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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, | 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 | have
verified the hypotheses about the following typical features of the Russian accent in the
studied aspects:

» qualitative reduction of [a] to [e]* or [a]*; [€] to [a]*; [@] to [e]* according to the
degrees of reduction typical of the allophones of Russian /a/ and /e/;

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

» 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 [e] in the Danish diphthongs as

[V]* and [r]*/[¥]* respectively;

monophthongization of diphthongs, especially [e]-diphthongs;

disaspiration of [bt], [&"] and [ds];

voicing of segments [b], [d], [s] and [g] after a vowel;

dentalization of Danish /d/, /s/, It/ In/;

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 speakers tend to “save” the primary stress
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 [g] is often mispronounced as [y]*, especially under the influence of
the spelling interference;

» sounds [ce] and [&] are generically susceptible to narrowing in terms of height to such
qualities as [@]*, [e]*, [Y]* and [e]* 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 /I/
were falsified. Moreover, my prediction about a more consonant-like pronunciation of [g]
could neither be verified, but is sooner falsified, since the main accent feature for [e] was its
omission rather than [g]-like production. Finally, one of my hypotheses was that Russian
natives would palatalize /b, d, g/ especially before Danish front /i/, /e/, Iyl, lel. The error
analysis showed that this assumption was right for /g/, but | 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 [s], 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 Russian natives’ pronunciation 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, | 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
learner’s heavy accent. Another one is that the Danes are in general less accustomed to hear a
foreign variant of their native language, and as a consequence have less “practice” 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 | 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. | argue however, that the core of the foreign accent is on the segmental

level.



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. | 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
the Russian natives’ articulation in Danish, which could be used as a first-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
questions: “Why do people speak with accent? What could been done to give next
generations a chance to minimize the accent?”

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® in late native Russian learners of Danish?

In order to answer these two questions | 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. | 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 terminological conventions regarding the term “accent” as the object of our
primary research. The term “accent” or alternatively “foreign accent” in the context of second
language acquisition and teaching theories means a set of phonological characteristics of a
non-native pronunciation. In a broad sense, not in the meaning “...property of a syllable
which makes it stand out in an utterance relative to its neighboring syllables...” in various
domains: word accent (also word stress or lexical stress), phrase stress or sentence accent

(http://www.britannica.com/EBchecked/topic/2866/accent), accent is “the cumulative

auditory effect of those features of pronunciation which identify where a person is from
regionally or socially” (Crystal 2003: 3). In our case, we shall deal with the regional accent,

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

! “The degree to which an L2 speaker's productions are perceived to differ from those of a native speaker”
(Riney et al. 2000: 713).
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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 “the
influence of a person’s first language on the language being acquired.” (Crystal 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)
distinguishes between a static and dynamic interference. The static interference “describes the
relatively permanent influence of one of the bilingual’s languages on the other” (Malmkjaer
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) “produce structures that exist neither in their first language, nor in the language they are
learning and which (it seems) no native speaker of any language ever produces”. It is possible
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
learner’s linguistic performance. However, the language transfer can also have a positive
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
speech in Danish on the above mentioned levels are, I shall further use the term “foreign
accent”, not transfer or interference, and for the methodological convenience shall
figuratively consider the Russian accent as a separate “variant of foreign Danish” with
specific properties. | 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
speaker” (Riney et al. 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, | 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

implies “that speech sounds are composed of smaller abstract categories called distinctive
features...” (Mielke & Hume 2006: 723). The term “distinctive features” as Mielke & Hume

(2006: 723) put it, is applied in the sense of properties that “are used to define natural classes
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of sounds, describe sound patterns, and to form contrasts”. 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 project, I support Chomsky and Halle (1968)’s approach to the definition of
distinctive features and shall further proceed from the distinctive articulatory properties of the
sounds in Russian and Danish (see section 3). | argue that the latter is more relevant for my
foreign accent study, and | 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 | 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
eliminated or "improved” on an articulatory level, and only then on the level of acoustics. 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 | set a particular focus on the production of sounds, i.e. how the
Russian learners’ foreign accent manifests itself in the language production, and examine
what articulatory mistakes stand behind the accent. | believe that an accent study based on the
distinctive acoustic features would be rather more relevant for the analysis of a foreign accent
in terms of how accent correlates with learners’ auditory perception of an L2, but the latter 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 |
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 correlated with the factors’

14



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:

e 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)* 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.

e 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);

e 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);

e innate aptitude for the oral mimicry (Purcell & Suter, 1980) that may positively
influence the decrease in accent and facilitate the L2 learning;

e 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);

e 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), “there are maturational constraints on the time a first language
can be acquired. First language acquisition relies on neuroplasticity. If language acquisition does not occur by
puberty, some aspects of language can be learnt but full mastery cannot be achieved”.

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
are that a L2’s learner will have a native-like command of L2.
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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; Grgnnum, 2008; Flege, 1981; Flege et al., 2003; Strange, 2007,
etc.).

In this thesis, | have the same point of departure. | 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), developed by James, E. Flege. “Focusing
at the segmental level, SLM attributes foreign (non-native-like) accent to the learner’s
tendency to classify into a pre-existing phonic category an L2 sound that is acoustically
similar to an L1 sound” (Birdsong 2007: 100). The core term of Flege’s model is

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

...“equivalent” or “similar” sounds are difficult to acquire because a speaker perceives
and classifies them as equivalent to those in the L1 and no new phonetic category is
established, whereas “new” (dissimilar or different) sounds are easier to learn because
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)
(Lado, 1957). CAH stated that “cross-language differences result in learning difficulty...”
and that “...that learners of an L2 will have more difficulty learning a new sound that has no
equivalent in the L1 than in learning an L2 speech sound that resembles (but is not physically
identical) an L1 sound” (Aoyama et al. 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, | shall apply contrastive analysis (Archibald, 1998; Lado, 1957; Whitman, 1970) as

a point of departure but in in the error analysis refer to Flege’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
initial stages, a L2 learner may be misled by a “temptation” to ignore accuracy in production
and perception of L2 sounds, which are most similar to those of his or her L1.
Psycholinguistically, this may be caused by a L2 learner’s strive to speak L2 fluently,
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
categories of the L1 sound inventory, and “...several different L1 speech sounds might be
used as substitutes...” (Aoyama et al. 2004: 245), compared to the dissimilar 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.

L1

accent 1 o
initial stage: accent 1 > accent 2
later on: accent 1 < accent 2
L1: [u]
accent 2

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 /d/ 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
a challenge for a native Russian, since it does not admit any “equivalence classification”, and
when it is pronounced for the first time, it resembles something between /I/ and dental-
alveolar /d/. In the case of accent 2, let us take Danish vowel phoneme /o/ as in bopel, 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
importance for a Russian, since in most cases a context can “compensate” the missing
phonemic distinction.

However, this negligence as the result of a 99% -“equivalence classification” is exactly
what makes the accented articulation of the Danish sound plausible. Thus, accent 1 and
accent 2 have completely different “origins”, and during the initial stage of Danish
acquisition a Russian speaker will be weaker at pronouncing the challenging /d/, rather than
/o/, but gradually as mastering the peculiarities of /0/’s articulation, on the “tabula rasa”, 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 are studies, which cast doubt on SLM. For example, Kim (1994) found “that
both advanced and beginning speakers of Korean learners of English performed better for the
similar sounds” (Major 2001: 39). Earlier, Bohn & Flege (1992) in their study of the
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
acquisition. He claimed that, “dissimilar phenomena are acquired at faster rates than similar
phenomena...” (Major 2001: 39). This laid the ground for the Similarity Differential Rate
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

18



“sound [j] was produced better by both beginning and 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
for the similar sound...” (Major 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.
However, I shall further refer mainly to Flege’s SLM and his theory of “equivalence
classification”. I believe that Flege’s approach, substantiated by the above-mentioned studies,
forms a more relevant theoretical basis for my project because

e | 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;

e This thesis should describe accent features rather than investigating what sounds
are acquired at a faster rate;

e Flege’s theory of equivalence classification explains mental processes that stand
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 |
apply the term “second language in the meaning a language learned after L1”’). According to
this theory pronunciation mistakes, and as a consequence a speech with a foreign accent”
could not be generically ascribed to L1 interference, but more specifically to the spelling
interference from the L1” (Miglio & Fukazawa 2006: 4145). Miglio & Fukazawa (2006)
substantiated their idea empirically having made a research on American learners of Spanish.
The two authors found out recurrent patterns in the subjects’ pronunciation errors. These
patterns were the result of the Spanish learners’ word recognition on analogy in a word list

reading task, when they had unconsciously associated the letters from the Latin alphabet,
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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, a spelling interference is a complex “phenomenon whereby the spelling of the word...”

2

in L2 “...triggers a correspondence between...” an L2 spelling symbol ”...and the

pronunciation of the same symbol in the native language...” (Miglio & Fukazawa 2006:
4145).

The reason why | 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
“corresponding” Cyrillic symbol, and as a result the Danish sound is pronounced in a
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, | 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:
e excessive and unnecessary qualitative reduction of unstressed vowels;
e shortening of the long Danish vowels and lengthening of the short ones;
o fewer quality distinctive properties of the back vowels and front /i/ and /e/;

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

e disaspiration of /p/, /t/, kI,

e velarization of /l/;

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

o palatalization of /b/, /d/, /g/ especially before Danish front /i/, /e, I/, Iyl and /e/.
e dentalization of /d/, /s/, It/ and /n/;

e /r/-assimilation to a thrilling /t/; “consonantization” of [¢];

e [ts]-overtone in the Danish /t/°.

e avoidance of the secondary word stress;

e 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 | 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
“stumbling blocks” for Russian learners, highlighted in the CA will help to make
methodologically more solid word lists for the reading task. | 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

% See section 3.3.
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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”.

In order to substantiate or falsify my hypothesis about the accent mitigating role of
SIPT, | 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.

* 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
subjects’ global accent degree by means of assessing 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-teaching experience (“’non-experts”);
and those who major/majored in Danish or foreign languages, or have a language-teaching
experience (“experts”). 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 linguistically “inexperienced raters are more stringent in
rating the degree of accent” (Thompsons 1991: 198). In order to make the global accent
rating procedure as objective as possible, | decided to choose both expert and non-expert
raters.

Methodologically, | decided to choose the reading tasks for data collection for both
stage 1 and stage 2, rather than spontaneous speech tasks. | have a series of arguments for
that. Firstly, by preparing lists of isolated words | 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, | shall apply the modern Russian literary
language as a reference example for the Russian language, and the pronunciation of the

“standard” Copenhagen dialect as a reference 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). | 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 variants and “new-
generated” sounds (a learner’s interlanguage sounds) inherent to the 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, | 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, | 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, | shall further sometimes refer to the Russian vowel allophony, because the
Russian positional principle may have an effect on the accent in Danish. | 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/, e/, | i/, /ul and /o/. There are still
discussions concerning the sound [i]. 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, | support the first
point of view, because [i] and [i] exist in complementary distribution and are never
interchanged.

Regardless of the positional characteristics, these five strong stressed full phonemes /a/,
lel, I'il, lul and /o/ have their distinctive contrastive articulation properties in respect to their
place of articulation (see Table 1):

e height (vertical dimension) of the body of the tongue in relation to the hard
palate (close, mid and open);
e participation of the lips in their articulation (labialized/rounded,

unlabialized/unrounded).

Phoneme Height Backness® Rounded-ness | Examples in IPA

1. /il close front _ osina [e'sling]
(an aspen)

2. lul close back + ruki ['ruk'1]
(hands)

3. el open-mid near-front _ belka ['belko]

® Grey filed shows articulation properties, which are not phonemically distinctive.
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(asquirrel)
4. o/ mid back + korobka
[keropka]
(a box)
5 la/ open mid/near-back gladky [glatk'ij]

(smooth)

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 distinguish allophones’
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 /e/ and
mid /o/ is provided by labialization, where [e] in sel is an allophone of /¢/ after a palatalazied
consonant, and [e] is an allophone of /o/ after a palatalized consonant. In (2) the phonemic

difference is preserved by the vowels’ height — close /i/ and open /a/.

(1) sel [s'el] syol [el]
sit (past, pf, 3sing, male) rural settlements
(neuter, pl., Gen.)

2) tik [tik] tak [tak]
atic (Nom., sing., male) S0

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
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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 [kar';ofjelj], (a
potato), gadat [ge'cﬂlaf] (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 [bistra] (quickly), ryskat [rigkatj] (to prowl) it is
realized as the mid allophone /i/, and the same allophone can be more front after a dental
consonant as in dynya [dinja] (melon), or becomes more back and even diphnongized after a
labial consonant plus [1] plyt [ptit'] (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 /I/. 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. |
shall further refer to the traditional cardinal classification of the vowel phonemes with two
distinctive articulatory phonemic contrastive features height and roundedness, just as | 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,
Basbell (2005) for the classification of vowel “space” characteristics. It implies the division
of phonemes into labial, palatal, velar, pharyngeal, approximant and front. Methodologically,
| 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 Grgnnum
(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 Basbgll (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
sometimes even dependent on “morpho-syntactic conditions” (Grennum 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 as a ”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® | Roundedness Examples in IPA
1. it close front - pige ['bhi:o]
2. il close front ; ligge ['liga]
3. el close-mid |  front - alene [a'le:ng]
4. lel close-mid |  front ; det [de]
5. Jg/ close-mid | front - neese ['ne:so]
6. el close-mid |  front ; peedagog [breda’ gou’]
7. la/ open-mid |  front ; bade ['ba:d+9]
8. la/ open-mid |  front ; mad [mad]
9. Jy/ close front + dyne ['dy:nq]
10. ly/ close front + cykel ['sygol]
11. /o:/ close-mid |  front + kabe ['§"g:ba]
12. /ol close-mid |  front + kysse ['g"gso]
13. /ee:/ open-mid |  front + gere ['g:4]
14. /ee/ open-mid |  front + hens [heens]
15. /u:/ close back + bruge [ 'bxu:o]
16. /u/ close back + huske [husgo]
17. Jo:/ close-mid |  back + skole ['sgo:10]
18. /ol close-mid |  back + olie ["oljo]
19. /o:/ open-mid |  back + dase ['da:s]
20. /ol open-mid | back + komme ['g"amo]

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

Another syllable-related distinctive characteristic of Danish vowels is called sted. The
latter is, according to Basbell (2005: 83), “a syllabic prosody, a laryngealization — a kind of
creaky voice...- often beginning somewhere near the middle of certain syllables...” Sted is
lexically distinctive in Danish: e.g. aftale, vb. ['aw dse’lo] (to agree) and aftale sb.
['aw dse:lo] (an agreement). The general rule is that in order to receive stad a stressed
syllable should have a long vowel or a short vowel plus a sonorant consonant, in other words
should have a “sted-basis” (Basbell 2005: 84).

Even though sted 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

® Grey filed shows articulation properties, which are not phonemically distinctive.
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possible to speak about a stgd-border, which lies north of Remg via Tender to Haderslev and
then from Faborg northwards up to Praestg and farther to Bornholm (see Figure 2). To the
south of this border stgd cannot be heard at all, and to the north of the border, it exists, but
not in all variants (Kirk 2008: 75).

Udbredelsen af fzllesdansk sted
[ sted forekommer

Sted forekommer ikke

Figure 2. Geografical occurence of sted in modern Danish according to Heger (1992:
125)

The ability or inability to produce sted 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 sted is considered by the Danes
who produce stad to sound native-like, then other phonological features of the segmental and
suprasegmental levels are more “significant” than sted in terms of assigning native-likeness.
The latter however does not mean that it is all the same whether the learners of Danish
acquire stgd 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 sted is not a
common practice, even in the learners of Danish with a high language command. As
Henrichsen (2009) claims, “two specific aspects of Danish pronunciation are perceived by L2

learners as particularly hard to master, the stress assignment, and the stgd”). | 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, stgd will not be in the pragmatic focus of my research.

Earlier in section 2.2.4., | 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’) the
instruction in segments’ pronunciation 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 (Gregnnum 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 stgd are not included in the

allophony illustration.

phonemes allophonic manifestation
before r after r otherwise
fiz/ [i:] svire [i:] prise [i:] mile
lil [i] birk [i] ridt [i] mit
/e:/ [e:] mere [€:] kredse [e:] mele
lel [e] Per [€] brik [e] midt
[€:] kreese [e:] meele
[e:/ [e:] veere [G:] before [0Y] greede
[el [€] beer [a] braek [e] maet
/a:/ [a:] vare [a:] rase [e:] male
[@] brak [a] mat
[@] before labial and dorsal, e.g.
fa/ [a] var lak, lam
ly/ [y:] fyre [y:] rype [y:] syne
Iyl [yl dyrk [y] rytter [y] tyst
/a:/ [9:] kare [ce:] rabe [o:] fane

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

by Sggaard (1999).
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[ee] ryste [o] ost
[¢:] mgrne [€] before [j] drgj [€] before [j] tgj
lol [€] before [w] rav [9] before [w] gvrig
/ee:/ [ce:] gare | ----m-mmmmem s [ce:] hane
/ce/ [ce] gar [@] gren [ce] hans
e/ [u] kure [0:] ruse [u:] mule
lu/ [u] skurk [o] brusk [u] mut
/o:/ [o0:] more [0:] rose [0:] mole
before C [0] final [o] ro( 'bot) final [o] foto
sort before C [9] rust before C [9] ost
lo/
/o:/ [o:] bare [o:] rabe [0:] male
[4] krop [9] [A] kop
Iol [5] vor before [w] rov [5] before [w] tov

Table 3. The illustration of Danish vowel allophony according to (Grennum 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 “stumbling blocks” for the Russian learners.

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

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.

central

back

open

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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/el would be a challenge due to the fact that the main allophone [i] of the Russian /i/
after a hard consonant will be most similar to the Danish /e/, even though [i] is rather
a central one.

e According to SLM, absolutely new phonemes /y/, /@/, /ce/ and correspondingly their
allophones will be produced in a more native-like manner, though with a less
distinction between /y/-/al.

e As far as the Danish /a/ is concerned, its main allophone [a] will be presumably
mispronounced as a more closed allophone, while allophone [ad] will be more native-
like.

e The most challengeable will be the distinctive articulation of back vowels /o/ and /o/,
and allophones of the latter.

e 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 “equivalence classification effect” in case of the long vowels according to Flege’s
SLM would be probably a vivid exception, since the principle “new and thus easier”
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. | shall further use the term “reduction” in the sense
“qualitatively weakened, but not omitted”. This term should be distinguished from the term
“reduction” often applied in Danish literature (Kirk 2008: 130) in the meaning that a sound
(as it comes from Kirk’s examples, both consonant and vowel sounds) 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

Danish it is highly dependent on an individual’s speech rate, pronunciation habits, emotions,
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and stylistic features (formal/informal). Generally speaking, according to Grgnnum (2001:
153)
...vowels are pronounced more distinctly in stressed syllables...than in unstressed
syllables... 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, [2], which only occurs in unstressed syllables. However, in
other languages... certain vowels are obviously centralized in unstressed
syllables. (Grgnnum 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 [s] for instance in final positions as in sine
['si:na], snakke [ 'sndga], hoppe [ 'hoba]. In general, the neutral [o] 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.

Grennum’s reference to the 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

fil ig-ry (games) | ig-ra (a game) a) pri.ras.tat (to grow/increase,
[igri] Lig'ra] ipf.) [prlire stat)];
NB! after C /i/ can b) vy.ra.schi-vat (to cultivate,
be reduced to [i]. inf.) [viree:vat]
u/ ug-ol (a corner) | u-gly (corners) a) wu-tram.-bo.va-ny
['ugel] [og 1] (to tamp: participle, past indf.,
NB! after C' /u/ can passive) [vtrem bovanij];
be reduced to [u].
b) po.-mo-.gut
(will help: 3 pl., future indf.)
[pe ' mogut]
[el be.gal (ran: past, | be-zhat (to jog/to a) pe-re-me-na (a change/ a
ipf, 3sing, male) | run, ipf.) i 1
['Degal] [br'Zat] break) [p'ar't'm’ens];
b) o-le.-nem (a deer: sing,
instrumental) [elenlom]
/ol do-ro-ga (a road) | ko-rabl (a ship) a) do.go-vor (an agreement)
- ‘rah !
[de'rogo] [ke'rabl] [doge'vor]:
NB! after C' /o/ can b) ry-boj (fish, sing, instrumental
be reduced to [1]. s
['ribsj]
lal po-da-rok (a gift) | o.da-ryen.y a) pa-ra-lel (a parallel)
[pa'darak] (gifted/talented)

[ode ' Ponij]

NB! after C! /a/ can
be reduced to [1].

e.g.

[pore’ Pel]

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

diminuitive) [ve'robushka]

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/, /ul. The Russian /e/ in Degree 1

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

after C! or [i] after C. In Degree 2 reduction, /e/ becomes somewhat similar to the Danish
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neutral [2]. However, the latter is more closed, whereas the Russian is more open. What is
remarkable about /o/ and /a/ is that they merge into [e] in Degree 1 reduction or [s] 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/, /o/ and
mid /e/ and their corresponding allophones both in the post-tonic and pre-tonic positions.
Since the Russian mid “merged” phoneme /e/ of the first pre-tonic is more closed than these
three Danish vowel phonemes, the principle “do not forget to open your mouth wider” will be
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/, | assume that it would be in a more advantageous position
compared to /a/, and /o/, 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®, i.e. they all end in non-syllabic [j/i]:

[aj] as in gajka (a screw);

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

[#] 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 [£] because in Russian

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

& 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 (Grgnnum 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], [e]l, e.0., [ew], [yw], [ew], [ow], [ew], [iw],
[ow], [ujlil, [&], [j], [€]], [@w/du ], [ie], [ee], [ee], [yel, [ge], [ce], [ugl, [oe], [e] °, has also
rising diphthongs® beginning with [j], as e.g. [jal, [jul, [jy], [ia], etc.

It is possible to assume that since no falling diphthongs ending [w] and [¢] are found in
Russian, this kind of diphthongs would be a potential difficulty for Russian natives. | assume
that this may result in the spelling-induced consonantization of the glides [w] and [e],
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 [g] in
diphthongs and, thus, [e]-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 (Basbgll 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 comparison. The Russian palatalization is shown by “/ in accordance
with the IPA, (except from /e:/, /sl, Iz, /z:/ that have separate symbols for the pairs

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

° | do not take into the analysis diphthongs with stad by methodological reasons mentioned in section 3.1.
1%n 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-determined aspiration is shown, following Basbell’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 “*”” only for the purpose of comparison, though this taxonomy is not typical of
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, Grgnnum (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 [bin] - pind [btin], ke [&'¢?] - g [&¢7], betaget [be' dsasdy] -

Place/ bilabial |labial- |dental |alveo- |alveolar |alveo- |palatal |velar |uvular |glottal
manner of dental dental palatal /phary
articulation ngeal
plosive Ip-/ (b | /1 (F) It/ /d/ (d) K-/

Ib-/ (o) | /f118] | [df 1dif 18] (&)
Ipl Ip" /g/
/bl b’ (&)
Ik/
K
g/
/g’
fricative I IsI1ST] Isi (s) | le:/ /sl Ix h (h)
Iz] Iz 1z:/ /x3/
12/
non-lateral el Jiad
(%) or
(e)
approxi- NI (V) 18 1§/
mant or (99 (/1)
(W/u)
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affricate(d) t-/
ts/ (ds) | /tel

nasal /m/ (m) In/ In/ (n) ny/

Im/ Im'/ /ni/ (1)
lateral Je% N (1)

iU

trilling /r/ /1)
gliding il

Table 5. Russian (in blue) and Danish (in red + with main allophones in parentheses)
consonant phonemes

bedaget [be'dasdy]) 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 of the number of phonemes that belong either to
palatalized or hard consonants (only /te/, /¢:/, /j/ and /z:/ are always palatalized, while /ts/, /s/,
and /z/ 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
/I, as well as palatalization of /b/, /d/, /g/ especially before Danish front /i/, /€/, Iyl, lel. This

hypothesis will be in the focus of the error analysis.

40



Another major distinction is the dental articulation of a series of allophones of the
Russian hard phonemes /t/, /d/, /s/, /n/, /z/, /ts/. The dental articulation of English alveolar
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/, It/, In/
alveolar by origin. What is remarkable is that the dentals’ paired soft phonemes /t/, /d'/, /s,
/ni/, 12 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 Danish uvular /r/ and /1/, new to the Russian natives, /r/ will probably be
exposed to the slightest assimilation with or replacement by hardly similar Russian thrilling
phonemes /r/ and /ri/, while /y/ will have a major advantage, according to SLM, since no
similar sound is found in Russian. However, the allophone [g¢] 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 [e].

Danish /d/ has always been a partcular challenge for Russian learners at the beginners’
level. However, in most cases /d/ 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 [I] insetad of /6/ 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 /d/ 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/. | assume that since in terms of articulation it is closest to the Russian
/ts/, this would lead to a typical /ts/-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 as the main allophone [ds]) resembles most the Russian /ts/.

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, | hypothesize that the
Russian foreign accent in the articulation of Danish consonants may manifest itself in the
following features:
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e disaspiration of /p/, It/, IK/;

e velarization of /I/;

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

o palatalization of /b/, /d/, /g/ especially before Danish front /i/, /e, I/, Iyl and /e/.
e dentalization of /d/, /s/, /t/ and /n/;

e /r/-assimilation to a thrilling /r/; “consonantization” of [g];

e [ts]-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” (Archibald 1998: 177), and as for the
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, |
shall focus on the issue of word stress assignment when ”the word is chosen as a focus word”
(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, “more tensed” does not mean, 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
order number of a syllable in a word 'me-bel-ny (furniture-related), 'kraj.ny (extreme, adj.) —
the stress is on the first syllable; pri.-be’.gat (to run to a place), pe-re-vo.'dit (to translate) —
the stress is on the last syllable; u-.sta.'nov-ka (an installation) — on the third syllable;
ras-'smat.ri-vat (to consider) — on the second syllable. Moreover, a word stress variation is a
typical characteristic of Russian. Word stress can be movable depending on a word’s
grammatical form smely (brave) — sme ‘leye (more brave); no ‘ga (a leg) — nogi (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, since no ”general” rules applicable 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 Grgnnum (2005: 245), general word stress patterns can be
systematized according to the following rules, with exceptions, of course:

e Word stress can only fall on the syllable with the full vowel.

e 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.

e |f there are more than one long vowel in the word, the first syllable with the long
vowel will take the stress.

e 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.

e Borrowings from French have stress on the last syllable.

e If ending in a nasal consonant, a word would have the word stress on the last but one
syllable.

e Foreign words ending in /r/ never have the word stress on the last syllable (with a few
exceptions).
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e 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, | 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.  dalnevos tochny (Far-Eastern), samo letostro yeniye
(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, massig, -demme (Grennum, 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, 'engelsk leerer,
‘morgen menneske (Heger 1992: 125). However, there are numerous exceptions to this rule
e.g. med lidende, syd 'vest, etc. (Fischer-Jgrgensen 2001: 4-6). When one compound forms
the final part of a new longer compound, the same rule is applied, e.g. ‘voldgrav —
slots vold grav (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. ‘tryk luft bor (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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(‘bag ‘efter, ‘der‘for)!, and some random words (‘abso’lut, ‘di'rekte, ‘alle rede)*?,
(Grgnnum, 2005) or adjectives and verbs with the first stem which indicates a very high
degree of the second one (Heger, 1992; Fischer-Jgrgensen, 2001), e.g. ‘is 'kold, 'lyn hurtig,
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 these potential “stumble blocks” will be considered while preparing reading

materials for the reading task.

4. Collecting empirical data

In section 2, | 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 target sounds’ syllable-initial and syllable-final positions, as well as

in the middle of a word.

! 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 | share Grennum’s (2001: 258) point of view in
classifying Danish [3¥] as an approximant rather than a semivowel. Therefore, [8¥] was
included in WLL1. I shall further use the term semivowel in connection with the following
non-syllabic qualities: [j/i], [w/u] and [e] as allophones of /j/, Iv/, and /r/, respectively. Sounds
[w] and [j/i] however are also relevant as allophones of /g/. Since | treat [j/i], as well as [w/u]
and [¢] as allophones of consonant phonemes | 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 Grgnnum (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. |
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 Leardansk Aarhus and
Leerdansk Sgnderborg, 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*® 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 WLZ2, 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| 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, the letter “codes” 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

| 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, | 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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Length/Instr speak listen/n+MEDIA/week (h) less/week/

PPN age/sex (mos) Danish % ton/mo (h)  outside school a 45 min
1.1, 19M 24 10 0 30 10
12. 21M 24 10 0 school only 10
13. 19F 24 10 0 school only 10
14. 19F 24 10 0 school only 10
15 19F 24 10 0 school only 10
16. 21F 24 10 0 1 10
1.7. 19M 18 10 0 9 10
18. 21F 18 10 0 5 10
19. 20M 18 10 0 4 10
1.10. 22 F 45 10 0 3 14
1.11. 21F 45 20 55 6 14
1.12. 21F 45 10 0 3 14
1.13. 22M 45 10 0 3 14
1.14. 22 F 45 10 0 3 14
1.15. 20F 42 10 0 3.5 14
21. 31M 10 60 25 (w) 10 4
22. 31M 17 5 3 2 4
23. 27F 27 30 160 (w) 10 6
24, 22F 30 15 15 7 6
25 22F 48 35 5 1,5 10
26 30F 36 80 every day (w) every day 5
27 60F 30 70 every day (h) 11 15
28 25M 26 10 1 1 4.5
21 24M 24 20 4.5 35 4
211 30F 24 10 20 school only 20
212 30F 18 20 school only  very little outside school 20
213 33F 14 10 30 35 13

Figure 4. Linguistic portraits of the subjects according questionnaires

Abbreviations:
e Length/Instr (mos) — total number of months of instruction;

e speak to n/mo (h) — number of hours per months used to speaking to native speakers;

o listen/n+MEDIA/week (h) outside school — number of hours per week used to listening
activities (mass media, music, films, native speakers);

o less/week/ & 45 min — number of lessons per week & 45 min;

e (w)—atwork.

e (h)—athome

e Danish % — percentage of Danish use on an everyday basis out of 100% (all languages spoken).




For the error analysis, | 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
because of D13’s very heavy accent 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, | 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 | 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 Flege’s Speech Learning Model (SLM) (theoretical model of the second
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 “equivalence classification” I earlier formulated the
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 “equivalence classification”:

For vowel segments:

e excessive and unnecessary qualitative reduction of unstressed vowels;
¢ shortening of the long Danish vowels and lengthening of the short ones;
o 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

fal* | [e]* | [e]* | [o]* | [&]*

1 2
3 2

Target words | t/s™
pande
panere a
sofa

keerlighed
erkende € 4 1
keeresterere 6

Table 6. Pronunciation of the target [a], [¢] by the R-group

2

WA OWho|=*
~

(al* | [eI* | [e]* | [o]*

1
1
1

Target words | t/s

pande
panere a
sofa

keerlighed
erkende €
kaeresterere 1

Table 7. Pronunciation of the target [a], [¢] by the D-group

o W
w

1

O N, N O *

As is seen from the error systematization, Danish front vowels [a] and [g] 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 unstressed [¢] in erkende and keeresterere. Even though the word stress in erkende in 5
out of 4 cases was wrong, only 2 [a]*s were produced instead of [€]; while in the R-group 4
out of 5 incorrect variants were [e]* instead of [€]. Here it is possible to assume, that it is
more typical of Russian to have [e] rather than [€] at the beginning of a word. Words with an
initial [€] are not numerous in Russian, and often are of a foreign origin. The reduction of [€]
to [9], even with a wrong words stress as well as an illustrative example of the post-tonic [a]
reduction to either [e]* or [o]* 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
vowel reduction of the Danish phonemes /a/ and /¢/ to a more closed allophone according to
the Russian weakening of vowels.

In my predictions about the front vowel reduction, I pointed out the phonemes /a/ and
/¢/ as major eventual targets for weakening in unstressed positions. The data analysis showed

however, that this could have been extended over other vowel qualities. Probably, the most

1 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 [e] in besleegtet,
forbillede made by both the R- and D-subjects. See Tables 8, 9.

Targetwords | t/s [ # | [1% | [:]* | [0* | [1]”

binde 2 6 1
beslegtet e | 2 7
forbillede 2 5 1 1

Table 8. Pronunciation of the target [e] by the R-group

Targetwords | t/s | & | [i]1* | [I]* | [e]*
binde 2 7

beslagtet e | 0 6 3
forbillede 5 2 2

Table 9. Pronunciation of the target [e] by the D-group

Similarly to the above-mentioned [a] and [€], [¢] was reduced both in post-tonic and
pre-tonic positions: altogether 13 out of 18 reductions to [1]* in the first pre-stressed syllable
of beslaegtet, however, only 3 reductions to [1]* in the post-tonic syllable of forbillede. These
cases of the reduction of [¢] were probably even in favor of the subjects, [e] is even more
similar to [1] than the Russian [i] is. However, the reductions to [1]* were mainly due to a
wrong primary word stress assigned by 13 participants to the second syllable of forbillede,
thus [e] was stressed, and since stressed, due to the spelling influence it was produced by 7
subjects as [i]*. In contrast to /a/ and /¢/, /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 [d] in the pre-tonic
position in utaknemmelig and the second pre-tonic syllable in apparat was reduced to [e] by
5 out of 9 R-subjects. See Tables 10, 11.

Targetwords | t/s | # | [e* | [
mangle 8 1
utaknemmelig | @ | 4 | 5
apparat 4 5

Table 10. Pronunciation of the target [d] by the R-group
[al* | [el* | [o]* | [al* | [a]*

Target words | t/s | *

mangle 5 3 2 1
utaknemmelig | @ | 5 2 2
apparat 5 2 1 1

Table 11. Pronunciation of the target [d] by the D-group
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The D-group showed a less frequent reduction of [d] 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 [d]. It is assumedly right because of the above-mentioned equivalence
classification in accordance with Flege’s SLM.

Targetwords | t/s [ # | 1% | [:]% | [0™ | [T | el
binde 2 6 1

beslagtet e | 2 7

forbillede 2 5 1 1
vilde 3 6
vikar i |8 1

livlig 9

Table 12. Targets [e] and [i] by the R-group

(7 | [0 | [el™ | [el*

Target words | t/s | #

binde 2 7

beslagtet e | O 6 3
forbillede 5 2 2

vilde 3 6
vikar i 7 2

livlig 9

Table 13. Targets [e] and [i] by the D-group

Other vivid evidence in support of Flege’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 [e] 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']* 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], [i] in stressed positions and [i], [i] and [1]
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 [e] 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.-
[e]-distinction in Danish may confuse [i] with [e]*. 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 | 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 Flege’s idea by saying that 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.

Whereas in the above mentioned short sounds [a], [€], [d], [¢] 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 s | [* | [e]*
words

paedagog 8 1
paedagogisk e 8 1
hemmeligt 6 3

Table 14. Target [e] by the R-group
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Target s . o | > | [el* | [i]*
words

paedagog 7 1 1

paedagogisk e 9

hemmeligt 3 4 2

Table 15. Target [e] by the D-group

In the stressed position in hemmeligt it was produced by 7 subjects as [€]* and 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
Russian ”C+[¢]”, where C is a hard consonant. What is interesting, is that in the unstressed
positions in paedagog and paedagogisk only a couple of the target [e]-sounds were produced
with a change to an unstressed [1]*, probably due to the facts that 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'].

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
incorrectly produced as [e]* and [€]* (4 and 3 times respectively, out of 18). If we consider,
that [g]*-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 Miglio & Fukazawa’s theoretical approach, after having done the error
analysis, | can argue that in some cases the Russian natives’ pronunciation in Danish is not
the result of a direct interference from the Russian language or equivalence classification, but
that it is rather a complex “phenomenon whereby the spelling of the word...” in the L2
“...triggers a correspondence between...” an L2 spelling symbol “...and the pronunciation of
the same symbol in the native language...” (Miglio & Fukazawa 2006: 4145).

| 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
probability. That accounts for the [e]* and [€]* realizations in dreng, since in the Russian

natives’ letter-to-sound system, the letter e would automatically stand for either sound [e]
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after C! or [¢] after a C, whereas the /r/-influence on a vowel quality typical of Danish
remains to be neglected, as the latter phenomenon is absolutely alien to Russian.

Flege’s SLM focuses both on the similar and dissimilar sounds. Above, | 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
dissimilar front vowel segments, namely [y], [¢], [ce], [€], and all the long vowels [&:], [a:],
[o:], [ce:], [y:] and [@&:]. As far as the long vowels [e:], [a:], [¢:], [ce:], [y:] and [@:] are
concerned, | 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 characterizes four labialized front short Danish
[vl, [9], [ce], [®] 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 9
fysiologi y | 9
Lyngby 9

Table 16. Target [y] by the R-group

Target words | t/s
fysisk
fysiologi y
Lyngby 2
Table 17. Target [y] by the D-group

L1 [ [
1

3

~ O 00|+

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 Flege’s idea
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 [1]* in the second pre-
stressed syllable of fysiologi and 1 [1]* in fysisk. Two subjects gave a front-mid allophone
[¥]* instead of the final [y] in Lyngby, but this minor feature could be also heard in a native

variant.
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Target words t/s " [o]* [yl* [s]* [y]*
kysse 2 1 5 1
ngdvendig 9 ©
nervgsitet (one failed) 6 2
Table 18. Target [¢] by the R-group
Target words t/s - [e] I* | [ol* [o]* [s]* [oe]* [e]*
kysse 3 1 5
ngdvendig 9 7 1 1
nervgsitet 6 1 1 1

Table 19. Target [¢] by the D-group

A worse performance was shown for the target [g]. 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 ngdvendig and nervgsitet

the number of correct variants was more than convincing in both groups. It turned out to be

that the subjects could easier produce [g] in the unstressed position rather than in the stressed

one. | argue however that more words need to be pronounced with this target sound in order

to formulate any regularity concerning the “superiority” of the unstressed position. What is

only evident from our data is that [¢] is most often mispronounced as [y]*.

Targetwords | t/s [ & | [yl* | [g]* | [e]* | [o]* | [o]* | [o]* | [ee]*
trykke 0 9
gmtalelig e |0 2 2 3 1 1
tarklede 7 2
y | [l | [e]*
smar @ 7 1 1
Table 20. Targets [ce] and [&] by the R-group
Targetwords | t/s [ ® | DI | 7 [Tl | feel | [ul | ol ™ | )= | el |l [l
trykke 0 6 1 1 1
gmtalelig € | 2 1 2 1 1 1 1
tarklaede 5 1 1 1 1
v | [el* | [o]* | [o]*
smar e | 3 4 1 1

Table 21. Targe:cs [ee] and [@] by the D-group

As far as the sounds [ce] and [@] are concerned, the error analysis showed that these

segments are generically susceptible to narrowing in terms of height to such qualities as [2]*,
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[e]*, [Y]* and [e]* as well as a tongue retraction. See Tables 20, 21. The latter tendency
results in such accent qualities as [¢]*, [uv]* and even [0]*.

However, another feature that characterizes [ce], [¢] 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 Russian speakers’ pronunciation decisions are influenced by the correlation
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 [e:], [a:], [¢:],
[ee:], [y:] and [@:]. What was typical of all the vowel quantitative features is that they have
been in many cases accompanied by qualitative changes. However, | shall focus on the
shortening of long vowels and secondly on lengthening of short vowels, which was predicted

in my hypotheses.

Targetwords | t/s | & | [aI" | [e]" | [e]* [ [a® | [e]" ) [

badeverelse ] 2 1 6

bagage g 1 2 1 1
fare i 8 1

rare | 5 4

Table 22. Targets [¢:] and [d:] by the R-group

Target words | t/s | * (al* | [el* | [eI* | [a]* | [al* | [a]* | [a]* | [2]*
badeverelse 11 1 3 4

bagage 1| 4 1 1 1|1
fare .| 4 1 1 1 2

rare “l g 1 2 2

Table 23. Targets [¢:] and [d:] by the D-group

Of the two long segments [&:] and [d:] (see Tables 22, 23) the first one was shortened
in badeveerelse 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 [a:]*,
[a:]* or [a']*. As for the long [d:], it was shortened by more than half of the subjects mostly

to [d]* in the R-group, and to either [a]* or [a] in the D-group.
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The long segment [e:] saw major shortening in the D-group, where only 2 subjects gave
correct long variants, while the rest 7 were distributed as [e]* (2), [€]* (2), [e']* (2) and [&']*
(1). See Tables 24, 25.

kS
Target words t/s § | le]
leese e 8 1
: | [ x| [* [i-]*
alene o 2 6 1
sene ' 1 2 5 1
skrive .
. i: 7 1 1
Kina 7 2

Table 24. Targets [e:], [e:] and [i:] by the R-group

Target words | t/s 00> | [el* | [e]* | [e]* ] [e]*
leese e | 2 2 2 2 1
Target words | t/s | * O7% | [:1% | 00> | B> | [e]* | [e1* | [e]* | [el* | [F]* | []*
alene | 3 2 1 2 1
sene 13| 1|1 1 1 1 | 1
iki':ge i1 6 1 1
2 6 1

Table 25. Targets [e:], [e:] and [i:] by the D-group

The target sound [¢:] in correspondingly alene and sene, was shortened by 9 D-subjects
and 4 R-subjects, while [i:] in skrive and Kina by 4 R-subjects and 13 D-subjects, both
including half-long pronunciations, e.g. [i']* and [e]*. 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™ SIPT with a special
focus on the distinction between short and long vowels, thus giving evidence to give credit to
it.

Targetwords [ t/s [ & | [u]* | [y1* | [ul* | [v]*
ryge y: [5] 1

2| lo]* | VI* |[el* |[y]*
kobe o 3] 1 2 2 1

15 according to the information reported by the teachers of the R-group
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o [l | [eer]* | [@]l™ | [v]* | [e]* | [g:]*
hgne e |2 2 1 1 1 2
gare @ |6 3

s

Table 26. Targefs [v:], [e:], [ee:] and [:] by the R-group

Target ys [ & [I* | DI* | [u]* | DI*
words
ryge y: |1 1 4 1 2
2 [o]" | VI* | [o]*
kgbe o |4 2 3
£ [oe]* | [oer]™ | [oe]* | [oe:]* | [@]* | [o]* | [@]*
hagne e |3 2 2 1 1
gore @& |3 1 3 1 1

Table 27. Targets [y:], [¢:], [ee:] and [@:] by the D-group

The same tendency is true of the long [y:] - 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 [¢:] in kebe underwent primarily quantitative changes in both groups being shortened
to either [g]* or [¢']*. The same is true of the R-group’s realizations of [&:] in gare, while in
the D-group the shortening was accompanied with minor qualitative changes, primarily
narrowing. The long [ce:] in hgne 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 [g:]*,
[v:]* [ce]*, [&]*, and [ce']* 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], [2], [o] and [a], 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 Flege’s principle of equivalence classification could work
for the phoneme /u/, since we should not speak in terms of more or less” similar, but rather

in terms of a total similarity. While in the case of [o], [2], [2] and [a] 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 s | * [o]* | [u]*
words
rutine 5 4
akupunktur u 6 3
kulde 8 1
# | [o]* | [u* | DI*
god 5 4
irokeser 0 3 5 1
boliviansk 2 7

Table 28. Targets [u] and [¢] by the R-group

Target ts [ * [o]* | [u]*
words
rutine 8| 1
akupunktur u (8| 1
kulde 8 1
£ [o]* | [u]* | [o]*
god 2| 6 1
irokeser o (0| 7 1
boliviansk 1| 7 1

Table 29. Targets [u] and [¢] by the D-group

Having analyzed the collected data, | 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
[o]* 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 [v] 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 [o]* 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 [0]*-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] "lies between” [o] and [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 [0]* respectively in the R-group and 7 ones in
the D-group. It should be noted, however, that even though [0]* in the pre-tonic syllable of
irokeser can be heard in native speakers, in the Russian samples [0]* had a purely Russian
quality (see section 3.1.). This influence of the spelling can be of two types — one coming
from subconscious associations with one’s mother tongue, as was the case with dreng,
boliviansk, irokeser, and the other — from a direct correspondence between an L2 sound and

its representation in spelling.

Targetwords | t/s | & | [u]* | [ul* | [¥]* | [o]* | [o]*
lukke 0 7 1 1
ungdommelig 210 2 6 1

Table 30. Target [39] by the R-group

lukke 2 2

Targetwords | /s | & | [ul* | [ul* | [o]* | [o]* | [o]* | [ol* | [o]* | [o]* | [u]*
3 1 1

o)

¥ 1

ungdommelig 1
Table 31. Target [o] by the D-group

An evident and convincing prevalence of /u/-allophones in the readings of [7] (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 [v]*, 1 as [&]*) 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 “written” language and written input still works as a main factor in forming a learner’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-mentioned non-

predicted front [¢]-weakening, [9] was exposed to [u]*-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 [o] supports the conclusion that replacing [9] 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 [9], 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] and the advanced [9] respectively —
tend to be mispronounced by Russian native speakers as [u]* or more rarely as the allophones

of the Russian /o/, the latter is more typical of [9].

Targetwords | s | * | P17 | [ol* | [o]* | [e]*
storme 6| 3
borgmester ) 6| 1 2
korrupt 10 1 7 1
korrektur 6| 3
Vo7 [ B [ 1 [ B [ o [ e
ander 2| 2 4 1
forskellig Al 5 1 2
nermere 5 3 1

Table 32. Targets [9] and [a] by the R-group

[I* | [oI* | [o]* | [e]*

storm 5 4

borgmester 6 3

korrupt 11 1 1 7

korrektur 2 3 3 1

Targetwords | t/s | & | [o]* | [oI* | [o]* | [a]* | [e] * | [e]* | [e]*
ander 3 1 2 3 1

forskellig A |3 1 2 2 1
n&rmere 4 4 1

Table 33. Targets [9] and [a] by the D-group

As far as [9] and [4] 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 [9] in storm (in this target word stgd was neglected as was
methodologically introduced in section 3). In the stressed position [9] was pronounced as a
less lowered [o]*, while 4 D-subjects demonstrated a vivid equivalence classification by

giving 4 cases of [0]*. 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 [o]* or like [0]*.

A much more non-native like performance was shown for the words with [a] as a target
sound with 5 correct varinats in the stressed position in ander. The R-subjects mispronounced
it in the stressed position as either [o]* or [0]*, while the D-subjects produced also 3 lowered
[2]* and 1 close-mid [e]*. This vowel segment was exposed to a qualitative reduction in both
groups: in forskellig the unstressed [s] was reduced to the neutral [o]* all in all by four
subjects but, not as a regular weakening pattern would require in Russian for the vowel [0]*
in the first pre-stressed syllable, and also in naermere to neutral [a]* 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
[0]*, where the latter is assumedly caused by both spelling interference and equivalence
classification. Vowel [9] is most often mispronounced as [u]* in the stressed positions and
can be reduced to [v]* in the pre-stressed ones. The two back vowel segments [A] and [9] are
both subject to narrowing in the Russian foreign accent. The former one is most likely to be
produced as either [9]* or [0]*, whereas [9] beyond [o]* or [0]*, would be also produced as
[0]. On top of that, Russian natives, as the data showed tend to reduce [4] to [o]* 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

Targetwords | t/s | & | [ul* | [w]* | [u]*
muligvis | 3 3 3
uge Yl 1

g | [1* | [ | [o]* | [o]* | [o]*
male 0 | 4 2 2 1
storme 2] 6 1 2

Table 34. Targe'ts [u:], [3:] and [3:] by the R-group
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| [o]* | [u]* | [u]

rutine
akupunktur u
kulde
muligvis
uge

»
N

N |00 00 0o
B

g | [I* | Lo | [o1* | [o1* | [o* | [o:]* | [oI* | [o1* | [o:1* | [o]* | [@]* | []* | BT

male | [0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
storme | o: | 3 1 3 1 1

Table 35. Targets [u:], [3:] and [3:] by the D-group

In this section | shall discuss the results of the error analysis for the long [9:], [u:], and
[2:]. 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 [u:]
scored only 14 out of possible 36 readings of together muligvis and uge. It was primarily
shortened to [u]* or [u']* - twice as often in muligvis, than in uge.

As for the sound [9:] (see Tables 34, 35), | 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 male 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 [9:] to a half-long [0°]* and
1 to [o']*. The D-subjects did not produce any correct pronunciations and gave seven
shortened variants as [9]*, [o'1*, [o]*, [e°]*, [o]*, [¢o']* and [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. | 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, [9:]-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, | 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:]* (2)

binde [i-]* (1)

forbillede [i']* (1)

kysse [y]* (1)

ander [p:/* (1)

kulde [u-]* (1)

kysse [¢]* (1)

torklcede [ce:] * (1)

ungdommelig [&] *4), [o]* (1)

DN NI N N N VR NI N

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 [2]

As was described in section 3.1.2., the Russian patterns of weakening vowels in the
unstressed positions imply a Degree 2 reduction to [o] of the phonemes /a/, /o/ and /e/ in
second pre-stressed syllables and all the post-tonic syllables. In this connection, the Danish
neutral [a] is not a new vowel quality for Russian native speakers even though in terms of
phonotactics and phonological distribution, [a]-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 [o] 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
questionable in native speakers’ pronunciations. Therefore, methodologically the choice of
bue [bu.:] and doven [down] was not to the point, thus it is only possible to make conclusions
about [o]-pronunciaiton in Ganske, where all the 18 subjects pronounced the target schwa

correctly. See Tables 36, 37.

Target tls +

word

ganske 5 o

bu(e) methodologically invalid: all the R-subjects
dov(e)n pronounced [s]

Table 36. Target [5] by the R-group

Target word t/s | &

ganske )

9
bu(e) methodologically invalid;
dov(e)n [o]* (4), [1%(3), [i1* (2), [='1* (2) in bue;

[o]* (5), [-] (4) in doven.
Table 37. Target [5] 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 [o].

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 [s]. | found out
that SIPT included [s]-articulation in the R-group, and thus the R-subjects were aware of the
[2]’s typical distribution and occurrences, but they are still very dominated by the word’s
spelling, and therefore, gave the neutral [o] 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 [o] 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 [s], 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 [o]-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 [a] production depending on the instruction input they receive.

Methodologically speaking, proceeding critically from the results of the data analysis |
conclude that accent in [o] should be studied in the framework of either a spontaneous speech
task or reading tasks with a text reading, where [o] 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 [ja], [jul, [jyl, [ja] and falling
[ew], [yw], [ew], [ow], [ew], [iw], [ow], [ui/il, [&j], [aj], [e]], [aw/dy ], [ie], [ee], [ee], [yel.
[oe], [@e], [ue], [oe], [®e] diphthongs. The error analysis showed that the Russian foreign
accent features in the pronunciation of diphthong go beyond the predicted
monophthongization, consonantization of a diphthong’s glide, 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 [e]-dithphongs. In
the examples below from the samples read by the R- and D-subjects we can see that
semivowels [w] and [¢z] 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 [ev/ €']* (6);

in peber with [b]*- or [b]*-glide;
in gvre as [gv]* (2) or [cev]* (1);

in automatisk as [ay]* (1);
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[z]dithphongs:

in kersel and grred as [@s]* (5), [g¥]* (2), [cer]* (1), [cer]™ (3);

in urbanisere as [uk]* (2).

5.3.1.4.2. Nucleus replacement

The nucleus replacement as a feature can be defined as a change of the diphthong’s

prominent vowel’s quality in either height or backness. Here are the most illustrative

examples of this phenomenon:

[ja] in kajak was produced as mostly as [ja]* (5);

[eew] in sgvnlgs was narrowed to [ea]* (1), [ew]* (3), [eew]* (1), [&"]* (1), [¥Y]* (1)
or [ceu]*(2); or pronounced with a more open nucleus vowel back e.g. [pw]*(1),
[ow]* (1);

[ew] in evnesvag was either narrowed as [iw]* (4) or opened to [ev/e']* (6); in
jeevnaldrende was opened to [eew]* (2), [aw]* (3) or [ew]* (1);

[ow] in lovgivning was narrowed to [yv]* (3);

[]] in evnesvag was opened to [aj]* (1), or back [ej]* (1);

[aj] in flgjet was narrowed to [¥j]* (1), [oj]* (5) or centralized to [uj]* (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 [v]* (1);

[vj/i] in huje as [u]* (6);

[ye] in dyrke as [o]* (1), [y]* (4), [y:]* (2);
[ue] in urbanisere as [u]* (4), [v]* (10);
[oe] in bortfalde as [o]* (3), [o]* (13);

[ie] in Kirkelig as [i]* (3);
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* [ee] in hjgrne as [¢]* (8), [e]* (2), [€:]* (6);

e [g]] inevnesvag as [e]* (1), [e]* (2);

e [Gu] in automatisk as [o]* (4);

e [ow]ingvreas [ce]* (1);

o [ajlin flgjet as [T (4), [o]* (1), [e]* (1);

o [oe] inkarsel [g:]*(4), [@]* (1), [9]* (3), [ce]* (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 [o]* instead of [du]. (The latter is assumedly the result of the
third language transfer, namely from English into Danish, since all the four subjects who
mispronounced [Gu] as [o]* are advanced English-speakers.) In some situations, this new
vowel quality is lengthened, as was the case in karsel with [g:]*.

Thus, | 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

Proceeding from SLM’s principle of equivalence classification, | 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:

e disaspiration of /p/, /t/, IK/,

e velarization of /I/;

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

e palatalization of /b/, /d/, /g/ especially before Danish front /i/, /al, Ie/, Iyl and /el.
e dentalization of /d/, /s/, /t/ and /n/;

e /r/-assimilation to a thrilling /r/; “consonantization” of [e];
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e [ts]-overtone in the Danish /t/*°.

The results of the error systematization for segments [f] in flame, gaffel, falsk, film, [j]

in jod, [w/y]

in Kniv, koge, brev and [i] dej kaj showed no evident foreign accent in these

consonants in either groups of the participants. However, [g] in banke, gange, bang was

opposite to my hypothesis realized 3 times as [nk]* in bang and 5 times as [ng]* in gange.

The fact that

[n] was 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. | 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
piskeflade 613
, b 163
papir
+ | [k]* | [Ki]* | not
read
kirsebaer 5|3 1
gkologi gh (81
kone 5|3 1

Table 38. Targets [b], [g'] by the R-group

16 See section 3.

3.
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b * *

Target s | ® [bl* | [r]
words
piskeflade b 4|1 4
papir © |2 7

2 | [K*
kirsebaer 5|4
gkologi g 6|3
kone 81

Table 39. Targets [b*], [g"] by the D-group

Danish aspirated consonants [b"] in piskeflade and papir, and [g"] in Kirsebeer, gkologi
and kone were mispronounced by a series of subjects from both groups. See Tables 38, 39.
In the whole, [b"] 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 [b]* instead of [b"]. The subjects from both groups showed a better
performance for [gh] in kirsebeer, gkologi, and kone, with 37 out of 54 possible correct
variants: one target word kone was omitted by one subject, while in 13 cases [g"] was read as
[K]* and in 1 case — as [K']* in kirsebeer, assumedly due to the front [i], which would require
the palatalization of a preceding consonant in Russian.

Anyway, | can conclude that Russian native speakers tend not to aspirate [b"] and [g"].
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 (» in the Russian
alphabet). As the result of spelling interference, k is realized as /k/ or /k'/ and p as /p/ or /p'/
(depending on the vowel distribution) due to the equivalence classification, since the Danish
[b"] and [g"] are most similar to the Russian /k/, /K, Ipl, Ip'].

One can draw a conclusion that from the very beginning of instruction Russian learners
associate sounds [b"] and [g"] with the corresponding letters 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 [b] and [g] respectively. Even though learners may 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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Targetwords | t/s | & | [d]* | [U* | [ts]*
taj 3 6
detalje ds [5 |1 1 2
gmtalelig 4 5

Table 40. Target [ds] by the R-group
Targetwords | t/s | & | [t* | [U* | [0* | [0*
tgj 2 |5 1 1
detalje ds [3 |1 4 1
gmtalelig 2 |5 2

Table 41. Target [ds] by the D-group

As far as the aspirated sound [ds] 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 [ts]*-overtone,
i.e. the replacement of [ds] with the most similar Russian affricate [ts]. The latter was typical
of the R-group in tgj (6), detalje (2) and smtalelig (5)*'. The former feature manifested itself
in the D-samples as either [t]*, [t]*, [t]* or [t]*.

5.3.2.2. Voicing, assimilation and dentalization

| 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.

[o]* | [p]*

Target words t/s | =
bestemme 6 3
hoppe b 8 1
skarp ¢ 9
ondskab 7 2
g | [KI* o™ | [1* | [T | 181
gulv g 4 |1 4

7 Out of 9 possible.
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begejstret 2 4 2 1

skinne 2 |5

freek 9

gemme 6 1 2

Table 42. Targets [b], [g] by the R-group

Target words tls | & [b]* [p]*
bestemme 3 6
hoppe b 6 3
skarp ¢ 4 5
ondskab 5 4
0 L S I ) ol O Y S I N A [
gulv 4 5
begejstret 0 8 1
skinne g |2 |7
freek 5 |3 1
gemme 4 3 2

Table 43. Targets [b], [g] by the D-group

In the initial position of the unstressed syllable in bestemme [b] was mispronounced as the
voiced [b]* by 3 R-subjects and 6 D-subjects, assumedly as the result of equivalence
classification since, [b] and [b] are both bilabial plosives. In hoppe, skarp and ondskab [b]
was mispronounced as the most similar Russian bilabial voiceless [p]* in both groups. In
hoppe [b] was 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 that the Danish [b] 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 [b] can take
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 [g]. It was mispronounced as [g]* (25 out of possible 54) in gulv, begejstret and
gemme; as [K]* (15 out of possible 36) in skinne and fraek respectively.

Complicated features characterize the pronunciation of [d]. 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 [d] was in the most favorable position*® 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 these two words as voiced alveolar [t]*
(6) and dental [t]* (3).

Targetwords | t/s [ = | [dsI™ | [dT* | [dl* | [0* | [ts]*
dum 3 5 1

storm 9

sytten a 19 )

dyne 3 5

tidligt 3 |1 4 1

Table 44. Target [d] by the R-group

+ [dl* | [dsI* | [-I* | [d]* | [d]* | [* |[dg* |I[d*
dum 3 1 3 2
storm 5 2 2
sytten d 4 4 1
dyne 2 5 2
tidligt 2 1 2 2 1 1

Table 45. Target [d] by the D-group

Dissimilar phenomena characterized the pronunciation of [d] in dum and dyne, with the
initial d. Being aware that [d] is a voiceless sound in Danish, 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 alveolar [d]*(8), dental [d]* (14), [gj]* (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 the Russian [d].

In the final position in tidligt [d] was realized as [t]*, [ds]*, [ts]*, [t]*, [t]* or omitted.
Thus, no clear regularity can be found so far for the final position except for saying that [d] in

the final position would be most likely classified by Russians as a sound similar to /t/.

Target words | t/s | & [s]*
presse 9

savne 5 4
fysisk > o

lese 3

'8 Here | 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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¥ [o]* | [M]*
norsk 8 1
kunde n (9
naste 8 1

Table 46. Targets [s], [n] by the R-group

| s]* z]*
Target words | t/s L8] [2
presse 6 3
savne s 5 4 4
fysisk 5 1 5
leese 2

B [n]*
norsk 5 4
kunde n [6 3
naeste 5 4

Table 47. Targets [s], [n] by the D-group

The voicing as a foreign accent feature is typical not only of the Russian natives’
pronunciation of Danish segments [b], [d], [g] 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, | argue however, that
this feature of the Russian natives’ pronunciation 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 lzese 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 [d]-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 as [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), fysigk (1), lzese (2); norsk (4), kunde (3), neeste (4)*.

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 | also have evidence in support of the palatalization after a front vowel and
before the foreign accent induced [o]*. However, | 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]* and two as [h]*. The sonorant segments
[m], [n], [I] were also exposed to the palatalization, though the distribution of palatalization
was uneven. Two R-subjects produced [m] as [m']* in menneske and one R-subject realized
[n] as [N']* in naste. The liquid sonorant [I] was palatalized by some subjects from both
groups: as [I]* in leenge (3), bopael (9), kulde (4)?°, while in lammeked it was velarazied as
[f]* analogously as it would be in Russian after /a/. Other not numerous cases of
palatalization were realized in vaekke [V']* (4), gemme [¢']* (2) and begejstret [¢']* (2).%*

In my hypothesis | predicted that the Russian accent would have the palatalization of
/bl 1d/, Ig/ especially before /i/, /e/, lyl, le/ 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.

9In this line, the results are given for 9 D-participants.

20 Out of 18.

2 [9']* 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

1™

[R]*

yI*

[¥]*

rigdom
ris
beredskab
irokeser

0 00 N Ot

LI*

bar
kirke
mor
gerne

O 00 © O+

U]*

sjov
chokolade

w o1

stride
mad
heddet
vasket

© O = o+

Table 48. Targets

—

¥

Target words

t/s

[r]*

—
—

—_

*

[*

rigdom
ris
beredskab
irokeser

g b~ o bF

N P N -

—
[
*

beer
kirke
mor
gerne

U1 O1 U1 00|+

[2]*

[T*

[s*

[s]*

(1~

[]’]*

sjov
chokolade

[~

b1

[-1*

(]

[t]*

stride
mad
heddet
vasket

~N o Ol

3

Table 49. Targets [¥], [e], [¢], [0¥] by the D-group
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In the error systematization, | met a difficulty of systematizing accent features typical
of the collected reading samples for the targets [¥], [¢], [0¥] and [¢], since their pronunciation
(see Tables 48, 49) by the subjects differed considerably from the phonological phenomena |
discussed above in connection with other consonant segments. If we analyze accent features
for these sounds from the point of view of Flege’s SLM model, we can see that they all fall
into the category of dissimilar sounds except for the alveolar-palatal [¢], which is very similar
to the Russian palatal [e:].

In accordance with this model, the Russian foreign accent would be less noticeable for
[¥], [e], [0¥] — because all the subjects have a quite high level of the command — and more
considerable for [¢]. However, this theoretical assumption turned out to be true only of the R-
subjects. No evident accent of [§¥] was found in the readings of stride, mad, heddet, vasket in
this group (see Table 48). The same could be concluded about the R-readings of beer, kirke,
mor and gerne with [g] 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 [&¥]*, [2]* or [g]** as [r]* in
irokeser and as [y]* in beredskab. Thus, we can see that the scenario for [k], [e], [0¥] 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 [¥], [¢], [0¥] in the D-group is that opposite to my
prediction about the pronuonciation of the lateral [I]* instead of [§¥], only 3 variants of [9Y] as
either [I']* or [I]* were given by the D-subjects out of a total of 15 wrong variants of [0¥] 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 [3¥] in vasket as either [t]*or [d]*.

My prediction about a more consonant-like pronunciation of [e] could neither be
verified (see Tables 48, 49), but is sooner falsified since the main foreign accent feature for
[e] 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 [r]*
(1) proved to be a characteristic of [g]-pronunciaiton in the D-group in rigdom, ris,
beredskab, irokeser.

The pronunciation of [¢] compared to those of [¥], [e] and [d¥] was not native-like in

both groups. Since this segment is very similar to the Russian /¢:/, it was mispronounced as

22 |If we consider that [k] (fricative) and [¥] (approximant) are both uvular segments this would decrease the
number of mispronounced variants to 5 out of 36.
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[c]* (D), [s]* 5), [J1* (4), [siI* (2) or [tf]* (1). The latter two were assumedly produced as the
result of spelling interference in sjov and chokolade, while [¢]*, [s]* [/]* were given
according to the equivalence classification.

Thus, due to the error systematizations done separately for the D- and R-groups | could
trace different stages of the foreign accent in Danish learners for sounds [x], [e] and [8Y]. It is
possible to draw a conclusion that more frequent mispronunciations of dissimilar [], [e] and
[0Y] by the D-participants advocate for their less advanced level of the Danish pronunciation
for these three sounds, as Fledge’s SLM model would account for that. However, the latter is
not claimed but only suggested and needs to be tested in other tasks with more [&], [¢] and

[0¥]-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 ['di'sagdo] or 1 di'rekte* (8)

['di gagdo] 0
allerede [‘alo'se: 0¥ o] or 0 alle'rede* (7)

[‘alo,ge:0Y o] 2
femogtredive | ['fema’dstradyvs] 4 femog'tredive* (4), 'femog tredive* (1)
julefest [jula'fesd] 3 ‘jule fest* (4), ‘julefest® (1), jule'fest* (1)
bagefter ['be?j'efda] or 2 _bag'efter* (3)

['be’j efda] 4

Table 50. Double primary word stress in the R-group
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direkte ['di'sagdo] or 0 di'rekte* (8), di'rekte* (1),

['di gagdo] 0
allerede [‘alo'se:Qv o] or 1

[alo, Be:dv o] 0 ‘allerede* (3), alle'rede* (5)
femogtredive [ fema'dstragyva] 0 femog'tredive* (8), femogtre'dive* (1)
julefest ['julo'fesd] 3 ‘jule fest* (6)
bagefter ['betj'efda] or 2 .bag'efter* (5)

['be?j efda] 2

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- 'ta-(ta) for non-compound words was a
major guideline in the realizations of direkte and allerede resulting in di'rekte* (16)
alle'rede*®® (12) with only one primary stress or with a correct primary stress on the first
syllable of "allerede* (3), but omission of the secondary/second primary stress on the second
syllable. The same was true of bagefter, which was produced as bag efter* (8) according to
the Russian pattern ta- ta-(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 were femog'tredive* (12), and ‘jule fest* (10)**. 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

% 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.

2 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, andetsprogspaedagogik, barnevogn,
and non-compound sarbar and barndom.

The data analysis and error systematization showed (see Tables 52, 53 below) that in
the compounds with more than two stems Russian native speakers tend to “save” the primary
stress for the last stem in the word as was the case with ytringsfrihed and
andetsprogspaedagogik, 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 [‘ervon, dsye?ady] 1 even'tyret (8)
ytringsfrihed ['ydeens, fgihody] 3 yt'rings, fri'hed* (2),  ytrings'frihed* (3)
yt, rings, fri hed* (1)
andetsprogs- ['anad¥ sbyosbhedago, gig] 1 ‘andet'sprogspaeda’ gogisk* (2),
paedagogik .andet sprogspada’gogik* (3)
‘andet sprogspaeda’gogik™® (1),
.andet sprogspaedago’gik* (1),
barnevogn ['ba:ne, vown] ‘andet sprogspaeda’go gik* (1)
9
sarbar ['so: bd] 9
barndom ['bidn dam?] 4 | 'barndom* (5)®

Table 52. Secondary stress in compound and non-compound words in the R-group

eventyret [‘ervon, dsyg’ady] 1 even'tyret*(7), eventyr'et* (1)
ytringsfrihed ['ydgens, fgihady] 3 yt'rings fri'hed* (2), ytrings'frihed* (3)
yt rings, fri'hed* (1)
andetsprogs- | ['anod¥, sbsosbredago, gig] 1 ‘andet’sprogspada’gogisk* (2),
paedagogik ,andet sprogspaeda’gogik* (3)
‘andet sprogspaeda’gogik* (1),
.andet sprogspadago'gik* (1),
['ba:ne, vown] ‘andet sprogspaeda’go, gik* (1)
barnevogn 9
sarbar ['so: bd] 9
barndom ['bamn, dam?] 3 "barndom™ (6)

Table 53. Secondary stress in compound and non-compound words in the D-group

% gee footnote 23.
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5.3.4.3. Broken word stress in prefixed words

In the contrastive study, | 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

e re-distribution of the stress from the root to the prefix or vice versa, or the assignment:

e.g., u'held*, u 'held* u'kendt* u'kendt*, ukendt* ‘umuligt*;

e setting a secondary or a primary word stress on an unstressed prefix: e.g.
be arbejde*, be'arbejde*, 'bearbejde*, 'bear bejde*, 'misteenksom*, ‘u, muligt*,
“u'heldig*, 'u heldig*, ‘uheld*?°.

uheldig [u"hel’di] 7 | u'heldig* (1), ‘u heldig* (1)

uheld ['u hel’] 4 | u'held* (2), u'held* (2), ‘uheld* (1)

mistanke ['misdsdnga] 2 | mis'tanke* (7)

mistenksom [mis'dsen sam?] 9

bearbejde [bed'bajds] 0 | be'arbejde* (2), 'be arbejde* (1), be'arbejde* (4),
‘bearbejde* (1), 'bear bejde* (1)

ukendt ['u ghend] 5 | u'kendt* (3), u'kendt* (1),

umuligt [u'mulid] 9

Table 54. Word stress in prefixed words in the R-group

uheldig [u'hel’di] 5 .U'heldig* (1), 'u heldig* (1), 'uheldig (2)

uheld ['u hel’] 4 .u'held* (2), 'uheld* (2), u'held* (1)

mistanke ['misdsdngo] 3 | mis'tanke* (6)

misteenksom | [mis'dsen,sam?] 6 "misteenksom™* (2), 'mis, teenksom* (1)

bearbejde [bed'bdjds] 0 1 not valid, be'arbejde* (2), 'be arbejde* (1) bear'bejde*
(2) 'bear bejde* (1), 'bearbejde™ (2)

ukendt ['u ghend] 3 .u'kendt* (3), u'kendt* (2), 'ukendt* (1)

umuligt [u'mu’lid] 5 ‘umuligt* (2), 'u, muligt* (2)

Table 55. Word stress in prefixed words in the D-group

Thus, | 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

% gee 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, | narrowed my predictions about the
word stress assinement in prefixed words to the phenomenon of a broken word stress. It
should be noted, that | 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, | also chose a reading task. | 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, | 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.

Regler

”Da vi havde varet 1 Japan 1 omkring et halv &r, medte jeg en hollandsk ingenier der
havde boet i Japan i mange ar. Jeg fortalte ham om vores middagsinvitation. Han lyttede
og kunne fortzelle mig falgende: i Japan spiser man op. Hvis man har taget noget op pa sin
tallerken ma 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 gar ikke ud i folks kakkener. Det er privat omrade, lige som soveverelser ofte er det i
Danmark. Hvis det er sent og man bliver tilbudt en drink, siger man pant nej tak.”

Figure 6. Text for the global accent assessment
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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
assessment of the subjects’ accent in accordance 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, | 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 the participants’ personal numbers (PPNs) in the rating template were
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 | 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). | 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-group’s average was slightly lower, namely
1.8. on the above-mentioned 5-point scale.

Initially, | 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-group’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-group’s higher 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. | 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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!\lumber
PPN Age & Sex Irrz:\ting

sheet ER1 ER2 ER3 ER4 N-ER1 N-ER2 N-ER3 N-ER4  Average
1.1. 19M 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. 19F 3 2 3 3 2 4 2 3 2 2.6
1.4, 19F 19 2 2 2 4 3 1 2 2 2.3
1.5. 19F 5 1 2 4 3 4 1 3 2 2.5
1.6. 21F 13 1 2 2 4 3 2 3 1 2.3
1.7. 19M 7 1 2 3 3 2 3 3 3 2.5
1.8. 21F 20 1 1 2 3 1 1 1 1 14
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. 21F 22 2 2 4 4 2 2 3 3 2.8
1.12. 21F 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
25 22 F 10 2 2 3 4 4 2 3 3 2.9
2.6 30F 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 30F 28 1 2 3 3 2 1 2 3 2.1
2.12 30F 29 1 2 3 3 2 1 2 2 2.0
2.13 33F 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

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

instructional “’variables”, was found by Flege & Fletcher (1992) to be a significant predictor
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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
English. Moreover, in some studies according to Piske et al. 2001: 200) “...a total amount of
formal classroom training, was found to be inversely related to the L2 pronunciation
accuracy”. This means that a longer instruction in the case of 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 study 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.
”’She found that those subjects who had received both, obtained ratings that were closer to the
range of ratings obtained for native speakers of German” (Piske et al. 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
character. Relying on Missaglia (1999)’s study, a prosody-oriented phonetic training is more
effective in improving pronunciation than a segment-oriented training. Therefore, | 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-subjects’ elicitations in most cases 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:

o for R10: "Lydene er rigtig gode, men trykfordelingen og intonationen driller”.
o for R8: "Lydene er meget skeeve, men trykfordelingen er faktisk OK”.
e for R13: "Rigtig god intonation, men lydene forstyrrer lidt.”.

e for R1: “Udtalen er god, men selve intonationen er serligt afslgrende ”.”
o for R11: "Intonationen er ncesten perfekt. Accenten er tydeligst i udtalen af "0” og

1

“ed”. 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-subjects’ reading samples addressed mainly the accent on the
segmental level. Only two subjects received comments concerning their intonation.

)

e for D1: "Lydene er simpelthen for uklare.’

e for D3: "Accenten afslores scerligt i udtalen af "havde”.”

o for D4: "Trykfordeling og intonation er gode og ville have givet 5 hvis ikke nogle af
lydene forstyrrede. Endelserne bliver “slugt” ved fa af ordene.”

e for D6: "Intonation og trykfordeling forstyrrer. Derimod gor det faktisk ikke noget at
hendes r’er er triller.”

e for D7: "Sveert ved at sige "h’ og '0’.”

o for D8: "H'erne er ret forstyrrende. Speciel udtale af "h’.”

o for D10: "Trykfordeling og intonation er gode, men lydene er sveere at kende. Speciel
udtale af ’lyttede og 'folgende’.”

o for D13: "Mange forstyrrende lyde.”
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The latter can be assumedly ascribed to the D-subjects’ larger exposure to native 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. | argue that a
better performance of subjects in the production of target [h]-sounds in the reading task with
the WL1 was due to the target word’s isolated position when subjects did not have to be so
concentrated on the suprasegmnetal level features of their pronunciation compared to the text
reading.

All T 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
correspond to “a slight accent” on the five-point scale. | argue that in the case of R11 this was
probably due to R11’s three-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
than others’ average scores can be assigned to the fact that, according to her questionnaire,
she has had Danish as a language of instruction on a graduate-level for the last 6 months.

| 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 Russian as L1. Further research is needed to find out SIPT’s role 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 | 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). |
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 the hypotheses about the features of the Russian natives’ pronunciation 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
one was, according to Flege’s theory of equivalence 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 of the spelling interference, “whereby the spelling of the word...” in
L2 “...triggers a correspondence between...” an L2 spelling symbol “...and the
pronunciation of the same symbol in the native language...” (Miglio & Fukazawa 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 [a] to [e]* or

[a]*; [e] to [a]*; [@] to [e]*. 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 [v]*.

The Russian natives’ pronunciation in Danish is characterized by fewer quality
distinctive properties of the back vowels. Those Danish vowel segments which are open-mid
and close-mid — [o] and the advanced [9] 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 of [o]. Thus, Russian learners tend to resort to the usage of the familiar sound
inventory, namely [u] and [0] (according to the equivalence classification or as the result of
spelling interference of the letters u and 0), 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 [e] in Danish diphthongs can be consonantized as
[V]* and [r]*/ [¥]* respectively. Danish diphthongs can be mispronounced as monophthongs,
especially [e]-diphthongs.

The Russian native speakers tend not to aspirate segments [b"] and [g]. The aspirated
[ds] is either disaspirated as [t]*, [t]*, [t]* or [{]*, or is replaced by the similar Russian
affricate [ts]*. The voiceless segments [b], [d] and [&] are voiced after a vowel; aslo [s] in an
intervocalic position. The Russian natives tend to dentalize /d/, /s/, It/ Inl.

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 Russian native speakers tend to “save” the primary stress for the

last stem in the word.
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Methodologically speaking, these are the features, which | 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, | 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
extend Flege’s idea by saying that 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 [g¢] is often mispronounced
as [y], especially under the influence of the spelling interference. Sounds [ce] and [@] are
generically susceptible to narrowing in terms of height to such qualities as [@]*, [e]*, [Y]* and
[e]* 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/, /el, Iyl, Iel.
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. | also have
evidence in support of the palatalization after a front vowel and before [o]*. 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, | pointed out the phonemes /a/ and /e/
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
[1]*, just as the Russian [i] would be in the same position; [9] was exposed to [v]*-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 /I/. Moreover, my prediction about a more
consonant-like pronunciation of segment [¢] could neither be verified, but is sooner falsified
since the main accent feature for [¢] 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
of the Russian natives’ pronunciation in Danish as well as 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 [o], 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, |
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 | 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

first question by saying that the discovered features provide evidence in support of Flege’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).

214n2 Student's t-test: Results

Student's 7-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

The probability of this result, assuming the null hypothesis, is
0.053

Figure 9. The results of the t-Test

Generally speaking, | 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,
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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 |
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

Participant’s personal number ...

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 As a second language
3. How long have you been learning/did you 3. How long have you been learning/did you
learn Danish? learn Danish?
4. Have you ever lived/stayed in Denmark 4. Did you use/Do you use Danish outside the
during your studies of Danish? language school?
5. If yes, how long?
6. What was the purpose of your stay? 5. If yes, how often?
7.  Where do you use Danish now? 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

© oo NOoOGALDNR

B A D BAEBEDDBOOWWWWWWWWWNDNDNDNDNNMNDNNMNDNNNNNRPEERPRERPERRERRERERERELR
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pande

dyne
kerlighed
utaknemmelig
badeveerelse
mangle

fare

ondskab

sofa

. rare
. bestemme
. hoppe

. dum

. skarp

. keeresterere
. storm

. erkende

. sytten

. stride

. gaffel

. Kina

. heddet

. vasket

. binde

. apparat

. bagage

. panere

. beslagtet
. forbillede
. alene

. mad

. sene

. falsk

. bue

. doven

. gemme

. ganske

. flamme

. gulv

. begejstret
. skinne

. hemmeligt
. film

. vilde

. kaj

. hummus

47.
48.
49.
50.
51
52.
53.
54.
55.
56.
57.
58.
59.
60.
61.
62.
63.
64.
65.
66.
67.
68.
69.
70.
71.
72.
73.
74.
75.
76.
77.
78.
79.
80.
81.
82.
83.
84.
85.
86.
87.
88.
89.
90.
91.
92.

vikar
livlig
skrive

dej

jod
gkologi
detalje
Kirsebeer
lzenge
bopal
maéske
kulde
lammekad
banke
smadre
kunde
neeste
gange
god

gere
menneske
bang
irokeser
boliviansk
skole
kone
piskeflade
korrektur
norsk
papir
rigdom
freek

ris

beer

kirke

mor
presse
Lyngby
savne
ryge
chokolade
rutine
barsk

toj

sjov
gmtélelig

93.
94.
95.
96.
97.
98.
99.

muligvis
gerne

male
akupunktur
vagt

kvota
havne

100.hgne
101.kniv
102.koge
103.uge
104.Kkorrupt
105.brev
106.terklede
107.munde
108.tidligt
109.fysiologi
110.vaekke
111.forskellig
112.trykke
113.beredskab
114.padagog
115.nervgsitet
116.lzse
117.fysisk

118.ungdommelig

119.kysse
120.kabe
121.dreng
122.ngdvendig
123.padagogisk
124.smar
125.lukke
126.dromedar
127.borgmester
128.n&ermere
129.storme

109



Appendix 3. Target vowel segments in WL1

Target words Target segments

pande, panere, sofa

keerlighed, erkende, kaeresterere,

badeveerelse, baggage,

banke, utaknemmelig, apparat”’

fare, rare

paedagog, paedagogisk, hemmeligt

leese

dreng

binde, beslagtet, forbillede

alene, sene

gansk(e), bu(e), dov(e)n*®

vilde, vikar, livlig

skrive, Kina

god?, irokeser, boliviansk

skole, kone

rutine, akupunktur *°, kulde

muligvis, uge

fysisk, fysiologi, lyngby

ryge

kysse, ngdvendig, nervesitet

kgbe

hgne

trykke, gmtalelig, tarklede

smar

gere

lukke, ungdommelig

male

borgmester, korrupt, korrektur

storme

> Qo R BRI IR [SIKIE ISR o | |—o 0o |2 |® | |8 a:|® o |w

ander, forskellig, naermere

2" Most native speakers would reduce [d] in the first pre-tonic syllable to either [e] or [o]. The targer segment in
my analysis was the first [a] — in the second pre-stressed syllable.

%8 While choosing the target words for [s] | took the pronunciation recommended by Den Store Danske Ordbog.
However, in a natural speech [a] would be only pronounced in ganske. | return to this methodological issue in
section 5.3.1.3.

9 Here | do not take stad into consideration for methodological reasons mentioned in section 3.1.

% Here | took the second vowel [u] as a target segment
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 b
piskeflgde, papir bh
havne, kniv, koge, brev w/u
flame, gaffel, falsk, film f
vaekke, vagt %
dum, storm, sytten, dyne, tidligt d
tej, detalje, gmtalelig ds
hemmeligt, hummus h
jod j
kaj, dej ji
leenge, lammekad, bopel, kulde I
stride, mad, heddet, vasket™" o
maske, smadre, menneske m
kirsebeer, gkologi, kone Kk
gulv, begejstret, skinne, freek, gemme g
banke, gange, bang n
norsk, kunde, naste n
presse, savne, fysisk, laese S
sjov, chokolade c
rigdom, ris, beredskab, irokeser ¥

*! In some regions of Denmark the final consonant would be [d], | 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

billigst
eventyret
kvindelig
uheld
kajak
mistanke
sarbar
mistaeenksom
bearbejde

. gebyr

. ukendt

. skjulte

. grafik

. sgvnlgs

. violin

. kritisere

. Jysk

. uheldig

. bilist

. gkonomisk

. barndom

. julefest

. tyveri

. umuligt

. bagefter

. jeevnaldrende

© o NOoOGAWDNER

NNNNOMNNMNNNNRPRPRRRRRRRRR
O U R WNREOOWOOWMNOOUNWDNIERERO

27. femogtredive
28. ytringsfrihed
29. direkte

30. allerede

31. barnevogn
32. andetsprogspadagogik
33. lovgivning
34. evnesvag
35. peber

36. automatisk
37. drivhus

38. gvre

39. flgjet

40. dejlig

41. huje

42. kirkelig

43. Per

44. fersken

45, dyrke

46. karsel

47. grred

48. urbanisere
49. bortfalde
50. januar

51. hjerne

Appendix 6. Target words for the analysis of word stress assignment in

WL2
Target word Word stress
1. billigst ['bilisd]
2. bilist [bi'lisd]
3. kvindelig ['gtven(a)li]
4. gebyr [&¢'bye]
5. eventyret ['e:von dsyg’adY]
6. violin [vio'litn]
7. kritisere [ghsidi'se’a]
8. gkonomisk [9&0 ' no’misg]
9. grafik [gd'fig]
10. uheldig [u'hel’di]
11. uheld ['u hel’]
12. mistanke ['misdsdngo]
13. misteenksom [mis’dsen, sam?]
14. bearbejde [bed bajda]
15. bagefter ['be?(j) efda] or ['be?(j) efda]
16. ukendt ['u ghend]
17. umuligt [u'mu?lid]
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18. femogtredive [ fema'dstradvvo]

19. ytringsfrihed ['yduens, fgihodv]

20. andetsprogs-peedagogik ['an(2)dY, sbyosbredago gig]

21. barnevogn ['ba:n(a),vown]

22. julefest ['jul(a) fesd]

23. direkte ['di'sagdoa] or ['di wagds]

24. allerede ['al(s) Be:QY o] or ['al(a) ve:0Y o]
25. sarbar ['so: bd]

26. barndom ['ban dam?]

Appendix 7. Target diphthongs in WL2

Target words Target diphthong
1. kajak Lal
2. skjulte [iu]
3. sgvnlgs [ew]
4. jysk Oyl
5. tyveri [yw]
6. jeevnaldrende

[ew]
7. evnesvag
8. lovgivning [ow]
9. evnesvag [ei]
10. peber [ew]
11. automatisk [Gu]
12. drivhus [iw]
13. avre [ow]
14. flgjet [ajl
15. dejlig [a]
16. huje [uj/i]
17. kirkelig [ie]
18. Per [ee]
19. fersken [ee]
20. dyrke [ye]
21. karsel [oe]
22. grred [Ee]
23. urbanisere [ue]
24. bortfalde [oe]
25. januar [al
26. hjerne [Ee]
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Appendix 8. Transcription results for the vowel targets in the R-group

Target words ¥ | [l* |l | [el* | [e]* | [o]* | [a]* | [a]* | [e]* | [d* | [e]* | [a]* | [4)*
pande 6 1 2
panere a | 4 3 2
sofa 3 4 2
keerlighed 9
erkende g | 4 4 1
keeresterere 3 6
badeverelse ] 2 1 6
bagage g 1 2 1 1
mangle 8 1
utaknemmelig al| 4 5
apparat 4 5
fare i 8 1
rare 15 4

g | [0 | [el* | []* | [e]* | [e]”
paedagog, 8 1
paedagogisk e | 8 1
hemmeligt 6 3
leese e | 8 1
dreng 5 3 1

a
HES kS e ]* * alil* kS *

g | 00 | [ | fed® | [ b[[i]:]* [i]* | Lel
binde 2 6 1
beslagtet e | 2 7
forbillede 2 5 1 1
alene |2 6 1
sene 11 2 5 1
ganske 5 g
ggsen not valid methodologically: all the R-subjects pronounced invalid target [o]
vilde 3 6
vikar i 8 1
livlig 9
skrive LT 1a 1
Kina ‘ 7 2

2 | [o* | [ul* | [u]* | [_]* | [o]* | [o:]*
god 5 4
irokeser 0 3 5 1
boliviansk 2 7
skole |2 1 5 1
kone © 1 2 5 1
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2 0 (ol [ [ul* | [ul* | D | [ued® ) Ivl* | []* | [u]*
rutine 5 4
akupunktur u | 6 3
kulde 8 1
muligvis u 3 3 3
uge R 1
fysisk 9
fysiologi y | 9
Lyngby 9
ryge y: | 5 1 1 1 1
n [o1* | IV]* | [e1* | Iy1* | [g]* | [3]* | [e]* | Iy1* | [a]* | [ol™ | [e]* | [ce]*
kysse 2 1 5 1
ngdvendig 9
. %]
nervgsitet one | 6 2
failed
kabe g | 3 1 2 2 1
trykke 0 9
gmtalelig e | 0 2 2 3 1 1
torklaede 7 2
o [eel® | [e]* | [e]* [«fz] [el* | [el* | [e]* | [&]* | [v:]* | [e]* | [o]*
hgne e | 2 2 1 1 1 2
smgar @ 7 1 1
gere & | 6 3
2 [l | [ul* ) Dvl* | od® | [ol* | [oI* | fol* | 1™ | [of* | [l* | [o]* | [e]*
lukke 0 7 1 1
ungdommelig 710 2 6 1
] R [ 1 | B [ 1 | 1 | ol | 01 | o1* | To* | [e* | [o]* | alpT*
‘ i b [e]*
male 2 | 4 2 2 la
storme 6 3
borgmester 6 1 2
korrupt ? 0 1 7 1
korrektur 6 3
storme 2| 6 1 2
2| Do | B1* | 1* | [ | led* | [o]* | [1* | [el*
ander 2 2 4 1
forskellig Al 5 1 2
naermere | 5 3 1

Appendix 9. Transcription results for the vowel targets in the D-group

Targetwords | t/s | # fal* | [el* | [el* | [el* | [ol* | [al* | [al* | [e]* | [@]* | [a]* | [a1* | [a]*
pande 8 1

panere a | 2 1 3 3

sofa 1 1 6 1

keerlighed 8 1

erkende £y 2
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keeresterere 8 1
badeverelse 1 1 3 4
bagage 1 4 1 1 1 1
mangle 5 3 2 1
utaknemmelig 5 2 2
apparat 5 2 1 1
fare 4 1 1 1 2
rare 4 1 2 2
[ | [eI* | [-I* | [el* | [e]* | [e1* | [i]*
paedagog, 7 1 1
paedagogisk 9
hemmeligt 3 4 2
leese 2 2 2 2 1
dreng 6 1 2
] [ [ | 00 fail e el Fer [ el [ 07 | 00 [ [
1.
binde 2 7
beslaegtet 0 6 3
forbillede 5 2 2
alene 3 2 1 2 1
sene 3 1 1 1 1 1 1
ganske 9
methodologically invalid;
bue [2]* (4), [1*(3), [i1* (1), [e']* (1) in bue;
doven [o]* (5), [-] (4) in doven.
vilde 3 6
vikar 7 2
livlig 9
féﬂ:;’e 1] 6 1b
2 6 1
2 | [o* | [ul* | [o]* | [oT* | [pI* | [o* | [ee1* | [e]* | [o]*
god 2 6 1
irokeser 0 7 1
boliviansk 1 7 1
skole 0 3 1 3 1 1
kone 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1
2 | [ol* | [ul™ | Qul* | Dyl* | [ud* | IV* | [*
rutine 8 1
akupunktur 8 1
kulde 8 1
muligvis 1 6 2
uge 2 7
fysisk 8 1
fysiologi 6 3
Lyngby 7 2
ryge 1 1 4 1 2
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§ | [o1* | IvI* | [ol* |alol* | [e] * | [s1* | [ee]* | [e]* | [u]* | [oI* | [v]* | ale]*
blee:] blu]*
kysse 3 1 5
ngdvendig o | 71 la 1
nervgsitet 6 1 1 1
kabe o | 4 2 3
0 6 1 1 1
ol e | 2 la ) 2 Lt a,
g Fls 1b 1 1 | 1b
tarkleede
la
o | loel® | fee]* | [oe]* | [w]™ | [€]* | [e]* | [o]* | [&]* | [o]* | [o]*
hgne e | 3 2 2 1 1
smar €& | 3 4 1 1
gere e | 3 1 3 1 1
g | [ul* | [ul* | [el* | [od* | [o]* | [o]* | [o]* | [o1* | [o]* | [l
lukke 2 3 2 1 1
ungdommelig 71 1 4 1 4 1 1
g | I | I | [I* | [cI* | [o:d* | [ol* | [o1* | [o:]* | [o]* | [e1* | [o]* | alo
: I+
ble]
male 2|0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
storm 5 4
borgmester 6 3
korrupt 71 1 1 7
korrektur 2 3 3 1b
storme 2 | 3 1 3 1 la
g | [o]* | [o1* | [a]* | [o]* | [eed* | [e] * | [e]* | [e]*
ander 3 1 2 3 1
forskellig A |3 1 2 2 1
na&rmere T4 4 1

Appendix 10. Transcription results for the diphthong targets in the R-group

Target words vd | & | Oal* | [o]* | [ea]* | [ew]* | [eew]* | [@']* | [yV]*

kajak [ja] 8 |1

skjulte [ju] 1

sgvnlgs [ew] |3 1 3 1 1

jysk Oyl |9

tyveri [yw] 8 1
2| [wlr | [evl* | Lal®

jeevnaldrende 9

evnesvag [ew] 3 |3 2 1

lovgivning [ow] 9
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[aj]*

[&j]*

evnesvag
[iw]* | [ebl* | [o]*
peber 1 1
automatisk 3
drivhus
gvre
[oail*
flgjet
dejlig
huje
[ee]* | [fje]*
kirkelig
Per
fersken 6 1
[y:]*
dyrke 1
lo]* | [@x]* | [os]* | [ces]* | [@2]*
karsel
grred 3 2 3 1
[os]* | [o]* [o]*
urbanisere 2
bortfalde 2 6

januar

[¢]*

[e]*

[@]*

hjgrne

(€]
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Appendix 11. Transcription results for the diphthong targets in the D-group

Target words td | & | Oal | [e] [ow]* | [ow]* | [w]* | [&T* | [Gel* | D'7* | vI*
kajak [al 414 1
skjulte [ju] 9
sgvnlgs [ew] |4 1 1 1 2
jysk iyl |9 1
tyveri [yw] 5 1 3
o [aw]* | [ew]* | €1 | [ew]* | [evI* | (7% | [owl* | [iw] | DvI*
jeevnaldrende 2|3 2 1 1
evnesvag [ew] 4 3 1 1
lovgivning [ow] 6 3
p | [e]* | L) [e]* [ea]* | [e]*
evnesvag [ei] 21 2 1 2 1
¢ | [eb]™ | [eb]* | [ib]* | [eb]* | [o]* fav]* | [eu]”
peber [ew] 31 3 1 1
automatisk [aw] 1 1 1
| [iu] [ew]*
drivhus [iw] 7 2
o | [eev]* | [ew]™ | [ew]* | [ee]* [eew]*
gvre [ow] 411 1 1 1 1
2| [ | [I* Ril* | [ | [ee]*
flgjet [ajl 1|4 1 1 1 1
o | [&l* | [wl*
dejlig [4j] 8 1
huje [ujii] | 4] 4 1
MU [io]* | [ie]* | [ee]* | [ee]*
kirkelig [ie] 12 5 1
Per [ee] 7 2
fersken [ee] |8 1
| YT | [y:]*
dyrke [ye] |%]4 3 !
¢ | [oel* | [ee]* | [9]* | [@s]* | [eed]* | lew]* | aleey]™ | [g]* | [oce]*
bla]*
karsel [ge] 11 1 2 4
grred [@e] 0 2 3 1 1a, 1b 1
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urbanisere

bortfalde

januar

Target words

t/s

(b

[b]*

[w]*

[ul*

[pI*

vI*

[wjl*

Lr*

[u]*

V1

bestemme
hoppe
skarp
ondskab

piskeflade
papir

havne
kniv
koge
brev

N

flame
gaffel
falsk
film

w

vaekke
vagt

a1 | [d1*

dum
storm
sytten
dyne
tidligt

tgj
detalje
gmtélelig

[ds]*

5 |1
1 5

4 1

6

1 2

5

hemmeligt
hummus
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jod

kaj
dej

leenge
lammekad
bopel
kulde

['*

g

or* | b1 | [I*

[t]

[d]

stride
mad

heddet
vasket

9y

maske
smadre
menneske

1

97" [KT*

Kirsebaer
gkologi
kone

1

gulv
begejstret
skinne
freek
gemme

P w e

[nk]*

[n]*

banke
gange
bang

norsk
kunde
naeste

[,S.j]*

[s1*

[sil* | [c]* | [s]*

[v1*

[]]*

presse
savne
fysisk

leese
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sjov
chokolade

1™

[R]*

[r1*

[e]*

[y]*

[-]*

[¥]*

rigdom
ris
beredskab
irokeser

0 O N Ot

[1*

bar
kirke
mor
gerne

O 0 O O+

Appendix 13. Transcription results for the consonant targets in the D-group

Target words

t/s

ER

[b"]

[w]*

V™

[w]*

[u]*

[v]

bestemme
hoppe
skarp
ondskab

g b~ o w

piskeflade,
papir

bh

N B~

havne
kniv
koge
brev
peber

w/

© O 0 ©

flame
gaffel
falsk
film

vakke
vagt

0 ©|l© © © ©

[dr*

[ds]*

[-1*

[t]*

[~

dum
storm
sytten
dyne

N

tidligt
tgj
detalje
gmtalelig

ds

N W NN DN DB O W

g1 = 01N

N DR
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[x]*

hemmeligt
hummus

jod

kaj
dej

il

[~

leenge
lammekgad
bopal
kulde

~N 0 O O+

[

[

bl*

Ul

[Q] *

[t

[d]*

stride
mad
heddet
vasket

w N o o

méske
smadre
menneske

© © O+

—
=
lan
*

[a]*

[gT*

kirsebeer
gkologi
kone

= W B

gulv
begejstret
skinne
freek
gemme

~ O NN O O OO O+

[n]*

[oel*

[ok]*

banke
gange
bang

norsk
kunde
naeste

o1 o 010 b~ ©O|F

w
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[z]*

[s1*

[sT*

Ell w1 | e

presse
savne
fysisk
lese

»

(6]
NEF, bW
ESN

sjov
chokolade

[R]*

—_
—

—

*

[]*

rigdom
ris
beredskab
irokeser

g b~ O b=

N P DN -

R P

—
—
*

beer
kirke
mor
gerne

U1 U1 U1 0o+
=
=

A~ DN

Appendix 14. Transcription results for the word stress assignment in the R-

group
Target word Word stress 1 Word stress*
billigst ['bilisd] 8 bi'list* (1)
bilist [bi'lisd] 2 "bilist* (7)
kvindelig ['&hvenali] 9
gebyr [&¢'bye] 9 even'tyret (8)
eventyret [‘e:von, dsyg’ady] 1
violin [vig'li’n] 9 1 failed
kritisere [gheidi'se’A] 8
gkonomisk [9€0 no’misg] 9 ‘grafik* (1), 'grafisk* (1)
grafik [gxa'fig] 7
uheldig [u'hel*di] 7 .u'heldig* (1), 'u,heldig™ (1)
uheld ['u hel’] 4 .u'held* (2), u'held* (2), 'uheld* (1)
mistanke ['misdsdngs] 2 mis'tanke* (7)
misteenksom [mis'dsen, sam?] 9
bearbejde [bed'bajds] 0 be'arbejde* (2), 'be arbejde* (1), be'arbejde* (4),
‘bearbejde™ (1), 'bear bejde* (1)
bagefter ['be?j efda] or 2 .bag’efter* (3)
['be’j efda] 4
ukendt ['u ghend] 5 u'kendt* (3), ,u'kendt* (1),
umuligt [u'mu’lid] 9
femogtredive ['fema dstragyva] 4 femog'tredive* (4), 'femog tredive* (1)
ytringsfrihed ['ydgens, fgihady] 3 yt'rings fri'hed* (2), ,ytrings'frihed* (3)
yt rings, fri'hed* (1)
andetsprogs- ['anody sbeosbhe 1 ‘andet'sprogspeeda’ gogisk* ),
padagogik dago gig] .andet sprogspada’gogik* (3)

‘andet sprogspaeda’gogik™® (1),
.andet sprogspaedago’'gik™* (1),
‘andet sprogspada’go gik* (1)
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barnevogn

['bdmoe, vown]

9

julefest ['julo'fesd] 3 'jule fest* (4), 'julefest* (1), 'jule'fest* (1)
direkte ['di'sagdo] or 1 di'rekte* (8)

['di ¥agdo] 0
allerede ['alo'ge:dv o] or 0 allerede™ (7)

[ alo,ge:dy 9] 2
sarbar ['so: bd] 9
barndom ['bdn dam?] 4 ‘barndom™ (5)

Appendix 15. Transcription results for the word stress assignment in the D-

group
Target word Word stress + Word stress*
billigst ['bilisd] 8 bi'list* (1)
bilist [bi'lisd] 5 ‘bilist* (4)
kvindelig ['ghvenali] 9
gebyr [&¢byel 9
eventyret [‘e:von dsyg’a0y] 1 even'tyret*(7), eventyr'et* (1),
violin [vig'li*n] 9
kritisere [gheidi'se’A] 9
gkonomisk [980 no’misg] 9
grafik [gxd fig] 6 | ‘grafik* (3),
uheldig [u'hel’di] 5 .u'heldig* (1), 'u heldig* (1), 'uheldig (2)
uheld ['u,hel’] 4 .u'held* (2), 'uheld* (2), u'held* (1)
mistanke ['misdsdnga] 3 mis'tanke* (6)
misteenksom [mis'dsen, sam?] 6 ‘misteenksom* (2), 'mis, teenksom* (1)
bearbejde [bed'bajds] 0 1 not valid, be'arbejde* (2), 'be arbejde* (1)
.bear'bejde* (2) bear bejde* (1), 'bearbejde* (2)
bagefter ['be?j efda] or 2 bag'efter* (5)
['be’j efda] 2
ukendt ['u ghend] 3 .u'kendt* (3), u'kendt* (2), "'ukendt* (1)
umuligt [u' mulid] 5 ‘umuligt* (2), 'u, muligt* (2),
femogtredive [ fema'dstradva] 0 femog'tredive* (8), femogtre dive* (1)
ytringsfrihed ['ydeens, fgihody] 4 yt'ringsfri hed* (2), ytrings'frihed* (1),
‘ytringsfri hed* (1), y'trings fri hed* (1),
andetsprogs- ['anagd¥ sbosbedago, gig] 0 "andetsprogspeedago’ gik* 0,
paedagogik .andet sprogspaeda’gogik* (1),
‘andet sprogspaeda, gogik* (1),
.andet sprogspadago'gik* (5),
‘andet sprogspada’gogik™ (1)
barnevogn ['bame, vown] 8 ‘barnevogn™ (1)
julefest ['juls'fesd] 3 ‘jule fest* (6)
direkte ['di'sagdo] or 0 di'rekte* (8), di'rekte* (1),
['di kagdo] 0
allerede [‘alo’ge:d¥ o] or 1
[alo ge:dY 3] 0 ‘allerede™ (3), alle'rede™* (5)
sarbar ['so: bd] 9
barndom ['bdn dam?] 3 "barndom™ (6)
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Appendix 16. Global accent rating sheet

Subject’s Accent degree Comments
No rating
please, please, give a
note, thata | point from the
subject’s | scale below
number
corresponds | 1 - heavy accent
to the audio | 2 - considerable
file 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

O o [T o:lQ:;m (o e

=

)>

Qe [= = | = | = | = |oqe| =h |0 O O |i

=

s|—

”n hHe bR OU‘:"Q O IS | S

vis |w [O|o o |3 |3 |— x|~ |Tle|=o oo lojajc|e e |8 8|

O T e|oE ST |TIme T o |0 oo |T|R (R (8w
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&g e ||

ooy (= ] (8

8

8 6|8

-
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> MO RO PO PO

O | %0 | e Qo | @o| Wi | L: O O

Appendix 19. Transcriptions of the vowel and consonant targets in the R-
group

R

1

[Pana]

i

['keeli hogy]
['utsiig nemeli]

[ bedy slvjeglss]

i
K
K

dy:no]

mdnla]
fa:d]

ons, geb]

R4

[Pana]

['dyna]
['gheel'i higY]
[0'dsegnomeli]
['bedy o, verlsa]
[ ' mdnls]
['fa:d)

[on sgep]

R5
[pana]

i

[g"eeli, hedy]
[u'dsagknemeli]

['bedy¥ o veelso]

i
[
i

dyna]

mdnls]
fa:]

o'n, sgeb]

R6

[pans]

['dyno]

[greeli Xed]
[udsgek nemeli]
[ bedy o'vVelso]

[ ' mdnls]

['fa:a]

[on, sgeb]

R7

[brana]
['dyno]
['g"eeli hedy]
[udség nemoli]
['bedy o, verlsa]
[ ' mdnls]
['fa:sa]
[

Qnsgob]
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['so*:f2]
['®d: 19]
[br'sdema]
['hopa]
[tu’m]
[s&ab]
[kees dee]
[sdo’m]
[er kents]
['sodn]
['sdEi:lo]
['kafal]
['kimna]
['heu]
['vasgo 0Y]
["bino]
[ebd'kd’d]
[be'ge:ea]
[Pa'n eq]
[br'slegtady]
[fo'Yilody o]
[e'li:na]
ma 9y |
si:ng]
falsk]
buo]

[ douan]

)
.
.
.

['gems]
['gdnska]

[ flama]
[ku?l]

[br' giiisdod]
['sgino]
["hemelit ]
['fi’lm]

vilo]

& il

humus]

g
g
X
[

vi'kd?]

['so:fe]
['d]
[br'stemo]
["hobo]
[dum]
[s8"db]

[ Kegsdio]
[sdom]

[ cegond]
['s'ydn]
['5dSiav o]
['gafol]
['ghi:na]
["hidvad]
['vasgad!]
['bins]
[ebe id]
[be'ge:ea]
[Pa nio]
[br'sleddody]
[fo bilody o]

[o'Pimo]

['gansgo]
[ ftama]
['gul’]
['biiio 5dS001]
['s&"ena]
["hemalit]
['film]
vela]
gl
humus]
vika]

’
.
.
.

[so'fa]

[ ii:d]
[br'sdema]
[ habo]
[dum]
[s&ii:b]
[keas dias]
[sdom]
['eggond]
['sydn]
['sdxigy o]
[ &ifol]
['ghino]
['hed¥ad]
['vasgad']
['biino]
[abd gad]
[be'geea]
[pe nio]
[br'slegdody]
[.f2'bilogy 5]

['gansga]
[ flams]
['gul]
[br' gdisdyady]
['skina]
["hemalit]
[film]
['vila]
'8
["humus]
['vika]

['sofa]
['¥ao]
[b1'sdemo]
['hobe]
[dum]
[s&d:b]

[ &"eesdasl
[sdom]
[eg’'ghend]
['sydan]
['sgidy 9]
[‘gdfal]
['ghi:na]
['Xigvad]
['vasgody]
['bins]
[dbd kdd]
[be'gees]
[Pa’'niog]
[br'slegdady]
[fo'bilagdy 9]

[ gansgo]

[ flama]

['gul]
[br'Peisdyody]
['skins]
['hjemeli(j]
['fi'm]

vela]

& il

humus]

r
r
r
[

vi'gho]

['so:fo]
(RTHE)
[b1'sdemo]
['habo]
[dom]
[s&d:b]

[ §herasdogera]

[sdo'm]
[eggond]
['sydn]
['sdii 0v o]
['gafal]
['ghi:ne]
['hedvat]
['vasgod!]
['bena]
[abd ¥dd]
[be'ga:ea]
[b"e'neka]
[be'slegdady]
[.fo'belady o]

['douen]
['gems]
[gansga]
[ flama]
['gol]
['biiosdyody]
['sgend]
['hemalit]
['film]
['vela]
I8l

[ humus]

['vigha]
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[dr'tsaljo]
['Kieso, bea]
[leno]
[po'pe’l]
[me' s’
['ghu:lo]
['1amo kegdY]
['banke]
['smago]
['kuna]

[ nesda]
['gdno]
['gudv]
['gq]
['menasga]
['ban]

[igo’ Klesa]
[bo livionsg]
['sgo:lo]
['gho:na]
['pisga, flg:0¥0]
[kowog'tsu’e]
['no:sg]
[pd'pi‘e]
['®¥i: tom?]
[fieg]
['si's]

['bee’]

['g" vgo]
['moe]
['byesa]
['lynby]
[sduns]
[y:o]
[c0g0'1e:8Y 2]

liuli]

K1:vo]

judy ]
ggholo'gi]
[d1' dsaljo]

[l
['s&
['dai
[
[o

['&hiso, bleg]
['Pengo]
['bu,pel’
[mg'sg"i]

[ ghula]
['lamo, ghedY]
['banksa]
['smad¥$s]
['ghuna]

[ nesda]
['gdno]
["guoy ]
['ge]
['menagga]
['bén]

[i, yok'e si‘a]
bolivi'engg]
sghu:la]
ghuno]
pisgs flg:3%]
ghoueg tsoe]

—/ /s o/ o/ /o

n):sg]
[pe bhie]
['?i,dam]
['f2eg]
['2is]
['bleg]
['ghiego]
['mo’]
['bhesa]
['lynby]
[s@un]
[?y9]
[fogo'1a:dv 2]

['v

['sé

[ da1]
[j0dY]
[gkolo'gi?]
[d1' dsaljo]
['Kis, bee]
['leno]
['bu,pel
[mosge’]
['kul'e]
['1admo kegdY]
['banko]
['smagy o]
[g"ond]
['njesgle]
['gdno]
['g00]
['gal
['menosga]
['biin]

[igo Ki1'sia]
['bolivionsk]
['skola]
['ghuna]
['bhisks, flgd¥a]
[§horog tsug]
['nosg]

[bhre bhig]

[ 1’ dam]
['feag]

['®is]

['bee]
['g"igga]
['moe]
['bryeso]
['lynby]
[sduna]

['gy:o]
[c0g0o'le'dY o]

['Pivli]
['sgxi:vo]
[di]

[jogY ]
[g&"oto"gi]
[dr' dsaljo]
['g"igsobee]
['lend]
['bopal]
[mg'sga]
['g"uld]
['lamod, §"00Y]
['banga]
['smady, ko]
['ghu:na]
['nesda]
['gdno]
['gudy]
['ge]
['menesga]
['ban]
[ig0'Kesa]
[bolivi'ensg]
['sgu:ls]
['ghu:na]

[ bhisga'flg:dva]
[8'9108 " dsug]
['no:sg]
(b7 brie]
['i,dom]
[fieg]

[ 'sis]
['beg]
['g"iggo]

[ mog]
['bhuasa]
['lynby]
[sduna]
['sy:2]
[c0go 1a:0¥ 2]

[didet ji]
['ki?sa beg]
['lend]

['bo bel]
[mo'sg¢’]
['g"uld]
['limo, §'¢0Y]
['banko]
['smddy go]
['ghu:na]
['nesda]
['gdno]
['990Y 7]
['9e:]
['menasga]
['ban]
[irg'&"esa]
bo'liviensg]
sgo:1s]
ghona]
bhisgo flg:dv%]

ghoreg’ dsue]

—/ —/ —/ /s o/

ny’sg]
[pd'pie]
['¥’,dam]
['freg]
['¥i%s]
['bee]
['&hiega]
['mog]
['pyesa]
['Tynby]
[sduns]
['sue]

[cogo'1edy o]
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[8v ‘tsi:na]
['ba:sg]
['tsoj]
["goeu]
[om ' tsolali]
[ mu:li, vis]
['geeno]
['mo:ls]
[@&"ubup ' tsug’]
['vigl)

[ 'kvo:ta]

[ 'hduns]

[ heenoa]

['niu]
['g":wa]

[u9]

[ko subt]
['brey]
['tsceghle:0a]

[ mou:na]
[tsiulit]
[fyeolo'&i?]
['veg]
[fo'sge:li]
[tswyge]
[be'gedy sgeb]
[bheda’gou’]
[neg ' v3sitody]
['le:sa]
[fy?’sisg]
[on’domeli]
['8"gsa]
['8"g:ba]
['duen]

[ngdY vendi]
[bheda’gotisk]
['smee?]

['lyga]

[ dgomede]

[ bowmesta]

[¥0'dsiino]
['ba:sg]

[ dsai]
['eou]
[om'dsololi]
['mu’li'vig]
['geens]
['mo-ls]
[ekopoy ' dsug]
['vig(]
['kvo:da]

[ 'hduns]

[ heenoa]
[kniu]
['g":wa]
[uo]

[£"0 gubd]
['byeu]
['dsceg" le:3%]
['muns]

[ dsiovh]
[fysiolo'ki]
['Vieke]
[fo'sgvel'i]
['isiyko]
['biys,s&ep]
[pede’g"oy]
[novesi'dsit]
['le:sa]
[fy'sisg]
['undomali]
['g"ysa]
['kg:ba]
['d?en]
[ngd¥'Veendi]
[Pede’ g0gisg]
['sme]
['luke]
['d?omodad]
['bow, misto]

[¥u'tsi'na]
['bdsg]
[tsai]
['Gou]

['om tsploli]
['muli'vis]
['gegnd]
['mo-le]
[dkupuy'tsug]
['vakt]
['kvoda]

[ 'hdunos]

[ 'ho:no]

[ &"niy]
['g":wa]
[wo]

[8"0 gubd]
['byeu]
['tsceghle:dvo]
[ ' mu:na]

[ tsidvlits]
[fysiolo'gi?]
['veka]
[fo'skeli]
['tswygo]
["bayo,sgeb]
[b" 1de’ gou’]
[nepve sitod]
['me:sa]
[£y'sisg]
['un,domali]
['8"gsa]
['8"gba]
['duan]

[ngd¥ vendi]
[bhede’ g0gisg]
['sme]
[luga]
['dsomade]

[ 'bow, mesds]

[0 '(ﬁi:na]
['bd:sg]

[ dsajl
['equ]
[em'dsolali]
['mu:li'vis]
['geens]
['mo:ls]
[egubtup’ dsug]
['végd]
['&"vo:dsal

[ 'hduns]
['heena]
['&'niy]
['&"o:wa]
[uo]

[£"0 ubt]
['byeu]
[dsce'8'e:3%]
['muna]
['dsidvid]
[fyeolo'§i’]
['veka]
[fa'sgeli]
['dskygo]
[brede’gou]
failed

['le:sa]
[fy'si’sg]
[on'domeli]
['&ysa]
['&"ybs]
['dgen]

[ngd¥ vendi]
[breda’gouisg]
['smee]
['tugoe]

[ dsomada]

[.bow'misds]

[gu'ti:na]
['ba:sg]
['tsaj]
['equ]
[em'tspleli]
‘mu’li'vis]
‘geend]

'my:19]

— /o

ag"u’brundsug]
[ vagds]
['g'vo:dso]

[ 'hduns]
['heena]
['&"niu]
['g":wa]
[uo]
[§"0'koubt]
['byeu]

[ dsce’8ledvo]
['mona]

[ dsiovlids]
[fysiolo'&i’]
['vega]
[fa'sgeli]

[ dssygo]
[bo'¥edY sgeb]
[Pedd’ gou’]
[ne, v3si'ti]
['le:so]

[ fy?sisg]
[on'damali]
['kyse]
['kyba]
['dran]

[ngdY vendi]
[pide’ go’gisg]

['smee]
['tugs]

[ dsomoadd’]

['boe mesda]
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['negmee]
['sdo:ma]

['9oma]

RO
[brans]

['dyns]
['&heeti hedy]

[ udsgek nemeli]

['bed¥ o, vealsa]

['mdnle]
['fago]
[nsgap]
['sofe]
['¥ao]
[br'sdemo]

[ habe]
[dum]
[s&d:b]
['&'eesdox]
[sdom]

['ee gheno]
['sydn]
['swidv o]
['gafal]
['kine]
['Xigued]
['vasgod]
['bina]
[ebad ' kdt]
[be'ge:eo]
['branos]
[or sle o]
['fa: bilagd¥s]

R 10
[b"amo]

['dyno]
['geeli hedy]

['udsig nemoli]

['be:0¥ 0, verlso]

['mdnle]
['fa:d]
['o'n,sgeb]
['so:fe]
['ga:d]
[be'sdema]
['habo]
[dum]
[sga:b]

['&heeasdo Kol

[sdom]

['ee gheno]
['g'ydn]
['sdgi:0y o]
['gdfoal]
['ghime]
['hedvad]
['vasad)]
['bena]
[ wi'd]
[be'ge:s]
[b" a'nis]
[be'slegdodr]
[fo belody o]
a'lems]
mady |
se:na)
falsg]
bu:a]

douon]

[
[
[
[
[
[

['neemio]

['sdo:mo]

["ona]

R 12
[b"a:no]
['dymo]
['&"eli hedy]

[odseg nemoli]

[ be:d¥ o'verlsa]

['mdplo]
['fa:d]
['on, 5&e]
['so:fa]

[ sd:xa]
[bo'sdemo]
["hobs]
[dum]
[sdb]

[gheosdo yero]

[sdom]
[o'ghens]
['sydn]
['sdgi:0¥ a]
['gafol]
['ki:na]
['hedvad]
['vasgod]
['bina]

[ebe ]
[be'ge:ea]
[pa'niya]
[br'sPegdod]
[ fo'bilag¥ o]

['nemoxo]

['sdo:mo]
['Ana]

R 13

[Pana]

['dyno]

['&heeli hidy]

[odseg nemeli]

[ bed¥ o'veelso]

['mdnle]
[fa:a)
['on,sgeb]
['sofe]

[ sdxo]
[bo'sdema]
['hoba]
[dum]
[sgd:b]

[ Kegosdoxo]
[sdom]
[ee'ghens]
['sydn]
['sduidy o]
['gafal]
['kine]
['hedrod]
['vasgod]
['bina]
[ebe'vdd]
[be'gase]

[ panaa]
[br'slegdoad]
[.fo'bilody, o]
[2'Vina]
['madt ]
['sina]

[ falsg]
['bus]
[

douon]
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['gema]
['gansgo]
['flamo]
['gul]
[br'geisdyady]
['skina]
['Wemoli]
['film]
['vils]
['g"ai’]
["humus]
['vi g

[ Piuli]
['sguiiva]
["dai]

['jody]
[¢'&rologi]
[dr'talja]
['Kiss, bee]
['lens]

['bo brel]
[mo’ski]
['kule]
['lamo, §"¢0Y]
['bdnke]
['smady 1]
was not read
['nesdo]
['gdns]
['§00Y]
[gee]
['menoskle]
['ban]
[igo'Kesa]
[bo'livionsg]
['sku:le]
['ku:mna]
['pisks, ftvd¥o]
[koyog tsug]

['gems]
[ gansga]
[ flama]
['éall
[ SgQHS]
['Xemolid]
['film]
['vela]
['gdi]
[ humus]
['vighd]
['Piul'i]
['sgxiva]
['da]
[jody]
[gg"0lo ' 8i']
[de'dsaljo]
[ &hieso, bee]
['leno]
['bo.brel]
[mo'sge?]
ghula]
lamoa ghgdY]

[
[
['banga]
['smagy o]
['ghuna]
['njesgla]
['gdno]
['80’]
['8e]
['menlesga]
['bdn]
[iso'ghesa]
[bolivi'Ansg]
['sgu:la]
['ghu:na]
['bhisga flg:d¥%]
[ghoKog dsue]

['gemod]
['gansgo]
['flamo]
'guI]
[ §k1n9]
[ hemalid]
['film]
['velo]
['kai]
[ 'humus]
[vi'ka]
['Piuli]
['s&iiva]
['da]
[7dY ]
[g&"alo"§i]
[dr'tsaljo]
['ghigso, bee]
[ Vena]
['bo,brel]
[mo’ski]

['menasge]
['bin]

[0 g"¢sa]
['bolivionsg]
['sgu:ls]
['kuma]

[bhisgo flg:d%]
[§h008 " tsue]

['glemo]
['gansga]
['flama]
'gulV]
[ skqna]
[ 'hemalid]
['fitm]
['velo]
['& i
["humus]
['vika]
[ Piuli]
['sgxiva]
['dai]
['jody ]
[sghato'gi]
[dr' dsaljo]
['§"ieso bleg]
[Vengo]
['bo.brel]
[.my’sgi]
['kulo]
['tama, §"90Y]
['banksa]
['smady o]
['kuna]
['nesda]
[ ine)
['gudv]
['9e:]
['menesge]
['bén]
[ig0'ghesa]

bO|JIVI9nSg]

bhisgo' flg:dvs]

hy ' gegdso]

[
[
['kuno]
L.
(g
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['no:sg]
[bhd brig]
['¥i:, dam]
[fiseg]
['¥i]
['beg]
ghiega]
mog]
bryeo]
lynby]
[sduns]

.
.
.
.

['uo]
[fogo'la:0a]
[gu'ti:no]
[bd:sg]
['ts0]]

['sjou]
[em'tsojlel'i]
['mu:ljivis]
['gegna]
['mo:la]
[agPubun’ dsue]
['vagd]
['ghvote]
['hduna]
['Xju:ne]
['g"niy’]

[ kows]
[wo]

[£"0 gubd]
['byeu]
[‘tseeghle:dv]
['muna]
['tsidlit]
[fyzio'logi]
['vega]
[fo'sgeli]

[ dsiyke]
[ba'kid sgeb]
[pede’gou]

['nosg]
[bra brie]
[, dam]
['fiseg]

[ 'i*s]
['bee]
ghiggo]
mog]
bhgeso]
lynby]
[sduna]
['sy:a]
[fogo'la:8v 9]
[¥v' (ﬁi:ns]
['ba:sg]

[ dsail

.
.
.
.

['cu]

['om. dsololi]
['mu?li'vis]
[geeno]

[ ' mo:la]
[aghubun’ dsue]
['vigd]
['ghvo:ta]

[ 'hduna]

[ 'hena]
['"niy]
['g":wa]
[wo]

(& wubt]
['byey]

[ dsceegtle:0v]
['muna]

[ dsiovit]
[fysiolo'gi?]
['Vega]
[fo'sgeli]
['dswygo]
[be'sidY, sgep]
[ bhede gou’]

['nosg]
[Pd"pie]
['si: dom]
[fieg]
["¥is]
['bleg]
kiggo]
mog]
PEaso]
lynby]
[sduns]
['gy:2]
[s0g0'1a:dY 9]

.
.
.
.

[u'dsi:no]
['bagk]

[tsa]

['eceu]
[sm'tAsglslji]
['mubrvig]
['geend]

[ ' my:la]
[ekopon 'tsug]
['vagd]
['kvo:da]

[ 'xduna]
['hyina]
['kniy]
['ko:wa]
[wo9]
[ko'gubd]
['byeu]
[tseeg" ledvo]
['muns]
['tsidvid]
[fysiolo'&i]
['vega]
[fo'sgeli]

[ dsuygo]
[be'1edY sgeb]
[pede’goy]

['nosg]
[pd bhig]
['¥i,dam]
[fiseg]
['gis]
['bleg]
ghiggo]
mog]
byaso]
lynby]
[sdun]

.
.
.
.

['sve]
[s0g0'1a:0¥ o]
[¥u'tins]
['bd:sg]

['tsaj]

['ceu]
[om'dsololi]
['mutivis]
['&eend]
['mo1o]
[ekopon' dsue]
['végd]
['kvo:tse]

[ 'hduna]
['hee'na]
['&niy]
['ko'wa]

['ua]
[ko'gubd]
['beey]
['dseegt ledvo]
['mung]
['dsiovid]
[fysiolo'gi?]
['Vieke]
[fo'sgreli]
['tgyka]
[ba'yedY, sgap]
[pede’gou’]



[ner vgsi'ded]
['le:sa]
['fysisg]
[ongdamali]
['kysa]
['kobs]
['dgan]
[ngd'vend!i]
[brede’gogisg]
['smog]
['tuko]

[ dgome’dee]
[ bow mesda]
[ neemas]
['sdoems]

[‘ona]

[nr'vsi' ds¢’d]
['le:sa]
[fy'sisg]
['ondomali]
['&hgsa]
['&'9:ba]
['dgan]

[ngoY ve'ndi]
[brede’ gotuisg]
['smg]
['tugo]
['dgomade]

[ bow mesda]
[ neemas]
['sdorma]

[‘ana]

[novesi'ds¢’d]
[ Pe: s9]
['fysisg]

[ domali]
['kyso]
['ky:ba]
['dgan’]
[ng'vendid]
[pede’goisg]
[ sme]
['tugo]
['dgomede]
[bow ' misda]
[ nepmaa]
['sdo:mo]

[‘ony]

[novesi'dsed]
['Pesa]
[fy'sisg]
[un'domali]
['kysa]
['koba]
['duen]
[ngd¥'Viendi]
[pede’gogisg]
['smce]
['1vge]

[ tgomede]

[ bowmests]
[ 'negmeks ]
['sdo'mo]

['ona]

Appendix 20. Transcriptions of the vowel and consonant targets in the D-

group

D1

[Pana]
['dy:no]
['keeli hol']
[utdk nemeli]
[ bed¥ o'verlsa]
['mdnla]
[fae]

['ons, kap]
['so:fa]
[1d:e]
[br'stema]
['hopa]

[qum]

[skap]

[ 'keegstee]
[stom]

['eekenoa]

D2
[pans]
['dyna]

['&"eeli, hed¥]
[utag nemeli]

[ be:d¥ o verlsa]

['manlo]

[ fd:d]
['onsgab]
['s0”: 1]
['gda]
[b1'sdema]
[ haba]
[dum]
[sgd:b]
['keesdos]
[sdom]

['ezgona]

D3

[pans]
['dyne]
['kegli hooy]
[utdag nemli]
['bed¥ o, velsa]
['miin°la]
['fas]
["on,s&ap]
['sofe]
['¥d:o]

[be' deme]
['hope]
[dum]
[sga:p]
[keesdaa]
[sdom]

['egkens]

D4

[pana]
['dyna]
['keeli hedY]

[uddg nemoali]

['bady, velsa]
['mdngls]
[fai:d]

[* vn skeb]
['s0’fe]
['¥as]
[ba’stems]
['haba]
[dum]
[sgd:b]
['&"eesdora]
[stom]

[eg'§eno]

D5
[pans]
['dyna]
['gheeli hidy]

[odseg nemoli]

[ bed¥s, veelss]
[ 'manls]
['fa:d]

[ onsgob]
['sofe]
['kd:o]
[br'sdema]
['habo]
[dum]
[s&ib]

[ Keesdoea]
[sdom]

[o'Kens]
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['sgten]
['stri:ro]
['gafal]
['ki:na]
["hedat]
['vaskat]
['bina]
[ebd'kdd]
[ba'ga:ea]
['brenee]
[bestegtet]
[ fo'bilads]
[o'lino]
['mal’]
['sing]
['falsk]
['bui]

[ doun]
['ge'ma]
['gd nska]
['fle'mio]
["gulv]

[br gdisteot]
['sgina]
[‘himleli ]
[ film]
['vile]
['geil

[ humus]
[vi'ghd]
['1ivli]
['skiiwa]

[ dei]
['jodY]
[okolo'gi]
[dr'talje]
['kisa bea]
['tene]

[ bopel]

[mo'ski]

['sgdn]
['stwijo]
['gafl]
['ghi na]
['hedy]

[ 'vasgod]
["bino]
[ebo"wad]
[be’gaz;]
[Pa'nea]
[br'slejdod]
[fo'belagy o]
[o'le:ns]
['mogy]
['seno]
['falsg]
['bus]
['doon]

[ gemo]
['ganska]
[flams]
['g21]

[ bdiostxat]
['sgens]

[ hemalid]
[film]
['velo]
['kdi]

[ humus]
[vi'kd]
[liuli]
['sgriva]
['dai]
[j0dY]
[ggholo ' &i]
[dr'talje]
['§ieso, be]
['lena]
[.bo'pel]

[mg'sgo’]

['hedvad]
['vasgad] dialect
['bino]
[aba 'kad]
[be'ge:70]
[pa'nee]
[be'slegzdod]
[fo'bilag¥s]
[o'Pin:o]
['medy ]
['siina]

[ falsg]
['bue]
['doon]

[ gemo]
['gansgo]
['flamsa]
[gull]
[be’gdistrat]
['skina]

[ hemlit]
['film]
['velo]
['kdj’]

[ humus]
[vi'ka]

[ Piuli]
['skvi:ve]
[dai]
[jod ]
[og"olo" &i]
[dr'telje]
['§iso.bee]
['lenge]

[po pel]
[mo’ske]

syton]

strigy 9]

5
['stridy,
5
['gi:ne]
["hedvat]
['vagkot]
['bens]
[dbd'sat]
[be'ge 7]

[bh a'nea]
[br'slagtat]
['fa: belady o]
[a'lg:na]

['ma &Y ]
['semno]

[ falsg]

['buo]
['douon]
['gemoa]
['gansga]

[ floma]
['gul]
[br'gdisdyody]
['skens]

[ 'hemelit]
['film]

['velo]

['& il

[ humus]
[vi'ka]

[liuli]
['skgivo]
[dei]

[jod¥ ]
[.9g"olo il
[dr'dsaljo]
['giso bee]
['lenge]

['bo pel]

[mg'sgo’]

['hed¥d]
['vasgady]
["bino]

[ebe sad]
[be'geea]
['peni‘y]
[br'slegdady]
[ fobilagy 9]
[o'lins]
['mady ]
['sgmno]
[falsg]
['bu’]
['doun]
['gemo]

[ gansga]
[flama]
['guI]

6T e =

[ §k1n9]

[ hemalid]
[film]
['vila]
['ki]
['xumus]
[Vi' k(i?]

[

['s

[ d(ll]
[
[ﬂgholo 0i"]
[dr' dsaljo]
['ghigso, blee]
['fens]
['bobhel]

[mg'sge’]
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['ghula]
['tam’e kol]
['bapke]
['smady ¥s]
['kuno]
['nesta]
['gdnga]
['go']

['goe]
['menasga]
['bapk]
[iro'keza]
[bolivi'ansk]
['skola]
['kona]
['piskaflol]
[£"08 'tug]
['no-sk]

[bhd bhi’]
['gi", dom]
['fisek]

['ris]

[ 'bae]

['&"i gko]
['mo]
['b'gesa]
['lyngby]
[sGuns]
['su:e]
[eogo'lal]
[gu'ting]
['bd:sg]
['tof]
["geey]
[om'tolili]
['mulivis]
['&erena]
['mce:le]

[dkupup' tug]

['kula]
['lamo, §hedY]
['binka]
['smady ¥a]
['kuna]
['nesda]
['gdn!]
['§0d¥]
[8e]
['menasga]
['ban]

[igo' gesa]
[bolivi'ensg]
['skola]

[ 'kona]
['pisgo, flg:0%0]
[koog'tue]
['nosg]
[papig]
['gidom]
['fised]
['si’s]

['bee]
['kieka]

[c0g0'1e:8Y 2]
[gu'ting]
['bii:s]
['tail

['sjou]

[om tolali]

[ 'muli,vis]
['gena]
[[molo]

[ekupup ' {ue]

['kule]
['1lima, §'9dY]
['binka]
['sma’so]
['kune]
['nesdo]
['gdngo]
['ko']

['gea]
['mjegegks]
['ban]
[180'Kesa]
[bolivi ensk]
['skolo]
['koma]
['piska, flg:0%]
[kogok'tue]
['nogk]
[pa’pie]
['¢i,dam]
['fiseg]
["¥iss]

[ 'bee]
['kika]
['mog]
[‘bhesol
[‘tyyby]
[sduno]
['svya]
[e0ko'lg @Y o]
[’ dsipo]
['bisk]

['ta]]

['sjoul

[um’ toPelli]
['mulji'vis]
['geena]
['mo: Ijs]

[dkubbuy ' dsug]

1o

['ghulo]
['lamo, ghgdY]
["bango]
['smody ko]
['kuna]
['nesda]
['gdnga]

['go]

['8]
['mensga]
['bank]
[io'gheso]
[bolivi'dnsk]
['sgo lo]
['gheena)
['bhisgo, flg d¥o]
[E'980 ' dsug]
['no'sg]
[pa’pig]
['1i:dom]

[ fisa]

['®is]

['bee]

['8" ggo]
['mog]
['bwaso]
['lynby]
[sduns]
['sya]
[coko'led¥ ]
[u"dsi:no]
['biiss]
['dsajl
[‘ecey]
[‘em, giAsgleli]
[ mu:li,vi’s]
[ gegnd]
['mo:1a]

[ag"ubbun’ dsug]

1o

[ ghulo]
['tamo, ghgdY]
['banks]
['smady ¥a]
['Kuns]

[ nesda]
['gdna]
['gudy ]
['oe:]
['menasga]
['ban]

[ig0' Kesa]
[bol'ivi'ensg]
['sgho:la]
['g"o:nd]

[ bhisgo'flg:d%e]
[&"" egdsu]
['nosg]

[pd big]

i, dam]
['fiag]

['i*s]

['bee]
['ghiega]
['moe]
['bwaso]
['lynby]
[sdun]
['gy:]
[c0g0'1e:0Y o]
[0’ (oiAsi:ns]
['ba:sg]

[taj]

['Geu]
[eem'tolali]
['mu:livis]
['geena]
['mo:la]

[ekopon' dsug]
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['viigd]
['kvota]
['hdun]
['heene]
['ghniu]
['ko“e]
[wo]
[£"0"goubt]
['byey]
['teeklela]
['munn]
[tiolid]
[fiziolo'gi’]
['veka]
[fa'skeli]
[tyyke]
[be'gelskeb]
[prde’go-g]
[negvgsi tet]
['teze]
['fizisg]
['ondom’e 1i]
['&hyse]
['8"g:be]
["drang]
[ngl vendi]
[peda’ gogisk]
['smo’]
[lglle]
['dgomeda’]
[bow mesda]
['nemee]
['stomo]

[ana]

D6

[pans]
['dyna]
['keeli hed]

[utak 'nemli]

['teegtle 9%]
['muna]
[tiovi]
[fyeiolo'gi]
['veka]
[fo'skeli]
['tvge]
['be'e0¥,sgeb]
[pede’goy]
[nevesi'(e]
['le:sa]
['fysisg]
[on'domali]
[ 'kgsa]
['koba]
['dgen]

[ ngd¥vendi]
[peda’gogisg]
['sme]
['luga]

['dgo madd]
[ bomesda]
[ negmy]
['sdo:mo]

[ana]

D11

[bano]
['dyno]
['§eeli, hedy]

[‘uglAsdgnemli]

Viegd]

ghyo:do]
hduns]
hee:a]
['g'niv]
[ 'koa]

[
['g
[
[

[wo]
[ko'subd]
['bgeu]

[ dsce:8le:d%o]
['mupo]

[ dsidlit]
[fyziolo'gi]
['veka]
[fa'skeli]
[tsugo]
['beeskeb]
[Peda’ gou’]
[novesi'dset]
['lesa]
[fyzisg]
['updomli]
['k gsq]
['koba]
['dgan]
[ngd" vend'i]
[pede’goisk]
['smece]
['Tuka]
['dgomoda]

[ bow mesda]
[ negmo]
['stoma]

['Ana]

D12
[pans]
['dyna]

[ keli'hedY]

[utak nemeli]

vagt]

ghvo:to]

[

['g

[ 'hduns]
[ heemno]
['&hniu]
['g"a]

[wo]
[8"0"abt]
['buey]

[ dsveghle:w]
['muns]

[ dsiovi]
[fiziolo' gi]
['veka]
[fe'sgeli]
['dsuyg]
[be'sed, sgeb]
[Pede’ gou]
[nevesi' dse?d]
['le:sa]
[fy'zisg]
[agpdeme’li]
['kgso]
['g"g:bo]
['dwang]
[ngd¥'ven’di]
[pede’go:gisg]
['smicee]
['ugo]

[ dgomada]

[ bowmesda]
['neema]
['stp:mo]

["onta]

D 13
[pana]
['dyn]
['keli xol']

['utek nemli]

['vagt]
['kvote]

[ hduns]

[ heemno]
['"niy]
['g"a:0]

[
[&"0"ubt]
['byey]

[ dscegr le:0vo]
['muna]
['dsiovid]
[fysiolo’gi]
['vego]
[fo'skeli]

[ dswygo]
[be ' 1edy, sgep]
[Pede’gow’]
[novesi' dse’t]
['leso]
['fysisg]
[on'domali]
['g"ysa]
['8"g:bo]
['dsen]

[ngd¥ vendi]
[pede’ gogisg]
['sma’]
['tugo]
['dgomode]
['boe, mesd]
[ 'negmas]
['sto:mol]
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[.bad¥ o'velso]
[ ' mdngls]
['ya:]
["on,sgep]
['s0°:fo]
['¥a0]
[ba’stems]
['hoba]
[dom]
[sgd:b]
['g'eesdors]
[stom]
[ee'kena]
['svten]
['stedt o]
['gafal]
['kino]
['hegvo]
['vagkat]
['bio]

[abad k]
[be’ga 0]
[pe'neo]
[br'slagtat]

[ fo'belady o]
[2'1ena]
['mady ]
['sind]
['falgk]
[buT]
['doan]

['gle mo]
['gangka]
['flams]
['gul]
[br'gdisdyady]
['skina]
['xemelit]
['film]
['vils]

['bed¥ o veplsa]
[ 'mdnls]

[ fa:o]

[on, sgeb]
['so:fa]
['®d:o]

[be sdems]
['haba]

[dom]

[sgdb]

[ &"eeasdoxa]
[sdom]

[ 'egg"ona]
['sydn]
['sdigy a]
['gafal]
['kina]

['ha’s]
['Vgskjginj
['bena]

[dbd’ gdds]
[be’ gaz]
['panas]
[br'slegdsads]
['f3: belady o]
[a'lgms]

['ma &Y ]
['sema]
['falsg]

['bua]

['doun]
['gems]
[&tnsga]

[ flama]
['gul]

[br' gdisdyads]
['skina]
["himalihadY]
['film]

['vils]

[bas'velga]
['méinglo]
['fea]
[,on’sgeb]
['so’fe]
[1G9]
[ba’stems]
[ hobo]
[dum]
[sgd:p]
['g"epesdos]
[stom]
['egkana]
['syton]
failed

[ gafal]
['kina]
['hed¥od]
['vaskat]
['bina]
[abd wat]
[be’ga 7]
[pa'nea]
[be'sletot]
[ fo'belagy o]
[0'lena]
['ma]
['seno]
['falsg]
[ou]
['don]

['ge ma]
['gansga]

[ flama]
['gul]
[br'gejstyot]
['skina]

[ hemalid]
['fitm]
[vilda]

['bady o vexolso]
['mangla]
['fa]
["on.sgap]
['sofe]

[ ra]
[bas'tima]
['hop]
[dum]
[skap]
['keresdoara]
[sdom]
[o'kens]
['s'yten]
['striga]
['gafl]
['kige]
['hed¥ed]
['vagkal]
['bino]
[apa‘rad]
[be’gaza]
[pe'nee]
[br'slegtal]
[ fobilora]
[e'lens]
['mel]
['sena]
['falsg]
['bus]
['doan]
['gema]

[ ganske]
['flam]
["gul]
[br'gajstral]
['skina]
['xemelit]
['film]
[vil]
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[dr'taljo]
['kiso blse]
['lengo]
['bopal]
[mo'ski]
['kula]
['fam, kgdY]
['baljkje]
['smedy 2]
['ku'no]
['nesdo]
['gdno]
[§00Y]
[ge]

[ 'meneska]
['ban]
[irokr'ses]
[bo'liviansk]
['skole]
ko po]
['pisko, flo 3]
[koxak tuk]
['no-sk]
[pepig]
['ridom]
['fisag]
[¥is]

[ 'bee]
['Klixko]
['mo]

['pyesa]

['g" il
['homus]
[vi' kd]

[l

[ sgxlvs]
['dei]

[

[egholo ' &i]
[ dsaljo]
['ghieso beg]
['lend]

['bo, pel]
[mo'sgo’]
['ghula]
['lamo, ghgl]
["bingo]
['smady ¥a]
['g"ona]
['nesdoa]

[ &ana]
['§00Y]
['ge]
['menasga]
['ban]
[ix0'ghesy]
[bo 'livionsg]
['sgola]
['ghona]
['phisga, flol]
[8rorog ' dsug]
['ny:sg]

(b bhie]
['i dam]
[fag]

[ ¥is]

[ 'bee]
['ghiega]

[ mog]

['bhaso]

['kaj]
[ humus]
[vr' ka]

['li
[
['daj]
[]
[ragholo ai]
[dr'taljo]

[ 'kizso beeg]
['leno]
["bopel]
[mo’ski]
['kula]
['lam ko]
['biinK'e]
['smadyie]
['kena]
['nesda]
['gange]
['g0]

['8]

[ 'meneske]
["ban]

[ig0' gheso]
[bolivi'ansg]
['skole]
['&hona]
["bhisga, flod¥e]
[gher ktui]
[ 'nosk]
[papia]
['1idom]
['fiek]
['ris]

['bee]
['ghika]
['mo]

[ bhresa]

['kaj]
['xumusg]
[vi'ka]
['livl]
['skrive]
['dail

['2]
[2'kologi]
[d1 taljo]
['Kirso bea]
['tenga]
['bo pel]
[mo’ske]
['kule]
['lama gt ol]
['bigke]

[ §ma6r9]
['kuno]
['nesda]
['gange]
['go]

['de]
['meneska]
['bank]

[100 ke za]
[bo'liviengk]
['skola]
['kona]
['pisks, flel]
[korak'tu]
['nosk]
[pa'pig]
['ri,dom]
['frek]
['rig]

['bee]
['kiika]
['mo]
['prese]
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['lynby]
[sdund]
['rye]
[soko'ledva]
[ru’ ,ﬂi:ne]
['bdsg]

['toj]

[‘ceu]
[om’tolali]
['mu i, vis]
['ge'na]
['mo-lo]
[ekupup’tue]
['vagt]
['kvota]

[ 'heunos]
['hee'no]
['g"niy]
['kogal
[wo]
[ko'subt]
['breu]
['dsogleavo]
['mona]

[ diovif]
[fiziolo' gi]
['veke]
[fo'sgeli]
["trygo]
[bs'redy , sgeb]
[pede’ gou]
[nevesi'dse’d]
['te so]

[fy zisk]
[ong domeli]
['ko'se]
['kegba]
['dwan’]

[ngl venli]

[pede’ Sogisk]

['lyby]
[sduns]
['¥ya]
[c0g0'le:dY 2]
[’ dsino]
['bd:sg]
['dsajl

['eou]

[om' dsplali]
['muli, vi’s]
[geena]
['molo]
[G&ubtun’ dsug]
['vagds]
['g"vodse]

[ 'hduna]

[ heenoa]
['&niy]

[ ko]

[u:9]
[£"0"ubds]
['byeu’]

[ dscelol]
['muna]

[ dsiovids]
[fysiolo'gi]
['vega]
[fa'sgel*]

[ dswygo]
[bo"wed sgeb]
[Ped egoy]
[na"v3sisdad]
['less]
['fysisg]

[on ' damali]
['g"ysa]
['8"gba]
['dwan]

[ngl venli]

[bhede’goisg]

['lynbv]
[sduns]
['Buoa]
[tfoko'lea]
[1u'ting]
['bask]
['toj]

[seu]
[,em'tolali]
['mulivis]
['geono]
['me-la]
[akupuy'tu]
['vagt]
['g"voda]
['heuna]
['heena]
[g"niv]
['g"9]
['us]
[8"0"ubt]
["baey]
['teeklea]
['muna]
[tilit]
[fyziolo'gi]
['veke]

[ fo'sgeli]
[‘tioga]
['ee sgeb]
[pede’gog]
[neveesi tet]
['leso]
['fysisg]
[on'domali]
['g"ysa]
['8"g:bo]
['daan]
[ng"wendi]

[pede’gogisg]

['lyngby]
[stuna]
['ryo]
[Joko'lel]
[ru'tina]
['baisk]
['toj]

['sjou]

[om ' toleli]

[mu IjIVIg]
['gena]
['mole]

['dkupun tu]

['vegil
['kvota]
['xaunsa]
['hee:na]
['g"niy]
['koa]
['uo]
[ko'rupt]
['brey]
[toeklol]
['munt]
['tilli]
[frsrolo’gi]
['veka]
[fo'skeli]
['tryke]

[b1' relskab]

[pde’gog]

[naxvesr'tel]

['eze]
['fysis]
[ong domali]
[kyso]
['kegbo]
['drenk]
[ not'vend'i]

[pede’goigsk]
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['smice] ['smae] ['smo] ['smee]
['loga] ['oga] ['oga] [Tuke]
['dromade] [ dsomede] [ diomade] ['dromoade]

[bo'migto] [ bowmesda] [bos 'mesta] [ boik maastai]

['nemes] ['negma] ['nemes] ['nemeis]
['stomoa] [ scjﬁsgm] ['sdo'ma] ['storma]
['ono] ['9no] ['on‘s] ['endo]

Appendix 21. Transcriptions of the diphthong and word
stress targets in the R-group

R1

['bilist]
[1ven'tsygody]
['ghvenali]

['u helt]
[ka'jak]

[mis ' tsiinga]
['s9: bl
[mis’ tASCIJ som]
[be abajdo]
[8e'by’e]

['u kent]
['sgjulta]
[gya'fig]

[ quewn. los]
[vio'li'n]

[sis ti:go]
[ysg]
[Lu'heli]
['bilist]

[9£0 'nomisg]
['bda:ndom]
[ju:lafesd]
[tyvee ¥i’]
[u'mu:lid]
['bej efdta]

[ jewn'aldgona]

[ fema 'tseje]

[y tswens fui'hody]

R4

["bilis]

[1ven' dsykody]
['&hvenali]

[0 Xel]

@ jid
[mis'tsdngo]
['s9: bid]
[mis'dsen, sam]
[ brdibdjdo]
[81'pye]
[0'§"end]
['sghjulta]
[gud fig]
['gjeanllgs]
[vio'lin]
[&idi’s'ia]
[Jysg]
[u'heldi]

[ bilisd]

[9&0 'nOmisg]
['pd:ndam]
['julo'fesd]
[tsywe'2i]
[u'mulit]

['bej efda]
['jewn hald?ona]

['fema'ds?advvo]

[ yd?ens' fyihod¥]

R5

[ bilisd]
['evondsuxady]
['kvenali]
["u,Xel]
[ke'jak]

[' mistsdnko]
['s9:.bd]

[mis tsensam]
['bee bdjos]
[&1'bye]

['u ghent]
['sgjults]
[gra'fig]
['sewn los]
[vio'lin]
[keidi'sea]
[Jysg]
['u_heldi]

[ 'bilisd]
[gka'nomisk]
[ bindam]
[julo fesd]
[isywe'i]
[u'mu-lit]
['bej efda]
['jewn algons]

['femy " dskadvvo]

[.y?SBigs'fBihgéYJ

R6

["bilisd]

[1iven' dsyxody]
['ghvinali]

[0 Xel]
[8"e'jdg]

[mis tsdngo]
['s9:,bd]
[mis’dsen sam]
[ br'dbdjdo]
[81'bye]
[0'g"end]
['skjulda]
[gra'fig]

[ ,gjewn 'lgs]
[vio'lin]
[&"widi'sea]
[Jysél

[u’heldi]
['bilisd]

[9£0 'nomisg]

[ 'ba:ndam]

[ julo'fesd]
[dsywa ¥i’]
[u'mu:lit]

[ bej efda]
[.jjewn’ld'gena]
[ femy dswedvvo
]

[yds ¥ins, fisi'ho
0]

R7

[bi'lisd]

[oven' dsyxod]
['ghvinali]
['uhel]
[8"e'jdg]

[mis tsdngo]
['s9:,bd]

[mis’ (5561] ,sam]
[ br'dbdjdo]
[81'bye]
['u,g"end]
['sgjuldo]
[gyd fig]
['sewn lgs]
[vio'lin]
[&widi'sera]
[Jysg]
[u'heldi]

[ bilisd]

[9£0 'nomisg]
['ban, dam]
['julo'fesd]
[dsywe ¥i’]
[u'mu:lit]

[ bej efda]

[ jewn'aldgono]

[ femo'dskadvvo]
['ydems, fiihady]
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['di'gago]
[‘al ¥e:0¥ 9]

['bd:na, vown]

['anody, sbgosbede goui

sk]

['low, giwnip]
['iwna svaj?]
['bhe:ba]

[ dutso metsisg]
['dgiw hu’s]
["owia]
['flo'u]
["dajli]

[ hujs]
['&iegoli]
['pee]

[ fJesgon]
['dyega]

[ g"cesal]
['@y00Y]
[ubani'sie?]

ooo

R9

[ bilisd]
[1von' g’éyséﬂ
[ ghvinali]
['u hel]
(g ]
['migtsingo]
['s9:.bd]
[mig'tAselj ,sam]
[ be'abajda]
[er'bye]

['u Kend]
['séjuldo]
[gyd fig]
['slewn lgs]
[vio'lin]
[&"widr sia]
['iysé]
[u'Xeldi]

[ bilisd]

[9&0 nomisg]

[di segto]
['algadya]

['bd:ns, vown]

['anady, sbgobede 505

ik]

['low, giwnip]
[‘ewna svelj]
['bhewa]
[oto 'metisg]
['dgiw hus]
['gwka]
['flojody]
['tdjli]

['huo]

[ ghiggali]
['pee]
['fesgon]
['dyga]
['g"g’sal]
['®200Y]
[openi’sia]
['bod falo]
['janu, d]
['jenoa]

R 10

['bilisq]

[evon' dsy’s00]
[ ghvinali]
['u,hel]
[ jig)
[mis' dséingo]
['s9:,bd]

[mis’ giAselj ,sam]
['be abdjdo]
[&1'bye]
['u,g"end]
['sgjulda]

[ gudfisg]
['sce'n lgs]
[vio'li'n]
[&"¥idi'se’s]
[jy'sg]
[u’heldi]
[bi'lisd]

[9&0 'nomisg]

[dr'segdo]
[alkadye]

['bd:na, vown]

['anady, sbgopede’ g0

gik

['low, giwnip]
["iwno svej]
['b"eba]
[otso' metsisg]
['dgiw hus]
[‘gwra]

[ flujody]
["dajli]
["huio]

[ ghiegali]
['bee]

[ feesgon]
['dyega]
['§"o"sal]
['orady]
['vbenisea]
['bod fals]
[janu, d]

[ jeena]

R 12

['bilisd]
[evon' dsyrody]
['ghvinali]
[u'hel]

[ jig)
[mis tstinge]
['s9:.bdl
[mig'tAselj ,sam|
[ be dbiijdo]
[21'bye]
[0'Kend]
['sg'vldo]

[ gxifig]
[,gjewn "1gs]
[vio'lin]
[&"¥idi"sea]
['ivsé]

[0 Xeldi]
[bi'lisd]
[ego'nomisg]

[dr'segto]
[ algadyo]

['bd:ns, vown]

[ anogy,

sbyobrede g0gi

k]

['low, giwnig]
[‘ewna svej]
['biba]
[Guto'metigg]
['dgiw hus]
[‘gviso]
['flojody]
[ddjli]

[ 'huio]

[ ghiggoli]
['pee]
['feesgon]
['dyego]
['go'sol
[‘exady]
[vbeni sigo]
['bod falo]

[di'egto]
[algod¥o]
['bdno vown]
[ anady
sbyosbedego’gi
K]

['low, giwnig]
[‘ewna swej]
['biba]
[Guto'metigg]
['dsi*w hu’s]
[‘gwra]
['flojadY]
['ddjli]

[ 'hujo]

[ ghiegali]
['pee]
['feesgon]
['dyega]
[g"gsal]
[‘exady]
[obeni'sg?s]
['bod falo]

[janu,d] [janu,d]
[jend] ['jend]
R 13
[belist]
[ovin' dsyiodY]
['kvenali]
[,u'hel]
[&hd'jag]
['misdsdngo]
['s9:,bd]

[mis’ (oiAselj ,sam]
[be| @bdjds]
[&e bye]
[,u'ghent]
['sgjulds]
[gyd fig]
['scewn 1gs]
[Vio'li*n]
[&"¥idi'sera]
['iysé]
[u'hel'di]

[ bilisq]

[9£0 nomisg]
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['ban dam]
[jula'fesd]
[dsywe ¥i"]
[u'mu:lit]

['bej efda]
[.jewn aldgons]

[ femy ' dsgadival

[ ydns'fisi hidy]

[di'gegto]
['algado]
['bd:na,von]

[ anagy
sbgobede’ gogik]
['Tow,giwnin]
["iwn, swej]
['bhiba]
[Guto'metisg]
['dsiw hus]
['gwio]

[flojody]

[ddjli]

['xujo]

['kikali]

['bheg]
['fegsgon]
['dy:&a]
['ke“sal]

[ o8adY]
[ugbeni'sio]
['bod fals]
[janu, @]
['jena]

['bd:nd Am]
[juls fesd]
[dsywa i)
[u'mu:lid]

[ 'bej efda]
['jewn algano]

['femy dskadivol
['ydgens, fisihody]

[di'gagdo]
['alo gedy o]
['bd:no vo*n]

['anodY sbyosbrede 'yogisg]

['low, giwnen]
['jawna svej]
['brews]
[dudso'medsisg]
['dgiw hu’s]
[‘owia]
['flyo3Y]

['ddjli]

['hujo]

[ ghiegali]

[ ba:ndam]
[jula fesd]
[isywe 'i?]

[u' mu:lit]

[ bej efda]

[ .jewn aldgons]

[ femy'dsyedivo]

['ydsdyms, fisihody]

[di'gegda]
['algadyo]
['bd:ns, vown]
[.anagy,
sbyogbede’gogik]
['tow giwnm]
[‘evno svej]
['piwa]
[Guto'metigg]
['dhiwhus]
["gvEo]
['flojodY]
[ddjli]
['huo]
['kiekeli]

doegs]

ubeni'sigs]
bod, fals]
janu @]
'j@&na]

[
[
[
['§
[ oexséYJ
[
[
[
[

["bén, dsm]
[julo fesd]
[dsywa ui]
[u'mulid]

['bej efta]

['jewn aldgono]

[ fema'dsygadivo]

[¥d sins, fisi hodY]

[di'vagdo]
[alyedy o]

['bd:ns, vown]

[anad¥ sbrospide’go, gig]

['low giwnig]
[‘ewno sve]
['Pewa]
[ogfsome 'tisg]
['d°siw hus]
[‘owra]
['flyad]
["dajli]
["hujo]
['&higgali]

-

[
[
[
[
['@®rady]
[
[
[
[

Appendix 22. Transcriptions of the diphthong and word stress targets in

the D-group

D1

['bilisd]
[eventy et]
['ghvinali]

['u eld]
[g"a'jdg]
[mis’tedygke]
['s9:,bd]
[mis’ten som]

D2

['biligt]
[oven'tyad]
['kvenali]
['uel]
[ke’jag]
[mis'denga]
['s0.bd]

[mis’den, sam]

D3

[bi Tisd]
['e:von, dsyad]
['&venli]
[u'helt]
[ka'jak]
['migdsango]
['s9:,be]

[ migjsegsam]

D 4
['bilist]
[oven'dsyyat]
['&hvinali]
['vhel]
[£"'jok]
['misdsongo]
['s9:.bdl]

[mis'dsen, sam]
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['be beag] not valid

[ge'by’]
[u'g"end]
['skjudo]
[gea'fig]
['spwn lgs]
[vio'li'n]

[&"weti zee]
[Jysgl

[u'heldi]
['bilisd]

[9&0 nomisg]
['bén,dom]
[julo'fesd]
[tywa'1i]
[u'muli]

[ be'efda] stress!
[ .jewn'aldgona]

[ femotge |'dia]
[ utohms| 'fui_hi']

[dr'reg do]

[‘algedva]

['bE na,vown]
['ana,spos|pede’ gogik]
[ Towgiwnm]

['iwno svej]
['bribo]
[dydo matisk]
[ dgiwhus]
['0ea]

[fleeed]
[dajli]
['hujo]
['kigali]
[ pee]
['feskan]

['dyga]

[bo'dbdjdo]

[21'by]

['u ken]
['sgjuldo]
[ggo'fig]
['sewn log]
[vio'litn]
[&"idi'sio]
[Jysg]
[u'eldi]
[bi'lisd]

[9€o nomisg]
['bid:ndam]
[juls fesd]
[tywo'ki]
['umoli]

['bej efda]

[ .jewn'aldgona]

[ fema'dsyadyva]
['ydsms fiad]

[di'segdo]

[ol'gedy 5]

['bd:ns, von]

[ anad¥ sbyosbredego gik]
['low, giwnmn]

['ewna sve]
['brews]
[otome'tisg]
[ dgiwhus]
[‘cewga]
['ﬂejs]
['ddjli]
['huo]
['kiokoli]
['pee]
['fegsgon]

['dy:&o]

[ 'bedbdjdo]

[&e'bye]
[u’ghent]
['sgjuld]
[&¥d fig]
['sown Ivs]
[vio'Pin]
[&"yiti'sre]
[ysg]

[ u'Heldi]
['bilist]

[oko 'nomisg]
['bd:n,d am]
['jule'fesd]
[dsywa ui?]
[u'mulit]
['bej efda]
['jawn aldgonoa]

[.fema 'tgadyva]
['ydsyns, fgihagy]

[daj 'ragto]

[al 'gea]

['bd:no,vo"n]
[angsbiospedego’gik]
['low,gi"nin]

['e'n svej]
['brewa]

[Guto 'mgcjsigk]
['dgiwhus]
['ewgo]
[fload]

['ddjli]
['huo]
[ghighali]
['pee]

[

fegskon]

['dyga]

['br.dbdjdo]

[e1'bye]
['ukant]
['sgjuldo]
[gyd fig]
['shvn lys]
[vio'lin]
[&'sidi'zea]
[jysg]
[v'heldi]
[bi'lisd]
[cgo'nomisg]
['bda:ndom]
[ju:ls fesd]
[dsly">"ki]
[v'my:lid]

[ b’ efda]
['je’n,aldsona]

[ femy’ dswadyvol

["idips fyihodY]
[di'kagdo]

['algad¥o]

['bd:na, vown]

[ anady, sbxobredego gik]
['low, giwnip]

['ewno,sve']
['be:ba]
[euto' ma:tisg]
[ driuhus]
['g:wia]
['fl¥ot]
['dajli]
['hua]
['kiokali]
['bee]
['fegsgon]

['dy*ke]
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['ghosol]
['@al]
[ubeni’zea]
['bodfal]
[jenu'd)

['jen]

D5

['bilist]

[1von' dsyxogY]
['ghvinali]
['uhel]
[8"a'jag]
[mis'dsenga]
['s0.bd]
[mis'dsen, sam]
[br'dabdjda]
[er'bye]

[ u'ghent]
['sgjulda]
[8rd'fig]
['s'ewn, lgs]
[vio'lin]
[&hwidi' s ]
[ysgl
['uheldi]
[bi'lisd]

[9&0 no'misg]
['bd:ndam]
['ju:le fesd]
[dsywa wi’]
[u'mu:lid]
['bej,efda]
['jewn aldkona]

[ femy ' dsadyvo]
['ydsens, fsihady]

[di'sagdo]
['alogady o]

['bd:no, vown]

['kee:sal]
['cead]
[obeni'sio]
['bodfalo]
[janu'd]

['jEne]

D6

['bilist]
[evlen'tykot]
['kvinli]
[u'hel]
[ke'jak]

[mis tenko]
['9.bd]
[mis'tenk sam]
[ bee'bdjda]
[ge"by]
[,u'kent]
['skjulda]

[ gyafik]
['deen log]
[vio'lin]
[8"edi’sea]
[jysg]

[u’ heldi]
[oi'lisd]

[oko nomisk]
['bd:ndam]
['juls fest]
[dyve k]

[0 mu:Pit]
[be'efta]

[ jawn'aldono]

[ fema'tralva]
[¥t'wsfii hil]

[dir'ekta]
[al Beda]

['bd:na, voun]

['&"gsol]

[ @xadY]

[ubeni'zee]
['bodfalo]

[ janud]

['hj@ns]

D 10
['biligs(]
[even tyxot]
['kwinali]

['u hol]
[ke'jak]
[mis'tapka]
['s0.bd]

[ mistonksam]
['beex bdjdo]
[er'by]

['u kent]
["séjulda]
[gud " fik]

[ Sopun lgs]
[vio'lin]
[kxiti'ziko]
[jusg]

['= heldi]
['bilisd]
[oko'nomisk]
['bd:ndam]
['juls fest]
[lyve ui]
["amullif]

[ bejefty]
['jeewn,aldkona]

[ femo'tgadval
['utgmsfwi hod]

[di"yegdo]
[al B£09]

['bd:no, voun]

['ke:sal]

[ e 'B90Y]

[ubeni'sea]

['bod falo]

[jenu'a]

["jona]

D11

['bilisd]

[evon' dsyiody]
['kvinali]

["u helt]
[ka'jig]
['misdsdnga]
['s9: bd]

[ miS,giASaljsz}m]
[ bedbdjda]
[ge"bye]
['u,ghent]
['sgjulta]

[ gxafig]
['scewn lgs]
[vio'lin]
[&hwidi'ses]
[jysg]
["uheldi]
['bilisd]
[e80'nomisg]
['bamn, dam]
['juls'fesd]
[dsywa ui]
['u,mulit]
["bs'efty]
['jeewn aldgons]

[ femy’ dsuzljo]
[yyy d¥igs, f¥i hedy]

[.di'sagdo]
[al'vedo]

['béinvown]

D12

['billis(]
[evlen tykat]
['kvinli]
[u'hel]
[ke'jak]

[mis ' tenka]
['s0.bd]
[mig'tenk, sam]
[ bee'bdjda]
[ge'by]

[ u'kent]
['skjulds]

[ gxafik]
['deen lgg]
[vio'lin]
[8"edi'sea]
[jysg]
[u"heldi]
[bi'lisd]

[gko nomigk]
['bd:ndam]
['juls fest]
[lyve ui]

[0 mu:Lit]
[.be'efta]

[ jawn'aldona]

[.fema'tialva]
[¥t wsfii hil]

[dir'ekts]
[al Beda]

['bd:na,voun]
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[ anody sbwosbredeg [ anody sbrospedeg [ 'andody, sbyopede, ¢ [ andods bro“shhreda’

0'gik]

[low, giwnn]
[‘ewno sve]
['brebal
[dudso'medsisg]
[ dgiwhus]
['gwia]

[ flaady]
[dajli]
['hujo]
['ghiegali]
['bee]
['fegsgon]
['dy*ke]

[ 'ko:sol]
['cegady]
[vbeni’ §'ji?1}]
['bod falo]
['janu,d]

[jEns]

o0'gik]

['low giwnm)]
['evno, svelo]
['pebo]

[Guto matisk]
['dgewhus]
[‘gowra]
['fle'to]
['dajli]
['hujo]
['kiokali]
['pee]
['feeskon]
['dy*ks]
['ke:sol]
['ceal]
[obeni'zea]

[ bot falo]
[janu'd]

['hjE:na]

ogik]

['lown, giwnm)]
['evno,sve]
['pebo]

[Guto ‘matisk]
['dyiwhug]
['ceva]

[ fle'd]
['dajli]
['hujo]
['kiokali]
['pee]

[ feeskon]
['dyks]
['keesal]

[ ceyady]
[obeni'zea]

[ bot falo]
[janu'd]

['jEmna]

gogik]

['Tow, giw'in]
['ewno svgj]
['brewa]
[Gudso ' medsisg]
['dsgiw, hus]
['gwia]

[ flzjat]
['dali]

['huj]
['kiokali]
['bee]
['fegsgoan]
['dyega]
['g"gesal]

[ ®500Y]
[uebani'ses]
['bot fala]
[janu,d]

['jans]

[ anod¥ sbrospedeg
0'gik]

['low giwnm]
['evno, svela]
['pebo]

[Guto 'matisk]
[ dgewhus]
['gwra]

[ flo'to]
['dajli]
['hujo]
['kiakali]
['pee]
['feeskon]
['dyko]
['kg:sol]
['ceal]
[obeni'zea]

[ bot falo]
[janu'd]

['hjE:na]
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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

1.381.501.62 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=2.75Low = 1.38

Median = 2.25

Average Absolute Deviation from Median = 0.333

Group B: Number of items= 12

1.251.381.38 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

Danskuddannelse til voksne udlendinge
Niveaumodel

Studiepraven
Skrifthgt Mundtligt
Ejffective
Clperational
Profictency
Modul &
Prove | Dansk 3
Vantage
Prave i Dansk 2
Mundtligt Modul 5
Prave | Dansk | Skriftligt Modul 6
Mundtligt Threshold
Modul 6 Modul 5 Modul 4
Modul 5 Modul 4 Modul 3
Sknftligt
Waystage
Modul 4
Modul & Modul 3 Modul 2
Modul 3
Breakthrough
Modul 1, 2,] Modul 2 Modul 2
3. d4og5 Modul 1
Modul 1 Modul 1
Danskuddannelse | Danskuddannelse 2 Danskuddannelse 3
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Appenix 25. Recordings
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