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CITIES AND THEIR PEOPLE 
SECTION I 



There is no transhistorical definition of 
a city 

• I have searched in vain for a definition of a city 
that is independent of the particular historical 
period at hand 

• I haven’t found any, except that a city is an area 
with a relatively high population density 
compared to the surroundings 

• Maybe that is precisely the point: cities are 
qualitatively different throughout history, but 
always integrate the past and recontextualize it 



SOCIOLINGUISTICS day 3 



COPENHAGEN AROUND 1659 
In 1659 the Swedish king lay siege 
to Copenhagen and was pretty close 
to conquering the city – and hence 
to include the Danish realm in his 
Swedish one 

The only reason this did not happen 
was that the Dutch traders did not 
want to pay tax for the passage of 
Øresund and thus negotiated a 
treaty that gave Scania to the 
Swedish king while the Danish king 
kept (most of) the rest of what is 
now Denmark 

At that time Copenhagen was a 
fortress and had to be one 



Copenhagen as an industrial city 



Ørestad and the post modern city 

In the 1990s, Copenhagen 
as a community was in 
a deep crisis the 
reasons of which were 
obvious and well known 
from all over the world: 
the city lost inhabitants 
and taxes 

The solution was to 
integrate new areas 

 



Copenhagen as a palimpsest 



What is the psychological reality of a 
city? 

• A lot of researchers have noted that 
interaction in the city is different from 
interaction in the rural village 

• The concept of the masses 

• The idea of fleeting relationships and 
incidental encounters 

• The opposing idea of the neighbourhood as 
the village in the city: domesticating the 
dangerous environment 



The neighbourhood 

• The idea of of the neighbourhood in the 
traditional city: Siena and the Palio; London as 
consisting of cities; Barcelona and Barceloneta 

• Neighbourhood work in the modern city: 
reinventing Vesterbro 

• The local school and the development cycle of 
neighbourhoods: Immigration, renewal and 
gentrification 

 



Vesterbro as an example 

• Vesterbro as a central Copenhagen renewal 
site 

• Vesterbro as a ethnically stratified mini 
society: Ask yourself how many of the housing 
sites have a MIXED population: probably none 

• Conclusion: they live in the same place but do 
they live in the same reality? 

• Vesterbro schools 

• Vesterbro ungdomsgård 



Ørestad as the post modern layer 

• Ørestad as the solution to the Copenhagen 
community tax problem 

• Ørestad as a developed neighbourhood 

• Time and space in Ørestad: synchrony and 
diachrony 

• The distribution of space in the Ørestad: 
housing and spare time 

• Ørestad gymnasium as a surprising success 

 



Cities and identity 

At least three layers of identity 

• Copenhagen as a metropolis 

– Competition for e.g. world championships of bicycling 

– Copenhagen as a place to invest 

• Copenhagen vs. the rest of the country 

– Positive or negative identity and how can we tell? 

• Copenhagen neighbourhoods 

– The difference in attachment to neighbourhoods 

– The difference inside neighbourhoods such as 
Vesterbro 



Nation states, speech communities 
and norm centers 

• One way to look at the internal linguistic 
development of the nation states in Europe as 
speech communities is to look for 
standardization and dialect levelling 

• Dialect levelling is dependent on norm centres 

• Nation states in Europe probably tend to 
become monocentric but some of them are 
not: Sweden for instance features two norm 
centres 



External or internal norm centres 

• The case of Swedish in Finland: Finland is 
officially bilingual Finnish and Swedish 

• Swedish is losing ground, there is a ’nationalistic’ 
movement (the true Finns) adopting xenophobic 
stances and this threatens Swedish as well 

• Swedish in Finland is modelled closely on Sweden 

• Flemish in Belgium 

• The SLICE project, Standard Language Ideology in 
Contemporary Europe 



Tore Kristiansen’s language attitudes 
studies 

• The LANCHART centre language attitudes 
study has collected consciously as well as 
unconsciously offered attitudes to speech 
varieties (Kristiansen 2009) 

• TK distinguishes between the local lect and 
the standard; and the standard is duly 
differentiated: an advanced Copenhagen lect 
and a conservative Copenhagen lect  



Results 

The LANCHART attitudes study has been carried 
through at five different sites, viz. the sites where 
we have data on language use as well 

In all cases, there is a significant difference between 
the consciously offered and the nonconsciously 
offered attitudes 

In all cases, the local lect is upgraded consciously 
and downgraded nonconsciously and (advanced 
and conservative) Copenhagen speech upgraded 
nonconsciously while downgraded consciously 

 



What do these results mean? 

• For a study of the Danish speech community 

• For a study of Denmark compared with other 
speech communities (the SLICE project) 

• For a study of the Netherlands 

• For a study of the Limburg area 

• The notion of language loyalty and dialect 
loyalty: The Tina Dichow story 



FIELD METHODS 
Section II 



The Labovian paradigm 

• The presuppositions of Labovian field 
methods: 

• The city is a speech community 

• This is documented by informants style 
shifting the same direction (they have the 
same explicit norm) 

• The informants are awed by the interviewer’s 
presence, maybe because universities have 
great prestige, maybe because he is a stranger 



The intimate stranger 

• Labovian field method techniques involve 
tricks of the trade to overcome the observer’s 
paradox like the Danger of death question 

• Presuppositions of the danger of death 
question: every informant has at one time 
been in danger of death (the city, New York, is 
a dangerous place) 

• But what if all these presuppositions WERE 
right but ARE now obsolete? 



The sociolinguistic interview 

• Reference models for the speech event of a 
sociolinguistic interview: 

• Mass media: radio and tv interviews 

• Dinner talks with the person sitting next to 
you 

• Initial stages of a relationship that will never 
last: the intimate stranger 

• The talking cure à la Freud or bonding with 
the mate 



Focus on the interviewer 

• Insider or outsider: Only Jutlanders were 
allowed to interview in Jutland (only 
Limburghers to interview in Limburg?) but 
what then about Tore Kristiansen (a 
Norwegian) in Næstved? 

• Gender couples: symmetrical pairs: male 
friends, female friends; asymmetrical pairs 

• Class couples: symmetrical or asymmetrical? 



Ethnographic methods 

• The idea of looking at the next person as a 
stranger 

• Epistemological skepticism and the 
hermeneutical paradox: to be drowned by 
data only to be forced to find a position from 
which this data can be narrated 

• Participation and observation 



Focus on the ethnographer 

• Is he or she a member of the CoP? 

• What role within the CoP? 

• Do others observe and write down as a part of 
their daily practice? 

• How open can you be about what you are after? 

• Schools as CoPs vs neighbourhoods 

• Classroom presence and presence outside class 

• Virtual identities 



Data 

• Interviews? 

• Class room recordings and observations 
(structured or open)? 

• Field work diaries, what status? 

• Self-recordings? 

 

• How to get enough LANGUAGE! 

• How to store your records; confidentiality and 
ethics; the push for publicity 



TWO SPEECH COMMUNITIES IN 
ONE 

section III 



A First Wave example 

• The Old testament: Labov 1966 
• Jørgensen 1980: 
• Background: Brink and Lund 1975 
• Field work 1974-75 
• Selection of informants:  

– Geography: Central Copenhagen (plus Gentofte) 
– Duration: More than 4 of the first 10 years or more 

than 6 of the first 20 years 
– Random selection: 500 persons from cpr register with 

birth years 1905, 1920, 1935, 1950  



Jørgensen 1980: design 

Source: Adapted from Jørgensen 1980: 72 

Born 1905 1920 1935 1950 

Gender m 
 

f 
 

m 
 

f 
 

m 
 

f 
 

m 
 

f 
 

SCS H L H L H L H L H L H L H L H L 

Number 2 5 3 4 1 6 3 4 3 4 1 6 3 4 3 4 

Total 1 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 

Total 2 14 14 14 14 

 



Supplementary material 

• Jørgensen supplemented his study with 
recordings with informants born 1915 and 
1945, recorded by Mette Mortensen in 1970-
71, with the design shown below: 

                               This resulted in a total of                        
  101 informants. 

Born 1915 1945 

Gender m 
 

f 
 

m 
 

f 
 

SCS H L H L H L H L 

Number 5 6 6 6 6 7 3 6 

Total 1 11 12 13 9 

Total 2 23 22 

 



Data collection 

• How much material: ’some minutes from each 
informant’ 

• Topic: Background information 

• Representativity: 2000 reduced to: 97 who 
did not fit the criteria, 91 refusers, 24 
individuals who were impossible to find, and 
finally: 56 informants 

• Method: auditory coding 



The splits: long and short and the 
internal split of the short (a) 

• Around 1850 long (a:) becomes higher and more 
front 

• Around 1888 this variant [a], or even [æ], is found 
also in the short (a) before a (j) in words like ’mig’ 
(me), ’dig’ (you), ’sig’ ((your)self) 

• Around 1930 Otto Jespersen states the rule of 
complementary distribution for the short (a) 
variants: 

• AN [æ] is found before alveolar consonants and 
nil 

• AM [ɑ] is found before labials and velars 
 



The final split of the short (a)s 
• 4 main variants of short (a) may be distinguished: 

• AN (before alveolars and nil) is found in two 
variants: AN1 [ɛ] and AN2 [æ]. There is 
agreement in the literature that the AN1 was, or 
is, a characteristic of the Working Class (WC), in 
particular the males 

• AM (before labials and velars) is also found in two 
variants: AM3 [a] and AM4 [ɑ]. In the literature 
there is agreement that the AM4 was, or is, 
characteristic of the WC, in particular the males 

• What does the present day evidence say? 



The real time data: nothing happened  

The real time picture of short (a) 1986 vs 2006
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BUT: Real time change at the group 
level 



Inference from apparent time 



The Copenhagen AN1% 1905-1971
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Just checking 

• In order to test whether this apparently quite 
dramatic shift was indeed based on the same 
coding practices, we undertook a re-coding of 
the earlier recordings 

• We re-coded the recordings from informants 
born in 1915 

• The coders were from the same generation as 
those who had coded the LANCHART material 



Original and recoded 1905 informants 



Coding as an historical practice 

• The level of AN1 use seems to be 
dramatically different 

 

BUT  

 

• The pattern of the groups is the same! 

• Coding itself is an historical phenomenon 

 



An attempt at an explanation 

• At present the AN1 variable, the raised (æ), 
means two different things to roughly two 
different generations: 

• Older people hear it, and traditionally react to it 
as a WC male variant (hence the complaint 
tradition) 

• Younger people do not hear it, unless especially 
instructed to do so, (and their delimitation of the 
raised variant is different), because it does not 
have a clear social meaning for them 



Who is right? 

• As far as the data for language use goes, the 
young people are right. This variable is no 
longer a WC variable, witness the pattern: 



SIDEWAYS, AN APPRECIATION OF 
THE SOCIOLINGUISTIC INTERVIEW 

Section IV 



Instruments 

The DCA, a six-dimensional discourse context 
analysis: 

• Type of recording 

• Activity type 

• Macro speech Act 

• Interaction structure 

• Genre 

• Enunciation 

I’ll be concerned only with Genre in this paper 

 

 



The Genre dimension 

The LANCHART Centre 

Type of conversation 

Activity type 

Macro speech act 

Interaction structure 

Genre 

15/12/2011 45 



Categories of GENRE 

The LANCHART Centre 

Type of conversation 

Activity type 

Macro speech act 

Interaction structure 

Genre 
Narratives Specific 

account 
General 
account 

Soap 
box 

Gossip Confidences Reflection Jokes 

15/12/2011 46 



Interviews contra ? 

• Labovian sociolinguistic interviews may be 
evaluated by contrasting them with 
dialectological interviews, group discussions, 
self recordings 

• In this paper I’ll contrast Labovian interviews 
from the LANCHART study with dialectological 
interviews (from the original (S1) Odder study) 
and group discussions from Næstved featuring 
very young informants (15-16 year olds) 
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Conclusion as to genres 

• Labovian interviews (particularly if they are 
long) have a much wider spectrum of genres 
than the dialectological interviews 

• This holds only for adults 

• For young informants, group discussions give 
us a wider range of genres, specifically gossip 
is much more present 



THEORETICAL ISSUES 
section V 



The construction of WHAT? 

• The construction metaphor and the implied 
contrast: essentialism 

• The limits of the construction metaphor: 
epistemological concerns, ontological 
concerns; linguicism 

• Construction of identity: who is the agent here 
and what are the constraints, e.g. on possible 
identities 



local versus global 

• Centre and periphery 

• The place of Limburg language/dialects in the 
grand picture 

• The triad of language use, perceived lects and 
ideological structures 

• Large scale surveys and the interpretation of 
situated use 

 



What do you want to explain? 

• The social construction of Limburg identity seems 
to be a headline for a descriptive study, maybe a 
historical one? 

• But what you told us yesterday seems to be at 
once typical and special and that would call for 
comparative studies? 

• The social construction of something tends to be 
a strategic move in order to show that that 
something is not natural, ’merely’ cultural. But 
what would that mean to the people and the 
interests who buy into or even invest 
psychological or cultural capital in Limburg 
identities? The project’s action potential?  


