
the respondents perceive the varieties to be the ones in quabtthn57i 58).
However, & soon as the respondents are conscious about the varieties, they very
likely understand that they are in fact rating these different varidtigisis case, the
social desirabilitypias may occur. It is thus alear if the MGT and VGT are able to
uncover the respondentsdé true attitudes i
During the past years, different researchers created innovative modifications
of the MGT and V@ to address some of the difficulties mentioned above. Leemann
et al. (2015)employdecisioamaking as indicator of the listenes 6 a inttheit ud e s
study onSwiss and standard German varigtla their study, lhe respondenis c hoi c e
amongsthree guiseindicatestheir variety preference Ra ki | et i8&) . (20
havecreated a mixture of the MGT and VGT by recording six speakers uttering a
pair of guises, but showing only one guise of every speaker to the same respondent
group.BothRa ki | et &873) and Re@rhahn et 8. TPB) haveprovided
their respondents with a description of the communication context. Niemela (2016:
25) hasused sample pictures of the speaketh one of her respondent groups
Within the indirect approach, bye spond
the amount of a heard textethrecall (Garrett 2010: 789) or by the ceoperative
behaviour approach by measuring the res|
varieties (Garrett 2010: 78 3 ) e. g. as in Kristiansen:
p u b | ormnditsentcto fill in questionnaires when begged in different Danish
varieties. These approaches have been applied much less than the MGT and VGT

until now, however.

2.8.3 Direct approach

In the direct approach, respondents are asked directly about tiattes, either in

an interviewor in a questionnaire. Their attitudes are thus consciously elicited
(Garrett 2010: 39). This procedure is straightforward, but does not necessarily elicit

true privately held and unconscious attitudbgl( 42 43). First, peop e s 6 answer s
hypothetical questions of what they would do in a certain situation proved to deviate

from what they actually didlid: 43). Second, and connected to the first point, direct
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methods are generally not able to control the social desirdbidisy(bid: 45, 75; see

also Subsections 2.6.2 and 2.8.3). Thirdly,thb s er ver 6s parnsdox (L
even more likely to occur than in listening tests (Garrett 20104@)5 During the

past twentyfive years, newinnovative approachebave emerged.Hyrkestedt &

Kalaja (1998) have studiedattitudes to English in Finland within the social
constructivist paradigmin ther discourseanalytic study,college studentdhave

written a response to a letter to the editor that expressed a negative attitude to
English. Hyrkestedt & Kalaja (1998) haextractedt h e r e s gitbuded Famt s 6

thar responses. Gallois et al. (1995: 1334) has showrnvideotaped intercultural
conversations to judges. Mai & Hoffmann (201igve let industrial buyers and
customers evmate salespersons after real sales conversations. Niemela (2016: 19)
hasemployed group discussions. As the classical direct methods, these methods may
suffer either from the observer s par adc
They d not observenatural language in its natural environment nor take into
account t h e interactiomsr Therefaret theirssdlts may neither be

generaliable to real communication situations.

2.8.4 Societal treatment approach
The third approach to the study of itattles to language encompassegietal
treatment methods. The present subsection giagsa short account of it. Because
the Finnish case study does not employ any societal treatment method, this approach
is not presented in more detail here.

Withinthe soci et al treat ment approach, t |
varieties is analysed. A large body of public text as advertisemlettisrs to the
editor, etiquette books, cartoons, or government and educational public&tions
gathered and searchéy means of discourse and text analysis for meanings and
stereotypes that are associated with a language within the society (Garrett 2010: 51).
Unlike within the direct and indirect approaches, informants are not asked under
unnatural conditions and dats mot elicited, but natural. The researcher, however,
has to infer attitudes from texts. This approach has been therefore criticised as not
maximally exactipid: 511 52).

The following chapter presents the Finnish case study. It begins with an
overview wer the language situation, language learning formative speakers and

the actual discussion on immigration in Finland in order to embed the case study.
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3 Finnish case study

3.1 Background information

3.1.1 Language situation in Finland

Finnish is the officialanguage of Finland besides Swedish (Finnish Constitutional
Law 1999: 817). Of the nearly 5.5 million inhabitants (2015 census; Official
Statistics Finland 2015c), 88.7% indicated Finnish as their native langOég=a(
Statistics Finland 2015bAccordng to the Finnish Ministry of Justice (2009: 10),
additionally over 120 languages are spoken in Finland. These are i.a. Russian,
Estonian and Somali, followed by English, Arabic, Kurdish, Chinese, Albanian, Thai
and Vietnamese(fficial Statistics Finlan®015a). This ranking may have changed
since 2015 when nearly ten times more asylum applications were handed in than in
2014, mostly by refugees from the Middle East (European Migration Network 2014:
6; Finnish Immigration Service 2016).

In the Finnish peaking areas, the default means of communication and the
main identity bearers are dialects (Mantila 2004; Lappalainen & Vaattovaara 2005;
Paunonen 2005: 16365). In the case of the capital region, it is the spoken language
of Helsinki Helsingin puhekie; Tieteen termipankki Kielitiede:puhekieli, own
translation). In the capital region, also Helsinki slang is usesteen termipankki
Kielitiede:Stadin ~ slangi; Tieteen termipankki Kielitiede:nykyslangi, own
translations). These vernaculai® varietes on their own and vary i.a. according to
the place of residence and age of the speakers (Paunonen 2005; Juusela & Nisula
2006; Sorjonen et al. 2015).

The standard variety follows the written languaderjdkieli; Tieteen
termipankki: Kielitiede:kirjakeli, own translation) as closely as possible (Paunonen
1995: 1819; Nuolijarvi & Vaattovaara 2011: 67). Historically, the standard variety
was the spoken language of the educated people and used widely in Helsinki
(Paunonen 2005: 16365). It hasbeen remced by the Helsinki spoken language
since the 1970s (Paunonen 2005:1168, 192 195; Nuolijarvi & Vaattovaara 2011.:

68). Nowadays the standard varietyuised (orally) merely in the media and certain
official situations (Nuolijarvi & Vaattovaara 2011: 6Tt is learnt early on (ibid67),
but no longer used regularly by the whole population and, especially, by no higher

social class
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The vernaculars and the standard variety differ on phephbaological,
morphological, syntaical and lexical ground¢Kuparinen 2001: 26Nuolijarvi &
Vaattovaara 201167 69). Still, they are not two fully separated registers, the
extremes of a continuum. Thegistersof the Finnish languagare more or less
vernacularor standardike (Lauranto 199: 261).

The esteem of dialects has increased during the past years (Institute for the
languages of Finland 2017). Especially for the Helsinki variety, however, Palander
(2007: 4346) hasfound negative attitudes held by respondents from outside the
capitalregion.Ter e i s no data on Finnish speaker
variety (Nuolijarwvi & Vaatt 20l1a:48, @902 0 11 :
108) findings sggesting that her respondents percées Finnish written language
as the true and pe Finnish language. Dialects, vernaculars andmadive Finnish
they perceive as subordinate forms. These findings poirgt standard language
ideology. This ideologymay lead native Finnish speakers to prefer stanlierd
varieties also in nonativespeakersThe exact status of the Finnish standard variety

is unclear, however (Nuolijarvi & Vaattovaara 2011: 70), and needs further research.

3.1.2 Finnish as a second language
As the main focus of this case study is on-native speakers who did not grow u
in Finland, this subsectiononcentrate on language learning as an immigramt
Finland

The Finnish municipalities and the Public Employment and Business Services
(Julkiset Tyé ja Elinkeinopalvelut promot e i mmi grant sé [
organisingFinnish language courses (Law on the promotion of integration 2010: §6,
811; Finnish National Agency for Education 2012: 8). In the Helsinki capital region,
l.a. numerous institutions as the adult education centres, but also voluntary (lay)
teachers offedlanguage courses, and there are different possibilities to learn the
language in informal situations, as the language cafés (Helmet Libraries: Finnish
Language Café 2017Non-native speakers are thus likely to encounter different
vernaculars and the stdard variety in everyday life and adopt the vernaculars either
wholly or partially, the latter leading to hybrid varieties (Kuparinen 2001: 13; see
also Section 2.3). A majority of namative Finnish speakers studying the language in
a course, in contrastan be assumed to learn mainly the standard variety (Kuparinen

2001: 712; Harjanne & Tella 2007; Harjanne & Tella 2009; for some exceptions cf.
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Lauranto 1995), i.e. a variety native speakers would not use as a default means of
communication (see Subsemnti3.1.1). Lauranto (1995: 262) suspects thet may

bring native Finnish speakers to associate the standard variety withatioa

Finnish and brand standard speaking-native speakers asspeciallynon-native.

Language teaching influences thus wkiad of non-native varieties native speakers
encounter and may thereby shape their attitufiegtive Finnish speakers may
encounter nomative speakers usirggvernacular, a standalide or a hybrid variety.

No data on the actual distribution of npative Fi nni sh speakersé v

found, however.

3.1.3 Attitudes to non-native Finnish speaking immigrants
Also in Finland, attitudes to language are closely related to stereotypes about social
groups (Niemela 2016: 108; see also Subsection 24s3}is case study focuses on
attitudes to nomative varieties in an intercultural communication context, this
subsection reviews findings on attitudes to immigrants in Finland.

Immigration into Finland became more visible only after the 1990s, which
caused rise of stereotypg®uuronen 2006: 423). Jaakkola (2005: 190; 44 46)
has found that in the beginning of the ® ent ur vy, Finnish peop
immigrants had become more favourable. According to the CAT, however, the
perception of immigrast and t heir varieties is conn
image of their own irgroup and its vitality (seSubsection 2.5.2)Jaakkola (2005:
611 63; 2009: 37Y39) shows how economic recessibas givenrise to negative
attitudes in Finland, although tod#fferent degree in different age, sex, educational
and local groups, namely less in residents from the Helsinki capital region and highly
educated people (Jaakkola 2005:i &3 2009: 3841). The highly increased
immigration into Finland during 2015 (seeul$Sections 3.1.1 and 3.1.3) in
combination with the European economy crisis (Parliament of Finland 2013) has in
all probability changed attitudes. There is no data yet on the question in what way

exactly.

3.2 Selection of the nethods

Immigration and also théanguage learning of immigrants are thus highly actual
subjects in Finland at the moment of writing this thesis. As has been pointed out in
Subsection 5.2, attitudes to nomative variation, assumingly even more when

politically debated, are especialproneto the social desirability biasherefore,
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only thetwo approaches dhe languagettitude paradigm that may avoid this bias

(see Subsections 2.8.2 and 2.8.4), the indirect and the societal treatment approach,
suit this case study. As has been padnout in Section 1.2, the case study employs a
combined matchedand verbalguise and questionnaire design. When selecting the
methods for th study, the indirect approaclashbeen preferred to the societal
treatment approach due to feasibility. The autbf this thesis considered herself not

yet familiar enough with the Finnish media landscape to do justice to a study within
the societal treatment approach. The often applied matcied verbalguise
technique has been selected in order to test itdifunadity and suitability for the

study of attitudego nonnative variationIn order to gain deeper insights into their
attitudes to the noenative varieties, the respondents are given the possibility to
justify their speaker choices in a frimm statenent during the listening test. The

use of precast categories is avoided in order to gather most natural and diversified
attitudes and t o me et Potter os (1998:
heterogeneous evaluative practices. Furthermore, due totargljastification, the
comments are expected to be less biased by social desirabiktydirect question
approach is employed to allow a methodical comparison of a direct and an indirect
method.

This study combines thus qualitative and quantitativehous of data
collection and analysis that complement one another. However adopted
approaches do not examine natural language in a natural communication situation
nor take into account the interaction between the interlocutors. Their results may

therdore not be generalisable to rdié& communication situations.
3.3 Listening test

3.3.1 Research design

The listening test consists of three scenarios representing three communication
situations (group presentation, searching for a flatmate and job interwétv)wo
nonnative and two native speakers (female and male) speaking in one or two of the
scenarios, always uttering a guise in the vernacular and the other in the standard
variety (for the scenarios and the guises as used in the mainstadyppendiB).

The respondents receive a handout with the instructions that they are going to hear
different speakers in three different scenarios, namely, two speakers in part A of each

scenario, from which they have to choose either one, and two speakers ingpart B
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each scenario, from which they have to choose either one. The respondents are
instructed to familiarise with the scenarios, to imagine hearing the speakers on the
phone, to mark their choice on the handout, and to justify their choice on two blank
lines during a silent break of 30 seconds (for an example of the harsbmut
Appendix D). Each pair of speakers they hear are in fact turns recorded by the same
speaker, one in the vernacular (VER), the other in the standard variety (STD), and
are thus guiseésee Subsection 3.3.2). In each scenario, the respondents hear non
native as well as native guises, either in part A or B.lAgipg 24 guises (2 varieties

x 3 situations x 4 speakers) could haasilyresulted in recognition of the voices,

and fatigueeffects in the respondents (Garrett 2010: 6f)y a selection of guises is
played to different groups of respondent
every new group of respondents (totally six; see Appendix E), either the pair of
female spealers or the pair ofmale speakers is chosen randomly for tingt fand

third scenario. ie opposite pair is chosen for the middle scenario. The respondents
hear thus the same voice at most four times. The guises, the scenarios and the non
native and nativepeakers appear in randomised ordersdparate the scenarios and
speakers from each other, a female native Finnish speaker was recorded saying the
number of the scenario and the speaker,
( emsimmainen tilanneosa A, ensimmainen puhGjg , wher eby ordi nal
preferred over cardinals, as only they are the same in the targeted varieties (see the
vernacul ar and styasnayksr d ofno rénb uff dsee midomme & o |
Garrett 2010: 61). The spondents are not told that the speakers will employ
different varieties, as this may impair the results Gaesection 2.8.2). 4uestionin

the questionnairelicits if the respondents have besmmscious about the fact that

they wee rating different arieties(see Section 3.4 and Section 3.7).

3.3.2 Varieties
As this study seeks to contrast attitudes to more verndddaand more standard
like nonnative varieties and in order to keep the varieties clearly distinguishable,

guises are created in only twarieties, but not in a hybrid varietfor the standard

8 In addition, hybrid guises are also excluded for the favour of more scenarios and to in order to avoid
fatigue effects in the respondents (Garrett 2010: 61). Without data about the linguistic features non
nati ve s peak és actualhhigchudeiitds impassilbleetd create natural hybrid guises.

Furthermore, it is unclear if native speakers would still have been able to perceive and remember three
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guises, the standard variety orientating on the written language as used in the media,
and often in Finnish as a second language classes, is tafsfatedardj Nuolijarvi

& Sorjonen 2010 [2005]: €; or yleiskiel; i.e. general language, see Tieteen
termipankki: Kielitiede:yleiskieli, own translation).ektures associated nowadays
virtually exclusively with the written language as the possessive suffixes (Matti
Miestamo, p.c., 3.11.2015; Hanna Lalgp@en, p.c., 16.11.2015 when creating the
guises) are not included, however, orderto avoid overstated salience (Garrett
2010: 57). For the vernacular guises, a general vernacular from Southern Finland is
targeted (etelasuomalainen puhekielNuolijarv & Sorjonen 2010 [2005]: 17).
Helsinki spoken languader even slang isiot targeted in order to avoid possible
negative attitudes against the latter varieties in respondents originally from outside
the capital region (see Subsection 3.1.1).

The featues common to all the Finnish vernaculars listed by Mielikainen
(1982: 280287) and Paunonen (2005: 18%7) haveserved as the basis to form the
guises.Although the varieties differ bgeveral linguistic features (s&absection
3.1.1), the guises have drecreated to differ only in morphological and morpho
syntactical terms. Lexical differences as the more fotmeabr the more informal
moi in the direct address are considered too salient. Phonetical assimilation in
speaking happens in both varietifer an overview on the included linguistic

featuressee Appendix C).

3.3.3 Scenarios
In the listening test, the varieties are presented to the respondents in different
scenarios. Each scenario represents a certain communication situation. This allows
determiniga possi bl e influence of the communi
preference. The listening test contains the following scenarios: choosing a fellow
student for a group presentation at the University of Helsinki, choosing a flatmate for
a shared #t and choosing an applicant for an internship position in a job interview.

The three scenarios differ in their topic of conversation, related norms and

assumingly also in the ideologies related to them (see Subse?tinbs2.6.1 and

only slightly differing nomnative guises correctly. It has to be kept in mindwéver, that the
exclusion of hybrid varieties may affect the results (ibid: 102).
° The vernacular guise of the job interview scenario contains some rather typical Helsinkian features

(see AppendiesA and B. Its validity is tested in a preliminary agals (see Section 3.6).
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2.6.4).The scenaos have in common that the speakers address the respondents and
beg for participation of some sort. In the case of the-nmadive speakers, the
respondents are listening to @yroup members in terms of the CAT (see Subsection
2.5.2). As the degree of ceergence increases with the need for approval (see
Subsection 2.5.1), the respondents can be expected to perceive thatinen
speakers to try to converge according to their language proficiency, regardless of
which variety they employ. In the case o&thative speakers, the respondents are
listening to ingroup members in terms of the CAT (see Subsection 2.5.2). Native
speakers are able to employ both varieties. Therefore, the respondents can be
expected to perceive the native speakers to either canvemdjverge, depending on
what variety the respondents themselves would employ. Still, in both cases the
respondents can be expecteahoosehe guise they actually prefer, as a choice has
to be made.

These scenarios are chosen because the resporufettiss case study,
university students, can be expected to have experience with all the corresponding
communication situations. The job interview is in addition already thoroughly

researched, which allows comparison with other results (Garrett 2014136

3.3.4 Texts and guises

In the style of Leemann et al. (2015), one text in the two varieties per scenario has
been developed (for the development of the tesde Appendix Afor the definitive
guises, seeAppendix B)X The texts represent most naturalrmsi in the
corresponding scenarios. In order to avoid influences on attitudes, they are
semantically most possibly neutral, equally polite, lexically equally diverse, and
contain no lexically provenant words (see also Subsegti®r). Striving for these
goals, equal syntactic complexity could not be achieved, however (geEmdix C).

The text contentsra created to suit both female and male speakers (see Subsection
3.3.7 and Appendix A). &ordings of natural speech samples would have
represented actuapeech more realistically, avoided the style authenticity problem
(see Subsection 2.§.2and improved the generalisability. No semanticallgse

enough samples by nativend nonnative speakers with nemrecognisible first

2 The author thanks Matti Miestamo and Hanna Lappalainen for their input on constructing the guises

and Adrian Leemann for his input on the research design as well as the accent rating tests.
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language accent in the two tatge varieties could be founGuises uncontrolled for

these features would deliver invalid results, however.

3.3.5 Speakers
As speakerdhave served two nomative speakers, a female speaker from Czech
Republic (first language: Czech), and a male speaker froamilBfirst language:
Brazilian Portuguese), and two native speakers, a female speaker from Middle
Finland, and a male speaker from the capital region, all (former) university students,
and aged between 25 and35Thi s al |l ows compareferangest he r
of native and nomative varietiesMoreover, as Piske et al. (2001: 193) point out,
i ncluding native speakersd6 turns in an
native speaking respondents are able to distinguisinative from native speé.

As (former) group rivalry and the general political context may influence
i nterlocutorso attitudes in intercultura
and recognisable first language accents (see Section 2.3 and Subsection 2.8.2) may
activd e r es pond ey the riomative speakers haye beehosen from
other than the major immigrant groups in Finland (see Subsection 3Thd).
listening test method aims at controlling a range of influensimgpe ak er s f eat
physical appararce, socialclasand age by wunveiling only t
Subsection 2.8.2). All scenarios are constructed to demand as speakers young,
academic adults. To balance the sex/gender variable, both female and male speakers
are included(see alsgGar et t 2010: 6 3; R Askthie [degred of a | . z
(perceived) proficiency, i.e. the degree of accent and fluency/intelligibility may
i nfl uence nati ve s-patva kagiatiend(seea Sectiont 28daecs t o
Subsections 2.5.4 and 2.7), botbrinative speakers are equally proficient. They
have reachedt least Cdevel according to the CEFR (Council Blirope, Language
Policy Unit; see University of Helsinki Department of Finnish, Fifdgrian and
Sandinavian Studies 2017). Most importantigwever, they haveeen judged as
equally intelligibleand have beerrecognised as nemative in the pilotstudy (see
Subsection 3.3.7)

1 The author thanks Hanna Lappalairfenher help with recruiting the speakers, all seven speakers

for their readiness to help with the recordings and their inputs concerning the texts.
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3.3.6 Recording and editing of the texts

The guises have beeeacorded in two sessions on 2 Febru2®di6 (nornative male
speakerandon 8 February 2016 (native male speaker, and female speakers) at the
learning centre Aleksandria of the University of HelsthkiThe speakers have been
instructed to speak at the same ratiéh whe same pitch, intonatiaand emotion (see
Sub®ctions 2.6.1 and 2.8.2). Thisas beendifficult for some of the speakers,
however, and several recordings have baenessary to reach constant features. Two
of the recording sessions lasted nearly two hours. An Olympu$309PC with a
sample rate of 1800 Hz has served as aecorder. All the stimuli have been
normalised in amplitude using the standard normalising function of the programme

Audacitydeveloped by the Audacity Team (see Audacity Team).

3.3.7 Pilot studies and adaptations of the research design
The functionality of the listening teand the preliminary guises have bdested in
three pilot studies. The guises tested in the different pilot studies and their
adaptations can be found in Appendix A.

Two of the pilot studies have beaonductedn university courses, the first
on two dates, 30 November and 1 December 2015 with a total of 8 native listeners,
and the second on 4 February 2016 with a total of 4 native listérigne third study
had to be conducted informally with only two nativedisers on 8 February 2016
because fotime restrictions. The outcomes of the pilot studies have resultdeein
selection of new speakers andnrajor adaptations of the research design and the
texts for the guises.

The first pibt studytested the origial research design containing only the
guises of om nonnative speaker. The respondents did not recogheséemale non
native Finnish speaker originally from Poland as a-native speaker at all, i.e. the
varieties were not recognised as the ones daeénThe speaker had to be exchanged,
therefore. Mst of the respondents realised that the guises were spoken by one and
the same speaker. To avoid tipioblem, the research design has badapted to

2The author thanks Eija Aho for the microphones and the hints for improving the recordings.

3 The authorthanks Matti Miestamo, Eija Aho and Antti Kanner for offering the opportunity to
conduct the pilot studies in their university courses, the participants of the pilot studies for their help,
Hanna Lappalainen for offering the opportunity to discuss thdysio the Reading Circle of

Sociolinguistics $osiolingvistiikan lukupiijiand its participants for their constructive criticism.
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include two nomnative speakers. The respondents regabintelligibility problems

with the text of the slred flat scenario. The text has bedranged as shown by

Table 1:

Tablel: Changes made to the text of the shared flat scenario after the first pilc

According to the respondents, the job interview vernacular guise sounded too

study.
Version Variety Text
before  Original Me voidaa paattaa tarkast muuttopaivast, ku sun kav
Finnish VER on ilmottanu, millon ne muuttaa pois.
Original Me voimme paattaa tarkasta muuttopaivasta, kun
Finnish STD kaverisi ovat ilmoittaneet, milloin he muuttavatig
English We can decide on the precise date of moving as soo
translation  your friends have let you know when they are going 1
move out.
after Original Ma voin tulla vaik kaymaa, sit ku sun kaverit on
Finnish VER muuttanu pois, ni me voidaai, miten me jaetaa
kotityot.
Original Mina voin tulla vaikka kaymaan, sitten kun kaverisi o
Finnish STD muuttaneet pois, niin voimme sopia, miten jaamme
Kotity®t.
English | could come around when your friends have moved
translation  then wecan decide how we divide the housework.

AHel 4ii kleio to rate it neutrally. Thi

three linguistic features (for the guise see Talelaw):

1. the-A-apocope irkokemust talt alal{standarckokemusta talta alalja
(Paunonen 2005: 166), according to Mielikéinen (1982:1 28%) a

typical Southern Finnish variant, that spread mostly in cities, and

amongst students;

S

mg
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2. the short representati of the % infinitive illative form ottaan
(standardottamaan (Paunonen 2005: 167), according to Mielekéainen
(1982: 286) originally aypical dialect feature from Tavastithat has

spread in the Helsinki capital region since the 1990s (Paunonen 2005:
193, 195); and

3. the representation of th@A-endings asii in uusii tehtavii (standard
uusia tehtavig (Paunonen 2005: 166), according to Mielikainen (1982:
286 287) a typical Southern Finnish variathat spread mostly in cities
and amongst students.
The guise has beahanged as shown by Table 2, partly using the standard variants,

partly avoiding the features in question:

Table2: Changes made to the vernacular guise of the job interview scenario a
the first pilot stualy.

Version Variety Text

before  Original Mullon viis vuotta kokemust talt alalt, mut ma oisin ky
Finnish VER valmis ottaan myds uusii tehtavii vastaa.

English | have five years of work experience in this field, but
translation  would naturaly be ready to perform also other tasks.

after Original Mullon viis vuotta kokemusta talta alalta ja méa voisin
Finnish VER alottaa heti.

English | have five years of work experience in this field and
translation  could start as soon as possible.

This change hathe additional advantage to avoid the phitasperform tasksvhich
sounds formal and would have tefare suited the standard guisetter than the
vernacular guise. Some respondents reported that it felt awkward to choose amongst
the speakers while not seeg them. Therefore, the hint has beelded in the handout
that respondents may imagine hearing the speakers on the psdrembert et al.
(1960: 44) have dongor an example of the handgsee Appendix A).

A nonnative male spea&k from Brazil and a native malegeaker from

Eastern Finland have beeecruited as new speakers. A male native speaker who
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counterchecked the revised texts pointed out the unsuitability of the group
presentation text for male speakefs Would be nice d give the presentation
togethen. Therefore, also this text has been adaptée ¢an give the presentation
together)

The respondents of the second pilot study perceived the guises of the non
native speaker authentically as nuetive and rated them agually accented (with a
maximal difference of 1.25 points on the-d6int scale from 1 to 10, with 1 meaning
nearly no accent and 10 a very strong accent). The respondents perceived the
difference in accentedness between the vernacular and the standardogbe the
smallest in the job interview scenario (mean=1.0, standard deviation=0) and in the
group presentation scenario (mean=1.0, standard deviation=0.71), but only slightly
bigger in the shared flat scenario (mean=1.25, standard deviation=1.6&). Th
respondents did not guess the speaker s
Russia. The respondents reported the recordings of theatwe speaker to be
intelligible. As a first major problem, howeveahree respondents had problems to
undersand the male native speaker, most probably because of his idiolectal way of
speaking fast. The speaker had to be exchanged, thess@sond major problem,
the new job interview guises were not different efow@mymore. 8me of the
respondents refused ttecide between them. Because of time restriction, no new
texts could be developed. Therefore, tAeapocope as a faae for the vernacular
guise has beereincluded. This guise may therefore sound too much of Helsinki
spoken language and may activatégathy in respondents from outside the Helsinki
capital region. The results are therefore tested for a corresponding influence (see
Section 3.6). As also all respondents still realised the pairs of guises being spoken by
the samespeaker, the research agshas beemxpanded again to include now four
speakers. In order to balance male and fewailees, two female speakers have been
recruited.

The recruitment proved to be difficult. Only the day before the first conduct
of the main study, the guises tdue recorded again. Because of time restrictions,
the new male natwoefemabhkesps ahkatdseed hguits
only in an informal format by playing them to two native Finnish speaking friends of
the aubhor of this thesis. These twoative speakers haveated the guise as
intelligible and authenti@and the nomaive guises as equally accented. Therefore,

the guises are used in the main study (for the definitive geise#ppendix B).
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3.4 Questionnaire

The guestionnaire contains tteect question and the validity test (for an example of
the handout containing the questionnasee Appendix D). The questionnaire is
handed to the respondents after the listening test. The direct question elicits the
r es p o n daativesdrietynpeferences directly. It asks thespondents to give

their opinion what variety a nemative speaker should employ best. In order to
determine the validity of a matchedise study, it is crucial to know if the
respondenthiaverecognised the varieties dag the listening test and if théyave
realised that the matched guises have been utteyetthe same speaker (see also
Subsection 2.8.2). The questionnaire includes therefore also two questions
addressing these issues. However, only after the condunt cbse study the author
hasrealised that the questions contained presuppositions. Instead of asking neutrally,
the questionbaveasked directly if the respondents realised that one guise was in the
vernacular and the other in the standard variety aatttte matched guises were
spoken by the same speaker (see Appendix D), presupposing this being the case and
leading the respondents to affirm. Because of this unfortunate formulation of the
questions, the validity of this study can be tested only to #elindegree (see
Section 3.7).

The guestionnaire coll ects further
background variablesiga, gendéf, major at the university and/or occupation, first
language(s), language(s) used in daily life, place of growing umlard, language
learning history, international experienagserationalised a& stay abroad (place and
duration), the frequency of contact with Roative speakers and the varieties used by
those gee also Subsection 2.6.1). The background variabletestesl for possible

influences on the results in preliminary analyses (see Section 3.6).

! The study strived to collect the social variabnderandnot the biological variableexby asking
explicitly forthe e s pondent s 6 sukupudl@entitaetd, e alréatlyyEckért (1989: 246
248) pointed out that it is the social attributions, i.e. the gender role of a respondent that matters for

sociolinguistics.
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3.5 Conduct of the study

3.5.1 Procedure and data collection
The original aim was to test a random sample of at least 100 students from different
faculties of the University foHelsinki. However, gathering a random sample of
respondentshas proved to be impossible because of privacy protection reasons.
Therefore, the study ibased on a nerandbm sample of respondents. It has been
conducted with six groups of a total of 10%ive Finnish speaking respondefiti
university courses, university language courses and in the library of the University of
Helsinki following a call to participate in the study sent to the subject associations of
the faculty of arts that provided opemmail distribution (for the six groups of
respondentssee Appendix E). Because the sample of respondents of this study is
nonrandom, the results presented below cannot be generalised to all the students
from the University of Helsinki.

The study has l@m conducted in the respective class rooms at the Universtiy
of Helsinki and the University of Helsinki main library buildifylt has been
i ntroduced as a | i st eni n@Althetagetedivarietiess he a |
have beenactivated in he respondents, as the language employed in the study
influences its resultsée Subsection 2.6.7he oral irstructions before the test have
been given in a nenative vernacular anduring the tet in a native neutral variety.
The handout is writtein the standard written language (see Subsection 3All1)
groups of respondents have bgeasented with the guises over the sound system of
the respective class room@VNindows Media Player on the computeand
loudspeakers)The studyhaslasted on averag25 minutes (explanations and test 10
15 minutes, filling in the questionnaire, debriefing and thankinigl30minutes).
With some groups, possible sources of irritati@ve occurred (background noises,
voices from outside the room as well as technicablgms with the sound system),
but did not seem to hinder the respondéntsa ns wer i ng, as al l c

marked and all questions answered.

!> The author thanks all the respondents foirtparticipation. Special thanks go to the respondents
who took a special interest in the study for their valuable discussions and hints for further reading.
' The author thanks the lecturers of the respective courses, Seppo Kittila, Hanna Lappalainen and

Suvi Punkkinen for their readiness to help.
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3.5.2 Respondents

All the respondents are regular students at the University of Helsinki, of which 72%
study in alinguistic and 28% in a nelinguistic programme (NA=1)' They are
mainly young adults with their age ranging between 18 and 53 years with a mean of
26.2 years and a median of 23 years (NA=2). 2% indicated their gendéneas
23.8% asmale and 74.2% ademale The sample of respondents rnelatively
balanced in terms of their place of growing up in Finland and therefore also of their
dialectal background, which proved to influence language attitudes (see Subsections
2.6.1 and 2.7.2). Respondents fromtht 19 regionsnjaakunty of Finlandhave
participated, except from Tavastia Prop&aiitaHame and the Aland Islands
(Ahvenanmap 50% of the respondents are from the capital region and 50% from
outside the capital region (NA=1). Only few respondehtwe indicated an
occupation. Therefore, this variable is not considered further idiee r es ponden
language proficiency in numbers of languages they have learnt (oterthhir
native language) rangegtween 1 and 10 (n=101; mean=3.5; median=3). 62%te
respondenthiavereported to use only one language in daily life, 33% two and 5%
three (NA=1), whereby these numbers indicate at least roughly which respondents
perceive themselves as basically monolingual, emabd multilingual in daily life.
366% of the respondentsavereported to have stayed abroad between 0.5 and 7
years (0.5 year: 10.9%; 1 year: 14.9%; 1.5 years or more: 101%#)places vary
greatly and are not considered further. The respontfentsindicated the frequency

of their contact with nonmnative speakers ia free form. Their answers have been
read through and arranged into the following seven categories: daily: 10.2%, weekly:
23.5%, often: 8.2%, monthly: 4.1%, sometimes: 9.2%, seldom: 37.7%, no: 7.1%
(NA=3). 27.4% of the respmlentswho keep at least some contact with mative
speakershave reported the nomative speakers to use a vernaclile variety,
34.5% a standarlike variety and 38.1% a hybrid variety (NA=10; not applicable
because of no contact =7). The followisgction discusses the possible effects of

these variables on the results of this case study.

" The linguistic programmes encompass general linguistics, language technology, logopedics,
philologies, phonetics, and translation studies; the-limguistic programmes encompass Asian
studies, astronomy, deloping countries studies, economics, forestry, Latin American studies, law,
general and Finnish literature, medicin, music science, pedagogics, special and early childhood

pedagogics, theater science, and theology.
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3.6 Preliminary analyses
The respondentsdé background variabl es ar
analyses (chsquare test). The tables with the tesutes including the exactyalues
from the chisquare tests can be foundAppendix F. The analyses shdhat the
following variables haveo effectr espondent s6 gender , age (
here),major at the universitydfvided into the two faors oflinguistic subjectsand
nortlinguistic subjects the numbers danguages used in daily lifeivided into the
two factorsone languageandtwo or three languag@s, the respondent s
learning history (divided into the factolslanguage 2 languages 3 languages4
languagesand 5 or more languages the frequency ofcontact with nomative
speakers (divided into the two factmfenandnot often) and the varieties used by
thesenomati ve speakers as an ienahges (divided f or
into three factorsernaculat standard varietyandhybrid varietie$. The data is thus
collapsed across all these variables for the maitysesm A further analysis shows
tha respondents have not d® significantly differently betwee the female voice
and male voice guises in the case of both-mative and native speakers. Therefore,
also the results for male and female voices are collapsed.

Only two variables showartial effectsThe variableplace of growing up in
Finland (divided into the two factorffom the Helsinki capital regioand not from
the Helsinki capital regiondoesnot have any effect in the case of native speakers
and neither in the case of the job interview and the shared flat scenario in the case of
nonnative peakers. In the group presentation scenario, however, the respondents
from outside the capital regidmvechosea significantly more often the nemative
vernacular speaker than the respondents from the capital region (X2=4.96, df=1,
p<0.05).That there iho effect in the job interview scenario shows that the possibly
too typical Helsinki spoken language features in the vernacular guise of this scenario
did not bias the results (see Subsection 3.3133. variablenternational experience
operationalisedsaa stay abroad (divided into the two factst@yed abroadndnot
stayed abroaflhasno significant effect in the case of nroative speakers again in
the job interview and the shared flat scenario, but in the group presentation scenario
(X2=3.991, df=1,p<0.05). The respondents who have stayed abha&e chosa
more often the standard speaker than the respondents who have not stayed abroad. In
the case of the nae speakers, there i effect in any of the scenarios per se, but
overall (X2=4.353, df=1 p<0.05). Of the respondents who have stayed abroad,
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43.3%havechose the standard speaker, but only 24% of the respondents who have
not stayed abroad.

Their place of origin within Finland and international experience seem thus to
influence native Finns h s peaking studentsdé6 variety p
Leinonen 2015: 12628, and Subsdon 2.7.2). As the variables dwt affect all
scenarios, theesults are collapsed also across these variables for the main analyses.

Based on the respoeacht sé i nf or mal comment s i n
majority of the respondentgveperceived the guises correctly. Sewtndentdhave
mistakennon-native speakers for native sp@rs or have not beesure about the
nonnativeness of their speech, as &blshows:

Table3: Commentsonthenamat i ve speakersodé natiyv

Original comments as given by the  English translations (own translations)
respondents (in Finnish)

ajattelisin, etta helpompi pitd&nen |l would think 1to
kanssaan, kun aidinkieli suomi because the native language [is] Finnig

Samaa kielta aidinkielena puhuva tunt A person who speaks the same mothe
laheisemmalta. tongue feels closer.

Toinen kuulostaa ulkmaalaiselta ja liiar The second sounds like a foreigner an

viralliselta. too official.

koska ulkomaalainen because foreigner

helpompi valita syntyperéiselta easier to choose a person who sounds
suomalaiselta kuulostva like a native Finn

Ulkomaahistaustaisella (?) voi olla hyv A person with a foreign origin (?) could
ideoita ainakin kieliaineissa. have good ideas at least in a language
subject.

puhuja todennakoisesti ulkomaalainen the speaker [is] most likely a foreigner
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Five students havnot understoodne of the nomative speadrs properly, as Table 4

shows:

Table4: Commentsonthenemat i ve speakersoé6 intel

Original comments as given by the  English translations (own translations)
respondents (in Finnish)

Ensimmaisestéa ei saanut selvaa. The first was not comprehensible.
Puheesta saa paremmin selvaa. The speech was easier to understand.
helpompi ymmartaa easier to understand

ekassa patkassa vaikea saada parista difficult to make out some of the words
sarasta selvaa in the first turn

Toisen puhujan puheesta ei saanutarThe second speake
selvaa. always comprehensible.

Eleven studentbavejustified their choices on the basis of the spedkerpr osodi c s
two of them on the basis of the rate of speaking with the standard variety, as Table 5

shows:

Table5: Commentsonthenamat i ve speakersdéd proso

Original comments as given by the  English translations (own translations)
respandents (in Finnish)

Toisessa arsytti narina. In the second, the creaky voice was
annoying.

ei-nasaalinen puhe no-nasal speech
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helpompi ymmartaa, selkeammat easier to understand, clearensonants,
konsonantit, tauot pauses

Eka mumisi. The first one mumbled.

parempi aanenkaytto better usage of the voice

rytmi édnessa the rhythm in the voice
vakuuttavampi intonaatio more convincing intonation

Monotoninen &ani hairitsi molemmisse The monotonousoice disturbed in both

puhui lulemmalla ja itsevarmemmalla talked with a louder and more self
aanella, mika antaa kuvan tehokkuude assured voice, which gives the
impression of efficiency

hitaampi slower [on the standard variety]

hitaammin puhtiu slowlier spoken [on the standard variet

The latter problem is difficult to avoid, as the standard variety is morphologically
more complex (see Subsection 2.8.2). No phonetict tesre beemade to decide

if the prosodics i@ measurably differeéror only perceived to be different.

3.7 Validity test

The validity test indicates that the majority of the respondesngerealisedthat one
guise of each pair has beenthe vernacular and the other in the standard variety
(86.1%)and that the matched igaes have been utterbg the same speaker (61.4%).
Only 9.9% of the respondents hawmet realisd either. Depending on which of the
conditions should be fulfilled to guarantee the validity of the MGT (see Subsection
2.8.2), only 9.9%, 13.9%, or 37.6% dietanswers can be considered valid. Tere r

sults of the validity test may overstate the facts, howeveha&sdeempointed out in
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Subsection 3.4, the validity test quesian the questionnaire contapresuppois
tions. However, 0 n & commenpwoittend @nrihe bamdowdrguo nt a n
ing the listening test supports the validity test results. A respondenhagthosa

the standard guise of a native speaker in the group presentation sitwgizom-

ment ed: il am even a biblecasssnoadmeaptakelike my
this 1in real i f e, but It brings about !
comment : AvVvahan jopa h2vett2a2a omats- vast a
sa el 2m2ss?@a| mutta tul ee ssufgestsithateannthev ar ma

case of variety recognition, social desirability issues may indeed be at work. Other
respondents may not have admitted their uneasiness, but simply ehlosethey

perceived to be appropriate according to the current social disc@mse of the
respondenthaveexpressed as well their feeling of unfairness to judge a person only

by her or his voice. One respondéasc o mment ed: fAOf <cour se |
make choices on the basis of word for m
AOi keast. en tietenk22n tekisi valintoj a
that at least some of the respondents have hmmTscious about thiact that the k-

tening test has beamly a test situationlhese restrictions concernitige validityof

the results hav be kept in mind when reading the following section presenting the

main results of the case study.
3.8 Results of the study

3.8.1 Preferences of the nofmative vernacular and standard variety

The following subsections present the resultshef Finnish case study. The tables

with the results of the listening test including the exautlpes of the chsquare

tests, from the direct question as well as from the methodical comparison can be
found in Appendix G. The justifications given by thespondents for their speaker

choices in the listening test (in Finnish) can be found in Appendix H. The
categorisation of the r esphbassdreedasabasig ust i |
for the following analyses can be found in Appendix I.

In the listening test, no significant preference for either of thenative
varieties has emerged. 52.8% of the responderitave chos@& the nonnative
vernacular guise and 47.2% the standard guise (n=101). From the answers to the
direct question, four diffent preferences of nemative variety usaghaveemerged
(n=95; NA=6). 43.2% of the respondefiigvestated that nonative speakers should



44

be allowed to use both varieties without restrictions, just as they like or are able to.
32.6% have stated that it wuld be best for nenative spakers to acquire both
varietiesand use themsanative speakers do. 22.1%ve expresseithe opinion that

it is most important for nenativespeakers to know the vernacular. They haated

that they accept a nemative spaker 6 s vernacul ar i n all
Only 2.1% of the respondents hav&ated that nomative speakers should use
consistently the standard variety.

As answers to a direct question, these results are most likely biased to some
degree eitheby social desirability or by the fact that respondents are not conscious
about what they actually would do (see Subsection 2.8.3). The discussion of the
study results (Section 3.7) does therefore not draw upon them directly. The results

are used, howeveigr the methodical comparison in the following subsection.

3.8.2 Methodical comparison

The methodical comparisdrasproved to be possible only to a limited degree. Only
the answers of the respondents whave indicated a preference for either the
vernacularor the standard variety in the direct question can be meaningfully
compared to their choices in the listening test. The group of two respondertasvho
indicated to prefer the nemative standard variety is too small for memful
calculations, howeveilherefore, only the answers of the 21 respondentshakie
indicated a preference for the npative vernacular in the direct question are
compared here to their choices in the listening test (for the full results of the
methodical comparisgrsee AppendiXG). As Tabé 6 shows, these respondents have
not cheen consequently the nemative vernacular speaker. In termspefcent they
havechos& even less often the vernacular speaker than the standard sSpeakaty

scenario and overall:

Table6: Methodical comparison (vernacular preference; percentage numbers;
of respondents: n=21).

Scenario  Method VER (%) STD (%)

Pres direct question 100 0
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listening test 38.1 61.6
Flat direct question 100 0
listening test 42.9 57.1
Job direct question 100 0
listening test 47.6 52.4
Overall direct question 100 0
listening test 42.9 57.1

This comparisoni although limitedi shows that the results gathdy the two
different methods daot match in this studys has beeaxpected (see Section 1.2).

This finding is in line with earlieresearch (Garrett 2010: 225; Subsection 2.8.3).

3.8.3 Attitudes to the non-native vernacular and standard variety

The respondentsd justi fi c a tstening test, i.eothe

t hei

reasonghatthey haveindicated for choosing a certain speaker, reflect their attitudes

to the speak e usifeationagivendy tye rgsgormderdse Apgendjx

H). As providing a justification has beewoluntary, thenumbers of justifications for

each senario vary, as Table 7 shows:

a nonnative or a native speaker.

Table7: Number of respondents (%) who provided a justification for their choic

Scenario Pres

Flat

Job

Overall

Number of respondents who justified 55.4
their choice of a nomative speaker (%

44.6

63.4

54.5
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Number of respondents who justified 70.3 75.2 69.3 71.6
their choice ba native speaker (%)

Fewer respondents&avecommented on nenative speakers than omtive speakers.
Especially fewhave provided gustification for their choices in the narative shared
flat scenario. Some respondents have gseveral justifications for one choice. For
example, theynavedescribed a vernacular speaker as both mongraleand more
relaxed. These comments are listed separately in the following. The numbers of
justifications show thus how often a @it n per cei ved speaker
mentioned. Many respondentsve recognised the varieties as vernaculand
standwrdlike andhavedescribed them simply as bett@afemp) or more suitable
(sopivamp) for the situation. These justifications are arranged into a separate group
(reqgister is better/more suitableTwo of these comments give an insight into how
the exactcontents of the texts, in this case their wording, are deciding for attitude
formation. One respondetias chos@ the standard speaker in the job interview
scenari o, because i mna{lSG, stdandatd foem instead ofu s e t
the wordma[lsS G; vernacular form]J]odé (own trans|l
kayttdd mindsanaa kaytttmés anan si j aan 0) . hagchosa thee r res
vernacul ar s pe ak aenulla ontl hvave veenacular loen¢ soundse
more natural tharminulla on[l ha v e ; standard form]o (owr
c o mme mulla onkilulostaa luontevammalta kuminullaordo) . The r espon
further justifications are discussed below.

The respondents have givére following reasons for choosing either a non
native venacular or a nomative standard speaker overall, i.e. merged for all the
scenarios, with the number of mentions given in brackets (only reasons named at
least twice; forhe categorisation of the responde
basis for theanalyses beloysee Appendix)l
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Table8: Reasons for choosing a notive vernacular or nomative standard
speaker (overall).

Variety Non-native vernacular Non-native standard

. natural (21) nice/pleasant/friendly/jovial/less
Traits  relaxed/not sff/not forced (16) annoying (16)
enthusiastic/eager/interested (10) clear (13}°

authentic/not pretending (9) better language proficiency (5)
clear (9) calm/ slowly spoken (5)
close (7) businesdike/factual (3)

better language proficiency (7) (self-)confident/not shy (3)
easier to approach/less distancing enthusiastic/eager/interested (3)
nice/pleasant/friendly/jovial/less  serious/ready (3)

annoying (5) correct (3)

normal/less strange/lessghtening foreignetlike (3)

(4) not aggressive (2)

brisk (4) expert (2)

familiar/intimate (3) register is better/more suitable (8
trustworthy (3)

(self-)confident/not shy (2)
register is better/more suitable (3)

The respondentsaveattributed thus somtraits only to the nenative vernacular,
some traits only to the nemative stadard variety and some traits lioth varieties.

In order to illustrateghe distrilution of the traits, a figure Bdeencreated with the
programmePalladio (Humanities + Dsign, Stanford University). The programme
has originally been designed for visualising complex historical dat@réggh view-
function suits also the visualisation of data without a time dimension, however. It
allows visualisingthe relationships betweatimensions of the data, for example the
relationships between several dependent variables, as language attitude traits,
attributed to the independent variables, the language varieties. Figure 1 illustrates
what traits the responderttaveattributed to bth, the nomative vernacular (Nonnat
VER) and the nomative standard variety (Nonnat STD), and what traits only to
either of the varieties. The tratisat have beeattributed to only one of the varieties

are connected with one line to the dgrky dotrepresenting the variety they belong

8 The attributeclear forms a separateategory here and is not merged whbtter language

proficiencybecause it was mentioned also in connection with native standard speakers.
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to (Nonnat VER or Mnnat STD). The traits that have beattributed to both

varieties are connected to both darky dots.

nice / pleasant / friendly / jovial / less annoying

(self-)confident / not shy

normal / less strange / less frightening register is better / more suitable
not aggressive

true / not pretending serious / ready
relaxed / not stiff / not forced

natural clear

calm/ slowly spoken
familiar / intimate Nonnat V onnat STD

expert

brisk 9 . p
e enthusiastic / eager / interested

easier to approach / less distancing trustworthy correct

businesslike / factual
close
better language proficiency

Figure 1: Traits attributed to the noenative vernacular (Nonnat VBRnly, to the nomative standard
(Nonnat STD) only and to both of the varieties (created with Palladio).

Figure 1 shows that the nine traitstural and relaxed/not stiff/not forced
authentic/not pretendingnormal/less strange/less frightenindgamiliar/intimate
close easier to approach/less distancjfgisk andtrustworthyhave beerattributed
to vernacular speakers only. As emerges from Table 8, the first three of these traits
are (amongst) the traits mentioned most. The four tregtsn/slowly spken
businesdike/factual correct and expert have beenattributed only to standard
speakers. Three of these traits are related to professionality. These findings are in line
with findings of earlier research according to which the standard varietiest@ne
associated with professionality (see Subsection 2.6.1). In this study, however, the
professionality traits associated with the smative standard are not amongst the
most mentioned traits. The traits attributed mostly to standard speakers aedtshe t
nice/pleasant/friendly/jovial/less annoyiaad clear. They are also attributed to the
vernacular speakers, in the casectdar even nearly as often. Better language
proficiency is nearly equally often attributed to both vernacular and standard
spe&ers.

Some respondentave explained (as well) why they have notssh@

speaker. Table 9 shows the reasons for this, again overall:
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Table9: Reasons for not choosing a noative vernacular or nomative standard
speaker(overall).

Variety Non-native vernacular Non-native standard

arrogant/gruff (3) foreignerlike (7)

Traits  aggressive/intrusive (2) strange/frightening (3)

not interested/not serious (z artificial/not natural (3)

not clear (2) stiff/forced/grict/too exact/not relaxed (3)
too shy (3)
not suitable/not normally used (2)

nagging (2)

These reasons show the negative traits that the respondents associate with the non
native varieties. The nemative vernaculahas sounded aggressive or arrogja
disinterestedor unclear to some respondents. The-native standard variethias
sounded strange, frightening, artificial or stiff to some respondents or gave the
impression of a shy or naggirspeaker. All these traits have baaantioned only
rarely (2i 3 times). One negative trait associated withrtbe-native standard variety

has beementioned more often, however. Seven respondewvsperceived the nen
native standard speaker to sound foreigdikerand havenot chosen him/her because

of this reason. While some responderitave mentioned this directly, somieave
stated that thehavechose the speaker who sounded less foreign, in this case the
nonnative vernacular speaker, because thaye felt that this speaker ¢foser to
them. Other respaents have mistakerthe nonnative vernacular speaker for a

native speaker. Table 10 presents their justifications for their speaker choices:

Table10: Justifications for the speaker choices in the listening test associated
sounding foreignelike as a negative trait.

Original comments as given by the  English translations (own translations)
respondents (in Finnish)

koska ei ulkomaalainen (2x) because not a foreigner (2x)
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ei kuulostanut syntyperaiselta Did not sound like a native Finn, but
suomalaiseltanutta hdnen puheensa his/her speech sounded as s/he was n
kuulosti siltd kuin olisi kuitenkin tottunt used to the Finnish culture. Therefore
suomalaiseen kulttuuriin, joten valitsin chose him/her.

hanet

vahemnman aksenttia, siksi mielikuva less accent, therefore an impression o
lAhemmasta kulttuurista closer culture

samaa kielta aidinkielena puhuva tunti A person who speaks the same mothe

laheisemmalta tongue feels closer.

helpompi valita syntyperé&a easier to choose a person who sounds
suomalaiselta kuulostava like a native Finn

ajattelisin, etta helpompi pitdéda hanen I woul d t hink it2©0

kanssaan, kun aidinkieli suomi because the native language [is] Finni

These sevenespondenthiaveperceived soundinfpreignerlike as a negative trait,
thus. As emerges from Table 8 above, however, three resporndeeishosa the
nonnative standard speaker digethe reason that s/he sourefpecially foreigner

like to them.Table1l presents their justifications for their speaker choices:

Table11: Justifications for the speaker choices in the listening test associated
sounding foreignelike as a positive trait.

Original comments as given by te English translations (own translations)
respondents (in Finnish)

puhetavassa vieraampi korostus, siksiin the way of speaking a more foreign
kiinnostavampi seurata sounding accent, therefore more
interesting to listen to

koska ulkomaalainen becausdoreigner
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Ulkomaalaistaustaisella (?) voi olla A person with a foreign origin (?) coul
hyvia ideoita ainakin kieliaineissa. have good ideas at least in a languag
subject.

The traitforeignerlike hasnot occued with native speakers, contrary taany other
traits associated with the norative standard (see Subsection 3.8.5 and Appendix ).
Three respondentsave compared native and norative standard speakers directly.
According to tlem, the standard variety sourstll stranger when used by ative

speaker, as Table 12 shows:

Tablel2 Comments on t he nantaitviev es psepackae
variety usage.

Original comments as given by the  English translations (own translaions)
respondents (in Finnish)

Erityisesti ilman vierasta korostusta  Especially without foreign accent it
kuulostaa tosi tonkolta yleiskielisena sounded very stifffawkward in the
standard language.

Puhuja kuulosti suomalaiselta, joten The speakesounded like a Finn.
kirjakielen kayttd oudoksutti. Therefore, the usage of the written
language felt odd.

Jannaa, kuinka Exciting, how the written language was

maahanmuuttajataustaisella kirjakieli ¢ better with a person with migration

parempi, natiivilla ei. background, but navith a native
speaker.

These comments show that the spoken Finnish standard variety may associate with
non-nativeness.

Although the respondents hayeeferred overall nearly as often the non
native standard speakereésSubsection 3.8.1), the respentswho have preferred
the nonnative vernacular speakbave giverclearly more positive reasons for their

choice (108 comments, compared to 69 positive comments for the choice of the non
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native standard speaker). Vice versa, thaye giveralso more ngative reasons why
they have not cheen the nonnative standard speaker (23 comments, compared to 9
comments against the choice of the imative vernacular speaker). Therefore,
proportonally more positive traits have beascribed to the nenative vernaular
speakers and proportionally more negative ttatge beemscribed to the nenative
standard speakers.

t he

T h er theie spgaken dha@cest différ | u s t

according to scenari os, however. Tab

choosing a nomative speaker in each of the scenarios (with the number of mentions

of each trait given in brackets; only traits named at least twice):

Table13: Reasons for choosing a nowative speaker per scenario.

Variety in the = Trait

scenario

Group natural (9), enthusiastic/eager/interested (8), relaxed/not stiff/r

presentation @ forced (6), better language proficiency (4), familiar/intimate (3

VER clear (3), close (3), brisk (2), authentic/not pretending (2X-(sel
)confident/not shy (2), easier to approach/less distancing (2),
nice/pleasant/friendly/jovial/less annoying (2), register is
better/more suitable (1)

Group serious/ready (3), nice/pleasant/friendly/jovial/less annoying (:

presentation | clear (2)register is better/more suitable (0)

STD

Shared flat natural (6), relaxed/not stiff/not forced (6), clear (3), easier to

VER approach/less distancing (3), normal/less strange/less frighter
(3), nice/pleasant/friendly/jovial/less annoying (3), autheric/n
pretending (2), register is better/more suitable (1)

Shared flat nice/pleasant/friendly/jovial/less annoying (11), register is

STD better/more suitable (1)

Job interview natural (6), authentic/not pretending (5), relaxed/not stiff/not

VER forced @), clear (3), better language proficiency (2), close (2),
enthusiastic/eager/interested (2), brisk (2), register is better/m
suitable (1)

Job interview = clear (10), better language proficiency (5), busidésgfactual
(3), nice/pleasant/friendlypvial/less annoying (3), (se)f
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STD confident/not shy (3), enthusiastic/eager/interested (3), expert

correct (2), not aggressive (2), register is better/more suitable

In all the scenarios, the respondents wlavechosea the vernacular speakensive
perceived them to be more natural than the standard speakers. In the group
presentabn scenario, the vernacular has beenceived to express more interest, in

the shared flat scenario relaxation and in the job interview scenario authenticity.
These traits most likely reflect which characteristics of an interlocutor the
respondents attach most importance to. The vernacular speakers in each scenario are
attributed mostly sociability traits. Clearness is important in every scenario. Good
language profiency is most important in the group presentation scenario, somewhat
less in the job interview scenario and not mentioned at all in the shared flat scenario.

The respondents whbave favoured the standard speaker in the group
presentation scenarisave povided only little justification. However, virtually all
haveindicated to have chosen the stamidspeaker, because s/he soumidsr in the
broader sense in the shared flat scenario. The justifications in the job interview
scenario arenore diverse. Wie clearness has be#ite main reason for choosing the
standard speaker, also perceived better language proficiency and a range of attributes
related to both prefssionality and sociability have beemportant.

Seven respondentsveindicated to have dsen the standard speaker in the
job interview senario, because the register bgtter or more suitable. The
respondentlavepayed little attention to the register itself in the other scenaries
same holds for the case of native speakers. Thismhayrect t he responde
that a job interview demands notably more attention to the register than the other
communication situations.

As t he di scussi on above shows, t he
speaker choices differ considerably adoog to the scenarios. The qualitative
anal ysis of the respondentsd justi-ficati
native variety preference depends on the communication situation. The following

subsection presents the quantitative analysis ofjthestion.

3.8.4 Dependence of the preference on the communication situation
Figure 2 shows the r-aapboumdernstpe@kehsdbcese

standard guises in each of the scenarios:
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Figure 2: Preferences (%) of the nanative vernacular (VER) and standard variety (STD) in
the different scenarios (n=101).

A chi-square test reveatbat the nomative variety preferences differ significantly
according to the scenarioX?€24.658, df=2, p<0.05), as has bemxpected. Tl
result suggests that nat i v enative vameties h s p e
depends on the communication situation. In the group presentation scenario, the
respondenttaveclearly preferred the vernacular in terms of percentage (71.3%). In
the shaed flat scenario, the respondehtsrechos@ nearly as often the nemative
speakers using the standard variety (49.5%) as the vernacular (5M5842. job
interview scenario, the respondehts/epreferred the standard variety slightly to the
vernaculain terms of percentage (63.4%).

Some respondentdhave commented on the different communication
situations and compared them to each other. Their comments allow an insight into
their conceptualisation of the situations. The respondbate referred tothe
presentation scenario as amofficial situation(epavirallinen tilanng that demands a
vernacular. Some respondeihtave referred also to the shared flat scenario as an
informal situation(vapaamuotoinen tilanner as thdormation of a relaxed housj
atmosphergrennon asumisilmapiirin muodostaminetihat demands a vernacular.

But other respondentisave called it anofficial situation (virallinen tilanng that

demands the standard variety. All the respondentshidnacommented on the job
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interview scenariohavereferred to it as aofficial situation (virallinen tilanne or

official context(virallinen yhtey$ However, they do naigree about what variety a

native speaker should use in this communication situation. Some responaesnts

stated thasuch a situation demands the standard or a rather cokoeatktimp)

language. @ the contrary, one respondent ltas mme nt e d : AEven thou
interview, a vernacular sounds better, because the speaker gives a more relaxed
impression of herlms el f 6 (own transl ation of t he
tybhaastattelusta, puhekielisyys kuulostaa paremmalta koska puhuja antaa itsestaan
rennomman vai kutel marmastomheont éer Respaorkec
workerso (own transfiRitd2m rodnntoliest ao mmé re
They bothhavechos& the nonnative and native vernacular speaker. One respondent
hasrelativised her choicefi By al | means, it depends fo
applyingd (own transl atoikan ofi tt2heda y®d mmehre
comments show the influence of the commi
variety preference. They show also the influence of the exact description of the
scenario, e.g. the nature of the imagined open position. Varietgrences are thus

most likely not the same in the case of an advertisement for a job as an intern, a top
manager or a summer job in an amusement
different scenarios during the test shows furthermore the influginttee scenarios

on each other. Variety preferences might have been different had there been only two

scenarios, e.g. only the group presentation and the job interview scenario.

3.8.5 Comparison of native and nonnative variety preferences

As has been pointedut in Subsection 3.1, ho native Finnish speaker is assumed to
use the standard variety in any réfd oral communication situation corresponding
to the scenarios of this study. Indeed, many respond@viscommented on this.
Theyhavecalledthe vermacular tle normal way of speaking and have notsshdhe
native standa speakers because they sountiedhem strangeo(to), unnatural
(epéluontevy artificial (teenndinejy forced gakinéinen, frightening pelottava,
creepy (English used in the angl), domineering and authoritativen@araileva ja
auktoriteettinel, comical koomine, socially restricted Josiaalisesti rajoittunyt
strange and stiffgmituinen ja jaykka robotlike (robottimainen, or like too much

of trying (kuulostaa liialta yittamiseltd. Some respondents remarked that the

standard variety is not suitablei §opiva, too official (iian virallinen) or too formal
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(lian muodolliner), either generally or for the specific communication situation.
Some respondentgveremarkedlirectly that in their opinion, the standard variety is

not normally used by native speakers. Table 14 presents their comments:

Tablel4 Comments on the native speake
negative attitude.

Original comments as given by the  English translations (own translations)
respondents (in Finnish)

Ei kukaan puhu kirjakielta! No one speaks the written language!

Kukaan ei puhu kirjakielta oikeasti. No one speaks the written language
actually.

Ei kukaan lahes puhu kirjakielta. No one nearly speaks the written
language.

However, overall 28.1% of the respondehtwestill chosa the standard guise of
the native speakers and commented padition it, as Table 15 shows:

Tablel5: Comments on the native speake
positive attitude.

Original comments as given by the  English translations (own translations)
respondents (in Finnish)

Kirjakielisyys toi ammatimaisen Theusage of the written language gav
vaikutelman. professional impression.

Puhuja kayttaa kirjakielta ja antaa The speaker employs the written
fiksumman vaikutelman. language and gives a cleverer impress

puhui asiallisemmin tilanteeseen nahd talked more professionally considering
ei puhekielta the situation, no vernacular
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When comparing the r es p-pativd and hasiv@ speakers, c e s
the following picture emerges:
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Figure 3: Preferences (%) of the native and nostive vernacular (VER) and standard
variety (STD) (n=303).

A chi-square test revealthat native and nonative variety preferences differ
significantly overall (X2=23.654, df=1, p<0.05), in the group presentation scenario
(X2=8.844, df=1, p<0.05) anahithe shared flat scenario (X?=26.015, df=1, p<0.05),
but not in the job interview scenario (X2=1.01, df=1, p>0.05). This result suggests
t hat native Finnish speainaivesvarietipsrdéfdrser en c e
The respondents of this case stuthvechose& more often thenonnative than the
native standardguise in every scenario and overall. The difference is especially
prominent in the shared flat scenario.

The respondentsé justifications for t
their conceptualisations of the native and +mative varieties. In order to compare
the respondentsd reasons for choosing t
choosing the nomative vernacular as well as their reasons for choosing the native
standardd their reasons for choosing the rfoetive standard, two figures have been
created with Palladio. As in Figure 1 (see Subsection 3.8.3), thegdarkdots
represent a certain variety. The traits connected with a line to only one dot were
mentioned only &a reason to choose the corresponding variety. The traits connected

with two lines to both dots were mentioned as a reason in the case of both varieties.
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Figure 4 provides an overview over the reasons that the respohdeataentioned

for choosing the ative and nomative vernacular:

natural
relaxed / not stiff / not forced

normal /[ less strange / less frightening
clear

(self-)confident / not shy. true / not pretending

enthusiastic / eager / interested

. informal
easier to approach / less distancing .at VER
Nonnat Vi

trustworthy

brisk

close
better language proficiency

familiar / intimate

nice / pleasant / friendly / jovial / less annoying

register is better / more suitable
Figure 4: Comparison of the reasons for choosing a+native vernacular (Nonnat VER)
and a native vernacular (Nat VER) speaker (created with Palladio).

Figure 5 provides an overview over theseas that the respondeigvementioned
for choosing the native and nowative standard:

nice / pleasant / friendly / jovial / less annoying

businesslike / factual

clear

professional
expert

serious / ready trustworthy
better language proficiency convincing

Nonnat ST. sorract “ sTD

calm/ slowly spoken

honest

not aggressive (self-)confident / not shy

official effective / hard-working

enthusiastic / eager / interested

register is better / more suitable

Figure 5: Comparison of the reasons for choosing a-mative standard (Nonnat STD) and
a native standard (Nat STD) speaker (created withadad).

As emerges from the figures, the respondéeaigeattributed many traits to both the
native as well as to the norative varieties. In some traits the native and-native
varieties differ, however. As can be expecteefter language proficiey has been
mentioned only in connection withon-native varieties. In addition, the respondents
have attributed the traitinformal only to the native but not to the noative
vernacular, and the traitsnthusiastic/eager/interestetrisk, (self)confident and

clear only to the nomative but not to the native vernacular. The native and non
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native standard varieties have bedescribed in even more different terms. The
respondentfiave attributed the traitsrustworthy professional convincing honest

official and effective/hardworking only to the native standard. Many of these traits

are related to professionality (see also Subsection 2.6.1). The respohdeats
attributed the traitexpert calm/slowly spokemandnot aggressivenly to the non
nativestandard. These results show that native Finnish speakers conceptualise native
and nonrnative Finnish varieties at least to some degree in different ways. The results

are thus in line with the results of the listening test.

4 Discussion

4.1 Evaluation of the Finnish case study

The Finnish case study suffdrem several methodical shortcomings that have most
likely impaired its results to some degrédes has been pointedut in Subsection

3.5.1, it hasot beenpossible to draw a representative sample ofaedents. The
results of the case study are thus based on arapasentative sample of
respondents and cannot be generalised to all the students of the University of
Helsinki. Thevalidity test has shownthat the majority of the respondertisve
realisedtha the matched guises were uttebgdthe same speaker, which impairs the
results of a matcheguise study (see Subsection 2.8.2). The validityhastshown

as wellthat the majority of the respondefhtaverealised that one guise of each pair
was in he vernacular and the other in the standard variety. It is assumed here that
also this impairs the results at least to some degree, because social desirable answers
become possible (see Subsection 2.8.2 and Section 3.7). Furthermore, the listening
test has sufferedfrom style aithenticity and to some degredso fromperception
problems(see Subsection 2.8.2). The Finnish standard variety that coincides largely
with the written language is more suitable for reading out the guises in the recording
(see Subsdion 3.1.1). The nomative guisesdhavenot alwaysbeenrecognised as
nortnative, however only by a minority of the respondents (see SubseX6).
Furthermore, some respondehtsvejustified their speaker choices on the basis of

t he s peakse(ses Bubgectian8.6)d i c
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4.2 Results of the Finnish case study

Despite this methodical shiage, the study still showsome tendencies in native
Finnish speaker sétiveprarietieseandetimerr possible ttitudes to
them. The major insights adescussed below.

The combined matchedand \erbalguise study shows that native Finnish
speakergprefer neither the vernacular nor the standard variety ofatime Finnish
speakers per se. Their preference must depend on other factors. One suchtfeetor
specificcommunication situation, as has beapected. The respondemfsthis case
study have preferred the vernacular in the group presentation scenaridharel
tended to prefer the standard in the job interview scenario. No clear prefaesnce
emerged in the shared flat scenario. These results are further confirmed by the
analysis of ther espondent sé justifications for t
according to the scenarioh e r espondent sdé commemts sho
this stuly have conceptualisé the communication situations in different ways and
haveattacted importance to different, sometimes contrary traits of the speakers and
their linguistic behaviour. These conceptualisations have most likely influenced the
r e s p o nothaeca. Whilé the group presentation has been termmuoktly an
informal and the job interview a formal situati the shared flat situation has been
conceptualised in either way. Although these observations are based on only a small
number of comments, ¢y reflect the distribution of preferences of the vernacular
and the standard variety according to the scenarios to some degree (see Figure 2 in
Subsection 3.8.4)The perceived degree of foafity of a communication situation
seems thus to influence vagigreferences. The possible standard language ideology
t hat surfaced R0i6: ™8j8% 90,108 droup dis2udsiob hast
lead the respondentis prefer clearly the nenative standard variety, however.

The preliminary analysestothecas¢ udy show that the r e
of origin within Finland and their international experiences have a partial effect. The
first of these results i s126i128; 149) whehaswi t h L
found an effect o fof otgm within Eiglgm andheinaccer@ p | a c
rating (see Subsection 2.7.Znhe preliminary analyses show no effects of the gender
of the speaker nor of the majority of th
the variety preferences (gender, numbetaofguages used in daily life, number of
languages learnt, frequency of contact with -native speakers, and the varieties

used by those nenative speakers; further also age and major at the university,
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which were relatively homogenous in this study, tifgu Previous researchas

shown however, that »@ectations influence attitudes to native language (see
Subsection 2.6.1). The o0 perpactaiionsnaa the s at i ¢
varieties used by the narative speakers they encounter may be dalsi@. It is also

possible that expectations are indeed less important in the case of attitudes to non
native varieties. The results of the listening test in general and the preliminary
analyses in particular may be also biased because of theep@serdtive

respondent sample.

The methodical comparison has beeossibleonly to a limited degree,
because the majority of the responddrdsestated to accept either both noative
varieties regardless of the communication situation or to prefer thenaiwe
speakers to use the varieties as native speakers do. Only the answers from the group
of respondents whbaveindicated to prefer the vernacular are comparaileheir
choices in the listening testhe method comparison showsat at leat a part of
those respondents has not sdrothe same variety as thépveindicated to prefer in
their answers to the direct question. This finding supports the suggestion of this
thesis that direct methods should not be employed (on their own) to study attitudes to
nonnative variation.

The qualitative analysis of the justifications for the speaker choices in the
listening testevealst he r es pondent s-fative vatietigs.uGererslly t o t
speaking, the respondentmve consideed both the nomative venacular and
standard speakers as nice and friendly, enthusiasticcaditlent and clearly
speaking. In this studyhe respondentsaveattributed thus solidaritliike traits as
friendliness to both varieties. This result differs from the resulfgenfious research
on attitudes to native varieties according to which vernaculars are often rated more
positively on solidarity traits and standard varieties more positively on
socioeconomic traits. Other traits than the ones mentioned above the respondents
have associated only with either variety. Two major types ofoeassions have
emerged.

The first type of association concerns the naturalness of speech. The clearly
strongest association thasemerged in this study between a fr@tive variety and
a certain trait is the association between the vernacular and naturalness. Many
respondentshave perceived thevernacular speakers as especially natural and

authentic in all the presented communication situations. The standard variety, on the
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contrary, hasdft in some cases the impression of sounding strange or not natural, but
also foreignetike. The respondentbave associated sounding natural also with
native vernacular speakers and sounding strange with native standard speakers (see
Subsection 3.8.5 amtbpendix ). Naturalness is not connected to either of the above
mentioned main dimensions of solidaritydasocieeconomic traits. fie respondents

in this studyhave payedstill greaer attention to naturalneghan to these traits,
however.This originaes most likely from the fact that vernaculars are the virtually
exclusive means of everyday communication between native speakers in Finland. As
pointed out in Subsection 3.1.4ative Finnish speakers would not normally use a
pure standard variety in arof the situations examined in the case study. Indeed,
many of the respondentmvecommented on this (see Subsection 3.8.5). However,
as shown in Subsection 3.1.2, native Finnish speakers are likely to encounter non
native interlocutors who speak a relaty pure standard variety if thoséudiedthe
language mainly in language courses or if the-native speakers themselves
decided to employ exclusively the standard variety. Probably out of this reason, the
respondentfhiave associateddreignness only ith nonnative speakers. This result
indicates that when native Finnish speakers use the pure standard variety in a
communication situation where it is not usually used, their native interlocutors
perceive this variety usage mostly as a register erroras.eemploying the wrong
variety in a certain communication situation. When -native speaker$ even
though highly proficient use the pure standard variety, only some of their native
Finnish interlocutors see this variety usage as a register errar {Dtbrlocutors
explain this variety usage with the nonat i v e speakers6 forei
Employing the standard variety may thus make a-mative speaker appear
especially foreigdike. Another result of this study supports this conclusiome T
respamdentshaveperceived only the nenative vernacular speakers as close, easier

to approach, normal and as familiar or intimate. Furthermore, liaeg mistaken

only nontnative vernacular speakers for native speakers. Thus, although also the
standard varigt may sound friendly, only the vernacular gives the impression of a
nonnative speaker who is truly close to native Finnish speakers and, in the words of
a respondent, the impression of a imative speaker who is used to the Finnish
culture.Teaching maily the standard variety to narative speakers may thus indeed

|l ead to native speakersd associations of

assumes (see Subsecti®ni.2). The question arises if language teaching influences
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thereby even language c¢ige (see Subsection 2.6.2). The same holds fonative
speakers6 decision tardmampabeoy excl usi vely
The second type of association concerns one of the two main dimensions on
which language varieties are rated, socioeconomic trahlie. rEspondentfiave
associated only the standard variety with professionality in a broad sense and only
the vernacular with relaxedness. The latter result is thus in line with findings of the
above mentioned previous research on attitudes to native esrigdee also
Subsection 2.6.1). In the case of both native andnabine speakers, the respondents
have chose more often the standard speaker in the job interview scenérnm.
standard varietgeems tde the preferred variety in job interview situas@iso in
the Finnish contextThis may bedue to the fact that also in the Finnish context, the
standard variety effectuates psychological accommodation (see Subsection 2.5.5).
The norms of a job interview may demand the standard variety of an applicant,
regardl ess of t he ilikely,ehowever tha th&demandedr i et vy .
variety depends on the kind of open position. Furthermore, as previous rdsasrch
shown, professional employers would most likely rate the varieties differently than
univesity students (see Subsection 2.6.1). The repuisented hereaa therefore
not be generalised to the whole Finnish
their standard speaker choices in the joterview scenario still showhat the
standard vaety plays a different role in a job interview situation than in the other
communication situations. Especially many respondents lvelve chos@& the non
native standard speakérave commented on their choice in the job interview
saenario. Their justificabns havealso beenmuch more specific than in the other
scenarios. Furthermorthe respondentsavepayed attention to the suitabiliof the
standard variety itseliearly exclusively in the job interview scenarldus, at least,
the results of this stly show that a job interview situation is a communication
situation in which Finnish speakers pay more attention to variety usage than in other
communication situations.
The respondentbave payedattentionto the nomnat i ve speaker so
proficiercy as well They have attributed @od language proficiency to the ron
native vernacular and to the noative standard speakers nearly equally often,
however. T h e respondent so orateinMeat spmreaker sbh
proficiency can be explained tarms of the CAT aaddressee focusee Subsection

2.5.1), in this case to the special status of-mative speakers in the communication
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processlt remains unclear what features of a guise lead the respondents to perceive
it as better language proficiey.

The comparison of t he-native\wapety prdferares s 6 n a |
in the listening test showtkat these preferences differ. The respondeat®chosa
more often the nonative than the native standard variety in every scenario. The
and ysi s of the r es p o nhiseesult.sSSOmecespomdentaes S u p |
stated that in their opinion, the standard variety sounds better when used by a non
native than by a native speaker. Even thaghgoesbeyond the goals of this thesis,
two possible explanations of this phenomenonpesented ithe following.

The connection of the standard variety to correctness may have led some
respondents to prefer the nponat i ve speakersd standard e
nati ve s peake Bestibn X2). Aatideaspedkers may be expected to
O0si mply master & t hei rnativespgeakere hale donegm ¢thg e , W
|l anguage and are expected to dédmake mist
demandane ven mor e O c or r arodtve thanrfrgmunatiyespeakenrs.o m n
Furthermore,nomat i vesd® vernacular forms may be
more easily than nativesod6 vernacul ar forr

Howe\er, the respondents have by no meansehihe standarguises only
in the case of the nemative speakers. Although no native Finnish speaker can be
expected to use the pure standard variety in any of the communication situations
presented in this case study (see Subsection 3.1.1), overall 28.1% of theleaspon
and when considering the job interview situation alone even 56.4% of the
respondentdave still chosa the standard guise of the native speakers e
commented positively on it. This may be due to the fact that the vernacular and the
standard vaety do not form a dichotomy, but a continuum in the Finnish context.

The respondents may thus have preferred a more stalildargariety, not
necessarily the pure standard variety, but not a pure vernacular in any case. It is also
possible, however, thahe respondentiave chos@ the native speakers of which

they thought that they converge to them, i.e. use the same variety that they
themselves would use in a copeading communication situation. The respondents
may have held that they themselves waerdaploythe standard variety, especially in

a job interview situation, even though they actually may have not. In this case, the
respondentshave preferred convergence to their perceived, not actual, language

usage(subjective accommodatipeee Subsectio®.5.3) This phenomenon makes it
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also difficult to conclude on which grounds the respondéats chosera non

native speakerThe scenarios in this study have bedesigied so that the
respondents could bexpected to perceive the noative speakers t@onverge
according to theitanguage skills (see Subsection 3)3Based on the CAT, it would

thus be possible to conclude tlsatespondent with a securegroup identity would

judge convergence positively and a respondent with an insecgreup idefity
negatively. Basically, because all respondents can be expected to use a vernacular in
the communication situations corresponding to the scenarios, it would be tempting to
conclude that all the respondents must perceive thenatwe vernacular as
corverging and that the differences in their choices originate only in their different
accommodative orientations (see Subsection 2.5.2). However, because the
respondents may have preferred convergence to their perceived, not actual, language
usage, this corhgsion is not possible. This shows that the results of studies ean non
native variety preferences cannot be i ni
possible (standard) language ideologies, their accommodative orientation and their
perceived as well aactual variety usage in different communication situations.

To sum up, the Finsh case study as a whole shawat alopted nomative
vernaculars do not trigger only negative attitudes. Differently than in the three earlier
studies on adopted foreignatkcts and registers (Giles & Bourhis 1976; Platt &
Weber 1984; Kokkonen 2007), the adopted Finnish vernabalareceived by no
means mostly negative ratings inghstudy. On the contrary, it hayvenbeenthe
preferred variety in the group presentatgcenario. Adopted vernaculars are thus not
a priori inferior to the adopted standard variethe Finnish case study shows
furthermore that native Finnish speakers do not perceive and rate native and non
native varieties in exactly same way. As claimedhe introduction to this thesis,
attitudes to nomative varieties must therefore indeed not be deduced from findings
on attitudes to native varietiebut they have to be studied timeir ownright. The
variables that possibly influencattitudes to nomative variation need further
research. In particular, the exact influence of the communication situation, the
influence of a possible standard language ideology as well as the influence of the
respondent sé place of or ieryesdaoseaattehtion.nt er n at

In addition to the results summarised above, the Finnish case kasly
provided theoretical and methodical insights for the study of attitudes toatwe

variation in general. The main insights are discussed in the followictgps, along
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with the relevant factors for the study of attitudes to-native variation thahas
emerged from the review of the background literature.

4.3 Theoretical considerations
In order to return to the central goal of this thesis, the expositidimeofetical and
met hodi cal factors which resear-paiver s of
variation have to pay special regard to, the present section reviews theoretical and the
following section methodical factors.

The CAT as adopted for the @mtultural context incorporates many of the
important theoretical differences between attitudes to native andaiive variation
(see Section 2.5). The basic formula with native spedkeosvergence to gain the
i nterl ocutor 6s a pgpracocial ldistandk doesenotgverk me@a t o Kk
straightforward way in the intercultural context. A range of factors influences
intercul tur al communi cation and-natvat i ve
speakers and their varieties. Amongst them are tleerint ocut or sdé accom
orientation, t he interl ocutorsd subject
varieties, the interlocutorsé causal at
sociohistorical context and the immediate communication situdfariier research
has shown that these factors i ndmwae | nfl
language (see Sections 2.5 and 2.7). Also the Finnish case study has shown the
influence of some of these factors (see ChaptdriB)itations of the CAT may beits
problematic concept of maintenance atsdstatic view of i and outgroups.The
questios ariseif maintenance really existgee Subsection 2.5.8nd if group
boundaries are not perceived in a more dynamic way inlifeatommunication
situationg(see Subsection 2.5.2)

The review offindings of earlier studies as Was the Finnish case study has
revealed further theoretical aspects that have to be considered when studying
attitudes to nomative language. As attitudes to native gaes, neither do attitudes
to nonnative varieties become manifest in behaviour in a straightforward way. The
l atter, i . e. attitudes to a minority gr ol
the social desirability bias, especially when beindpjestt to actual social and
political debate. Attitudes to nemative varieties are influenced bjeseotypes to
nonnative speakers and in the case of intercultural communication by stereotypes to

immigrants in general. Stereotypes to immigrants, in targ, influenced by the
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actual political andconomicsituation.As native varieties, also namative varieties

may be judged on the background of an ideology, as the here addressed standard
language ideology. Ideologies may affect attitudes tomaiive vaieties in another

way than native varieties, h@wer, as pointed out in Section 4The Finnish case
study has illustrated how a speaker 0s e:
dialect feature matters (see Subsections 3.3.7 and 3.8.3). As attituchedive
varieties, also attitudes to noative varieties are held to all levels of language, from

the sociolinguistic to the lexical and morppbonological level (see Subsection
2.6.1). Also the following factors may influence attitudes to-native \arieties and

need further exploration: the-fformality of the communication situation, notions of
correctness, expectations, perceived first language accent, perceived better language
proficiency, i.e. intelligibility, fluency and accent strength, asl&sla range of the

l i stenersd soci al background variabl es,
and their international experience.

Contrary to the suggestions of earlier study results (see Subsection 2.7.3), the
Finnish case study has showhat nonnative vernacular varieties do not receive only
negative evaluations. Over half of the respondents have preferred theathen
Finnish vernacular in the listening test and many respondents have commented
positively on it. These results showathno general preference for the nmative
standard variety can be hypothesised.

Theoretically most importantly, the very subject of the examined attitudes,
nonnative and native varieties, differ from each other in the way they are learnt,
used, perceed and in what they express. Mainly, nmative varieties tend to be
hybrid forms of native varieties and do not necessarily correlate with thaatwe
speaker 6s soci al background variables. A
non-native spakers to use their nemative varieties as they use their native varieties.
Non-native speakers may also deliberately usemative varieties in different ways
from native speaker3he latter are not necessarily conscious of this. In terms of the
CAT,anonnati ve speakeré6és |l ack of convergenc
be because &) a lack of language proficiency, b) a lack of sociolinguistic awareness
or c¢) the will to express a unique meaning by divergence, i.e. a lack of motivation to
converge. Native interlocutors do not necessarily guess the true réastrermore,
nonnative varieties are always blended with signs of-mativeness, i.eforeign

language accentéirst language accent and accent strengtig different degrees of
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language proficiency. Thereby, as also the CAT states, not the objectively measurable
nonnative linguistic performance, btithe nati ve i nterl dcutors
mainly the perceived fluency, intelligibility as well as the perceigedent and its

strength T influence their attitudes. How these factors are perceived and how
varieties are differentiated from each other phonologically are areas that need further
research (see also Subsection 2.6.1). In order to gain clarity which of two or more
given vareties is more advantageous to use for a speaker, researchers have to explore
which speakers prefer which variety in which situation and why. The listeners, their
background variables as well as possible interconnections of the variables have to
form anotler main research focus in future. The beauty of a variety is in the ear of

the listener.

4.4  Methodical considerations

The discussion above shows that attitudes tenative varieties are influenced by a
multitude of factors. This makes demands on the relBemethods. Three major
methodical considerations are of importance for all research on attitudes-to non
native variation and to some degree also for research on attitudes to native variation.
They concern the social desirability bias, the study of d#guo language in their
natural environment and the CAT as a background theory for the study of attitudes to
language.

The social desirability bias is one of the most importaasesto avoid in
studies on attitudes. Attitudes to Roative varieties i@ especially prone to the
social desirability bias. Researchers of attitudes to-nadive variation should
therefore avoid methods that cannot control for this bias or use them only in
combination with a sure method. The traditional direct methods astémeiew and
the gquestionnaire do not suit the study of attitudes tenabine variation (on their
own), thus. But also newer direct methods where respondentsiarthe broader
sensei asked to say what they would do, think, or feel, as in groupusksmns,
written answers or the rating efdeotaped intercultural conversations, cannot be
viewed as fully valid without control study. The respondents may do, think, or feel
differently in a test than in a real communication situation. This may resuft fr
perceived social pressure that can emerge also from discussion group members, or
because of the fact that the respondents are not conscious about what they actually
do. For example, they may imagiasinganother variety than they actually use (see
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Sub®ction 2.8.3). A relatively sure direct method in this regard seems the rating of
varieties after real conversations (see Mai & Hoffmann 2011), when the respondents
actually lead the conversation and already made a decision based on it.

All indirect apppbaches are designed to avoid the social desirability bias by
actually let the respondents rate the varieties in a test situation or to actually react to
them unconsciously. The discussion on the MGT and VGT in Subsection 2.8.2 has
assumed, howeverthose scial desirable answersnay also occur when the
respondents are conscious about the fact that they are rating varieties. The insights
from the Finnish case study confirm this assumption (see Section 3.7). Variety
recognition should therefore be avoidedairmatcheehuise study in order to avoid
the social desirability bias. However, the correct perception of the varieties displayed
in the guises is a vital condition for avoiding the perception bias (see Subsection
2.8.2). Language attitude research hasittress this problem in the future.

Also the typical material of societal treatment approaches as letters to the
editor or advertisement may be coloured by social desirability, which is hard to
discover afterwards. The two less applied indirect approachesmeasuring of
recalled text amount and the-operative behaviour approach (see Subse@i8.2),
seem least prone. Thegskrve more attention in the future.

Methodologicaly speaking, both listening testsid direct approachesuffer
from one wekness that is decisive both on the background of the CAT and
sociolinguistics: They do not observe language in its natural environment, elicit
natur al | anguage dat a, nor are they able
interaction on their atudes in realife communication situations. This is the
ultimate goal of sociolinguistics, however (Coupland 1984: A2)the Finnish case
study has shown, especially a listening test with its recorded speakers, chosen
scenarios and constructed lingidgnaterial for the guises is artificialh€ different
scenarios influence each other, because the respondents compare them during the test
(see Subsection 3.8.4), afektpresence of the researcher influences the test situation
(see Subsection 2.8.2). 18e respondents in the Finnish case study expressed their
uneasiness of rating speakers only on the basis of their voices (see Secti@m 3.7).
the background of the CAT most crucially, neither of the traditional research methods
of the language attitude aligm is interactional. Accommodation which is crucial
to attitude formation is not possible without interaction, howeugata on

respondentsé attitudes gathered by a |is
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likely not generalisable to interacivcommunication situations. In the case of the
direct methods, this is furthermobecause of the fact thegspondents do often not

know what they actually do (see Subsection 2.8.B& questions arise, therefore, if
these methods do justice to a socigliistic subject and are suitable to study
attitudes to language varieties. At least, based on this discussion, the CAT cannot be
seen as a suitable background theory for studies employing -ate@ictional
method. After a repeated call fon | e s s y-asrotcii faildi al techniqu
Bourhis 1976: 582), more Aobservational
acontextual studieBB(adac et al. 2001: 14@41), many recent studies moved away

from artificial classical interviews and questionnaires] eeadout passages without
context in the case of the MGT. Respondents are interviewed after real actions (Mai
& Hoffmann 2011), realistic ageal actions (Kokkonen 2007), or interaction is
simulated and context is added to matepgase designs, e.g. IBhowing pictures
(Niemel& 2016), or giving descriptions of decisioaking scenarios (Leemann et al.
2015). These added contexts may influence attitudes in a haphazard way, though.

The Finnish case study has shown several further methodical factors that
researchers of attitudes to npative variation have to take into account especially
when employing a listening test. The first of them, voice recognition, concerns also
the study of attitudes to native varieties.

Voice recognition has emerged amajor problem of the listening tedEven
though the original pure matchegdise design has been expanded to a venhiak
design and an additional-lretween voicehas beerincluded in ordeminimising
recognisability ofa voice in the second guiseyastmajority of the respondentsas
realised thathe matched guises were uttel®dthe same speaker. This problem did
not occur in the 60s (Lambert et al. 1960). This may be because of the development
of audi al techniques or tedsed familiagity with t res
recorded and digitally transmitted voices.

Many other factors concern the study of attitudes to-madive varieties in
particular. They are connected to the nature ofmative varieties. First of allhe
nonnative speakers kia to be recognised as such. The pilot studies to this case
study have shown that the roative speakers who record the guises for a listening
test must not bdoo highly proficient, but still proficient enough to be fully
intelligible. The mimicking auténticity bias poses fewer problems than in studies on

native varieties, as all the varieties have to be mimicked to some degree. The study
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should also address typical noative hybrid varieties, however. Especially with a
nonnative speaking researchetim oduci ng the study, the o
be minimised by activating all possible varieties in the respondents. Researchers of
attitudes to nomative varieties have tooatrol for signs of nomativeness or
|l earner 0s | angua g eaccent,i aceentstrerigih rflsency édnd n gu a g
intelligibility. The nonnat i ve speakerso first | angu
recognisable in order to avoid the influence of stereotypes about a certain first
language group. The accent has to be equally strong ihealgyjuises, i.e. all the
varieties. The guises have also to be equally intelligible and fluent. Thereby, not the
objectively measurable proficiency, but
non-native voices, also native voices should be includeatder to ensure that native
speaking respondents are able to distinguish native anéhaiwe speechThe
perception of nomative and native varieties differs decidedly, becausenatine
varieties are learnt and used differently. Native responderasstudy may attribute
different reasons to nemative language production that may affect their attitudes
decidedl vy. I n order to be able to for mul
variety preferences, the researcher has to determine thesrdspant s @6 ac c o mmo ¢
orientation and their beliefs about their own language usage, which may differ from
their actual language usage. They also have to investigate possible language
ideologies, keeping in mind that the ideologies may affect attitudesrtmative
varieties in a different way than attitudes to native varieties. In the context of
convergence and divergence te amd outgroups, the researcher has to determine if
the respondents indeed draw the line strictly between native andativae spakers
or if another group memberships override its importance.

To sum up: Many of theraditional methods of the language attitude
paradigm suffer from the weakness that they cannot avoid the social desirability bias
and that theydo not study attitudeto language in their natural environment. The
often appliedMGT and VGT may seem handy to apply at first sight and to deliver
straightforward and secure results. The Finnish case study has shown, however, that
it is very demanding and tir@nsuming to costruct avalid and reliable research
design and tacontrol for all possible biases. Especially from the wide theoretical
background of intercultural communication evolve numehalenges. A multitude
of factors plays a role in the forming of attitudespecially in the forming of

attitudes to nomative varieties. The researcher has to consider a large amount of
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background data and conditions in order to ensure that a study on attitudes to non
native varieties is both valid and reliable. The respondentp o ssi bi Il ity to
freely on their choices in the listeningst has proveto be fruitful, however. The
respondent sé comments have provided both
nonnative varieties and insights into the reliability aradidity of the case studps

in the study of attitudes to native variefiésis thus advisable to employ several
different methods, or combinations of theas they unveil different aspects of
attitudes and complete or challenge their results mutusélg Subsection 2.8.1).

Most importantly, onsidering that language attitudes are at work in interaction, and

to do justice to sociolinguistics, language attitude research should study language
attitudes in realife, interactional communication situationgponsidering most

possibly natural language data in future.

5 Conclusions and outlook

The main goal of this thesis has bderexpose special theoretical and methodical
factors in the study of -natietvariatien, nsamlg ak er s
vermacular and standard varieties that constitute different regigikesthesishas

reviewed previous findings on the nature of ymaive varieties, attitudes and the
language attitude paradigm including its most applied theory, the Communication
Accommodabn Theory (CAT) and the traditional research methods of the language
attitude paradigm, with a special focus on the study of attitudes tenatoe

variation. A combined matchedand verbalguise and questionnaire case study
conducted at the Universityf dlelsinki, Finland,hassupported this discussiofhe

case studyasaddressesh at i ve Fi nni sh speaki magivest uden
Finnish speakers using either a general vernacular from Southern Finland or the
standard variety in three differersicenarios representing three communication
contexts (job interview, group presentation, seaigtior a flatmate). As it hasot
beenpossible to draw a representative sample of respondents, the results of the case
study cannot be generalised. Furthermitreasremained uncleao what extent the

results have beeaffected by soial desirability. The study has still pointedt some
tendencieshownenat i ve Finnish speakerso-likehoi ce

or a more standatlike variety may affet their popularity amongst native Finnish
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speakers. Furthermore, the study has provideither insights into the theory and
methodology of the study of attitudes to Amative variation.

The reviewed previous findings about noative varieties and #iides to
them as well as the results of the Finnish case study suggest that attitudes to non
native varieties are not the same as to native tiesieThey have to be studied in
their ownright, thus. The theoretical background of the study of attitudesotx
native variation differs from the one of the study of attitudes to native vari&tion.
consequence, researchers of attitudes tonabine varieties have to control for
additional factors, i.a. for the structural differences in-native variationand
especially carefully for social desirability. Therefore, the traditional research methods
of the language attitude paradigm are not equally suitable for their purposes. Based
on the results of this thesis, futuresearch into attitudes to noative \ariation is
able to take the here exposed special theoretical factors into account and to choose
most suitable methods for its studies. As only few studies on attitudes-ttahoa
register variation in particular have been conducted ydtiré researcthas to
explore still many of its facetsThere is a multitude of complementary and/or
alternative theories to the CAT within the fields of the Social Psychology of
Language and Intercultural Communication tmaty serve as backgrounds for future
studies(see, for exampl&allois et al. (1995: 12027); Robinson & Giles (2001:
571101) in The New Handbook of Language and Social Psychology, especially the
theories on the role of expectation in intercultural communication by Burgoon &
Burgoon (2001); Gudykung2002: 183205) in The Handbook of International and
Intercultural Communication; van Bezooijen (2002)), of which a part has already
been applied in | anguage attitudes studi
also nomn at i ve s pe atkdesrts their momativeavarieties should be
explored in more depth. As a multitude of linguistic, social and psychological factors
are important for the formation of attitudes to s@tive variation, an increased-
operation of several disciplines whle necessaryotgain a complete picture and a
profound understanding of attitudes to frative variation.

The methodological discussion of this thesasrevealed a further point of
interest for all research on attitudes to language: Many of theidraalitresearch
methods within the language attitude paradigm do not study natural language in real
life communication situations, as is required by sociolinguistics. For future research,

it seems therefore most advisable to follow the more recently dexkbygproaches,
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or to invent even new approaches, in order to strive for studying attitudes to language
variation in its natural environment and @ddress the subject more bottom and
openrtmindedly. Such approaches could include participant observdtidies, even
though presenting their own challenges, e.g. the observation of interactions between
officials or salespersons and npative speakers, e.g. at a kiosk be tsocial
insurance institutom s i n the different stolirdnhimgs on (
errands in the social insurance institution of Finland, Kela (Sorjonen & Raevaara
2006), or at RKioski (Lappalainen & Raevaara 2009). Another possibility would be
videotaping realife interactions, e.g. interactions between random native speak

on the street and namative speakers asking them for directions, as in the approach
developed by Lorenza Mondada (see e.g. Maget 2009, Istituto Svizzero Roma 2016).
Thereby, the spontaneous linguistic reactions of the native speakers-mativan
speech, e.g. employing foreigner talk, switching to a lingua franca as English, or
employing a more standahite or an everyday vernacular variety may serve as
preliminary indicators for their attitudes. In order to exclude visual factors, if wished
so, thereactions of native speakers to raative speech in recorded phone calls to
customer services or official institutions could be analysed, e.g. by conversation
analysis. Thereby, researchers could also prospect already existing corpora. If
interviews are mployed, they could take place right after #ifal (see Mai &

Hoffmann 2011), or aseallife interactions (see Kokkonen 2007). Also native

speakerso6 compl i amtve vaneties toulddbe inéasured hytthen o n
co-operative behaviour approacgh,s i n Kri stiansenodés (1997)
varieties, or nat i vmtivesvaretek gathesed froonpsourceso n s

as social media, or letter to the editor (societal treatment appr@dehMGT and
VGT could be employedtogaingloer i nsi ghts into the nati
variables, their influence on their attitudes and their possible interplay. A well
planned and conducted study with a representative sample of respondents could be
analysed for example by a suitable malkttbrial desigras introduced for linguistics
by Gries (2008: 2411306).

The results of the study of attitudes to fr@tive variation has implications
for the interaction of native and nomtive speakers, i.e. intercultural
communication, for second lgunage learning and teaching and for the current

European debate on language as the key for integration and naturalisation.
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On the background of attitudes to linguistic variation, language may indeed
be seenas@apower f ul soci al f convey ententdédadferetial e s mc
i nformationo, as Car gWHemeveradnn atl i. v e( 19@ela k ¢
reasons for a variety choice and t he n
attributions do not meet, there is a potential for misunderstandiniggercultural
communication. Language learners may not (yet) be able to employ different
varieties, they may (yet) be unconscious about theirmant i ve | anguageos
varieties and how they are used or they may have assigned new meanings to the
varieties and do therefore not want to use varieties as native speakers. Native
speakers, in turn, are not necessarily consciousehnart i ve speaker so t
proficiency or the fact that their socioeconomic backgrounds do not necessarily
correlatein the same way with theiravieties as native speakers. Timegy attribute a
Owr ongo thermman i ve \wpetyaskager While it is most likely
impossible to prevent misunderstandings entirely, rising native amehative
speaker % ammuitlzer egistence of language varieties and attitudes to
language variation may already improve intercultural communication.

As this thesishas shownthere is no straightforward answer to the question
what variety a nomative speaker would employ e s t . Native speak
preferences are likely to differ in every speech community. The respondents in the
Finnish case study rated both the mative vernacular and the nomative standard
variety positively and negatively in all the communicat®tuation scenarios. Their
variety preferences depend partly on the communication situation, but also on other
factors that have still to be determined in more detail. Most importantly, the Finnish
case studyhas shownthat nonnative vernaculars do byonmeans receive only
negative evaluations, as earlier findings on attitudes tonatiwe vernaculars
suggested. Especially, the respondéatgeperceived only the nenative vernacular
as close to thma in a broader sense and have mistakdy the noandive vernacular
as native language in some ca®eo ssi bl e futur e, fully rel
results showing the same trend would be strong arguments for Finnish as a second
language teaching to teach both a vernacular and the standard varietynatine
speakers, alongside with explicit sociolinguistic proficiency. The standard variety
cannot be seen as a O6defaulté variety th
well. The results of the Finnish case study suggest that while an elastaradare

like register may foster finding employment, it does not necessarily help making new
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acquaintances in a more casual environment, e.g. at university when searching for a
fellow student to give a group presentation. A register error upwardshoesiog a
too elaborate register, is as grave as a register error downwards, i.e. choosing a too
casual registeilhereby, both second language teachers anehative speakers have
to take into account, however, that there is neither a straightforwankats the
question what variety a nemative speaker should employ best in a certain
communication situation. Wile linguistic convergence amongst native interlocutors
is often seen as positive, it depends on a range of factors if a certain native speaker
prefers a nomative interlocutor to converge or diverge. The most pleasant non
native speakers do not necessarily employ the same varieties in the same situations as
native speakers, but the varietibat their native interlocutors like them to employ.
I n ot her wor ds, nat i-wagve langwageeusage ssonotpr e f
necessarily always as neaative as possible, but suitably differeon-native
speakers who are proficient in several varieties (that constitutes registers in the native
speecltcommunity) are able to adapt their speech styles best. They can decide which
variety they what to employ in which communication situation, or if they want to
assign them even new meanings, i.e. to mark themselves as a groupneatizven
speakers from aettain country of origin. Sociolinguistically proficient noative
speakers are able to use varieties actively to construct their own identity and
relationships in their new home country.

Results to the questions which Roative variety or varieties hige speakers
rate (more) positively, on bothosioeconomic and solidarity traits, could have
important implications also for the current European debate on language as a key to
integration and naturalisation, as only socioeconomically and with regaratit@ n
speaker sé sol i ehaiveisgeakers cantbe gpnsidresl €ully megrated
into their host communityBecause at i ve s p erankes rofs rionative e f
varieties are not the same in every speech commueggarch orifferent speech
communities is most welcome in order to gain a nafierentated view ofattitudes

to nonrnative variation.
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Appendices

Appendix A: Guises for the pilot studies

The instructions were originally presented in Finnisi & copy of the handowgee Appendix D).
1) Group presentation

Instructions: You study at the University of Helsinki. You have to give a group presentation. You are looking for a fellow studengyrfouph

presentation. You can choose between the following two fellow students. Who will you choose?

First pilot study

Engl i sh: Al't would be nice to give the presentatirmoamadygyedthed. Yolu
Finnish vernacular: AOis kiva pit?22 esiltlelim®oylvasd®. a$%hevdiat vikad mit
Finnish standard: AOlisi kiva pit2a esitelm?2 yhdewasl®2mi iSna20o voit |}

Second pilot study (avoiding too feminine phrases)
Engl i sh: AWe mctatigorvet ohet peeseYou can tell what you are interest
Finnish vernacular: AMe voidaa pita2 esitelm? yhesa?2d S2& voit ker

Finnish standardesdiMel mdinmmded dpists® . Sing voit kertoa, mi sta ol et
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2) Job interview

Instructions: You are part of HR of a mediusize company. You are looking for a new secretary. You can choose between the fdllawjolg
applicants. Who will you choose?

First pilot study

English: Al have five years of work experience in this field, but
Finnish vernacular: AMull on viini sk yvu ovtatl ani kso koet nmuasatn tntyl°ts auluasliti, tneuntt
Finnish standard: AMi nulla on viisi vuotta kokemustaan?2dt?a@ al alt e

Second pilot study (avoiding typical features of Helsinki spoken langugg)

Engl i sh: Al have five years of work experience in this field and
Finnish vernacular: AMullon viis vuotta kokemusta t2lt2a alalta | :
Finnish standard®d Mi nul | a on vi i sialvad dtat § ak ovkoed msu snt aa | to?ilttt2aa het i . 0

Third pilot study (reincluding -A-apocope to ensure sufficient distinctness between the vernacular and the standard guise)

Finnish vernaculai Mul | on viis vuotta kokemust t2lt alalt ja m2& voisin al ot
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3) Shared flat

Instructions: You live in a shared apartment. Your flatmates are moving out. You are looking for a new flatmate. You can choosehketween t

following two applicants. Who will you choose?

First pilot study

Engl i sh: AWe car deadiedeo fomotvhegprascisoson as your friends have | et
Finnish vernacular: AMe voidaa p2atta2a?2 tarkast muuttop@iva@st, ku
Finnish standard: AMhel ut @ iomme VPSPt 2 Kkumaklaetra si ovat il moittanee

Second pilot study (ensuring intelligibility)
Engl i sh: Al could come around when your friends have moved out b6
Finnishvernacedr : fiM2 voin tulla vaik k&@ym22,  sit ku sun kaverit on muut

Finnish standard: AMIi n2 voin tulla vaikka k&ym2@an, <iotttigny°kumnm ka\
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Appendix B: Scenarios and guises for the main study

1) Group presentation

Instructions: You study at the University of Helsinki. You have to give a group presentation. You are looking for audddowfst the group
presentation. You can choose betwtgenfollowing two fellow students. Who will you choose?

Engl i sh: AWe can give the presentation together. You can tell wha
Finnish vernacular: AMe voidaatpst@adoeskiehmdbsybhess2 MuE* evobb ke
Finnish standard: AMe voimme pita&a2 esitelm@n yhdesval mgima.voit |

2) Job interview

Instructions: You are part of HR of a medisize company. You are looking for a new intern. You can choose between the following two job

applicants. Who will you choose?

English: Al have five years of work experience in this field and
Finnish verlhacguvVviars ViMatta kokemust t2&lt alalt ja m& voisin alott

Finnish standard: AMi null a on viisi vuotta kokemusta t2alt2a alalt:
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3) Shared flat

Instructions: You live in a shared apartment. You flatmates are moving out.r&daoking for a new flatmate. You can choose between the
following two applicants. Who will you choose?

Engl i sh: Al could come around when your friends have moved
Finnish vernacwvhak: ki Mm2e¢oi situklubasun kaverit on

out , t

muuttanu poi s, |
Finnish standard: AMIi nda voin tulla vaikka k&ym22an, <iotttigny°kum Kk a\
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Appendix C: Linguisti ¢ features by which the guises differ
1) Group presentation

Finnish vernacular:
Me voidadd pitda esitelmalyessa.Savoit kerioo, mistd saoot kiinnostun. Mullei oo viel@ aihetta valmiina.
Finnish standard:

Me voimme pitaa esitelmarngessa.Sina voit kertoa, misé @ olet kilnnostuna. Minulla ei olevield aihetta valmiina.

2) Job interview

Finnish vernacular:
Mullon viis@ vuotta kokemusd taltd alaltd ja mé voisin abttaa heti.
Finnish standard:

Minulla on viis vuotta kokemusttalta alalta ja @ voisin abittaa heti.
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3) Shared flat

Finnish vernacular:
Ma& voin tullavaik kayma#, sit ku sun kaveritd on muuttanu@ pois, nig me voidaad sopi, mitenme jaetaad kotityot.
Finnish standard:

Min& voin tullavaikka kdymaa, sitten kun @ kaversi ovat muuttareetpois, nin @ voimme sopga, mitend jaamme kotityot.

4) Features
The following list presents the exact features in which the Finnish vernacular and standard guises differ from eaohgthign, @kamples:

1. Short form of personal pronounst s sind, ma ~ mina

2. Prodrop in the standard: sé ~ @, ma ~d, me ~ Q@

3. Apocope of word finaki: viis ~ viisi

4. Loss of the last componemt diphthongs ending ifi: alottaa ~ aloittaa

5. Short word forms: kyl ~ kylla, vaik ~ vaikka, sit ~ sitten

6. Incongruene of 1PL: me voidaa ~ voimme, me jaetaan ~ jaamme

7. Apocope of finakn / assimilation of finain / weak pronunciation of finah: voidaa ~ voidaan

8. Loss of the equivalent of the weak degreet @f consonant gradation: yhessa ~ yhdessa
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9. Monophthongisatin of vowel combinations ending ia in final syllables: kertoo ~ kertoa, sopii ~ sopia
10. Short verb forms: oot ~ olet, ei oo ~ ei ole

11.Possessive pronouns vs. possessive suffixes: sain ~

12.Incongruence of 3PL: on muuttanu ~ ovat muuttaneet

13.Loss of fina -t of the participle: muttanu ~ muuttaneet

14.Elision of-a in front of the verb to be (olla): mullon ~ minulla on

15. Loss of final-a/-&: mist ~ mista, viel ~ viela
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Appendix D: Example of the handout given to the respondents

Tutkimus pro gradu -tutkielmaa varten

Ohjeet
Kuuntelet seuraavaksi eri henkildiden puheenvuoroja erilaisissa tilanteissa. Tilanteita on kolme.
Kussakin tilanteessa kuuntelet ensin kahta puhufasa(A. Valitse jompikumpi. Kuuntelet sitten kahta
eri puhujaa Osa B. Valitse jompikumpi

Tutustu ensin tilanteisiin. Kuvittele mahdollisimman elavasti, etta olet kyseisessa
tilanteessa. Kun kuuntelet puheenvuorot, voit kuvitella, etté kuuntelisit puhujia puhelimessa. Kun olet
valinnut puhujan, saat 30 sekuntia aikaa, jotta voisit perustellatasi. Kirjoita ylos, mita tulee
spontaanisti mieleesi.

Ei ole oikeaa tai vaaraa vastausta eivatka kirjoitusvirheet haittaa! Ei se mitaan, jos et pysty
perustelemaan valintaasi. On kuitenkéirke&a, etta valitset jokaista tilannetta varten
jommankumman puhujan

Ensimmainen tilanne

Opiskelet Helsingin yliopistossa. Sinun taytyy pitda ryhmaesitelma. Olet etsiméssé kaveria
ryhmaesitelmaési varten. Valitse seuraavasta kahdesta opiskelukaverista toinen. Kumman valitset?
Merkitse rastilla!

Osa A
Ensinméinen puhuja: O
Perustele valintasi, jos haluat:

Toinen puhuja: O

Toinen tilanne

Asut soluasonossa. Huonekaverisi ovat muuttamassa pois. Olet etsimassa uutta huonekaveria. Valitse

seuraavasta kahdesta hakijasta toinen. Kumman valitset? Merkitse rastilla!

Osa A
Ensimmainen puhuja: O
Perustele valintasi, jos haluat:

Toinen puhuja: O

Osa B
Ensimmainen puhuja: O
Perustele valintasi, jos haluat:

Toinen puhuja: O

Kolmas tilanne
Tyoskentelet keskikokoisen firman henkildstbosastossa. Olet etsimassa uutta tydharjoittédijese
seuraavasta kahdesta tydnhakijasta toinen. Kumman valitset? Merkitse rastilla!

Osa A
Ensimmainen puhuja: O
Perustele valintasi, jos haluat:

Toinen puhuja: O

Osa B
Ensimmainen pula: O
Perustele valintasi, jos haluat:

Toinen puhuja: O

Osa B
Ensimmainen puhuja: O
Perustele valintasi, jos haluat:

Toinen puhuja: O
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Taustatiedot

A) Kaikille

- Ik&:

- Gender eli sukupueldentiteetti:

- Padaine yliopistossa ja/tai (ligkoulutus ja/tai ammatti:

- Aidinkieli/aidinkielet:

- Muut osaamani kielet:

- Arjessa puhuttu kieli/arjessa puhutut kielet (myds murteita/puhekielid):

- Oletko asunut muualla kuin Suomessa? Missé ja kuinka kauan?

- Huomasitko tutkimuksen aikana, etté toinen jokaisesta lauseparista oli puhutulla kirjakielelld, toinen
puhekielella?

- Kuulitko tutkimuksen aikana, etta kunkin lauseparin puhuja oli sama?

B) Jos kotimaa on Suomi

- Misté péain Suomea olet kotoisin?

- Miten usein olet yhteydessé suomea vieraana kielena puhuvien henkildiden kanssa? Puhuvatko he
mielestasi puhekielté vai puktua kirjakieltd?

- Mité mielta olet, pitaisiko vieraskielisen henkiléon puhua puhekielta vai puhuttua kirjakielta, tai
kumpaa millaisessa tilanteessa?

C) Jos kotimaa on muu kuin Suomi
- Kauanko olet asunut Suomessa?
- Miten olet opiskellut suomea (itsgiskelu, kurssilla, t6issé, jne.)?

- Puhutko mielestasi enemmin puhekieltd vai enemmin puhuttua kirjakielta, tai kumpaa millaisessa
tilanteessa?

- Jos arvelet puhuvasi vain toista, haluaisitko puhua/osata myos toista? Miksi? Miksi ei tahan asti
onnistunut?

- Mit& mieltd olet, pitaisiko vieraskielisen henkildon puhua puhekielté vai puhuttua kirjakielta, tai
kumpaa millaisessa tilanteessa?

- Liittyykd kotimaassasi puhekieleen/murteisiin kielteisia (eli negatiivisia) stereotyyppeja?

D) Tutkimuksen tulokset (vapaaehtoisesti)
Haluan saada tietoja tutkimuksen tuloksista. Yhteystietoni (kasitellaén luottamuksellisesti eika
yhdisteté vastauksiini):

E) Kommentit (vapaaehtoisesti)
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Appendix E: Groups of respondents

The main study was conducted with six groups of a total of 101 native Finnish
speaking respondents. The following list indicates date and place of the conduct
of the study as well as the number of respondents that participated:

1. on 9 February 2016 in the university courSeomi kieliyhteisbna
(Finnish as a speech communiBepartment of Finnish, FinAdgrian
and Scandinavian S$fies, Finnish language) with a total of 32
respondents;

2. on 29 February 2016 in the university courbtaailman kielet
(Languages of the worJdDepartment of Modern Languages, General
linguistics) with a total of 14 respondents;

3. on 17 March 2016 in the urersity course&Semantiikan ja pragmatiikan
harjoituskurssi(Semantics and pragmatics exercise couBsepartment
of Modern Languages, General Linguistics) with a total of 29
respondents;

4. on 21, 23 and 25 November in the library of the University of Heilsin
with a total of 9 respondents following a call to participate in the study
sent to the subject associations of the faculty of arts;

5. on 22 November 2016 in the university language coufsesch for
beginnersandFrench for advanced learne(®anskan &eiskurssiand
Ranskan jatkokurssiLanguage centre of the University of Helsinki)
with a total of 8 respondentand

6. on 24 November 2016 in the university language coufsmch
pronunciation (Ranskan &antamiskurssiLanguage centre of the
University ofHelsinki) with a total of 9 respondents.
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Appendix F: Results of the preliminary analyses

1) I nfluence of female and male speaker st

a) Norrnative speakers

Tabl e: The respondent s 6-natiie speakeesqtotal df
respondets: n=101).
Scenario SpeakerVER STD p-value
gender
32 16
Pres f
40 13 0.32870322
m
Flat f 26 30
0.36198353
m 25 20
Job f 18 35
0.55810266
m 19 29
Overall f 76 81
0.11184189
m 84 62
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b) Native speakers

Table: Thee spondent sé6 choices of female
respondents: n=101).
Scenario SpeakerVER STD p-value
gender
Pres f 40 8
0.26838163
49 4
m (Yat es o
correction
employed)
Flat f a7 9
0.94362802
m 38 7
Job f 21 32
0.4011087
m 23 25
Overall f 108 49
0.20463243
m 110 36
2) I nfluence of the respondentsd gender

75 respondents indicated their gender as femaleesh¥bndentas male. Only two of
the 101 respondenisdicatedt hei r gender gaupisitoasmalfoi . As
meaningful calculations, it is omitted in the following two tables.
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a) Norrnative speakers

Tabl e: Femal e and mal enativeespepkers (tb@lroft s ¢
respondents: n=99).
Scenario Res pondVER STD p-value
gender
Pres f 51 24
0.29536602
m 19 5
Flat f 39 36
0.5986743
m 11 13
Job f 31 44
0.15002467
m 6 8
Overall f 121 104
0.57645549
m 36 36

b) Native speakers

Tabl e: Femal e and male responolent s ¢
respondents: n=99).

Scenario Res pondVER STD p-value
gender

Pres f 67 8
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0.67137324
m 20 4 (Yatesbd
correction
employed)
Flat f 63 12
0.80968541
m 20 4 (Yat esd
correction
employed)
Job f 33 42
0.57523594
m 9 15
Overall f 163 62
0.47341239
m 49 23
3) Influence of the respondentsd age

Two of the 101 respondents did not indicate their age. The age groups are formed in
the following way, as the median age of all the respondents is 23 years and the mean
age 26 years:

1. agegroup 1 (39 respondents):TI® years

2. age group 2 (31 respondents)i 28 years

3. age group 3 (29 respondents)i 33 years

The variableageis thus relatively homogenous in this case study.
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Tabl e: The r es marnaive speakeds (avdradl)iaccerding t the
three age groups (total of respondents: n=99).
Respondent sé aVER STD p-value
Age group 1 (1B22 years) 58 59
Age group 2 (2826 years) 49 44

0.72578605
Age group 3 (2753 years) 48 39

b) Native speakers

Table: The respondentsdé choices of
age groups (total of respondents: n=99).
Respondent sé aVER STD p-value
Age group 1 (1B22 years) 89 28
Age group 223i 26 years) 68 25
0.12045248
Age group 3 (21753 years) 55 32
4) I nfluence of the respondentsd major

Only one of the 10tespondentslid not indicate his or her major at the university.
The maj o r s digiribution éod imbbalancdde di v

for meaningful calculation. As earlier research showed the influence of linguistic

respondent so

education on | anguage attitudes (see Sub

divided into the following two factors for the following calations:
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1. linguistic subjects (72 respondents): general linguistics, language

technology, logogedics, different philologies, phonetics, translation
studies

2. norntlinguistic subjects (28 respondents): Asian studies, astronomy,
developing countries studiesconomics, forestry, Latin American
studies, law, general and Finnish literatungedicine music science,

pedagogics, special and early childhood pedagodiestre science,
theology.

a) Non-native speakers

Tabl e: The r es po-nalve speakets (avdratl)iaccading to the
study subject groups (total of respondents: n=100).

Respondent s6 sVER STD p-value
group
Linguistic subjects 120 96
Norlinauist . 4
ontlinguistic subjects 39 5 0.15493278

b) Native speakers

Table: There pondent s6 choices of native
subject groups (total of respondents: n=100).

Respondent sé sVER STD p-value
group

Linguistic subjects 159 57

Non-linguistic subjects 57 27 0.31901025
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5) Influence of the numbers of languages the respondents use in daily life

One of the 101 respondents did not indicate how many languages s/he uses in daily
life. 62 respondents indicated to use one language, 33 respondents to use two
languages and five respamds to use three languages. The respondents who
indicated to use more than one language are grouped together. The following
calculation contrast thus everyday monolinguatse(language62 respondents) with

everyday multilingualst{vo or three language88 respondents) in a broad sense.

a) Norrnative speakers

Tabl e: The r es po-naiive speakeds (avdrall)iaccerding t the
number of languages they use in daily life (total of respondents: n=100).

Number of the languages usec VER STD p-value
in daily life
One language 98 88
0.89036649
Two or three languages 61 53

b) Native speakers

Table: The respondentsé choices of
number of languages they use in daily life (total of respondeai0).

Number of the languages usec VER STD p-value
in daily life
One language 129 57
0.19241881
Two or three languages 87 27
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he

respondent so

| anguag:¢

b) Native speakers

Tabl e: The roesopnomative speakeds (avdradl)iaccording to the
number of languages they have learnt (total of respondents: n=101).

Number of learnt languages VER STD p-value

1 language 8 16

2 languages 30 24

3 languages 55 a7

4 langiages 34 23

5 or more languages 33 33 027264235

of

Table: The respondentsdéd choices
number of languages they have learnt (total of respondents: n=101).

Number of learnt languages VER STD p-value
1 language 13 11

2 languages 40 14

3 languages 74 28
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4 languages 44 13

5 or more languages 47 19 0.32027189
7) I nfluence of t frequency
speakers

Three of the 101 respondents did nodicate the frequency of their contact with
nonnative speakers and seven respondents indicated to have no contact. The

indications of the contact frequency (daily, weekly, often, sometimes, monthly,

seldom) are grouped into the following two factors:

1. often (41 respondents), containing the indicatiolasly, weekly and

often

2. not often (50 respondents), containing the indicatieosnetimes

monthlyandseldom

a) Non-native speakers

-pative t h e

Tabl e: The r es po-naive speakeds (avdrall)iacoing to thdir

frequency of contact with namative speakers (total of respondents: n=91).

Frequency of tVER STD p-value
contact with non-native

speakers

Often 60 63

Not often 83 67

0.28084423

r
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b) Native speakers

Table:Te respondentsd choices of natiwv
frequency of contact with namative speakers (total of respondents: n=91).
Frequency of tVER STD p-value

contact with non-native

speakers

Often 90 33

Not often 109 41 092441911

8) I nfluence of the var i enativeeasquaintaeces by t

Ten of the 101 respondents did not answer this question and seven indicated to have
no contact with nomative speakers. 23 respondents indicatedttiet nornative
acquaintances use a vernacular (fastemacula), 29 respondents indicated that
their nonnative acquaintances use the standard variety (fatdodard variety and

32 respondents indicated that their fative acquaintances use a hgbvariety
(factorhybrid variety.

a) Norrnative speakers

Tabl e: The r es po-naiive speakeds (avdrall)iaccerding to the
variety used by their nenative acquaintances (total of respondents: n=84).

Variety used by the VER STD p-value
res ponmbremtves 0
acquaintances

Vernacular 34 35

Standard 51 36

h
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0.40071693
Hybrid variety 48 48
b) Native speakers
Table: The respondentsdé choices of

used by their nomative acgaintances (total of respondents: n=84).

Variety used by the VER STD p-value
respondemtivss 6 n
acquaintances

Vernacular 48 21
Standard 64 23
, , 0.84197917
Hybrid variety 70 26
9) Influence of the respolamdient sé pl ace

One of the 101 respondents did not indicate his or her place of growing up in
Finland. The indicated places proved to be diverse, but too different for meaningful

calculation. Therefore, the variable is divided here into the following two factors:
1. from the Helsinki capital region (50 respondents)

2. not from the Helsinki capital region (50 respondents).

The groups aresufficiently balanced to allow a more firgrain analysis of the
respondentsdé choices according to the

of

c
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a) Norrnative speakers

Tabl e: The r es po-naive speakeds perlscenamoaccording tc
their place of growing up in Finland (total of respondents: n=100).

Scenario Res pondenVER STD p-value
of growing up
Pres capital region 31 19
0.02594021
notcapital region 41 9
Flat capital region 23 27
0.31731051
not capital region 28 22
Job capital region 17 33
0.5344095
not capital region 20 30
Overall  capital region 71 79
0.03724879
not capital region 89 61
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b) Native speakers

Table: The respondentsd choices of
place of growing up in Finland (total of respondents: n=100).
Scenario Res pondenVER STD p-value
of growing up
Pres capital region 42 8
0.11001541
notcapital region 47 3
Flat capital region 43 7
0.78002627
not capital region 42 8
Job capital region 23 27
0.6873218
notcapital region 21 29
Overall  capital region 108 42
0.79575593
notcapital region 110 40
10) I nfluence of the respondentsd interna
The respondent sd | ndperationalited asnaastay abmago.ell i e n c

respondents reported to have stayed abroad for half a year, 15 for one year, four for
one and a half year, four ftwo years and one respondent each for two and a half,

three and seven years. They are grouped together and contrasted with the 64
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respondents who reported to not have stayed abroad. The variable is thus divided into

the following two factors:

1. stayed abrad (37 respondents) and

2. not stayed abroa¢b4 respondents).

The groups aresufficiently balanced to allow a more firgrain analysis of the

respondent so

a) Norrnative speakers

choices

accordi

ng to

t

Tabl e: The r es po-native speakeds accbraing to ¢hsir o f
international experience (total of respondents: n=101).
Scenario Res pondVER STD p-value
international
experience
Pres Abroad 22 15
0.04574391
Not abroad 50 14
Flat Abroad 14 23
0.0530609
Not aboad 37 27
Job Abroad 17 20
0.13972365
Not abroad 20 44
Overall Abroad 53 58
0.17995447
Not abroad 107 85

he

S

c

¢
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Table: The respondentsdé choices of
according to their internationabgerience (total of respondents: n=101).
Scenario Res pondVER STD p-value
international
experience
Flat Abroad 30 7
0.09652749
Not abroad 59 5
Pres Abroad 28 9
0.07583396
Not abroad 57 7
Job Abroad 14 23
0.37744715
Not abrad 30 34
Overall Abroad 72 46
0.03694381
Not abroad 146 46
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Appendix G: Results of the listening test and the direct question

1) Preferences of the nomative vernacular and standard variety

Table: The respondents choices of the-native veracular and standard speaker
in the listening test (overall) (total of respondents: n=303).

Variety Absolute number of choices Percentage number of choices
VER 160 52.8

STD 143 47.2

Tabl e: The r-ratve\anety prefareacés ancangdito their answers

to the direct question (total of respondents: n=95).

Variety Absolute number Percentage
of choices number of choices
both varieties without restrictions, just a 41 43.2

the nonnative speakers like or are able

both varietis, used as native speakers (31 32.6

VER 21 22.1

STD 2 2.1
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2) Methodical comparison

Tabl e:

Met hodi cal comparison of t he

preference; absolute and percentage numbers; total of respondents: n=21).

Scenario | Method VER STD VER STD
(absolute) (absolute) (percentage) (percentage)

Pres direct question 21 0 100 0

listening test 8 13 38.1 61.6
Flat direct question 21 0 100 0

listening test 9 12 42.9 57.1
Job direct question 21 0 100 0

listening test 10 11 47.6 52.4
Overall direct question 21 0 100 0

listening test 27 36 42.9 57.1
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Tabl e:

Met hodi cal compari son
preference; absolute and percentage numbers; total of respondents: n=2).

of t h¢

Scenario  Method VER STD VER STD
(absolute) (absolute) (percentage) (percentage)

Pres direct question 0 2 0 100
listening test 1 1 50 50

Flat direct question 0 2 0 100
listening test 0O 2 0 100

Job direct question 0 2 0 100
listeningtest O 2 0 100

Overall direct question 0 2 0 100
listening test 1 5 16.7 84.3
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3) Comparison of native and nonrnative variety preferences

Table: The respondent s 6-naivespeakers(total ofc
respondents: n=101).

Scenario Speker VER STD p-value
Pres native 89 12
0.00294054
norn-native 72 29
Flat native 85 16
3.40E007
non-native 51 50
Job native 44 57
0.31490284
non-native 37 64
Overall native 218 85
0.00000115
norn-native 160 143
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4) Deperdence of the preference on the communication situation

Tabl e: The r esponAndteendpeakers ,mhhe idiffeeist scenf
(total of respondents: n=101).

Scenario VER STD p-value
Pres 72 29
Flat 51 50

0.00000442
Job 37 64
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Appendix H: Justifications given by the respondents for their

speaker choices

The following tables present the respond
choosing a native or nemative speaker in each of the scenarios (group presentation
scenaio, shared flat scenario and job interview scenario). They served as a basis for
extracting the r es p-nativeeemacslay and standatdu des t o

variety.

Group presentation scenario, nomative speakers

Tabl e: The r es pahaosing anomalive ispeaker o the gradum
presentation scenario.

Categories VER Count Categories STD Count
natural 9 serious/ready 3
luontevampi paneutuneempi asiaan

luontevampi valmistautuneempi

luontevampi vakavampi

luontevampi

luontevampi

luontevampi

luontevampi

luontevampi

luonnollisempi

enthusiastic/eager/inter 8 nice/pleasant/friendly/jovial/less 2
ested annoying

innostuneempi ystavalliempi

innostuneempi mukavampi

innostuneempi

innostuneempi

innokkaampi

innokkaampi

kiinnostuneempi
kiinnostuneempi

relaxed/not stiff/not 6 clear 2
forced helpompi ymmartaa
rennompi rennompi selkedmmat konsonantit, tauot

rennompi rennompi
rennompi rennompi




better language 4
proficiency

sujuvampi sujuvampi
sujuvampi

0Saa suomea paremmil
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organsoituneempi
yhteistyokykyisempi
rauhallisempi
myonteisempi asenne
koska ulkomaalainen

(only
once)

familiar/intimate 3
tuttavallisempi
tuttavallisempi

tutumpi

clear 3
selkeampi selkeampi
selkeampi

close 3
ei ulkomaalainen
Oajattelisi
hdpompi pitaa hanen
kanssaan, kun aidinkiel
suomi 0O

samaa kielta aidinkieler
puhuva tuntuu
laheisemmalta

brisk 2
reippaampi reippaampi

authentic/not 2
pretending
aidompi aidompi

(self-)confident/not shy 2
vahemman ujo
vahemman arka

easierto approach/less 2
distancing

helpompi lahestyttava
kutsuvampi

nice/pleasant/friendly/j 2
ovial/less annoying
ystavallisempi
leppoisampi

normaalisti (only
joustavampi once)
ahkerampi

paattavaisempi

luotettavampi
vapautuneempi

kuulostaa silta, etta tiet:
tarkemmin, mité tekee
vakavampi




vahemman virallinen
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register is better/more 1

suitable
sopivampi

Group presentation scenario, native speakers

Tabl e:

The

presentation scena.

Categories VER

respondentsd reasons

Count Categories STD

for

Count

natural

luontevampi
luontevampi
luontevampi
luontevampi
luontevampi
luontevampi
luontevampi
luontevampi
luontevampi
luontevampi
luontevampi
luontevampi
luontevampi
luontevampi
luontevampi

luonnollisempi
luonnollisempi
luonnollisempi
luonnollisempi

relaxed/not stiff/not

forced

rennompi rennompi
rennompi rennompi
rennompi renompi

rennompi rennompi
rennompi rennompi
rennompi rennompi
rennompi rennompi

rennompi

vahemman jaykka
vahemman jaykka

19

18

nice/pleasant/friendly/jovial/less
annoying

ystavallisempi

pehmedmman ja lempeamman tuntui
vahemman tunkeileva/ahdistava

ammattimaisempi
varmempi
vakuuttavampi
fiksumpi
reippaampi

(only
once)




vahemman tonkko
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normal/less strange/les
frightening

vahemman outo
vahemman outo
vahemman outo
vahemman outo
vahemman creepy

normaalimpi
tavallisempi

close
samaistumisen tunnette
enemman itseni
tyyppisen kuuloinen
lahempana minua itseé
lahempana omaa
puhetyylia

lahempana omaa
murrettani, joten
kulttuuritaustakin ehka
samanlaisempi

7

easier to approach/less
distancing

helpommin lahestyttava
helpommin lahestyttava
helpommin lahestyttava
vahemman etdannyttav

4

familiar/intimate
tuttavallisempi
tuttuvallisempi
tuttavallisempi

informal

riittdvan epavirallinen
vahemman virallinen
ei lilan virallinen

trustworthy
luotettavampi
luotettavampi

authentic/not
pretending

aidompi

vahemman teennainen

ei niin nipottaja
nuorekkaampi
kuulostaa turvalliselta
vahemman muodahen

(only
once)
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register is better/more 8
suitable

parempi parempi
parempi parempi
sopivampi

sopii paremmin
rennompaan tilanteese¢
sopivampi
epavirallisessa
tilanteessa

riitAvan puhekielinen

Shared flat scenario, nornative speakers

Table:The respondent s 6 r enatisespeakerfindhe shardd dl:
scenario.

Categories VER Count Categories STD Count
natural 6 nice/pleasant/friendly/jovial/les 11
luontevampi luontevampi S annoying

luontevampi luontevampi vahemman pissis

luonnollisempi luonnollisempi vahemman snobi ja ylimielinen

vahemman arsyttava

ei liilan cool slangipuhuja
vahemman ylirento
miellyttavampi
mukavampi mukavampi
kivempi

ystavallisempi

ei tympeé

relaxed/not stiff/not forced 6

rennompi rennompi renmnapi
rennompi rennompi rennompi

clear 3
selkedmpi selkedmpi selkeam
easier to approach/less 3
distancing

helpommin lahestyttava
helpommin lahestyttava
helpommin lahestyttava

normal/less strange/less 3
frightening




normaali
vahemman outo
vahemman outo
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nice/pleasant/friendly/jovial/le ' 3
SS annoying
ystavallisempi
leppoisampi
vahemman maaraileva
authentic/not pretending 2
aidompi aidompi
luotettavampi (only selkeampi (only
vakuuttavampi once) virallisempi once)
vahemman nipottaja fiksumpi
vahemman aksenttia, siksi korrektimpi
mielikuva lalemmasta hitaammin puhuttu
kulttuurista rauhallisempi
rehdimpi
koulutetumpi
ei-nasaalinen puhe
register is better/more suitable 1 register is better/more suitable 1
parempi parempi
Shared flat scenario, native speakers
Table: The respondentsd reasons for
scenario.
Categories VER Count Categories STD Count
natural 15 trustworthy 3
luontevampi luontevampi luotettavampi luotettavampi
luontevampi luontevampi luotettava
luontevampi luorgvampi
luontevampi luontevampi
luontevampi
vahemman epaluonteva
luonnollisempi luonnollisempi
luonnollisuus luonnollisempi
luonnollisempi
relaxed/not stiff/not forced 15 businesslike/factual 3
rennompi rennompi rennompi asiallisempi asiallisempi
rennompi rennompi rennompi asiallinen
rennompi rennompi rennompi




rennompi rennompi rennompi
rennompi

vahemman jaykka
vahemman vakindinen

normal/less strange/less
frightening

normaali

tavallisempi, loska puhekieli
vahemman outo vdhemman o
vahemman outo vdhemman o
vahemman outo

vahemman omituinen
vahemman creepy
vahemman pelottava
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10 honest
rehellinen
rehtimpi

nice/pleasant/friendly/jovial/le
Ss annoying

mukavampi mukavampi
vahemman sasalisesti
rajoittunut

vahemman
maaraileva/auktoriteettinen
sympaattisempi

leppoisampi

authentic/not pretending
aidompi aidompi aidompi
vahemman teeskentelija
vahemman teenndinen

familiar/intimate
tuttavallisempi tuttavallisempi
tuttavallisempi tuttavallisempi

6

easier to approach/less
distancing

helpommin lahestytava
helpommin l&hestytava
helpommin lahestyttava
helpommin l&hestyttava

close

lahempé&na minua itseéni
enemman minun tyylinen
puu samalla lailla kuin itse
puhuisin

informal
vahemman muodollinen
epamuodollisempi

luotettavampi
spontaanimpi
ei liilan asiallinen

(only  kiltimpi
once) kiinnostuneempi
virallisempi

(only
once)




rytmi &anessa

ei liian virallinen
vahemman pikkutarkka
itsevarmempi

register is better/moresuitable
puhekielisyys

parempi rennon
asumisilmapiirin
muodostamisessa

parempi

sopii tilanteeseen paremmin
sopivampi

sopivampi
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6

register is better/more suitable 1

parempi

Job interview scenario, nonnative speakers

Tabl e: The
interview scenario.

r e s pobhoosing a nomaiive ispeakesr m the jobf o

Categories VER Count Categories STD Count
natural 6 clear 10
luontevampi luontevampi selkeampi selkeampi selkeampi
luontevampi luontevampi selkeampi selkedpn selkeampi
luonnollisempi luonnollisempi selkeampi selkeampi selvempi

vahemman puuroutunut
authentic/not pretending 5 better language proficiency 5
aidompi aidompi aidompi monisanaisempi, parempi
aidompi kielitaito
teeskenteleméattomampi vahemman aksenttia

paremmin artikuloitu

sujuvampi

parempi suomenkielen taito
relaxed/not stiff/not forced 4 businesslike/factual 3
rennompi rennompi rennompi asiallisempi asiallisempi
rennompi asiallisempi
clear 3 nice/pleasant/friendly/jovial/less 3
selkeampi selkeampi annoying
selvempi miellyttavampi miellyttavampi

miellyttavampi
better language proficiency 2 (self-)confident/not shy 3
parempi suomi varmempi itsevarmempi
sujuvampi varmempi
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register is better/more suitabbe 1
parempi

close 2 enthusiastic/eager/interested 3
ei ulkomaalainen innokkaampi
helpompi valita syntyperaiselta innostuneempi
suomalaiselta kuulostava kiinnostuneempi
ei kuulostanut syntyperaiselta
suomalaiselta, mutta h&nen
puheensa kuulosti siltd kuin oli
kuitenkin tottunut suomalaiseer
kulttuuriin, joten valitsin h&net
enthusiastic/eagefinterested 2 expert 2
innokkaampi asiantuntevampi asiantuntevam
kiinnostuneempi
brisk 2 correct 2
reippaampi reippaampi korrektisti
korrektimpi
not aggressive 2
vahemman aggressiivinen
vahemman hyokaavaa, vaan ng
luotettavampi (only puhetavassa vieraampi korostus (only
once siksi kiinnostavampi seurata once)
iloisempi
reippaampi
vakavampi
kohteliaampi
vahemman laiska
patevampi
huolellisempi
hitaammin puhuttu
rauhallisempi
ammattimaisempi
luotettavampi

register is better/more suitable 7
parempi parempi parempi paren
parempi

sopivampi

ei liikaa puhekielisyytta

Job interview scenario, native speakers

Tabl
scanario.

e: The

respondent so

reasons for
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Categories VER Count Categories STD Count
natural 12 businesslike/factual 6
luontevampi luontevampi asiallisempi asiallisempi
luontevampi luontevampi asiallisempi asiallisempi
luontevampi luontevampi asiallisempi
luontevampi luontevampi asiallisempi vaikutelma
omull ao kuul os
l uont evammal t a
luonnollisempi luonnollisempi
luonnollisempi
relaxed/not stiff/not forced 10 official 4
rennompi rennompi rennompi virallisempi virallisempi
rennompi rennompi rennompi virallisempi virallisempi
rennompi
vahemman jaykka
vahemman toénkko
vahemman &kindinen
authentic/not pretending 7 convincing 3
aidompi aidompi aidompi vakuutavampi vakuuttavampi
vahemman harjoiteltu vakuuttavampi
kuulostaa vAhemman
yrittamiselta
oma itsensa, eika teeskentele
vahemman teennainen
professional 3
ammattimaisempi
ammattimaisempi
ammattimaisempi
trustworthy 3
luotettavampi luotettavampi
luotettavampi
(self)confident/not shy 3
itsevarmempi varmempi
jamerampi
effective/hard-working 3
tehokkaampi
vahemman laiska
ryhdikkadmpi
clear 2
selkedmpi selkedmpi
serious/ready 2
vakavampi
helpompi ottaa vakavasti
correct 2
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korrektimpi korrektisti

selkeampi

mukavampi

kotoisampi

l&aheisempi

vahemman outo
vahemman muodollinen

(only
once)

register is better/more suitable 2

parempi parempi

kiinnostuneempi
hitaammin puhuttu
muodollisempi
patevampi
kohteliaampi

register is better/more suitable
sopivampi sopivampi parempi
parempi parempi parempi
parempi

mieluummn lilan kirjakielista
ei liikaa puhekielisyytta

(only
once)

9
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Appendi x | Categorisation of
Table: Categorisation of the respo
native and native) as used for the main study.
Nonnat VER Nat VER Nonnat STD Nat STD
natural 21 natural 46 nice/pleasant/ 16 business 9
friendly/jovial/ like/factual
less annoying
relaxed/not 16 relaxed/not 43 clear 13 trustworthy 6
stiff/not forced stiff/not forced
enthusiastic/ 10 normal/less 18 better language5 official 5
eager/interestt  strangel/less proficiency
frightening
authentic/ 9 authentic/ 14 calm/slowly 5 nicelpleasant/ 4
not pretending not pretending spoken friendly/jovial/
less annoying
clear 9 close 9 business 3 convincing 4
like/factual
better language 7 easier to 8 (self)confident/ 3 professional 4
proficiency approach/less not shy
distancing
close 7 nice/pleasant/ 8 enthusiastic/ 3 (self)confident/ 4
friendly/jovial/ eager/interestet  not shy
less annoying
easier to 5 familiar/ 7 serious/ready 3 effective/hard 3
approach/less intimate working
distancing
nice/pleasant/ 5 informal 7 correct 3 honest 2
friendly/jovial/
less annoying
normal/less 4 trustworthy 3 foreignerlike 3 enthusiastic/ 2
strange/less eager/interestec
frightening
brisk 4 not aggressive 2 clear
familiar/ 3 expert 2 serious/ready 2
intimate
trustworthy 3 correct 2

(self-)confident

not shy

2

t

h e
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register is 3 registeris 16 regqister is 8 reqisteris 10
better/more better/nore better/more better/more
suitable suitable suitable suitable
Tabl e: Categorisation of the respe
native and native) as used for the main study.
Nonnat VER Nat VER Nonnat STD Nat STD
arrogant/gruff |3 (none foreignerlike 7 strange/ 20
mentioned frightening
twice or more)
aggressive/ 2 strange/ 3 artificial/ 15
intrusive frightening not natural
not interested/ 2 artificial/ 3 stiff/fforced/ 13
not serious not natural strict/
too exact/
not relaxed
not clear 2 stiff/forced/ 3 not suitable/ 9
strict/ not normally
too exact/ used
not relaxed
too shy 3 too official 6
not suitable/ poor social 5
not normally skills
used
nagging 2 too formal 4




