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Abstract 
The following study describes a data driven learning scenario aimed at raising sociolinguistic 
awareness of matters related to gender, language and stereotyping. The design is inspired by 
the matched-guise technique (MGT), a quantitative data driven experimental method that has 
been used extensively to investigate language attitudes. In the scenario, differences in 
respondents’ response patterns to two gender-manipulated versions (male-female vs female-
male dyads) of the same dialogue were used as a starting point for awareness-raising 
activities aimed at highlighting how gender stereotypes may affect perceptions of a dialogue. 
The main focus of the article is a comparison of the learning outcomes of two variants of the 
setup: a traditional MGT setup, where the design and purpose of the experiment was kept 
secret until after the response phase, and a so-called open-guise design, where respondents 
were informed of the design and purpose of the experiment prior to the response phase. 
Preliminary results suggest that respondents adjust their assessments of a speaker depending 
on the guise, even when they know it is the same speaker they are listening to. Further, the 
open-guise design seemed to lead to greater pedagogic impact than the scenario based on 
the MGT design. Further studies are however needed to confirm these findings.    
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Introduction 
According to Gilquin (2021, 231), data driven learning (DDL) is advantageous since learning 
can be inductive and implicit, and based on exposure to authentic data. To date, DDL has 
primarily been associated with the use of corpus data in the language classroom, a practice 
which began as early as the 1960s with the advent of corpus linguistics (McEnery and Wilson 
1997). To date, such learning designs have mainly been focussed on features associated with 
linguistic competence, and tangible language aspects such as grammar and lexicon have 
been the objects of enquiry/learning (Boulton and Cobb 2017, 380). To our knowledge, DDL 
has not featured extensively as a method in the more challenging socio-pragmatic aspects of 
second language learning. 

This article explores the pedagogic potential of the matched-guise technique (hereafter 
MGT), a quantitative data driven experimental method that has been used extensively to 
investigate language attitudes. Below, we will give a brief overview and some critical 
reflections of some of the models that we have developed over the past few years in the project 
Raising Awareness through Virtual Experiencing (RAVE – funded by the Swedish Research 
Council), where we have used MGT inspired designs to raise learners’ sociolinguistic 
language awareness by exposing them to their own language attitudes and stereotypes. The 
main focus of the article, however, is a description and evaluation of recent adaptations of the 
models, where we use a so-called open-guise design (Soukup 2013). This adaptation fixes 
some of the ethical and methodological dilemmas of the previously developed MGT inspired 
approaches, but also comes with its own challenges and potential shortcomings. 

Background 
Our methods are inspired by the MGT (see Lambert et al. 1960), and later developments of 
this method, where the use of digital technology has opened up new possibilities (see Connor 
2008, for example). The MGT is a sociolinguistic experimental design that was initially 
developed to measure attitudes towards a specific language, dialect, or accent. The 
framework has been described as “rigorous and elegant” (Garrett et al 2003, 57), and has 
since its introduction been used in a plethora of studies, particularly in the fields of 
sociolinguistics and social psychology. 

In a MGT set-up, the same text, normally a spoken monologue, is produced in two or 
more variants, where the manipulated variable is the perceived identity of the speaker as 
manifested through language output – the language spoken or a social/regional accent, for 
example. In order to eliminate as many unwanted background variables as possible, 
bilingual/bidialectal actors have traditionally been used to produce the recordings. The text 
versions are then played to respondents who do not know the real purpose and design of the 
experiment. They are also unaware of the fact that it is the same actor that has produced 
both/all text versions under investigation. The respondents are then asked to rate (on a Likert 
scale) their impressions of the ‘different speakers’ on a number of personality characteristics, 
usually related to the dimensions of competence and warmth (cf. Cuddy et al. 2008). The 
reactions elicited by each of the linguistic guises are then compared. Since, arguably, the only 
variable that varies between the different recordings is the language/dialect/accent, 
differences in reaction are attributed to the respondents' attitudes towards the varieties 
spoken, and thus, in extension, towards the social groups with which these varieties are 
associated.  
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While the MGT and the closely related verbal guise design (where different actors are 
used, see Kircher 2015) have been used extensively to explore student and teacher attitudes 
towards different dialects, accents and languages in educational contexts (see for example 
Buckingham 2014; Carrie 2017; Kim 2021), there are to our knowledge no examples of 
instances where the method has been employed as a pedagogical tool to raise linguistic self-
awareness of these issues. Given the growing field of unconscious/implicit bias training (see 
for example Project Implicit 2011; Sleek 2018), this is somewhat surprising. A MGT experiment 
is relatively easy to set up and can be conducted in the classroom in a matter of minutes (see 
Kircher 2015). The analysis of the results is straightforward, and gives an indication of 
language attitudes directly relevant for the participating group. These findings can then be 
used as a point of departure for discussions, self-reflections and other awareness raising 
activities. It is thus our belief that pedagogic adaptations of the MGT can make a significant 
contribution to raising sociolinguistic awareness in anti-bias training. 

 There have, however, been several points of critique raised about the MGT. As early 
as 1971, Lee criticized the method for being overly artificial and thereby of little relevance to 
real-life language situations. This point of critique was particularly relevant given the fact that 
the stimulus usually consisted of a read passage and thus totally lacked situational context 
(see Bradac et al. 2001). The artificial nature of the language stimulus in the traditional MGT 
design is a direct result of the method prioritising control of background variables that may 
influence impressions (such as voice quality) over authenticity. The fact that the covert nature 
of the method has been a prerequisite for the design has also meant the exclusion of more 
authentic-like language production, such as spontaneous speech or a dialogue: it is unlikely 
that respondents would conceive almost identical versions of longer strings of spontaneous 
speech produced by supposedly different speakers as believable. 

One way around this dilemma is to split respondents into two randomized groups, where 
each group gets to hear only one of the language samples under investigation (see 
Stefanowitsch 2005). This modification opens up for more complex stimuli, including dialogue, 
where context such as speaker roles and purpose can be incorporated. This type of procedure, 
which is the one we also have adopted in many of our method designs (see Lindvall-Östling 
et al. 2019), however, excludes within-subject comparisons of responses. The pedagogic 
impact of being able to illustrate to an individual how his/her own specific impressions may be 
influenced by aspects such as accent is thereby lost. Furthermore, larger groups of 
respondents are needed to illustrate statistically reliable differences in response patterns. 

Another dilemma with the MGT has been that, even when working with the same 
actress/actor, it is impossible to entirely control for all unwanted background variance such as 
speed of delivery, intonation, pitch and other aspects related to voice quality (Tsalikis et al. 
1991). Moreover, in so-called verbal guise designs, when out of necessity multiple actors are 
used (when investigating gender or when there is no possibility of locating believable 
bilingual/bidialectal speakers, for example), this challenge becomes even more problematic. 
Here recent developments in technology have afforded entirely new possibilities, which we 
also have used in our designs. For example, digital cut-and-paste techniques of key phonetic 
signal markers have enabled the creation of digitally manipulated guises based on the same 
recordings (see Fridland et al. 2004; Campbell-Kibler 2008; Labov et al. 2011). Similarly, 
digital voice pitch and timbre manipulations have enabled the simulation of male or female 
versions of the same recording (Levon 2007; Dennhag et al 2019). 

Yet another point of critique of the method is that the rating scale format of the 
evaluations compels respondents to look for contrast where they might not normally note it, 
and thereby risks evoking stereotypic judgements that would not actually exist in an authentic 
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unconditioned situation (see Luhman 1990). In our more recent designs, we have thus 
preceded the rating evaluations with free text evaluations of the general impressions that 
respondents get from listening to the recordings (see below). 

A final point of critique of the MGT that deserves attention concerns the ethics of the 
method. As mentioned earlier, the design presupposes secrecy as to the real purpose of the 
experiment. Not only does this create an ethical dilemma whereby researchers have to ‘trick’ 
respondents initially, even if this is partially repaired when the research design is revealed in 
the post-experiment debriefing. The initial secrecy of the design also creates a number of 
practical challenges: it is at times difficult to create a believable fake context/motivation for the 
experiment that does not arouse suspicion; it is difficult to assure that respondents have not 
suspected the real intentions of the design (such responses should be excluded from the 
analysis according to Kircher 2015); secrecy also means that a respondent group only can be 
used once; the secrecy aspect means that respondents should not discuss the learning 
experience with potential future respondents, peers in the year below, for example. This is of 
course difficult to ensure. Initial secrecy also means that informed consent can only be 
obtained after the event, which at times is ethically and practically problematic (see below).  

In order to address some of the dilemmas listed above, Soukup (2013) has challenged 
the unquestioned premise of MGT studies, which holds “that informants are to be kept ignorant 
of the fact that they are hearing the same speaker(s) over again using different accents, 
varieties, or languages” (268). In her experiments, Soukup abandons the secrecy protocol and 
openly informs respondents of the design prior to listening to the text versions. According to 
Soukup (281), her informants had “no problem at all in making sense of the fact that they were 
hearing the same speakers twice, using different linguistic varieties”, and the rating patterns 
mirrored findings from other traditional MGT experiments investigating the same language 
variants. Her results show that listeners can make sense of one and the same speaker putting 
on “different ‘coats’ of identity” (282), and successfully and honestly contrast personal 
impressions of social meaning in spite of the open design. In our latter designs we have trialled 
this open-guise approach, and this is the primary focus of this article. 

Overview of our previous pedagogic activities based on MGT 
designs 
The RAVE project, under which most of activities have been conducted,  approaches the 
challenge of finding ways to increase sociolinguistic awareness of issues related to language 
and stereotyping among teachers trainees and other professional programs (sociology and 
psychology, for example), so that metalinguistic knowledge be translated into professional 
practice. We have conducted studies using MGT-inspired designs in various fields, including 
gender and personality psychology (Dennhag et al. 2019; Hakelind et al. 2020), gender and 
sociolinguistics (Lindvall-Östling et al., “An Exploratory Study,” 2020), culturally gendered 
stereotypes (Deutschmann and Steinvall 2020), and stereotyping of accented students in 
English (Lindvall-Östling et al., “‘That’s not Proper English!’”, 2020) and Swedish 
(Deutschmann et al. forthcoming), to mention a few. 

The awareness-raising activities to date follow more or less the same procedural design. 
In short, the design consists of five phases: exposure to the case; response to the case; a 
debriefing session; a discussion seminar; and a short written-reflection (for a more detailed 
account, see Lindvall-Östling et al. 2019 and Deutschmann and Steinvall 2020). For the 
exposure phase students are divided into two groups, by the teacher or by a randomizer when 
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accessing the case. The exposure to the case and the ensuing response phase take place 
online where students listen to a dialogue and immediately after give their impressions on one 
of the characters. This data is summarized and analyzed, and then presented in a debriefing 
seminar, which is immediately followed by a discussion seminar in which students can discuss 
results, their impressions and the implications of these. Finally we ask them to write short 
reflective comments on a few questions we have prepared online. Although successful with 
regard to stimulating discussion and reflections (see, for instance, Hakelind et al. 2020), the 
design has not been without issues of different character, which is one reason for testing the 
open guise method for pedagogical purposes. 

 One issue has been the secrecy. In order to create maximum effect at the 
debriefing/discussion seminar – an aha-moment – keeping students unaware of the real 
purpose of the task has been important: Accordingly, the activity has been contextualized in 
relation to a particular theme of the course or context which is different from the main focus of 
the activity. For example, in Lindvall-Östling et al., “‘That’s not Proper English!’”, (2020)  the 
activity was framed as an evaluation exercise of oral performance, while the actual purpose 
was to find out whether different national accents (British RP vs Indian accent) affected the 
judgement of personality characteristics. The design of the awareness-raising activities has 
thus to some extent been dictated by the ambition to keep the true purpose hidden from the 
students.  

Another pedagogical issue has been the fact that in any class half of the students 
listened to one configuration of the guises and the other half listened to the opposite 
configuration. Although pairing students for the debriefing discussions of impressions and 
results have been effective, each individual could only truly relate to the version they 
themselves had listened to. In exposing students to both versions, they would have the 
opportunity to reflect on their own reactions, especially if the entire setup was clear to them.   

From a practical point of view of research, informed consent can only be obtained after 
the debriefing, of course, when students are aware of the full picture. When this does not 
happen directly after the response phase, the data from respondents that are absent at the 
debriefing or who do not answer the post-survey cannot be used. 

Aims 
The main ambition of this article is to describe recent pilot adaptations of the MGT-inspired 
framework summarised above to a so-called open-guise technique (Soukup, 2013), where 
the respondents are informed of the design and purpose prior to the experiment. We will also 
compare evaluations of the learning experiences of two groups of students who participated 
in similar scenario set-ups using a MGT-design and an open-guise design. 

Description of activities 
Script and recordings 
The setup described here was initially developed for a program in language, rhetoric and 
communicative leadership, but has also been piloted in courses in sociolinguistics in teacher 
training programs. The focus of the exercise is on communication and leadership, and how 
gender stereotypes may influence our impressions of a communicative event. The speech 
sample is inspired by dialogues described in Holmes (2005). It consists of a workplace 
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interchange where a boss (Robin) tells an employee (Kim) off for not doing his/her job 
properly: 
  

Robin: I assume this sort of stuff is backed up on the secure internal server, right? 
Kim: Eeerm. I’m.. I’m not sure. 
Robin: What do you mean “you’re not sure”?!  
Kim: Well, eerm, I mean John and Beth are the ones that are involved with security and back-
ups so …  
Robin: So if they weren’t here we’d be totally lost, right… and you wouldn’t have a clue!?  
Kim: I’d most probably look up the formal internal routines for this sort of thing… that don’t 
exist… 
Robin: Well… Jesus! You’re telling me you don’t know, or worse, that there are no routines – 
this is a critical issue, don’t you think? If we lose this type of stuff, or, just imagine if it ends up in 
the wrong hands! We are talking major disaster! Things can’t be run like this! 
Kim: No, I guess not. Sorry, I’ll try to look into it. 
Robin: Don’t try Kim! Just do it! Give me an overview of the routines when you’re done. 
 

The script was recorded on separate tracks using a female actress enacting both the 
characters Robin and Kim. Initial audio editing was made using the software Twisted Wave 
(https://twistedwave.com) to remove unwanted pauses and sounds e.g coughing or pauses 
and/or repetitions made due to reading mistakes etc.The voice quality of the recordings were 
then manipulated using the software Melodyne1, a professional post-editing tool used in the 
music industry. In Melodyne the audio is represented diagrammatically, which enhances the 
ability to tweak the audio in multiple ways. Consequently it is possible to vary aspects such 
as the pitch, vibrato, volume, sibilant length, timing and formants of each single note. The 
main tool used within Melodyne was Pitch transition. Initially, the whole monologue was pitch 
transitioned (this is popularly known as auto tuning). Manual pitching was then used to 
adjust parts that sounded unnatural in an attempt to minimize the risk that listeners 
perceived the audio as manipulated. It is, however, near impossible to produce a perfectly 
natural sounding manipulated voice. At the end of manipulation, we had two different 
feminine sounding voices and two different masculine sounding voices, all of which had 
been manipulated. These were combined in different ways producing a total of four set-ups: 
M-F (Robin-male: Kim-female); F-M; M-M; F-F2. 

The recordings were ‘packaged’ in youtube videos depicting male/female silhouette 
figures engaged in a conversation in an office environment (see Figure 1 below). 

 

                                                
1 https://www.celemony.com/en/melodyne/what-is-melodyne  
2 The recordings are available on our website: https://www.stereotyping.se/  
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Figure 1. Example of image background to recordings (F-M version). 

 
The response questionnaire 
After the production phase described above, the videos were embedded in online 
questionnaires (SurveyMonkey), where they constituted the response stimuli. In the 
questionnaires, participants are first asked to give their spontaneous free text reactions to 
the dialogue with focus on the communicative styles and characters of Robin and Kim.  

This is followed by a set of statements exploring different characteristics of Robin (the 
leader), and/or Kim (the employee). Respondents are asked to agree or disagree with these 
statements on a 7-point Likert scale, where 1 represents complete disagreement and 7 
complete agreement. They are formulated as positive statements according to the format 
Robin/Kim is + adjective or descriptive phrase, and statements in the trials included 
descriptions relating to leadership and communicative aspects positioned on the dimensions 
of competence (for example, Robin is ...effective, a good leader, straightforward and clear 
etc) and sympathy/warmth (for example, friendly, abusive, rude - see Figures 4 and 5 
below).  

In the MGT set-up several versions are included in the questionnaire (M-F and F-M, in 
this case) and a randomising tool decides which version respondents get to listen to. In the 
open-guise setup we instead produce separate questionnaires for each version. The 
participants are also given the opportunity to comment on any aspects of the exercise, and 
in the open guise version they are also asked to give consent (or not) that their responses be 
added to the research database. This is unfortunately not possible in the MGT design, as 
respondents are unaware of the real purpose of the exercise. Informed consent thus has to 
be postponed to the post-debriefing survey (something which has also led to considerable 
loss of data - see below). 

For practical reasons, we have so far only trialled comparative scenarios exploring 
differences in impressions of mixed-sex setups (F-M vs M-F). In addition, the primary focus 
of the quantitative analysis (statement responses) so far has been on the leader (Robin). Of 
course various other comparative combinations are possible, including a comparison of all 
four versions with focus on both Robin and Kim. Based on previous experience from the 
project (see Lindvall-Östling et al. 2019), however, we have found that trying to include too 
many aspects in one scenario lessens the pedagogic impact of the exercise and causes 
confusion.   
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Pilot trials 
The descriptions and data below are based on two pilot runs of the scenario that we did with 
classes of student teacher trainees studying a course in sociolinguistics in autumn 2020 and 
autumn 2021. One group (N=30) did the exercise as a traditional MGT setup. They were 
thus not informed of the design prior to the experiment. This group were randomly assigned 
to either the M-F version or the F-M version of the recording. In the second trial (N=19), we 
used an open-guise design and told the participants about the purpose of the exercise prior 
to the experiment. Participants were given access to both versions (M-F and F-M in a 
counterbalanced design), but were told to wait at least a day between the listening occasions 
in order to minimise interference of the previous impressions. In the open-guise trials, 
participants were also asked to give informed consent that their responses be added to our 
research database at this stage. 

In both pilot runs, the debriefing seminars, where we revealed the design (relevant for 
the MGT trial only) and presented the response patterns, took place in the online video 
conferencing tool Zoom. The discussion seminar immediately following this took place in so-
called breakout rooms (3-4 participants in each group) followed by a whole class discussion. 
Finally, participants were asked to give their reflections of the learning experience in a post-
survey. It was also here that the MGT pilot participants were asked to give their informed 
consent that the data generated by the entire trial be added to the research database. 
Unfortunately relatively few respondents from the MGT trial (14 of 30) answered the post-
survey. In the open-guise trial 15 of 19 participants completed the post-survey.  

 
Debriefing material based on student responses to the recordings  
Below follows examples of the type of material that was presented to the participants in the 
debriefings of the pilot trials of this case scenario. The material is taken from the response 
patterns generated in the open-guise pilot trial. As such, it constitutes a summary of the 
group responses to the recordings, and aims to illustrate how responses systematically 
differed (or not) depending on the version of the recording. Note that the debriefing material 
from the MGT trial is not presented here since consent to publish this material is missing 
from 16 of the 30 participants. The response patterns from the MGT trial were, however, 
very similar in character to those generated in the open-guise trial. Finally, given the fact that 
the focus of this article is on pedagogic design and the students’ learning experience, we 
have not included any detailed quantitative statistical comparative analysis of the responses 
of the two trials.  

Firstly, the qualitative descriptions in the questionnaires were summarised and 
visualized using a world cloud tool (worditout.com). This was done by extracting all the 
descriptive phrases and adjectives that occurred in the free text descriptions of the 
characters Robin and Kim (N=19) for each guise version and saving these in separate text 
files for each version of the recording (M-F and F-M). These text files were subsequently 
used to generate word clouds (see figures 2 and 3 below). The word cloud software creates 
an image, where the size of the words are indicative of how frequently they occur in the text.  

In both pilot runs, it was evident that the descriptions of male Robin were more 
negative and emotionally oriented than those of female Robin (see Figure 2). For example, 
Robin was referred to as rude five times in the male description, as condescending three 
times and as a bully three times in descriptions of the male guise. In contrast, adjectives, 
such as concerned (five times), upset (five times) and tired (5 times), that somehow justified 
Robin’s behaviour as an understandable reaction to Kim’s incompetence were frequent in 
the descriptions of the female guise (see Figure 2 below)  
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Figure 2. Word clouds of adjectives and descriptive phrases used to describe Robin (the 
boss) after listening to the male guise (purple-blue) and the female guise (green) 
 

There were clear differences in the descriptions of the female and male versions of 
Kim too. Female Kim descriptions were dominated by adjectives such as insecure (5), 
nervous (3) and submissive (2) (see Figure 3 below). This semantic field also occurred in the 
descriptions of male Kim, but here negative descriptions of Kim’s professional competence 
(lazy, careless and blasé) were also frequent. Also worth noting is that the most frequent 
adjective used to describe male Kim was weak (5 occurrences). 

 
Figure 3. Word clouds of adjectives and descriptive phrases used to describe Kim (the sub-
ordinate) after listening to the female guise (purple-blue) and the male guise (green) 

 
The quantitative data based on the statement responses mirrored the findings from 

free text data above. In the responses to the male guise, there were stronger tendencies to  
agree with statements referring to negative characteristics such as being rude, insensitive, 
arrogant, aggressive, or a bully when the respondents listened to the male version. In 
contrast, the female version was ranked more positively with reference to professional 
aspects such as competence, being a good leader and being effective (see Figure 4 below). 
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Figure 4. Impressions of traits of ‘male Robin’ (dark bars) and ‘female Robin’ (light bars). 
Note that 4 represents a neutral (neither nor) alternative on the Likert scale. 

 
 

 
Figure 5. Differences between ‘male Robin’ and ‘female Robin’ ratings (M-F) in order of 

magnitude starting with negative values where ‘female Robin’ was rated more favourably 
than ‘male Robin’    
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The largest differences in ratings between the male and female versions of Robin were 
observed for the traits competence, being a good leader and being sympathetic where the 
female version received more favourable ratings. For the traits arrogance, rudeness and 
being a bully the male version received higher ratings. Figure 5 above summarises the mean 
differences (male values - female values) between ratings of the male and female versions 
of the recording. Negative values imply that the male version was rated lower on the traits 
and positive values that it was rated higher. 

Evaluating the learning experiences - MGT and Open-guise 
compared 
The results below are based on the evaluations of 14 respondents who partook in the MGT 
trial and 15 respondents who partook in the open-guise trial. The results below include a 
summary of responses to the following questions in the post-survey aimed at capturing 
participants’ impressions and reflections of the learning experience: 

1. Did the activity you just participated in give you any new insights? If so, what were 
they? 

2. In what way can the experiences you gained from this experiment help you in your 
(future) profession? 

3. Was there anything in the design of this activity that you feel worked particularly well, 
or alternatively that worked less well and you feel that we should change?  

In addition, the survey included a “General Comment” where respondents could leave any 
other reflections or comments. 
 
Question 1 - New Insights 
The most common answer (8/14) in the MGT group was that the exercise had not led to any 
new insights. Many of these responses were simply formulated as short negative answers 
(No; No, not really; Not really), while others provided more comprehensive explanations that 
pointed to the fact that they already knew about these stereotypes but that a reminder was 
good, for example:  

● Nothing inherently new. This mostly proves the many hypotheses and theories that 
we've learned from before;  

● Not really, I've done this types of tests before but it's always good to freshen up on 
your thinking about language;  

● In this particular case, no. I'm already aware of (most of?) my preconceptions in 
regards to gender. 

Six respondents in the MGT group did however refer to new insights, and in all these cases 
these were self-reflections related to how the masculine version was evaluated more 
negatively. For example:  

● I have come to realise that I think it's worse when a man argues with a woman 
instead of the opposite;  

● I focused more on power than gender, but I would still say that I have stereotypical 
preconceptions concerning gender, and I realise that I interpret some behaviors more 
or less harsh depending on whether it is a man or a woman;  

● When trying to be equal towards women the scale might fall to the other side, we 
might start treating women better than men and not equal. 
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In the open-guise there were 4/15 negative answers. Only one of these responses was 
a short answer (No). The remaining three responses referred to the importance of this type 
of reminder, for example:  

● Mostly, I feel like it worked as a reminder of something I already knew, but often 
forget/don't think about - further proving that this is something worth being reminded 
of (that we're influenced by stereotypical preconceptions;  

● They rather confirmed an existent assumption. 
The remaining responses (11/15) mirrored those of the MGT groups and were generally 
examples of self-reflections. There were also several responses expressing surprise, for 
example:  

● We are more judgemental than I thought we were!;  
● I realise that my expectations and presumptions about gender connected stereotypes 

are certainly not stable and correct;  
● Yes, that I am quite judgemental and have fixed stereotypes. I did think more of 

myself, but I noticed that I really was judgemental!;  
● “I've answered as truthfully as I can in this survey, and to my surprise I don't 

particularly like my own opinions in a few of these cases. I thought I was less biased 
in regards of gender stereotypes as I'm against them in general. 

 
In summary, the open-guise evaluations were more positive than the MGT evaluations 

for the first question. For example, expressions that pointed to new insights were more 
common in the open-guise trial. It was also among these respondents that we saw frequent 
expressions of surprise at the insights gained.   
 
Question 2 - Relevance of learning experience to future professional practice 
Many answers to this question in the MGT group (4/14) addressed aspects related to how 
the students as future teachers would use the knowledge to monitor their own behaviour in 
order to avoid bias, for example: 

● I will think about my perceptions about people and language a bit more and try to 
have an open mind; 

● It has taught me that you should always question why you do a certain thing, is it 
equal for everyone?; 

● It has taught me that it is important to treat students, whatever the gender, with equal 
respect and pedagogical approach. 

There were also a number of answers that concerned more general aspects of 
sociolinguistic awareness, for example:   

● It has made me more aware of how communication between the sexes is perceived. 
What might be considered okay for a woman to say to a man might not be okay for a 
man to say to a woman, for example; 

● It has taught me to see all people for who they are, not their gender; 
● It has shown how much the style of communication actually matters in not only my 

profession but overall. How we are perceived by others, and how relationships can 
be affected by this. 

Finally, there were two examples of respondents saying that they would use a similar setup 
in their own future teaching: 

● I might actually use something very similar when speaking about social constructs 
(concerning gender, race, or other) in upper secondary school; 

● Perhaps if I am working with norms I can use a similar exercise with the students. 
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Just as in the previous group, there were several examples of how raised awareness 

would be applied in future professional contexts in the open-guise group: 
● As a teacher student this experiment helped me see what preconceptions I have of 

others and also think of the preconceptions others can have of me. In the future as a 
teacher I will have to be conscious about the judgment I have of my students and 
coworkers while also considering the expectations both students and coworkers will 
have of me; 

● I might not "hyper-correct" how I let speakers take space in my classroom (e.g. letting 
boys speak too little because I expect them to speak too much etc); 

● I think it is an important topic to talk about and be aware about. It is good to have an 
understanding/knowledge about how students might perceive you as a leader but 
also how you see your students when it comes to gender; 

● This has opened my eyes to stereotypes and how we should work with them in the 
classroom. 

There were also a few examples of more general insights gained from the activity that did 
not necessarily directly relate to teaching: 

● That I should not be that judgemental, and that I should be more objective and take 
the situation for what it is;  

● It has taught me to reflect more about these questions; 
● Personally, the experiences gained today will hopefully serve as a reminder to myself 

to be more aware of my own prejudices and stereotypes. And for me to check the 
way I speak or the way I judge others depending on their speech more regularly.  

Finally, there were five examples of students expressing intentions to use similar set-ups in 
their teaching in the open-guise group: 

● This experience has given me ideas on how to, in an effective way, show students 
that stereotypes and gender norms apply to them as well; 

●  I will probably do a similar experiment in my classroom in order to create awareness 
of their own expectations on gender related to professionality; 

● I want to do this kind of exercise with my students! I feel like it would be a fairly 
simple and effective way of making students more aware of sociolinguistics and how 
men and women are perceived. Especially since the subject is something that, in my 
experience, teachers sometimes struggle to bring into their course plans, this could 
be an intriguing thing to do in the classroom!  

● I could implement this "raising awareness about stereotypes" for the 
"värdegrundsarbete" to make students understand what stereotypes could cause and 
also the benefit of reducing them. 

● As mentioned, we often tend to think about "talking about norms/stereotypes" as 
central but we have to develop both the education for us as teachers and when we 
start working to create tools in how we behave and make decisions. We must work 
more actively with these types of "challenges" in an everyday classroom. I truly 
believe this example shows how we can work with these important issues more 
concretely and this should be more central when educating future teachers!  

In summary, both groups could exemplify how the exercise would have a direct impact 
on their future professional approaches. The open-guise group were arguably slightly more 
enthusiastic over the method as illustrated by the fact that 5/15 respondents actually said 
that they would like to do something similar in their own teaching.  
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Question 3 - Methodological reflections  
Six respondents in the MGT-group mentioned the quality of the voices in the recordings as 
an issue that may have influenced them in their impressions of the recording, for example: 

● I think the discussion worked well regardless of being on Zoom. I think I noticed 
some issues with the voice manipulation, and maybe that affected me. You could opt 
for having two actors, one male and one female, but then again you would not have 
the same exact delivery in the lines of each actor; 

● I could tell that Robin's voice had probably been altered in some way, which made it 
hard for me to focus on my initial impression of the voice. That's probably not ideal;  

● The male voice of Kim felt fake, which made it less of a real experience than it 
could've been; 

● The quality of the voices could be better. 
Apart from these negative comments related to voice quality, there were other points of 
critique raised. For example, some thought that the recordings were too short, while one 
respondent thought that it would have been better to use ‘authentic dialogue’. Another 
respondent made the point that we may have missed important aspects of the impressions 
since we dictated the focus through the choice of statements (but note that we did invite free 
text answers too). These points are illustrated in the extracts below: 

● I would have liked for the video to be a bit longer so that you had a better picture of 
the people;   

● Is there a way of using "real" dialogues? Would make it feel more authentic, may 
make the result more trustworthy (some may argue the current version feels 
"forced"); 

● While it is good to "force" a choice in grading type questions, be aware that many 
contextual things may fly under the radar.   

Interestingly, one respondent also questioned the between-subject comparative design and 
suggested that we develop an open-guise version of the experiment: 

● How accurate are the results since we only get to listen to the conversation between 
either a man and a woman or a woman and a man? Could it be an idea to get 
everyone to listen to both recordings? I mean, since everyone has different thoughts, 
opinions etc.  

Finally note that there were several positive comments too: 
● I think it was very interesting and worked well; 
● The diagram was very interesting to analyze. 

 
Overall, the comments on methods from the open-guise group were more positive. 

There was only one respondent that commented on the quality of the voices being an issue: 
● The manipulated voice sounded too manipulated and was hard to sympathize with.  

Instead some respondents specifically noted that knowing that the voices were manipulated 
actually made them think: 

● I liked that I knew beforehand that the recordings were the same person and it was 
just manipulated. It made me think about how I perceive male and female voices. 

● I did also think it was interesting to do the experiment while knowing that I would 
react to male-female and female-male interactions. I had to examine and reflect over 
my judgements and expectations based on the genders of the speakers. 

Other self-reflective positive comments included curiosity of other potential outcomes with 
other gender combinations or research designs: 
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● No, I think everything was perfect! But it would have been fun to see how my 
impression would change if I heard a recording of Kim AND Robin being male, and 
vice versa. Would Robin (M) be seen as aggressive if Kim also was a man? etc;  

●  It would be interesting to see if a group that was unaware of the manipulations had 
similar opinions. 

The open-guise groups’ comments in this category also included many general positive 
statements commenting on different aspects of the design, for example: 

● I think that the study I took part in made me understand my expectations about how 
different genders act. The discussions in break-out rooms were interesting in the 
sense that our impressions were different; 

● I liked the concept about this whole activity; the survey did not take up much time 
before the seminar which I think is important so that you feel that you have the 
interest to answer thoughtfully. I also liked the concept of the seminar, easy to follow 
and good to have smaller groups to discuss and then lift the important points 
together.  

  
In summary, the responses from the open-guise groups were more positive and there 

were less indications that the voice quality of the recordings was perceived as a problem (of 
course both groups listened to the same recordings).   

The final comments from both groups included several short positive statements such 
as: 

● A good exercise. An eye-opener!  
● Interesting topic to discuss, good teacher.  
● Thanks for the interesting lab! 
● Overall, a pretty fun exercise. Well done! 
● very interesting lab. 

 
 
Overall summary 
The evaluations from the exercise show that although a fair proportion of the students did 
not see how the exercise led to any new insights (especially in the MGT group), the vast 
majority, in both groups, could see how the knowledge gained was directly applicable to their 
future roles as teachers. Some students, especially in the open-guise group, were also 
inspired by the design and said they wanted to use it themselves in the future. Regarding the 
reflections on method, many students in the MGT group especially, felt that the voice quality 
of the manipulated voices was problematic. This critique was less obvious among the open-
guise group.   

Discussion 
Before moving on to discuss the merits/drawbacks of the open-guise method based on our 
findings, it is important to point out some serious limitations in the current study. The findings 
so far are based on very limited data from two trials of the case scenario described above. 
We need to conduct many more trials in order to establish reliable data for response patterns 
so that we can elucidate what potential effects the open-guise vs MGT designs may have on 
perception and on the learning experience. It may be the case, for example, that expectancy 
factors (Feingold 1994), influence respondents to a greater degree in the open-guise design 



16 

than the MGT design. Expectancy factors, i.e. social and cultural expectations of behaviours, 
may influence respondents to respond ‘appropriately’, rather than honestly, especially when 
they know that the focus of the exercise is on gender and communicative styles. If this is the 
case, the main purpose of the exercise, i.e. to reveal hidden stereotypes within a group, is 
lost. Further, the limited data does not allow us to fully explore how the order of exposure 
(M-F or F-M) affects response patterns. Similarly, much more data is needed to confirm 
similarities/differences in the evaluations of the learning experience, and to capture all 
potential aspects of this experience; drawing conclusions on the qualitative responses of 14 
or 15 participants is precarious to say the least. 

Notwithstanding these limitations the results are interesting. Our response data 
corroborate Soukup's findings that the “open-guise technique actually ‘works’” (Soukup 
2013, 281): just as Soukup concludes, we can confirm that respondents adjust their 
assessments of a speaker depending on the guise, even when they know it is the same 
speaker they are listening to. The question why they do so, however, remains, and based on 
the limited data we have we cannot dismiss that expectancy factors may influence 
respondents.  

The main focus of this study was however not on the differences of perceptions of the 
recordings per se, but rather on how well the open-guise vs MGT designs work as 
pedagogical methods to raise sociolinguistic self-awareness. Here our results suggest that 
awareness of the design and the exposure to both versions increased the impact of the 
learning experience. We can speculate as to why this should be the case.  

Firstly, it is reasonable to assume that the open-guise design creates a greater 
potential for self-reflection, given the fact that respondents can compare how they 
themselves felt about the two versions and also relate this to the response patterns of the 
group as a whole. As pointed out earlier, one of the disadvantages of the MGT-design we 
have used to date is that respondents only listen to one version of the guise making within-
subject comparisons impossible.  

Secondly, it seems that voice quality issues become less of an inhibitory factor when 
respondents know that the voice is manipulated. This is reasonable. Not being told about the 
voice manipulation prior to the experiment may well lead to respondents seeing this as a 
primary cause for differences in interpretations (rather than gender stereotyping effects). 
After all, no one likes to be ‘tricked’ into exposing weak spots, and when this is the case we 
may subconsciously try to find prevarications to explain our behaviour.  

Finally, we would argue that the logic behind the exercise was easier to convey in the 
open-guise design, thereby better preparing the students to fully understand the data 
presented to them and the logic of the exercise. Although not evident in this particular study, 
our experience from previous RAVE activities is that it is sometimes difficult to bring home to 
students the fact that they have in fact been exposed to different versions of the SAME 
recording.  

In summary, we can conclude that the results from preliminary pilot trials discussed 
above are promising. The open-guise method unclutters some of the ethical and 
methodological dilemmas of the MGT design and allows us to more openly explore the multi-
dimensionality of stereotyping effects. Further trials are however needed to assure the 
quality of the method. 
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