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1 Introduction 

“It is generally accepted that language exists primarily as speech and that conversation 

is the most basic form of human communication” (Sundquist, 2009:41). This is a study 

regarding social communicative competence in first-graders' speech in upper secondary 

school, inside and outside of the school context1. The main focus of the study at hand is 

whether first-graders' style-shift or not when using English as L2 in different 

communicative situations. I hope the study will indicate if, and to what extent the 

informants use different registers when style-shifting. I am curious to see if teenagers 

adapt their language when communicating with other adolescents and adults. My 

assumption is that teenagers' speech is more formal and controlled when speaking to an 

adult, compared to when speaking to someone close to their own age. Speaking to a 

peer might elicit more non-standard English expressions due to a more relaxed attitude 

and a lower degree of anxiety, which otherwise could inhibit speech. In addition, I 

believe that vernacular use is also higher when talking to peers, friends or other young 

people with whom the informants can identify themselves. 

1.1 Aim and scope 

The aim of this essay is to investigate youth/adolescents’ second language, L2, in their 

first year of upper secondary school to see if there are signs of style-shifting. I will 

discuss youth language from a sociolinguistic perspective, and from a variationist 

approach, which is the predominant one in contemporary sociolinguistic research. 

Barbieri defines the discipline as follows: “Sociolinguistics, as the study of the 

relationship between language and society, is concerned with the correlation between 

language variation and social variables, such as speaker sex, socio-economic class, age, 

and race”(Barbieri, 2008:58). 

                                                 
1 I define school context as anything that is directly connected with the purpose of education in school: the 

premises of the school, lessons, homework, assignments, project work, personnel and simile. Everything 

else is considered as outside of the school context.  
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 Only one extra-linguistic variable is looked upon in the present study, namely 

age. The variable is given, bearing in mind that the study is directed towards students in 

upper secondary school, and their second language oral familiarity.  

The scope of the study covers 30 weeks in length. It involves planning and 

preparation. Then, observations were conducted of five young informants, one teacher, 

and one exchange student- who has participated in the observations in different 

constellations, transcriptions, analysis and writing, basically in that order. The 

observations were conducted on three occasions over a period of three to four weeks. 

Transcriptions of the observations were done in order to analyze the speech. The 

observations were approximately 45 minutes in length, in total. A questionnaire which 

consists of two pages is also included. Limitations2 are necessary so that the amount of 

data does not become too overwhelming given the time constraints for the study. Raw 

data are screened via a set of criteria and categorizations to get to the core of the study- 

namely, to investigate possible entities of youth language and style-shifting. Data is 

discussed and compared to other studies based on group level of the recorded groups.  

My didactic perspective is two-fold: first, to analyze to see whether there are 

signs of style-shifting in the primary material, second, for teachers to discuss with their 

students if and when it may be appropriate to modify one’s speech according to 

situations. Teachers should praise students who use English in out-of-school contexts, 

since learning does not only occur within schools’ walls.  

There could be several implications from a didactic perspective to this study; 

adolescents may or may not be aware of different social expectations put on them in 

different social arenas. We should discuss this matter in class with the students. Next 

follows a few examples of different social arenas: on an occasion such as a job interview, 

the (former?) student applying for the job should aim for a natural, yet formal register. 

                                                 
2 The study will not treat gender as a parameter since the informants in the observations are too few, and 

the study itself is not directed towards gender issues. 
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The same thing is true for an applicant as a job trainee within the context of education. 

In addition, national tests in English occur, for instance, in the second grade of the upper 

secondary school. In the speaking part, among other criterion for assessment, students 

should aim to use a differentiated vocabulary, speak fluently, use strategies to get 

around difficult words, and conform to the listener and to the situation3. Another 

context may demand something completely different of the teenager, such as a party 

among friends, playing on-line games, or when just socializing. The different 

expectations in different social arenas are something that we as teachers should point 

out to our students, in order to raise their awareness of the matter. This viewpoint lies 

also in conjunction with the curriculum. If students are aware of different registers, and 

practice them in the school environment, many future mistakes with possible negative 

consequences for them as a result, may be left undone. 

Teachers should point to scientific research in this field. It should be stressed that 

out-of-school English also can be considered as learning experiences for students, as 

Sundquist’s (2009) study indicates. The questionnaire in the present study indicates that 

there is much variation between the informants’ habits of extramural English activities 

and time put into it. The didactic perspective will rely heavily on the comparison of the 

data from the present study and from Sundquist’s (2009). The other mentioned didactic 

implications are merely suggestions for teachers, based on my own experience, and is 

not, as far as I know, backed up by any kind of research, with the exception of national 

tests, which of course are on solid scientific ground.    

My preliminary assumption is that the five informants observed in the study will 

use more formal language when speaking to an adult in a privileged position, compared 

to when speaking with friends or people in the same age. I believe that the informants 

will be more informal when speaking to adolescents, and conversely, more formal when 

                                                 
33 Link to an old national test at the Agency Skolverket’s homepage: 

<http://www.nafs.gu.se/digitalAssets/1193/1193568_speak_krit_a.pdf> 
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speaking to an adult. Certain lexemes are favored to a higher degree by adolescents, for 

instance, the lexeme like, which is among the findings in the present study. It will be 

interesting to see if the findings in this study will conform, or not, with findings from 

previous studies.     

In the next section, a few sociolinguistic terms, which are sometimes overlapping, or 

at least adjacent, will be explained to avoid possible misunderstandings in the 

approaching discussion. These are: style-shift, code-switch, communicative competence, and 

hedges. 

 

1.2 Previous research 

Many studies have been done in the context of English linguistics since the 1950’s, such 

as the early pioneer in corpus-based studies, Charles Carpenter Fries (1952) who single-

handedly created a corpus with approximately 50 hours of recorded speech from 

telephones at an American University; a remarkable achievement, considering there 

were no computers then. Today, ethically, it is hardly recommendable, since the 

informants then were totally unaware of the fact that their conversations were being 

recorded and analyzed, although it is perfect from a scientific point of view as it can be 

argued that Fries avoided the observer’s paradox4. Furthermore, the approach used then 

was response-stimuli, which since then has been heavily criticized. “Nowadays, few if 

any linguists would see stimulus-response associations as a useful way of thinking 

about how language behavior is determined” (Fries, 2005:9)   

Other classic sociolinguistic studies are Labov’s work in New York in 1966 of 

careful to casual speech, Trudgill’s phonological study in Norwich (1972), and Eckert’s 

study in Detroit of high school students (1999), just to mention a few, but not that many 

                                                 
4 Labov’s Observer paradox: observer contaminating the data through presence, as when testing 

vernaculars, participants can be careful.   
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have been done from a perspective on adolescents’ second language use with style-

shifting in focus.  

Federica Barbieri (2008) has conducted a corpus-based, keyword analysis 

approached study on youth, versus, adult language in America, especially on stance and 

emotional involvement in language, which is of relevance to the present study. Age is 

definitely a non-linguistic variable there, as in the present study. Young American 

English speaking people often use a limited set of lexemes generously colored with 

personal affect, which may be used to distance themselves from their statements, in 

linguistics often referred to as stance (Barbieri, 2008:79). Hedges are especially useful 

when the topic might be face-threatening, which would require an empathic tone in the 

conversation. Minimal responses/ back channels can be used to support the speaker to 

show your participation in the conversation without interrupting. Utterances such as 

mm, aha, yeah, oh and right, to name a few, are not rare to find in English corpora of 

spoken language, and if used with good timing, may prolong any conversation (Coates, 

2004:128). On the other hand, inappropriate use of minimal responses may act very 

disturbing, and may result in communication breakdown (Coates, 2004:123), as will 

hogging the floor, seizing the turn as the new speaker at the previous speaker’s 

expense5.  

Another related investigation is Kristen Precht’s (2008) corpus-based research on 

gender: men’s and women’s language use in America. Both of these are sociolinguistic 

studies on, for instance, people’s stance, and hedges. The present study also focuses on 

these two sociolinguistic factors in youth language, and minimal responses and back 

channels (Coates, 2004/ Barbieri, 2008/ Precht 2008), will be discussed as exponents of 

these. 

                                                 
5 Coates (2004) discusses how men and women talk, but since the present study does not deal with gender 

issues, I apply the following examples in a general sense. 
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An even more recent study is Pia Sundqvist’s (2009) dissertation, Extramural 

English matters, a study on the target language - English, and its in- and output in 

students’ spare time, and how it affects vocabulary and oral proficiency. Sundqvist has 

followed 44 ninth-graders in Sweden for a year in school, and discusses the impact of 

extramural English matters in depth.  

Furthermore, situational speech directed to, and dependent on the audience, is a 

theory which Bell calls audience design (Bell, 1984, 2001). “Speakers design their style 

primarily for and in response to their audience” (Bell, 2001:143). This means that, if the 

audience changes, the style will also change. “Audience design is therefore a strategy by 

which speakers draw on the range of linguistic resources available in their speech 

community to respond to different kinds of audiences” (Bell, 2001:145). Bell advocates a 

three-layered approach as a design to answer the premier question for any sociolinguist, 

according to him: “Why did this speaker say it this way on this occasion” (Bell, 

2001:139)? The design consists of quantitative and qualitative analyses in both a manner 

of the material, and co-occurrence of language tokens, which forms clusters or are 

absent. Sometimes language is the only common denominator/variable left to analyze in 

a speech community. However, as Bell says, regardless of the method used, or what 

variables are taken in consideration, it is not possible to analyze humanity through 

language and get full answers to sociolinguistic enigmas; something will always elude 

such an effort (Bell, 2001:139). 

According to speech accommodation theory (Giles and Powesland 1975, Giles, 

Coupland and Coupland 1991), accommodation occurs when a person chooses to 

stylistically present him/herself as a person variant in order to accommodate to the 

interlocutor (Coupland 2001:197). “If we accommodate to achieve social approval, it is 

trough projecting a version of our self-identity which is somehow ‘consistent with’ an 

interlocutor’s. And note that designing a ‘persona for an audience’, in Bell’s terms, need 

not be a matter of reducing dissimilarities between participant’s speech characteristics. It 
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could be offering a compatible or complementary persona“(Coupland 2001:201). 

Coupland argues that language and stylistic variation in conversation can be reduced to 

minimalistic pieces which are possible to pinpoint from a sociolinguist’s point of view, 

while on the other hand, if a larger perspective is taken, the choice of the displayed 

persona has to be taken into consideration and its contextual aspirations and goals. 

“Speech accommodation theory… has come closest to representing stylistic choice in 

this way, and makes specific reference to clusters of social motivations for, and 

consequences of, stylistic choice” (Coupland 2001:197). Consequently, Coupland argues 

for a broader scope of non-linguistic variables, and perhaps what he means is, 

regardless of what persona one chooses to display in any given social context, language 

and persona are intertwined. 

When you style-shift, or code-switch (Coates, 2004), it can also be referred to as a 

part of one’s sociolinguistic competence, as discussed by socio-linguists within didactics 

(Yule, 2006). “Linguists have found it very difficult to explain precisely when, 

linguistically and socially, code-switching occurs, i.e., what all the constraints are. 

However, there is abroad agreement about the general principles that are 

involved”(Wardhaugh, 2006:104).  

A focal point of the present study is whether teenagers style-shift when speaking 

to different people. Style shifting means that you adjust your language to unify with (or 

distance yourself from) the one you are talking to at the moment, if you have the ability 

to do so. In the present study, communicative competence will be investigated in the 

sense of formal/informal language, based on situation and audience. Another way of 

defining communicative competence is whether the locutor is getting the conveyed 

message across to the interlocutor by using various communicative strategies (Yule, 2006), 

which is not part of the present study, such as describing word gaps in one’s vocabulary 

with other words, known as circumlocution. 
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2. Material and data 

In this section I will outline the general design and process of the study.  Here is also a 

presentation of the material, of the data, and how it was selected and retrieved. 

Furthermore, I present the methods used and a detailed discussion of the procedure. 

The present study is not a large corpus-based study, it is rather a complement, as Biber 

et al. say,”…micro-analysis of interactions in small segments of conversation, as with 

conversation analysis, can also provide different perspectives on language use that are 

not covered in the corpus-based approach, but such investigations are often framed in 

terms of the constructs and hypotheses resulting from earlier micro-analyses of 

individual texts.” (Biber et al., 1998:7).   

2.1 Material 

In order to get the best possible results from the primary material, a mixed method 

research approach was selected, more specifically, a triangulation method. 

Triangulation is in this case achieved by observations of natural speech, a questionnaire, 

and a comparison of retrieved data with previous studies. Even though the process of 

observations, transcripts, identification of lexical items, and analysis is time consuming, 

and involves a degree of uncertainty as to what the statistics point to, it was the 

preferable course of action to give possible answers to the main question of the present 

study: if there are indications of style-shifting in adolescents’ speech.   

 The embryo to this study was directed towards ninth-graders in secondary 

school, mainly for the findings to be compared with Sundqvist’s (2009). When you 

observe students up to 15 years old, parental consent is required in Sweden. There was a 

risk for the start of the observations to be delayed due to papers to be filled out and 

returned. Therefore, I turned to upper secondary school instead. Students in the first 

grade of upper secondary school were recently ninth-graders, and should more than less 

be comparable to such. They have, I assume, basically the same level of English 
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proficiency as in the last period of the ninth grade. Consequently, it should not be a 

problem to compare some of Sundqvist’s results to mine. 

 Next, I turned to an English teacher which I had met previously. She and her 

principal permitted me to sound out interest of potential informants for the study in the 

NV6 program. After not having to request for parental permission, I constructed a 

paper7 which roughly explained the study, aimed for the students. After my 

presentation in the first class, and the only one it turned out, eight volunteers were 

interested in participating in the study, which needed five informants, and at least two 

in reserve. I collected the students’ names, telephone numbers, e-mail addresses and 

their signatures to participate at their own free will in the study, in accordance with 

ethic guidelines8 stipulated by the Swedish council for scientific research.  

 The study was designed to elicit natural speech from three separate occasions of 

conversations: one with the five informants9 and an adult (their teacher), one with the 

informants and an English speaking exchange student at their own age, and finally, one 

merely with the five informants. The three sessions of observations were captured by a 

high definition video camera with audio and video, with the observer handling the 

camera. I wanted to steer clear of the observer’s paradox10 to as high a degree as 

possible, and therefore I sat sideways to the participants watching the session through 

the camera’s lcd-monitor, careful not to draw attention to myself in any way. I did not 

hide behind anything, such as a screen, because then they might wonder what was 

going on behind it, which might possibly affect the material and the outcome of the 

study. The reason for being in the same room as the informants was to be able to quickly 

                                                 
6 Natural science program, upper secondary school. 
7 Attached in the appendix. 
8 Vetenskapsrådets forskningsetiska principer: 

http://www.vr.se/download/18.7f7bb63a11eb5b697f3800012802/forskningsetiska_principer_tf_2002.pdf 
9 Throughout the essay I use five different names for the same thing: informants, teenagers, youth, 

adolescents, students. This is done to avoid sounding repetitive. 
10 Observer’s paradox- It is very difficult for an observer not to influence in any way what s/he is trying to 

observe. The observer is a part of the environment that is being observed. 
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point them in the right direction if needed. Only on one occasion did I need to intervene; 

in the very beginning of the second observation, with the exchange student, the 

informants spoke too quietly compared to the background noise, which I pointed out.  

 After the selection of the informants had been carried out, e-mails were sent out 

to them which explained the procedure of the observation. They did not know the exact 

purpose of the investigation, nor were they instructed to speak in a certain manner, all 

to avoid affecting the quality of the data in any way. Just prior to each session, they 

received brief instructions of the procedure once again, as a reminder. The participants 

were allowed to speak freely, but had a few topics to start off from. The topics were 

quite similar to Bell’s (Bell, 1996, listed in Eckert & Rickford, 2001:151) suggestions of 

topics in a free interview: danger of death, educational/school background: best/worst 

teacher, and family history/social identity. I also gave the participants in the present 

study a wider range of topics to draw from, such as illegal downloading on the Internet, 

hobbies, and movies/TV-series, besides speaking freely. The teacher and the exchange 

student were asked to play the part of a talk show host, so that they could naturally 

interview the informants. The reason was mainly to keep a continuum in the discussion 

by them asking questions without the need of my intervention.   

 The locations were all inside the school complex, but in three different places. The 

first session, with the teacher, was located in a small study room adjacent to their 

ordinary classroom. The second session, with the exchange student, took place in an 

open space designed to be a laid-back environment for friendly chats in-between classes, 

furnished with a couch, a few tables, some chairs and a grand view. Unfortunately, it 

was also a bit noisy. The third session, with just the informants, took place in another 

study room close to a second class room of theirs. The environmental conditions were 

meant to follow the sessions: the more formal the session the more formal the 

environment, and vice versa. Since all three locations are within the school, the places of 

the recordings should not have any fundamental impact on the authenticity of the 
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speech, nor its naturalness. I would have liked the third session to take place in a more 

relaxed atmosphere, but the background noise from the second session discouraged me 

due to the hard work of transcribing the speech. Another solution was to be in a study 

room in the library, but I assume the two study rooms to be equivalent. A close-up 

microphone would have remedied the problem with background noise, but the camera 

did not offer that technical opportunity. The order of the sessions was not randomized; 

they followed in the order that I thought would give the best results. The observations 

of the sessions varied some in length; so did the transcriptions, between nearly 11 

minutes to more than 15 minutes. The first minutes or so were considered as “warming 

up” and were not transcribed.  

 The recorded session files were then copied over to a laptop computer and erased 

from the video camera’s memory. All materials are regularly stored on a back-up disk 

for precaution measures. The three sessions were played back on a media player 

computer program called, videolan player, VLC, which is a freeware program. Usually, 

the recordings were played back in a slower tempo, which made them more audible, 

and easier to transcribe. The next subsequent step was to transcribe all speech into the 

computer program, Word 2007, and then print it on paper for critical reading. Whenever 

in doubt, I chose not to guess what was being said, instead, un-audible speech is 

parenthesized and marked as (ina). Only the five informants’ audible speech has been 

analyzed and counted, not the teacher’s, nor the exchange student’s speech. Their 

speech has, however, been transcribed so that it is possible to follow the conversations 

clearly, and to show examples of the conversations from the extracted data. In my 

opinion, Stave notation is the most preferable transcription system for the present study, 

which is close to that of a music score (Coates, 2004:87).  

 After the third observation/session, the questionnaire11 was handed out to the 

informants. They were to hand it in to me directly after answering all questions. Two of 

                                                 
11 See: appendix. 
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the informants needed more time, so instead, they were to hand it in to their teacher as 

soon as possible, which was done within two weeks’ time. 

2.1.1 Data and analytical framework  

Data selection is a critical step in any scientific investigation. In order for the data to be 

selected here, it had to pass a few criteria; they had to be either expressions of personal 

attitude (stance), or, short, inserted supportive or destructive messages (minimal 

responses/back channels), or, “empty words” or sounds, such as when unsure of what 

to say (hesitators), or finally, short response tokens (affirmative responses). The 

categorization is influenced by Barbieri (2008) and Precht (2008), in that order, and I will 

accordingly compare and present some of my findings to theirs.            

 After that, the extracted data from the primary material was inserted in the 

computer program Excel, to be able to illustrate the occurrences of the lexical items in 

figures. The instances were then calculated to see how often they occur, for comparison 

with previous and perhaps, future studies. A few words about the criterion: any lexical 

item qualified to be in the investigation, but does not occur at least ten times in the 

primary material, will not be treated as a single item; instead, it is grouped together with 

similar items.  

 The questionnaire consists of 13 questions, and up to two sub-questions 

following each head-question. The questionnaire was designed to give some 

background information on the informants’ possible habitual use of English in an out-

of-school context, and to a lesser degree, residency and travels. 

3 Results 

This section deals with analyses of the data and discussions of the findings. The section 

starts with an introduction, then a presentation of the transcribed observations with 

discussion topics. After that, follows a presentation of data divided into sections: 
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hedges, minimal responses, vernacular and Standard English, intensifiers, adjectives, the 

questionnaire, and the results section ends with a discussion of the didactic perspective.   

3.1 Analysis of data 

In the first observation, the teacher made a professional impression in keeping the 

discussion going; she ‘interviewed’ each of the informants regarding most of the 

suggested topics, but also some of her own. Suggested topics to discuss: the informants 

in the present study did not seem to have experienced ‘a life threatening situation’, so 

that topic was not discussed. The second topic, ‘school background’, was originally 

designed by Bell to elicit a formal style of speech, but especially in my third session, the 

topic was discussed amongst the five adolescents, in informal stylistic speech since there 

was no adult present, except for the observer.  

Out of the three sessions, the first one resulted in the transcription with the 

highest total number of words produced, even though the transcription length in time 

was the shortest; they needed less time to say more. In 10 minutes and 56 seconds of 

transcription, the informants produced 1,710 lexemes.  The longest session was the one 

with the exchange student at the steering wheel, which interestingly produced the least 

amount of lexical items. In 15 minutes and 42 seconds, they produced 1,336 lexemes. It is 

possible to speculate that the teacher is used to manipulating students to talk, while on 

the other hand, the exchange student is not. It could have been the case that the 

informants were more inhibited to speak English with an American than with their 

teacher, even though the American is of the same age. It could also be an extra-linguistic 

factor in play that I had no control over. The third observation with just the five 

informants yielded the second most data. In precisely 14 minutes, they produced 1,612 

lexemes. Quite possibly, they were at that point beginning to feel comfortable with the 

format, the procedure, and to being recorded. 

Both the observations, as well as the questionnaire (discussed in the 

questionnaire section) point to the fact that the five informants have travelled quite 
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extensively around the globe, considering their young age. The residencies vary from a 

small urban city, to rural-like residencies in a village and on the country side, all within 

a small geographic area. Sundquist argues that travelling is a sociological variable 

linked to Bourdieu’s cultural capital, as is learner’s residency, rural or urban (Sundquist, 

2009:22). As said earlier, the present investigation does not include a socio-economic 

variable, for instance, regarding the parents’ status or educational background. 

However, the data indicate that all five informants are well-travelled, and therefore it is 

possible to argue that they should have increased their level of proficiency in English 

acquired abroad compared to had they never been outside of Sweden.  

3.2 Hedges 

Analyzing the raw data showed that all three observations contain a number of hedges. 

Observation #1 has 14 occurrences of the lexeme, like, and eight occurrences of the 

lexemes just, and kind of/kinda. This and so, are not used. Observation #2 has no 

occurrence either, of neither this, nor, so, but the highest occurrence of the lexeme like, 

namely 18 times. Just, and kind of/kinda, are used four times. In observation #3, there are 

11 occurrences of so, and this. Like has seven occurrences, and finally, just, kind of/kinda, 

merely occurs twice, as Figure 1 shows. 
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Figure 1- Hedges12 

 

The mean frequency of occurrence per 100,000 words would be: like = 837.3, just, kind 

of/kinda = 300.6. What do these numbers say?  A comparison with two studies made by 

Barbieri (2008), and another by Precht (2008), might shed some light. 

The only lexeme in Figure 1 that is not grouped together with other closely similar 

lexemes is the discourse marker like, which is used to a much higher degree than any 

other word treated as such, also known as a hedge. Drescher 2005 quoted in Barbieri 

(2008:75) states that “Like has possibly one of the most complex usage patterns of any 

word in the English language”. For the purposes of the present study, I categorize like in 

the following way: as a discourse marker/hedge, and as a quotative, which I draw no 

distinction between here. Barbieri (2008:75) says that like is the most common word used 

by adolescents’ in the USA, and it has been on the rise for about 20 years in other 

                                                 
12 Whenever there is a figure, from here on, with the numbers 1-3, the different 

shades of grey symbolize the three observations accounted for.  
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varieties of English. The mean score in her investigation, from the Younger Corpus, is 

1412.5. In the present study, the mean is 837.3, which is markedly lower than among the 

young Americans in her study, but it is still quite high.  

In another investigation, Kristen Precht investigated similarities and differences in 

American men’s and women’s informal speech with stance in focus. She divided the 

lexeme like in four different categories depending on the following lexeme’s word class, 

and also whether used by men or women. In order to be able to compare her findings to 

the findings in the present study, her results have been calculated together; that is, the 

mean value of both women’s and men’s use of like without consideration of the 

following lexeme. Then, like has the mean score of 110.2 per 100,000 words, which is 

more than ten times lower compared to Barbieri’s results (Precht 2008:109), which is 

surprising.  

In Canadian English, the discourse marker just is on the rise, and in the same 

fashion as like, it too can be used in a large variety of ways. Kind of, is another example of 

hedge (also known as stance adverb) used by younger speakers of English, as is its 

colloquial offspring, kinda, but they can also be used as quantifiers, albeit not from the 

primary material. In the present study, the mean combined for just, kind of/kinda is 300.6, 

compared to just (755.9), and kind of (157.7) as individual items, or if grouped together, 

456.8 (Barbieri 2008). Precht’s study, on the other hand, presents somewhat different 

numbers if the six categories of just are lumped together and recalculated, then the mean 

for just is 86.3, and kind of 106.5, or if put together, 96.4. This indicates that the mean in 

the present study is lower than Barbieri’s, but higher than Precht’s study, with just 

accounting for seven out of totally 12 occurrences, having some resemblance to 

Barbieri’s results, where just is significantly more used than kind of. 13 

 

                                                 
13 Large differences in my interpretation of the results in Precht’s and Barbieri’s studies as presented here 

may simply be on the behalf of my shortcomings as an analyst?   
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Table 1 

Mean Just/Kind of Like 

1. Barbieri 456.8 1412.5 

2. Precht 96.4 110.2 

3. Mangseth 300.6 837.3 

 

Barbieri classifies the lexeme so as an intensifier “…adverbs that boost the meaning 

of the modified element” (Barbieri (2008:71).  As such, it has a frequency of occurrence 

in Younger Corpora of 171.4 per 100,000 words. Precht (2008) defines so as an emphatic, 

which has a similar meaning as an intensifier. In Precht’s study, so has the ratio of 55 per 

100,000 words. In the present material, so does not have the exact same meaning; it is 

used rather as hedge, something that distances your utterance from your persona. As 

such, so and this occur 11 times among 4,658 words, which means the mean value per 

100,000 words would be 236.1 occurrences. The value is slightly higher in the present 

study, but this is also included, thus, the numbers do not say much, but is interesting per 

se.   

3.2.1 Minimal responses 

Minimal responses are utterances from an interlocutor, usually with the intention of 

showing that s/he is participating in the discussion with interest without interrupting 

the speaker. Appropriate use of minimal responses14, that is, if inserted with good 

timing, can prolong a discussion. From the locutor’s side, hedges may be used to soften 

the blow of a potentially unpleasant message, and to ease in to the subject.  

                                                 
14 Also known as: back channeling, noncontent,”…’interjections’, ’hesitators’, ‘non-word vocalizations’, 

‘fillers’, interactional response tokens’, discourse markers…” and inserts (Barbieri 2008:67). 
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Figure 2 -Minimal responses 

 

Figure 2 shows that the third observation yielded the highest amount of minimal 

responses in the first four groups, followed by the second session, and least occurrences 

in the first session. The next three groups has the reversed order; the first yielded the 

highest frequency of ah, no, and oh. The second observation has the second highest ratio 

of all sessions, except for ah, and has also equally many in group one and five as the first 

session produced.  

There does not seem to be a single clear pattern, to judge by Figure 2, or is there one 

after all? One could speculate; the first observation, with the teacher, could have been 

more nervous and formal for the informants resulting in fewer giggles, laughter, he, ha 

and wo ho ho, whereas the second and third session, by contrast, produced more of these 

minimal responses mentioned. One could argue that these minimal responses: he, ha, 

mmm, right, wo ho ho, laughs, giggles and ok are ‘harder’ signs of informal teenage 

language in the present study, in contrast to oh, no and ah, which then would be 

considered to be of more formal and ‘soft’ character.  
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As an example of this, in observation 315, Johan talks about a subject in school:”It’s 

what’s called oOÄ”. And the others comment with:”Yes!/ Yes!/ Mm!/ He!/ He!” From this 

extraction, we can see that the lexeme Yes! and Mm! are used in the affirmative, while 

the two He! stand out more. A little further into observation 316, Linn talks about a 

teacher in arts class:”That’s too ugly, you have to do it again! (laughs)”. And the responses 

are: two giggles and one ok… The two giggles can be interpreted as a social response 

triggered by Linn’s own laughter, or it may simply be the case that they thought what 

Linn said was funny. Johan’s Ok…, on the other hand might be seen as a discrete sign 

of- Let’s proceed!  

In the first session, led by the teacher, oh, ah and no may be utterings of a surprised 

and/or polite character, and no may also have been used as answers to direct questions, 

(which also could be true for mmm, right and ok). One could say that these utterances 

give more serious feedback from an interlocutor than giggles and laughter do.  If so, then 

there is a pattern, a pattern that agrees with my hypothesis of style-shifting: a higher 

degree of ‘harder’ minimal responses in an informal setting and vice versa.   

It should be remembered that the first observation also was the most effective of the 

three sessions according to time-/amount of words ratio. This could be through courtesy 

of the teacher taking the lead. Perhaps the arrangement in the subsequent next two 

sessions made it slightly more challenging to speak? All three observations, however, 

contains a fairly equal amount of laughter and giggles, which point to only small 

differences in, for instance, atmosphere and/or design. The third session contains a 

visibly higher occurrence of the minimal response no, which could be analyzed as a 

higher ratio of negative answers than the other sessions, which in turn does not 

necessarily have to be something destructive, but could rather be seen as a sign of 

engagement in the discussions. 

                                                 
15 Observation #3, paragraphs 3 and 4. 
16 Observation #3, paragraph 58. 
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Minimal responses constitute 5.1 percent of the total primary material, or a mean 

score of 5,131 per 100,000 lexemes.  This means that minimal responses are almost four 

times more common than are hedges (1,371) in the data of the present study. Why is 

that? It could be the case that in a group discussion, there is one speaker at a time, at 

best, but his/her speech may trigger minimal responses from the other persons present, 

who has (in this study) the ratio of 4:1. This could indicate that hedges are used 

sparingly, while minimal responses from the group could be a way of supporting the 

current speaker, and as a result, minimal responses are four times more common than 

are hedges.  

Another type of lexemes extracted from the data is something which Barbieri 

mentions as hesitators (Barbieri 2008:67). Hesitators are adjacent to minimal responses in 

the way that they are both very short utterances, non-syntactic, but still express some 

kind of meaning. Hesitators- perhaps often used to buy some time while formulating 

what to say, while at the same time holding the floor, not giving up the stage to another 

speaker.  

 

 

Figure 3 – Hesitators 
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As displayed by Figure 3, the hesitators ah, eh and uhm, are used between six and 15 

times in each observation, except for ah, which is not uttered in session #2. The mean 

score is 2,254 per 100,000 lexemes for hesitators in this investigation. That means that 

hesitators are quite frequent in the speech of the five informants. Eh is used notably 

more often than the other two hesitators, ah and uhm, especially in the third observation 

among the informants only. Eh is used in a total of 65 times, and the mean is 1,395. The 

mean combined is 2,254, or 2.2 percent, for hesitators. 

In Younger Corpus, um is number five in rank of the 25 most common words with a 

normed count of 1,786 (Barbieri 2008:63), compared to 558.2 in the present investigation. 

Ah is number 24 and mean is 52.7 compared to 300.6 in the present study. 

Unfortunately, eh is not in the top 25 list; it would have been interesting to compare17 its 

occurrence.  

Another kind of inserts is response tokens which I call ‘affirmative response tokens’. 

They are very short responses, such as: yes, yea, yepp and of course. Yea is the most 

occurring affirmative response in all three observations, occurring 104 times, normed 

2,233. Yes is the second most occurring affirmative response, with the frequency of 54, 

normed 1,159. Yepp and of course, is scarcely used (128.8 combined), occurring only six 

times combined, actually, too low a frequency to be taken into the investigation, but are 

granted for comparison to its more frequent associates, yes and yea. 

 

                                                 
17 The present study’s scope does not incorporate keyness value, which in Barbieri’s (2008) study is used 

to compare a lexeme’s significance between older and younger persons’ speech. Instead, raw frequency is 

here normed in 100,000. The younger corpus comprises 195,400 words.   
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Figure 4 - Affirmative response tokens 

 

Affirmative responses occur totally 164 times with a mean score of 3,520, or 3.5 percent. 

Out of these, most are direct responses, or minimalistic answers, namely 3,005 in 

normed count, or 3 percent.   

3.2.2 Vernacular and Standard English 

Vernacular, or non-standard English, is a clustered group of various degrees of informal 

words. Interjections, swear words, contemporary non-standard English expressions, 

contractions; lexemes from different word classes are in this category. One could argue 

that lexemes such as random, inbred, boring and relax do not belong here, that they are, for 

instance, too mild, and sometimes they might fall into multiple categories. But, because 

they express stance and personal attitude in the contextual situations, it is possible to 

include them in the study. Curiously enough, the first session, the ‘formal’ one, has the 

highest frequency of occurrence, followed by the second, the ‘informal’ session. Last and 

least is the third session with the informants being solo- what was intended to be the 

least ‘formal’ session. The result contradicts my preliminary premise of the study. 

Judging by Figure 5, the tendency in these three observations seems to be that the more 

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

Yes Yea Yepp Of course

1

2

3



25 

 

formal the session- the more informal words were used. The mean is 90.2 for vernacular 

English. 

 

 

Figure 5 - Vernacular English 

 

 A closer look at exactly which words were used in what session shows that the 

expressions are fairly spread out. In other words, it is not possible to claim that, for 

instance, words with stronger vernacular charge were used in the informal settings to a 

higher degree than words with a milder connotation, or the other way around. 

 In 2010, I18 studied non-standard English features in the song lyrics of best selling 

music in Sweden. In short, part of the conclusion of that study is comparable to the 

present study, namely, the non-standard English features: gonna and wanna. In the 

previous study (Mangseth 2010:28), gonna and wanna only occurred in the vernacular 

variant, never in the standard variant of English, going to and want to (see figure 6).   

                                                 
18 Mangseth, H. 2010, C-essay. Non-standard English Features in the Song Lyrics of Best Selling Music in 
Sweden. Högskolan i Gävle. 
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Figure 6  

 

In the present study, the frequency of occurrence is much lower, but going to is here 

used eight times, while its N-SE variant is occurring five times in the observations. Kind 

of/ kinda were not included in the previous study, probably due to absence in the 

material. The same goes for because/ ‘cause, which are not treated in the present study. 

What seems striking when comparing the presence, and/or absence, of the N-SE 

expression wanna is that it only occurs in its N-SE form in both investigations, never in 

its S-E form. It seems that both gonna and wanna are adopted by both song writers and 

adoulscents, as Figure 6 and 7 suggests. In 2010, I laid out the assumption that song 

writers produce lyrics as part of an industry. In order to be successful in their line of 

work they need to be able to speak and connect with their primary target audience- 

adolescents.  
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Figure 7 – S-E vs. N-SE 

 

However, the frequency of occurrence in the present study is low, and the scopes of 

both studies are too narrow to draw any certain conclusions regarding a potential link 

between song lyrics and adolescents’ speech. Wanna only occurs three times in the 

material of the present investigation compared to 34 occurrences in the previous study.  

3.2.3 Intensifiers, quantifiers 

In this section, adverbs that express stance will be discussed, known as quantifiers 

(Precht 2008)19 and intensifiers (Barbieri 2008). All quantifiers, except very, are grouped 

together, because they are not in frequent appear in the primary material: a bit, a lot, 

fairly, kind of/ kinda, insanely, really, pretty and quite. Precht (2008) also divides quantifiers 

into two sub-categories: emphatics and hedges. I have not made the entirely same 

stratification; in the present study, quantifiers are divided into those with positive 

connotation, and those with negative connotation.  

                                                 
19 ”Stance expressions by category that occur at least once per hour on average across the corpus”(Precht 

2008:92), incuding: a lot, a bit, kind of, pretty, really, too and very. 
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 ‘Intensifiers’ modify other adverbs, nouns, verbs and prepositional phrases. For 

instance, as an example, the adverb really can act as a modifier to the head in an 

adjective phrase, or modify the adjective in a noun phrase, as in observation #3: 

“Because, then you’re very short and you have a very big head”. 

 A comparison between the Younger and Older Corpora shows that the lexeme 

very is a little more frequently used among the older speakers of English (127.3) 

compared to younger speakers (113.6) in a normed count per 100,000 words (Barbieri 

2008:71). It is therefore not possible to argue for that very is a typical element of youth 

language per se; older speakers are also using it. However, in the present study, the 

frequency is 429.4, which indicates that very is a popular adverb/ intensifier, at least 

among the five informants in the present investigation. It is used more frequently here 

than in any of the two corpora previously mentioned. Nevertheless, this does not say 

much due to the much smaller primary material in the present study.    

 

 

Figure 8 – Intensifiers, quantifiers_ positive connotation 
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With the exception of very, the other quantifiers/ intensifiers occur 12 times in each 

observation and 772.9 in normed count. This indicates that intensifiers are common and 

that they are evenly distributed in the adolescents’ speech between the three sessions 

and that very is the most popular quantifier among the stance expressions, especially in 

the third observation where it occurs to a much higher degree than in the other two 

sessions. 

 The quantifiers found with negative connotation are the stance adverbs: too 

(many, much, ugly, bad) and hardly. The adjective worse/ worst is also placed in this 

category. 

  

 

Figure 9- Quantifiers_ negative connotation 

 

As displayed by Figure 9, bad/worse/worst occurs once in the first session, twice in the 

second session, followed by fifteen occurrences in the third session. This curve could 

very well symbolize my presumption of style-shifting in the investigation; the less 

formal the context - the more signs of youth language. Unfortunately for the 
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assumption, the lexeme bad is probably not a first-rate contender as an evidential marker 

of youth language. For instance, like and so would have been excellent candidates. Too 

(many, much, ugly, bad) and hardly occurs mostly in the first session and not all in the 

second observation compared to only one instance in the third. The curve, if it is 

possible to speak of a curve, is almost reversed. Mean is 580 in total for the lexemes in 

figure 9. 

3.2.4. Adjectives 

In this section, adjectives which to some degree express stance found in the primary 

material are discussed. They are divided into two categories: Figure 10 includes stance 

adjectives with positive connotation, and Figure 11, which deals with adjectives with 

negative connotation. The most frequently occurring adjective is the lexeme best, which 

occurs 20 times in the three sessions. No other stance adjective occurs at least ten times, 

the criteria for being analyzed individually, and are therefore grouped together.  

 

 

Figure 10_ Adjectives_ positive connotation 
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Best occurs once in session #1, three times in session #2, and 16 occurrences in the third 

session. The other adjectives grouped together in Figure 10 are: Artistic, Awesome, Big/-

ger/-est, Clever, Cool, Funny, Good (enough), Great, Happy, Huge, Interesting, King/Kung, 

Manly, Nice, Perfect, Powerful, Social, Sweet and Well. The expression, king! is a translation 

loan and a spin-off from the Swedish youth language feature, Kung!, which has the 

equivalent meaning of great! and cool! The adjectives with positive charge have the 

occurrence of 10, 24 and 42 in the three observations. As a consequence, it is possible to 

argue that in the present study, stance adjectives with positive connotations occur most 

frequently in the third (and informal) observation. They are used more infrequently in 

the second observation, and scarcely in the first and most formal observation. This is 

quite interesting and in agreement with the hypothesis in the study. 

The lexemes in Figure 11 stood out in the transcriptions of the observations as 

having various degrees of attitudinal meaning, stance. Beside the two verbs, boring and 

weird, all other lexemes are adjectives and the lexemes in this group are referred to as: 

adjectives with negative connotation. I did not want to exclude these two verbs from the 

analysis since they are similar to the adjectives in meaning and stance, and as a 

consequence they have been included.     
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Figure 11_ Adjectives_ negative connotation20 

 

The first session, with the teacher, contains the highest frequency of negatively 

charged adjectives, followed by the second session, and finally, the third and least 

formal session which has the lowest frequency of them all. The span from the most to 

the least occurrences is narrow; it ranges between nine and 13. This indicates that the 

use of adjectives with negative connotation is fairly equal in the three observations, 

although a little more common the more formal the context. Needless to say, this 

contradicts my preliminary assumption. I expected the ‘pattern’ to be the opposite. 

Mean is 687 for this group, and the mean score for the adjectives with both positive and 

negative connotation combined is 2748, or 2.8 percent. 

3.3 Questionnaire 

Via the questionnaire, there was some interesting information regarding the informants’ 

habitual use of the English language. They all have Swedish as mother tongue. Four out 

of the five have visited countries where English is spoken21. No one speaks English on a 

                                                 
20 Most lexemes in this group are adjectives, although, boring and weird really are verbs. 
21 The transcriptions showed that all five informants have traveled quite extensively given their young 

age. By the questionnaire it seems as only four have been abroad. I am pretty confident that they all spoke 

English at some given time on most journeys. It seems therefore that the second question in the 

questionnaire should have inquired whether the traveler spoke English or not, instead of asking whether 

s/he has visited a country where they speak English. 

0 5 10 15

1

2

3

Boring, Depressing, 

Embarrasing, Horrible, 

Inbred, Random, 

Retarded, Special, Stupid, 

Suck/-s/-ed, Terrible, 

Weird



33 

 

regular basis. Four informants read texts written in English, usually between 2-5 hours 

per week. They read on different kind of formats: computers, books, internet, and dog 

related (magazines?). Three write in English in their spare time on computers or on 

cellular phones. Two play on-line games 1-2 hours every week on their computers. They 

communicate by speech, although one also types.  

All five listen to English in some way, shape or form regularly, the time spent 

listening varies between 100 (!) hours22 per week down to 4-5 hours a week. One 

informant estimates the weekly listening time to be between 50-100 hours. Another 

informant answered 42 hours. A third, between 4-5 hours, and two could not give a time 

frame regarding how much time they spend. They answered: very much, respectively, X. 

A considerable amount of time can therefore be said to be spent every week by listening 

to English among the informants. They listen to movies, music and instructional videos.      

 The informants live in a small town (3), or a village (1), or in the countryside (1). 

According to the questionnaire, four of the informants state that they style-shift when 

speaking to an adult whom might be in a superior position to themselves; one does not. 

The general consensus, if there is one, is: to speak more clearly, formal, less sloppy and 

to avoid vernacular language. They all believe that it is important to know English. 

Every week the usually spend 42-100 hours on extramural English activities. One 

spends up to 50-100 hours, another spends 50 hours, a third 10 hours, and two answered 

with pretty much respectively, very much. As mentioned before, a great deal of time is 

invested every week when it comes to listening, reading, writing, and speaking English.  

 Motivational factors are: to be able to talk to people all over the world. / 

Everybody speak English so why not I. / It is very good that English works in so many 

countries / I think it is important to be able to make yourself understood in other 

countries. / Because, you can make yourself understood like everywhere. The last 

                                                 
22 It has not been observed or verified that the informant actually spends 100 hours/week, so the number 

of hours estimated may simply be too high? 
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answers on the questionnaire is regarding where learning English seems to happen, 

mostly in your spare time (3), in school (2) 

3.4 Didactic perspective 

As previously said in the aim section, the didactic perspective in the present 

investigation will be discussed alongside with some of Sundquist’s (2009) findings. 

English learned outside of school context, is something that Sundquist (2009) calls 

Extramural English, henceforth abbreviated, EE. The main question in her dissertation is: 

does EE have an impact on students’ oral profiency and vocabulary? The direct answer 

to that is, yes, it does!  

Sundquist points to several earlier investigations that any exposure to L2 outside 

school context is functional practice which raises learners’ proficiency (2009:26). “In 

sum, the results of these self-assessment and learner retrospection studies point in one 

direction, namely that various EE activities contribute to L2 acquisition” (2009:31). The 

highest value of EE use among Sundquist’s informants was 57.1 hours/ week. The mean 

was 18.4 (2009:116). In the present study, as previously accounted for23, the highest 

reported use of media is somewhere between 50-100 hours per week, and the second 

highest is 50 hours. The third adolescent spends 10 hours/ week, while the remaining 

two only declares by very much and pretty much. Most popular is TV (movies) and music. 

The mean would be 53.3 hours/ week, more than a fulltime working week. Sundquist’s 

investigation shows in fact that 34% watch movies every day and “…(88%) said that 

they listen to music with English lyrics on a daily basis” (2009:125).  

According to the Swedish Media Council (Mediarådet, 2008), more than any others, 

adolescents who are high frequency users (minimum 3 hours of media per day), use the 

internet more than any other media included in the investigation. 68% of all responders 

                                                 
23 In the questionnaire section. 
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use the internet on a daily basis. TV is however the most popular media activity with 

78% watching daily.   

Reading habits in the present study are between 2-5 hours/ week for four of the 

informants. Sundquist reports that, “In total, five students read one hour or more in 

English” (2009:121). Again, there are similar results in both studies.   

In conclusion, EE time spent with media among the five informants in the present 

study not only resembles Sundquist’s results, it goes above them when it comes to high 

frequency users, although, the huge differences in scope has to be taken into 

consideration; there are 80 compared to 5 respondents. Only a minority of Sundquist’s 

respondents spend a vast amount of time on EE (2009:122), while here, it seems to be the 

case that all five informants spend quite some time on EE, whereas two spend more 

than a lot. 

With all that time invested in EE, one might think that there should follow an 

augmentation on the level of the learners’ target language- English. And it does, 

according to Sundquist, especially if you are a boy. “…the more time spent on 

extramural English, the higher results on vocabulary and oral proficiency…” (2009:181). 

Later, she concludes “…that extramural English definitely plays a role in second 

language acquisition” (2009:181). However, active production in EE is superior to 

passive; better to speak, write and read, than to listen or watch.  

In a classroom situation, the teacher should get familiar with each individual 

student’s EE habits to give the most appropriate homework or task in order to maximize 

learning. For instance, she recommends working with a short clip rather than to see a 

movie in its full length. Playing video games on-line, watching movies, listening to 

music may enhance learners’ proficiency in English, if, done properly. That is, when 

playing games - some sort of output is demanded (speech, writing), when listening- 

Chuang & Beasley, 2006 recommend also reading the lyrics, when watching a movie- 
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use the target language’s subtitle, or no subtitle at all. These are very concrete didactic 

tips for teachers that have been discussed in the present investigation.  

As mentioned before in the aim section, teachers should praise students who engage 

in EE activities in their spare time, and also inform how they might get the best learning 

effect out of their invested time. Teachers should also bring the style-shifting/ code-

switching topic up for discussion. When is it appropriate to use informal language, and 

in what contexts should students strive for a formal register?    

4 Conclusion 

The aim of this study was to investigate youth/adolescents’ second language, L2, in their 

first year of upper secondary school to see if there are signs of style-shifting. By 

observing the informants in different communicative situations and analyzing their 

speech I anticipated getting examples of style-shifting/code-switching, and also to what 

extent. By discussing my results to other previous studies, I assumed there would be 

comparable indicatives, even though the scope of the present study is much smaller. 

My assumption that there would be signs of youth language and style-shifting in 

the primary material is to some extent possible to argue for when it comes to, for 

instance, the findings of the quantifiers with both negative and positive connotation 

very24, worse25, best26, and bad, worse, worst, the adjectives with positive and 

connotation27, minimal responses, wanna, and the hesitator eh. As in my hypothesis, they 

occur in the expected pattern, namely, more frequent signs of youth language the less 

formal the situation.  

                                                 
24 Intensifier_ positive connotation, Figure 8. 
25 Quantifier_negative connotation, Figure 9. 
26 Adjectives with positive connotation, figure 10. 
27 Adjectives with positive connotation, figure 10. 
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The most frequently used lexeme by adolescents in the USA today, like, (Barbieri, 

2008:75) is also used often by the five informants. Especially in the second observation, 

with the exchange student, like was used frequently and is treated as a hedge.  

Minimal responses are almost four times more common than are hedges in the 

present study. The minimal responses, he, ha, mmm, right, wo ho ho, laughs, giggles, and ok, 

appear in the expected order according to my hypothesis- the more frequent the less 

formal the context. On the other hand, the minmal responses, oh, no and ah appear in the 

opposite order. These could be seen as more serious minimalistic feedback to the teacher 

present, when they were used at its most.  

The hesitator eh, was also used frequently, and its use peaked in the third (least 

formal) session and was less in the second and scarcely in the first session (most formal).  

 The findings and frequency of vernacular lexemes contradict my hypothesis since 

they appear in the ‘wrong’ order. They are most commonly used in the first session, and 

hardly at all in the third session. The same goes for adjectives with negative connotation, 

even though the difference is small.  

In resemblance to Sundquist’s study of 44 students in their ninth school year (there 

were 80 respondents), the present study also indicates that even though the present 

scope is very small, the adolescents tend to spend a great deal of their spare time with 

some form of extramural English activities, as much as up to 100 hours per week in my 

investigation, and up to 57.1 per week in hers. Seen from a didactic perspective, with so 

much time invested, it would be good to try to harness some of that interest, so that 

learning is maximized. Sundquist’s (2009) study show that students’ English can benefit 

from EE activities, in particular if some kind of output is produced. This is my personal 

opinion, English teachers should encourage proper EE time because it is effective in 

enhancing students’ vocabulary and oral proficiency, however more for boys than girls, 

it seems, according to Sundquist. 
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The present study and my previous study in 2010 where I investigated English non-

standard occurrences in song lyrics indicate that the expression wanna (want to) so far 

only have been used in its non-standard English variant, which is interesting.  

The intensifier with positive connotation very, is used in the frequency of 429.4 in 

normed count. It too follows the expected pattern. The same go for the fellow 

intensifiers/quantifiers: a bit, a lot, fairly, kind of/kinda, insanely, really, pretty, and quite.        

Regarding the didactic perspective mentioned in the aim and scope section, a third, 

and perhaps less likely implication, could be to learn how to speak as a teenager by 

studying common lexemes and idiomatic expressions. In such case, a flag of warning 

should be raised; teenage language, in particular, is a living entity in constant change, 

therefore, if learning yesterday’s words, one’s effort may simply result in age-grading, 

sounding out-of-date by trying too hard to blend in. 

In conclusion, with all being said and done, I have received the answers that I was 

looking for when setting out to do the investigation. My preliminary hypothesis seems 

in many cases to be right with some evidence to support it and less to refute it. 

However, this is a small study, and its outcome is not expected to have a large impact in 

any way in the sphere of science. Perhaps the results from this study can support or 

refute other small studies so that it can have an extended life and be put to good use. For 

further studies, I propose that more research be done on the importance of the 

vernacular lexemes, discussed in section 3.2.2., in contemporary language use.  
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Appendix 



Degree project in social-linguistics in student teacher's 
program

Information regarding a study in social communicative competence among students in the 
first year of upper secondary school. The study is scheduled during the fall semester of 2010.

Name of student teacher: Henrik Mangseth
Name of tutor: Tore Nilsson, PhD in English Sociolinguistics at the University of Gävle.

Aim of the study: The aim of the study is to observe and gather data to analyze student's oral 
English among students in the first year of upper secondary school from a social-
communicative-competense point of view.  

Description of the study: The gathering of data will most likely take place at two different 
occasions at Bromangymnasiet during the fall semester of 2010. Gathering of  data will be 
done with a video (and audio) camcorder. The video cam makes it easier in after hand to 
know what has been said and by whom, than with just recorded audio. Participation is 
voluntary and can at any time be canceled, if so wish. The student teacher is looking for five 
informants from e.g. NV 1 to participate in the study, and, two substitutes should any of the 
informants be absent at the time of observation. Documentation will, as previously 
mentioned, be done at two occasions, 20 minutes each, from a conversation of a given subject. 
Except for the five informants, one conversation is done with a teacher in English, Madeleine 
Thorley, and the other with an (or two) exchange student/s. Conversation will be done in 
English. 

Pros with participation: Extra oral practice in the English language. Be a part of something 
out of the ordinary.
Cons with participation: Unknown. 

Secrecy: All material in the study will be treated with care, and participation will be 
anonymous, that is, no real names will be mentioned in the report. No records will be shown 
regarding who has been participating, in which class, or in which school. Files will be stored 
after the end of the study at the University of Gävle, Hig. The material will only be available 
for scientific- not for commercial purposes. The student teacher promises to execute the 
investigation with the best of intentions and in accordance with scientific ethical principles 
within humanistic-social science. 



Yes, I want to participate in the study!
I have read, understood and accepted the information given to me.

Signature:
            _____________________________________________________

Location and date:  _____________________    __________________

Telephone nr:  _____________________________________
E-mail:  _____________________________________



Namn på lärarstudent: Henrik Mangseth
Namn på handledare: Tore Nilsson, Dr. i Engelsk lingvistik på Hig, akademin för utbildning och ekonomi.

 Elevenkät angående examensarbete i engelsk lingvistik på lärarprogrammet 2010.

För och efternamn: ____________________________________________

Klass: ___________                           Skola: ________________________________________

1. Vilket är ditt modersmål? __________________________________

2. a) Har du besökt något land där de talar engelska?            Ja Nej
b) Om ja, vilket/vilka land/länder? _________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________
c) Om ja, hur lång tid totalt?         Mindre än 3 månader 

     3 – 12 månader 
     Mer än 12 månader 

3. a) Pratar du regelbundet engelska med någon?             Ja   Nej
b) Om ja, med vem/vilka (förälder, syskon, övriga släktingar, kompis) ?
_____________________________________________________________________________

c) Om ja, hur ofta brukar du prata med denna person?  
        Dagligen
        Någon eller några gånger i veckan
        Någon eller några gånger i månaden 
        Någon eller några gånger om året

d) Om ja, vilken ålder är den/de du pratar med ungefärligen i? __________________

4. a) Brukar du läsa på engelska på din fritid (ej inräknat läxor)?         Ja            Nej 
b) Om ja, hur länge läser du uppskattningsvis per vecka? __________________________
c) Om ja, vad läser du (böcker, dator, tidningar mm)?______________________________

5. a) Brukar du skriva på engelska på fritiden (dator, papper, sms)?      Ja           Nej
b) Om ja, i vilken omfattning (timmar/v.) uppskattningsvis?  _______________________
c) Om ja, vad skriver du på (papper, dator, sms)?  ________________________________



Namn på lärarstudent: Henrik Mangseth
Namn på handledare: Tore Nilsson, Dr. i Engelsk lingvistik på Hig, akademin för utbildning och ekonomi.

6. a) Brukar du delta i on-linespel på internet på engelska?          Ja      Nej
b) Om ja, hur många timmar per vecka? _________________________________________
c) Om ja, hur kommunicerar du då?                  Talar Skriver

7. a) Brukar du lyssna på engelska regelbundet?      Ja            Nej
b) Om ja, hur många timmar brukar du lyssna i veckan?___________________________ 
c) Om ja, vilket/vilka lyssnar du på mest (musik/filmer/spel/annat)? 
____________________________________________________________________________

8. Var bor du?
     På landet I mindre ort          I småstad

9. a) Brukar du anpassa ditt språk beroende på vem du pratar med? Tänk att du t. ex. 
pratar med en polis jämfört med en kompis...  Ja        Nej
b) Om ja, på vilket sätt anpassar du ditt språk i så fall?
_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________

10. Hur många timmar av din fritid tror du att du lägger ner på att 
prata/skriva/lyssna/läsa på engelska i veckan?

___________________________________________________________

11. Tycker du att engelska är viktigt att kunna för dig?    Ja           Nej       Ganska
Försök att motivera ditt svar: _______________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________

12. Var lär du dig mest engelska?             I skolan    På fritiden

13. Är det något övrigt du skulle vilja tillägga? 
_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________

TACK FÖR DIN TID OCH MEDVERKAN!



A bit, A lot, Fairly, Kind of/Kinda, Insanely, Really, Pretty, Quite Very
1 12 1
2 12 2
3 12 17

Total: 36 20 56

Mean:
0.012/4,658 words
1202/100,000 words
1.2%

Positive connotation

1

2

3

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18

A bit, A lot, Fairly, 
Kind of/Kinda, 
Insanely, Really, 
Pretty, Quite
Very

Bad, worse, worst Too- (many,much,ugly,bad), Hardly
1 1 8
2 2 0
3 15 1

Total: 18 9 27
Mean:
0.006/4,658 words
580/100,000 words
0.6%

negative connotation

1

2

3

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16

Bad, worse, worst
Too- 
(many,much,ugly,ba
d), Hardly



Ain't, Brats/stekare, Boring, Chill out/Relax, Crappy, Gonna, Hang, Kinda, Inbred, Lame, Random, Retarded, Shit!, Suck/-ed/-s, Wanna, Weird, Worthless, Wow!
1 25
2 15
3 2

Total: 42

Vernacular

1

2

3

0 5 10 15 20 25 30

Ain't, 
Brats/stekare, 
Boring, Chill 
out/Relax, 
Crappy, Gonna, 
Hang, Kinda, 
Inbred, Lame, 
Random, 
Retarded, Shit!, 
Suck/-ed/-s, 
Wanna, Weird, 
Worthless, Wow!

Going to Gonna Kind of Kinda Want to Wanna
1 2 5 3 2 0 3
2 4 0 2 0 0 0
3 2 0 0 0 0 0

Total: 8 5 5 2 0 3 23 mean:
0.005/ 4,658 words
493.7/ 100000100,000 words
0.5%

For comparizon to C-essay

Going to Gonna Kind of Kinda Want to Wanna
0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

3
2
1



Yes Yea Yepp Of course
1 9 34 0 2
2 24 40 2 2
3 21 30 0 0

Total: 54 104 2 4 164 Mean:
0.035/4,658 words
3520/100,000 words
3.5%

Affirmative response tokens

Yes Yea Yepp Of course
0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

1
2
3

Yes Yea Yepp Of course
1 9 30 0 0
2 23 39 2 2
3 14 21 0 0

Total: 46 90 2 2 140 Mean:
0.030/4,658 words
3005/100,000 words
3.0%

Direct affirmative responses

Yes Yea Yepp Of course
0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

1
2
3



Just, Kind of/Kinda Like So, This
1 8 14 0
2 4 18 0
3 2 7 11

Total: 14 39 11 64 Mean:
0.014/4,658 words
1373/100,000 words
1.4%

Hedges

Just, Kind of/Kinda

Like

So, This

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20

1
2
3

Just/Kind of Like
1. Barbieri- mean 456.8 1412.5
2. Precht- mean 96.4 110.2
3. Mangseth- mean 300.6 837.3



Ah No Oh Ok Giggles Laughs He, Ha, Mmm, Right, Wo ho ho
1 9 29 8 2 16 18 2
2 3 16 8 3 18 19 6
3 4 8 5 7 32 20 6

Total: 16 53 21 12 66 57 14 239

Mean:
0.051/4,658 words
5131/100,000 words
5.1%

Back Channeling Min. Responses

Ah

No

Oh

Ok

Giggles

Laughs

He, Ha, Mmm, Right, Wo ho ho

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35

1
2
3

Ah, Eh, Uhm,
1 11 7 9
2 0 15 6
3 3 43 11

Total: 14 65 26 105
Mean:
0.022/4,658 words
2254/100,000 words
2.2%

Hesitators

Ah, Eh, Uhm,
0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

50

1
2
3



Mother tongue Swedish - 5
Visited Eng. Speaking countries No - 4 Yes - 1
Speaking English regularly No -5
Reading English in spare time No - 1 Yes - 4
     Time spent reading 2-5 h
     Reading format PC, books, internet, dog related 
Writing English in spare time No - 3 Yes - 2
     Writing format PC, text messages
On-line games No - 3 Yes - 2
     Time spent playing on-line/week 1-2 h
     Communicate via Speech - 2 Writing - 1
Listening to English regurarly Yes - 5
     Time spent listening/ week 50-100 h/ 1 42 h/ 1 4-5 h/ 1 Very much/ 1 X/ 1
     Listening to Music - 3 Movies - 4 instructional videos
Residence Small town - 3 Village - 1 Country side - 1
Style-shifts when speaking to adult Yes - 4 No - 1    (much) More formal/clean/not as sloppy/no slang
English time spent per week Very much/pretty much/ 50-100 hours/10h/50h
English important Yes - 5
     Motivate: Able to speak globally/Make yourself understood, like everywhere/Everybody speak like English, so why not I/Very good that English works in so many countries/important to make yourself understood in other countries.
English learning happens mostly Spare time - 3 School - 1 Both - 1 (sp.time= speak. School= grammar).


