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Summary 

 

The research goal of this master thesis was two-fold 1) to find out what the most typical 

foreign accent features in Russian native speakers of Danish as a foreign or second language 

are on the segmental level and in the word stress assignment; and 2) to find out whether a 

special introductory phonetic training (SIPT) anticipating the main language course can 

mitigate the degree of a global foreign accent in late native Russian learners of Danish.  

In order to reach these goals, I formulated predictions about eventual typical features of 

the Russian accent in Danish applying the method of contrastive analysis (Archibald, 1998; 

Lado, 1957; Whitman, 1970) of the Russian and Danish phonemic inventories, based on the 

distinctive features phonological theory (Chomsky and Halle, 1968), and compared the 

peculiarities of word stress assignment in Danish and Russian. The formulated hypotheses 

were then tested by means of a case-study method, namely an error analysis of recorded 

reading samples of two word lists (one with vowel and consonant targets (151 target words) 

and the other one with diphthongs and word stress targets (51 target words)) read by 18 adult 

subjects. Half of the subjects have studied Danish as a second language at Danish language 

schools and did not have any SIPT (the D-group); and half of the subjects have studied 

Danish as a foreign language at Moscow State Linguistic University and had SIPT (the R-

group). All the subjects speak Russian as their L1 and have a high command of Danish. I 

transcribed the recorded samples and systematized all the errors separately for the D-and R-

groups.  

The error analysis substantiated my theoretical assumptions based on the theory of 

equivalence classification (Flege, 1987), Speech Learning Model (Flege, 1987) and the 

theory of spelling interference (Miglio & Fukazaw, 2006; Ehri & Wilce 1980) and I have 

verified the hypotheses about the following typical features of the Russian accent in the 

studied aspects: 

 

 qualitative reduction of      to  ɐ]* or [ə *;  ε  to  ə]*; [    to  ɐ * according to the 

degrees of reduction typical of the allophones of Russian /a/ and /ε/;  

 fewer quality distinctive properties of the back vowels and [i] vs.    ]; 

 shortening of long vowels (however, the latter depends on the type of the instruction 

learners receive; in the current study those subjects who had SIPT with a focus on the 

distinction between long and short vowels performed better in the reading task for the 

long targets); 

 consonantization of non-syllabic elements [w] and [ɐ ] in the Danish diphthongs as 

[v]* and [r]*/[  ]* respectively;  

 monophthongization of diphthongs, especially [ɐ ]-diphthongs; 

 disaspiration of [   ], [     and [   s];  

 voicing of segments [   ,     ,  s   n         t r   vow l; 

 dentalization of Danish /d/, /s/, /t/ /n/; 

 double primary stress is typically either ignored or set in a word with two primary 

stresses as if there were a secondary and main stress in this word; 
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 secondary word stress is often ignored in non-compound words, and in compounds 

with more than two stems Russian native sp  k rs t n  to “s v ” th  prim ry str ss 

for the last stem in the word. 

Additionally, other typical features, not predicted in the contrastive study, were discovered 

empirically as the results of the error analysis: 

 front labialized [  ] is often mispronounced as [y]*, especially under the influence of 

the spelling interference; 

 soun s       n     ] are generically susceptible to narrowing in terms of height to such 

qualities as [ø]*, [ɞ]*, [ʏ]* and [ɵ]* as well as a tongue retraction; 

 the nucleus of the diphthong may be exposed to the same qualitative errors as the 

corresponding vowel quality;  

 prefixed words may have a broken word stress. 

 

The hypotheses about the lengthening of short vowels and about the velarization of /l/ 

were falsified. Moreover, my prediction about a more consonant-like pronunciation of [ɐ ] 

could neither be verified, but is sooner falsified, since the main accent feature for [ɐ ] was its 

omission rather than [  ]-like production. Finally, one of my hypotheses was that Russian 

natives would palatalize /b, d, g/ especially before Danish front /i/, /ɛ/, /y/, /e/. The error 

analysis showed that this assumption was right for /g/, but I should admit that also sonorant 

segments, voiced [v] and voiceless [h] may be exposed to the palatalization. The reading task 

could not reveal characteristics of the pronunciation of [ə], which as was argued, should be 

studied not in isolated words, but rather in a spontaneous speech task. Generally, the current 

study claims that the discovered features are at least true under the conditions of the reading 

task. Further research is needed to test them in a spontaneous speech task. 

As far as the second goal is concerned, it was reached by means of global accent ratings 

of the readings of a small text by 27 Russian natives (12 from the D-group and 15 from the 

R-group) and 4 Danish native controls. The global accent ratings were done by four native 

raters with linguistic backgrounds and four native raters without any linguistic background, 

according to a 5-point scale. The difference in the mean scores of the two groups (1.80 for the 

D-group and 2.17 for the R-group) was proved to be statistically significant as the result of a 

T-test run on statistical significance. It was calculated that considering the experiment 

conditions and taking into account the linguistic portraits of the two target groups, the 

probability that SIPT (focused both on the segmental and prosodic aspects of the Danish 

pronunciation) mitigates a foreign accent in Russian native speakers of Danish, is 94.7%.  

It should be noted that the results of the thesis have a practical significance for both 

teachers of Danish working with Russian natives, and for the Russian native learners of 

Danish, as a set of guidelines about weak points of the Russi n n tiv s‟ pronunci tion in 

Danish. It can serve a basis for the development of a pronunciation course focused on the 

segmental level and word stress assignment, and can be considered as a recommendation to 

introduce SIPT for beginners with Danish as their L2 and Russian as L1. 
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1. Introduction 

1.1. Problem overview 

 

The topic of this master thesis is “Russian accent in Russian native speakers of Danish 

as a second and foreign language”. The point of departure for the choice of the topic has 

been a difficulty, which as my experience of a teacher of Danish a second language shows, 

the majority of late Russian native learners of Danish as both second and foreign language 

have to face while mastering the Danish pronunciation. The latter in most cases is a much 

more time- and effort demanding aspect of Danish studies, compared to the vocabulary and 

grammar learning or reaching a general fluency of speech in Danish. The most illustrative 

example, I have witnessed myself, of what this unsolved difficulty may result in, is a situation 

when a late learner has spent years on learning Danish, but when he or she starts 

communicating with a Dane, they fail to understand each other. One reason for that is the late 

l  rn r‟s h  vy  cc nt. Anoth r on  is th t th  D n s  r  in   n r l l ss  ccustom   to h  r   

foreign variant of their native language, and as a consequence have less ”pr ctic ” in 

distinguishing a foreign variant of Danish. Such an experience of not being-understood may 

develop into a psycholinguistic barrier in future in the case of Danish end-learners or put an 

obstacle on the studying process in the case of beginners by forming a negative perception of 

the Danish language. 

Numerous research experiments, which I discuss in sections 2.1., 2.2., have addressed 

the fundamental idea that phonologically the foreign accent basis lies on the word segmental 

level, i.e. in the major dissimilarities between two phonemic inventories, namely the 

articulatory properties of the L1 vs. L2 vowels and consonants. Among major segmental 

dissimilarities between Russian and Danish are the absence in Russian of the distinction long-

vs.-short vowels, absence of the aspiration for the stops /p/, /t/, /k/; absence in Danish of the 

consonant categories voiced vs. voiceless and lateralized vs. non-lateralized inherent to 

Russian consonants, as well as a smaller range of vowels in Russian, compared to Danish.  

These are only few examples of the differences on the segmental level. No native-like 

pronunciation, according to Birdsong (2007: 117), is possible on the global sentence level, if 

an articulatory word level is affected by a foreign accent. However, no foreign accent-free 

pronunciation can be realized only with an accurate articulation on the segmental level, since 

a native-like pronunciation is characterized by a whole set of features including prosody and 

syllable structure. I argue however, that the core of the foreign accent is on the segmental 

level.  
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 One of the methodological principles of accent studies most widely applied during the 

recent decades (Flege, 2002; Best et al. 2001; Flege et al. 1995; Flege 1981a; Ingram & Park, 

1998; McAllister et al., 2002; Missaglia, 1999) is the one, which implies testing narrow 

segmental and suprasegmental foreign accent features proceeding from more abstract 

predictions about difficulties which non-native speakers may have, as the result of filtering 

the sound and prosody systems of their second language (L2) through their first language 

(L1) corresponding systems. No previous research has addressed the phenomenon of Russian 

accent in Danish, neither on the abstract level of basic dissimilarities, nor on a more precise 

level of acoustic or prosodic features of the Russian accent. Therefore, this research paper is 

to tackle the very fundamental aspects of the Russian accent in Danish. I shall address the 

issue of the Russian accent by first making more abstract predictions about how 

dissimilarities and similarities between Danish and Russian phonemic inventories may be 

reflected in the Russian accent, and then shall test my predictions empirically.  

The current project will be the first one in the field of accent studies examining the 

combination Russian (L1 in this study) - Danish (L2 in this study). It may also have 

significance for future studies in the field of foreign accent in Danish learners with other 

Slavonic languages as their L1s. Moreover, the results of this thesis can make a considerable 

contribution to the methodology of the Danish language teaching by finding the weak sides of 

th  Russi n n tiv s‟  rticul tion in D nish, which coul     us    s    irst-priority aspect in 

the phonetic training. 

 

1.2. Goals of the project 

 

A lot of research work has been done in the field of studying foreign accents from the 

point of view of factors that influence the degree of a foreign accent, such as the age of L2 

learning, nature of L2 phonetic input, length of residence in an L2-speaking country, gender 

and motivation, type of language formal instruction, and amount of native language use 

(Piske et al., 2001). These factors can be referred to as common linguistic and extra-linguistic 

ones, very often interrelated with sociolinguistic conditions, and that are of a more general 

character. Such an approach to accent studies seems to be reasonable, but addresses the 

qu stions: “Why  o p opl  sp  k with  cc nt? Wh t coul     n  on  to  iv  n xt 

  n r tions   ch nc  to minimiz  th   cc nt?”  

The main goal of the current project, however, is to answer the following questions:  
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1) What are the most typical accent features in Russian native speakers with Danish as a 

foreign and second language on the segmental level and in the word stress assignment?  

2) Can a special introductory phonetic training anticipating the main language course 

mitigate the degree of a global foreign accent
1
 in late native Russian learners of Danish?  

In order to answer these two questions I shall resolve the two tasks.  

1) Describe major phonological features of the Russian accent in Danish on the segmental 

level (pronunciation of vowels and consonants), and on the segmental level - accent 

properties connected with the assignment of the word stress.  

2) Analyze a global accent degree in two different groups of subjects: 1) in those who have 

received a special introductory phonetic training before their main language course and 

have studied Danish as a foreign language in Russia; and 2) in those who have been 

taught Danish pronunciation as an integrated part of their language course and studied 

Danish as a second language in Denmark. I shall further in section 2.3. discuss my 

methodological decision to examine these two groups and explain why in the current 

project these two groups are considered initially equal in terms of the foreign accent 

factors.  

2. Foreign accent as a research issue 

2.1. Foreign accent, interference or transfer? 

 

Before examining methodological issues of the current project, it seems natural to 

define basic terminolo ic l conv ntions r   r in  th  t rm “ cc nt”  s th  o j ct o  our 

prim ry r s  rch. Th  t rm “ cc nt” or  lt rn tiv ly “ or i n  cc nt” in th  cont xt o  s con  

language acquisition and teaching theories means a set of phonological characteristics of a 

non-n tiv  pronunci tion. In    ro   s ns , not in th  m  nin  “…prop rty o    syll  l  

which m k s it st n  out in  n utt r nc  r l tiv  to its n i h orin  syll  l s…” in v rious 

domains: word accent (also word stress or lexical stress), phrase stress or sentence accent 

(http://www.britannica.com/EBchecked/topic/2866/accent),  cc nt is “th  cumul tiv  

auditory effect of those features of pronunciation which identify where a person is from 

r  ion lly or soci lly” (Cryst l 2003: 3). In our c s , w  sh ll    l with th  r  ion l  cc nt, 

namely the Russian one as a set of phonological properties that make Danish speech sound 

                                                 

 
1
 “Th     r   to which  n L2 sp  k r's pro uctions  r  p rc iv   to  i   r  rom thos  o    n tiv  sp  k r” 

(Riney et al. 2000: 713).   

 

http://www.britannica.com/EBchecked/topic/2866/accent
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Russian-like due to the L1 (Russian) pronunciation habits both, on the level articulation, 

acoustics and prosody.  

A foreign accent is also often discussed in connection with such phenomena as 

language transfer or language interference. The language transfer is usually defined as “th  

in lu nc  o    p rson‟s  irst l n u    on th  l n u      in   cquir  .” (Cryst l 2003: 471). 

The language transfer is a more general notion compared to a foreign accent and usually 

stands for applying rules and knowledge of the L1 grammar, vocabulary, spelling or even 

punctuation in the L2. As a rule, a language transfer takes place as the result of insufficient 

knowledge of an L2, absence of a native-like command of an L2, or merely lack of authentic 

input. An example could be for instance a situation when the L1 syntactic system dominates 

over that of the L2, and an L2 learner tends to apply syntactic patterns untypical of the L2, 

which can lead to a non-native syntax and even semantic errors. In this case, the transfer of 

the L1 elements and structures will have a negative nature, because the influence of the L1 

will lead to major or minor violations of the L2 norms or usage.  

A notion similar to the negative transfer is a linguistic interference. Grosjean (1992) 

 istin uish s   tw  n   st tic  n   yn mic int r  r nc . Th  st tic int r  r nc  “ escribes the 

r l tiv ly p rm n nt in lu nc  o  on  o  th   ilin u l‟s l n u   s on th  oth r” (M lmkjær 

2001: 69). According to Grosjean (1992), the common areas of static interference are accent, 

intonation and the pronunciations of individual sounds, such as a constant devoicing of final 

voiced English constants by Russian natives. The dynamic interference usually implies a 

temporarily transferred feature, only occasionally both in a written and spoken language.  

The linguistic interference is most often mentioned in connection with the 

interlanguage theory, best presented by Larry Selinker (1992). An interlanguage is a 

transitional stage in the L2 learning, when the learners an L2, according to Selinker (1996: 

97) “pro uc  structur s th t  xist n ith r in their first language, nor in the language they are 

l  rnin   n  which (it s  ms) no n tiv  sp  k r o   ny l n u     v r pro uc s”. It is possi l  

to assume that the interlanguage structures also imply pronunciation patterns, characterized 

by mixed properties of the L1 and the L2, due to the fact that learners process and percept the 

L2 system through his or her solid and well-established L1 system, which puts an obstacle on 

the way to a native-like pronunciation in his or her L2. 

As was mentioned above, the language transfer often has a negative effect on an L2 

l  rn r‟s lin uistic p r orm nc . How v r, th  l n u    tr ns  r c n  lso h v    positiv  

effect through borrowings, for instance. Such a transfer can undoubtedly help a learner in the 

comprehension and production in his or her L2.  
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As we can see, the phonological transfer may be defined as applying the L1 

pronunciation habits in the L2, in other words, the process of bringing L1 phonological 

features into the L2. Compared to a foreign accent, the phonological transfer, especially in its 

negative realization is an inevitable process in the L2 learning, rather than a result, while a 

foreign accent is one of its areas of realization resulting in a set of end-point features inherent 

to this or that phonological transfer as a process. 

Since my project is aimed at figuring out what the main peculiarities of the Russian  

sp  ch in D nish on th    ov  m ntion   l v ls  r , I sh ll  urth r us  th  t rm “ or i n 

 cc nt”, not tr ns  r or int r  r nc ,  n   or th  methodological convenience shall 

 i ur tiv ly consi  r th  Russi n  cc nt  s   s p r t  “v ri nt o   or i n D nish” with 

specific properties. I shall further also use the term global foreign accent in the meaning of  

“the degree to which a L2 speaker's productions are perceived to differ from those of a native 

sp  k r” (Rin y  t  l. 2000: 713).   

 

2.2. Theoretical framework  

 

Though this project is the first one regarding Russian accent in Danish, it is of course 

not the first one in the field of foreign accent studies in general. Therefore, the current 

investigation will rely on many of the recent studies in the field of foreign accent research, 

phonological theory and theory of the second language phonology.  

 

2.2.1. Distinctive features phonological theory 

 

Since my project addresses a foreign accent as a research issue, it implies that I deal 

with two phonological systems. Therefore, I shall further - particularly in the contrastive 

study of the Danish and Russian phonological systems (see section 3) on the levels of 

segments and word stress - proceed from the distinctive feature phonological theory (Hall, 

2001).  

This theory was developed by Jakobson and his colleagues (1954) and further 

elaborated by Chomsky and Halle (1968) 

(http://clas.mq.edu.au/phonetics/phonology/features/index.html#distinctive). The theory 

impli s ”th t sp  ch soun s  r  compos   o  sm ll r   str ct c t  ori s c ll    istinctiv  

   tur s…” (Mi lk  & Hum  2006: 723).  Th  t rm “ istinctiv     tur s”  s Mi lk  & Hum  

(2006: 723) put it, is  ppli   in th  s ns  o  prop rti s th t “ r  us   to    in  n tur l cl ss s 

http://clas.mq.edu.au/phonetics/phonology/features/index.html%23distinctive
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o  soun s,   scri   soun  p tt rns,  n  to  orm contr sts”. Both Chomsky and Halle, and 

Jakobson et al. (1954) argue that, distinctive features are defined in terms of some phonetic 

property (Hall 2001: 3). However, according to Hall (2001: 4), Chomsky and Halle (1968) 

take the point of view that the features are defined solely on articulatory terms, while 

Jakobsonian approach suggests that distinctive features have primarily acoustic definitions. 

The latter approach has been recently supported by, for example, Flemming (1995), Boersma 

(1998), Steriade (2000) who argue that acoustic and auditory form a basis of the distinctive 

features. 

In my proj ct, I support Chomsky  n  H ll  (1968)‟s  ppro ch to th     inition o  

distinctive features and shall further proceed from the distinctive articulatory properties of the 

sounds in Russian and Danish (see section 3). I argue that the latter is more relevant for my 

foreign accent study, and I have two arguments for that. 

Firstly, this thesis will have the largest practical significance for the late learners of 

Danish as a second and foreign language and their teachers if in connection with the analysis 

of typical accent features I proceed from the articulatory phonetic basis for distinctive 

features. This is reasonable from the practical point of view:  in a classroom, or individually 

by Russian learners, the highlighted accent properties could be first and foremost tackled and 

 limin t   or ”improv  ” on  n  rticul tory l v l,  n  only th n on th  l v l o   coustics. It 

is hard to imagine that a learner of a foreign or a second language would first operate with 

acoustic features of the L2 sounds – he or she would rather like to learn how to use his or her 

articulatory apparatus for the production of this or that L2 sound.  

Secondly, in my thesis I set a particular focus on the production of sounds, i.e. how the 

Russi n l  rn rs‟  or i n  cc nt m ni  sts its l  in th  l n u    pro uction,  n   x min  

what articulatory mistakes stand behind the accent. I believe that an accent study based on the 

distinctive acoustic features would be rather more relevant for the analysis of a foreign accent 

in t rms o  how  cc nt corr l t s with l  rn rs‟  u itory p rc ption o   n L2,  ut th  l tt r is 

not the topic of this thesis. 

 

2.2.2. Previous studies on “accent factors” 

 

One of the fundamental aspects in accent studies is the so-called factors’ issue. As I 

have mentioned above, foreign accent factors are not the point of departure in our research. 

However, it is impossible to gather and analyze data without taking into consideration the 

linguistic backgrounds of the subjects, which are indirectly corr l t   with th    ctors‟ 
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determining the degree of accent. Therefore, below I shall give a short overview of the accent 

factors for the purpose of composing questionnaires for participants in the case-study as a 

part of the project.  

The key-factors that have been in the focus of recent studies are the following: 

 age of L2 learning (Bongaerts et al., 1997; Thompson, 1991; Lund, 2003; Munro et 

al., 1996), and in this connection the support (Patkowski, 1990) and counter-evidence 

(Flege, 1987) for the Critical period hypothesis (CPH)
2
;  however, in general, the age-

factor is rather the result of multiple factors that co-vary with the age at which an L2 

learning began.  

 length of residence in an L2-speaking country as a not necessarily significant factor 

(Flege, 1988; Thompson, 1991; Elliott, 1995; Moyer, 1999), and usually a less 

important predictor of the L2 accent degree (Flege & Fletcher, 1992), but the one, that 

can be a crucial contribution to the accent decrease at the initial stage of L2 learning 

(Riney & Flege, 1998);  

 motivation such as a professional motivation, integrative motivation or a strength of 

concern for the L2 pronunciation accuracy which do not automatically lead to an 

accent-free pronunciation in the L2 (Piske et al., 2001); 

 innate aptitude for the oral mimicry (Purcell & Suter, 1980) that may positively 

influence the decrease in accent and facilitate the L2 learning; 

 type of language formal instruction (Piske et al., 2001) as an insignificant factor 

except for a special training in pronunciation for late learners (Bongaerts et al., 1997; 

Moyer, 1999), of which prosody-centered training (suprasegmental) was found to 

have improved pronunciation more efficiently than segmental training (Missaglia, 

1999); 

 amount of native language use as a minor, but still an important factor in decreasing a 

foreign accent (Flege et al., 1999b; Thompson, 1991).  

 

                                                 

 
2
 According to Bongaerts et at. (1995) the Critical period hypothesis was first proposed by Wilder 

Penfield and Lamar Roberts, and was popularized by Eric Lenneberg in 1967 with Biological Foundations of 

Language. According to Lenneberg (1967: 180), ”th r   r  m tur tion l constr ints on th  tim     irst l n u    

can be acquired. First language acquisition relies on neuroplasticity. If language acquisition does not occur by 

pu  rty, som   sp cts o  l n u    c n    l  rnt  ut  ull m st ry c nnot     chi v  ”.  

Thus, applying CPH to a SLA theory, we can say that if a child learns hie or her L2 before the critical age for 

L1, he or she will have a native command of the both; whereas the later in life L2 is studied, the fewer chances 

 r  th t   L2‟s l  rn r will h v    n tiv -like command of L2. 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wilder_Penfield
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wilder_Penfield
http://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=Lamar_Roberts&action=edit&redlink=1
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Eric_Lenneberg
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Neuroplasticity
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2.2.3. Speech Learning Model (SLM) and the theory of equivalence classification  

 

Other research areas within accent studies of the last decades have been centered 

around the correlation between the degree of a foreign accent and speech production 

(Anderson-Hsieh et al., 1992), the degree of a foreign accent and comprehension in the L2 

(Anderson-Hsieh, 1988) as well as between the degree of a foreign accent and perception in 

the L2 (Flege & MacKay, 2004; Baker et al., 2002). In all these research areas, the point of 

departure was dissimilarities between the L1 and L2 phonological systems (Baker et al., 

2002; McAllister et al., 2002; Grønnum, 2008; Flege, 1981; Flege et al., 2003; Strange, 2007; 

etc.).  

In this thesis, I have the same point of departure. I shall further - in the error analysis on 

the segmental level - refer to and apply one of the most frequently used models to explain an 

accent basis, called Speech Learning Model (SLM),   v lop    y J m s, E. Fl   . “Focusin  

at the segmental level, SLM attributes foreign (non-native-lik )  cc nt to th  l  rn r‟s 

tendency to classify into a pre-existing phonic category an L2 sound that is acoustically 

simil r to  n L1 soun ” (Bir son  2007: 100). Th  cor  t rm o  Fl   ‟s mo  l is 

“equivalence classification” and the idea behind this term is that 

 

…“ quiv l nt” or “simil r” soun s  r   i  icult to acquire because a speaker perceives 

and classifies them as equivalent to those in the L1 and no new phonetic category is 

 st  lish  , wh r  s “n w” ( issimil r or  i   r nt) soun s  r    si r to l  rn   c us  

the speaker perceives these differences and establishes new phonetic categories (Major 

38: 2001). 

 

In his SLM, Flege has gone further than the contrastive analysis hypothesis (CAH) 

(L  o, 1957). CAH st t   th t “cross-l n u     i   r nc s r sult in l  rnin   i ficulty…” 

 n  th t “…th t l  rn rs o   n L2 will h v  mor   i ficulty l  rnin    n w soun  th t h s no 

equivalent in the L1 than in learning an L2 speech sound that resembles (but is not physically 

i  ntic l)  n L1 soun ” (Aoy m   t  l. 2004: 235).  

Flege (1987) did not deny CAH, but he has claimed that it is only relevant at the initial 

stages of L2 learning. Since the current study addresses the issue of accent in advanced 

learners, I shall apply contrastive analysis (Archibald, 1998; Lado, 1957; Whitman, 1970) as 

a point of departure but in in th   rror  n lysis r   r to Fl   ‟s SLM.  
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Flege (1995) suggests that in the second language learning both at the level of 

perception and production, L1 sounds phonetically dissimilar to L2 sounds will be learned 

and perceived with more accuracy in the long-term of L2 learning, in advanced learners. At 

initi l st   s,   L2 l  rn r m y    misl    y   “t mpt tion” to i nor   ccur cy in pro uction 

and perception of L2 sounds, which are most similar to those of his or her L1. 

Psycholinguistically, this may b  c us    y   L2 l  rn r‟s striv  to sp  k L2  lu ntly, 

resulting in ignoring very minor dissimilarities of the most-similar sounds. Additionally, 

similar sounds are much more difficult to be phonologically processed in search of acoustic 

and articulation differences because of the established and automatized pronunciation and 

perception habits developed for the L1 phonological system. 

According to Flege (1995), similar segments are filtered through the phonetic 

c t  ori s o  th  L1 soun  inv ntory,  n  “…several different L1 speech sounds might be 

us    s su stitut s…” (Aoy m   t  l. 2004: 245), comp r   to th   issimil r or non-existing- 

ones in the L1, for which a new phonetic category will be created during a second language 

learning. 

I used Venn diagrams to depict the idea of the accuracy progress in the pronunciation of 

similar and dissimilar sounds according to SLM in the following way: see Figure 1. 

 

 

Figure 1. Accuracy progress in the pronunciation of similar and dissimilar sounds 

according to SLM 
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Let us illustrate SLM with an example of Russian and Danish. In the case of accent 1 

let us take, for instance, Danish /ð/ as in gade, hedde, bide, which does not exist in Russian, 

neither as a separate phoneme nor as an allophone. The articulation of this sound is certainly 

  ch ll n    or   n tiv  Russi n, sinc  it  o s not   mit  ny “ quiv l nc  cl ssi ic tion”,  n  

when it is pronounced for the first time, it resembles something between /l/ and dental-

alveolar /d/. In the case of accent 2, let us take Danish vowel phoneme /o/ as in bopæl, olie, 

god. The latter one resembles a sound between Russian /o/ and /u/, but usually Russian 

natives pronounce it as the one closer to the Danish /u/, i.e. as a more closed sound. The 

accuracy of articulation in the case of this Danish segment is not a goal of an utmost 

import nc   or   Russi n, sinc  in most c s s   cont xt c n ”comp ns t ” th  missin  

phonemic distinction. 

However, this negligence as the result of a 99% -“ quiv l nc  cl ssi ic tion” is  x ctly 

what makes the accented articulation of the Danish sound plausible. Thus, accent 1 and 

accent 2 h v  compl t ly  i   r nt “ori ins”,  n   urin  th  initi l st    o  D nish 

acquisition a Russian speaker will be weaker at pronouncing the challenging /ð/, rather than 

/o/,  ut  r  u lly  s m st rin  th  p culi riti s o  /ð/‟s  rticul tion, on th  “t  ul  r s ”, his 

or her accuracy of /o/ will be lacking behind, and will take much more time to become similar 

to the native-like pronunciation.  

Though numerous studies of the last decades carried out by Flege himself (1987, 1995, 

1999, 2002) and other researchers (Best, 1995; Best et al., 2001; Ingram & Park, 1998; etc.) 

support the idea of a greater achievement for dissimilar sounds, especially in advanced 

learners. There  r  stu i s, which c st  ou t on SLM. For  x mpl , Kim (1994)  oun  “th t 

both advanced and beginning speakers of Korean learners of English performed better for the 

simil r soun s” (M jor 2001: 39). E rli r, Bohn & Fl    (1992) in th ir stu y o  th  

production of new and similar vowels by adult German learners of English showed that some 

of the speakers performed better with the similar sounds.  

In this connection, Major (Major & Kim, 1996) proposed another model and suggested 

to speak not in terms of the difficulty of acquiring sounds, but rather in terms of the rate of 

 cquisition. H  cl im   th t, “ issimil r ph nom n   r   cquir    t   st r r t s th n simil r 

ph nom n …” (M jor 2001: 39). This l i  th   roun   or th  Simil rity Di   r nti l R t  

Hypothesis (SDRH) that has been supported by a series of studies: Chabanova, 1997; 

DeGaytan, 1997; Riney & Flege, 1998; Major & Kim, 1996). The latter was focused on 

Korean learners of English and showed that 
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“soun   j  w s pro uc     tt r  y  oth    innin   n  advanced students (beginners did 

better) than the dissimilar sound [z], but comparing the beginning and advanced 

students it was clear that the rate of acquisition for the dissimilar sound was faster than 

 or th  simil r soun …” (M jor 2001: 39). 

 

What is interesting is that even though SDRH and SLM look at accent from different 

angels, neither of them deny the fact that dissimilar sounds are an advantage for a L2 learner 

in the end, either in terms of forming new categorical properties (SLM) of the dissimilar 

sounds, or in terms of the rate of acquisition (SDRH). Both approaches give grounds for 

emphasizing the dissimilarities and similarities between the Russian and Danish segments. 

How v r, I sh ll  urth r r   r m inly to Fl   ‟s SLM  n  his th ory o  “ quivalence 

cl ssi ic tion”. I   li v  th t Fl   ‟s  ppro ch, su st nti t    y th    ov -mentioned studies, 

forms a more relevant theoretical basis for my project because  

 I study a foreign accent in late advanced learners both in similar and dissimilar 

sounds, but do not compare the rate of acquisition of similar and dissimilar 

sounds in advanced and begging students;  

 This thesis should describe accent features rather than investigating what sounds 

are acquired at a faster rate; 

 Fl   ‟s th ory o   quiv l nc  cl ssi ic tion  xpl ins m nt l proc ss s th t st n  

behind the acquisition of the L2 phonemic inventory and the way new 

pronunciation habits develop in late advanced learners.  

 

2.2.4. Theory of spelling interference 

 

Another major theoretical point of departure for my accent description is the theory of 

spelling interference (Miglio & Fukazaw, 2006; Ehri & Wilce 1980) in L2 learners (here I 

 pply th  t rm “s con  l n u    in th  m  nin    l n u    l  rn     t r L1”). Accor in  to 

this th ory pronunci tion mist k s,  n   s   cons qu nc    sp  ch with    or i n  cc nt” 

could not be generically ascribed to L1 interference, but more specifically to the spelling 

interference from th  L1” (Miglio & Fukazawa 2006: 4145). Miglio & Fukazawa (2006) 

substantiated their idea empirically having made a research on American learners of Spanish. 

The two  uthors  oun  out r curr nt p tt rns in th  su j cts‟ pronunci tion  rrors. Th s  

p tt rns w r  th  r sult o  th  Sp nish l  rn rs‟ wor  r co nition on  n lo y in   wor  list 

reading task, when they had unconsciously associated the letters from the Latin alphabet, 

http://web.mac.com/skarphedinn/Violas_Site/Papers_files/miglio-fukazawa.pdf
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used in Spanish to represent Spanish sounds, with English sound. That is to say, in the words 

pronounced with an accent, they processed the spelling as if it represented English sounds. 

Thus,   sp llin  int r  r nc  is   compl x “ph nom non wh r  y th  sp llin  o  th  wor …” 

in L2 “…tri   rs   corr spon  nc    tw  n…”  n L2 sp llin  sym ol ”… n  th  

pronunci tion o  th  s m  sym ol in th  n tiv  l n u   …” (Mi lio & Fuk z w  2006: 

4145). 

The reason why I consider this theoretical approach particularly relevant for my 

research is that firstly, learning Danish pronunciation through a written language, i.e. by 

using the principle from letter (symbol) - to sound is a very common practice among Danish 

learners with Russian as L1, as my teaching experience shows. In other words, Russian 

learners tend to pronounce Danish words in the way closest to the spelling, assumedly due to 

a closer letter-to-sound correspondence in the Russian morphophonemic spelling system. 

Secondly, this learning through a written language creates a basis for a spelling interference 

situation. The latter takes place when a Danish spelling symbol triggers a Russian sound 

because 1) this sound in Russian is represented with the same letter (e.g. Russian and Danish  

letters a, o, y, k); or 2) because the  Danish Latin spelling symbol triggers the 

“corr spon in ” Cyrillic sym ol,  n   s   r sult th  D nish soun  is pronounc   in   

Russian-like manner (e.g. in the case of Danish p, t, d, g, h etc.). I shall further in 5.3. refer to 

the spelling interference theory in order to explain the origin of some Russian accent features 

discussed. 

 

2.3. Hypotheses and methodological framework  

 

As was mentioned the aim of this thesis is twofold: 1) to describe the typical features of 

the Russian foreign accent in Russian natives with Danish as a foreign and second language; 

2) to find out whether a special phonetic training anticipating the main language course plays 

an accent-mitigating role. To do that, I have formulated a series of preliminary hypotheses 

that I am going to proceed from. They are the following.  

1) Russian accent in Danish would have the following typical features on the segmental 

level and in the word stress assignment:  

 excessive and unnecessary qualitative reduction of unstressed vowels; 

 shortening of the long Danish vowels and lengthening of the short ones; 

 fewer quality distinctive properties of the back vowels and front /i/ and /e/; 

 monophthongization of diphthongs; 
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 consonantization of the glide in diphthongs;  

 disaspiration of /p/, /t/, k/; 

 velarization of /l/; 

 voicing of non-aspirated consonants /b/, /d/, /g/, also of the intervocalic [s].  

 palatalization of /b/, /d/, /g/ especially before Danish front /i/, /ø/, /ɛ/, /y/ and /e/.  

 dentalization of /d/, /s/, /t/ and /n/; 

 /r/-assimil tion to   thrillin  /r/; “conson ntiz tion” o   ɐ ]; 

  t s -overtone in the Danish /t/
3
. 

 avoidance of the secondary word stress; 

 replacement of one of the double word stresses by a secondary one.  

2) Russian native learners of Danish as a foreign language, exposed to a special 

introductory phonetic training (SIPT) before the main language course, would have a 

lower degree of the global accent than Russian native learners of Danish as a second 

language, who studied pronunciation as an integrated part of the major language 

instruction and did not have any SIPT before the main language course. 

To narrow and precise the hypotheses for the segmental level and word stress 

assignment I need a preliminary theoretical study in order to examine dissimilarities and 

similarities between the two phonological inventories in terms of segmental characteristics 

and word stress features. Methodologically, I shall carry out this study in the form of a 

traditional inter-linguistic contrastive analysis (CA) (Archibald, 1998; Lado, 1957; Whitman, 

1970). The theoretical CA should result in more precise assumptions and predictions about 

accent features, which then will be either verified or falsified empirically by means of a case-

study method - namely the error analysis of the recorded samples of word lists read by 

Russian learners of Danish as a foreign and second language. Moreover, the eventual 

“stum lin   locks”  or Russi n l  rn rs, hi hlighted in the CA will help to make 

methodologically more solid word lists for the reading task. I shall study the case of adult 

learners of Danish, who started learning Danish as a second or a foreign language after age 

17. There will be two groups of subjects. 

Group 1 (further referred to as “R-group”): Russian native speakers, who are 

studying Danish as their minor foreign language at Moscow State Linguistic University, and 

                                                 

 
3
 See section 3.3. 



22 

 

have an advanced command of the language. This group received SIPT before the main 

curriculum, in the first semester. 

Group 2 (further referred to as “D-group”): Russian native speakers, who studied or 

are still studying Danish as a second language at language schools and centers in Denmark. 

They have an advanced command of Danish. In the case of this group of subjects, the 

pronunciation training has been integrated in the module teaching, but was not taught as a 

separate introduction course prior to the main language course
4
.  

In order to substantiate or falsify my hypothesis about the accent mitigating role of 

SIPT, I methodologically imply that the R-group would run the same chances to be rated 

approximately in the same way as the D-group. On the one hand, the longer mean length of 

the language instruction in the case of the participants with the special introductory phonetic 

training would compensate for the fact that they have not lived in a language environment 

where Danish is an official (and a majority language), as opposed to the other group with 

Danish as a second language. On the other hand, the subjects with Danish as a second 

language by default would assumedly have more chances to put their language skills in 

language practice with native speakers mitigate the Russian accent by a larger native input 

exposure and an active use of Danish outside language schools. The latter should compensate 

for their not having SIPT. Therefore, I initially imply the two groups to be equal. However, if 

the R-group receives higher mean scores, this would assumedly mean that SIPT was a 

decisive factor, but this will be tested in the case study. I shall further in section 4.3. present 

the subjects of both groups and their linguistic portraits in a more detailed way.  

The case study will consist of two major stages, which correspond to the goals of the 

project:  

Stage 1: Error analysis of the recorded samples of word lists read aloud by subjects 

from both groups. Subjects will be offered to read two lists of isolated Danish words, 

covering the full Danish phonemic inventory (see sections 4.1.1., 4.1.2. for a more detailed 

account on preparing the reading materials). The recorded samples of word lists will be then 

transcribed with the help of the International Phonetic Alphabet (further IPA), and the 

mispronounced sounds will be exposed to the error analysis in order to systematize errors and 

figure out the typical features of the Russian accent in Danish in the target case-study groups. 

                                                 

 
4
 Only few language schools in Denmark offer special pronunciation training prior to the first study 

module, and such courses are usually designed for students with L1s typologically very different from Danish, 

such as Chinese, for instance.   
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Stage 2: Rating by Danish native expert and non-expert speakers of the Russian 

su j cts‟  lo  l  cc nt    r    y m  ns o   ss ssin  the recorded readings of a small text, 

according to a 5-point rating scale. The obtained ratings will be then averaged separately for 

each group in order to find out whether SIPT plays an accent-mitigating role. See sections 

6.1., 6.2. for more details on the rating procedure.  

For methodological reasons, Danish raters will be from two groups: those who do not 

have any special linguistic background - who did not major/are not majoring in Danish or any 

foreign languages and who do not have any language-t  chin   xp ri nc  (”non-experts”); 

and  those who major/majored in Danish or foreign languages, or have a language-teaching 

experience (” xp rts”). My decision to choose raters with these two different backgrounds 

was based on the previous research, mainly on Flege‟s (1984) and Thompson‟s (1991) 

studies. These studies showed that lin uistic lly “in xp ri nc   r t rs  r  mor  strin  nt in 

rating the degree of  cc nt” (Thompsons 1991: 198). In or  r to m k  th   lo  l accent 

rating procedure as objective as possible, I decided to choose both expert and non-expert 

raters. 

Methodologically, I decided to choose the reading tasks for data collection for both 

stage 1 and stage 2, rather than spontaneous speech tasks. I have a series of arguments for 

that. Firstly, by preparing lists of isolated words I could cover all the main allophones of the 

Danish language. Spontaneous speech samples could not ensure that in all the samples, all the 

target sounds would occur at least once. Secondly, the reading task allowed us to choose 

target words in a way that target sounds would occur in the most illustrative positions from 

the point of view of a potential accent basis for these sounds according to the Russian 

phonological properties. Thirdly, a word lists reading task ensures that all the subjects are in 

equal conditions and would have the same level of task difficulty, whereas in the case of a 

spontaneous speech task subjects could on purpose avoid using words containing sounds, 

which are particularly difficult for them. Finally, the same reading materials for all subjects 

give a chance to compare the results across the two target groups (those with SIPT and 

without it). 

 

2.4. Notation conventions for the current project 

  

In the theoretical contrastive analysis, I shall apply the modern Russian literary 

language as a reference example for the Russian language, and the pronunciation of the 

“st n  r ” Cop nh   n  i l ct  s   r   r nc  example for the Danish language. The Russian 
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literary language is considered (Cubberley, 2002) today a standard variant of Russian spoken 

by educated Russians across the Russian Federation. It is the official language of the Russian 

government, radio and television. All the subjects participating in our case study are all 

speakers of the modern Russian literary language.  

All the Russian examples are incorporated in the paper by means of transliteration in 

the Latin alphabet. It should be noted that we use the modern conventionalized rules of 

Cyrillic-Latin transliteration designed by Yermolovich (2005).  

The phonetic transcriptions of the recorded word lists samples, as well as all the 

examples given in the text of the thesis will be given in accordance with the IPA (Handbook 

of the International Phonetic Association, 1999). I decided to use the IPA both for Russian 

and Danish in order to unify the transcription notation systems under one convention. 

Moreover, the IPA is more efficient in depicting the sounds of the Russian variant of Danish 

where phonemes and their allophones existing neither in Danish nor in Russian will definitely 

turn up. In this case the number of transcription signs of, for instance, the Dania Phonetic 

Alphabet (further DPA) would not be able to reflect all the non-native like v ri nts  n  “n w-

  n r t  ” soun s (  l  rn r‟s int rl n u    soun s) inh r nt to th  pronunciation of  Danish 

words. Therefore, the IPA with its larger inventory seems to be a more methodologically 

reasonable solution, and a tool allowing a more precise transcription.    

However, since most of the Danish dictionaries apply the Dania Phonetic Alphabet 

(further DPA), the correspondence between the IPA and Dania is presented in Appendix 18. 

Other notational conventions used in the project are the following:   

Russian examples: italics, non-bold type 

Danish examples: italics, bold type. 

English translation: non-italics, non-bold type. 
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3. Contrastive study of the Danish and Russian phonological systems on the segmental 

level and the level of word stress 

3.1. Vowels 

3.1.1. Danish vs. Russian vowels: distinctive features of the two phonemic inventories 

 

In this section, I investigate what the differences between the two vowels inventories 

are on the segmental level, mainly what the distinctive features of the vowel phonemes in 

both languages are. By the term distinctive features, I shall further imply the definition given 

in section 2.2.1. (I examine only articulatory features, as was mention in 2.2.1). Additionally, 

since this study addresses the Danish pronunciation in late Russian native learners, I consider 

it relevant to supplement the articulation distinctive features (as a basis for comparison) 

firstly, with the length - as a phonologically meaningful quantitative feature of Danish 

vowels. Secondly, I shall also discuss the weakening of vowels (qualitative reductions in the 

unstressed syllables) as a vowel feature highly relevant for the Russian accent in Danish, 

which will be addressed in section 3.1.2.  

In Russian, there is a crucial interaction between consonant and vowel segments. The 

articulation properties of the latter are in most cases dependent on the quality of a following 

or preceding consonant, for example, on whether this consonant is hard or palatalized. 

Moreover, there is a major influence of the word stress on the quality of the phoneme. The 

former and the latter characteristics result in a rich allophony. Therefore, when discussing 

Russian vowel phonemes, linguists (Avanesov, 1956; Bondarko, 1977) cannot ignore the 

allophony, and as a rule, the overview of the Russian vowel phonemic inventory is focused 

on the presentation of the positional variants of vowel phonemes and description of phonemic 

rows. 

 The aim of our contrastive study is not to describe how the positional principle works 

for the allophonization in Russian and Danish, but rather to highlight distinctive articulation 

properties of the Russian vowels compared to the Danish ones.  

 However, I shall further sometimes refer to the Russian vowel allophony, because the 

Russian positional principle may have an effect on the accent in Danish. I shall mention two 

main positional domains of the Russian phonemes (not taking into account the isolated 

position) and their subtypes:  

 

A. STRONG POSITION:  

stressed vowels at the beginning of the word before a hard consonant;  
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stressed vowels at the beginning of the word before a palatalized consonant;  

stressed vowels after a hard consonant before a palatalized consonant; 

stressed vowels after a hard consonant not before a palatalized consonant; 

stressed vowels after a palatalized consonant before a palatalized consonant; 

stressed vowels after a palatalized consonant not before a palatalized consonant; 

B. WEAK POSITION (reduced) 

unstressed vowels in the first pre-stressed syllable; 

unstressed vowels in the second pre-stressed syllable; 

unstressed vowels in the first post-tonic syllable. 

 

The positions A and B play a distinctive role in defining the allophonic properties of 5 

Russian stressed distinctive vowel phonemes /a/, /ɛ/, / i/, /u/ and /o/. There are still 

discussions concerning the sound [ɨ]. Moscow linguistic school considers this sound to be the 

allophone of /i/ in the position after hard (non-palatalized) consonants, while St. Petersburg 

linguistic school regards them as two separate phonemes. In this thesis, I support the first 

point of view, because [i] and [ɨ] exist in complementary distribution and are never 

interchanged.  

Regardless of the positional characteristics, these five strong stressed full phonemes /a/, 

/ɛ/, / i/, /u/ and /o/ have their distinctive contrastive articulation properties in respect to their 

place of articulation (see Table 1):   

 height (vertical dimension) of the body of the tongue in relation to the hard 

palate (close, mid and open);  

 participation of the lips in their articulation (labialized/rounded, 

unlabialized/unrounded). 

 

                                                 

 
5
 Grey filed shows articulation properties, which are not phonemically distinctive.  

Phoneme Height Backness
5
 Rounded-ness Examples in IPA 

1. /i/ close front _ osina [ɐˈs
j
inə] 

(an aspen) 

2. /u/ close back + ruki  ˈruk
j
ɪ] 

(hands) 

3. /ɛ/ open-mid near-front _ belka  ˈ 
j
elkə] 
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Table 1. Russian full vowels 

 

In the discussion of Russian full vowel phonemes, it is only relevant to speak about full 

phonemes in relation to the stressed vowels. Such a feature can be ascribed to the influence of 

the word stress on the quality of the Russian vowels. What will  istin uish  llophon s‟ 

reference to their phonemes, and therefore the meaning of the word on the articulatory level, 

is the labialization and height.  

Let us take minimal pairs. In (1) the only meaningful distinction between mid /ɛ/ and 

mid /o/ is provided by labialization, where [e] in sel is an allophone of /ɛ/ after a palatalazied 

consonant, and [ɵ] is an allophone of /o/ after a palatalized consonant.  In (2) the phonemic 

difference is preserved  y th  vow ls‟ h i ht – close /i/ and open /a/.  

 

 

(1) sel [s
j
el]   syol  [s

j
ɵl]              

  sit (past, pf, 3sing, male)  rural settlements 

(neuter, pl., Gen.) 

 

(2)   tik [t
j
ik]   tak  [tak] 

 a tic (Nom., sing., male)  so 

                      

It is worth noting, that the height and labialization remain, according to Avanesov (103: 

1956), fundamental and constitutive distinctive features of all the allophones of one phoneme, 

which make them belong to the same phoneme irrespective of the immediate distribution and 

phonological processes such as assimilation.  

What is remarkable is that backness - the position of the tongue in relation to the back 

of the mouth (and in this connection division into front, central and back) - traditionally 

pointed out in the distinctive features theory as a property determining the vowel's quality - is 

not a constituent and distinctive articulation property of the Russian full vowel phonemes. It 

is a complimentary one, and, according to Avanesov (1956: 89), characterizes the quality of 

(a squirrel) 

4. /o/ mid back + korobka 

[kɐropkə] 

(a box) 

5. /a/ open mid/near-back _ gladky   l t k
j
ɪj] 

(smooth) 
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an allophone rather than that of a phoneme. If we take, for example, the open /a/, the position 

of the tongue in relation to the back of the mouth is vague in an isolated position or at the 

beginning of a word. Since the body of the tongue is more or less flat, its articulation involves 

neither moving the body of the tongue forward nor stretching it backwards to the velum. Only 

in definite realizations, for example after hard velar /k/, /g/ as in kartofel [karˈt of
j
el

j
], (a 

potato), gadat [gɐˈ   t 
j
] (to tell smb's fortune) the body of the tongue or mainly the back part 

of it stretches a little bit backwards to the velum. Another good example is the front /i/. When 

occurring after a hard vowel as in bistro [bɨs t rə] (quickly), ryskat [rɨs kat
j
] (to prowl) it is 

realized as the mid allophone /ɨ/, and the same allophone can be more front after a dental 

consonant as in dynya  [dɨ n
j
ə] (melon), or becomes more back and even diphnongized after a 

labial consonant plus [ɫ] plyt [pɫɨ t
j
] (to swim). Thus, it is possible to conclude that backness in 

Russian is inherent to allophones and depends on whether a vowel sound is followed and/or 

preceded by a consonant phoneme, and if so - on the qualities of the following and/or 

preceding consonants (hard/palatalized).  

As far as such a phonological quantitative characteristic as length is concerned, it is not 

distinctive or contrastive in Russian. It only plays an emphatic role when a particular vowel is 

in the focus for the purpose of a more distinct pronunciation, during a syllable reading or in 

particular positions, as for instance, the case with the phoneme /a/ before /l/. The stressed 

vowels are usually slightly longer, but the latter is not a phonological feature in Russian and 

has nothing to do with the contrast long vs. short phonemes.  

Compared to the Russian vowel phonemic inventory the Danish one is much more 

varied. This is probably a major first-sight distinction between the two systems. Russian with 

its five full phonemes (occurring in stressed positions) is lacking considerably behind in the 

size of the vowel phonemic inventory compared to Danish with 20 full phonemes (occurring 

in stressed syllables). The latter lays the foundation for a non-native-like pronunciation in the 

Russian learners.  

What is common of two systems is that the place of articulation plays a contrastive and 

distinctive role in determining phonemic characteristics. As well as in Russian, the backness 

as a property of Danish vowels is a distinctive and contrastive quality of the allophones rather 

than phonemes. This quality is positionally determined and may slightly vary from an 

allophone to allophone, but not beyond the limits of the contrastive phonemic reference. I 

shall further refer to the traditional cardinal classification of the vowel phonemes with two 

distinctive articulatory phonemic contrastive features height and roundedness, just as I did 

with the Russian vowel phonemes. There is another approach to the articulatory classification 
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of vowels, first elaborated by Ladefoged (1971) and then widely used by, for instance, 

B s  ll (2005)  or th  cl ssi ic tion o  vow l “sp c ” ch r ct ristics. It impli s th   ivision 

of phonemes into labial, palatal, velar, pharyngeal, approximant and front.  Methodologically, 

I argue in favor of the traditional cardinal classification, which in our study can provide a 

common ground for comparison of the two inventories: namely because the traditional 

cardinal classification is much more frequently used in the Russian phonology (Avanesov 

1956; Bondarko, 1977).  

Let us now look at the Danish inventory of vowel phonemes, according to Grønnum 

(2005: 62) with our own examples. See Table 2.  

It is worth noting that the length, as a contrastive property of Danish vowel phonemes, 

is considered by some linguists, such as Basbøll (2005) to be syllable-related and 

suprasegmental by nature in Danish. It is true that long Danish vowels occur typically in an 

open syllable, thus, to a certain extent, are syllable-related and syllable-determined, and 

som tim s  v n   p n  nt on “morpho-syntactic con itions” (Gr nnum 2005: 251). 

Therefore, the vowel length is prosodic (suprasegmental) by nature. However, it seems 

reasonable and relevant to consider this quantitative property of Danish phonemes to be 

relevant for the current segment-related contrastive study, and further set shortening of the 

Danish vowels in the focus of the error analysis. The first reason for that is that this vowel 

quantitative phonological characteristic does not exist in Russian. Therefore, it would be a 

particular challenge in pronunciation. And secondly, as my teaching experience shows, the 

vowel length (suprasegmental by nature) is most effectively assimilated by Russian learners 

when it is discussed  s   ”segmental” feature and trained in minimal pairs. Therefore, here 

the vowel length will be included in the error analysis along with the segmental properties of 

the vowels. 
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Vowel phoneme Height Backness
6
 Roundedness Examples in IPA 

1. /iː/ close front - 
pige [ˈ   iːə] 

2. /i/ close front - 
ligge [ˈli  ə] 

3. / ː/ close-mid front - 
alene [  ˈle ːnə] 

4. /e/ close-mid front - 
det [  e ] 

5. /ɛː/ close-mid front - 
næse [ˈneːsə] 

6. /ɛ/ close-mid front - 
pædagog [   e    ˈ  ou ˀ] 

7. / ː/ open-mid front - 
bade [ˈ  a ːð   ə] 

8. /a/ open-mid front -  
mad [ma ð   ] 

9. /yː/ close front + 
dyne [ˈ  yːnə] 

10. /y/ close front + 
cykel [ˈsy  əl] 

11. / ː/ close-mid front + 
købe [ˈ     ː  ə] 

12. /ø/ close-mid front + 
kysse [ˈ     sə] 

13. / ː/ open-mid front + 
gøre  ˈ    ːʌ ] 

14. / / open-mid front + 
høns [h  ns] 

15. /uː/ close back + 
bruge [ˈ    uːə] 

16. /u/ close back + 
huske [hus  ə] 

17. /oː/ close-mid back + 
skole [ˈs  o ːlə] 

18. /o/ close-mid back + 
olie [ˈo ljə] 

19. /ɔː/ open-mid back + 
dåse [ˈ    ːsə] 

20. /ɔ/ open-mid back + 
komme [ˈ     mə] 

 

Table 2. Danish short and long full vowel phonemes according to Grønnum (2005: 62) 

 

Another syllable-related distinctive characteristic of Danish vowels is called stød. The 

l tt r is,  ccor in  to B s  ll (2005: 83), “  syll  ic proso y,   l ryn   liz tion – a kind of 

cr  ky voic …- o t n    innin  som wh r  n  r th  mi  l  o  c rt in syll  l s…” St   is 

lexically distinctive in Danish: e.g. aftale, vb. [ˈ  wˌ   sεˀlə] (to agree) and aftale sb. 

[ˈ  wˌ   sε:lə] (an agreement). The general rule is that in order to receive stød a stressed 

syllable should have a long vowel or a short vowel plus a sonorant consonant, in other words 

shoul  h v    “st  -  sis” (B s  ll 2005: 84).  

Even though stød is a semantically meaningful phonological feature in Danish, it 

cannot be heard in all the geographical variants of Danish. According to Fischer (1992), it is 

                                                 

 
6
 Grey filed shows articulation properties, which are not phonemically distinctive. 
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possible to speak about a stød-border, which lies north of Rømø via Tønder to Haderslev and 

then from Fåborg northwards up to Præstø and farther to Bornholm (see Figure 2). To the 

south of this border stød cannot be heard at all, and to the north of the border, it exists, but 

not in all variants (Kirk 2008: 75).  

 
 

 

Figure 2. Geografical occurence of stød in modern Danish according to Heger (1992: 

125)  

 

The ability or inability to produce stød as a prosodic and non-segment, but segment-

related distinctive property of a syllable will not be taken into account in this thesis, neither 

theoretically, nor empirically for certain pragmatic reasons. Arguing idealistically, it is 

possible to assume that if the speech of the Danes without stød is considered by the Danes 

who produce stød to sound native-like, then other phonological features of the segmental and 

supr s  m nt l l v ls  r  mor  “si nificant” th n st   in terms of assigning native-likeness. 

The latter however does not mean that it is all the same whether the learners of Danish 

acquire stød or not (Kirk 2008: 75). Moreover, in the context of Danish as a foreign or second 

language the acquisition of a native-like or at least regular production of stød is not a 

common practice, even in the learners of Danish with a high language command. As 

H nrichs n (2009) cl ims, “two specific aspects of Danish pronunciation are perceived by L2 

learners as particularly hard to master, the stress assignment, and the stød”). I suggest to 
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assume that an advanced and intermediate learners are aware of this phonological feature, but 

in a real language use it turns out to be a secondary priority compared to the segment 

articulation. Thus, stød will not be in the pragmatic focus of my research.  

Earlier in section 2.2.4., I spoke about the influence of the Danish written language on 

Danish acquisition by Russian learners. In Danish language schools (as my own teaching 

experience and internship show) and in Russia (according to the information from teachers of 

Danish as a foreign language at Moscow State Linguistic University, for instance
7
) the 

instruction in s  m nts‟ pronunci tion is usually letter-to-sound-related, and vowel qualities 

in this connection are presented and trained proceeding from their immediate phonetic 

distribution. Among these distribution factors are the following ones: 1) whether a vowel is 

preceded or followed by /r/; 2) whether the syllable is opened or not; 3) as well as more rarely 

on whether a vowel is followed by a particular consonant. Since the error analysis of the 

reading samples in the current study will address errors on the phonetic level, it seems 

relevant to supplement the above presented Danish vowel phonemic overview with the 

illustration of the Danish vowel allophony, according to (Grønnum 2001: 45), depending on 

the immediate phonetic distribution. Moreover, this allophony illustration reflects the 

pronunciation guidelines, which the learners of Danish usually receive. See Table 3 for the 

Danish vowel allophony illustration. The vowel qualities with stød are not included in the 

allophony illustration.  

phonemes allophonic manifestation 

 before r after r otherwise 

/iː/ [iː] svire [iː] prise [iː] mile 

/i/ [i] birk [i] ridt [i] mit 

/ ː/ [  ː] mere [εː] kredse [  ː] mele 

/e/ [  ] Per [ɛ] brik [  ] midt 

/ɛː/ [εː] være 

[εː] kræse 

[  ː  before [ð   ] græde 

  ː  mæle 

/ɛ/ [ɛ] bær [a] bræk [e] mæt 

/ ː/ [  ː  vare [  ː  rase [εː] male 

/a/ [    var 

[    brak      mat 

[       or  l  i l  n   ors l, e.g. 

lak, lam 

/yː/ [yː] fyre  yː  rype  yː  syne 

/y/ [y] dyrk [y] rytter [y] tyst 

/ ː/    ː  køre    ː] røbe    ː  føne 

                                                 

 
7
 One of the basic course books on pronunciation applied at Moscow State Linguistic University is Min udtale 

by Søgaard (1999). 
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/ø/ 

   ː  mørne 

 

     ryste 

[  ] before [j] drøj 

[  ] before [w] røv 

[  ] øst 

[  ] before [j] tøj 

[  ] before [w] øvrig 

/ ː/    ː] gøre -----------------------------    ː] høne 

/ /      gør [  ] grøn      høns 

/uː/  uː] kure 
 o ː  ruse  uː] mule 

/u/ [u] skurk  o   brusk [u] mut 

/oː/  o ː  more  o ː  rose  o ː  mole 

/o/ 

   or  C  o   

sort 
 

final  o   ro(ˈbot) 

before C [ɔ  ] rust 

final  o   foto 

before C [ɔ  ] ost 

/ɔː/ [ɔ ː    båre [ɔ  ː] råbe [ɔ  ː] måle 

/ɔ/ [ɔ ]  vor 

[ʌ   ] krop [ɔ ] 

before [w] rov 

[ʌ   ] kop 

[ɔ ] before [w] tov 

Table 3. The illustration of Danish vowel allophony according to (Grønnum 2001: 245) 

in IPA symbols 

 

Proceeding from the contrastive overview of the articulatory distinctive features of the 

Russian and Danish vowel phonemic inventories, it possible to make the following 

conclusions about eventual “stum lin  blocks” for the Russian learners.  

 The Russian vowel phonemic inventory is considerably less rich than the Danish one 

that makes a first challenge for the Russian learners of Danish in terms of the 

acquisition of new phonemes and their allophones. See Figure 3. 

 

 

Figure 3. Russian (in blue) and Danish (in red) vowel phonemes: cardinal scheme 

 

 It is possible to assume that according to SLM model, back close /u/ would be 

probably the most native-like of all phonemes, while the distinction between /i/ and 
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/e/ would be a challenge due to the fact that the main allophone [ɨ] of the Russian /i/ 

after a hard consonant will be most similar to the Danish /e/, even though [ɨ] is rather 

a central one.  

 According to SLM,   solut ly n w phon m s /y/, / /, / /  n  corr spon in ly th ir 

allophones will be produced in a more native-like manner, though with a less 

distinction between /y/-/ø/.  

 As far as the Danish /a/ is concerned, its main allophone [  ] will be presumably 

mispronounced as a more closed allophone, while allophone [  ] will be more native-

like.  

 The most challengeable will be the distinctive articulation of back vowels /o/ and /ɔ/, 

and allophones of the latter. 

 The major quantitative distinction is the absence in Russian of the contrastive 

opposition long vs. short vowels. As a result, the production of long vowel sounds 

will be a weaker point of a Russian native learner, while the short vowel sounds 

would be assumedly less difficult since they exist in Russian. It should be noted, that 

this “ quiv l nc  cl ssi ic tion     ct” in c s  o  th  lon  vow ls  ccor in  to Flege‟s 

SLM would be probably a vivid exception, since the principl  “n w  n  thus   si r” 

will not assumedly function, as it would with new phonemes. The reason for that is 

the prosodic nature of the vowel length, and thus it requires much more training and 

adaption to the new pronunciation habits.  

 

3.1.2. Russian vowel reduction degrees and their possible transfer into Danish 

 

As was mentioned earlier, the Russian vowel phonemes are subject to a qualitative 

reduction in unstressed positions. I shall further use the term “reduction” in the sense 

“qu lit tiv ly w  k n  ,  ut not omitt  ”. This term should be distinguished from the term 

“r  uction” often applied in Danish literature (Kirk 2008: 130) in the meaning that a sound 

( s it com s  rom Kirk‟s  x mpl s,  oth conson nt  n  vow l soun s) is not pronounced, i.e. 

reduced to zero.  

Russian full vowel phonemes are always subject to at least minor qualitative reduction 

if they are unstressed. In Danish, the weakening of unstressed vowels is to a certain extent 

different from that one in Russian. If in Russian reduction is more or less systematic, in 

D nish it is hi hly   p n  nt on  n in ivi u l‟s sp  ch r t , pronunci tion h  its,  motions, 
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and stylistic features (formal/informal). Generally speaking, according to Grønnum (2001: 

153) 

…vowels are pronounced more distinctly in stressed syllabl s…th n in unstr ss   

syll  l s… In Danish the difference in vowel quality (here the difference between 

stressed and unstressed vowels is meant) is not so marked, except for the fact that 

we have one vowel, [ə], which only occurs in unstressed syllables. However, in 

oth r l n u   s… certain vowels are obviously centralized in unstressed 

syllables. (Grønnum 2001: 153).  

 

Thus, as far as the qualitative reduction is concerned, in Danish it is more relevant to 

speak about it implying the reduction to neutral [ə] for instance in final positions as in sine 

 ˈsi:nə], snakke  ˈsn    ə], hoppe  ˈhɔ   ə]. In general, the neutral [ə] in final positions would be 

a typical characteristic of Danish and generally in final position there are very few 

phonological oppositions between vowels left. The qualitative reduction in pre-stressed 

syllables would preserve more of a vowel quality in terms of phonological oppositions, but 

still would be often dependent on an individual speech rate and style.  

Gr nnum‟s r   r nc  to th  languages where unstressed vowels are centralized is 

particularly to the point for Russian. From the point of view of accent, the vowel reduction is 

a very significant characteristic of the Russian vowel system, and my hypothesis, which will 

be tested in the error analysis, is that the general mechanisms of vowel reduction may be 

more or less transferred into Danish. Therefore, below I shall give an overview of the vowel 

reduction mechanism in Russian.  

The Russian vowel reduction, according to Bondarko (1977), may be of two different 

degrees: Degree 1, and Degree 2. Degree 1 is typical of the first pre-tonic syllable and is 

usually considered to be less qualitatively severe. Degree 2 occurs in all other unstressed 

syllables. Now let us see in Table 4 how these two degrees of reduction work with particular 

phonemes and give examples. 
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Phoneme Stressed 

position 

First pre-tonic 

syllable 

(Degree 1) 

 

Other unstressed syllables  

 

(Degree 2) 

a) second pre-tonic syllable; 

b) all post-tonic ones 

/i/ ig˖ry (games) 

 ˈigrɨ ] 

ig˖ra (a game) 

[ɪ ˈr   

 

NB! after C /i/ can 

be reduced to [ɨ]. 

a) pri˖ras˖tat (to grow/increase, 

ipf.) [pr
j
ɪrɐˈstat

j
]; 

b) vy˖ra˖schi˖vat (to cultivate, 

ipf.) [vɨrɐɕːɪvət
j
] 

/u/ ug˖ol (a corner) 

 ˈugəl] 

u˖gly (corners) 

[ʊ ˈlɨ] 

 

NB! after C
j
 /u/ can 

be reduced to [ʉ]. 

a) u˖tram˖bo˖va˖ny  

            (to tamp: participle, past indf.,             

            passive) [ʊtrɐmˈ ovənɨj]; 

b) po˖mo˖gut  

      (will help: 3 pl., future indf.) 

[pɐˈmogʊt] 

/ɛ/ be˖gal (ran: past, 

ipf, 3sing, male) 

 ˈ 
j
egəl] 

be˖zhat (to jog/to 

run, ipf.) 

[bɪˈʐat
j
] 

a) pe˖re˖me˖na (a change/ a         

break) [p
j
ər

j
ɪˈm

j
ɛnə]; 

b) o˖le˖nem (a deer: sing, 

instrumental) [ɐl
j
en

j
əm] 

 /o/ do˖ro˖ga (a road) 

[dɐˈrogə] 

ko˖rabl (a ship) 

[kɐˈrabl
j
] 

 

NB! after C
j
 /o/ can 

be reduced to [ɪ].  

 

a) do˖go˖vor (an agreement) 

[dəgɐˈvor]; 

b) ry˖boj (fish, sing, instrumental 

[ˈrɨbəj] 

/a/ po˖da˖rok (a gift) 

[pəˈdarək] 

o˖da˖ryen˖y 

(gifted/talented) 

[ədɐˈr
j
onɨj] 

 

NB! after C
j
 /a/ can 

be reduced to [ɪ].  

e.g.  

a) pa˖ra˖lel (a parallel) 

    [pərɐˈl
j
el

j
] 

b) vo˖ro˖bush˖ka (a sparrow, sing.    

    diminuitive) [vɐˈrobʊshkə] 

Table 4. The degrees of vowel reduction in Russian 

 

As is seen from Table 4, Degree 1 and Degree 2 reductions in the case of phonemes /i/ 

and /u/ are slightly centralized compared to the stressed /i/, /u/. The Russian /ɛ/ in Degree 1 

reduction becomes more front and more closed and may only have allophonic variants [ɪ] 

after C
j 
or [ɨ] after C. In Degree 2 reduction, /ɛ/ becomes somewhat similar to the Danish 
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neutral [ə]. However, the latter is more closed, whereas the Russian is more open. What is 

remarkable about /o/ and /a/ is that they merge into [ɐ] in Degree 1 reduction or [ə] in Degree 

2 reduction. Another important point is that in a weak position only close and mid vowel are 

distinguished.  

The question is what both degrees of reduction mean for the Danish pronunciation. 

Firstly, if Russian the vowel reduction mechanism is transferred into Danish, mostly 

susceptible to the reduction of height will be Danish open unstressed phonemes /a/, /ɔ/ and 

mid /ɛ/ and their corresponding allophones both in the post-tonic and pre-tonic positions. 

Sinc  th  Russi n mi  “m r   ” phon m  /ɐ/ of the first pre-tonic is more closed than these 

thr   D nish vow l phon m s, th  principl  “ o not  or  t to op n your mouth wi  r” will    

a prevailing one in the correction of Russian native learners, because the due height of these 

three Danish vowels will not be probably realized in articulation.  

 As for the Danish /o/, I assume that it would be in a more advantageous position 

compared to /a/, and /ɔ/, because it is initially more closed than the Russian /o/, and if 

reduced in height will be even more native-like. However, the latter is not claimed but only 

hypothetically suggested and will be studied as a part of error analysis. The weakening of the 

vowels will be further considered as an important factor in choosing target Danish words for 

the reading task. For more details on the reading materials and the principle of target word 

selection, see sections 4.1.1., 4.1.2. 

 

3.2. Diphthongs 
 

According to Jones & Ward (2011), Russian has diphthongs, and they all are falling 

diphthongs
8
, i.e. they all end in non-syllabic [j/i  : 

[aj] as in gajka (a screw);  

[oj] as in bojko (readily/briskly);  

[ɨj] as in krasnyj (red);  

[uj] as in bujnyj (turbulent/lush); 

[ej] as in lejka (a watering pot).  

There are no diphthongs in Russian with the initial component [ɛ] because in Russian 

[ɛ] cannot occur before a soft consonant, and a semivowel [j] plays the same role as the soft 

                                                 

 
8
 In falling diphthongs, the first element is syllabic, while the second one is non-syllabic (Heger, 1992). 
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consonant /j/ does. (Jones & Ward 2011: 75). Jones & Ward (2011) also argue that the first 

part of diphthongs is subject to the same allophony as their constituent vowels, as well as to 

the reduction in the unstressed positions in a fast speech.  

What is common of Danish (Grønnum 2001: 255) and Russian (Hickey, 1986) 

diphthongs is that they are phonetic by nature. However, compared to Russian, Danish 

beyond falling diphthongs ending in [w], [j], [ɐ ], e.g.,    w ,  yw ,   w ,  ɔ w ,    w ,  iw , 

   w ,  uj/i  ,    j ,  ʌ j ,  εj], [  w/  u  ], [iɐ  ,  εɐ ], [eɐ ], [yɐ  ,    ɐ ], [  ɐ ], [uɐ  ,  o ɐ ], [  ɐ ] 
9
, has also 

rising diphthongs
10

 beginning with [j], as e.g. [j   ,  ju ,  jy ,  j   ,  tc.  

It is possible to assume that since no falling diphthongs ending [w] and [ɐ ] are found in 

Russian, this kind of diphthongs would be a potential difficulty for Russian natives. I assume 

that this may result in the spelling-induced consonantization of the glides [w] and [ɐ ], 

according to the theory of spelling interference mentioned in section 2.2.4., when the 

corresponding letters v and r would trigger sounds [v] and [  ]. However, if we take into 

consideration, that learners are aware of the vocalization of /r/ after a vowel, then, another 

scenario may take place and the result would be a total omission of the element [ɐ ] in 

diphthongs and, thus, [ɐ ]-diphthongs may be subject to monophthongization. These two 

hypotheses will be tested in the error analysis of the reading samples.  

 

3.3. Distinctive articulation features of Russian and Danish consonant phonemic 

inventories 
 

Both Russian and Danish inventories of consonant phonemes are characterized by a 

series of similar distinctive articulatory features: these two are the manner and place of 

articulation. What makes the two inventories distinctive, is their particular supplementary 

articulation properties standing in binary or non-binary oppositions, such as a binary 

opposition palatalization vs. non-palatalization as well as voiced vs. voiceless in Russian; 

aspiration (occurs only in the syllable-initial position) vs. non-aspiration in Danish.  

Table 5 gives an overview (Basbøll 2005; Avanesov 1956) of Danish (in red) and 

Russian (in blue) consonant phonemes. The consonant phonemes are presented in a single 

table for the purpose of comp rison. Th  Russi n p l t liz tion is shown  y “
j
”

 
in accordance 

with the IPA, (except from /ɕː/, /ʂ/, /ʐ/, /ʑː/ th t h v  s p r t  sym ols  or th  p irs 

palatalized non-palatalized) and the absence of palatalization by the absence of this sign. For 

                                                 

 
9
 I do not take into the analysis diphthongs with stød by methodological reasons mentioned in section 3.1. 

10
 In rising diphthongs, the first element is non-syllabic, while the second one is syllabic (Heger, 1992). 
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the Danish consonants the position-  t rmin    spir tion is shown,  ollowin  B s  ll‟s 

(2005: 64) example, by means of a post-posted hyphen, that correspond to their ability to be 

aspirated only in a syllable initial position. Since almost all Danish consonant are voiceless 

this will be a default quality in the table, the few voiced Danish consonant phonemes will be 

shown with “
v
” only  or th  purpos  o  comp rison, thou h this t xonomy is not typic l o  

the IPA. Table 5 also shows the main allophones (in parentheses) of the Danish phonemes, 

because in the error analysis the main consonant qualities, but not phonemes will be analyzed 

(as was the case with vowel allophony in section 3.1.) 

As is seen from Table 5, consonant phonemes in both languages have articulation 

features within the common contrastive system of place (bilabial, labial-dental, dental, 

alveodental, alveolar, alveopalatal, palatal, velar, pharyngeal and glottal) and manner of 

articulation (plosive, fricative, non-lateral, affricate(d), nasal, lateral, trilling and gliding).  

Additionally, aspiration inherent to Danish syllable-initial /p, t, k/ is often described as 

a supplementary contrastive feature of consonants, however, Grønnum (2005) suggests an 

alternative way of defining aspiration as an articulation feature subject to neutralization in a 

syllable final position. I shall use the term binary opposition regarding the aspiration since it 

has the representation of two members and these members are phonemically distinctive 

(compare minimal pairs bind    in  - pind     in , kø [     ˀ] - gø      ˀ], betaget      ˈ   s  Sð     - 

 

Place/ 

manner of 
articulation 

bilabial labial-

dental 

dental alveo-

dental 

alveolar 

 

alveo- 

palatal 

palatal velar uvular

/phary

ngeal 

 

glottal 

plosive 

 
/p-/ (   ) 

/b-/ (  ) 

/p/ /p
j/
 

/b/ /b
j/
 

/f/ (f) 

/f/ /f
j
/ 

/t/ 

/d/ 

 

 / / (  )  

/d
j
/ /t

j
/ 

  /k-/ 

(   ) 

/ / 

(  ) 

/k/ 

/k
j
/ 

/g/ 

/g
j/
 

  

fricative 

 
 /v/  /s/ /s

j
/ 

/z/ 

/z
j
/ 

/s/ (s) /ɕː/  /ʂ/ 

/ʐ/  /ʑː/ 

 /x/    

/xʲ / 

 h (h) 

non-lateral       /ɕ/  /r
v
/ 

(  ) or 

(ɐ ) 

 

approxi-

mant 
 /vv/ (v) 

or 

(w/u ) 

 

  /ð
v
/ 

(ð   ) 

  /j
v
/ 

(j/i ) 
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Table 5. Russian (in blue) and Danish (in red + with main allophones in parentheses) 

consonant phonemes 

 

bedaget [    ˈ    Sð   ]) not as in English, for example, where the aspiration is not a phonemic 

quality. What is in fact more important for the current study is the absence of such a 

phonemically contrastive feature as aspiration in Russian. The latter leads to the assumption 

that this distinctive phonemic feature may turn out to be a potential ground for a foreign 

accent with the disaspiration  of /p/, /t/, /k/, as well as confusion of the aspirated and non-

aspirated consonant qualities, i.e. the assignment of aspiration where it should not be, and 

vice versa.  

The major distinctive phonemic contrast (in supplement to place and manner of 

articulation) of the Russian consonant phonemes (and their allophones) is a binary opposition 

palatalized vs. non-palatalized. Compared to the Danish opposition aspirated vs. non-

aspirated, it is more representative in terms o  th  num  r o  phon m s th t   lon   ith r to 

p l t liz   or h r  conson nts (only /t ɕ/, /ɕː/, /j/ and /ʑː/  r   lw ys p l t liz  , whil  /t s/, /ʂ/, 

and /ʐ/ are always hard). The palatalization is characterized by the movement of the central 

part of the body of the tongue towards the hard palate, which gives a soft sounding of the 

consonant. On the level of articulatory habits, the Russian palatalization can bring additional 

Russian-like pronunciation in Danish. The error analysis will show the exact influence of the 

distinction hard-vs.-soft on the Danish pronunciation. Russian learners are usually aware of 

the absence of palatalized consonant in Danish, however, as my teaching experience showed 

this sometimes leads to an opposite effect, and learners tend to pronounce Danish consonants 

similarly to Russian hard consonants, which is wrong. The latter often results in an 

unnecessary velarization, probably also because Russian is often characterized (Avanesov, 

1956) as a velarized language. My hypothesis is that the transfer of the Russian opposition 

palatalized/non-palatalized into Danish may result in an excessive velarization of the Danish 

/l/, as well as palatalization of /b/, /d/, /g/ especially before Danish front /i/, /ɛ/, /y/, /e/. This 

hypothesis will be in the focus of the error analysis. 

affricate(d)  

 
   

/t s/ 

 /t-/ 

(   s) 

 

/t ɕ/ 

    

nasal 

 
/m/ (m) 

/m/ /m
j
/ 

 /n/ 

/nʲ/ 

 /n/ (n)    /ŋ/ 

(ŋ) 

 

lateral 

 
  /ɫ/  /l/ (l) 

 

/l
j
/ 

     

trilling      /r/ /rʲ/     
gliding       /j/    
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Another major distinction is the dental articulation of a series of allophones of the 

Russian hard phon m s /t/, / /, /s/, /n/, /z/, /t s/. Th    nt l  rticul tion o  En lish  lv ol r 

sounds is traditionally typical of the Russian native speakers of English. The same would 

probably be true of the Danish allophones of the similar fricative phonemes /d/, /s/, /t/, /n/ 

 lv ol r  y ori in. Wh t is r m rk  l  is th t th    nt ls‟ p ir   so t phon m s /t
j
/, /d

j
/, /s

j
/, 

/nʲ/, /z
j
/ in Russian are alveolar. The latter may result in the transfer of dentalization into 

Danish, but this will be testen in the error analysis.   

As for the D nish uvul r /r/  n  /ŋ/, n w to the Russian natives, /r/ will probably be 

exposed to the slightest assimilation with or replacement by hardly similar Russian thrilling 

phonemes /r/ and /rʲ/, whil  /ŋ/ will h v    m jor   v nt   , according to SLM, since no 

similar sound is found in Russian. However, the allophone [ɐ ] of the Danish /r/, a non-

syllabic vowel segment by nature, will probably sound more consonant-like, because 1) there 

is no vocalization as a regular phonological process in Russian; and 2) the effect of spelling 

interference mentioned in section 2.2.4. would probably trigger [  ], and not [ɐ ]. 

Danish /ð/ has always been a partcular challenge for Russian learners at the    inn rs‟ 

level. However, in most cases /ð/ is a most vivid demonstration of Flege‟s SLM. The 

intermediate and advanced Russian learners of Danish usually pronounce it native-like. 

However, the pronunciation of the lateral [l] insetad of /ð/ may take place. The latter happens, 

because learners do not put forward the front part of the body of the tongue with the tip of the 

tongue touching lower teeth, but lift it towards the hard palate instead, with the tip of the 

tongue touching the aleveolar ridge and the lateral wings of the tongue slightly down. This 

makes /ð/ sound like a lateral fricative rather than a non-lateral alveolar.  

One of the most contrastive Danish consonant phonemes is the aspirated voicelss 

affricated alveolar /t/. I assume that since in terms of articulation it is closest to the Russian 

/t s/, this woul  l    to a typic l /t s/-overtone in the sounding of the Danish /t/ according to 

the principle of equivalence classification discussed in section 2.2.3., since the Danish 

aspirated affricate /t/ (with  s th  m in  llophon      s ) r s m l s most th  Russi n /t s/. 

Compared to Danish, Russian is enormously rich in voiced consonants and this will 

definitely put a voiced trace on the Danish articulation of Russian speakers in case of non-

aspirated Danish /b, d, g/. Danish [s] in the intervocalic position may be prone to be voiced to 

[z], which is not found as an allophone of /s/ in Danish.  

Thus, proceeding form the above given contrastive overview, I hypothesize that the 

Russian foreign accent in the articulation of Danish consonants may manifest itself in the 

following features: 
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 disaspiration of /p/, /t/, /k/; 

 velarization of /l/; 

 voicing of non-aspirated consonants /b/, /d/, /g/, also of the intervocalic [s].  

 palatalization of /b/, /d/, /g/ especially before Danish front /i/, /ø/, /ɛ/, /y/ and /e/.  

 dentalization of /d/, /s/, /t/ and /n/; 

 /r/-assimilation to a thrilling /r/; “conson ntiz tion” of [ɐ ]; 

  t s -overtone in the Danish /t/. 

 

 

3.4. Word stress in Danish and Russian 

 

The previous sections of my contrastive overview were dedicated to the comparison of 

the two phonological systems on the segmental level. As was mentioned earlier, this study 

also addresses the issue of the Danish word stress assignment by late Russian learners. It will 

be a target of our second word list, along with the diphthongs.  

My decision to study Russian foreign accent on the level of word stress was not 

accidental. On the one hand, ”the acquisition of word stress assignment by late L2-learners 

has received limited attention in the L2 literature” (Archi  l  1998: 177),  n   s  or th  

language combination Russian (L1) - Danish (L2) no previous research has been done at all. 

However, this level of the second language phonology is promising in terms of the foreign 

accent improvement, since adults are capable of resetting their L1 metric parameters to the 

L2 setting (Archibald 1998: 177). Thus, the current accent study of the word stress 

assignment would have a practical significance for Russian learners of Danish. On the other 

hand, methodologically, the word stress assignment logically seems to be a next step in the 

current Russian accent study, because segments are organized hierarchically into syllables 

(Hall, 2006) and on the suprasegmnetal level the word stress or its absence function as major 

syllable properties (Hall, 2006). Since the scope of the current thesis does not admit a more 

extended research on the word stress assignment under various phonological conditions, I 

shall focus on the issue of word stress assignment wh n ”th  wor  is chos n  s    ocus wor ” 

(Gilbert 2008: 15). Moreover, this part of my thesis should lay the foundation for further 

research on the Russian foreign accent features in Danish on the level of sentence or prosodic 

stress assignment.  

The word stress as a suprasegmental characteristic of the word phonological image, 

both in Danish and Russian has a dynamic nature. It means that a stressed syllable is 
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produced, according to Avanesov (1956: 64), with a more tensed articulation of the syllable 

segments, especially vowels. In Russian, “mor  t ns  ”  o s not m  n, however, that the 

stressed vowel is always long, and thus cannot be opposed to short vowels. It is rather a bit 

longer, compared to the unstressed vowels in the word.  

Russian stress patterns can be hardly described from the point of view of regularities, 

since word stress in Russian cannot be attributed to a specific type of syllables or a type of a 

vowel (Avanesov, 1956). To know where the stress should be set, it is necessary to know the 

word (Avanesov, 1956). The word stress in Russian is not fixed and does not depend of the 

or  r num  r o    syll  l  in   wor  ˈme˖bel˖ny (furniture-related), ˈkraj˖ny (extreme, adj.) – 

the stress is on the first syllable; pri˖beˈ˖gat (to run to a place), pe˖re˖vo˖ˈdit (to translate) – 

the stress is on the last syllable; u˖sta˖ˈnov˖ka (an installation) – on the third syllable; 

ras˖ˈsmat˖ri˖vat (to consider) – on the second syllable. Moreover, a word stress variation is a 

typic l ch r ct ristic o  Russi n. Wor  str ss c n    mov  l    p n in  on   wor ‟s 

grammatical form smely (brave) – smeˈleye (more brave); noˈga (a leg) – ˈnogi (legs), as well 

as derivational processes, historical change, professional or dialectal use (Lagerberg, 2007). 

In the field of Russian accentology, word stress patterns are usually studied (Ukiah, 

2002; Sharapova, 2000; Lagerberg, 2005; Lagerberg, 2006) in relation to a particular class of 

morphologically similar classes within part of speech, sinc  no ”  n r l” rul s  pplic  l  to 

all the parts of speech can be formulated.  

As for the word stress assignment in Danish, compared to that one in Russian, it can be 

more or less predicted, and general rules concerning the assignment of word stress can be 

formulated. According to Grønnum (2005: 245), general word stress patterns can be 

systematized according to the following rules, with exceptions, of course: 

 Word stress can only fall on the syllable with the full vowel. 

 If there are more than one full vowel in the word, and one of them is a long one, then 

the syllable with the long vowel will take the stress.  

 If there are more than one long vowel in the word, the first syllable with the long 

vowel will take the stress. 

 If there is no long vowels in the word, the last syllable with a short full vowel 

followed by a consonant will take the stress. 

 Borrowings from French have stress on the last syllable.  

 If ending in a nasal consonant, a word would have the word stress on the last but one 

syllable.  

 Foreign words ending in /r/ never have the word stress on the last syllable (with a few 

exceptions). 
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 Prefixes, sush as be-, ge-, er-, for-, are usually unstressed. Some of them, such as u-, 

und-, mis-, van- can be either stressed or not. 

 

Above, I spoke about the primary stress. However, in both Russian and Danish a 

secondary stress may be distinguished. In Russian, the secondary stress is inherent to 

compounds and non-compound long words. It is important to note, that in a few-stem 

compounds the secondary stress is usually assigned to the first stem, and the main stress – to 

the second or following stems, e.g. ˌdalnevosˈtochny (Far-Eastern), samoˌletostroˈyeniye 

(aircraft construction) (Avanesov, 1956).  

In Danish the secondary stress in typical of some suffixes in non-compound words, for 

example, -dom, -hed, -skab, -som, -vis, -bar, mæssig, -dømme (Grønnum, 2005). However, 

the secondary stress generally is more typical of compounds (komposita) in Danish. The 

general rule about the assignment of the secondary stress in compound words, according to 

Heger (1992: 125) is that the first stem of the compound carries the main stress on that 

syllable, which carries the main stress in an isolated pronunciation of the stem. The secondary 

stress is assigned to the last stem of the compound on that syllable, which carries the main 

stress in an isolated pronunciation of this stem, as for instance,ˈengelskˌlærer, 

ˈmorgenˌmenneske (Heger 1992: 125). However, there are numerous exceptions to this rule 

e.g. medˈlidende, sydˈvest, etc. (Fischer-Jørgensen 2001: 4-6). When one compound forms 

the final part of a new longer compound, the same rule is applied, e.g. ˈvoldgrav – 

ˈslotsˌvoldˌgrav (Heger 1992: 125). 

A third type of the word stress called a weak stress (“svagtryk” – usually marked as   ) 

(Heger 1992), can be often distinguished in Danish. The latter is typical of cases, when a 

compound forms an initial part of a new longer compound, normally the last stem of the 

original (initial) compound would carry the weak stress, while the last component of the new 

compound would have the secondary stress, e.g. ˈtryk  luftˌbor (Heger 1992: 125).  

We can see that secondary stress principles are different in Danish. It is possible to 

assume that Russian native speakers would probably tend to set the secondary stress closer to 

the beginning of the Danish word instead of the main stress. Moreover, the distinction 

between stressed or non-stressed Danish prefixes and suffixes will be probably the most 

serious challenge, and thus a potential ground for a foreign accent in the word stress 

assignment. Another possible scenario is the ignorance of the secondary stress.  

Another potential difficulty will be hidden in the Danish words carrying a double 

primary stress, such as compound numerals; words, consisting of a preposition and an adverb 
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(ˈbagˈefter, ˈderˈfor)
11

, and some random words (ˈabsoˈlut, ˈdiˈrekte, ˈalleˈrede)
12

, 

(Grønnum, 2005) or adjectives and verbs with the first stem which indicates a very high 

degree of the second one (Heger, 1992; Fischer-Jørgensen, 2001), e.g. ˈisˈkold, ˈlynˈhurtig, 

etc. The double main stress is absolutely non-typical of Russian word stress principles, and 

thus will be probably ignored or produced as if there were a secondary and main stress in the 

word. All th s  pot nti l “stum l   locks” will    consi  r   whil  pr p rin  reading 

materials for the reading task.  

4. Collecting empirical data  

 

In section 2, I gave a short outline of the case study and its methodological principles. 

Section 4 will present the linguistic experiment carried out as a part of the current project in a 

more detailed way.  

 

4.1. Preparing reading materials 

4.1.1. Word list 1 

 

The first world list (further referred to as WL1) consists of words with vowel and 

consonant segments as target sounds for the error analysis (see Appendix 2). Words with 

short vowels as target sounds were chosen in such a way that those Danish vowel segments 

which hypothetically could be subject to the qualitative reduction in unstressed positions 

(according to degrees of vowel reduction in Russian analyzed in section 3.1.2.), would occur 

in the pre-stressed and post-tonic positions. That allowed me testing the hypothesis about the 

excessive reduction of unstressed Danish vowel qualities by Russian native speakers 

influenced by the reduction patterns of their mother tongue. 

As far as the consonant targets are concerned, the words containing them were chosen 

according to the principle of having a target consonant sound in the most illustrative 

positions. The target words for the target consonant sounds, which were predicted in the 

theoretical comparative study to be pronounced non-native like, were selected in such a way 

that they would cover the t r  t soun s‟ syllable-initial and syllable-final positions, as well as 

in the middle of a word.  

                                                 

 
11

 However, some native speakers would pronounce such words with one main stress and one secondary stress. 

 
12

 See footnote 11. 
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It should be noted, that in my project I sh r  Gr nnum‟s (2001: 258) point o  vi w in 

classifying Danish [ð   ] as an approximant rather than a semivowel. Therefore, [ð   ] was 

included in WL1. I shall further use the term semivowel in connection with the following 

non-syllabic qualities: [j/i ], [w/u ] and [ɐ ] as allophones of /j/, /v/, and /r/, respectively. Sounds 

[w] and [j/i ] however are also relevant as allophones of /g/. Since I treat [j/i ], as well as [w/u ] 

and [ɐ ] as allophones of consonant phonemes I have included these semivowel qualities in 

WL1 as allophones of consonant phonemes and shall discuss the pronunciation of these 

qualities in the section about the results of the error analysis for consonants. These 

semivowels shall be also in the focus of our analysis as diphthong components in section 

5.3.1.4. 

Overall, the WL1 consists of 130 words with target vowels and consonants. The words 

were shuffled, so that the subjects could not find any regularity in the segments occurrence. 

(see Appendix 2). Appendix 3 shows the target vowel segments, and Appendix 4 – the 

consonant segments.  

 

4.1.2. Word list 2 
 

The second word list (further referred to as WL2) (see Appendix 5) for the reading task 

consists of target words for the word stress assignment and words with diphthongs as target 

segments. The word stress targets were chosen in such a way that they include words with 

two primary stresses and with one primary and one secondary stress as well as words with 

one primary stress and more than one secondary stress. For the word stress targets, see 

Appendix 6. Some of the words stress targets were chosen according to the word stress 

patterns described by Grønnum (2005: 245). See section 3.4.  

The target words for the word stress assignment were shuffled with the diphthong 

targets. See Appendix 7 for the diphthong targets. The latter ones were chosen in such a way 

that both falling and rising diphthongs would be covered, in order to find out if there is a 

correlation between the structure of the diphthong and the pronunciation of the latter by the 

Russian native speakers. Overall, the WL2 consists of 51 shuffled items: 26 word stress 

targets and 25 diphthongs targets. Evnesvag was a two-target word with two target 

diphthongs.
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4.1.3. Text sample 

 

While the WL1 and the WL2 were aimed at revealing accent features on the segmental 

level (pronunciation of consonants and vowels) and one aspect of the suprasegmental level – 

word stress, the third task – reading a small text (further referred to as T) aloud – provided 

data for the global accent assessment, in order to find out whether SIPT can decrease the 

degree of the global foreign accent in Danish learners with Russian as their mother tongue, or 

not. The T was taken from a student book ”Skolegade 4” (Sandal, 2005: 79), see section 6. 

The level of this book corresponds to that of upper intermediate and advanced students. I 

shall further give a more detailed description of the recording and rating procedures for the T-

task separately in section 6. 

 

4.2. Procedure 
 

4.2.1. D-vs.-R taxonomy 

 

The recording of the reading samples took place in Russia at Moscow State Linguistic 

University (further MSLU) and in Denmark in language schools Lærdansk Aarhus and 

Lærdansk Sønderborg, as well as AOF Sprogcenter Aabenraa. Overall, 12 subjects with 

Russian as L1 took part in the recording in Denmark and 15 in Russia. This fact stands for the 

D-vs.-R-taxonomy. 

The idea behind this D-vs.-R taxonomy is that all the students from MSLU had a SIPT 

when they started learning Danish, which anticipated the main language practice course, 

while in the case of students of the mentioned language schools, the teaching of the Danish 

language pronunciation has been integrated in day-to-day teaching activities and students did 

not have a special four-month introductory course on the Danish pronunciation.  

This division of the subjects into two groups was mainly needed to test the hypothesis 

about the role of SIPT as an accent-mitigating factor, by means of the global accent 

assessment. However, the D-vs.-R taxonomy was also applied in the error analysis to see 

whether the D-group and the R-group would have similar or different typical accent features 

and in what way SIPT could contribute to the foreign accent reduction as opposed to living in 

the country and being exposed to the Danish native input. 
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4.2.2. Recording Procedure 

 

The recording procedure was identical for all the participants. All the recorded samples 

are available as a digital supplement to the thesis. See Appendix 25. Each participant was 

offered to read the three types of materials in the following order: WL1 – T – WL2. The 

reading materials were not in any way introduced to the participants before the recording. 

Only instructions about reading words at a natural pace were given. Thus, 27 samples of 

WL1, WL2 and T were recorded. It should be noted that in the case of the T-readings, the 

title was not read by all the participants, but this fact is considered to be a minor issue, since 

this would affect the ratings.  

Since the recordings were anonymous, each participant received his or her personal 

participant number (PPN). Personal numbers were later used in all the file names and the 

error analysis tables. The following two types
13

 of taxonomy were used as interchangeable 

principles in notations:  

 

1) R + PPN - for example, R3 stands for the participant from the R-group with SIPT, whose 

PPN was 3.  

     D + PPN - for example, D6 stands for the participant from the D-group without SIPT, 

whose PPN was 6.  

2) 1 + PPN stands for participants from the R-group, e.g. 1.1., 1.6.  

2 + PPN stands for participants from the D-group. e.g. 2.1., 2.6.  

 

Thus, for instance 1.4.WL1 stands for the reading sample of the WL1 read by a participant 

from the R-group whose PPN is 4, while 2.4.T stands for the reading sample of the text by a 

participant from the D-group whose PPN is 4.  

After having read the WL1, T and WL2, the participants were offered to fill out a 

questionnaire consisting of 20 questions (see Appendix 1). The questionnaire from the 

theoretical point of view was wholly and totally based on the overview of the factors said to 

determinate accent degree according to numerous previous studies - see section 2.2. The 

                                                 

 
13

 I had to preserve the usage of these two types of taxonomy, since letters R and D had been applied in the 

announcement of the participants during the recording procedure even before the error analysis, while number 

codes were used afterwards in the file systematization. Moreover, th  l tt r “co  s” applied are more convenient 

for distinguishing the two groups of subjects in the text of our project, while it was more convenient to work 

with numbers while doing error analysis.  
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information reported in the questionnaires would help mainly in the analysis of the global 

accent ratings. The questionnaire made it also possible to sketch general linguistic portraits of 

the participants.  

 

4.3. Subjects 
 

I recorded 27 subjects, 18 females and 9 males. According to the questionnaires, they 

were aged between 19-60 years. All the subjects speak the modern Russian literary language 

(see section 2.4.) as their L1. It is important to note that the distinctive features of the Russian 

phonemic inventories, the mentioned weakening of the vowels and the peculiarities of the 

word stress assignment are inherent to the pronunciation of all the Russian subjects, recorded 

in Denmark and in Russian.  

Although the percentage of Russian usage everyday (from 10% - 90% of all the 

languages in use including English, Lithuanian, Latvian, Ukrainian, Belarusian and Chechen) 

varies from subject to subject due to different study, work or family conditions, they all speak 

Russian native-like. Figure 4 shows a more detailed overview of the subjects‟ linguistic 

portraits, as based on the questionnaires. See Appendix 1 for the questionnaire.  

All the subjects with PPNs 2.1.-2.8, 2.10-2.13 (on the light green field in Figure 4) 

have studied or are studying Danish as a second language in Denmark. D5 (2.5), however, 

started learning Danish as a foreign language in Russian as an undergraduate student. 

Nevertheless, I referred D5 to the D-group, because D5 have lived in Denmark and studied as 

a full-degree student for approximately a year, of which D5 had one semester of graduate 

studies in Danish. D5 have for certain time followed a course on Danish as a second language 

in a Danish language school, and never had any SIPT as intensive as the one that the R-

subjects received when they started earning Danish.  

All the R-subjects with PPNs from 1.11-1.15 (on the light orange field in Figure 4) 

have studied Danish as a foreign language in Russia. R11 stayed in Denmark for three weeks 

for a summer language course, and R9 spent 10 days in Denmark as a tourist. All the R-

subjects have had Russian native teachers with Danish as a foreign language compared to the 

D-subjects, who had Danish native teachers (only D5 had three Russian native speakers and 

one Danish native speaker when D5 started learning Danish in Russian).  
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PPN age/sex 

Length/Instr 

(mos) Danish % 

speak  

to n/mo (h) 

listen/n+MEDIA/week (h)  

outside school 

less/week/ 

 à 45 min 

1.1. 19 M 24 10 0 30 10 

1.2. 21 M 24 10 0 school only 10 

1.3. 19 F 24 10 0 school only 10 

1.4. 19 F 24 10 0 school only 10 

1.5. 19 F 24 10 0 school only 10 

1.6. 21 F 24 10 0 1 10 

1.7. 19 M 18 10 0 9 10 

1.8. 21 F 18 10 0 5 10 

1.9. 20 M 18 10 0 4 10 

1.10. 22 F 45 10 0 3 14 

1.11. 21 F 45 20 5.5 6 14 

1.12. 21 F 45 10 0 3 14 

1.13. 22 M 45 10 0 3 14 

1.14. 22 F 45 10 0 3 14 

1.15. 20 F 42 10 0 3.5 14 

2.1. 31 M 10 60 25 (w) 10 4 

2.2. 31 M 17 5 3 2 4 

2.3. 27 F 27 30 160 (w) 10 6 

2.4. 22 F 30 15 15 7 6 

2.5 22 F 48 35 5 1,5 10 

2.6 30 F 36 80 every day (w)  every day 5 

2.7 60 F 30 70 every day (h) 11 15 

2.8 25 M 26 10 1 1 4.5 

2.1 24 M 24 20 4.5 3.5 4 

2.11 30 F 24 10 20 school only 20 

2.12 30 F 18 20 school only very little outside school 20 

2.13 33 F 14 10 30 35 13 

        

Figure 4. Linguistic portraits of the subjects according questionnaires 

 

 Abbreviations: 

 Length/Instr (mos) – total number of months of instruction; 

 speak to n/mo (h) – number of hours per months used to speaking to native speakers;  

 listen/n+MEDIA/week (h) outside school – number of hours per week used to listening 

activities (mass media, music, films, native speakers);  

 less/week/ à 45 min – number of lessons per week à 45 min; 

 (w) – at work. 

 (h) – at home 

 Danish % – percentage of Danish use on an everyday basis out of 100% (all languages spoken). 
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For the error analysis, I chose 36 samples – 18 WL1 and 18 WL2 samples read by 

correspondingly 9 subjects from the D-group and 9 from the R-group. The chosen samples 

were read by the same subjects, except for one WL2 sample when D13 was changed to D10 

  c us  o  D13‟s v ry h  vy  cc nt in the WL2 reading, which would otherwise make the 

reading sound unnatural and with breaks preventing from doing any analysis on the word 

stress assignment. In general, both in the case of the WL1 and WL2, the samples were chosen 

randomly. 

As far as the T-readings are concerned, all 27 samples were taken for accent degree and 

accent comprehensibility ratings and shuffled in a random order supplemented with 4 T- 

samples of Danish native controls. See section 6 for more details on the T-task recording 

procedure.  

5. Data analysis 

5.1. Transcribing speech samples & error systematization 
 

Overall, 18 samples or 3258 words were transcribed: 18 WL1s and 18 WL2s. T-

samples were not transcribed, but shuffled and sent out directly to the raters. As was 

mentioned above, the IPA narrow phonetic transcription was applied for all 36 samples. The 

mispronounced sounds and word stress assignment different from the pronunciation 

recommended in Den Store Danske Ordbog were highlighted by hand in red. All the 

transcriptionsheets are presented in Appendices 19, 20, 21 and 22. 

Since one of the two main goals of the current master thesis was to find out what the 

most typical features of the Russian accent are, I have decided to do the data systematization 

by focusing on the mispronounced elements. Firstly, all the final transcriptions were gathered 

in two spreadsheets, one for the D-samples, and the other one for the R-samples. Afterwards, 

each sample was copied into a separate column with PPNs as headlines of the column. Such a 

way of organizing all the transcribed samples allowed tracing all the varieties of the target 

elements across all the R- and D-subjects. Moreover, having two separate sheets for each 

group could give space for figuring out whether the typical features would differ in the two 

groups.  

The error systematization was realized by means of counting the number of the correct 

readings of the target sounds and of all the variants which differed from the recommended. 

The latter ones were noted as *. The error systematization was done separately for the vowel, 

consonant, diphthong and word stress targets. Below I shall discuss the results of the error 
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systematization and shall do an error analysis in order to find out what the typical features of 

the Russian accent are.  

 

5.3. Error analysis 
 

According to Fle  ‟s Sp  ch L  rnin  Mo  l (SLM) (th or tic l mo  l o  th  s con  

language learning introduced in section 2.2.) L2 learners tend to classify an L2 sound which 

is acoustically similar to an L1 sound into a pre-existing phonic category (Birdsong 2007: 

100), i.e. process the L2 sounds through their well-established L1 phonological system, and 

as a result in the long run more similar sounds lack in native-likeness compared to more 

dissimilar sounds. 

 Another theoretical approach mentioned above in section 2.2. - Similarity Differential 

Rate Hypothesis (SDRH) – analogically to SLM addresses an accent issue from a dichotomy 

point of view (dissimilarity vs. similarity), but argues in favor of speaking about different rate 

of acquisition for similar and dissimilar sound rather than just for a better or worse 

performance at different stages of a L-acquisition. In our current research, I argue in favor of 

the former model (see section 2.2.), and below shall try to substantiate it with particular 

examples.  

 

5.3.1. Vowel features 

 

Proceeding from the principle of “ quiv l nc  cl ssi ic tion” I   rli r  ormul t   th  

hypotheses about accent features in the case of Russian accent by means of a contrastive 

method, having comparing two phonological systems, and predicted the following eventual 

realizations of the “ quiv l nc  cl ssi ic tion”: 

For vowel segments: 

 excessive and unnecessary qualitative reduction of unstressed vowels; 

 shortening of the long Danish vowels and lengthening of the short ones; 

 fewer quality distinctive properties of the back vowels and front /i/ and /e/.  

Let us now do the error analysis for the vowel targets. 
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5.3.1.1. Front and central full vowels 

5.3.1.1.1. Qualitative features 

 

Target words t/s
14 

+ [a]* [e]* [ɐ]* [ə]*    ː]* 

pande 

panere  

sofa 

   

6 

4 

3 

1 

3 

  

2 

4 

 

 

2 

2 

kærlighed 

erkende 

kæresterere 

ε 

9 

4 

3 

  

4 

6 

  

1 

 

Table 6. Pronunciation of the target [a ]  [ε] by the R-group 

 

Target words t/s + [a]* [e]* [ɐ]* [ə]* 

pande 

panere  

sofa 

   

8 

2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

  

3 

6 

 

3 

1 

kærlighed 

erkende 

kæresterere 

ε 

8 

7 

8 

 1 

 

1 

  

2 

Table 7  Pronunciation of the target [a ]  [ε] by the D-group 

As is seen from the error systematization, D nish  ront vow ls       n   ε  were most 

often pronounced correctly by both the D- and R-subjects in stressed positions (see Table 6 

for the R-group and Table 7 for the D-group; further in the text all the error systematization 

tables for the R-group would come before those for the D-group).  

As for the unstressed positions, the D-subjects produced more correct variants of the 

target unstr ss    ε  in erkende and kæresterere. Even though the word stress in erkende in 5 

out of 4 cases was wrong, only 2 [ə]*s w r  pro uc   inst    o   ε ; whil  in the R-group 4 

out of 5 incorrect variants were [e]* inst    o   ε . H r  it is possi l  to  ssum , th t it is 

mor  typic l o  Russi n to h v      r th r th n  ε   t the beginning of a word. Words with an 

initi l  ε   r  not num rous in Russi n,  n  o t n  r  o     or i n ori in. The r  uction o   ε  

to [ə],  v n with   wron  wor s str ss  s w ll  s  n illustr tiv   x mpl  o  th  post-tonic      

reduction to either [ɐ]* or [ə]* in sofa, especially in the D-group with only 1 correct 

pronunciation, lay ground for verifying the hypothesis about the post-tonic and pre-tonic 

vow l r  uction o  th  D nish phon m s / /  n  /ε/ to   mor  clos    llophon   ccor in  to 

the Russian weakening of vowels. 

In my predictions about the front vowel reduction, I pointed out the phonemes /a/ and 

/ε/  s m jor  v ntu l t r  ts  or w  k nin  in unstr ss   positions. The data analysis showed 

however, that this could have been extended over other vowel qualities. Probably, the most 

                                                 

 
14

 t/s stands for the target segment 
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convincing examples of a qualitative reduction of front and central vowels in unstressed 

syllables according to Russian vowel reduction patterns are those of [  ] in beslægtet, 

forbillede made by both the R- and D-subjects. See Tables 8, 9. 

 

Target words t/s + [i]* [iː]* [ɪ]* [iˑ]* 

binde  

beslægtet  

forbillede  

   

2 

2 

2 

6 

 

5 

1 

 

 

 

7 

1 

 

 

1 

Table 8. Pronunciation of the target [e ] by the R-group 

 

Target words t/s + [i]* [ɪ]*  ε * 

binde  

beslægtet 

forbillede  

   

2 

0 

5 

7 

 

2 

 

6 

2 

 

3 

Table 9. Pronunciation of the target [e ] by the D-group 

 

 Similarly to the   ov -m ntion         n   ε ,    ] was reduced both in post-tonic and 

pre-tonic positions: altogether 13 out of 18 reductions to [ɪ]* in the first pre-stressed syllable 

of beslægtet, however, only 3 reductions to [ɪ]* in the post-tonic syllable of forbillede. These 

cases of the reduction of [  ] were probably even in favor of the subjects, [  ] is even more 

similar to [ɪ] than the Russian [i] is. However, the reductions to [ɪ]* were mainly due to a 

wrong primary word stress assigned by 13 participants to the second syllable of forbillede, 

thus [  ] was stressed, and since stressed, due to the spelling influence it was produced by 7 

su j cts  s  i *. In contr st to / /  n  /ε/, /i/ in vikar and livlig was produced correctly by the 

majority of the subjects (15 and 16 correct variants respectively for each word).  

Not only front vowel segments were reduced in quality. The central [    in the pre-tonic 

position in utaknemmelig and the second pre-tonic syllable in apparat was reduced to [ɐ] by 

5 out of 9 R-subjects. See Tables 10, 11.  

Target words t/s + [ɐ]* [    * 

mangle 

utaknemmelig 

apparat  

   

8 

4 

4 

 

  5 

5 

1 

Table 10. Pronunciation of the target [  ] by the R-group 

Target words t/s + [a]* [ɐ]* [ə]*     *  

 

[    * 

mangle 

utaknemmelig 

apparat  

   

5 

5 

5 

3 

2 

2 

 

2 

1 

 

 

1 

2 1 

Table 11. Pronunciation of the target [  ] by the D-group 
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The D-group showed a less frequent reduction of [    in utaknemmelig and apparat. This was 

very likely due to less natural, slower and constraint readings by the D-subjects, especially 

those of utaknemmelig. Such readings lead to the less natural and less fluent productions, 

where a qualitative reduction is less probable.  

What was positive about these slightly slower readings of utaknemmelig and apparat 

by the D-group is that one could clearly trace a more retracted Russian [a], instead of the 

Danish central [   . It is  ssumedly right because of the above-mentioned equivalence 

classification in accordance with Fle  ‟s SLM.  

 

Target words t/s + [i]* [iː]* [ɪ]* [iˑ]*     * 

binde  

beslægtet  

forbillede  

   

2 

2 

2 

6 

 

5 

1 

 

 

 

7 

1 

 

 

1 

 

vilde 

vikar  

livlig 

i 

3 

8 

9 

   

1 

 6 

Table 12. Targets [e ] and [i] by the R-group 

 

Target words t/s + [i]* [ɪ]*  ε *     * 

binde  

beslægtet 

forbillede  

   

2 

0 

5 

7 

 

2 

 

6 

2 

 

3 

 

vilde 

vikar  

livlig 

i 

3 

7 

9 

  

2 

 6 

Table 13. Targets [e ] and [i] by the D-group 

 

Other vivid evidence in support of Fle  ‟s SLM is the production of the Danish [  ] and 

[i]. See Tables 12, 13. In the stressed position only 4 out 18 possible correct pronunciations 

of [  ] were given in binde, while 13 subjects pronounced [i]* instead. This could be easily 

heard as the sound [i]* was purely Russian, and this could be substantiated by the fact that 

some participants gave a palatalized [b
j
]* which would be natural before a front vowel [i] in 

Russian. Such poor results for the sound [  ] can be explained from the point of view of the 

phonological inventory of the Russian language. As was mentioned in section 3.1., Russian 

makes only distinction between vowel qualities [i], [ɨ] in stressed positions and [i], [ɨ] and [ɪ] 

in unstressed ones. No sound equal to [  ] can be found in Russian.  

However, it would be a mistake to suppose, that the absence of [  ] in Russian would 

according to SLM, on the contrary lead to a better performance for this sound by Russian 

natives. The absence of [  ] gives an opposite effect due to a high degree of the similarity 
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between [i] and [  ], since the distinction between [i] and [  ] is very narrow in terms of height, 

the Russian learners of Danish tend to automatically fail to preserve it, and classify [  ] as [i]*.  

Nonetheless, the latter does not automatically mean that Russian natives are not aware 

of this distinction. They are (no teacher of Danish would ignore explaining the difference 

between the two sounds), and this awareness accounts for the idea that the [i]-vs.-[  ]-

confusion is a two-sided phenomenon, and has an impact on the performance of both sounds. 

In other words, the Russian natives, on the one hand classify [  ] as [i]*, especially, when 

letter i stands for the former sound, and on the other hand, being aware that there is [i]-vs.-

[  ]-distinction in Danish may confuse [i] with [  ]*. The latter may lead to semantic mistakes 

in the case of minimal pairs, such as ski – ske. 

The fact that the Russian [i] is similar to Danish [i] does not directly lead to the 

conclusion that [i] would always “get higher scores” compared to [  ], and I have an empirical 

evidence for that: in vilde 12 out of 18 participants produced [  ]* instead of [i]. This 

happened assumedly, because Russian learners, being aware of the [i]-vs.-[  ]-distinction tend 

to open [i] to [  ] in a closed syllable, what is not an absolute rule in all cases, and secondly 

due to a high similarity between [  ] and [i].  

Thus, with the example of a lacking [i]-vs.-[  ] distinction in Russian accent, it was 

shown that the equivalence classification may be regarded as a two-sided phenomenon. 

Therefore, it is possible to empirically extend Fle  ‟s i     y s yin  th t not only do 

advanced the L2 learners demonstrate a worse performance for the L2 sound (A) more 

similar to the corresponding L1 sound (B), they may also have a tendency to produce A 

instead of B.  Only large exposure to the native input can make Russian learners of Danish be 

able to produce these two distinctive sounds correctly, and this may happen even long after a 

learner have gained an advanced command of Danish, as the current experiment showed.   

Wh r  s in th    ov  m ntion   short soun s     ,  ε ,     , [  ] and [i] the realization of 

the equivalence classification effect was evident in stressed positions, other accent features 

characterize the pronunciation of the target stressed [e]. See Tables 14, 15.  

 

Target 

words 
t/s + [ɪ]*  ε * 

pædagog 

pædagogisk 

hemmeligt 

e 
8 

8 

6 

1 

1 

 

 

3 

Table 14. Target [e] by the R-group 
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Target 

words 
t/s + [ɪ]* [-]*  ε * [i]* 

pædagog 

pædagogisk  

hemmeligt 

e 
7 

9 

3 

1 1  

 

4 

 

 

2 

Table 15. Target [e] by the D-group 

 

In the stressed position in hemmeligt it was produced by 7 su j cts  s  ε *  n  2 as [i]* (out 

of 18). The former sound was produced assumedly due to the initial [h]-influence. In Russian 

[e]-production after [h] would always imply palatalization of [h]. Thus, a strive to preserve 

the Danish hard [h] resulted in 7 cases in a more open front vowel quality, more typical of the 

Russi n ”C+ ε ”, wh r  C is   h r  conson nt. Wh t is int r stin , is th t in th  unstr ss   

positions in pædagog and pædagogisk only a couple of the target [e]-sounds were produced 

with   ch n   to  n unstr ss    ɪ *, pro   ly  u  to th    cts th t if produced without 

reduction at a slow rate, corresponding Russian words pedagog (a teacher) and 

pedagogichesky (pedagogical) would have [e] in both words after the initial [p
j
].  

A very vague for Russian natives, Danish front-mid vowel quality [a] (more front than 

the Russian /a/) which usually occurs in a post-/r/ position as in the target word dreng was 

incorr ctly pro uc    s    *  n   ε * (4  n  3 tim s r sp ctiv ly, out o  18). If we consider, 

th t  ε *-variants would hardly cause any comprehensibility problems among native speakers, 

then the performance for the target [a] in dreng was better in the D-group. This was probably 

due to a larger exposure to the native input compared to the R-subject, whose 

mispronunciation in this case was assumedly the result of the spelling interference (Miglio & 

Fukazawa 2006; Ehri & Wilce 1980), mentioned in section 2.2.4, and lack of the native input.  

Similarly to Mi lio & Fuk z w ‟s theoretical approach, after having done the error 

analysis, I can argue that in some cases the Russian nativ s‟ pronunciation in Danish is not 

the result of a direct interference from the Russian language or equivalence classification, but 

th t it is r th r   compl x “ph nom non wh r  y th  sp llin  o  th  wor …” in the L2 

“…tri   rs   corr spon  nc    tw  n…”  n L2 sp llin  sym ol “…and the pronunciation of 

th  s m  sym ol in th  n tiv  l n u   …” (Mi lio & Fuk z w  2006: 4145).  

I argue that in Danish words where vowel allophones are represented in spelling by 

means of the letters also found in the Russian language (that may be or are used in the latter 

to represent a different vowel quality) a Russian-like pronunciation will have a greater 

pro   ility. Th t  ccounts  or th     *  n   ε * r  liz tions in dreng, since in the Russian 

natives‟ letter-to-sound system, the letter e would automatically stand for either sound [e] 

http://web.mac.com/skarphedinn/Violas_Site/Papers_files/miglio-fukazawa.pdf
http://web.mac.com/skarphedinn/Violas_Site/Papers_files/miglio-fukazawa.pdf
http://web.mac.com/skarphedinn/Violas_Site/Papers_files/miglio-fukazawa.pdf
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after C
j 
or  ε    t r   C, wh r  s the /r/-influence on a vowel quality typical of Danish 

remains to be neglected, as the latter phenomenon is absolutely alien to Russian.  

Fle  ‟s SLM focuses both on the similar and dissimilar sounds. Above, I discussed the 

front and central short Danish vowel segments which have roughly speaking at least some 

similarity with major Russian vowels qualities. Now let us discuss the results for the 

 issimil r  ront vow l s  m nts, n m ly  y ,     ,     ,    ], and all the long vowels [εː ,    ː , 

   ː ,    ː ,  yː   n     ː . As far as the long vowels [εː ,    ː ,    ː ,    ː ,  yː   n     ː  are 

concerned, I shall discuss the error analysis for them in section 5.3.1.1.2., in order to test the 

hypothesis about the shortening of long vowel separately.  

A common foreign accent feature which ch r ct riz s  our l  i liz    ront short D nish 

 y ,     ,     ,    ] is that the Russian accent manifested itself in a wider range of the 

mispronounced sounds produced compared to the front non-labialized vowels. See Tables 

18, 19, 20, 21.  

 

Target words t/s + 

fysisk  

fysiologi  

Lyngby 

y 

9 

9 

9 

Table 16. Target [y] by the R-group 

 

Target words t/s + [ʏ]* [ɪ]* 

fysisk  

fysiologi 

Lyngby 

y 

8 

6 

7 

 

 

2 

1 

3 

Table 17. Target [y] by the D-group 

 

The pronunciations of the Danish front open [y] (see Tables 16, 17) in target words 

fysisk, fysiologi and Lyngby proved to be convincing evidence in support of Fle  ‟s i    

about a better performance for dissimilar sounds: 15 out of 18 subjects gave a correct variant 

in the three words. The R-group pronounced all the target [y] correctly in stressed and 

unstressed positions, while in the D-group the influence of the Russian corresponding terms 

fizichesky (physical) and fiziologiya (physiology) resulted in 3 cases of [ɪ]* in the second pre-

stressed syllable of fysiologi and 1 [ɪ]* in fysisk. Two subjects gave a front-mid allophone 

[ʏ]* instead of the final [y] in Lyngby, but this minor feature could be also heard in a native 

variant.  

 

 



59 

 

Target words t/s +    ˑ]* [y]* [ɜ]*  yˑ * 

kysse 

nødvendig  

nervøsitet (one failed) 

   

2 

9 

6 

1 5  

 

2 

1 

 

 

Table 18. Target [  ] by the R-group 

 

Target words t/s +    ˑ]* [y]* [o]* 

 

[ø]* [ɜ]*    * [ɞ]* 

kysse 

nødvendig  

nervøsitet 

   

3 

7 

6 

1 5  

1 

 

1 

 

 

1 

 

 

1 

 

 

1 

Table 19. Target [  ] by the D-group 

 

A worse performance was shown for the target [  ]. See Tables 18, 19.  In a stressed 

position in kysse, only 5 correct readings were given, while the top realization was [y]* - 10 

subjects. What is remarkable is that in the unstressed positions in nødvendig and nervøsitet 

the number of correct variants was more than convincing in both groups. It turned out to be 

that the subjects could easier produce [  ] in the unstressed position rather than in the stressed 

one. I argue however that more words need to be pronounced with this target sound in order 

to formulate any regularity concerning the “sup riority” o  th  unstr ss   position. What is 

only evident from our data is that [  ] is most often mispronounced as [y]*. 

 

Target words t/s + [y]* [ø] * [ɞ]* [ə]* [ʊ] * [ɵ]*    * 

trykke 

ømtålelig 

tørklæde 

   

0 

0 

7 

9  

2 

 

 

2 

 

3 

 

1 

 

1 

 

 

2 

 

  +    * [ɵ]* 

smør     7 1 1 

Table 20. Targets [  ] and [  ] by the R-group 

 

Target words t/s + [y]* [o]* 

 
[ø] *    * [u]* [ʊ] * [ʏ]* a[ɵ]*     ː * [ʉ]* 

trykke 

ømtålelig 

tørklæde 

   

0 

2 

5 

6  

1 

 

 

2 

 

 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

 

  1 

 

1  

 1 

 

 

1 

 

1 

 

  +    *  [o]*  oˑ * 

smør     3 4 1 1 

Table 21. Targets [  ] and [  ] by the D-group 

 

As far as the soun s       n     ] are concerned, the error analysis showed that these 

segments are generically susceptible to narrowing in terms of height to such qualities as [ø]*, 
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[ɞ]*, [ʏ]* and [ɵ]* as well as a tongue retraction. See Tables 20, 21. The latter tendency 

results in such accent qualities as [ɞ]*, [ʊ]* and even [o]*.  

However, another feature that characterizes     , [  ] and [  ] production by the Russian 

learners is that in trykke (15 out of 18 subjects gave [y]*) the letter symbol is still superior to 

sound, i.e. the Russi n sp  k rs‟ pronunci tion   cisions  r  in lu nc    y th  corr l tion 

between the letter y and the sound [y]. The reason for that can be assumedly ascribe to the 

Russian morphophonological writing system in which letter-to-sound correlations are much 

less ambiguous than those in Danish.  

 

5.3.1.1.2. Quantitative features 
 

In this section I shall discuss the results of the error analysis for the long [εː ,    ː ,    ː , 

   ː ,  yː   n     ː . Wh t w s typic l o   ll the vowel quantitative features is that they have 

been in many cases accompanied by qualitative changes. However, I shall focus on the 

shortening of long vowels and secondly on lengthening of short vowels, which was predicted 

in my hypotheses.  

 

Target words t/s + [a]* [e]*  ε * [   *  [eː]* [ʌː *  

badeværelse 

bagage 
εː 

2 

4 

 

1 

1 6 

2 

 

 

 

1 

 

1 

fare  

rare  
  ː 

8 

5 

1    

4 

  

Table 22. Targets [εː] and [  ː] by the R-group 

 

Target words t/s + [a]* [e]*  ε *    ː]*     *  

 

[   *   ː *    ˑ * 

badeværelse 

bagage 
εː 

1 

1 

 

4 

1 3 

1 

 4 

1 

  

1 

 

1 

fare  

rare  
  ː 

4 

4 

1 

1 

 1 1 2 

2 

 

2 

  

Table 23. Targets [εː] and [  ː] by the D-group 

 

O  th  two lon  s  m nts  εː   n     ː  (see Tables 22, 23) the first one was shortened 

in badeværelse by the overwhelming majority of the subjects from both groups (15 out of 

18), while in baggage – if not reduced, it was produced qualitatively wrong as [e]* or [ʌː *, 

  ː * or    ˑ *. As  or th  lon     ː , it was shortened by more than half of the subjects mostly 

to [   * in the R-group, and to either [a]* or      in the D-group.  
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The long segment [eː] saw major shortening in the D-group, where only 2 subjects gave 

correct long variants, while the rest 7 were distribute   s    * (2),  ε * (2),   ˑ * (2)  n   εˑ * 

(1). See Tables 24, 25. 

 

Target words t/s + [eˑ]* 

læse  ː 8 1 

 

  + [i]* [iː]* [ɨ]* 
 

[iˑ]* 

alene  

sene 
  ː 

2 

1 

 

2 

6 

5 

 1 

1 

skrive 

Kina 
iː 

 

7 

7 

 

 

2 

  

1 

 

 

1 

Table 24. Targets [eː], [e ː] and [iː] by the R-group 

 

Target words t/s  [ɪ]* [e]*  ε * [eˑ]*  εˑ * 

læse  ː 2  2 2 2 1 

 

Target words t/s + [i]* [iː]* [ɪ]* [ɨ]* 

 

 ε *  εˑ * [e]*     * [iˑ]* [ɨː]* 

alene  

sene 
  ː 

3 

3 

2 

1 

1 

1 

 

1 

  

1 

2 1  

1 

 

1 

 

skrive 

Kina 
iː 

 

1 

2 

 

6 

6 

   

1 

     

 

1 

 

1 

Table 25. Targets [eː], [e ː] and [iː] by the D-group 

 

The target sound [  ː  in corr spon in ly alene and sene, was shortened by 9 D-subjects 

and 4 R-subjects, whil   iː  in skrive and Kina by 4 R-subjects and 13 D-subjects, both 

including half-long pronunciations, e.g. [iˑ]*  n   εˑ *. See Tables 24, 25. What is 

remarkable here is that the D-group outnumbered the R-group by giving much more 

shortened variants. This can be ascribed to the fact that the R-group had
15

 SIPT with a special 

focus on the distinction between short and long vowels, thus giving evidence to give credit to 

it. 

 

Target words t/s + [u]*  yˑ * [uː]* [ʏ]* 

ryge  yː 5 1 1 1 1 

 

  +    ˑ]* [y]*     * [yː]* 

købe   ː 3 1 2 2 1 

 

                                                 

 
15

 according to the information reported by the teachers of the R-group 
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  +     *    ˑ]* [  ] * [ʏː]* [ʉ]*    ː * 

høne   ː 2 2 1  1 1 2 

gøre   ː 6   3    

Table 26. Targets [yː], [  ː], [  ː] and [  ː] by the R-group 

 

Target 

words 
t/s + [u]* [y]* [uː]* [ʏ]* 

ryge  yː 1 1 4 1 2 

 

  +    ˑ]* [y]*     * 

købe   ː 4 2  3 

 

  +     *    ˑ]*    *   ː]* [  ]* [ɵ]* [ ˑ]* 

høne   ː 3 2 2 1 1    

gøre   ː 3   1  3 1 1 

Table 27. Targets [yː], [  ː], [  ː] and [  ː] by the D-group 

 

The same tendency is true of the long [yː] - only 3 shortened *-variants in the R-group 

and 7 *-variants in the D-group of which 4 were mispronounced as [y]*. See Tables 26, 27. 

A long    ː  in købe underwent primarily quantitative changes in both groups being shortened 

to either [  ]* or [  ˑ]*. The same is true of the R- roup‟s realizations of [  ː  in gøre, while in 

the D-group the shortening was accompanied with minor qualitative changes, primarily 

narrowing. The long    ː  in høne turned out to be a challenge for all the subjects and its 

readings gave only 5 out of 18 possible correct ones. The mispronounced variants were    ː *, 

[ʏː]*,     *, [ʉ]*,  n     ˑ * in the R-group. The D-group gave more shortened variants.  

 

5.3.1.2. Back vowels 
 

In the theoretical contrastive study, my main idea concerning back Danish vowels was 

that since the Russian phonological inventory of back vowels is limited to very few vowel 

phonemes, mainly /o/, /u/ and /a/, the Russian foreign accent in back vowels would mainly lie 

in fewer back vowel distinctions. My hypotheses were that the most challengeable would be 

the distinctive articulation of [o ], [ɔ ], [ɔ ] and [ʌ ], the distinction between vowel qualities [u] 

and [o ], and that the articulation of [u] would be most native-like of all the back vowel 

qualities due to its phonological properties identical to those of the Russian stressed /u/.  

Here we can hardly say that Fle  ‟s principl  o   quiv l nc  classification could work 

 or th  phon m  /u/, sinc  w  shoul  not sp  k in t rms o  ”mor  or l ss” simil r,  ut r th r 

in terms of a total similarity. While in the case of [o ], [ɔ ], [ɔ ] and [ʌ ] the equivalence 
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classification would be right to the point since for any Russian native speaker these four 

distinct short vowel qualities would resemble the allophones Russian /o/. 

 

5.3.1.1.1. Qualitative features 

 

Target 

words 
t/s + [ʊ]* [uː]* 

rutine 

akupunktur  

kulde 

u 

5 

6 

8 

4 

3 

 

 

1 

 

  + [o]* [u]* [ɔ]* 

god  

irokeser  

boliviansk  

o  

5 

3 

2 

 

5 

7 

4 

 

 

1 

Table 28. Targets [u] and [o ] by the R-group 

 

Target 

words 
t/s + [ʊ]* [uˑ]* 

rutine 

akupunktur  

kulde 

u 

8 

8 

8 

1 

1 

 

 

1 

 

  + [o]* [u]* [ɔ]* 

god  

irokeser  

boliviansk  

o  

2 

0 

1 

6 

7 

7 

1  

1 

1 

Table 29. Targets [u] and [o ] by the D-group 

Having analyzed the collected data, I can substantiate my hypothesis about the native-

like articulation of /u/ due to its correct variant as [u] in target words by the overwhelming 

majority of the subjects in a stressed position in kulde – in 16 out of 18 samples. See Tables 

28, 29. On top of that, in the unstressed positions in rutine and akupunktur, it was reduced to 

[ʊ]* by a total of 5 and 4 subjects respectively for each word, which can be considered as 

foreign accent within a norm, because such a minor reduction towards a more closed and 

central allophone [ʊ] could be traced even in native speakers of Danish.  

As far as [o ] is concerned it was, by and large, mispronounced in both groups of 

subjects as either [o]*, [u]* or in few cases as [ɔ]* in god. See Tables 28, 29. What is 

interesting in the error systematization, is that for this stressed position the R-group 

demonstrated a clear tendency towards [u]* articulation instead of [o ] (4 out of 4 

mispronounced), while the D-group gave more [o]*-variants (4 out of 5 mispronounced). 
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From the point of view of equivalence classification both of these accent realizations are 

quite predictable, since [o   ”li s   tw  n”  o   n   u] for a native Russian speaker. However, 

the fact that the R-samples were collected in two academic groups of students who had a 

similar instruction during their SIPT may lead to the conclusion that [u]*-variants of the mid 

[o ] was due to instruction reasons. Whereas in the D-group, one can evidently trace the 

spelling interference, mentioned above in section 5.3.1.1.1.  

The effect of spelling interference also manifested itself in the unstressed syllables of 

irokeser and boliviansk with 5 and 7 variants [o]* respectively in the R-group and 7 ones in 

the D-group. It should be noted, however, that even though [o]* in the pre-tonic syllable of 

irokeser can be heard in native speakers, in the Russian samples [o]* had a purely Russian 

quality (see section 3.1.). This influence of the spelling can be of two types – one coming 

 rom su conscious  ssoci tions with on ‟s moth r ton u ,  s w s th  c s  with dreng, 

boliviansk, irokeser, and the other – from a direct correspondence between an L2 sound and 

its representation in spelling.  

 

Target words t/s + [u]*  u ]* [ʏ]* [ʊ]* [o ]* 

lukke 

ungdommelig  
ɔ  

0 

0 

7 

2 

1  1  

6 

 

1 

Table 30. Target [  ] by the R-group 

 

Target words t/s + [u]*  u ]*     * [ʊ]* [ɔ]* [o ]* [o ˑ]* [ə]* [ʉ]* 

lukke 

ungdommelig  
ɔ  

2 

1 

3 

1 

2 1  

4 

1  

1 

 

4 

 

1 

 

1 

Table 31. Target [ɔ ] by the D-group 

 

An evident and convincing prevalence of /u/-allophones in the readings of [ɔ ] (see 

Tables 30, 31) as the target sound in lukke (10 out of 18 target sounds were pronounced as 

[u], 1 as [u ]) and ungdommelig (3 as [u]*, 4 as [ʊ]*, 1 as [ʉ]*) gives evidence in favor of the 

spelling interference, and makes us believe that the spelling plays a huge role in the Danish 

pronunciation of Russian native speakers. This leads to the conclusion that learning though  

the “writt n” l n u     n  writt n input still works  s   m in   ctor in  ormin    l  rn r‟s L2 

pronunciation habits in the current case study. 

In my hypotheses about the features of the Russian foreign accent in back vowels, I did 

not predict any weakening of back vowels. However, similarly to the above-m ntion   non-

pr  ict    ront     -weakening, [ɔ ] was exposed to [ʊ]*-weakening – this degree of reduction 
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is typical of the Russian /u/ – in the pre-stressed position in ungdommelig by respectively 6 

R-subjects and 4 D-subjects. Such an acting on analogy with the Russian /u/-weakening in 

the case of [ɔ ] supports the conclusion that replacing [ɔ ] with [u] can be regarded as a typical 

feature of the Russian accent in Danish, especially when in spelling the letter u stands for the 

sound [ɔ ], i.e. as the result of the above-mentioned spelling interference.  

If one looks at the results of the error systematization for the back vowels from the 

point of view of equivalence classification, one will see certain regularity. Those Danish 

vowel segments which are open-mid and close-mid –  o    n  th    v nc    ɔ ] respectively – 

tend to be mispronounced by Russian native speakers as [u]* or more rarely as the  llophon s 

o  th  Russi n /o/, th  l tt r is mor  typic l o   o  .  

 

Target words t/s + [ɔ]* [o ]* [o]* [ɐ]* 

storme 

borgmester  

korrupt 

korrektur 

 ɔ  

6 

6 

0 

6 

3 

1 

 

3 

 

2 

1 

 

 

7 

 

 

1 

 

  + [o]* [ɔ]* [ɔ ]* [ə]* [ɔ ː * [ɐ]* 

ånder 

forskellig  

nærmere  

ʌ  

2 

1 

5 

2 

5 

 

1 

4  

2 

3 

1  

 

1 

Table 32. Targets [  ] and [  ] by the R-group 

 

  + [ɔ]* [o ]* [o]* [ɵ]*  

storm 

borgmester 

korrupt 

korrektur 

ɔ  

5 

6 

1 

2 

 

3 

  1 

  3 

 

 

1 

4 

 

7 

3 

 

 

 

1 

 

Target words t/s + [o]* [ɔ]* [ɔ ]* [ə]* [ɵ] * [e]* [ɐ]* 

ånder 

forskellig 

nærmere  

ʌ  

3 

3 

4 

1 

1 

2 

2 

3  

2 

4 

1  

 

1 

 

1 

Table 33. Targets [  ] and [  ] by the D-group 

 

As far as [ɔ ] and [ʌ ] are concerned, the results of the error analysis for these targets are 

quite varied. See Tables 32, 33. In the stressed positions, 6 R-subjects and 4 D-subjects gave 

correct pronunciations of [ɔ ] in storm (in this target word stød was neglected as was 

methodologically introduced in section 3). In the stressed position [ɔ ] was pronounced as a 

less lowered [ɔ]*, while 4 D-subjects demonstrated a vivid equivalence classification by 

giving 4 cases of [o]*. The latter could be traced in the R-group only for the first pre-stressed 
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syllable. In the unstressed positions in borgmester altogether 12 correct variants were given 

first of all due to a wrong word stress assigned to the first syllable. Even though in both 

korrupt and korrektur the words stress was set correctly, no vivid evidence in support of any 

weakening could be traced for this vowel segment, except for the already-mentioned feature 

to produce it as either a more open [ɔ]* or like [o]*. 

A much more non-native like performance was shown for the words with [ʌ ] as a target 

sound with 5 correct varinats in the stressed position in ånder. The R-subjects mispronounced 

it in the stressed position as either [ɔ ]* or [o]*, while the D-subjects produced also 3 lowered 

[ɔ ]* and 1 close-mid [ɵ]*. This vowel segment was exposed to a qualitative reduction in both 

groups: in forskellig the unstressed [ʌ ] was reduced to the neutral [ə]* all in all by four 

subjects but, not as a regular weakening pattern would require in Russian for the vowel [o]* 

in the first pre-stressed syllable, and also in nærmere to neutral [ə]* by a total of 7 subjects.  

Thus, we can see that qualitatively the most native-likely produced back vowel in 

Russian speakers of Danish is [u]. Vowel [o ] is typically mispronounced as either [u]* or 

[o]*, where the latter is assumedly caused by both spelling interference and equivalence 

classification. Vowel [ɔ ] is most often mispronounced as [u]* in the stressed positions and 

can be reduced to [ʊ]* in the pre-stressed ones. The two back vowel segments [ʌ ] and [ɔ ] are 

both subject to narrowing in the Russian foreign accent. The former one is most likely to be 

produced as either [ɔ ]* or [o]*, whereas [ɔ ] beyond [ɔ ]* or [o]*, would be also produced as 

[ɔ]. On top of that, Russian natives, as the data showed tend to reduce [ʌ ] to [ə]* in the pre-

stressed and final post-tonic positions.  

It is possible to conclude that in the case of the Danish back vowels, Russian learners 

tend to resort to the usage of the familiar sound inventory, namely back vowels [u] and [o], 

with a worse distinction of other back vowel qualities subject to narrowing.  

 

5.3.1.1.2. Quantitative features 

 

Target words t/s + [u]*  uˀ]*  uˑ * 

muligvis 

uge 
uː 

3 

8 

3 3  

1 

 

  + [ɔ ˑ]* [ɔː * [oˑ]*  oː * [ɔ ˑ]* 

 

måle ɔ   ː 4   2 2 1 

storme   ɔ ː 6 1 2    

Table 34. Targets [uː]  [  ː] and [  ː] by the R-group 
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  + [ʊ]* [u]* [uˑ]

* 

rutine 

akupunktur  

kulde 

u 

8 

8 

8 

1 

1 

  

 

1 

muligvis 

uge 
uː 

1 

2 

 6 

7 

2 

 

  + [ɔ ]* [ɵˑ]* [ɔˑ]* [ɔ]* [ɔː * [o ː * [o ]* [o ˑ]*  oː * [o]*    ː * [ɔ ]* [ɔ ˑ]* 

 

måle ɔ   ː 
0 1 1 1  1  1 1 1 1 1   

storme   ɔ ː 3   1 3        1 1 

Table 35. Targets [uː]  [  ː] and [  ː] by the D-group 

 

In this section I shall discuss the results of the error analysis for the long [ɔ ː ,  uː ,  n  

[ɔ ː . See Tables 34, 35. These long vowel segments are also covered by the hypothesis about 

shortening of long vowels, and the collected data again serves to verify it.  

Compared to [u] which was produced correctly by most of the subjects, the long [uː] 

scored only 14 out of possible 36 readings of together muligvis and uge. It was primarily 

shortened to [u]* or  uˑ * - twice as often in muligvis, than in uge.  

As for the sound [ɔ ː  (see Tables 34, 35), I have to admit that methodologically this 

vowel was set in a very favorable distribution compared to [u] in muligvis for instance. In the 

open syllable of måle it should have been less exposed to shortening conditioned that the 

subjects knew about the regularity of a long vowel in an open syllable. However, the error 

analysis showed the opposite. Two out of 9 R-subjects shortened [ɔ ː  to   h l -long [oˑ]* and 

1 to [ɔ ˑ]*. The D-subjects did not produce any correct pronunciations and gave seven 

shortened variants as [ɔ ]*, [ɔˑ]*, [ɔ]*, [ɵˑ]*,  o  *,  o ˑ *  n   o * - one of each respectively. 

Thus, quantitatively there is an evident feature of shortening a long vowel.  

As was previously mentioned, the samples of the D-group are characterized by fewer 

correct productions of sounds in terms of the length of vowels. I argue for the fact that a 

weaker performance for the long vowels arises to the problem of a lacking pronunciation 

training focused on the opposition between long and short vowels. Therefore, [ɔ ː -readings in 

target storme showed again, that the R-subjects (6 long variants) are better at preserving 

distinction between long and short vowel phonemes than the D-subjects (only 3 out of 9), 

because the training of the long vs. short opposition was one of the core aspects in SIPT. 
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5.3.1.3. Shortening of long vowels 

 

Having analyzed the quantitative characteristics of all the vowel segments, I can 

conclude that my hypothesis about the shortening of long vowels proved to be consistent and 

correct, while the hypothesis about the lengthening of short vowels could not been 

substantiated, at least in the current research, because according to the error systematization, 

only very few examples of the long vowel shortening were collected (see Figure 5).

 

 pande  a         

 binde [i ]* (1) 

 forbillede [iˑ]* (1)  

 kysse  yˑ    1  

 ånder [       1  

 kulde [uˑ]* (1)  

 kysse    ˑ]* (1) 

 t rkl de         1  

 ungdommelig [ɶˑ   4 ,  oˑ    1   

 

Figure 5. Examples of the long vowel shortening as according to the error 

systematization  

 

If we consider the number of all the lengthened variants in relation to all the 17 words with a 

long target vowel multiplied by 18 samples that would make 10 cases out of 306, i.e. 3.3%, 

which is methodologically very inconsiderable and cannot be used to verify the hypothesis. 

 

5.3.1.3. Neutral [ə] 
 

As was described in section 3.1.2., the Russian patterns of weakening vowels in the 

unstressed positions imply a Degree 2 reduction to [ə] of the phonemes /a/, /o/ and /ɛ/ in 

second pre-stressed syllables and all the post-tonic syllables. In this connection, the Danish 

neutral [ə] is not a new vowel quality for Russian native speakers even though in terms of 

phonotactics and phonological distribution, [ə]-occurrence in Danish may differ from that one 

in Russian.  

For the reading materials, according to the pronunciation guidelines in Den Store 

Danske Ordbog, the following target words for the neutral [ə] were chosen: ganske (the final 

schwa after a consonant phoneme), bue (final schwa after a vowel phoneme) and doven  
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(schwa in the final closed syllable after a sonorant consonant). It is necessary to admit that 

the recommended pronunciation taken as a point of departure for the error analysis was only 

relevant for the target word ganske, while in bue and doven the presence of schwa is highly 

qu stion  l  in n tiv  sp  k rs‟ pronunci tions. Therefore, methodologically the choice of 

bue    u  ] and doven    ɔ wn] was not to the point, thus it is only possible to make conclusions 

about [ə]-pronunciaiton in Ganske, where all the 18 subjects pronounced the target schwa 

correctly. See Tables 36, 37. 

Target 

word 
t/s + 

ganske 

  
ə 

 

9 

bu(e) 

dov(e)n 

methodologically invalid: all the R-subjects 

pronounced [ə] 

Table 36. Target [ə] by the R-group  

 

Target word t/s + 

ganske ə 
 

9 

bu(e) 

dov(e)n  

methodologically invalid;  

[ə]* (4), [
ə
]*(3), [i]* (1),  εˑ * (1) in bue;   

[ə]* (5), [-] (4) in doven.  

Table 37. Target [ə] by the D-group 

 

However, what was valuable in the readings of doven, is that 4 out of 9 D-subjects 

reduced it to zero, as natives would do. None of the R-subjects pronounced the final syllable 

without [ə].  

Such results of the error systematization can lead to the following conclusions. Firstly, 

the two groups had different guidelines while dealing with the neutral central [ə]. I found out 

that SIPT included [ə]-articulation in the R-group, and thus the R-subjects were aware of the 

[ə ‟s typic l  istri ution  n  occurr nc s,  ut th y  r  still v ry  omin t    y th  wor ‟s 

spelling, and therefore, gave the neutral [ə] triggered by the letter e, even in bue and doven, 

where it would not be pronounced by native speakers. Whereas the D-group tend to be guided 

more by their exposure to native input, where [ə] can be exposed to different degrees of 

reduction depending on an individual speech rate or assimilation processes. This difference in 

the learning approach explains why the R-subjects pronounced [ə], where it would not be 

pronounced, while the D-subjects, who mostly learned it through imitation rather than 

explanation, tend to reduce it to zero as Danes do in a natural speech.  
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Thus, I can conclude that since [ə]-realizations are in real speech closely connected 

with the type of distribution and influenced by assimilation processes as well as individual 

properties of speech such as rate, for instance, foreign speakers of Danish may assimilate 

different strategies of [ə] production depending on the instruction input they receive.  

Methodologically speaking, proceeding critically from the results of the data analysis I 

conclude that accent in [ə] should be studied in the framework of either a spontaneous speech 

task or reading tasks with a text reading, where [ə] would be in an environment close to that f 

a natural speech.  

 

5.3.1.4. Diphthong features 
 

The WL2 included words with the following target rising [j   ,  ju ,  jy ,  j     n    llin  

   w ,  yw ,   w ,  ɔ w ,    w ,  iw ,    w ,  uj/i  ,    j ,  ʌ j ,  εj], [  w/  u  ], [iɐ  ,  εɐ ], [eɐ ], [yɐ  , 

   ɐ ], [  ɐ ], [uɐ  ,  o ɐ ], [  ɐ ] diphthongs. The error analysis showed that the Russian foreign 

accent features in the pronunciation of diphthong go beyond the predicted 

monophthongization, conson ntiz tion o     iphthon ‟s  li  , and include a nucleus 

qualitative replacement.   

 

5.3.1.4.1. Consonantization of the glide 

 

The consonantization of a glide was typical of [w]-diphthongs and [ɐ ]-dithphongs. In 

the examples below from the samples read by the R- and D-subjects we can see that 

semivowels [w] and [  ] are produced as if they were full consonants qualities of the 

phonemes /r/ and /v/.  

 

 [w]-diphthongs 

 

in tyveri as [yv]* (4);  

in evnesvag as [εv/ ε
v
]* (6); 

in peber with    *- or     *-glide;  

in øvre as    v * (2) or   v * (1);  

in automatisk as [  v  * (1); 
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 [  ]dithphongs: 

 

in kørsel and ørred as [    ]* (5), [ø   * (2),      * (1),     ]* (3); 

in urbanisere as  [ʊ  ]* (2).  

 

5.3.1.4.2. Nucleus replacement  
 

The nucleus replacement as a feature can be defined as a change of the  iphthon ‟s 

promin nt vow l‟s qu lity in  ith r h i ht or   ckn ss. H r   r  th  most illustrative 

examples of this phenomenon: 

  j    in kajak was produced as mostly as [ja]* (5); 

    w  in søvnløs was narrowed to [ɵə]* (1), [ɵw * (3),   w * (1),    
u ]* (1), [ʏʏ * (1) 

or    u  *(2); or pronounc   with   mor  op n nucl us vow l   ck  . .  ɒw]*(1), 

[ow]* (1); 

 [ew] in evnesvag was either narrowed as [iw]* (4) or opened to [εv/ε
v
]* (6); in 

jævnaldrende was opened to [æw]* (2), [aw]* (3) or [ɐw]* (1); 

 [ɔ w] in lovgivning was narrowed to [yv]* (3);  

 [εj] in evnesvag was opened to [aj]* (1), or back [ɐj]* (1);  

 [ʌ j] in fløjet was narrowed to [ʏ j]* (1), [ɔj]* (5) or centralized to [ʉj]* (1). 

 

5.3.1.4.3. Monophthongization 

The error systematization showed that a number of subjects tend to convert diphthongs 

into monophthongs. Here are examples of monophthongization as a feature of the Russina 

pronunciation in Danish: 

 

 [ju] in skjulte as [ʊ]* (1); 

  uj/i   in huje as [u]* (6); 

 [yɐ ] in dyrke as [ʊ]* (1), [y]* (4),  yː * (2); 

 [uɐ ] in urbanisere as [u]* (4),  ʊ * (10); 

 [ɔ ɐ ] in bortfalde as  o  * (3),  o * (13);  

 [iɐ ] in kirkelig as [i]* (3);     



72 

 

 [  ɐ ] in hjørne as [  ]* (8), [ɵ]* (2), [  ː * (6); 

 [εj] in evnesvag as [ɐ]* (1), [ε]* (2); 

 [  u  in automatisk as [ɔ]* (4); 

    w  in øvre as    * (1); 

 [ʌ j] in fløjet as [ɵ
j
]* (4), [ɔ  * (1),    * (1); 

    ɐ ] in kørsel    ː *( 4),    ]* (1),     * (3),    * (1). 

 

What is typical of all the above-presented monophthongized diphthongs is that their 

nucleus remains more or less preserved while a less prominent semivowel component is 

omitted, or alternatively a whole diphthong is monophthongized into a new vowel quality as 

was the case in automatisk with [ɔ]* instead of [  u . (Th  l tt r is  ssum  ly th  r sult o  th  

thir  l n u    tr ns  r, n m ly  rom En lish into D nish, sinc   ll th   our su j cts who 

mispronounc      u   s [ɔ]* are advanced English-speakers.) In some situations, this new 

vowel quality is lengthened, as was the case in kørsel with    ː *.  

Thus, I substantiated the hypotheses about the monophthongization of diphthongs and 

consonantization of the glide, but have to admit that these two are not the only features of the 

Russian accent, but should be considered as a property of the Russian foreign accent together 

with the qualitative replacement of the diphthong nucleus.   

  

 

 

5.3.2. Consonant features 
 

Proc   in   rom SLM‟s principl  o  equivalence classification, I earlier in section 3.2. 

formulated the hypotheses about the features of the pronunciation of consonants in the case of 

the Russian accent by means of the contrastive method, having compared two phonological 

systems, and predicted the following eventual realizations of the Russian accent in consonant 

segments: 

 disaspiration of /p/, /t/, /k/; 

 velarization of /l/; 

 voicing of non-aspirated consonants /b/, /d/, /g/, also of the intervocalic [s].  

 palatalization of /b/, /d/, /g/ especially before Danish front /i/, /ø/, /ɛ/, /y/ and /e/.  

 dentalization of /d/, /s/, /t/ and /n/; 

 /r/- ssimil tion to   thrillin  /r/; “conson ntiz tion” o   ɐ ]; 



73 

 

  t s -overtone in the Danish /t/
16

. 

 

The results of the error systematization for segments [f] in flame, gaffel, falsk, film, [j] 

in jod, [w/u   in kniv, koge, brev and [i   dej kaj showed no evident foreign accent in these 

consonants in either groups of the participants. How v r,  ŋ  in banke, gange, bang was 

opposite to my hypothesis realized 3 times as [ŋk]* in bang and 5 times as [ŋ  * in gange. 

Th    ct th t  ŋ  w s mispronounced only by the D-subjects leads to the conclusion that this 

was most evidently due to lacking corrections or/and training of this sound in case of 

particular subjects, rather than due to any kind of spelling interference or equivalence 

classification.  

The foreign accent in the pronunciation of all the rest target consonant segments had to 

a more or less considerable degree of regularities. I classified the typical features of the 

pronunciation of consonants in the following ones:  

 disaspiration;  

 voicing;  

 assimilation to the Russian segment and dentalization;  

 palatalization and velarization;  

 other features.   

 

5.3.2.1. Disaspiration  

 

Target words t/s + [p]* 

piskefløde 

papir 
    

6 

6 

3 

3 

 

  

+ [k]* [kj]* not 

read 

kirsebær 

økologi 

kone 

    

5 

8 

5 

3 

1 

3 

1  

 

1 

Table 38. Targets [b  ]  [g  ] by the R-group 

 

 

 

 

                                                 

 
16

 See section 3.3. 
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Target 

words 
t/s 

+ [  ]* [p]* 

piskefløde  

papir 
    

 

4 

2 

 

 

1 

 

4 

7 

 

  + [k]* 

kirsebær 

økologi 

kone 

    

5 

6 

8 

4 

3 

1 

Table 39. Targets [b  ]  [g  ] by the D-group 

 

Danish aspirated consonants [   ] in piskefløde and papir, and [     in kirsebær, økologi 

and kone were mispronounced by a series of subjects from both groups. See Tables 38, 39.  

In the whole, [   ] was disaspirated in 50% of all the readings in the two target words (18 out 

of 36). It was disaspirated [p]*-likely, i.e. pronounced as the Russian hard [p]. Only one D-

subject produced [  ]* instead of [   ]. The subjects from both groups showed a better 

performance for [     in kirsebær, økologi, and kone, with 37 out of 54 possible correct 

variants: one target word kone was omitted by one subject, while in 13 cases [     w s read as 

[k]* and in 1 case – as [k
j
]* in kirsebær, assumedly due to the front [i], which would require 

the palatalization of a preceding consonant in Russian. 

Anyway, I can conclude that Russian native speakers tend not to aspirate [   ] and [    . 

The reason for that is twofold. On the one hand, the disapiration comes from the spelling 

interference – directly for the letter k and inter-language for the letter p (п in the Russian 

alphabet). As the result of spelling interference, k is realized as /k/ or /k
j
/ and p as /p/ or /p

j
/ 

(depending on the vowel distribution) due to the equivalence classification, since the Danish 

[   ] and [     are most similar to the Russian /k/, /k
j
/, /p/, /p

j
/.  

One can draw a conclusion that from the very beginning of instruction Russian learners 

associate sounds [   ] and [     with th  corr spon in  l tt rs p and k, which is far from being 

true in many Danish words, where letters p and k are not syllable-initial and thus represent 

sounds [    and [    r sp ctiv ly. Ev n thou h l  rn rs m y be aware of aspiration as a 

property of these two Danish sounds, they cannot automatize the aspiration even at an 

advance level, which may in its turn result in mistakes in minimal pairs.  
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Target words t/s + [  ]* [t]*  t s * 

tøj  

detalje 

ømtålelig 

   s 

3 

5 

4 

 

1 

 

1 

6 

2 

5 

Table 40  Target [d  s] by the R-group  

 

Target words t/s + [t]*  t  *  t  * [ʈ]* 

tøj   

detalje 

ømtålelig 

   s 

2 

3 

2 

5 

1 

5 

1 

4 

2 

1  

1 

Table 41. Target [d  s] by the D-group 

 

As far as the aspirated sound [   s] is concerned (see Tables 40, 41), it was realized 

differently in the R- and D-groups. However, the features discovered in the samples of both 

gourps, verify the hypothesis about 1) the disaspiration of Danish /t/ and 2) a  t s]*-overtone, 

i.e. the replacement of [   s] with the most similar Russian affric t   t s . The latter was typical 

of the R-group in tøj (6), detalje (2) and ømtålelig (5)
17

. The former feature manifested itself 

in the D-samples as eith r  t *,  t  *,  t  * or  ʈ *. 

  

5.3.2.2. Voicing, assimilation and dentalization 

 

I predicted that the opposition voiced vs. devoiced as an inseparable characteristic of 

the consonant phonological inventory in Russian, can be transferred into Danish. This 

hypothesis proved to be true regarding a series of Danish consonant segments. What is 

characteristic of this transfer is that it turned out to be many-folded, and manifested itself 

differently for different positions of Danish consonant segments in the target words. See 

Tables 42, 43. 

 

Target words t/s + [b]* [p]* 

bestemme 

hoppe  

skarp 

ondskab 

   

6 

8 

9 

7 

3  

1 

 

2 

 

 
 + [k]* [g]* [-]* [gj]*       

gulv    4 1 4    

                                                 

 
17

 Out of 9 possible. 
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begejstret 

skinne  

fræk 

gemme 

2 

2 

9 

6 

 

5 

4 

 

 

1 

2 1 

 

 

 

 

 

2 

Table 42. Targets [b ]  [g ] by the R-group 

 

Target words t/s + [b]* [p]* 

bestemme 

hoppe  

skarp 

ondskab 

   

3 

6 

4 

5 

6  

3 

5 

4 

 

  + [k]* [g]* [-]*    * [gj]* 

gulv 

begejstret 

skinne  

fræk 

gemme 

   

4 

0 

2 

5 

4 

 

 

7 

3 

 

5 

8 

 

 

3 

 

1 

 

 

 

1 

 

 

 

 

2 

Table 43. Targets [b ]  [g ] by the D-group 

 

In the initial position of the unstressed syllable in bestemme [    w s mispronounced as the 

voiced [b]* by 3 R-subjects and 6 D-subjects, assumedly as the result of equivalence 

classification since, [b] and [     r   oth  il  i l plosiv s. In hoppe, skarp and ondskab [    

was mispronounced as the most similar Russian bilabial voiceless [p]* in both groups. In 

hoppe [    w s mispronounced as the result of letter-to-sound correlations between Danish p 

and Russian sound [p]. Whereas in skarp and ondskab [p]* was predictable, because in 

Russian a final bilabial plosive would be always [p]. Considering th t th  D nish      is 

voiceless in the final position, this feature of the Russian pronunciation would hardly affect 

the comprehensibility. In hoppe the only possible origin of [p]* goes to the already- 

mentioned spelling interference. Thus, we can see that the mispronunciation of [    c n t k  

different directions (voicing to [b] or assimilation (as the result of equivalence classification) 

to the Russian [p]) depending on both position of the sound and the corresponding letter 

representing this segment.  

Another consonant segment (see Tables 42, 43) that was voiced in the syllable-initial 

position, and assimilated to the most similar Russian sound [k] after s and in the syllable-final 

position, is     . It w s mispronounced as [g]* (25 out of possible 54) in gulv, begejstret and 

gemme; as [k]* (15 out of possible 36) in skinne and fræk respectively.  

Complicated features characterize the pronunci tion o      . See Tables 44, 45. Here 

again we deal with the equivalence classification and spelling interference depending on the 
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position. In storm and sytten      w s in th  most   vor  l  position
18

 from the point of view 

of the pronunciation hints (after s and double t), and thus none of the R-subjects 

mispronounced it, while the D-subjects produced it in th s  two wor s  s voic    lv ol r  t * 

(6)  n    nt l  t  * (3).  

 

Target words t/s + [   s]*    
j]*     * [t]*  t s * 

dum 

storm  

sytten 

dyne  

tidligt 

   

3 

9 

9 

3 

3 

 

 

 

 

1 

 

 

1 

5 

 

 

5 

 

1 

 

 

 

4 

 

 

 

 

1 

Table 44  Target [d ] by the R-group 

 

  + [d]* [   s]* [-]*     *     * [t]*  t  * [ʈ]* 

dum 

storm  

sytten 

dyne  

tidligt 

   

3 

5 

4 

2 

2 

1  

 

 

 

1 

 

 

 

 

2 

3 

 

 

5 

2 

 

 

2 

 

2 

4 

 

2 

 

2 

1 

 

1 

 

 

 

 

1 

Table 45  Target [d ] by the D-group 

 

Dissimilar phenomena characterized the pronunci tion o       in dum and dyne, with the 

initial d. B in   w r  th t      is   voic l ss soun  in D nish, one R-subject pronounced it as 

[t]* in dum as the result of hypercorrection, mentioned above. Whereas the majority of the 

participants voiced it to the  lv ol r     *(8),   nt l     * (14),    
j
]* (1), or [d]* (1) – out of 36 

possible native-like pronunciations. Here we see a clear feature of voicing before a vowel and 

dentalization analogously to th  Russi n     .  

In the final position in tidligt      w s realized as [t]*, [   s]*,  t s *, [ʈ]*,  t  * or omitt  . 

Thus, no cl  r r  ul rity c n     oun  so   r  or th   in l position  xc pt  or s yin  th t      in 

the final position would be most likely classified by Russians as a sound similar to /t/.  

 

Target words t/s + 
 s  * 

presse  

savne 

fysisk 

læse 

s 

9 

5 

9 

3 

 

4 

                                                 

 
18

 Here I mean that learners of Danish are usually aware that p, t, k after after s or double p, t, or k are never 

pronounced with aspiration. This is one of the basic rules about aspiration traditionally explained to learners of 

Danish.  
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  +  n ]* [nj]* 

norsk 

kunde 

næste 

n 

8 

9 

8 

1  

 

1 

  Table 46. Targets [s], [n] by the R-group 

 

Target words t/s 
+ 

 

 s  * [z]* 

presse  

savne 

fysisk 

læse 

s 

6 

5 

5 

3 

4 

1 

2 

 
 

4 

2 

 

  +  n ]* 

norsk 

kunde 

næste 

n 

5 

6 

5 

4 

3 

4 

  Table 47. Targets [s], [n] by the D-group 

 

The voicing as a foreign accent feature is typical not only of the Russian n tiv s‟ 

pronunciation of Danish segments [  ],     ,      in a syllable-initial position. As the data 

analysis showed, the alveolar [s] in an intervocalic position can be also exposed to voicing as 

[z]* (see Tables 46 47), which does not exist as a phoneme in Danish and may only seldom 

occur as an alophone as the result of assimilation. Relying on the data, I argue however, that 

this feature o  th  Russi n n tiv s‟ pronunci tion may vary from an individual to individual, 

and may be determined by a particular type of phonetic instruction. As is seen from the error 

systematization this feature was only typical of the D-subjects in læse and fysisk (2 and 4 [z]* 

respectively for each word). The voicing however was not however a major accent feature of 

[s]-articulation.  

While the dentalization was an additional feature of [  ]-articulation by the participants, 

it was a major one in the articulation of the Danish alveolar segments [s] and [n] (see Tables 

46, 47). This accent feature fits into SLM, since these sounds have a certain degree of 

similarity with the Russian [s] and [n] and differ only in their place of articulation as was 

mentioned in the comparative study. In the R-group the dentalization was more typical of the 

[s]-targets in savne rather than of the [n]-targets - only 1 variant  s  n ]* in norsk. The 
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dentalization of [s] and [n] was a more vivid accent feature in the D-group: presse (3), savne 

(4), fysisk (1), læse (2); norsk (4), kunde (3), næste (4)
19

.  

 

5.3.2.3. Palatalization and velarization  
 

As was mentioned in section 3, the phonological opposition palatalized vs. non-

palatalized is a crucial characteristic of the Russian consonant inventory. It would be hardly 

possible to imagine the Russian accent without any transfer of this consonant feature. The 

analysis of the reading samples verified that the palatalization affects Danish consonants in 

the position before front vowels, as it was predicted in the contrastive study, but additionally 

to the hypothesis I also have evidence in support of the palatalization after a front vowel and 

before the foreign accent induced [ə]*. However, I cannot conclude that the palatalization 

manifested itself as a primary property of the Russian accent.  

In both groups [h] in hemmelig was palatalized by an equal number of participants: in 

each group one subject mispronounced [h] as [x
j
]* and two as [h

j
]*. The sonorant segments 

[m], [n], [l] were also exposed to the palatalization, though the distribution of palatalization 

was uneven. Two R-subjects produced [m] as [m
j
]* in menneske and one R-subject realized 

[n] as [n
j
]* in næste.  The liquid sonorant [l] was palatalized by some subjects from both 

groups: as [l
j
]* in længe (3), bopæl (9), kulde (4)

20
, while in lammekød it was velarazied as 

[ɫ]* analogously as it would be in Russian after /a/. Other not numerous cases of 

palatalization were realized in vække [v
j
]* (4), gemme [g

j
]* (2) and begejstret [g

j
]* (2).

21
  

In my hypothesis I predicted that the Russian accent would have the palatalization of 

/b/, /d/, /g/ especially before /i/, /ɛ/, /y/, /e/ in Danish. The data analysis showed that this 

assumption was right for /g/, but I should admit that also sonorant segments, as well as the 

voiced [v] and voiceless [h] may be palatalized.  

 

 

 

 

                                                 

 
19

 In this line, the results are given for 9 D-participants.  
20

 Out of 18. 
21

 [g
j
]* in begejstret was due to the mispronunciation of  [aj] as [ej]* which made the nucleus of the diphthong a 

front vowel.  
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5.3.2.4. Other consonant features  
 

Target words t/s + [ɹ]* [ʀ]* [ɣ]* [   ]* [ʡ]* [ ]* 

rigdom  

ris 

beredskab 

irokeser 

   

6 

7 

8 

8 

  

 

 

1 

 

 

1 

1 1 

1 

 

1 

1 

 

  + [  ]* [ɹ]* [-]* 

bær 

kirke 

mor 

gerne 

ɐ  

9 

9 

8 

9 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1 

 

  + 
 s  * [ç]* [ʂ]* [ʃ]* 

sjov 

chokolade 
ɕ 

5 

3 

 3 

1 

1 

2 

 

3 

 

  + [-]* 

stride  

mad 

heddet 

vasket 

ð    

8 

1 

8 

9 

1 

 

1 

 

 Table 48. Targets [  ], [  ], [ɕ]  [    ] by the R-group 

 

Target words t/s + [ɹ]* [ʀ]* [r]* [ɾ]* [ɣ]* [-]* 

rigdom  

ris 

beredskab 

irokeser 

   

4 

6 

4 

5 

2 1 1 

2 

1 

2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

 

 

1 

 

 

 

2 

1 

 

  + [  ]* [ɹ]* [-]* [ə]* 

bær 

kirke 

mor 

gerne 

ɐ  

8 

5 

5 

5 

 

1 

 

1 

 

2 

4 

3 

 

 

  
+ 

 

 s  * [z]*  s 
j]* [sj]* [sj]* [ç]* [ʂ]* [tʃ]* [ʃ]* 

sjov 

chokolade 
ɕ 

2 

6 

  1  2 3 1 

1 

 

1 

 

1 

 

 

 

    r  * [lj]* [ʝ]*  ð  * [-]* [l]* [ð ]* [t]*     * 

stride  

mad 

heddet 

vasket 

ð    

5 

6 

7 

3 

1  

1 

 

1 1 

 

1 

 

1 

1 

 

 

1 

 

1 

 

 

1 

 

 

 

 

4 

 

 

 

1 

Table 49. Targets [  ], [  ], [ɕ]  [    ] by the D-group 
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In the error systematization, I met a difficulty of systematizing accent features typical 

of the collected reading samples for the targets [  ], [ɐ ],  ð      n   ɕ], since their pronunciation 

(see Tables 48, 49) by the subjects differed considerably from the phonological phenomena I 

discussed above in connection with other consonant segments. If we analyze accent features 

for these sounds from the point of view of Fle  ‟s SLM model, we can see that they all fall 

into the category of dissimilar sounds except for the alveolar-palatal [ɕ], which is very similar 

to the Russian palatal [ɕː . 

In accordance with this model, the Russian foreign accent would be less noticeable for 

[  ], [ɐ ],  ð     – because all the subjects have a quite high level of the command – and more 

considerable for [ɕ]. However, this theoretical assumption turned out to be true only of the R-

su j cts. No  vi  nt  cc nt o   ð     w s  oun  in the readings of stride, mad, heddet, vasket in 

this group (see Table 48). The same could be concluded about the R-readings of bær, kirke, 

mor and gerne with [ɐ ] as a target segment. The segment [  ] was realized by few R-subjects 

(7 out of 36 readings in the R-group) in rigdom and ris as [   ]*, [ʡ]* or [ ]*
22

, as [ʀ]* in 

irokeser and as [ɣ]* in beredskab. Thus, we can see that the scenario for [  ], [ɐ ],  ð     in the 

framework of SLM model was relevant only for the R-subjects. Now let us discuss the results 

for these sounds in the D-group.  

What is more interesting about [  ], [ɐ ],  ð     in the D-group is that opposite to my 

prediction about the pronuonciation of the lateral [l]* instead of  ð    , only 3 variants o   ð      s 

either [l
j
]* or [l]* were given by the D-subjects out of a total of 15 wrong variants of  ð     in 

stride, mad, heddet, vasket. No clear foreign accent regularity can be drawn from the data 

analysis except for a dialectal pronunciation of the final  ð     in vasket  s  ith r  t *or     *.  

My prediction about a more consonant-like pronunciation of [ɐ ] could neither be 

verified (see Tables 48, 49), but is sooner falsified since the main foreign accent feature for 

[ɐ ] was its omission rather than [  ]-like production in kirke, mor and fersken. On the 

contrary a less probable replacement by the hardly similar Russian thrilling [r]* (6) or [ʀ]* 

(1) proved to be a characteristic of [  ]-pronunciaiton in the D-group in rigdom, ris, 

beredskab, irokeser.  

The pronunciation of [ɕ] compared to those of [  ], [ɐ ] and  ð     w s not native-like in 

both groups. Since this segment is very similar to the Russian /ɕː/, it w s mispronounced as 

                                                 

 
22

 If we consider that [ ] (fricative) and [  ] (approximant) are both uvular segments this would decrease the 

number of mispronounced variants to 5 out of 36.  
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[ç]* (7), [ʂ]* (5), [ʃ]* (4), [sj]* (2) or [tʃ]* (1). The latter two were assumedly produced as the 

result of spelling interference in sjov and chokolade, while [ç]*, [ʂ]* [ʃ]* were given 

according to the equivalence classification.   

Thus, due to the error systematizations done separately for the D- and R-groups I could 

trace different stages of the foreign accent in Danish learners for sounds [  ], [ɐ ] and  ð    . It is 

possible to draw a conclusion that more frequent mispronunciations of dissimilar [  ], [ɐ ] and 

 ð     by the D-participants advocate for their less advanced level of the Danish pronunciation 

 or th s  thr   soun s,  s Fl    ‟s SLM mo  l woul   ccount  or th t. However, the latter is 

not claimed but only suggested and needs to be tested in other tasks with more [  ], [ɐ ] and 

 ð    -targets set in a more natural environment than isolated words.  

 

 

5.3.4. Word stress features 

5.3.4.1. Double primary word stress  
 

From the error systematization below, we can easily see that the ignorance of the 

double primary stress in Danish was a major characteristic in both groups. See Tables 50, 51. 

In direkte and allerede the double primary stress was one of the options recommended as a 

standard variant along with the the combination of the main stress on the first syllable and the 

secondary stress (I included these words as targets for the double primary stress). However, 

the overwhelming majority of subjects produced none of the options correctly. Target words 

femogtredive and julefest were pronounced with the double primary stress by a total of 4 

subjects and 6 subjects respectively.  

direkte 

 

allerede 

 

[ˈ  iˈ       ə] or 

[ˈ  iˌ       ə]  

[ˈ  ləˈ   ːð    ə] or 

[ˈ  ləˌ   ːð    ə] 

1 

0 

0 

2 

 iˈr kt * (8)  

 

 ll ˈr   * (7) 

    

femogtredive 

julefest 

[ˈfemʌ ˈ   str ð   və] 

 ˈjuləˈ  s  ]  

4 

3 

ˌ  mo ˈtr  iv * (4), ˈ  mo ˌtr  iv * (1) 

ˈjul ˌ  st* (4), ˈjul   st* (1), ˌjul ˈ  st* (1)  

       bagefter [ˈbεˀjˈ    ʌ ] or 

[ˈbεˀjˌ    ʌ ]  

2 

4 

ˌbagˈefter* (3)    

Table 50. Double primary word stress in the R-group 
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direkte 

 

allerede 

 

[ˈ  iˈ       ə] or  

[ˈ  iˌ       ə]  

[ˈ  ləˈ   ːð    ə] or 

[ˈ  ləˌ   ːð    ə] 

0 

0 

1 

0 

 iˈr kt * (8), ˌ iˈr kt * (1),   

 

 

ˈ ll r   * (3),  ll ˈr   * (5)   

femogtredive 

julefest 

[ˈfemʌ ˈ   str ð   və] 

  ˈjuləˈ  s  ]  

0 

3 

ˌ  mo ˈtr  iv * (8), ˌ  mo tr ˈ iv * (1)  

ˈjul ˌ  st* (6)  

       bagefter [ˈbεˀjˈ    ʌ ] or 

[ˈbεˀjˌ    ʌ ]  

2 

2 

ˌbagˈefter* (5)    

Table 51. Double primary secondary stress in the D-group 

 

Such a poor performance can be ascribed to the absence in Russian of the double 

primary stress. A more Russian-like stress pattern ta-ˈta-(ta) for non-compound words was a 

major guideline in the realizations of direkte and allerede resulting in  iˈr kt * (16) 

 ll ˈr   *
23

 (12) with only one primary stress or with a correct primary stress on the first 

syllable of ˈallerede* (3), but omission of the secondary/second primary stress on the second 

syllable. The same was true of bagefter, which was produced as ˌbagˈefter* (8) according to 

the Russian pattern ta-ˈta-(ta).  

Femogtredive and julefest were exposed to a different non-native like word 

stressassignment, namely the combination of a secondary and a primary stress or vice versa, 

thus the most typical variants w r  ˌ  mo ˈtr  iv * (12),  n  ˈjul ˌ  st* (10)
24

. The subjects 

processed these words as compounds having one primary and one secondary stress, which 

was quite predictable because of their morphological properties.  

 

 

5.3.4.2. Secondary stress in compound and non-compound words 

 

Even though both Russian and Danish are stress-timed languages their stress patterns 

does not always work in the same way. As was mentioned in the  comparative study the 

occurrence of secondary stress is one of the major distinctions between the two languages. 

The secondary stress in Russian is typical of long words, having the main stress more than 

three syllables away from the beginning of the word, not necessarily compounds. Thus, in 

                                                 

 
23

 The neglected secondary stress here can be aslo heard sometimes in Danish native speakers. It was however 

classified as *, since in Russian native speakers this would not sound native-like because of the syllable 

dynamics, which was not in the focus of the current study. 
24

 See footnote 23. 
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Russian the secondary stress will be inherent to the beginning of the word, i.e. the first or the 

second stem/syllable (Avanesov, 1956). In Danish, especially in compound words the 

secondary stress is usually assigned to the stem/syllable(s) following the first syllable (Heger 

1992), as is it the case in the target words ytringsfrihed, andetsprogspædagogik, barnevogn, 

and non-compound sårbar and barndom. 

The data analysis and error systematization showed (see Tables 52, 53 below) that in 

the compoun s with mor  th n two st ms Russi n n tiv  sp  k rs t n  to “s v ” th  prim ry 

stress for the last stem in the word as was the case with ytringsfrihed and 

andetsprogspædagogik, while setting the secondary stress on the first stem(s). Another 

typical feature of the Russian accent that should be highlighted in connection with the 

secondary word stress is a mere ignoring of the latter, as was the case with barndom and 

eventyret.  

       eventyret 

 

 [ˈ ːvənˌ   syɐ ˀəð   ]  

 

1 evenˈtyret (8) 

ytringsfrihed 

 

andetsprogs-

pædagogik 

 

 

barnevogn 

  ˈy     ŋsˌf  ihəð   ] 

 

[ˈ  nəð   ̩ s    o s          o ˌ  i  ] 

 

 

 

[ˈ    ːnəˌvɔ wn] 

3 

 

1 

 

 

 

 

9 

ytˈrin sˌ riˈh  * (2), ˌytrin sˈ rih  * (3) 

ytˌrin sˌ riˈh  * (1) 

ˈ n  tˈspro spæ  ˈ o isk* (2), 

ˌ n  tˌspro spæ  ˈ o ik* (3) 

ˈ n  tˌspro spæ  ˈ o ik* (1),  

ˌ n  tˌspro spæ   oˈ ik* (1),  

ˈ n  tˌspro spæ  ˈ oˌ ik*  (1) 

sårbar 

barndom 

[ˈsɔ ːˌ    ] 

[ˈ    ːnˌ  ʌ mˀ]  

9 

4 

 

ˈbarndom* (5)
 25

  

Table 52. Secondary stress in compound and non-compound words in the R-group 

 

eventyret [ˈ ːvənˌ   syɐ ˀəð   ]  1 evenˈtyret*(7), eventyrˈet* (1) 

ytringsfrihed 

 

andetsprogs-

pædagogik 

 

 

 

barnevogn  

  ˈy     ŋsˌf  ihəð   ] 

 

[ˈ  nəð   ̩ s    o s          o ˌ  i  ] 

 

 

 

[ˈ    ːnəˌvɔ wn] 

3 

 

1 

 

 

 

 

9 

ytˈrin sˌ riˈh  * (2), ˌytrin sˈ rih  * (3) 

ytˌrin sˌ riˈh  * (1) 

ˈ n  tˈspro spæ  ˈgogisk* (2), 

ˌ n  tˌspro spæ  ˈ o ik* (3) 

ˈ n  tˌspro spæ  ˈ o ik* (1),  

ˌ n  tˌspro spæ   oˈ ik* (1),  

ˈ n  tˌspro spæ  ˈ oˌ ik* (1) 

   

sårbar 

barndom 

[ˈsɔ ːˌ    ] 

[ˈ    ːnˌ  ʌ mˀ]  

9 

3 

 

ˈbarndom* (6)  

Table 53. Secondary stress in compound and non-compound words in the D-group 

                                                 

 
25

 See footnote 23.  
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5.3.4.3. Broken word stress in prefixed words  

 

In the contrastive study, I put forward the idea that Danish prefixed words would be a 

particular challenge for Russian speakers. However, it was methodologically impossible to 

predict what particular features would characterize word stress in prefixed words.  

According to the data and error systematization (see Tables 54, 55), a general tendency 

in the word stress assignment in prefixed words can be defined as a broken word stress. This 

phenomenon can be obviously traced as the result of  

 re-distribution of the stress from the root to the prefix or vice versa, or the assignment: 

e.g., ˌuˈheld*, uˈheld , ˌuˈkendt , uˈkendt  , ˈukendt , ˈumuligt ; 

 

 setting a secondary or a primary word stress on an unstressed prefix: e.g.  

ˈbeˌarbejde , ˌbeˈarbejde , ˈbearbejde , ˈbearˌbejde , ˈmistænksom*, ˈuˌmuligt , 

ˌuˈheldig*, ˈuˌheldig*, ˈuheld*
26

. 

uheldig 

uheld  

mistanke 

mistænksom 

bearbejde 

 

ukendt  

umuligt 

[uˈhelˀ  i] 

[ˈuˌhelˀ] 

[ˈmis   s  ŋ  ə] 

[misˈ   s ŋˌsʌ mˀ] 

[      ˈ    j  ə]  

 

[ˈuˌ    n  ] 

[uˈmuˀli  ] 

7 

4 

2 

9 

0 

 

5 

9 

ˌuˈheldig* (1), ˈuˌheldig* (1) 

ˌuˈheld* (2), uˈheld* (2), ˈuheld* (1) 

misˈtanke* (7)  

 

  ˈ r  j  * (2), ˈ  ˌ r  j  * (1), ˌ  ˈ r  j  * (4), 

ˈbe r  j  * (1), ˈ   rˌ  j  * (1)  

uˈkendt* (3), ˌuˈkendt* (1),  

 

Table 54. Word stress in prefixed words in the R-group 

 

uheldig 

uheld 

mistanke 

mistænksom 

bearbejde 

 

ukendt 

umuligt 

[uˈhelˀ  i] 

[ˈuˌhelˀ] 

[ˈmis   s  ŋ  ə] 

[misˈ   s ŋˌsʌ mˀ] 

[      ˈ    j  ə] 

 

[ˈuˌ    n  ] 

[uˈmuˀli  ] 

5 

4 

3 

6 

0 

 

3 

5 

ˌuˈheldig* (1), ˈuˌheldig* (1), ˈuheldig (2) 

ˌuˈheld* (2), ˈuheld* (2), uˈheld* (1) 

misˈtanke* (6) 

ˈmistænksom* (2),ˈmisˌtænksom* (1) 

1 not valid,   ˈ r  j  * (2), ˈ  ˌ r  j  * (1) ˌ   rˈ  j  * 

(2)ˈ   rˌ  j  * (1), ˈ   r  j  * (2) 

ˌuˈk n t* (3), uˈk n t* (2), ˈuk n t* (1) 

ˈumuli t* (2), ˈuˌmuli t* (2) 

Table 55. Word stress in prefixed words in the D-group 

  

Thus, I verified the hypothesis about the double primary stress, which is typically either 

ignored or set in a word with two primary stresses, as if there were a secondary and main 

stress in this word. I also examined whether the secondary word stress is preserved in non-

compound Danish words and may conclude that it was ignored by more than 50% of subjects 
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 See footnote 23. 
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in the study. As for the secondary stress in compound words, it is very likely to be moved to 

the last stem of a compound as the data showed. Finally, I narrowed my predictions about the 

word stress assinement in prefixed words to the phenomenon of a broken word stress. It 

should be noted, that I studied the features of word stress assignment in Danish by Russian 

native speakers only typical of a word pronunciation in an isolated position or a focus word in 

an utterance. As the error systematization showed, the described features were traceable in 

both groups of subjects. Further analysis can address the word stress assignment in word 

combinations and sentences, and the obtained results may serve as a basis for other studies of 

the Russian accent on suprasegmental levels.  

6. Global accent rating  

  

For the global accent assessment, for the methodological reasons described in section 

2.3, I also chose a reading task. I applied the so-called paragraph-reading technique, 

according to Piske et al. (2001: 193) widely used in other accent rating experiments (e.g., 

Oyama, 1976; Neufeld, 1979, 1980; Tahta et al., 1981; Piper & Cansin, 1988; Thompson, 

1991; Bongaerts et al., 1995; Moyer, 1999). 

As was mentioned earlier in section 4.1.3, all 27 subjects were offered to read aloud a 

small passage from “Skolegade 4” (Sandal, 2005: 79) – see Figure 6 – after they have read 

the WL1 and before reading the WL2. To be exact, I recorded 12 reading samples by subjects 

from the D-group and 15 samples in the R-group. 

 The above-resented D-vs.-R-taxonomy was an underlying characteristic of the whole 

experiment, which was aimed at investigating whether SIPT plays any accent-mitigating role 

in the case of Russian learners of Danish as either a second or a foreign language.  

It should be noted that in the case of T-readings, the title was omitted by some 

participants, but this fact is considered to be a minor issue, since this would not affect the 

accent degree ratings.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6. Text for the global accent assessment 

Regler 

”D  vi h v   vær t i J p n i omkrin   t h lv år, m  t  j    n holl n sk in  ni r   r 

havde boet i Japan i mange år. Jeg fortalte ham om vores middagsinvitation. Han lyttede 

og kunne fortælle mig følgende: i Japan spiser man op. Hvis man har taget noget op på sin 

tallerken må man spise det.  

Man kan ikke give gaver der ikke er pakket ind. En cd er ikke en passende gave. Det er  

f. eks. blomster eller chokolade.  

Man går ikke ud i folks køkkener. Det er privat område, lige som soveværelser ofte er det i 

D nm rk. Hvis   t  r s nt o  m n  liv r til u t  n  rink, si  r m n pænt n j t k.” 
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6.1. Rating procedure and rating method 
 

All 27 samples of the text were exposed to the global accent rating by native speakers 

of Danish. Methodologically, the global accent rating experiment was based on the 

 ss ssm nt o  th  su j cts‟  cc nt in  ccor  nce with a 5-point rating scale: 

1- heavy accent; 

2- considerable accent; 

3- slight accent; 

4- almost native-like; 

5- native-like. 

Since from the methodological point of view it was impossible to predict prior to the 

rating results that any of the subjects would sound native-like and score the highest point for 

the accent degree, I had to record four native controls on an anonymous basis to make sure 

that native-like samples were included in the rating procedure. Native controls were three 

females and one male aged approximately 20-50. 

The ratings were carried out by native raters for each T-sample. Technically speaking 

the accent assessment was carried out by means of filling in a special accent rating template 

(see Appendix 16). All th  p rticip nts‟ p rson l num  rs (PPNs) in th  r tin  t mpl t  w r  

changed to numbers from 1 to 31 (27 samples and 4 controls), without using the previously 

introduced PPN-taxonomy (neither R vs. D, nor 2 vs. 1 (see section 4.2.2). The names of the 

audio files were also changed in the same way. Then all the ”new” samples were shuffled in 

a way that would ensure an even representation of the D- and R-subjects at the beginning of 

the rating list as well as at the end of the latter. Thus, for instance, D5 was numbered as 10, 

D13 as 17, R4 as 19, etc. For the correspondences between the rating numbers and PPNs, see 

Appendix 17.  

6.2. Raters 
 

Eight raters aged 17-65 years took part in the experiment: 4 expert raters (with a 

linguistic background) and 4 non-expert raters (without special linguistic background). I have 

previously explained in section 2.2., why I decided to choose volunteer raters from two 

groups. Five females and three males volunteered to be raters. Three of eight raters live 

currently in Aarhus area, while other 5 raters live in Greater Copenhagen.  
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6.3. Results  
 

Figure 7 shows rating results for the global accent degree assessments of samples from 

the R-group (PPNs 1.1. - 1.15 on the orange field) and the D-group (PPNs 2.1.-2.8., 2.10.-

2.13 on the green field). I used an averaging technique to find out which group received 

higher scores. The R-group as experiment showed demonstrated a better performance in the 

reading task with an average of 2.17, while the D- roup‟s  v r    w s sli htly low r, namely 

1.8. on the above-mentioned 5-point scale.  

Initially, I considered the groups to be methodologically equal, mainly because in the 

case of the R-participants a longer instruction and SIPT would compensate for the D- roup‟s 

advantage of living in a language environment where Danish is a dominating language. Thus, 

by default the D-subjects would assumedly have more chances to put their language skills in 

language practice with native speakers, mitigate their foreign accent by a larger native input 

exposure and an active use of Danish outside language schools.  

The analysis of the questionnaires filled in by all the participants showed that there is a 

very solid ground to conclude that the R- roup‟s hi h r scores should be first and foremost 

ascribed to foreign accent mitigating role of SIPT, and these results are consistent with those 

obtained previously in the field of foreign accent studies. I have a series of arguments in 

favor of the fact that other factors, such as the length of instruction and the age of L2 

acquisition did not play any significant role, at least under the conditions of this experiment.  

Firstly, the percentage of a regular L1 use (which is considered to be a significant factor 

determining the degree of a foreign accent (Piske et al. 2001) and which has been recently set 

into focus by, for instance, Flege et al. (1997), (1999b), should have lead us to opposite 

results, since all but one R-subjects almost never use Danish outside the classroom and do not 

have conversations with native speakers on a regular basis - as a consequence their average 

foreign global accent degree ratings should have been lower compared to that of the D-

subjects, but they are not. Thus, for example subject D6 with a stated percentage of Danish in 

everyday use at work equal to 80% received an average of 1.5., while R3 with a zero 

percentage of Danish use outside classroom and 90% of Russian use, had an average score of 

2.6.  
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Figure 7. Results of the global accent degree ratings across all the 8 raters. 

Abbreviations: PPN – participant’s personal number; ER – expert rater; N-ER – non-expert 

rater.  

 

Secondly, according to Piske et al. (2001) the length of instruction as one of the 

instruction l ”v ri  l s”, w s  oun   y  Flege & Fletcher (1992) to be a significant predictor 

PPN Age & Sex 

Number 

in 

rating 

sheet ER1 ER2 ER3 ER4 N-ER 1 N-ER2 N-ER3 N-ER4 Average 

1.1. 19 M 1 1 1 2 1 3 1 2 1 1.5 

1.2. 21 M 6 1 2 3 3 2 2 4 3 2.5 

1.3. 19 F 3 2 3 3 2 4 2 3 2 2.6 

1.4. 19 F 19 2 2 2 4 3 1 2 2 2.3 

1.5. 19 F 5 1 2 4 3 4 1 3 2 2.5 

1.6. 21 F 13 1 2 2 4 3 2 3 1 2.3 

1.7. 19 M 7 1 2 3 3 2 3 3 3 2.5 

1.8. 21 F 20 1 1 2 3 1 1 1 1 1.4 

1.9. 20 M 25 1 1 2 3 2 1 2 1 1.6 

1.10. 22 F 4 1 1 2 2 3 2 3 2 2.0 

1.11. 21 F 22 2 2 4 4 2 2 3 3 2.8 

1.12. 21 F 12 1 2 2 4 2 1 2 3 2.1 

1.13. 22 M 21 3 1 2 3 2 1 1 1 1.8 

1.14. 22 F 8 1 2 3 3 4 2 2 2 2.4 

1.15. 20 F 23 2 2 3 4 2 2 2 2 2.4 

2.1. 31 M 31 1 1 2 1 3 1 2 1 1.5 

2.2. 31 M 6 1 2 3 3 2 2 4 3 2.5 

2.3. 27 F 24 1 1 2 3 1 1 2 1 1.5 

2.4. 22 F 15 2 2 2 3 2 1 2 2 2.0 

2.5 22 F 10 2 2 3 4 4 2 3 3 2.9 

2.6 30 F 26 1 1 2 3 1 1 1 2 1.5 

2.7 60 F 11 1 1 1 3 2 1 1 1 1.4 

2.8 25 M 27 1 1 1 3 1 1 1 1 1.3 

2.10 24 M 16 1 1 2 4 2 1 1 1 1.6 

2.11 30 F 28 1 2 3 3 2 1 2 3 2.1 

2.12 30 F 29 1 2 3 3 2 1 2 2 2.0 

2.13 33 F 17 1 1 1 4 1 1 1 1 1.4 

native control 1 9 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5.0 

native control 2 18 5 4 4 5 5 4 4 5 4.5 

native control 3 30 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5.0 

native control 4 14 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5.0 
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of the degree of L2 foreign accent, but accounted for only 5% of the variance in the foreign 

accent ratings obtained in experiment (Flege & Fletcher, 1992) with Spanish learners of 

En lish. Mor ov r, in som  stu i s  ccor in  to Pisk   t  l. 2001: 200) “…  tot l  mount o  

formal classroom training, was found to be inversely related to the L2 pronunciation 

 ccur cy”. This m  ns th t   lon  r instruction in th  c s  o  the R-subjects (average of 31 

months) compared to that of the D-subjects (average of 25 months) would hardly account for 

a higher average score in the accent degree rating. Vivid examples in support of a very 

inconsiderable role of the length of instruction as an accent factor are those of subjects D2 

(average score – 2.5.; length of instruction – 17 months); and R13 (average score – 1.8.; 

length of instruction – 45 months), and vice versa D4 (average score – 2.0.; length of 

instruction – 30 months); and R7 (average score – 2.5.; length of instruction – 18 months).  

Thirdly, according to the questionnaires all the subjects started learning Danish as 

adults after the age of 17-18 or even later as D7, who started learning Danish at the age of 58, 

(her scores however are none the worse than those of D13 who started at the age of 32), and 

consequently can be all regarded as late learners, thus minimizing to zero an early exposure 

to Danish as a decisive and advantageous factor.  

Finally, the results obtained in the case-study on the global accent degree are consistent 

with other studies supporting a crucial role of an intensive phonetic training for late foreign 

and second language learners as an accent-mitigating factor. Thus, in Bongaerts et al. 

(1997)‟s stu y the ratings received by late learners of English were comparable to those 

obtained for native speakers of English and according to Bongaerts et al. (1997), the latter 

was due to an intensive phonetic training in the perception and production of English sounds.  

Another study carried out by Moyer (1999) provides evidence supporting a positive 

effect of the suprasegmental and segmental training for native English learners of German. 

”Sh   oun  th t thos  su j cts who h   r c iv    oth, obtained ratings that were closer to the 

r n   o  r tin s o t in    or n tiv  sp  k rs o  G rm n” (Pisk   t  l. 2001: 200). 

In my case study, the R-subjects received, according to the information reported by 

professors of the Institute of Scandinavian Languages, Dutch and Finnish at Moscow State 

Linguistic University a special introductory phonetic training in both segmental and prosodic 

aspects of the Danish pronunciation prior to the main course of the Danish language studies. 

According to the questionnaires, this course lasted for 4 months with 10 academic hours of 

instruction per week, including phonetic training in the language laboratories of 
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approximately 3 academic hours per week. In other words, SIPT was of a quite intensive 

ch r ct r. R lyin  on Miss  li  (1999)‟s stu y,   prosody-oriented phonetic training is more 

effective in improving pronunciation than a segment-oriented training. Therefore, I should 

admit that the R-subjects, who received a special training in both aspects, should have 

probably received higher scores.  

Interestingly, according to the few comments given by the volunteer raters (only expert 

raters gave comments) on the R-su j cts‟  licit tions in most c s s the foreign accent 

manifested itself most vividly through either prosodic characteristics, such as intonation and 

phrasal stress, or segments, and only in fewer cases through both. For example:  

 

 for R10: ”Lydene er rigtig gode, men trykfordelingen og intonationen driller”.  

 for R8: ”Lydene er meget sk ve, men trykfordelingen er faktisk OK”. 

 for R13: ”Rigtig god intonation, men lydene forstyrrer lidt.”. 

 for R1: ”Udtalen er god, men selve intonationen er særligt afslørende”.’ 

 for R11: ”Intonationen er n sten perfekt. Accenten er tydeligst i udtalen af ”o” og 

”cd”. God intonation.” 

 

Such a tendency can be probably explained by the fact that even in advanced learners of 

Danish, automatization of pronunciation simultaneously on both segmental and 

susprasegmnetal levels, comes into force much later, if it does at all.  

The comments on the D-su j cts‟ r   in  s mpl s    r ss   m inly th   cc nt on th  

segmental level. Only two subjects received comments concerning their intonation. 

 for D1: ”Lydene er simpelthen for uklare.” 

 for D3: ”Accenten afsl res s rligt i udtalen af ”havde”.” 

 for D4: ”Trykfordeling og intonation er gode og ville have givet 5 hvis ikke nogle af 

lydene forstyrrede. Endelserne bliver ”slugt” ved få af ordene.” 

 for D6: ”Intonation og trykfordeling forstyrrer. Derimod g r det faktisk ikke noget at 

hendes r’er er triller.” 

 for D7: ”Sv rt ved at sige ’h’ og ’ ’.” 

 for D8: ”H’erne er ret forstyrrende. Speciel udtale af ’h’.” 

 for D10: ”Trykfordeling og intonation er gode, men lydene er sv re at kende. Speciel 

udtale af ’lyttede og ’f lgende’.” 

 for D13: ”Mange forstyrrende lyde.” 
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The latter can be assumedly ascribed to the D-subjects‟ l r  r  xposur  to n tiv  input 

and therefore a better performance in terms of prosody. The latter however is only an 

assumption and further research is needed to test this idea.  

Among the most common remarks, concerning segments in both R-and D-samples 

were those related to the articulation of /h/. This tendency goes at first sight somewhat against 

my results of the study on the typical segmental features of Russian accent. I argue that a 

better performance of subjects in the production of target [h]-sounds in the reading task with 

the WL1 w s  u  to th  t r  t wor ‟s isol t   position wh n su j cts  i  not h v  to    so 

concentrated on the suprasegmnetal level features of their pronunciation compared to the text 

reading.  

All I all, I believe that in general neither of groups demonstrated an outstanding 

performance in the T-task, according to the scores assigned to the participants. However, two 

participants – R11 and D5 – have been assigned scores almost equal to 3 points, which 

corr spon  to “  sli ht  cc nt” on th   iv -point scale. I argue that in the case of R11 this was 

pro   ly  u  to R11‟s thr  -week stay in Denmark for the purpose of summer language 

course, when R11 had more exposure to a native input than other subjects from the R-group 

as well as due to the fact that R11, compared to other R-subjects have had approximately 5.5. 

hours of conversation with native speakers per month. As far as D5 is concerned, her higher 

th n oth rs‟  v r    scor s c n     ssi n   to th    ct th t,  ccor in  to h r qu stionn ir , 

she has had Danish as a language of instruction on a graduate-level for the last 6 months. 

I have thus empirically, verified my hypothesis that SIPT plays an accent-mitigating 

role and argue that it would considerably improve an accent in late learners of Danish as a 

second language, if it is introduced before the first modules of the Danish language course 

(see Appendix 24 for the module system applied in the field of the Danish language course 

for adult and young learners of Danish as a second language according to the Common 

European Language Framework). The latter is relevant at least in the case of later learners 

with Russi n  s L1. Furth r r s  rch is n      to  in  out SIPT‟s rol  in the global accent 

improvement in late learners of Danish with other L1s. 
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Final conclusions and discussions 
 

The goal of this thesis was to answer two questions. The first question was the 

following:  

1) What are the most typical foreign accent features in Russian native speakers with 

Danish as a foreign and second language on the segmental level and in the word stress 

assignment?  

To answer the first question I used one of the methodological principles of accent 

studies most widely applied during the recent decades (Flege, 2002; Best et al. 2001; Flege et 

al., 1995; Flege 1981a; Ingram & Park, 1998; McAllister et al., 2002; Missaglia, 1999). I 

proceeded from more abstract predictions about how dissimilarities and similarities between 

Danish and Russian phonemic inventories can be reflected in the Russian accent. These 

predictions were formulated as the result of the contrastive analysis of the Danish and 

Russian phonemic inventories according to the theory of the distinctive phonological 

features, as well as the comparison of the distinctive aspects of word stress assignment in two 

languages.  

All th  hypoth s s   out th     tur s o  th  Russi n n tiv s‟ pronunci tion in Danish 

were tested empirically by means of the case-study. The case study included: 1) data 

collection in the form of recordings of the two word lists with target segments and word 

stress patterns read by 18 subjects; 2) error systematization and error analysis.  

The error analysis was mainly based on two major theoretical assumptions. The first 

on  w s,  ccor in  to Fl   ‟s th ory o   quiv l nc  classification that Russian native 

speakers would tend to classify Danish sounds, which are similar to the Russian ones in terms 

of articulation, according to the categories and articulation properties of the corresponding 

Russian similar sounds. The second assumption was that the typical errors in pronunciation 

would be also the result o  th  sp llin  int r  r nc , “wh r  y th  sp llin  o  th  wor …” in 

L2 “…tri   rs   corr spon  nc    tw  n…” an L2 spelling symbol “… n  th  

pronunciation of the same symbol in th  n tiv  l n u   …” (Mi lio & Fuk z w  2006: 

4145). Both of these assumptions were empirically substantiated and the following 

conclusions can be made on the typical features of the Russian natives‟ foreign accent in 

Danish on the segmental level and on the level of word stress assignment. 

The Russian natives tend to qualitatively reduce Danish vowel qualities      to  ɐ]* or 

[ə *;  ε  to  ə]*; [    to  ɐ *. All these Danish vowels tend to be qualitatively reduced 
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according to the principles of the Russian weakening of vowels in the unstressed position, 

because the Russian natives tend to classify them as similar Russian vowel qualities. 

Remarkably, as it may seem, in some dissimilar vowels, the reduction was realized in 

compliance with the Danish principles of vowel weakening, as for instance, in the case of [y] 

to a front-mid allophone [ʏ]*. 

The Russi n n tiv s‟ pronunci tion in D nish is ch r ct riz    y fewer quality 

distinctive properties of the back vowels. Those Danish vowel segments which are open-mid 

and close-mid –  o    n  th    v nc    ɔ ] respectively – tend to be mispronounced by the 

Russian native speakers as [u]* or more rarely as allophones of the Russian /o/, the latter is 

more typical o   o  . Thus, Russi n l  rn rs t n  to r sort to th  us    o  th    mili r soun  

inventory, namely [u] and [o] (according to the equivalence classification or as the result of 

spelling interference of the letters u and o), with a worse distinction of other back vowel 

qualities subject to narrowing. Danish words where vowel allophones are represented in 

spelling, by means of the letters also found in the Russian language (that may be or are used 

in the latter to represent a different vowel quality) mispronunciation will have a greater 

probability.  

The Russian natives tend to shorten the Danish long vowels. However, the latter 

depends on the type of the instruction the learners receive, in the current study those subjects 

who had a special phonetic training with the focus on the distinction between long and short 

vowels performed better in the reading task for the long targets. 

The non-syllabic elements [w] and [ɐ ] in Danish diphthongs can be consonantized as 

[v]* and [r]*/ [  ]* respectively. Danish diphthongs can be mispronounced as monophthongs, 

especially [ɐ ]-diphthongs.  

The Russian native speakers tend not to aspirate segments [   ] and [    . The aspirated 

[   s] is either disaspirated as  t *,  t  *,  t  * or  ʈ *, or is replaced by the similar Russi n 

   ric t   t s *. The voiceless segments [   ,       n        r  voic     t r   vow l;  slo  s  in  n 

intervocalic position. The Russian natives tend to dentalize /d/, /s/, /t/ /n/. 

The double primary stress is typically either ignored by the Russian natives or set in a 

word with two primary stresses, as if there were a secondary and main stress in this word. 

The secondary word stress is often ignored in non-compound words, and in compounds with 

more than two stems, the Russi n n tiv  sp  k rs t n  to “s v ” th  prim ry str ss  or th  

last stem in the word.  
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Methodologically speaking, these are the features, which I put forward as the result of 

the contrastive study. Thus, in general, the case study provided evidence in support of most of 

the predictions. The case study gave also grounds to figure out other typical features, which 

had not been predicted in the contrastive study. The latter gives credit to the error analysis 

made, in terms of the methodological value. Therefore, I have to supplement the features 

presented above with the following ones.  

Russian advanced late learners of Danish in general tend to preserve the Danish vowel 

quality better in the stressed positions. However, the equivalence classification is also typical 

of the stressed vowels. The current study provided evidence, that the equivalence 

classification may be regarded as a two-sided phenomenon and therefore, can empirically 

 xt n  Fl   ‟s i     y s yin  th t not only do advanced L2 learners demonstrate a worse 

performance for the L2 sound (A), more similar to the corresponding L1 sound (B), they may 

also have a tendency to produce A instead of B, as is the case with the Danish [i] vs.    ] 

distinction in Russian learners. Additionally, the front labialized [  ] is often mispronounced 

as [y], especially under the influence of the spelling interference. Soun s       n     ] are 

generically susceptible to narrowing in terms of height to such qualities as [ø]*, [ɞ]*, [ʏ]* and 

[ɵ]* as well as a tongue retraction. The nucleus of the diphthong may be exposed to the same 

qualitative errors as the corresponding vowel quality. The error analysis also narrowed my 

predictions about the word stress assignment in prefixed words to the phenomenon of a 

broken word stress. 

The error analysis, as the last step of the case study, also provided evidence that 

falsifies some of my hypotheses, or extends some of them. Thus, one of my hypotheses was 

that the Russians would palatalize /b/, /d/, /g/ especially before Danish front /i/, /ɛ/, /y/, /e/. 

The error analysis showed that this assumption was right for /g/, but I should admit that also 

sonorant segments, voiced [v] and voiceless [h] may be exposed to palatalization. I also have 

evidence in support of the palatalization after a front vowel and before [ə]*. However, I 

cannot conclude that the palatalization manifested itself as a primary property of the Russian 

accent. 

In my contrastive study on the vowel inventories, I pointed out the phonemes / /  n  /ε/ 

and their allophones as major eventual targets for weakening in unstressed positions. The 

error analysis showed however, that this hypothesis could have been extended over other 
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vowel front and back qualities. Thus, front [  ] in the pre-tonic syllable was usually reduced to 

[ɪ]*, just as the Russian [i] would be in the same position; [ɔ ] was exposed to [ʊ]*-weakening 

– typical of the Russian /u/ in the pre-tonic position. 

The results of the error analysis also falsified my hypothesis about lengthening of the 

short vowels and about the velarization of /l/. Moreover, my prediction about a more 

consonant-like pronunciation of segment [ɐ ] could neither be verified, but is sooner falsified 

since the main accent feature for [ɐ ] was its omission rather than [  ]-like production. 

As far as the reading task (the word lists readings) is concerned, it is possible to 

conclude that methodologically it met the goals of the thesis in terms of the segmental aspects 

o  th  Russi n n tiv s‟ pronunci tion in D nish  s w ll  s the word stress assignment. 

However, it is not possible to exclude the fact that a spontaneous speech task or, for example 

an elicitation of the target sentences or words after a native speaker would highlight other 

features of the pronunciation in the target groups. Moreover, the reading task, as was already 

mentioned was not illustrative for the segment [ə], which should be rather studied in the 

framework of either a spontaneous speech production or reading tasks other than with 

isolated words.  

It should be noted that the whole thesis was not aimed at doing a quantitative research 

on the statistical significance of the mentioned features and was of a qualitative, descriptive 

and phonetic character. Nor should it have assessed the consequences of these or those 

typical segmental and word stress features from the point of the language use. However, I 

believe that the set of the features typical of the Russian accent described and systematized in 

this thesis have a significant practical importance for the speakers of Danish as a foreign or 

second language with Russian as L1 and teachers of Danish. It may serve a basis or a 

guideline for the development of study materials for the Danish pronunciation on the 

segmental level, as well as help the Russian natives to tackle their weak points in 

pronunciation. 

 Even though I have argued in the thesis that the D-group (without SIPT) and the R-

group (with SIPT) sometimes performed differently for the same target sounds, mainly 

because of the different phonetic instruction, the described features can be applied to both 

groups: learners who have studied Danish as a foreign language and a second language.   

And finally, on the basis of the results of the thesis I can supplement the answer to the 

 irst qu stion  y s yin  th t th   iscov r      tur s provi    vi  nc  in support o  Fl   ‟s 
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Speech Learning Model, because the number of cases of mispronunciation of the Danish 

segments which are mostly, but not totally similar to the Russian sounds, were more 

considerable than those of the dissimilar sounds.  

 

The second question this thesis was to give an answer to was the following: 

2) Can a special introductory phonetic training anticipating the main language course 

mitigate the degree of a global foreign accent in late native Russian learners of Danish 

compared to the role of the phonetic training integrated in the main course of studies?  

As was stated in section 6.3., the results of the global accent ratings showed that the SIPT 

anticipating the main language course does mitigate the degree of a global foreign accent in 

late native Russian learners of Danish. The difference in the mean (the D-group average of 

1.80, and the R-group average of 2.17) ratings in the two target groups is statistically 

significant. Figure 8 shows the distribution of rating scores for the D-group (the red shape) 

and the R-group (the blue shape). The higher the overlap between the shapes is, the higher is 

the probability that the difference in the score distributions was random. This graphical 

representation was substantiated by a T-test, which assesses whether the means of the two 

target groups are statistically different from each other. See the calculation results in 

Appendix 23. The probability of the null hypothesis that SIPT does not play a foreign-accent 

mitigating role was estimated at 0.053 (Figure 9). This means, that the probability that the 

difference in mean scores obtained by the D- and R-groups (considering the conditions of the 

case study and the linguistic portraits of the subjects, and the fact that such factors as learning 

strategies and level of education were not taken into account) was random is 5.3%, which is 

statistically very low. In other words, the probability that SIPT plays an accent-mitigating 

role is 94.7%  (considering the conditions of the case study), which is statistically very 

significant.  
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Figure 8. The distributions of scores for the D-group (in red) and the R-group (in blue). 

 

 

Figure 9. The results of the t-Test 

Generally speaking, I can conclude that SIPT as an initially advantageous factor in the 

R-group should have been supplemented with more practice of the Danish language use in 

conversations with native speakers as well as more exposure to native input through mass 

media, for instance, and other listening activities outside the classroom. The latter two, 

according to the questionnaires were R-group‟s weak points, presumably, as the consequence 

of studying Danish outside Denmark, and as the result or having fewer chances of having 

conversations with native speakers in a non-Danish language environment. The D-subjects 

who on the contrary have a more advantageous situation in terms of exposure to the native 

input, and have received pronunciation teaching as a part of everyday classroom activities, 

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

50

0 1 2 3 4 5



 

 

 

 

 

99 

 

 

 

 

but have not had SIPT could have demonstrated a better performance than the R-subjects if 

they had SIPT prior to the main language practice course.  

No research is available today on whether a special phonetic training should precede 

the main language course or be integrated into it parallel to the main language course, but I 

argue that the best results would be obtained if SIPT took place before the main language 

course of Danish as a second language, since in that case the learning of new pronunciation 

patterns and the development of new articulation habits would anticipate the interference of 

the Russian language in the most effective way, and learners would be made aware and 

conscious of the differences between two phonological systems. The latter would create a 

solid basis for the automatization of new pronunciation habits and articulation in various 

language activities in the classroom and outside it.  
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Appendices 

Appendix 1. Questionnaire for subjects 

 
P rticip nt‟s p rson l num  r  … 

 

Age: 

Sex:  F  M 

Email:   

 

1. When did you start learning Danish? 

2. Did you learn/Are you learning (please, underline) Danish as a foreign (in Russia) /second (in 

Denmark) language? 

As a foreign language 

3. How long have you been learning/did you 

learn Danish? 

4. Have you ever lived/stayed in Denmark 

during your studies of Danish? 

5. If yes, how long? 

6. What was the purpose of your stay? 

7. Where do you use Danish now? 

 

As a second language 

3. How long have you been learning/did you 

learn Danish? 

4. Did you use/Do you use Danish outside the 

language school? 

 

5. If yes, how often? 

6. For what purposes? 

 

7. How many hours per week of class teaching did you have/do you have on average? 

8. Is/(Are) your teacher(s) a Danish native speaker (native speakers)? 

9. How much time on average per month do you speak to native speakers? 

10. Do you have any Danish next of kin? 

11. How many hours per week do listen to native speakers, including TV, radio, music, online 

broadcastings, watching films? Please, specify the source! 

12. Did you have a special phonetic training before you started the main course of the Danish language 

curriculum?  

13. If yes, was it focused on: articulation of sounds/intonation/both? 

14. If yes, how long did it take? 

15. If yes, how often was it per week? 

16. Was your Danish pronunciation training an integrated part of your curriculum when you started to learn 

Danish? 

17.  Are you motivated in learning to speak Danish native-like? 

 Yes  /  No     (underline, please) 

18. Have you used Danish outside courses for the last year? 

19. Do you use Danish more, than Russian? Please, indicate average relation in %. 

20. Do you agree to take part in the presented study conditioned that your recordings will be used solely in 

the interest of and for the purpose of the current research project, and will not be disclosed to the 

research-unrelated persons? 

 

Signature  

 

Date  
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Appendix 2. Word List (WL1). Vowel and consonant segments 
 

1. pande  

2. dyne 

3. kærlighed  

4. utaknemmelig 

5. badeværelse 

6. mangle  

7. fare  

8. ondskab  

9. sofa  

10. rare  

11. bestemme  

12. hoppe  

13. dum  

14. skarp 

15. kæresterere  

16. storm 

17. erkende 

18. sytten  

19. stride  

20. gaffel  

21. Kina  

22. heddet  

23. vasket 

24. binde  

25. apparat 

26. bagage 

27. panere  

28. beslægtet  

29. forbillede  

30. alene  

31. mad  

32. sene  

33. falsk  

34. bue 

35. doven  

36. gemme 

37. ganske  

38. flamme  

39. gulv  

40. begejstret  

41. skinne  

42. hemmeligt  

43. film  

44. vilde  

45. kaj 

46. hummus 

47. vikar  

48. livlig 

49. skrive 

50. dej 

51. jod  

52. økologi 

53. detalje  

54. kirsebær  

55. længe  

56. bopæl  

57. måske  

58. kulde 

59. lammekød  

60. banke  

61. smadre  

62. kunde  

63. næste 

64. gange  

65. god  

66. gøre 

67. menneske  

68. bang 

69. irokeser  

70. boliviansk  

71. skole  

72. kone  

73. piskefløde  

74. korrektur  

75. norsk  

76. papir 

77. rigdom  

78. fræk  

79. ris  

80. bær  

81. kirke  

82. mor 

83. presse  

84. Lyngby 

85. savne 

86. ryge  

87. chokolade 

88. rutine  

89. barsk  

90. tøj  

91. sjov  

92. ømtålelig 

93. muligvis 

94. gerne  

95. måle  

96. akupunktur 

97. vagt 

98. kvota  

99. havne  

100. høne  

101. kniv 

102. koge 

103. uge  

104. korrupt 

105. brev   

106. tørklæde  

107. munde  

108. tidligt  

109. fysiologi  

110. vække  

111. forskellig 

112. trykke  

113. beredskab  

114. pædagog  

115. nervøsitet 

116. læse 

117. fysisk  

118. ungdommelig 

119. kysse  

120. købe  

121. dreng 

122. nødvendig  

123. pædagogisk  

124. smør  

125. lukke  

126. dromedar  

127. borgmester 

128. nærmere  

129. storme   
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Appendix 3. Target vowel segments in WL1 
 

Target words Target segments 

pande, panere, sofa    

kærlighed, erkende, kæresterere, ε 

badeværelse, baggage, εː 

banke, utaknemmelig, apparat
27

     

fare, rare    ː 

pædagog, pædagogisk, hemmeligt e 

læse  ː 

dreng  a 

binde, beslægtet, forbillede     

alene, sene   ː 

gansk(e), bu(e), dov(e)n
28

  ə 

vilde, vikar, livlig i 

skrive, Kina iː 

god
29

, irokeser, boliviansk  o  

skole, kone  o ː 

rutine, akupunktur 
30

, kulde u 

muligvis, uge uː 

fysisk, fysiologi, lyngby y 

ryge  yː 

kysse, nødvendig, nervøsitet    

købe   ː 

høne    ː  

trykke, ømtålelig, tørklæde    

smør     

gøre   ː 

lukke, ungdommelig  ɔ    

måle ɔ ː 

borgmester, korrupt, korrektur ɔ  

storme   ɔ ː 

ånder, forskellig, nærmere  ʌ    

 

                                                 

 
27

 Most native speakers would reduce [  ] in the first pre-tonic syllable to either [ɐ] or [ə]. The targer segment in 

my analysis was the first [  ] – in the second pre-stressed syllable.   
28

 While choosing the target words for [ə] I took the pronunciation recommended by Den Store Danske Ordbog. 

However, in a natural speech [ə] would be only pronounced in ganske. I return to this methodological issue in 

section 5.3.1.3. 
29

 Here I do not take stød into consideration for methodological reasons mentioned in section 3.1.  
30

 Here I took the second vowel [u] as a target segment 

http://ordnet.dk/ddo/ordbog?query=akupunktur&search=S%C3%B8g  

 

http://ordnet.dk/ddo/ordbog?query=akupunktur&search=S%C3%B8g
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Appendix 4. Target consonant segments in WL1 
 

target words target segment 

bestemme, hoppe, skarp, ondskab    

piskefløde, papir     

havne, kniv, koge, brev   w/u   

flame, gaffel, falsk, film f 

vække, vagt v 

dum, storm, sytten, dyne, tidligt    

tøj, detalje, ømtålelig    s 

hemmeligt, hummus h 

jod j 

kaj, dej j/i  

længe, lammekød, bopæl, kulde l 

stride, mad, heddet, vasket
31

 ð    

måske, smadre, menneske m 

kirsebær, økologi, kone k 

gulv, begejstret, skinne, fræk, gemme    

banke, gange, bang ŋ 

norsk, kunde, næste n 

presse, savne, fysisk, læse s 

sjov, chokolade ɕ 

rigdom, ris, beredskab, irokeser    

 
 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

                                                 

 
31

 In some regions of Denmark the final consonant would be [  ], I took the Standard Copenhagen variant, as was 

mention in section 2.4. However, the regional variants of the pronunciation of this target word are discussed in 

section 5.3.2.4. 
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Appendix 5. Word list 2 (WL2). Words stress and diphthongs  
 

1. billigst  

2. eventyret 

3. kvindelig 

4. uheld  

5. kajak 

6. mistanke 

7. sårbar 

8. mistænksom 

9. bearbejde 

10. gebyr 

11. ukendt  

12. skjulte 

13. grafik 

14. søvnløs 

15. violin 

16. kritisere 

17. jysk 

18. uheldig 

19. bilist 

20. økonomisk 

21. barndom 

22. julefest 

23. tyveri 

24. umuligt 

25. bagefter 

26. jævnaldrende 

27. femogtredive 

28. ytringsfrihed 

29. direkte 

30. allerede 

31. barnevogn  

32. andetsprogspædagogik 

33. lovgivning  

34. evnesvag 

35. peber  

36. automatisk 

37. drivhus 

38. øvre 

39. fløjet 

40. dejlig 

41. huje 

42. kirkelig 

43. Per 

44. fersken 

45. dyrke 

46. kørsel 

47. ørred 

48. urbanisere 

49. bortfalde 

50. januar 

51. hjørne 

Appendix 6. Target words for the analysis of word stress assignment in 
WL2 
 
Target word Word stress  

1. billigst 

2. bilist 

3. kvindelig 

4. gebyr 

5. eventyret 

6. violin 

7. kritisere 

8. økonomisk 

9. grafik 

[ˈ  ilis  ]  

[biˈlis  ]  

[ˈ   v  n(ə)li] 

[    ˈ  yɐ ] 

[ˈ ːvənˌ   syɐ ˀəð   ]  

[vio ˈliˀn] 

[     i  iˈs  ˀʌ ] 

[    o ˈno ˀmis  ]  

[      ˈ i  ]  

10. uheldig 

11. uheld  

12. mistanke 

13. mistænksom 

14. bearbejde 

15. bagefter 

16. ukendt  

17. umuligt 

[uˈhelˀ  i] 

[ˈuˌhelˀ] 

[ˈmis   s  ŋ  ə] 

[misˈ   s ŋˌsʌ mˀ] 

[      ˈ    j  ə]  

[ˈbεˀ(j)ˈ    ʌ ] or [ˈbεˀ(j)ˌ    ʌ ]  

[ˈuˌ    n  ] 

[uˈmuˀli  ] 
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18. femogtredive 

19. ytringsfrihed 

20. andetsprogs-pædagogik 

21. barnevogn  

22. julefest 

[ˈfemʌ ˈ   str ð   və] 

 ˈy     ŋsˌf  ihəð  ˀ ] 

[ˈ  n(ə)ð   ˌs    o s          o ˌ  i  ] 

[ˈ    ːn(ə)ˌvɔ wn] 

 ˈjul(ə)ˈ  s  ]  

23. direkte 

24. allerede 

[ˈ  iˈ       ə] or [ˈ  iˌ       ə]  

[ˈ  l(ə)ˈ   ːð    ə] or [ˈ  l(ə)ˌ   ːð    ə] 

25. sårbar 

26. barndom 

[ˈsɔ ːˌ    ] 

[ˈ    ːnˌ  ʌ mˀ]  

 

Appendix 7. Target diphthongs in WL2 
 

Target words Target diphthong 

1. kajak  j    

2. skjulte [ju] 

3. søvnløs    w  

4. jysk [jy] 

5. tyveri [yw] 

6. jævnaldrende 

7. evnesvag 
[ew] 

8. lovgivning  [ɔ w] 

9. evnesvag [εj] 

10. peber     w  

11. automatisk [  u] 

12. drivhus [iw] 

13. øvre    w  

14. fløjet [ʌ j] 

15. dejlig [  j] 

16. huje  uj/i   

17. kirkelig [iɐ ] 

18. Per  [εɐ ] 

19. fersken [εɐ ] 

20. dyrke [yɐ ] 

21. kørsel    ɐ ] 

22. ørred [  ɐ ] 

23. urbanisere [uɐ ] 

24. bortfalde [ɔ ɐ ] 

25. januar [j  ] 

26. hjørne [  ɐ ] 
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Appendix 8. Transcription results for the vowel targets in the R-group 
 

Target words  + [a]* [e]*  ε * [ɐ]* [ə]*    ː]*     *  

 

[ɐ]* 

 

[   * [eː]* [ʌː * [    * 

pande 

panere  

sofa 

   

6 

4 

3 

1 

3 

   

2 

4 

 

 

2 

2       

kærlighed 

erkende 

kæresterere 

ε 

9 

4 

3 

  

4 

6 

   

1 

       

badeværelse 

bagage 
εː 

2 

4 

 

1 

1 6 

2 

 

 

 

 

  

 

  

 

 

1 

 

1 

 

mangle 

utaknemmelig 

apparat  

   

8 

4 

4 

    

  5 

5 

 

 

 

      1 

fare  

rare  
  ː 

8 

5 

1         

4 

   

               

  
+ [ɪ]* [e]* [-]*  ε * [eˑ]*        

pædagog, 

pædagogisk 

hemmeligt 

e 
8 

8 

6 

1 

1 

   

 

3 

        

læse  ː 8     1        

dreng  

 
a 

5  3  1         

               

  + [i]* [iː]*    ː * [ɪ]* a[ɨ]* 

b[ɨː]* 
[iˑ]*     *      

binde  

beslægtet 

forbillede  

   

2 

2 

2 

6 

 

5 

1 

 

 

  

7 

1 

  

 

1 

    

 

 

  

alene  

sene 
  ː 

2 

1 

 

2 

6 

5 

   1 

1 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

ganske 

  
ə 

9  

 

           

 

bue 

doven 
not valid methodologically: all the R-subjects pronounced invalid target [ə] 

vilde 

vikar  

livlig 

i 

3 

8 

9 

    

1 

  6      

skrive 

Kina 
iː 

 

7 

7 

 

 

2 

    

1a 

 

 

1 

    

 

 

  

  

         

 

 

    

  + [o]* [u]* [uː]* [ɔ]*  o  * [oː]*       

god  

irokeser 

boliviansk  

o  

5 

3 

2 

 

5 

7 

4 

 

 

 

 

1 

 

 

       

skole  

kone  
o ː 

2 

1 

 1 

2 

5 

5 

 1 

 

 

1 
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  + [ʊ]* [u]*  uˀ]*  yˑ * [uː]* [ʏ]* [ɪ]*  uˑ *     

rutine 

akupunktur  

kulde 

u 

5 

6 

8 

4 

3 

  

 

  

 

1 

       

muligvis 

uge 
uː 

3 

8 

 3 3      

1 

    

fysisk  

fysiologi 

Lyngby 

y 

9 

9 

9 

      

 

 

      

ryge  yː 5  1  1 1 1       

  
    

 

         

  +    ˑ]* [y]*     * [yː]* [ø] * [ɜ]* [ɞ]*  yˑ * [ə]* [ʊ] * [ɵ]*    * 

kysse 

nødvendig 

nervøsitet one 

failed 

   

2 

9 

6 

1 5   

 

 

 

 

 

2 

 

 

 

1 

 

 

    

 

 

købe   ː 3 1 2 2 1         

trykke 

ømtålelig 

tørklæde 

   

0 

0 

7 

 9   

 

 

2 

 

  

2 

  

3 

 

1 

 

1 

 

 

2 

               

  +     *    ˑ]*    *   ː]

* 

[  ] * [ɞ]* [ɵ]* [ ˑ]* [ʏː]* [ʉ]*    ː *  

høne   ː 2 2 1       1 1 2  

smør     7   1    1      

gøre   ː 6     3        

               

  + [u]*  u ]* [ʏ]* [oː]* [ʊ]* [ɔ]* [o ]* [o ˑ]* [ə]* [ʉ]* [o ː *     * 

lukke 

ungdommelig  
ɔ    

0 

0 

7 

2 

1  1   

6 

  

1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

               

  
+ [ɔ   ]* [ɔ ˑ]* [ɔ]* [ɔː * [ɔ   ː]* [o ]* [oˑ]*  oː * [o]* [ɐ]* [ɔ ]* a[ɔ ˑ]* 

b [ɵ]* 

måle ɔ   ː 4       2 2    1a 

storme 

borgmester 

korrupt 

korrektur 

 ɔ  

6 

6 

0 

6 

  3 

1 

 

3 

   

2 

1 

   

 

7 

 

 

1 

  

storme   ɔ ː 6  1  2         

               

  + [o]* [ɔ]* [ɔ ]* [ə]*    ː * [ɵ] * [ɔ ː * [ɐ]*     

ånder 

forskellig 

nærmere  

ʌ   
 

2 

1 

5 

2 

5 

 

1 

4  

2 

3 

  1  

 

1 

 

 

 

   

Appendix 9. Transcription results for the vowel targets in the D-group 
 

Target words t/s + [a]* [e]*  ε * [ɐ]* [ə]*    ː]*     *  

 

[ɐ]* 

 

[   *   ː *    ˑ * [    * 

pande 

panere  

sofa 

   

8 

2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

   

3 

6 

 

3 

1 

       

kærlighed 

erkende 
ε 

8 

7 

 1 

 

   

2 
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kæresterere 8 1 

badeværelse 

bagage 
εː 

1 

1 

 

4 

1 3 

1 

 

 

 

 

 4 

1 

   

1 

 

1 

 

mangle 

utaknemmelig 

apparat  

   

5 

5 

5 

3 

2 

2 

   

2 

1 

 

 

1 

 2     1 

fare  

rare  
  ː 

4 

4 

1 

1 

 1   1 2 

2 

  

2 

   

  +             

   [ɪ]* [e]* [-]*  ε * [eˑ]*  εˑ * [i]*      

pædagog, 

pædagogisk  

hemmeligt 

e 
7 

9 

3 

1  1  

 

4 

   

 

2 

     

læse  ː 2  2  2 2 1       

dreng  

 
a 

6  1  2         

               

  
+ [i]* [iː]*    ː * [ɪ]* a[ɨ]* 

b[ɨː]

* 

 ε *  εˑ * [e]*     * [iˑ]* [
ə
]* [-]* 

binde  

beslægtet 

forbillede  

   

2 

0 

5 

7 

 

2 

   

6 

2 

  

3 

      

alene  

sene 
  ː 

3 

3 

2 

1 

1 

1 

  

1 

  

1 

2 1  

1 

 

1 

 

 

 

ganske ə 

 

9 

 

 

 

     

 

     

 

 

 

bue 

doven  
 

methodologically invalid;  

[ə]* (4), [
ə
]*(3), [i]* (1),  εˑ * (1) in bue;   

[ə]* (5), [-] (4) in doven.  

 

vilde 

vikar  

livlig 

i 

3 

7 

9 

    

2 

    6    

skrive 

Kina 
iː 

 

1 

2 

 

6 

6 

    

1b 

     

 

1 

  

 

 

               

  + [o]* [u]* [ɔ]*  o ˑ * [ɔ ]* [oː]*   ˑ * [ɵ]*  oˑ *    

god  

irokeser 

boliviansk  

o  

2 

0 

1 

6 

7 

7 

1  

1 

1 

         

skole  

kone  
o ː 

0 

1 

3 

2 

 1 

1 

3 1 

1 

1 

1 

 

1 

 

1 

 

1 

   

               

  + [ʊ]* [u]* [uˑ]* [y]* [uː]* [ʏ]* [ɪ]*      

rutine 

akupunktur  

kulde 

u 

8 

8 

8 

1 

1 

  

 

1 

         

muligvis 

uge 
uː 

1 

2 

 6 

7 

2          

fysisk  

fysiologi 

Lyngby 

y 

8 

6 

7 

      

 

2 

1 

3 

     

ryge  yː 1  1  4 1 2       
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+    ˑ]* [y]*     * a[o]* 

b   ː 
* 

[ø] * [ɜ]*    * [ɞ]* [u]* [ʊ] * [ʏ]* a[ɵ]* 

b[ʉ]* 

kysse 

nødvendig 

nervøsitet 

   

3 

7 

6 

1 5   

1a 

 

1 

 

 

1 

 

 

1 

 

 

1 

    

købe   ː 4 2  3          

trykke 

ømtålelig 

tørklæde 

   

0 

2 

5 

 6   

1a 

1b 

 

2 

  

 

1 

 1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

 

  1 

 

1a, 

1b 

 1a 

               

  +     *    ˑ]*    *   ː]* [  ]* [ɞ]* [ɵ]* [ ˑ]* [o]*  oˑ *   

høne   ː 3 2 2 1 1         

smør     3   4      1 1   

gøre   ː 3   1  3  1 1     

               

  + [u]*  u ]*     * [oː]* [ʊ]* [ɔ]* [o ]* [o ˑ]* [ə]* [ʉ]*   

lukke 

ungdommelig  
ɔ    

2 

1 

3 

1 

2 1   

4 

1  

1 

 

4 

 

1 

 

1 

  

               

  

+ [ɔ   ]* [ɔˑ]* [ɔ]* [ɔː * [o ː * [o ]* [o ˑ]*  oː * [o]*    ː * [ɔ ]* a[ɔ ˑ

]* 

b[ɵ] 

* 

måle ɔ   ː 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1   

storm 

borgmester 

korrupt 

korrektur 

ɔ  

5 

6 

1 

2 

   

3 

  1 

  3 

   

 

1 

  4 

 

7 

3 

   

 

 

1b 

storme   ɔ ː 3  1 3        1 1a 

  + [o]* [ɔ]* [ɔ ]* [ə]*    ː * [ɵ] * [e]* [ɐ]*     

ånder 

forskellig 

nærmere  

ʌ   
 

3 

3 

4 

1 

1 

2 

2 

3  

2 

4 

 1  

 

1 

 

1 

 

 

 

   

Appendix 10. Transcription results for the diphthong targets in the R-group 
 

Target words t/d + [ja]* [ʊ]* [ɵə]* [ɵw]*   w *    u ]* [yv]* 

kajak  j    8 1       

skjulte [ju]   1      

søvnløs    w  3   1 3 1 1  

jysk [jy] 9        

tyveri [yw] 8       1 

          

  + [iw]*  εv *  j   *     

jævnaldrende 

evnesvag 
[ew] 

9 

3 

 

3 

 

2 

 

1 

    

lovgivning  [ɔ w] 9        
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  + [aj]* [εj]*   
   

evnesvag [εj] 7 1 1      

          

  +    ː  *  i   * [iw]*       *  [ɔ]*   

peber     w  3 1 3 1 1    

automatisk [  u] 6     3   

          

  +        

drivhus [iw] 9        

  
 

 

       

  + [  v]*       

øvre [  w] 7 2       

          

  + [ʉj]* [ɔj]* [ɔ əj]*     

fløjet [ʌ j] 2 1 5 1     

          

  + [u]*       

dejlig [  j] 9        

huje  uj/i   7 2       

          

  + [i]* [eɐ ]* [eɐ ]* [fjɐ ]*    

kirkelig [iɐ ] 8 1       

Per  [εɐ ] 7  2      

fersken [εɐ ] 2   6 1    

          

  + [ʊ]* [y]*  yː *     

dyrke [yɐ ] 6 1 1 1     

          

  +    
ɐ ]*     *     * [    ]* [ø  ]*     ]* [ ʡ]* 

kørsel    ɐ ] 2 5 1 1     

ørred [  ɐ ] 0    3 2 3 1 

          

  + [u]* [ʊ]* [ʊ  ]*  o  * [o]*   

urbanisere [uɐ ] 0 2 5 2     

bortfalde [ɔ ɐ ] 1    2 6   

januar [j  ] 
9        

 

  + [  ]* [ɵ]* [  ː *     

hjørne [  ɐ ] 2 5 1 1     
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Appendix 11. Transcription results for the diphthong targets in the D-group 
 

Target words t/d + 
[ja]* [jə] [ɒw]* [ow]* [ʏʏ]*    u ]* [jʉ ]* [yw]* [yv]* 

kajak  j    4 4 1        

skjulte [ju] 9          

søvnløs    w  4   1 1 1 2    

jysk [jy] 9       1   

tyveri [yw] 5        1 3 

            

  + [aw]* [æw]* [eə]* [ɐw]*  εv *  εv]* [ow]* [iw] [yv]* 

jævnaldrende 

evnesvag 
[ew] 

2 

4 

3 

 

2 

 

1 

 

1  

3 

 

1 

  

1 

 

lovgivning  [ɔ w] 6         3 

            

  + [ɐj]*  ε *  εj]*   εjə]* [ɐ]*     

evnesvag [εj] 2 1 2 1 2 1     

            

  +    ː  * [ε   *  i   *      * [ɔ]* [  v  * [ɐ u]*   

peber     w  3 1 3 1 1      

automatisk [  w]      1 1 1   

            

  +  iu    εw *        

drivhus [iw] 7  2        

            

  +   v * [  w]*    ːw *    *   w *     

øvre    w  4 1 1 1 1 1     

            

  + [ɵ
j
]* [ɔ ]* [ʏ j]* [ʌ 

j
]*    *     

fløjet [ʌ j] 1 4 1 1 1 1     

            

  + [u]* [aj]* [ʉ j]*       

dejlig [  j] 8  1        

huje  uj/i   4 4  1       

            

  + [i]* [iə]* [ɨə]* [eɐ ]* [εɐ ]*     

kirkelig [iɐ ] 1 2 5 1       

Per  [εɐ ] 7    2      

fersken [εɐ ] 8     1     

            

  + [yɐ ]* [y]*  yː *       

dyrke [yɐ ] 1 4 3 1       

            

  +    ɐ ]*    *     * [    ]*   ə]*     ]*    ɣ]* 

b[  ə]* 

   ː *   ɐ ]* 

kørsel    ɐ ] 1 1 1 2     4  

ørred [  ɐ ] 0    2 3 1 1a, 1b  1 
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  + [u]* [ʊ]* [ʉ]*  o  * [o]* [ja]* [jɐ]*   

urbanisere [uɐ ] 1 2 5 1       

bortfalde [ɔ ɐ ] 0    1 8     

januar [j  ] 3      4 2   

            

  + [  ]* [ɵ]* [  ː *       

hjørne [  ɐ ] 0 3 1 5       

  

 

Appendix 12. Transcription results for the consonant targets in the R-group 
 

Target words t/s + [  ]* [   ] [b]* [w]* [u ]* [p]* [vj]*  

 

 u j * 

 

[-]*  u  * [vf]  

bestemme 

hoppe  

skarp 

ondskab 

   

6 

8 

9 

7 

  3  

  

  

 

  

 

 

1 

 

2 

      

piskefløde 

papir 
    

6 

6 

     3 

3 

      

havne 

kniv 

koge 

brev   

w/

u   

9 

9 

9 

9 

 

 

  

 

 

 

  

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

flame 

gaffel  

falsk 

film 

f 

9 

9 

9 

9 

       

 

  

       

vække 

vagt 
v 

5 

9 

      4   

 

  

 

 

               

  + [d]* [  ]* [   s]*    
j]*     *     * [t]*  t  *  t  *  t s *   

dum 

storm  

sytten 

dyne  

tidligt 

   

3 

9 

9 

3 

3 

   

 

 

 

1 

 

 

1 

 

 

 

5 

 

 

5 

 

1 

 

 

 

4 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

tøj  

detalje 

ømtålelig 

   s 

3 

5 

4 

  

1 

     

1 

  6 

2 

5 

 

 

 

  

     

 

 

        

  + [h]* [x]* [xj]* [hj]*  
       

hemmeligt 

hummus 
h 

7 

9 

 

  

 

 

 

 

1 2 
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  +             

jod j 
 

9 

           

 

 

 

kaj  

dej 
j/i  

9 

9 

            

               

  + [ɫ]* [lj]*           

længe  

lammekød 

bopæl 

kulde 

l 

6 

8 

1 

7 

 

1 

 

 

3 

 

8 

2 

 

 

 

 

 

 

       

               

  +  r   [ɫ]* [lj]* [ʝ]*  ð  * [-]* [l]* [t]         

stride  

mad 

heddet 

vasket 

ð    

8 

1 

8 

9 

   

 

 

  

 

 

 

1 

 

1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

  
 

 

            

  + [mj]*            

måske 

smadre 

menneske 

 

9 

9 

7 

 

 

2 

 

 

 

 

 

         

               

  + [k]* [g]* [-]*    * [gj]*       [kj]* 0     

kirsebær 

økologi 

kone 

    

5 

8 

5 

3 

1 

3 

     1  

 

1 

    

gulv 

begejstret 

skinne  

fræk 

gemme 

   

4 

2 

2 

9 

6 

1 

 

5 

4 

4 

 

 

1 

 

2 

 

 

 

 

 

1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2 

  

 

    

               

  +  n ]* [ŋ ]* [ŋk]* [nj]*         

banke 

gange 

bang 

ŋ 

9 

9 

9 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

    

 

 

norsk 

kunde 

næste 

n 

8 

9 

8 

1    

 

1 

        

               

  + 
 s  * [z]* [s 

j
]* [sj]* [sj]* [ç]* [ʂ]* [tʃ]* [ʃ]*    

presse  

savne 

fysisk 

læse 

s 

9 

5 

9 

3 

 

4 
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sjov 

chokolade 
ɕ 

5 

3 

     3 

1 

1 

2 

  

3 

   

               

  + [ɹ]* [ʀ]* [r]* [ɾ]* [ɣ]* [-]* [   ]* [ʡ]* [ ]*    

rigdom  

ris 

beredskab 

irokeser 

   

6 

7 

8 

8 

  

 

 

1 

   

 

1 

 1 1 

1 

 

1 

1 

   

               

  + [  ]* [ɹ]* [-]*          

bær 

kirke 

mor 

gerne 

ɐ  

9 

9 

8 

9 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1 

         

  

Appendix 13. Transcription results for the consonant targets in the D-group 

 
 

Target words t/s + [  ]* [   ] [b]* [w]* [u ]* [p]* [v]*  

 

 u j * 

 

[-]*  u  * [vf]  

bestemme 

hoppe  

skarp 

ondskab 

   

3 

6 

4 

5 

  6  

  

  

 

  

 

 

3 

5 

4 

      

piskefløde, 

papir 
    

 

4 

2 

 

 

1 

 

 

 

   

  

 

4 

7 

      

havne 

kniv 

koge 

brev   

peber 

w/

u   

9 

8 

0 

9 

 

 

  

 

 

 

  

 

  

1 

 

 

 

1 

 

 

8 

 

 

 

 

 

flame 

gaffel  

falsk 

film 

f 

9 

9 

9 

9 

       

 

  

       

vække 

vagt 
v 

9 

8 

         

 

  

1 

 

               

  + [d]* [  ]* [   s]* [-]*     *     * [t]*  t  *  t  * [ʈ]*   

dum 

storm  

sytten 

dyne  

tidligt 

   

3 

5 

4 

2 

2 

1   

 

 

 

1 

 

 

 

 

2 

3 

 

 

5 

2 

 

 

2 

 

2 

4 

 

2 

 

2 

1 

 

1 

  

 

 

 

1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

tøj   

detalje 

ømtålelig 

   s 

2 

3 

2 

      5 

1 

5 

1 

4 

2 

1  

1 
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  +  [x]*   
 

       

hemmeligt 

hummus 
h 

7 

6 

 2 

3 

    

 

      

               

      *            

jod j 8 1            

kaj  

dej 
j/i  

9 

9 

            

  
             

  + [ɫ]* [lj]*           

længe  

lammekød 

bopæl 

kulde 

l 

6 

6 

8 

7 

3 

3 

 

 

 

1 

2 

 

 

 

 

 

 

       

               

    r  * [ɫ]* [lj]* [ʝ]*  ð  * [-]* [l]* [ð ]* [t]*     *   

stride  

mad 

heddet 

vasket 

ð    

5 

6 

7 

3 

1   

1 

 

1 1 

 

1 

 

1 

1 

 

 

1 

 

1 

 

 

1 

 

 

 

 

4 

 

 

 

1 

  

               

  +             

måske 

smadre 

menneske 

 

9 

9 

9 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

         

               

  + [k]* [g]* [-]*    * [gj]*        

kirsebær 

økologi 

kone 

    

5 

6 

8 

4 

3 

1 

  

 

         

gulv 

begejstret 

skinne  

fræk 

gemme 

   

4 

0 

2 

5 

4 

 

 

7 

3 

 

5 

8 

 

 

3 

 

1 

 

 

 

1 

 

 

 

 

2 

   

 

    

 

 

 

 

             

  +  n ]* [ŋ ]* [ŋk]*          

banke 

gange 

bang 

ŋ 

9 

4 

6 

  

5 

 

 

3 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

    

 

 

norsk 

kunde 

næste 

n 

5 

6 

5 

4 

3 

4 
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+ 

 

 s  * [z]*  s 
j]* [sj]* [sj]* [ç]* [ʂ]* [tʃ]* [ʃ]*    

presse  

savne 

fysisk 

læse 

s 

6 

5 

5 

3 

4 

1 

2 

 

 

4 

2 

          

sjov 

chokolade 
ɕ 

2 

6 

  1  2 3 1 

1 

 

1 

 

1 

   

               

  + [ɹ]* [ʀ]* [r]* [ɾ]* [ɣ]* [-]*       

rigdom  

ris 

beredskab 

irokeser 

   

4 

6 

4 

5 

2 1 1 

2 

1 

2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

 

 

1 

 

 

 

2 

1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

               

  + [  ]* [ɹ]* [-]* [ə]*         

bær 

kirke 

mor 

gerne 

ɐ  

8 

5 

5 

5 

 

1 

 

1 

 

2 

4 

3 

         

Appendix 14. Transcription results for the word stress assignment in the R-
group 
 

Target word Word stress  + Word stress* 

billigst 

bilist 

kvindelig 

gebyr 

eventyret 

violin 

kritisere 

økonomisk 

grafik 

[ˈ  ilis  ]  

[biˈlis  ]  

[ˈ   v  nəli] 

[    ˈ  yɐ ] 

[ˈ ːvənˌ   syɐ ˀəð   ]  

[vio ˈliˀn] 

[     i  iˈs  ˀʌ ] 

[    o ˈno ˀmis  ]  

[      ˈ i  ]  

8 

2 

9 

9 

1 

9 

8 

9 

7 

biˈlist* (1) 

ˈbilist* (7) 

 

evenˈtyret (8) 

 

1 failed 

 

ˈgrafik* (1), ˈgrafisk* (1) 

uheldig 

uheld  

mistanke 

mistænksom 

bearbejde 

 

bagefter 

 

ukendt  

umuligt 

[uˈhelˀ  i] 

[ˈuˌhelˀ] 

[ˈmis   s  ŋ  ə] 

[misˈ   s ŋˌsʌ mˀ] 

[      ˈ    j  ə]  

 

[ˈbεˀjˈ    ʌ ] or 

[ˈbεˀjˌ    ʌ ]  

[ˈuˌ    n  ] 

[uˈmuˀli  ] 

7 

4 

2 

9 

0 

 

2 

4 

5 

9 

ˌuˈheldig* (1), ˈuˌheldig* (1) 

ˌuˈheld* (2), uˈheld* (2), ˈuheld* (1) 

misˈtanke* (7)  

 

  ˈ r  j  * (2), ˈ  ˌ r  j  * (1), ˌ  ˈ r  j  * (4), 

ˈ   r  j  * (1), ˈ   rˌ  j  * (1)  

ˌbagˈefter* (3)   

    

uˈkendt* (3), ˌuˈkendt* (1),  

 

femogtredive 

ytringsfrihed 

 

andetsprogs-

pædagogik 

 

 

 

[ˈfemʌ ˈ   str ð   və] 

 ˈy     ŋsˌf  ihəð   ] 

 

[ˈ  nəð   ̩ s    o s     

      o ˌ  i  ] 

 

 

 

4 

        3 

 

1 

 

 

 

 

ˌ  mo ˈtr  iv * (4), ˈ  mo ˌtr  iv * (1) 

ytˈrin sˌ riˈh  * (2), ˌytrin sˈ rih  * (3) 

ytˌrin sˌ riˈh  * (1) 

ˈ n  tˈspro spæ  ˈ o isk* (2), 

ˌ n  tˌspro spæ  ˈ o ik* (3) 

ˈ n  tˌspro spæ  ˈ o ik* (1),  

ˌ n  tˌspro spæ   oˈ ik* (1),  

ˈ n  tˌspro spæ  ˈ oˌ ik* (1)  



 

 

 

 

 

125 

 

 

 

 

barnevogn  

julefest 

[ˈ    ːnəˌvɔ wn] 

 ˈjuləˈ  s  ]  

9 

3 

   

ˈjul ˌ  st* (4), ˈjul   st* (1), ˈjul ˈ  st* (1)  

direkte 

 

allerede 

 

[ˈ  iˈ       ə] or 

[ˈ  iˌ       ə]  

[ˈ  ləˈ   ːð    ə] or 

[ˈ  ləˌ   ːð    ə] 

1 

0 

        0 

2 

 iˈr kt * (8)  

 

allerede* (7) 

    

sårbar 

barndom 

[ˈsɔ ːˌ    ] 

[ˈ    ːnˌ  ʌ mˀ]  

9 

4 

 

ˈbarndom* (5)    

   

 

Appendix 15. Transcription results for the word stress assignment in the D-
group 
 

Target word Word stress  + Word stress* 

billigst 

bilist 

kvindelig 

gebyr 

eventyret 

violin 

kritisere 

økonomisk 

grafik 

[ˈ  ilis  ]  

[biˈlis  ]  

[ˈ   v  nəli] 

[    ˈ  yɐ ] 

[ˈ ːvənˌ   syɐ ˀəð   ]  

[vio ˈliˀn] 

[     i  iˈs  ˀʌ ] 

[    o ˈno ˀmis  ]  

[      ˈ i  ]  

8 

5 

9 

9 

1 

9 

9 

9 

6 

biˈlist* (1) 

ˈbilist* (4) 

 

 

evenˈtyret*(7), eventyrˈet* (1),  

 

 

 

ˈgrafik* (3),  

uheldig 

uheld  

mistanke 

mistænksom 

bearbejde 

 

bagefter 

 

ukendt  

umuligt 

[uˈhelˀ  i] 

[ˈuˌhelˀ] 

[ˈmis   s  ŋ  ə] 

[misˈ   s ŋˌsʌ mˀ] 

[      ˈ    j  ə]  

 

[ˈbεˀjˈ    ʌ ] or  

[ˈbεˀjˌ    ʌ ]  

[ˈuˌ    n  ] 

[uˈmuˀli  ] 

5 

4 

3 

6 

0 

 

2 

2 

3 

5 

ˌuˈheldig* (1), ˈuˌheldig* (1), ˈuheldig (2) 

ˌuˈheld* (2), ˈuheld* (2), uˈheld* (1) 

misˈtanke* (6)  

ˈmistænksom* (2),ˈmisˌtænksom* (1) 

1 not v li ,   ˈ r  j  * (2), ˈ  ˌ r  j  * (1) 

ˌ   rˈ  j  * (2)ˈ   rˌ  j  * (1), ˈ   r  j  * (2) 

ˌ   ˈ  t r* (5)   

 

ˌuˈk n t* (3), uˈk n t* (2), ˈuk n t* (1) 

ˈumuli t* (2), ˈuˌmuli t* (2),    

femogtredive 

ytringsfrihed 

 

andetsprogs-

pædagogik 

 

 

 

       barnevogn  

julefest 

[ˈfemʌ ˈ   str ð   və] 

 ˈy     ŋsˌf  ihəð   ] 

 

[ˈ  nəð   ̩ s    o s          o ˌ  i  ] 

 

 

 

 

[ˈ    ːnəˌvɔ wn] 

 ˈjuləˈ  s  ]  

0 

4 

 

0 

 

 

 

 

8 

3 

ˌ  mo ˈtr  iv * (8), ˌ  mo tr ˈ iv * (1) 

ytˈrin s riˌh  * (2), ˌytrin sˈ rih  * (1), 

ˈytrin s riˌh  * (1), yˈtrin sˌ riˌh  * (1), 

ˈ n  tspro spæ   oˈ ik* (), 

ˌ n  tˌspro spæ  ˈ o ik* (1), 

ˈ n  tˌspro spæ  ˌ o ik* (1),  

ˌ n  tˌspro spæ   oˈ ik* (5),  

ˈ n  tˌspro spæ  ˈ o ik* (1)  

ˈbarnevogn* (1)    

ˈjul ˌ  st* (6)  

direkte 

 

allerede 

 

[ˈ  iˈ       ə] or  

[ˈ  iˌ       ə]  

[ˈ  ləˈ   ːð    ə] or 

[ˈ  ləˌ   ːð    ə] 

0 

0 

1 

0 

 iˈr kt * (8), ˌ iˈr kt * (1),   

 

 

ˈ ll r   * (3),  ll ˈr   * (5)   

sårbar 

barndom 

[ˈsɔ ːˌ    ] 

[ˈ    ːnˌ  ʌ mˀ]  

9 

3 

 

ˈbarndom* (6)   

 



 

 

 

 

 

126 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix 16. Global accent rating sheet 
 

Subject’s 

No 

Accent degree 

rating 

 

Comments 

please, 

note, that a 

subject’s 

number 

corresponds 

to the audio 

file 

 

 

please, give a 

point from the 

scale below  

 

1 - heavy accent 

2 - considerable 

accent 

3 - slight accent 

4 - almost native-

like 

5 - native-like 

 

1   

…..   

31   

 

 

 
Appendix 17. Correspondence between PPNs and numbers in  
the global accent rating sheet 
 
1.1. 1 

1.2. 6 

1.3. 3 

1.4. 19 

1.5. 5 

1.6. 13 

1.7. 7 

1.8. 20 

1.9. 25 

1.10. 4 

1.11. 22 

1.12. 12 

1.13. 21 

1.14. 8 

1.15 23 

2.1. 31 

2.2. 2 

2.3. 24 

2.4. 15 

2.5. 10 

2.6. 26 

2.7. 11 

2.8. 27 

2.9. did not participate  

2.10. 16 
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2.11. 28 

2.12. 29 

2.13. 17 

88 9 

89 18 

91 30 

92 14 

 

 

Appendix 18. Correspondence between transcription symbols  
in IPA, Den Danske Ordborg and Dania  
 

IPA Den Danske Ordbog 

http://ordnet.dk/ddo/ 

Dania 

   a a 

ε æ   

εː æː    

     α  

  ː  ː α  

   b b 

   d d 

ð    ð ð 

   e e 

  ː  ː    

ə ə ə 

f f f 

   g g 

h h h 

i i i 

iː iː i  

j/i  j j 

j j j 

    k k 

l l l 

m m m 

n n n 

ŋ ŋ ŋ 

o  o o 

o ː oː o  

    p p 

      r 

ɐ  ɐ   ɹ 

s s s 

http://ordnet.dk/ddo/
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ɕ ɕ ᶊ 

   s t t 

u u u 

uː uː u  

v v v 

w/u   w ɣ 

y y y: 

yː yː y  

e ε 
 

æ  

 ː εː  ·  

a a ä 

   ø ø 

  ː  ː    

     ö 

  ː  ː ö· 

 ː ----- 

 

 

  · 

  -----    

        

  ː  ː   · 

ɔ      ɔ å 

ɔ     ː ɔː å· 

ɔ  ɒ å 

ɔ ː ɒː å  

ʌ    ʌ    
 

 

 

Appendix 19. Transcriptions of the vowel and consonant targets in the R-
group 
 

R 1 R 4 R 5 R 6 R 7 

[p  nə  [p  nə  [p  nə  [p ːnə        nə  

 ˈ  yːnə   ˈ  
j
ynə   ˈ  ynə   ˈ  yːnə   ˈ  yˑnə  

 ˈkεɐ liˌhəð      ˈ   εɐ l
j
iˌhɪð      ˈ   εɐ liˌh  ð      ˈ   εɐ liˌx

j
  ð      ˈ   εɐ liˌh  ð     

[ˈut s    ˈn emeli] [ʊˈ   sɐ  nəmeli]  uˈ   s    knemeli]  u   s  ɐkˈn meli]  u   s    ˈn məli  

 ˈ  εð    əˌv
j
eɐ lsə  [ˈ  εð    əˌveɐ lsə   ˈ  eð    əˌveɐ lsə  [ˌ  εð    əˈv

j
elsə   ˈ  εð    əˌvεɐ lsə  

 ˈm   ŋlə   ˈm  ŋlə   ˈm  ŋlə   ˈm  ŋlə   ˈm  ŋlə  

 ˈ   ː     ˈ   ː     ˈ   ː]  ˈ   ːə]  ˈ   ː  ə] 

 ˈo nsˌ  ε     ˈo nˌs   εp]  ˈo ˀnˌs  ε     ˈo nˌs  ε     ˈo ns  ə    

javascript:;
javascript:;
javascript:;
javascript:;
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 ˈso
u ː ə]  ˈs oː ɐ] [soˈ   ]  ˈso       ˈso ː ə] 

[ˈ    ː ɹə] [ˈ    ] [ˈ    ː    [ˈ    ə] [ˈ    ː  ə] 

   ɪˈs   mə  [ ɪˈs t εmə     ɪˈs   mə     ɪˈs   mə     ɪˈs  εmə  

[ˈhopə   ˈhɔ  ə  [ˈhʌ   ə  [ˈho  e] [ˈhʌ   ə  

[tuˀm] [  um]    um] [  um]    o m] 

 s        [s           s    ː     s    ː     s    ː    

[keɐ sˈ   ɐ ] [ˈk
j
eɐ s   ɪə] [keʌ s ˈ  iʌ ʌ   [ˈ   εɐ s  ʌ ʌ ]  ˈ      əs  ə     ə] 

 s  ɔ ˀm  [s  ɔm] [s   ɔ m   s  ɔ m   s  ɔ ˀm] 

[eɐ ˈkentə  [ˈ ɐ   ənə   ˈeɐ   ənə   εɐ ˈ    nə   ˈεɐ   ənə  

 ˈs    n   ˈs 
j
y  n   ˈs y  n   ˈsy  ən]  ˈsy  n  

 ˈs    iː!ə   ˈs   ʢið    ə   ˈs    ið    ə   ˈs  ið    ə   ˈs    iˑð    ə  

 ˈk   əl   ˈ  a əl   ˈ     əl   ˈg   əl   ˈ     əl  

 ˈkiːn     ˈ   iːnə]  ˈ   iːnə   ˈ   iːnə]  ˈ   iːnɐ] 

 ˈh u ]  ˈhið   ə     ˈh  ð   ə     ˈx
j
ið   ə     ˈh  ð   ət] 

 ˈv  s  ə ð      ˈv  s   əð      ˈv  s  əð      ˈv  s  əð      ˈv  s  əð     

 ˈ  inə   ˈbinə   ˈ  iːn ə   ˈbinə   ˈ    nə  

[ɐ    ˈ    ˀ    [ɐ  ɐˈ               ˈ               ˈ               ˈ        

   ɐˈ  εːɕə  [ ɐˈ  εːɕə     ɐˈ  εɕə  [ ɐˈ  εɕə     ɐˈ  ʌːɕə  

[paˈn    ] [p  ˈniə] [pɐˈn iə] [paˈniəʌ       ɐˈn    ə] 

   ɪˈs l   təð     [ ɪˈs l
j
     əð        ɪˈs l     əð     [ ɪˈslε    əð          ˈsl     əð     

[fɔ ˈ  
j
iləð    ə  [foˈ 

j
iləð    ə  [ˌfɔ ˈ  iˑləð    ə    ɔˈ iləð    ə   ˌ ɔˈ    ləð    ə  

[ɐˈliːnə  [əˈl
j
iːnə     ˈliˑnə     ˈliːnə  [əˈliːnə  

 ˈm   ð       ˈm  ð       ˈm  ð       ˈm   ð       ˈm  ð      

 ˈsiːnə   ˈs iːnə   ˈs iˑn ə   ˈsiːnə   ˈs iːnə  

 ˈ alsk]  ˈ   ls      ˈ   ls     ˈ   ls     ˈ   ls    

 ˈ  uə   ˈbuːə   ˈ  uˑə   ˈ  uːə   ˈ  uːə  

 ˈ  ɔ u ən   ˈ  ɔ u ən   ˈ  ɔ u ən   ˈ  ɔ u ən   ˈ  ɔ u ən  

 ˈ   mə   ˈ   mə   ˈ   mə   ˈg
j
 mə   ˈ   mə  

 ˈ    nskə   ˈ    ns  ə   ˈ  ans  ə   ˈ  
j
  ns  ə   ˈ  ʌns  ə  

 ˈ l  mə   ˈ ɫ mə   ˈ l  mə   ˈ l  mə   ˈ l  mə  

 ˈkuˀl]  ˈgul
f
]  ˈ  ul

j
]  ˈgul]  ˈ  o l] 

[ ɪˈg  i s    əð      ˈ   i əˌs   ʢəð     [ ɪˈg  i s     əð     [ ɪˈg
j
 i s    əð      ˈ    i əs    əð     

 ˈs  inə   ˈs      nə   ˈs kinə   ˈskinə   ˈs    nə  

 ˈhεmelit  ]  ˈh məlit]  ˈhɛməlit]  ˈh
j
 məli     ˈhεməlit] 

 ˈ iˀlm]  ˈ il
j
m]  ˈ ilm   ˈ il

j
m]  ˈ ilm  

 ˈvilə   ˈv  lə   ˈvilə   ˈv  lə   ˈv  lə  

 ˈ      i    ˈ     i    ˈ     i    ˈ      i    ˈ     i   

 ˈhumus   ˈhumus ]  ˈhumus ]  ˈhumus   ˈhumus  

 viˈk  ˀ   ˈvik ] [ˈvik     viˈ   ɔ] [ˈvi   a] 
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 ˈliu li   ˈl
j
iu l

j
i]  ˈl

j
iu l

j
i]  ˈl

j
ivl

j
i]  ˈliu li  

 ˈsk ɨːvə   ˈs     iːvə   ˈs    iˑvə   ˈs    iːvə   ˈs    iːvə  

 ˈ    i    ˈ  ai   ˈ    i    ˈ  i    ˈ    i   

 ˈjou ]  ˈjuð       ˈjo ð       ˈjoð       ˈjo ð     

      o lo ˈ  iˀ        əloˈgi]    ko loˈ  iˀ        oɫoˈgi]       əlo ˈ  iˀ  

   ɪˈt s  ljə  [ ɪˈ   s  ljə  [ ɪˈ   s  ljə  [ ɪˈ   s  ljə     ɪ  ɐl
j
ˈji] 

 ˈkiɐ səˌ     ]  ˈ   isəˌb
j
eɐ    ˈkis ˌ eɐ    ˈ   iɐ sə  εɐ    ˈkiʔsəˌ  eɐ   

 ˈl ŋə   ˈl
j
 ŋgə   ˈl ŋə   ˈl ŋə   ˈl ŋə  

[poˈp ˀl
j
]  ˈ  uˌp

j
el

j
]  ˈ  uˌpel

j
]  ˈ opəl

j
]  ˈbo ˌ    l  

[mɐˈs   iˀ   mɔ ˈs   i]  mo ˈs    ˀ   mɔ ˈs  ə   mɔ ˈs    ˀ  

 ˈ   uːlə   ˈ   ulə   ˈkul
j
e]  ˈ   ulə   ˈ   ulə  

 ˈl  məˌk  ð      ˈl  məˌ     ð      ˈl  məˌk  ð      ˈl  məˌ     ð      ˈl  məˌ     ð     

 ˈ    ŋkə   ˈbaŋkə   ˈ    ŋkə   ˈ    ŋ  ə   ˈ    ŋkə  

 ˈsm   ə]  ˈs m  ð   ʢə]  ˈsmað      ə]  ˈsmað      ə]  ˈsm  ð      ə] 

 ˈkunə   ˈ   uˑnə   ˈ   o nə   ˈ   uːnə   ˈ   uːnə  

 ˈn s  ə   ˈn s  ə   ˈn
j
 s  ə   ˈn s  ə   ˈn s  ə  

 ˈ    ŋə   ˈg  ŋə   ˈ    ŋə   ˈg  ŋə   ˈg  ŋə  

 ˈ  uð        ˈguð        ˈ  o ð ]   ˈguð      ˈgo ð    ˀ   

 ˈ    ]  ˈ    ː   ˈ    ʌ    ˈ    ː]  ˈg  ː  

 ˈm nəs  ə   ˈm nəs   ə]  ˈm
j
 nəs  ə   ˈm nes  ə   ˈm nəs  ə  

 ˈ    ŋ   ˈb  ŋ   ˈ    ŋ   ˈ    ŋ   ˈ    ŋ  

 i  oˈk
j
esʌ  [iˌ  ok

j
 ˈs iˀʌ    i  ok

j
ɪˈsiə]  i  oˈk

j
esʌ   [iʀo ˈ     sʌ   

   oˈliviəns       oliviˈεns     [ˈ  o liviənsk] [boliviˈεns       oˈliviεns    

 ˈs  o ːlə   ˈs   uːlə   ˈsko lə   ˈs  uːlə   ˈs  o ːlə  

 ˈ   oːnə    ˈ   uːnə    ˈ   unə    ˈ   uːnə    ˈ   o ːnə   

 ˈpis  əˌ l  ːð   ə   ˈpis   əˌ l  ːð   ə   ˈ   iskəˌ l  ð   ə  [ˌ   is  əˈ l  ːð   ə   ˈ   is  əˌ l  ːð   ə  

[kɔ  ə  ˈt suˀɐ        ɔ   e  ˈt sʊɐ ]      ɔ  ə  ˈt suɐ        ɔ   ə  ˈ   suɐ        ɔ ʀ   ˈ   suɐ    

 ˈn ɔːs     ˈnɔ ːs      ˈnɔ s     ˈnɔ ːs     ˈnɔ ˀs    

[p  ˈpiˀɐ   [pɐˈ   iɐ       ɐˈ   iɐ         ˈ   iɐ   [p  ˈpiɐ   

 ˈ   iːˌtɔmˀ   ˈʡiˌ  ʌ m   ˈ iˀˌ  ʌ m   ˈ  iˌ  əm]  ˈ  iˀˌ  ʌ m  

 ˈ   e     ˈ ʡε     ˈ  æ     ˈ   ε     ˈ ʀ     

 ˈ  iˀs   ˈʡis ]  ˈ  is   ˈ  is   ˈ iˀs  

 ˈ   ɐ ˀ]  ˈb
j
eɐ    ˈ  εɐ    ˈbεɐ    ˈ  eɐ   

 ˈ   i ɐ   ə   ˈ   iɐ   ə   ˈ   iɐ   ə   ˈ   iɐ   ə   ˈ   iɐ   ə  

 ˈmo ɐ ˀ]  ˈmoˀ]  ˈmo ɐ    ˈmo ɐ    ˈmo ɐ   

 ˈ    esə    ˈ     εsə    ˈ     εsə    ˈ      sə    ˈp  esə   

 ˈlyŋ  y   ˈlyŋ  y   ˈlyŋ  y   ˈlyŋ  y   ˈlyŋ  y  

 s  u nə  [s   u n   s  u nə   s  u nə  [s   u nə  

 ˈ  yːə   ˈʡyˑə   ˈ  yːə   ˈ  yːə   ˈ u ] 

 ɕo  oˈlεːð    ə  [ʃo  oˈlaːð    ə   ɕɵ  əˈlεˑð    ə   ɕo  oˈl  ːð    ə  [ço  oˈlεð    ə  
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   ʊˈt siːnə     ʊˈ   siːnə     uˈt siˑnə     ʊˈ   siːnə  [ uˈtiːnə  

 ˈ    ːs     ˈb  ːs     ˈ    ˑs     ˈ    ːs     ˈb  ːs    

[ˈt soj]  ˈ   sɔ j]  ˈt sʌ j    ˈ   sʌ j   ˈt sʌ j  

 ˈç u    ˈɕɔ u    ˈçɔ u    ˈɕɔ u    ˈɕɔ u   

[ʊmˈt so
j
əli  [əmˈ   sɔ ləl

j
i] [ˈ mˌt sɔ ləli  [ɵmˈ   sɔ ləli  [ɞmˈt sɔ l li  

 ˈmuːliˌvis   ˈmuˀliˈvis ]   ˈmuliˈvis    ˈmuːliˈvis    ˈmuˀliˈvis   

 ˈ  εɐ nə   ˈ  eɐ nə   ˈ  εɐ nə   ˈgεɐ nə   ˈ  εɐ nə  

 ˈmoːlə   ˈmoˑlə   ˈmoˑle]  ˈmoːlə   ˈmɔ ːlə  

      u   uŋˈt suɐ ˀ] [ɐkʊpʊŋˈ   suɐ      kupuŋˈt suɐ    ɐ   u   uŋˈ   suɐ         uˈ   uŋ   suɐ   

 ˈv    t]  ˈv    t]  ˈv  kt]  ˈv         ˈv       s] 

 ˈkvoːt     ˈkvoː       ˈkvo ˑ       ˈ   vo ː   s     ˈ   voː   sə] 

 ˈh  u nə   ˈh  u nə   ˈh  u nə   ˈh  u nə   ˈh  u nə  

 ˈh  ːnə   ˈh  ːnə   ˈhøːnə   ˈh  nə   ˈh  ˑnə  

 ˈniu    ˈkniu    ˈ   niu    ˈ   niu    ˈ   niu   

 ˈ   ɔ ːwə   ˈ   ɔ ːwə   ˈ   ɔ ːwə   ˈ   ɔ ːwə   ˈ   ɔ ːwə  

 ˈuːə   ˈuːə   ˈuːə   ˈuːə   ˈuːə  

[koˈ  u  t]     oˈ  u          oˈ  u          o ˈ  u  t]     oˈ ɔu  t] 

 ˈ     u ]  ˈ    εu    ˈ     u    ˈ     u    ˈ     u   

 ˈt s    l ːðə   ˈ   s     ˌl ːð   ə   ˈt s    l ːð   ə      s  ˈ   l ːð   ə  [ˌ   s  ˈ   leð   ə  

 ˈmʊːnə   ˈmunə   ˈmuːnə   ˈmunə   ˈmɔ nə  

[t siu lit]  ˈ   sið   ɫɪt]  ˈt sið   lit s]  ˈ   sið   li     ˈ   sið   li   s] 

  yɕoloˈ  iˀ  [fysioloˈki] [fysioloˈ  iˀ    yɕo lo ˈ  iˀ  [fysio lo ˈ  iˀ  

 ˈv      ˈv
j
eke]  ˈv kə   ˈvεkə   ˈv   ə  

[foˈs   ːli]   [foˈs    el
j
i]   [fɔˈskeli]     ʌ ˈs  εli]   [fəˈs   li    

  ˈt s  y  ə   ˈt s  ykə    ˈt s  y  ə    ˈ   s  y  ə    ˈ   s y  ə  

   eˈ   ð    ˌs  ε     ˈ iɣəˌs   εp]  ˈ     əˌs  ε    [ˌ    εð    ˈs  ε       əˈ    ð    ˌs  ε    

         ˈ  ou ˀ  [pe  ɐˈ   ou        ɪ  ɐˈ  o uˀ         ɐˈ  o u   [p     ˈ  o u ˀ  

 nεɐ ˈvɜsitəð   ] [nəvøs iˈ   sit]  nεɐ v  ˈsitə    failed   n ˌvɜsiˈti  

 ˈl ːsə   ˈl ːsə   ˈm ːsə   ˈl ːsə   ˈl ːs ə  

 ˈ yˀsis    [fyˈsis      yˈsis      yˈsiˀs     ˈ yˀsis    

[ʊŋˈ  o mɐli] [ˈuŋ  ɔməli  [ˈuŋˌ  ɔməli  [ʊŋˈ omeli] [ʊŋˈ  ʌ məli  

 ˈ     sə   ˈ   yˑsə   ˈ     ˑsə   ˈ   ysə   ˈkys ə  

 ˈ     ː  ə   ˈk  ːbə   ˈ     ˑ  ə   ˈ   y  ə   ˈky  ə  

 ˈ    eŋ   ˈ  ʡ ŋ   ˈ     ŋ   ˈ    εŋ   ˈ    ŋ  

 n  ð   ˈv ndi]  n  ð   ˈv
j
en  i]  n  ð   ˈv n  i   n  ð   ˈv n  i]  n  ð   ˈv n  i] 

         ˈ  oˀisk  [p   ɐˈ   o  is            ɐˈ  o  is             ˈ  o u is    [pɪ  ɐˈ  oˀ is    

 ˈsm ˀ]   ˈs m      ˈsm  ˀ]   ˈsm  ɐ     ˈsm  ɐ   

 ˈlu   ə   ˈlukε]  ˈlu  ə   ˈɫu  ə   ˈɫu  ə  

[ˈ    ɔ me  ɐ ]  ˈ  ʡɔ mə       ˈ   ɔ mə ɐ] [ˈ    omə  a] [ˈ   ɔ mə    ˀ  

[ˈ  ɔwmestʌ   [ˈ  ɔ wˌmistə] [ˈ  ɔ wˌm s  ʌ   [ˌ  ɔ wˈmis  ʌ    ˈ  o ɐ ˈm s  ʌ   
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 ˈneɐ m ɐ ]  ˈn
j
 ɐ mʌ ʌ    ˈneɐ miə]  ˈnεɐ mʌ    ˈnemə  ə] 

 ˈs  ɔːmə   ˈs  ɔːmə   ˈs  ɔ ːmə   ˈs  ɔ ːmə   ˈs  ɔ ːmə  

 ˈɔ ːnə   ˈɔ nʌ    ˈɔ nʌ    ˈɔ nʌ    ˈʌ nə] 

 
    

R 9 R 10 R 12 R 13 

      nə        ːnə        ːnə  [p  nə  

 ˈ  ynə   ˈ  yːnə   ˈ  yːnə   ˈ  ynə  

 ˈ   εɐ ɫiˌh  ð      ˈ   εɐ liˌh  ð      ˈ   εɐ liˌh  ð      ˈ   εɐ liˌhɪð     

[ˌu   s  ɐkˈn meli]  ˈu   s    ˌn məli  [ʊ   sɐ  ˈnεməli  [ʊ   sɐ  ˈnεmεli] 

 ˈ  εð    əˌv əlsə   ˈ  εːð    əˌvεɐ lsə  [ˌ  εːð    əˈvεɐ lsə  [ˌ  εð    əˈveɐ lsə  

 ˈm  ŋlə   ˈm  ŋlə   ˈm  ŋlə   ˈm  ŋlə  

 ˈ    ə]  ˈ   ː     ˈ   ː     ˈ   ː    

 ˈøns  əp]  ˈo ˀnˌs  ε     ˈo nˌs   εˀ     ˈo nˌs  ε    

 ˈs ofɐ]   ˈso ː ɐ]  ˈs oː      ˈsofɐ] 

[ˈ    ə] [ˈ    ː    [ˈ    ː  ə] [ˈ      ə] 

   ɪˈs   mə       ˈs   mə  [ əˈs    mə  [ əˈs   mə  

[ˈhʌ   e] [ˈhʌ   ə   ˈho  ə   ˈhɔ  ə  

[  um]    um] [  um] [  um] 

[s     ː     s    ː    [s          s    ː    

[ˈ   εɐ s   ə  ə] [ˈ   εɐ ʌ s  əˌ  əʌ   [ˌ      əs  əˈ      ə] [ˈk
j
   əs  ə  ə] 

[s   ɔ m   s  ɔ m  [s   ɔm] [s  ɔm] 

[ˈεɐ ˌ    nə  [ˈεɐ ˌ    nə  [əˈ    nə  [ ɐ ˈ    nə  

 ˈs y  n   ˈs 
j
y  n   ˈs y  n   ˈs 

j
y  n  

 ˈs   ið    ə   ˈs    iːð    ə   ˈs     iːð    ə   ˈs    ið    ə  

 ˈg   əl   ˈ     əl   ˈ  a əl   ˈ  a əl  

 ˈkinɐ]  ˈ   iːnɐ]  ˈkiːn     ˈkinɐ] 

 ˈxið   əð   ]  ˈh  ð   ə     ˈheð   ə     ˈheð   ə    

 ˈv  s   əð      ˈv  s  əð      ˈv  s  əð      ˈv  s  əð     

 ˈ  inə   ˈ    nə   ˈbinə   ˈbinə  

[ɐ    ˈ    ˀt]        ˈ    ˀ    [ɐ  ɐˈ    ˀ    [ɐ  ɐˈ        

[ ɐˈg
j
eːɕə     ɐˈ  εːʃə  [ ɐˈ  εːɕə  [ ɐˈ  ʂə  

 ˈ     nəʌ          ˈniə] [paˈni  ə] [ˈp  nə  ə] 

[ ɪˈs l      sɪð          ˈsl
j
     əð     [ ɪˈs l

j
     əð     [ ɪˈsl     əð     

 ˈ ɔ ːˌ  ɪləð   ə  [fəˈ    ləð    ə  [ˌfəˈbiləð    ə  [ˌfoˈbiləð    ə  

 əˈl  ːnə     ˈl  ːnə  [əˈl
j
iːnə  [əˈl

j
iːnə  

 ˈm  ð       ˈm  ð       ˈm  ð       ˈm  ð      

 ˈs inə   ˈs  ːnə   ˈs iːnə   ˈsinə  

 ˈ   ls     ˈ   ls     ˈ   ls     ˈ   ls    

 ˈbuːə   ˈ  uːə   ˈ  uːə   ˈbuə  

 ˈdoən   ˈ  ɔ u ən   ˈ  ɔ u ən   ˈ  ɔ u ən  
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 ˈg mə   ˈ   mə   ˈ   mə   ˈg
j
 mə  

 ˈgans   ə   ˈ    ns  ə   ˈ  ans   ə   ˈgans  ə  

 ˈ l  mə   ˈ l  mə   ˈ l  mə   ˈ lamə  

 ˈ  ul
v
]  ˈ  ɔ l   ˈgul]  ˈgul

v
] 

[bɪˈgεi s    əð          ˈg  i s    ʌ ð     [bɪˈ    i s    ʌ ð     [ ɪˈ    i s    ʌ ð     

 ˈs kinə   ˈs    nə   ˈs kinə   ˈsk  nə  

 ˈh
j
 məli   ˈx

j
 məli     ˈh məli     ˈh məli    

 ˈ il
j
m]  ˈ ilm   ˈ il

j
m]  ˈ iɫm] 

 ˈvilə   ˈv  lə   ˈv  lə   ˈv  lə  

 ˈ   ai ˀ   ˈ     i    ˈkai    ˈ      i   

 ˈhumus ]  ˈhumus   ˈhumus   ˈhumus  

[ˈviˌ     ː] [ˈvi     ː] [vɪˈka]  ˈvik ] 

 ˈl
j
iu l

j
i]  ˈl

j
iu l

j
i]  ˈl

j
iu l

j
i]  ˈl

j
iu l

j
i] 

 ˈs     iːvə   ˈs    iːvə   ˈs     iːvə   ˈs    ivə  

 ˈdai    ˈ    i    ˈ    i    ˈ    i   

 ˈjoð      ˈjo ð       ˈjo ð       ˈjoð      

   ˈ   ologi]       o lo ˈ  iˀ        əloˈ  i  [ɘ   əɫoˈgi] 

   ɪˈt  ljə       ˈ   s  ljə     ɪˈt s  ljə  [ ɪˈ   s  ljə  

 ˈk
j
iɹs ˌ  εɐ    ˈ   iɐ səˌ  eɐ    ˈ   iɐ s əˌbεɐ    ˈ   iɐ səˌb

j
eɐ   

 ˈl ŋə   ˈl ŋə   ˈl
j
 ŋə   ˈl

j
 ŋgə  

 ˈ  oˌ    l
j
]  ˈ  o ˌ    l

j
]  ˈbo ˌ    l

j
]  ˈbo ˌ    l

j
] 

 mɔˈs ki]  mo ˈs    ˀ   mɔˈs ki] [ˌmɔ ˈs  i  

 ˈkul
j
e]  ˈ   ulə   ˈkulə   ˈkulə  

 ˈl  məˌ     ð      ˈl  məˌ     ð      ˈl  məˌ     ð      ˈɫ məˌ     ð     

 ˈb  ŋke]  ˈ    ŋ  ə   ˈ    ŋ  ə   ˈbaŋkə  

 ˈs mað      ə]  ˈsm  ð      ə]  ˈs m  ð      ə]  ˈsmað      ə] 

was not read  ˈ   unə   ˈkunə   ˈkunə  

 ˈn s   ə   ˈn
j
 s  ə   ˈn s   ə   ˈn s  ə  

 ˈg  ŋə   ˈ    ŋə   ˈ    ŋə   ˈ    ŋə  

 ˈ  o ð        ˈ  o ˀ   ˈ  o ð        ˈguð       

 ˈ    ɐ ]  ˈ    ː   ˈ    ː  ə]  ˈg  ː  

 ˈm
j
 nəs k

j
e]  ˈm n

j
es  ə   ˈm nəs   e]  ˈm nεs  e] 

 ˈ    ŋ   ˈ    ŋ   ˈb  ŋ   ˈb  ŋ  

 i  ɔˈk
j
esʌ    i  o ˈ     sʌ    i  o ˈ     sʌ    i  oˈ   esə] 

[ oˈliviəns       o liviˈʌns     ˈbol
j
iviəns     ˈbol

j
iviəns    

 ˈs kuːlə   ˈs  uːlə   ˈs   uːlə   ˈs   ulə  

 ˈkuːnə    ˈ   uːnə    ˈkuːnə    ˈkunə   

 ˈpis kəˌ ɫʏð   ə   ˈ   is  əˌ l  ːð   ə  [ˌ   is   əˈ l  ːð   ə   ˌ   is  əˈ l  ːð   ə  

[kɔ   ə  ˈt suɐ        ɔ   ə  ˈ   suɐ        ɔə  ˈt suɐ        ɔˈ  ε     sʊ]  
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 ˈnoːs      ˈnɔ s     ˈnɔ s      ˈnɔ s    

      ˈ   iɐ         ˈ   iɐ   [p  ˈpiɐ   [p  ˈ   iɐ   

 ˈ  iːˌ  ʌ m   ˈ  iˌ  ʌ m   ˈ  iːˌ  əm]  ˈ  iˌ  ʌ m  

 ˈ   ε     ˈ   e     ˈ   ε     ˈ   ε    

 ˈ  i   ˈ  iˀs   ˈ  is ]  ˈ  is  

 ˈbεɐ    ˈ  eɐ    ˈb
j
eɐ    ˈb

j
eɐ   

 ˈ   iɐ   ʌ ]  ˈ   iɐ   ə   ˈkiɐ   ə   ˈ   iɐ   ə  

 ˈmo ɐ    ˈmo ɐ    ˈmo ɐ    ˈmo ɐ   

 ˈ     εə    ˈ     εsə    ˈp   s ə    ˈ      sə   

 ˈlyŋ  y   ˈlyŋ  y   ˈlyŋ  y   ˈlyŋby] 

 s  u nə   s  u nə  [s   u nə  [s   u n  

 ˈ  uːə   ˈ  yːə   ˈ  yːə   ˈ  ʏɐ ] 

[ʃo  oˈl  ːð ə  [ʃo  oˈl  ːð    ə  [ʂo  oˈl  ːð    ə  [ʂo  oˈlaːð    ə  

   uˈtiːnə     ʊˈ   siːnə     uˈ   siːnə     uˈt iˑnə  

 ˈ    ːs      ˈ    ːs     ˈ   s k]  ˈb  ːs    

 ˈt sɔj]  ˈ   sʌ j   ˈt səj]  ˈt sʌ j  

 ˈʂjɔu    ˈɕ
j
ɔ u    ˈɕ u    ˈçɵu   

[ɞmˈt sɔjlel
j
i] [ˈ mˌ   sɔ ləli  [əmˈt sɔ ləl

j
i] [əmˈ   sɔ ləl

j
i] 

 ˈmuːljivis ]   ˈmuˀliˈvis    [ˈmul
j
ɪvɪs ]  [ˈmuɫɪvɪs] 

 ˈgeɐ nə   ˈ  εɐ nə   ˈ  εɐ nə   ˈ  eɐ nə  

 ˈmɔ ːlə   ˈmɔ ːlə   ˈmɔ ːlə   ˈmɔ ˑlə  

      u   uŋˈ   suɐ         u   uŋˈ   suɐ   [ɐkʊpʊŋˈt suɐ   [ɐkʊpʊŋˈ   suɐ   

 ˈv         ˈv         ˈv         ˈv        

 ˈ   votɐ]  ˈ   voːtə   ˈkvoː       ˈkvoːt sɐ] 

 ˈh  u nə   ˈh  u nə   ˈx  u nə   ˈh  u nə  

 ˈx
j
ʉːnə   ˈh ːnə   ˈhʏːnə   ˈh  ˑnə  

 ˈ   niu ˀ   ˈ   niu    ˈkniu    ˈ  niu   

 ˈkowə   ˈ   ɔ ːwə   ˈkɔ ːwə   ˈkɔ ˑwə  

 ˈuːə   ˈuːə   ˈuːə   ˈuˑə  

    oˈ  u          ɐˈ  u  t] [koˈ  u      [koˈ  u      

 ˈ     u    ˈ     u    ˈ     u    ˈ    εu   

 ˈt s     lεːð   ə   ˈ   s  ɐ    l ːð   ə   ˈt s     ˌleð   ə   ˈ   s     ˌleð   ə  

 ˈmunə   ˈmunə   ˈmunə   ˈmunε] 

 ˈt sið lit]  ˈ   sið   lit]  ˈt sið   l
j
ɪ     ˈ   sið   l

j
ɪ    

[fyzioˈlogi] [fysioloˈ  iˀ  [fysio lo ˈ  iˀ  [fysioloˈgiˀ  

 ˈv   ə   ˈv
j
   ə   ˈv   ə   ˈv

j
eke] 

[foˈʂ   li    [foˈs   li    [fəˈs    l
j
i]   [foˈs   el

j
i]   

  ˈ   s  yk
j
e]   ˈ   s  y  ə    ˈ   s  y  ə    ˈt   ykə  

[ əˈ  i  ˌs   ε       eˈ  ɨð    ˌs  εp] [bεˈ  εð    ˌs   ε    [ əˈ  εð    ˌs  əp] 

[pe ɐˈ ou ] [ˈ      ɐˌ  ou ˀ  [pe  ɐˈ  oˀu   [pe  ɐˈ  ou ˀ  
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[n ʀˌv  s iˈ         nɪ
ə
v  siˈ   s  ˀ    [nəv  s iˈ   s  ˀ    [nəv  siˈ   s      

 ˈl ːs ə   ˈl ːsə   ˈl
j
 ːs ə   ˈl

j
 ˑsə  

 ˈ ysis    [fyˈsis     ˈ ysis    [fyˈsis    

[ʊŋ  ˈ  ʌ məli   ˈo ŋ  ɔməli  [ʊŋˈ  ɔməli  [ʊŋˈ  ɔməli  

 ˈkys ə   ˈ     sə   ˈkys ə   ˈkysə  

 ˈk   ə   ˈ     ː  ə   ˈkyː  ə   ˈk   ə  

 ˈ     ŋ   ˈ     ŋ   ˈ     ŋˀ   ˈ    eŋ  

 n    ˈv n  
j
i]  n  ð   ˈv ˀn  i   n  ˈv ndi  ]  n  ð   ˈv

j
en  i] 

       ɐˈgogis           ɐˈ  oˀu is    [p   ɐˈ  o ˀis     [pe  ɐˈgogis    

  ˈs m
j
ɵɐ     ˈsm      ˈs m      ˈsm  ɐ   

 ˈɫukə   ˈɫu  ə   ˈɫu  ə   ˈlʏ  ε  

[ˌ    ɔ meˈ  εɐ ]  ˈ    ɔ mə  ɐ]  ˈ    ɔme  ɐ] [ˈt  ɔm  ɐ] 

[ˈ ɔ wˌmes   ʌ   [ˈ  ɔ wˌm s  ʌ      o wˈmis   ʌ   [ˈ  ɔ wm stə] 

 ˈnεɐ mʌ ʌ    ˈnεɐ mʌ ʌ    ˈnεɐ mʌ   ə]  ˈn ɐ m   ʌ   

 ˈs  ɔ ɐ mə   ˈs  ɔ ːmə   ˈs   ɔ ːmə   ˈs  ɔ ˑmə  

 ˈɔ nʌ    ˈʌ nʌ    ˈonʌ    ˈonə] 

 

Appendix 20. Transcriptions of the vowel and consonant targets in the D-
group 

 
 

D 1 D 2 D 3 D 4 D 5 

[p  n ə  [p  nə  [p  n ə  [p  n ə  [p  nə  

 ˈ  yːnə   ˈ  ynə   ˈ  yn ə   ˈdyn ə   ˈ  ynə  

 ˈkεɐ l
j
iˌhəl

j
]  ˈ   εɐ liˌh  ð   ˀ   ˈkεɐ liˌhəð      ˈkεɐ liˌh  ð      ˈ   εɐ liˌhɪð     

[ut  kˈn emeli] [ut    ˈn meli] [ut    ˈn mli  [u      ˈn məli  [ʊ   sɐ  ˈnεməli  

[ˌ εð    əˈveɐ lsə   ˈ  εːð    əˌvεɐ lsə   ˈbeð    əˌvεls ə   ˈ   ð   ˌvεls ə  [ˈ εð   əˌveɐ ls ə  

 ˈm   ŋlə   ˈm  ŋlə   ˈm  ŋ
g
lə   ˈm  ŋglə   ˈmaŋlə  

 ˈ   ə]  ˈ   ː     ˈ   ə]  ˈ   ː     ˈ   ː    

 ˈons ˌkap] [ˈo ns  ə     ˈo n ˌs     p]  ˈ ʏnˌsk       ˈo ns  ə    

 ˈsoː a]  ˈso
ʊ
ː ə]  ˈsoˑfɐ]  ˈso

ə
ː ɐ]  ˈsofɐ] 

 ˈɹ  ːe]  ˈ    ə] [ˈ    ːə] [ˈ    ə] [ˈ    ːə] 

[ ɪˈst mə     ɪˈs   mə     εˈ  εmε] [ əˈst mə  [ ɪˈs   mə  

[ˈhopə  [ˈhʌ   ə   ˈhopε] [ˈhʌ   ə   ˈhʌ   ə  

[  um] [  um]    um] [  um] [dum] 

[sk  p]  s    ː     s    ːp]  s    ː     s        

[ˈkεɐ st   ]  ˈkεɐ s  əʌ ] [kεɐ s  əə]  ˈ   εɐ s  ə  ʌ   [ˈk
j
eɐ s  ə  ʌ   

[stom]  s  ɔ m] [s   om] [stɔ m   s  ɔ m  

 ˈεɐ kεnə   ˈεɐ    ənə  [ˈεɐ ken ə   εɐ ˈ    nə  [əˈk
j
 nə  
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 ˈs  ten]  ˈs    n   ˈs 
j
y  n   ˈs ʏtən   ˈsy  n  

 ˈstr iːr ə   ˈsʈ  iʝə   ˈs     ið    ə   ˈstɹɨð    ə   ˈs    ið    ə  

 ˈg   əl   ˈg   l   ˈ     əl   ˈ     əl   ˈ  a əl  

 ˈkiːna]  ˈ   iˑnə]  ˈkin ɐ]  ˈ   iːn ɐ]  ˈ   inə] 

 ˈh ð ət]  ˈh  ð   ]  ˈheð   ə     ˈh  ð   ət]  ˈh  ð   ə    

 ˈvaskət]  ˈv  s  əð      ˈv  s   ə  ] dialect  ˈv s kət]  ˈv  s   əð     

 ˈ inə   ˈ  inə   ˈ  in ə   ˈ    nə   ˈ  inə  

[ɐ    ˈ        [ɐ  əˈ        [a  aˈ  a           ˈ    t] [ɐ  ɐˈ        

[b ˈ  ːɕə     ɐˈgaʐ ː     ɐˈgεːʐə     ɐˈ  εˑʐ] [ ɐˈ  εɕə   

 ˈ   εnεε] [p  ˈn  ʌ   [paˈn  ɐ]       ˈneʌ   [ˈpɐniˀʌ ] 

   εˈs ɫε t εt ]    ɪˈsl ʝ  ə  ]    εˈs l     ə  ] [ ɪˈsla  tət] [ ɪˈs lε    əð     

[ˌfɔˈbilədə  [fəˈ    ləð    ə  [fɔ ˈ iləð   ə   ˈ ɔ ːˌ    ləð    ə   ˈ o  ɪləð    ə  

 əˈlinə  [əˈl  ːnə  [əˈl
j
in ːə     ˈl  ːnə  [əˈliːnə  

 ˈm  l
j
]  ˈməð       ˈmεð       ˈm   ð       ˈm  ð      

 ˈsiˑnə   ˈs  nə   ˈs iːn ə   ˈs  ːnə   ˈs   ːnə  

 ˈ alsk]  ˈ   ls     ˈ   ls     ˈ   ls     ˈ   ls    

 ˈbui]  ˈbuə   ˈ uːε]  ˈ  uə   ˈbu
ə
] 

 ˈ   ou n]  ˈ  oən   ˈ  ɔ ən]  ˈ  ɔ u ən   ˈ  ou n  

 ˈg ˑmə   ˈ  εmə   ˈ   mə   ˈ   mə   ˈg
j
 mə  

 ˈ   ˑnskə   ˈg  nskə   ˈ   n s   ə   ˈ  ans  ə   ˈ   ns  ə  

 ˈ lεˑm
j
ə   ˈ l  mə   ˈ l  mə   ˈ ləmə   ˈ l  mə  

 ˈgulv ]  ˈgɔ l   ˈ  ʉl
j
]  ˈ  ul

f
]  ˈgul] 

[ ɪˈg  i st  ət ]  ˈ    i əsʈ  əʈ  [beˈg  i strət ] [ ɪˈg  i s    əð     [ ɪˈg  i s    ʌ ð     

 ˈs  inə   ˈs   nə   ˈs kin ə   ˈsk nə   ˈs kinə  

 ˈhim
j
eli ]  ˈhεməli     ˈh mlit]  ˈhεmεlit]  ˈh məli    

 ˈ il m   ˈ ilm   ˈ ilm   ˈ ilm   ˈ ilm  

 ˈvilˑ ]  ˈv  lə   ˈv  lə   ˈv  lə   ˈvilə  

 ˈ   εi    ˈk  i    ˈk  i ˀ   ˈ      i    ˈk  i   

 ˈhumus   ˈhumus   ˈhumus   ˈhumus   ˈxumus] 

 viˈ     ˑ]  viˈk     viˈka]  viˈka]  viˈk  ˀ  

 ˈlivli]  ˈliu li   ˈl
j
iu l

j
i]  ˈliu li   ˈl

j
iu l

j
i] 

 ˈskɹiwə   ˈs    ivə   ˈs k ɨːvə   ˈsk  ɨvə   ˈs     iːu ] 

 ˈ    i    ˈ    i    ˈ ai    ˈ  εi    ˈd  i   

 ˈjoð      ˈjoð      ˈjoð       ˈjɵð       ˈjo ð      

[əkoloˈgi]       o lo ˈ  i  [ə   o loˈ  i  [ˌ     o lo ˈgi]       o lo ˈgiˀ  

[  ɪˈt  ljə     ɪˈʈ  ljə  [  ɪˈt εljə     ɪˈ   s  ljə  [ ɪˈ   s  l
j
jə  

 ˈkisəˌ ε
j
a]  ˈ   iɐ səˌ  εɐ    ˈ   is əˌ  εɐ    ˈ   isəˌ  εɐ    ˈ   iɐ səˌb

j
eɐ   

 ˈɫεŋə   ˈl ŋə   ˈlεŋgə   ˈl ŋ ε]  ˈɫ ŋə  

[ˈ opel] [ˌ  o ˈpel] [poˈpel]  ˈ  oˈpel]  ˈbo    l
j
] 

 mɔ ˈski   mɔ ˈs  əˀ  [moˈs k ]  mɔ ˈs  əˀ   mɔ ˈs    ˀ  
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 ˈ   ulə   ˈkulə   ˈkul
j
e]  ˈ   ulə   ˈ   ulə  

 ˈɫ m
j
eˌkøl]  ˈl  məˌ     ð      ˈl  məˌ     ð      ˈl  məˌ     ð      ˈɫ məˌ     ð     

 ˈ aŋk
j
e]  ˈ    ŋkə   ˈ    ŋkə   ˈ    ŋ  ə   ˈbaŋkə  

 ˈsm  ð      ə   ˈsm  ð      ə]  ˈs ma
ð
 ə   ˈsməð      ə]  ˈsm  ð      ə] 

 ˈkunə   ˈkunə   ˈkunε]  ˈkun ə   ˈkunə  

 ˈn εstə   ˈn s  ə   ˈn es   ə   ˈn s  ə   ˈn s  ə  

 ˈg  ngə   ˈ    ŋ!]  ˈ    ŋgə   ˈ    ŋgə   ˈg  ŋə  

 ˈgo
u
]   ˈ  oð        ˈko

u
]  ˈ  o   ˈguð       

 ˈ  ]  ˈ    ː   ˈ    ə   ˈ    ]  ˈg  ː  

 ˈm nəs  ə   ˈm nəs  ə   ˈm
j
en  s kə   ˈm ns  ə   ˈm nəs  ə  

 ˈ  ŋk]  ˈ   ŋ   ˈ    ŋ   ˈ    ŋk]  ˈb  ŋ  

[iroˈk z ]  i  ɔˈ   esʌ   [ɪ  oˈk ˑsə]  ioˈ   esə]  i  oˈk
j
esʌ   

[boliviˈansk]    ɔliviˈεns       o liviˈεns k]    oliviˈ   nsk]    ol
j
iviˈεns    

 ˈskɔ lə   ˈskɔlə   ˈs ko ˑlə   ˈs  o ˑlə   ˈs   oːlə   

 ˈkɔ nə    ˈkɔnə    ˈkoːn ə    ˈ    ˑnə    ˈ   o ːnə   

 ˈpiskə l l
j
]  ˈpis  əˌ l  ːð   ə   ˈpis kəˌ l  ːð   ə   ˈ   is  əˌ l  ˑð   ə  [ˌ   is  əˈ l  ːð   ə  

   
h
ɔ  ə  ˈtuɐ    [kɔə  ˈt uɐ    [ko  əkˈtuɐ        ɔ   ə  ˈ   suɐ        ɔˈ      suˀ]  

 ˈn oˑsk]  ˈnɔs     ˈn os k]  ˈnoˑs     ˈnɔ s    

      ˈ   i
a
] [papiɐ   [paˈpiɐ   [paˈpiɐ   [p  ˈ  iɐ   

 ˈ  iˑˌ   om]  ˈ  i  əm]  ˈ  iˌ  ʌ m   ˈɹiː  ɔm]  ˈ  iˌ  ʌ m  

 ˈ   ek]  ˈ   ε     ˈ   ε     ˈ        ˈ        

 ˈr
j
is]  ˈ  iˀs   ˈ  iss ]  ˈ  iːs   ˈ  iˀs  

 ˈ   ɐ    ˈbεɐ    ˈ  εɐ    ˈ  εɐ    ˈbεɐ ˀ] 

 ˈ   i ɐ kə   ˈkiɐ kə   ˈkikə   ˈ   i ɐ   ə   ˈ   iɐ   ə  

 ˈmoˑ]  ˈmo ɐ    ˈmo ɐ    ˈmoɐ    ˈmo ɐ   

 ˈ     esə    ˈ      sə    ˈ     εs ə    ˈ      sə    ˈ      sə   

 ˈlyŋgby]  ˈlʏŋ  y   ˈɫʏŋ ʏ   ˈlyŋ  y   ˈlyŋby] 

 s  u nə   s  u nə  [s   u n ə   s  u nə  [s   u n  

 ˈ  uːe]  ˈ  yə   ˈ  ʏɣə   ˈ  yə   ˈ  yːə  

 ɕo  oˈlal
j
]  ɕo  oˈlεːð    ə   ɕokoˈlεˑð    ə   ɕokoˈlεð       ɕo  oˈlεːð    ə  

   uˈtiːnə     uˈtiːnə     uˈ   siˑn ə     uˈ   siːnə     ʊˈ   siːnə  

 ˈ    ːs     ˈ    ːs     ˈ    sk]  ˈ    ːs     ˈb  ːs    

 ˈtoj]  ˈt ʌ j   ˈtɔ j]  ˈ   sʌ j   ˈtʌ j  

 ˈç u ]  ˈsjɔu    ˈs jɔ u    ˈɕ u    ˈçɵu   

[omˈtolili] [ømˈtɔləli  [ʉmˈt ɔl
j
el

j
i] [ˈ  mˌ   sɔ ləli     mˈtɔ ləli  

 ˈmul
j
ivis]   ˈmuliˌvis   ˈmul

j
iˈvis    ˈmuːliˌviˀs  [ˈmuːl

j
ivis] 

 ˈ  εːɐ nə   ˈgεnə   ˈ  εɐ nə   ˈ  εːɐ nə   ˈgeɐ nə  

 ˈm
j
  ːle]  ˈmɔˑlə   ˈmoːl

j
ə   ˈmo ːlə   ˈmɔːlə  

   kupuŋˈ tuɐ   [ɐkupuŋˈʈuɐ      ku   uŋˈ   suɐ         u   uŋˈ   suɐ   [ɐkʊpʊŋˈ   suɐ   
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 ˈv         ˈv    ʈ]  ˈv
f
ɛ       ˈv    t]  ˈv    t] 

 ˈkvota]  ˈ   voʈə   ˈ   vo ː  ə   ˈ   voːtə   ˈkvotɐ] 

 ˈh  u n   ˈh  u nə   ˈh  u n ə   ˈh  u nə   ˈh  u nə  

 ˈh  ne]  ˈh  ˑnə   ˈh ːə   ˈh  ːnə   ˈh  ːnə  

 ˈ   niu    ˈ   niu    ˈ   n iu    ˈ   niu    ˈ   niu   

 ˈkɔ 
u je]  ˈkɔə   ˈkoə]  ˈ   ɔə   ˈ   ɔ ːə  

 ˈuːə   ˈuːə   ˈuːə   ˈuːə   ˈuː
ə
] 

    o ˈ  ɔu t] [kɔˈ  u  ʈ] [koˈ  u          oˈ  ʌ  t] [   oˈ  u  t  

 ˈ    u    ˈ     u    ˈ     u    ˈ     u    ˈ    εu   

 ˈt  klε
j
ə   ˈʈ     l ˑð   ə   ˈ   s  ː   l ːð   ə   ˈ   sʏɐ    l ːð   ə   ˈ   s     ˌleːð   ə  

 ˈmunn]  ˈmʉnə   ˈmun ə   ˈmunə   ˈmunə  

 ˈtið l i     ˈʈið   liʈ]  ˈ   si  lit]  ˈ   sið   li   ˈ   sið   l
j
ɪ    

[fizioloˈ iˀ    yɕiɔlɔˈ  i  [fyzɪoloˈgi] [fɪzɪoloˈ  i  [fysio lo ˈ iˀ  

 ˈv kə   ˈv kə   ˈv kə   ˈvεkə   ˈv   ə  

  ʌ ˈskeli]   [fɔˈskeli]     ʌ ˈsk li]   [fɐˈs   li    [fəˈskeli]   

 ˈt  yke]  ˈt y  ə   ˈt u  ə   ˈ   s  y     ˈ   s  y  ə  

[b ˈ  εlskεb]  ˈ  e
ɣ
εð   ˌs  ε     ˈ  eeskɐ       εˈ  ε  ˌs  ε       eˈ  εð    ˌs  εp] 

[pɪ  ɐˈ oˑ  ] [pe ɐˈ  ou   [p     ˈ  o u ˀ  [p   ɐˈ  o u   [p   ɐˈ  ou ˀ  

 nεɐ v  siˈtet]  nεv  siˈʈ  ] [n əv  siˈ   s  t] [nεv  siˈ   s  ˀ    [nəv  siˈ   s  ˀt   

 ˈɬɛz ]  ˈl ːsə   ˈl ˑsə   ˈl ːsə   ˈlesə  

 ˈ izis     ˈ ysis     ˈ yzis    [fyˈzis     ˈ ysis    

 ˈo ŋ  om
j
e ˌli]  ɔ ŋˈ ɔməli  [ˈuŋ  omli]  ʉŋ  ɵmeˈli] [ʊŋˈ  oməli  

 ˈ   yse]  ˈk  sə   ˈk   sə   ˈk  sə   ˈ   ysə  

 ˈ     ːbe]  ˈk  ˑ  ə   ˈk  ˑ  ə   ˈ     ː  ə   ˈ     ː  ə  

 ˈ  ɹ ŋ  ]  ˈ    εŋ   ˈ     ŋ]  ˈ     ŋ  ]  ˈ   eŋ  

 n  lˈv n  i] [ˈn  ð   v n  i  [n   ð   ˈv n  
j
i]  n  ð   ˈv nˀ  i   n  ð   ˈv n  i] 

[pe  aˈ  o isk   p     ˈgo is     p   ɐˈgoisk] [p   ɐˈ  oː  is    [p   ɐˈ  o   is    

 ˈsmoˑ]  ˈsm     ˈsm ]  ˈsm
j
 ɐ    ˈsm  ˀ  

 ˈl  k
j
e]  ˈlu  ə   ˈlu kə    ˈlu  ə   ˈɫu  ə  

[ˈ    ɔ m    ˑ]  ˈ    ɔˑməd     ˈ    omə      [ˈ    ɔmə   ]  ˈ    ɔ mə  ɐ] 

   ɔ wˈm s  ʌ   [ˈ  ɔ m s  ʌ   [ˈ  ɔ wˌm s  ʌ   [ˈ  ɔ wm s  ʌ   [ˈ ɔ ɐ ˌm s  ʌ   

 ˈnεmee]  ˈnεɐ mʌ    ˈn εɐ mə]  ˈnεɐ mʌ    ˈnεɐ mʌ ʌ   

 ˈstɔ ˑmə   ˈs  ɔ ːmə   ˈstɔmə   ˈstɔ ːmə   ˈst ɔ ːmə  

 ˈʌ n ʌ    ˈʌ nʌ    ˈʌ nə]  ˈɔ ntə]  ˈɔ nʌ   

 
 

   D 6 D 11 D 12         D 13 

[p  n ə        nə  [p  n ə  [p n ə  

 ˈ  yn ə   ˈ  ynə   ˈ  yn ə   ˈdyn] 

 ˈkεɐ liˌh  ð      ˈ   εɐ liˌh  ð      ˌkeliˈh  ð      ˈkεliˌxəl
j
] 

[ut  kˈnεmli] [ˈu   s    ˌn mli  [utakˈnεmεli] [ˈut ɐkˌn emli] 
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 ˌ   ð    əˈvεls ə   ˈ  εð    əˌvεɐ lsə  [   əˈvεls ə   ˈ   ð    əˌvε  əls ə  

 ˈm  ŋglə   ˈm  ŋlə   ˈm  ŋglə   ˈmanglə  

 ˈv   ː   ˈ   ːə   ˈ εə   ˈ a] 

 ˈo nˌs  εp]  ˈo nˌs  ε     ˌənˈs  ε     ˈo n ˌs     p] 

 ˈs o
ə
ː ɐ]  ˈsoː      ˈs o

ə
ː ɐ]  ˈs ofɐ] 

[ˈ    ə] [ˈ    ːə] [ˈɹ  ə] [ˈr ] 

[ əˈs t  mə       ˈs   mə  [ əˈs t  mə  [ əs ˈt imə  

[ˈhɔ  ə  [ˈhʌ   ə  [ˈhɔ  ə   ˈhop] 

   ɔ m     ɔ m  [dum] [  um] 

 s    ː     s    ː     s    ːp] [s k p] 

 ˈ   εɐ s  ə  ʌ   [ˈ   εɐ ʌ s  ə  ə]  ˈ   ε  εs  əə   ˈkεrεs   ərə] 

[s t om]  s  ɔ m  [s t om]  s  om] 

 εɐ ˈk nə  [ˈεɐ    ənə   ˈεɐ kənə  [əˈkεn ə  

 ˈs ʏt ən   ˈs y  n   ˈs ʏtən   ˈs 
j
yten] 

 ˈs t   εð    ə   ˈs    ið    ə  failed  ˈs t rið ə  

 ˈga əl   ˈ     əl   ˈ    əl   ˈgafl] 

 ˈkin ə]  ˈkinə]  ˈkinə   ˈkin ɐ] 

 ˈhεð   ə   ˈh  
ð ə   ˈhεð   ə     ˈhεð   ə    

 ˈv s kət]  ˈv  sk
j
əð      ˈvaskət]  ˈv s kəl]  

 ˈ in ə   ˈ    nə   ˈbinə   ˈ in ə  

       ˈ    t]        ˈ       s]        ˈ    t] [apaˈra    

[bɐˈ   ˑʐə     ɐˈ   ʐ]  [ ɐˈ   ˑʐ] [bɐˈ  ʐə  

[pɐˈn εə   ˈp  nəə]  pəˈnεə] [pɐˈn  ɐ] 

[ ɪˈsla  tət]    ɪˈslε     sə   s] [ εˈslεtət] [ ɪˈs l   ʈəl] 

[ˌ ɔˈ    ləð    ə   ˈ ɔ ːˌ    ləð    ə  [ˌ əˈ   ləð    ə  [ˈfɔ  ɪləɾə  

 əˈlεˑnə     ˈl  ːnə   əˈlεˑnə  [ɐˈl n ə  

 ˈm  ð       ˈm   ð       ˈm     ˈmεl] 

 ˈs in ə   ˈs  ːnə   ˈs  nə   ˈs εn ə  

 ˈ als k]  ˈ als     ˈ   ls     ˈ als    

 ˈ  u
ə
]  ˈ  uə   ˈ  u

ə
]  ˈ uə] 

 ˈ  ɔən   ˈ  ɔ u n]  ˈ ɔn]  ˈ  ɔ ən] 

 ˈg
j
  mə   ˈ   mə   ˈg  mə   ˈ εmə  

 ˈ ans kə   ˈ    ns  ə   ˈg  ns  ə   ˈ  n s kə  

 ˈ lamə   ˈ l  mə   ˈ l  mə   ˈ l  m  

 ˈ  ul
f
]  ˈ  ul

f
]  ˈgul

v
]  ˈgul] 

[ ɪˈg  i s    əð        ɪˈg  i s    ə   s] [ ɪˈgejst  ət] [ ɪˈgajstrəl] 

 ˈs kin ə   ˈs kinə   ˈskinə   ˈs kin ə  

 ˈxεmεlit]  ˈhiməlihəð   ]  ˈh məli     ˈxεmεlit] 

 ˈ ilm   ˈ ilm   ˈ iɫm]  ˈ ilm  

 ˈvilə   ˈvilə   ˈvil  ə   ˈvil] 
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 ˈkaj]  ˈ      i    ˈkaj]  ˈk  j] 

 ˈxumʊs ]  ˈhɔ mus]  ˈhumus   ˈxumus ] 

[vɪˈka]  viˈk    [vɪˈka]  viˈka] 

 ˈliʊli]  ˈliu li   ˈliʊli]  ˈliʋlɪ] 

 ˈs kriə   ˈs    ivə   ˈskɹivə   ˈs krivə  

 ˈ   j]  ˈ  ei    ˈdaj]  ˈ   j] 

 ˈ ð       ˈjo l]  ˈjɵð       ˈjɔ]  

   koloˈgi]       o lo ˈ  i        o lo ˈgi] [əˈkolo ɪ] 

[  ɪˈt   ljə     ɪˈ   s  ljə     ɪˈt  ljə  [  ɪˈt  ljə  

 ˈkis əˌb
j
εɐ    ˈ   iɐsəˌ  εɐ    ˈkiɹsəˌ εɐ    ˈkirs əˌ  ə] 

 ˈlεŋgə   ˈl ŋə   ˈlεŋə   ˈɫεn ə  

 ˈbopəl   ˈ  oˌpel]  ˈ  opɛl]  [ˈ oˌpel] 

 mɔˈs kɪ   mɔ ˈs  əˀ  [məˈs kɪ] [moˈs k ] 

 ˈkuˑlə   ˈ   ulə   ˈkulə   ˈkul
j
e] 

 ˈɫ mˌk  ð      ˈl  məˌ     l]  ˈl  mˌk     ˈl  məˌ    ɘl]  

 ˈbaŋk
j
ə   ˈ    ŋ  ə   ˈ    ŋk

j
ɛ]  ˈb  ŋk

j
e] 

 ˈs mεð    ə]  ˈsm  ð      ʌ    ˈs m  ð   ɹɛ]  ˈs ma
ð
ɾə  

 ˈkuˑn ə   ˈ   ɔ nə   ˈkɵnə    ˈkun ə  

 ˈn εs   ə   ˈn s  ə   ˈn s  ə   ˈn εs   ə  

 ˈg  ŋə   ˈ    ŋə   ˈg  ŋgə   ˈ  ŋgə  

 ˈ  oð      ˈ  o ð       ˈgo]  ˈgo   

 ˈ   ˑ]  ˈ    ː]  ˈ    ]  ˈg
j
ɵ] 

 ˈmεn εs kə   ˈm nəs  ə   ˈmɛnɛskɛ]  ˈmεn εs kə  

 ˈbaŋ   ˈ    ŋ   ˈbaŋ   ˈ  ŋk] 

[irokɪˈs  ə]  i  oˈ   esʌ    i  oˈ   esə] [ɪɾoˈk ˑzə] 

[ oˈliviənsk]    oˈliviəns       oliviˈans    [boˈlivɪəns k] 

 ˈs kol ]  ˈs  olə   ˈskolɛ]  ˈs ko ˑlə  

 ˈkoˑn ə    ˈ   onə    ˈ   ɵnə    ˈkon ə   

 ˈpis kəˌ lɵˑð     ˈ   is  əˌ l  l]  ˈ   is  əˌ l  ð   ə   ˈpis kəˌ ɫɵl] 

[ko  əkˈt u  ]      ɔʀə  ˈ   suɐ        ɵɹˈktuɹ]  [koɾəkˈʈu]  

 ˈn oˑs k]  ˈnɔ ːs     ˈnɔsk]  ˈn os k] 

[pɐˈpiɐ         ˈ   iɐ   [papiə] [paˈpiɐ   

 ˈri  əm]  ˈʀiˌ  ʌ m   ˈɹi ɔm]  ˈɾiˌdom] 

 ˈ         ˈ         ˈ ɹɛk]  ˈ ɾεk] 

 ˈ  is ]  ˈ  is   ˈris]  ˈɾis ] 

 ˈ  εɐ    ˈ  εɐ    ˈ  εɐ    ˈbεɐ   

 ˈk
j
i  kə   ˈ   iɐ   ə   ˈ   ikə   ˈkiɹkə  

 ˈmo]  ˈmo ɐ    ˈmo]  ˈmo] 

 ˈp  εs ə    ˈ      sə    ˈ   ɹεsə    ˈprεs ə   
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 ˈlyŋ  y   ˈly  y   ˈlyŋ  ʏ]   ˈlyŋgby] 

[s   u nə   s  u nə  [s   u nə   s  u nə  

 ˈryə   ˈ  yə   ˈ uə   ˈrʏə  

[ʂəkoˈlεð   ə]  ɕo  oˈlεːð    ə  [tʃokoˈlεə] [ʃokoˈlεl] 

[ruˈt 
j
iːnə     uˈ   sinə  [ɹuˈtinə  [ruˈtiˑn ə  

 ˈ    s      ˈ    ːs     ˈ  s k]  ˈ  ɹsk] 

 ˈt oj]  ˈ   sʌ j   ˈtoj]  ˈtɵj] 

 ˈçɵu    ˈɕɔ u    ˈʂɵu    ˈsjɔu   

[ʊmˈt oləli  [omˈ   sɔ ləli  [ˌɵmˈtɔləli  [ømˈtɵl
j
el

j
i] 

 ˈmuˑl
j
iˌvis ]  ˈmuliˌviˀs   ˈmul

j
ivis]   ˈmul

j
ɪvɪs ]  

 ˈ  εˑnə   ˈ  εɐ nə   ˈ  εənə   ˈgεnə  

 ˈmo ˑlə   ˈmɔ lə   ˈmɵˑlə   ˈmol
j
e] 

 ɐkupuŋˈt uɐ        u   uŋˈ   suɐ      kupuŋˈtu]  ˈ  kupuŋˌʈu] 

 ˈv    t]  ˈv       s]  ˈv    t]  ˈvɛ  ʈ] 

 ˈkvoˑtə   ˈ   vo   sɐ]  ˈ   vo  ə   ˈkvot ə  

 ˈhεu nə   ˈh  u nə   ˈhεu nə   ˈxau nə  

 ˈh  ˑnə   ˈh  ːnə   ˈh  nə   ˈh ːnə  

 ˈ   niu    ˈ  niu    ˈ   niv]  ˈ   niu   

 ˈkɔ  ə   ˈkɔə   ˈ   ɔə   ˈkoə] 

 ˈuːə   ˈuːə   ˈuə   ˈuə  

[koˈ  u  t]     oˈ  u     s]     oˈɹu  t] [koˈrupt] 

 ˈ  r u    ˈ     u ˀ   ˈ  ɹ u    ˈ rɛu ] 

 ˈ   sɵ  lεˑð   ə   ˈ   s    ləl]  ˈt  kl ə]  ˈʈ kləl] 

 ˈmɔˑnə   ˈmunə   ˈmunə   ˈmunʈ] 

 ˈt 
j
ið   lit ]  ˈ   sið   li   s]  ˈtilit]  ˈʈilli] 

[fɪzɪoloˈ  i  [fysioloˈ  i  [fyzioloˈ i] [fɪsɪoloˈgi] 

 ˈvεkε]  ˈv   ə   ˈv ke]  ˈv kə  

[fəˈs    li      ʌ ˈs   lˀi    [ˌfoˈs   li    [fɔˈs keli]   

 ˈt ry  ə   ˈ   s  y  ə   ˈtɹʊ  ə   ˈʈrʏkə  

[bεˈrεð    ˌs   ε       əˈ  ε  ˌs  ε    [ˈ   εˌs  ε    [ ɪˈɾ lskə ] 

[pe  ɐˈ  o u   [p   ˈɐ  ou   [pe ɐˈgog] [p ɐˈgog] 

[nεv  siˈ   s  ˀ    [nəˈvɜsis  ə     nεv siˈtet] [nəɹvɞsɪˈtɛl] 

 ˈɫ ˑs ə   ˈlesə   ˈlεs ə   ˈlɛˑzɛ] 

[fyˈzis k]  ˈ ysis     ˈ ysis     ˈ ysis    

[ʊŋ ˈ  omeli] [əŋˈ  ʌ məli  [ʊŋˈ  oməli  [ʊŋ ˈ  oməli  

 ˈk  ˑs ə   ˈ   ysə   ˈ   ysə   ˈkys ə  

 ˈk   ə   ˈ       ə   ˈ     ː  ə   ˈk    ə  

 ˈ     ŋ
j
]  ˈ     ŋ   ˈ  ɹaŋ]  ˈ  rɛŋk] 

 n  lˈv nli]  n  lˈv nli] [nøˈwendi]  ˌnotˈv nd
j
i] 

 p   ɐˈ  o  is k]        ɐˈgois    [pedɐˈgogis    [pe  ɐˈgoigsk] 
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 ˈsm
j
 ]  ˈsm  ɐ    ˈsmo]  ˈsm ] 

 ˈlɔ  ə   ˈlɔ   ə   ˈlɔ    ə   ˈlu kɛ]  

[ˈ  romə  ɐ]  [ˈ    ɔ me  ɐ] [ˈ ɹomə ɐ]  ˈ  romə  ɐ] 

   ɔˈmis t ə] [ˈ  ɔ wm s  ʌ      ɔsˈm stə  [ˈ  ɔɹkˌm əstəɹ] 

 ˈnεmεə]  ˈnεɐ mʌ ]  ˈnem ə]  ˈn εmɛɹə] 

 ˈstɔmə   ˈs   sɔ m]  ˈs   ɔˑmə   ˈstɔɹmə  

 ˈɔnə]  ˈɔ nə]  ˈon
d
ə]  ˈɵn  ə] 

     
Appendix 21. Transcriptions of the diphthong and word  
stress targets in the R-group 
 
 

R 1 R 4 R 5 R 6 R 7 

 ˈ  ilist]  ˈ  ilis     ˈ  ilis     ˈ  ilis       iˈlis    

[ɪvenˈt sy  əð     [ɪvənˈ   sy  əð      [ˈ  vən   su  əð      [ɪvənˈ   sy  əð      [əvənˈ   sy  əð      

 ˈ   v  nəli   ˈ   v  nəli   ˈkv  nəli   ˈ   vinəli   ˈ   vinəli  

 ˈuˌh lt] [ʊˈx
j
el]  ˈuˌx

j
el] [ʊˈx

j
el] [ˈuhel] 

[kaˈjak]     ɐˈj      [kɐˈj  k]     ɐˈj          ɐˈj      

[misˈt s  ŋ  ə  [misˈt s  ŋ  ə  [ˈmist s  ŋkə  [misˈt s  ŋ  ə  [misˈt s  ŋ  ə  

 ˈsɔ ːˌ       ˈsɔ ːˌ       ˈs ɔ ːˌ       ˈsɔ ːˌ       ˈsɔ ːˌ      

 misˈt s ŋˌsɔm] [mis ˈ   s ŋˌsʌ m  [mis ˈt s ŋs ʌ m  [mis ˈ   s ŋˌsʌ m   misˈ   s ŋˌsʌ m  

     ˈ   ajdə   [ˈ  ɪ      j  ə   [ˈ   ɐˌ    jð ə   [ˌ  ɪˈ      j  ə   [ˌ  ɪˈ      j  ə   

   eˈ  yˀɐ      ɪˈpyɐ      ɪˈ  yɐ      ɪˈ  yɐ      ɪˈ  yɐ   

 ˈuˌkent] [ʊˈ    n     ˈuˌ    nt] [ʊˈ    n     ˈuˌ    n    

 ˈs  jultə   ˈs   jultə   ˈs    jultə   ˈskjul  ə   ˈs  jul  ə  

       ˈ i           ˈ i           ˈ i           ˈ i           ˈ i    

 ˈs
j
  wnˌl  s   ˈs 

j
ɵənˌl  s   ˈs ɵwnˌl  s ] [ˌs 

j
ɵwnˈl  s   ˈs  wnˌl  s  

[vioˈliˀn  [vioˈlin] [vioˈlin] [vioˈlin] [v ioˈlin] 

[  isˈtiː  ə]       ɨ  iˈs
j
iʌ   [k  ɨ  iˈs  ʌ         ɨ  iˈs  ʌ         ɨ  ɪˈs    ʌ   

 ˈjys     ˈjys     ˈjys     ˈjys     ˈjys    

[ˌuˈh l
j
i]  uˈh l  i  [ˈuˌh l  i   uˈh l  i   uˈh l  i  

[ˈ  ilist] [ˈ  ilis    [ˈ  ilis    [ˈ  ilis    [ˈ  ilis    

     oˈnomis         oˈnomis       kəˈnomisk]      oˈnomis         oˈnomis    

 ˈ    ːn  om] [ˈp  ːn  ʌ m  [ˈ    ːn  ʌ m  [ˈ   ːn  ʌ m  [ˈ   ːnˌ  ʌ m  

[ˈjuːlə  s     ˈjuləˈ  s     ˈjuləˌ  s    [ˌjuləˈ  s     ˈjuləˈ  s    

[tyvæˈ  iˀ  [t syw ˈʡi] [t syw ˈ  iˀ      sywʌ ˈ  iˀ      syweˈ  iˀ  

 uˈmuːli     uˈmulit]  uˈmuˑlit]  uˈmuːlit]  uˈmuːlit] 

 ˈ  εjˌ   tʌ     ˈ  ejˈ    ʌ    ˈ  ejˈ    ʌ   [ˌ  ejˈ    ʌ   [ˌ  ejˈ    ʌ   

 ˌj wnˈald  ənə    ˈj wnˌh  l  ʡənə    ˈj wnˌ  l  ənə   [ˌjjewn
ə
ldˈ  εnə   [ˌjewnˈ  l    ənə  

[ˌ  mʌ ˈt s   j ] [ˈ  mʌ ˈ   sʡ ð   və  [ˈ  mʌ ˈ   s   ð   və  
[ˌ  mʌ ˈ   s  εð   və

] 
[ˌfeməˈ   s   ð   və  

[yˈt s   ŋsˌ   iˈhəð     [ˌy  ʡ ŋsˈ   ihəð     [ˌyt s iŋsˈf ihəð     
 y   sˌ  iŋsˌ   iˈhə

ð     
 ˈy    ɪŋsˌ   ihəð     
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 ˈ  iˈ    t ə      ɪˈ  ε  tə   [  ɪˈ ε    ə   [ ɪˈ  ε  tə      ɪˈ  ε  tə   

[ˈ  lˌ  εːð    ə  [ˈ  l  əð   ə]  [ˈ  l əð   ə]  [ˈ  l  əð   ə]  [ˈ  l  əð   ə]  

 ˈ    ːnəˌvɔ wn   ˈ    ːnəˌvɔ wn   ˈ    ːnəˌvɔ wn   ˈb  ːnəˌvɔ wn   ˈ    ːnəˌvɔ wn  

 ˈ  nəð   ̍ s    os      ɐˈ ou i

sk] 

 ˈ  n əð   ˌs    o      ɐˌ  o  

ik] 

 ˈ  nəð   ˌs    op   ɐˈ  o

  ik 

[ˌ  n əð    

ˌs    o      ɐˈ  o  i

k] 

[ˌ  nəð    

ˌs    os      ɐ  oˈ  i

k] 

 ˈlɔ wˌ  iwnɪŋ   ˈlɔ wˌ  iwnɪŋ   ˈlɔ wˌ  iwnɪŋ   ˈlɔ wˌgiwnɪŋ   ˈlɔ wˌgiwnɪŋ  

 ˈiwnəˌsvajˀ   ˈ wnəˌsvεˀj   ˈiwnəˌs vεj    ˈ wnəˌsvεj   ˈ wnəˌswεj  

 ˈ     ːbʌ    ˈ     wʌ    ˈ       ʌ    ˈ   i  ʌ    ˈ   i  ʌ   

[ˈ  ut soˌmεt sis    [ɔtoˈmεtis    [ɔt sɔˈmεt sis       utoˈmεtis        utoˈmεtis     

 ˈ    iwˌhuˀs   ˈ    iwˌhus   ˈ    iwˌhus   ˈ    iwˌhus   ˈ    iˀwˈhuˀs  

 ˈ  w  ə]  ˈ  w  ə   ˈ  w  ə   ˈ  v  ə   ˈ  w  ə  

 ˈ lɔ ə
j
u ]  ˈ lɔjəð      ˈ lʉjəð      ˈ lɔjəð      ˈ lɔjəð     

 ˈ    jli   ˈt  jli   ˈ    jli   ˈ    jli   ˈ    jli  

 ˈhujə   ˈhuə]  ˈhui ə   ˈhui ə   ˈhujə  

 ˈ   iɐ   əli   ˈ   iɐ   əli   ˈ   iɐ   əli   ˈ   iɐ   əli   ˈ   iɐ   əli  

 ˈpεɐ    ˈpεɐ    ˈ   εɐ    ˈpεɐ    ˈpεɐ   

 ˈ jɐ s  ən   ˈ  s   ən   ˈ  ɐ s  ən   ˈ  ɐ s  ən   ˈ  ɐ s  ən  

 ˈ  yɐ   ə   ˈ  y  ə   ˈ  yɐ   ə   ˈ  yɐ   ə   ˈ  yɐ   ə  

 ˈ     səl   ˈ     
ɐ səl   ˈ     

ɐ səl   ˈ     
ɐ səl   ˈ     səl  

 ˈ    əð      ˈ ʡəð      ˈ   əð      ˈ   əð      ˈ   əð     

 u  aniˈsiɐ ˀ  [ʊpɐniˈs iʌ   [ˈʊ  ɐniseʌ   [ʊbɐniˈs i  ə] [ʊ  ɐniˈs  ˀʌ   

 ˈ  ɔ ɐ   ˌ   lə   ˈ  o  ˌ   lə   ˈbo  ˌ   lə   ˈ  o  ˌ   lə   ˈ  o  ˌ   lə  

 ˈj  nuˌ     ˈj  nuˌ     ˈj  nuˌ     ˈj  nuˌ     ˈj  nuˌ    

 ˈj  ːnə   ˈj  nə   ˈj  ɐ nə   ˈj  nə   ˈj  nə  

 

R 9 R 10 R 12 R 13 

[ˈ ilis      ˈ  ilis     ˈ  ilis     ˈ   list] 

[ɪvənˈ   syəð        vənˈ   syˀ  əð      [evənˈ   sy  əð      [əvɪnˈ   sy  əð      

 ˈ   vinəli   ˈ   vinəli   ˈ   vinəli   ˈkv  nəli  

 ˈuˌh l   ˈuˌh l
j
]  ˌuˈh l

j
]  ˌuˈh l  

    ɐˈj          ɐˈj          ɐˈj            ˈj      

 ˈmis t s  ŋ  ə  [misˈ   s  ŋ  ə  [mis ˈt s  ŋ  ə   ˈmis   s  ŋ  ə  

 ˈs ɔ ːˌ       ˈsɔ ːˌ       ˈs ɔ ːˌ       ˈsɔ ːˌ      

[mis ˈt s ŋˌsʌ m   misˈ   s ŋˌsʌ m  [mis ˈt s ŋˌsʌ m   misˈ   s ŋˌsʌ m  

[ˌ  ˈ   j  ə   [ˈ    ˌ      j  ə   [ˌ   ˈ      j  ə   [be|ˈ  b  j  ə   

[ ɪˈbyɐ      ɪˈ  yɐ      ɪˈ  yɐ      eˈ  yɐ   

 ˈuˌk
j
 n     ˈuˌ    n    [ʊˈk

j
 n     ˌuˈ    nt] 

 ˈs   jul  ə   ˈs  jul  ə   ˈs  
j
ʊl  ə   ˈs  jul  ə  

       ˈ i    [ˈ       is     ˈ       ɪ           ˈ i    

 ˈs 
j
 wnˌl  s   ˈs  

u nˌl  s  [ˌs 
j
ɵwnˈl  s   ˈs  wnˌl  s  

[vioˈlin] [vioˈliˀn  [vioˈlin] [viɔˈliˀn  

      i  ɪˈs iʌ         i  iˈs  ˀʌ         ɨ  iˈs   ʌ         i  iˈs    ʌ   

 ˈjys     ˈjyˀs     ˈjys      ˈjys    

 uˈx
j
 l  i   uˈh l  i  [ʊˈx

j
 l  i   uˈh l

j
  i  

[ˈ  ilis       iˈlis       iˈlis    [ˈ  ilis    

     oˈnomis         oˈnomis     ɞ  əˈnomis         o ˈno mis    
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[ˈ   ːnˌ  ʌ m   ˈ    ːn   ʌ m  [ˈ   ːn  ʌ m   ˈ    ːnˌ  ʌ m  

 ˈjuləˈ  s    [ˈjuːləˌ  s    [ˈjuləˌ 
j
es      ˈjuləˌ  s    

    syweˈ  iˀ      sywʌ ˈ  iˀ  [t syweˈ  iˀ      sywʌ ˈ  i  

 uˈmuːlit]  uˈmuːli     uˈmuːlit]  uˈmuli    

 ˈ  ejˌ    ʌ    ˈ  εjˌ    ʌ    [ˌ  ejˈ    ʌ    ˈ  εjˌ  tʌ    

[ˌjewnˈ l    ənə   ˈj wnˌ  l  ʌ nə   [ˌjewnˈ  l    ənə    ˈj wnˌ  l    ənə   

[ˈ  mʌ ˈ   s   ð   və  [ˈ  mʌ ˌ   s   ð   və  [ˌ  mʌ ˈ   s  εð   və  [ˈ  mʌ ˈ   s   ð   və  

[ˌy    ɪŋsˈ   iˌhið      ˈy     ŋsˌ   ihəð      ˈy   s   ɪŋsˌ   ihəð     [ʏ   ˈ iŋsˌ   iˈhəð     

   ɪˈ  ε  tə      iˈ       ə   [ ɪˈ  ε    ə      iˈ      ə   

[ˈ  l  əð   ə]   ˈ  ləˌ  eð    ə  [ˈ  l  əð   ə]   ˈ  l  εð    ə  

 ˈ    ːnəˌvɔ n   ˈ    ːnəˌvɔ 
 u n]  ˈb  ːnəˌvɔ wn   ˈb  ːnəˌvɔ wn  

[ˌ  nəð    

ˌs    o      ɐˈ o ik] 
[ˈ  nəð   ̍ s    os      ɐˈɣo   is    

[ˌ  nəð    

ˌs    os       ɐˈ  o  ik] 
[ˈ  nəð   ˌs   ospɪ  ɐˈ oˌ i    

 ˈlɔ wˌgiwniŋ   ˈlɔ wˌ  iwn  ŋ   ˈɫowˌgiwnɪŋ   ˈlɔ wˌgiwniŋ  

 ˈiwnˌswεj   ˈj  wnəˌsvεj   ˈεvnəˌsvεj   ˈεwnəˌsvε  

 ˈ   i  ʌ    ˈ     wʌ    ˈpiwʌ    ˈp  wʌ   

   utoˈmεtis       u   soˈmε   sis       utoˈmεtis     [ɔ   sɔmɐˈtis    

 ˈ    iwˌhus   ˈ    iwˌhuˀs   ˈ  hiwhus]  ˈd
s
 iwˌhus  

 ˈ  w  ə   ˈ  w  ə]  ˈ  v  ə   ˈ  w ʌ   

 ˈ lɔjəð      ˈ lʌ 
j
əð      ˈ lɔjəð      ˈ lʌ 

j
əð     

 ˈ    jli   ˈ    jli   ˈ    jli   ˈ    jli  

 ˈxujə   ˈhujə   ˈhuə]  ˈhujə  

 ˈkikəli   ˈ   iɐ   əli   ˈkiɐ kɐli]  ˈ   iɐ   əli  

 ˈ   eɐ    ˈ   εɐ    ˈpeɐ    ˈ   εɐ   

 ˈ  ɐ s   ən   ˈ εɐ s  ən   ˈ  ɐ s  ən   ˈ εɐ s  ən  

 ˈ  yː  ə   ˈ  yɐ   ə   ˈ  ʊɐ   ə   ˈ  yɐ   ə  

 ˈk  
ɐ s əl   ˈ     ɐ səl   ˈ     

ɐ s əl   ˈ     ɐ səl  

 ˈ   əð      ˈ    əð      ˈ   əð      ˈ    əð     

[ʊ    ɐniˈs iə  [ʊ    əniˈs  ˀʌ   [ʊ əniˈs i  ə] [u ɐniˈs    ə] 

 ˈbo  ˌ   lə   ˈ  o ˀɐ   ˌ   lə   ˈbo  ˌ   lə   ˈ  o   ˌ   lə  

 ˈj  nuˌ     ˈj  nuˌ     ˈj  nuˌ     ˈj  nuˌ    

 ˈjɵnə   ˈj  nə   ˈj  nə   ˈj  ɐ nə  

 
Appendix 22. Transcriptions of the diphthong and word stress targets in 
the D-group 
 

D 1 D 2 D 3 D 4 

 ˈbilis     ˈbilis t]    iˈlis     ˈ  ilis t] 

[εvεntyˈεt]  [əvənˈtyə      ˈɛːvənˌ   syə  ]  [əvənˈ   sy  ʌ t]  

 ˈ   vinəli   ˈkv  nəli   ˈ   v  nli]  ˈ   vin
d
əli  

 ˈuˌh
j
el  ]  ˈu l

j
] [uˈhelt]  ˈʏhɞl

j
] 

      ˈj      [kɐˈj       k ˈjak]     əˈjək] 

[misˈt   ŋke] [mis ˈ   ŋ  ə   ˈmis    s  ŋ  ə   ˈmis    səŋ  ə  

 ˈsɔ ːˌ       ˈs ɔ ˌ       ˈs ɔ ːˌ ɐ]  ˈs ɔ ːˌ      

 misˈt  ŋˌsom]  misˈ   ŋˌs ʌ m  [ˈmis    s ŋsəm]  misˈ   s ŋˌs ʌ m  
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 ˈ  ˌ      not v li  [ əˈ  b  j  ə   [ˈ  e      j  ə   [ˈ  ɪˌ      j  ə   

   ˈ  yˑ] [ ɪˈby]     eˈ  yɐ   [ ɪˈ  yɐ    

[uˈ    n    [ˈuˌken]  uˈ    n t] [ˈukənt] 

 ˈskju  ə   ˈs  jul  ə   ˈs  jul     ˈs  jul  ə  

       ˈ i         əˈ i           ˈ i           ˈ i    

 ˈsɒwnˌl  s   ˈs 
j
  wnˌl  s ]  ˈs own ˌlʏs ]  ˈs 

j
ʏʏnˌlys ] 

[vioˈliˀn  [vioˈliˀn  [vioˈl
j
in ] [vioˈlin  

       t ɨˈzεɐ ]       ɨ  iˈsiə]       ɨtiˈs ɪɐ]       ɨ  iˈz  ʌ   

 ˈjys     ˈjys     ˈjys     ˈjys    

 uˈh l  i  [uˈεl  i] [ˌuˈh
j
el  i] [ʏˈheldi] 

[ˈ ilis    [biˈlis    [ˈ  ilist] [biˈlis    

     oˈnomis         əˈnomis       koˈnomis    [ɞ  əˈnəmis    

 ˈb  n ˌ  om]  ˈ i  ːn  əm]  ˈ    ːnˌ   ʌ m]  ˈb  ːn  əm] 

 ˈjuləˈ  s     ˈjuləˌ  s     ˈjuleˈ  s     ˈjuːləˌ  s    

[tywəˈɹi] [tywəˈ  i      sywʌ ˈ  iˀ  [   s
j
y

w
əˈ  i  

 uˈmuˑli]  ˈumʊli]  uˈmulit] [ʏˈmʏːli    

[ˌ εˈ    ʌ   stress!  ˈ  εjˌ    ʌ     ˈ εjˈ    ʌ   [ˌ  ε
j
ˈ    ʌ    

 ˌjɐwnˈ l    ənə   [ˌjewnˈ  l    ənə    ˈjawnˌ  ld  ənə    ˈje
ə
nˌal    ənə   

[ˌfemɔ t  e  ˈ  iə  [ˌ  mʌ ˈ   s   ð   ɪvə  [ˌ  mʌ ˈt   ð   və  [ˌ  mʌ ˈ   s   ð   və  

[ˌut əhɪns ˈ   iˌhi
l
]  ˈy    ɪŋsˌ   iə     ˈy    yŋsˌ   ihəð      ˈu   iŋsˌ ɣihəð      

[  ɪˈr      ə      ɪˈ  ε    ə      ajˈʀ   tə      iˈ       ə   

 ˈ  l  εð   ə   [əlˈ  εð    ə     lˈ   ə]  [ˈ  l  əð   ə  

 ˈ     nəˌvɔ wn   ˈb  ːnəˌvɔ n   ˈ    ːnəˌvo
w
n]  ˈb  ːnəˌvɔ wn  

[ˈ nəˌspos p   ɐˈ o ik] [ˌ  nəð   ̩ s     os       ɐ oˈ ik]  ˈ ns s    o spe  ɐ oˈgik] [ˌ  nəð   ˌs     o      ɐ oˈ ik] 

[ˈlɔ wgiwnɪŋ   ˈlɔ wˌ  iwnɪŋ   ˈlɔ wˌgi
v
nɪŋ   ˈlɔ wˌ  iwnɪŋ  

 ˈiwnəˌsvɐj]  ˈεwnəˌsvɐ]  ˈɛ
v
nˌs vεj]  ˈ wnəˌsvε

j
] 

 ˈ   ibə   ˈ     wə]  ˈ     wʌ    ˈ     ː  ʌ   

   v   oˈmatisk] [ɔtəmɐˈtis       utoˈm     sis k] [ɐ utɔˈmʌːtis    

[ˈ    iwhus  [ˈ    iwhus  [ˈ    iwhus  [ˈ    iu hus] 

 ˈ ə]   ˈ w  ʌ    ˈ  w  ə]  ˈ  ːw  ə  

 ˈ l    ]  ˈ lɵ
j
ə   ˈ lɔ ə  ]  ˈ lʏ 

j
ət] 

 ˈ   jli]  ˈd  jli   ˈ    jli   ˈ    jli  

 ˈhujə   ˈhuə]  ˈhuə]  ˈhuə  

 ˈki  əli   ˈkiəkəli   ˈ   i   əli   ˈkɨəkəli  

 ˈpεɐ    ˈpεɐ    ˈpεɐ    ˈ   εɐ   

 ˈ εskən   ˈ εɐ s  ən   ˈ εɐ s kən   ˈ εɐ s  ən  

 ˈ  y  ə    ˈ  yː  ə   ˈ  y  ə   ˈdy
ɐ kə  
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 ˈ     səl   ˈk ːsəl   ˈ     s əl   ˈk  ːsəl  

 ˈ  əl]  ˈ ə  ]  ˈ    əð      ˈ ˑ  əð     

[u ɐnɪˈzeʌ   [ʊ ɐniˈs iə]  [u ɐn iˈz ɐ] [ʉ ɐniˈs  ʌ   

[ˈ  o      l   ˈ  o   ələ  [ˈ  o     lə   ˈ  o  ˌ   lə  

[jɐnuˈ     j  nuˈ    [ˈj  nu    [jɐnuˈ    

 ˈj  n]  ˈj  ːnə   ˈhj  n ə   ˈ
h
jɵːnə  

 

D 5 D 6 D 10 D 11 D 12 

 ˈbilis t]  ˈbil
j
is t ]  ˈbil

j
i   s t ]  ˈ  ilis     ˈbil

j
is t ] 

[ɪvənˈ   sy  əð      [εv
j
enˈty  ət]  [εv nˈty  ət]    vənˈ   sy  əð      [εv

j
enˈty  ət]  

 ˈ   vinəli   ˈkvin li]  ˈkwin əli   ˈkvinəli   ˈkvin li] 

 ˈuˌh l
j
] [ˌuˈhεl

j
] [ˈuˌhəl]  ˈuˌh lt] [ˌuˈhεl

j
] 

      ˈj       kɐˈjak]  kɐˈjak] [kaˈj       kɐˈjak] 

[mis ˈ   seŋ  ə  [mis ˈt εŋkə  [mis ˈt  ŋkə   ˈmis   s  ŋ  ə  [mis ˈt εŋkə  

 ˈs ɔ ˌ       ˈs ɔ ˌb     ˈs ɔ ˌb     ˈsɔ ːˌ       ˈs ɔ ˌb    

 misˈ   s ŋˌs ʌ m  [mis ˈt εŋkˌs ʌ m  [ˈmis t əŋks ʌ m  [ˈmisˌ   s   ŋsʌ m  [mis ˈt εŋkˌs ʌ m  

[ ɪˈ  b  jdə    ˌ  ɐˈb  j  ə    ˈ  ɐ  ˌb  j  ə   [ˈ  e      j  ə    ˌ  ɐˈb  j  ə   

[ ɪˈbyɐ    [geˈby]  [ ɪˈby]     eˈ  yɐ   [geˈby]  

[ˌuˈ    nt] [ˌuˈkent] [ˈuˌkent  ]  ˈuˌ    nt] [ˌuˈkent] 

 ˈs  jul  ə   ˈs kjul  ə   ˈs   jul  ə   ˈs  jultə   ˈs kjul  ə  

       ˈ i    [ˈ       ik]        ˈ ik] [ˈ       i    [ˈ       ik] 

 ˈs 
j
  wnˌl  s ]  ˈs 

j
  
u nˌl  s ]  ˈs 

j
  u nˌl  s ]  ˈs  wnˌl  s   ˈs 

j
  
u nˌl  s ] 

[vioˈliˀn  [vioˈlin  [vioˈlin  [vioˈlin  [vioˈlin  

      i  iˈs  ˀʌ             iˈs εʌ    k  it iˈzi  ə]       i  iˈs  ʌ             iˈs εʌ   

 ˈjys     ˈjys      ˈjʉ s      ˈjys     ˈjys     

[ˈuh l  i  [uˈheldi] [ˈʉ ˌhel  i]  ˈuh ldi] [uˈheldi] 

[biˈlis    [biˈlis     [ˈ  ilis     [ˈ  ilis    [biˈlis     

     o ˈno ˀmis       koˈn omis k] [əkəˈn omis k] [ɞ  oˈnomis       koˈn omis k] 

 ˈ   ːn  ʌ m   ˈ   ːn  ʌ m   ˈ   ːn  ʌ m   ˈ    ːnˌdʌ m   ˈ   ːn  ʌ m  

 ˈjuːləˌ  s     ˈjuləˌfes t ]  ˈjuləˌfes t ]  ˈjuləˈ  s     ˈjuləˌfes t ] 

    sywʌ ˈ  iˀ  [t 
j
yveˈ  i  [t 

j
yveˈ  i      sywʌ ˈ  i  [t 

j
yveˈ  i  

 uˈmuːli    [ʊˈmuːl
j
it ]  ˈʉ mʉ l

j
it  ] [ˈuˌmulit] [ʊˈmuːl

j
it ] 

 ˈ  εjˌ    ʌ     ˌ  εˈεft ʌ     ˌ  εjˈ  t ʌ     ˈ  εjˈ  tʌ    ˌ  εˈεft ʌ    

 ˈj wnˌ  l    ənə    ˌjawnˈ  l  ənə    ˈjæwnˌ l    ənə    ˈjæwnˌ  ld  ənə    ˌjawnˈ  l  ənə   

[ˌ  mʌ ˈ   s   ð   və  [ˌ  mʌ ˈt ɹ lvə  [ˌ  mɔˈt    ð və   ˌ  mʌ ˈ   s  εljə  [ˌ  mʌ ˈt ɹ lvə  

 ˈy     ŋsˌ   ihəð      ʏ t ˈ  ʏ s   iˌhil]  ˈʉ t   ɪŋs wiˌhəð   [yyyˈ    iŋsˌ   iˌhεð      ʏ t ˈ  ʏ s   iˌhil] 

   iˈ       ə   [  irˈεkt ə   [  iˈɣε    ə    ˌ  iˈ       ə   [  irˈεkt ə   

[ˈ  lə  əð    ə     lˈ  εð ə     lˈ  εð ə  [ˈ lˈ  eð   ə      lˈ  εð ə  

 ˈb  ːnəˌvɔ wn   ˈ    ːnəˌvou n   ˈ    ːnəˌvou n   ˈ    nvɔ wn   ˈ    ːnəˌvou n  
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[ˌ  nəð   ̩ s     os       ɐ 

oˈ ik] 

[ˌ  n əð   ̩ s     os pe  ɐ 

oˈ ik] 

[ˈ  n   əð   ˌs     ope  ɐˌ 

ogik] 

[ˌ ndə  sˌ    o
u
s        ˈ

gogik] 

[ˌ  n əð   ˌs     os pe  ɐ 

oˈ ik] 

 ˈlɔ wˌ  iwnɪŋ   ˈlowˌgiwnɪŋ   ˈlownˌgiwnɪŋ   ˈlɔ wˌgiw
n
iŋ   ˈlowˌgiwnɪŋ  

 ˈ wnəˌsvε]  ˈεvnəˌs vε
j
ə]  ˈεvnəˌs vε]  ˈ wnəˌsvεj]  ˈεvnəˌs vε

j
ə] 

 ˈ       ʌ    ˈpε  ə]  ˈpε  ə]  ˈ     wʌ    ˈpε  ə] 

   u   soˈmε   sis       ut oˈm t is k]    ut oˈm t is k]    u   soˈmε   sis       ut oˈm t is k] 

[ˈ    iwhus  [ˈ    εwhus ] [ˈ  ɣiwhus ]  ˈ   s  iwˌhus  [ˈ    εwhus ] 

 ˈ  w  ʌ    ˈ  wrə]  ˈ və]  ˈ  w  ʌ    ˈ  wrə] 

 ˈ lʌ 
j
əð      ˈ lɵ

j
t ə]  ˈ lɵ

j
t  ]  ˈ lʌ jət]  ˈ lɵ

j
t ə] 

 ˈd  jli   ˈ    jli   ˈ    jli   ˈ    jli   ˈ    jli  

 ˈhujə   ˈhujə   ˈhʉ jə   ˈhuj   ˈhujə  

 ˈ   iɐ   əli   ˈkiəkəli   ˈkiəkəli   ˈkiəkəli   ˈkiəkəli  

 ˈ   eɐ    ˈpεɐ    ˈpeɐ    ˈ   εɐ    ˈpεɐ   

 ˈ εɐ s  ən   ˈ εɐ s kən   ˈ εɐ s kən   ˈ εɐ s  ən   ˈ εɐ s kən  

 ˈdy
ɐ kə   ˈdy

ɐ kə   ˈdykə   ˈ  yɐ   ə   ˈdy
ɐ kə  

 ˈk  ːsəl   ˈk  ːs əl   ˈk  ɐ s əl   ˈ     ɐ səl   ˈk  ːs əl  

 ˈ ɐ əð      ˈ əl]  ˈ ɣəð      ˈ    əð      ˈ əl] 

[ʊ ɐniˈs 
j
iˀʌ   [ʊ ɐniˈzeʌ   [ʊ ɐniˈzeʌ    uɐ   aniˈseʌ   [ʊ ɐniˈzeʌ   

 ˈ  o  ˌ   lə   ˌ  ot ˈ   lə   ˌ  ot ˈ   lə   ˈ  otˌ   lə   ˌ  ot ˈ   lə  

 ˈj  nuˌ    [januˈ    [januˈ     ˈjanuˌ    [januˈ    

 ˈj  ːnə   ˈhj  ːnə   ˈj  ːnə   ˈj  nə   ˈhj  ːnə  
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Appendix 23. T-test on the statistical significance of the difference in mean 
scores of the D- and R-groups.  

 

 2/14/12 Student's t-test: Results 

 

 

The results of an unpaired t-test performed at 11:34 on 14-FEB- 

2012 

t= 2.04  

sdev= 0.463  

degrees of freedom = 25 

Null hypothesis: SIPT does not play a foreign accent-mitigating role.  

The probability of this result, assuming the null hypothesis, is 

0.053 

 

Group A: Number of items= 15 

1.38 1.50 1.62 1.75 2.00 2.12 2.25 2.25 2.38 2.38 2.50 2.50 2.50 

2.62 2.75 

Mean = 2.17  

95% confidence interval for Mean: 1.921 thru 2.413  

Standard Deviation = 0.427  

Hi = 2.75 Low = 1.38  

Median = 2.25  

Average Absolute Deviation from Median = 0.333 

 

Group B: Number of items= 12 

1.25 1.38 1.38 1.50 1.50 1.50 1.62 2.00 2.00 2.12 2.50 2.88 

Mean = 1.80  

95% confidence interval for Mean: 1.527 thru 2.077  

Standard Deviation = 0.504  

Hi = 2.88 Low = 1.25  

Median = 1.56  

Average Absolute Deviation from Median = 0.385 
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Appendix 24. Levels of the Danish language programme for adult foreigners 
according to the Common European Language Framework 
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Appenix 25. Recordings  


