NOTICE WARNING CONCERNING COPYRIGHT RESTRICTIONS:

The copyright law of the United States (title 17, U.S. Code) governs the making

of photocopies or other reproductions of copyrighted material. Any copying of this
document without permission of its author may be prohibited by law.



NATIVE SPEAKERS' PERCEPTIONS OF
NON-NATIVE SPEECH AND THE
IMPORTANCE OF PRONUNCIATION TO
THEIR EVALUATION

Simone Doctors

1987

Cognitive Science Research Papers






NATI VE SPEAKERS' PERCEPTI ONS OF NON- NATI VE SPEECH
AND THE | MPORTANCE OF PRONUNCI ATION TO THEI R EVALUATI ONS

~Sinmone Doctors
Uni versity of Sussex
August 1987



This study of perceptions of the speech of non-native speakers draws on a
tradition and methodology commonly associated with sociolinguistics and the
sociology of language to investigate a phenomenon which is of relevence to
applied linguistics and the teaching of foreign languages. It is hoped that
despite drawing on two seemngly separate areas of linguistic research, it wll
demonstrate a cohesive albeit unfamliar approach to a famliar problem wthin
the 'form versus content’ controversy in applied linguistics: the question of
whether or not pronunciation should be taught to foreign students, This study
denonstrates that the assunption at present prevalent in applied |inguistics:
that the end goal of students (and teachers) should be 'communicative
conpet ence* and 'conprehensibility', is severely linited, in that it does not take
into account the factor of native speakers reactions towards 'foreign'-sounding
speech. It is shown that non-native speakers whose pronunciation is close to the
native norm are nore favourably perceived in terms of command of the target
| anguage, personality, status, and career prospects, than those whose
‘communi cative conpetence* is conparable, but whose pronunciation is less

"native-like",
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support during the preparation of this paper, and R chard Coates, Urike Meinhof,
Ken Turner and Jim McGvney for their helpful suggestions, lists of sources and
the loan of various books! Thanks also Shuna Mason and Viv Giffiths for proof
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Introduction.

Because of the current focus on ‘communicative language teaching' in applied
linguistic theory and foreign language teaching generally, contemporary foreign
language teaching methods tend to concentrate on the achievement by students of
the highest possible level of ‘communicative competence' iIn the target
language. With this focus in teaching on language ‘content', correspondingly less
attention is paid to 'form'. Furthermore, where 'form' is considered, it is the
syntactic form of the language which Is studied, and little attention is paid to
phonological form or pronunciation. Apart from the belief that teaching
pronunciation is incompatible with a communicative approach, a common
Justification for the current lack of emphasis on pronunciation in the language
course is the belief that foreign accents are 'charming' and ‘individual' and
therefore there is no need to make foreigners speak 1like natives, or that
communication is not seriously impeded by an accent (Dulay et al. 1982: 112 cite
Henry Kissinger and Greta Garbo as proof of this claim!. However, now that
more and more students are learning languages for vocational reasons rather
than purely out of social or academic motivation, not to mention the large
number of ‘'non-native speakers' who settle in any country on political, personal
or occupational grounds, this view may be somewhat inadequate. As Seren-Rosso
writes: a forelgn accent is not necessarily music to the native ear. What may
seem charming on & movi.e. screen can be nerve-racking after a flive-hour
business meeting (1978: 16), and Pedoya (1974) describes the reactions of native
speakers  experienced by students of French as a foreign language to their

accents as follows:



Les apprenants appr*hendent I'impatience manifesto par les franS$ais
devant un accent 6tranger, Les seuls interlocuteurs avec lesquels les
apprenants peuvent communiquer restent les membres du groupe-classe,
Sorti de ce cadre, l'apprenant a beaucoup de md 6 se faire comprendre
et est tout d fait d6sorient6 par les attitudes de rejet venant de ses

interlocuteurs francais (Pedoya 1974; 206)

Moreover, the common assumption outlined above, that pronunciation should not
be taught to foreign students, is not compatible with certain recent research
findings in the area of psycho- and sociolinguistics. In this paper | suggest
that there may be a paradox in the neglect of pronunciation teaching in order
to concentrate on ‘communicative’ language teaching: that the lack of attention
paid to students® pronunciation may actually detract from, and even seriously

hinder, communication from taking place.

| believe there are four ways in which poor pronunciation may impede non-native

speakers' communication with native speakers;

i) The student mey have such a strong ‘foreign accent' that her IL speech is
partially or wholly unintelligible to the native speaker. This is particularly
the case when the student's LI does not contain phonemic contrasts which are
present in the L2, eg., Japanese students frequently' have difficulties
distinguishing /1/ and /r/, both in production and in perception, because in

their LI these are allophones of the same phoneme, (see Tarone 1987: 70-83).

i) It has been convincingly demohstrated (see for example Wadlf 1959) that, on
hearing even a slight accent, the native speaker may experience difficulty in
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understanding a foreign speaker, particularly if her accent betrays a nationality
against which the native is biased. As soon as the native speaker hears a
foreign accent, she may assume she will not understand the foreigner's speech,

and this assumption may actually lead to difficulties in comprehension.

i) It has been shown that the psychological state of the foreign language
learner has important bearings on her degree of success, both for her long-term
learning and in individual communicative situations. For example, the less
anxious the learner, the better language acquisition proceeds. S’milarly, relaxed
and comfortable students apparently learn more in shorter periods of time
(Dulay et al. 1982: 51). It is my belief (athough | know of no published work
on the subject) that self-consciousness about her 'strong® accent when speaking
a foreign language mey greatly increase a student's anxiety level, thus

inhibiting both the learning process and communication.

Iv) Language attitude studies investigating the reactions of British respondents
to speakers of both standard and non-standard dialects of English have shown
that a speaker's dialect has considerable bearing on the way in which she is
perceived by other native speakers'. A speaker's accent mey affect others'
perception not just of her linguistic competence, but of her social status,
intelligence and personality. Given these findings, it would not be inconceivable
that the accent of non-native speakers could affect the way they and their
language were perceived and evaluated by native speakers. If this were proved
to be the case, native speakers' negative reactions to the foreigner or her
language, whether conscious or unconscious, might be another way in which

communication could be impeded (as well as being undesirable generally!).



vhapter 1. Language atiliiuae studadies.

The language attitude studies of the past two decades have shown that people's
language plays a significant role in determining how they are perceived: both
in terms of their perceived status and their perceived personality. These
insights offer a plausible explanation for various sociological phenomena such
as the way teachers deal with different pupils and the criteria used by

employers when hiring workers (Fasold 1984: 148-9),

Fasold (1984) discusses various methods employed in language attitude studies:
most studies have utilized the matched-guise technique which aims to create an
experimental situation in which all variables apart from language are
eliminated. This 1s regarded as important since idiosyncratic variation in speech
has been shown to affect evaluation: for example, several studies® have shown
that speakers whose speech contains a relatively large number of hesitations,
repetitions and vocalized pauses are perceived less favourably than more fluent
speakers, whereas Addington (1968) found that vocal characteristics such as
thinness, flatness, nasality, tenseness, throatiness and orotundity evoke

stereotypes of personality (Giles and Powesland 1975: 5).

In the matched-guise studies, judges are told they will hear the voices of
several different speakers and are asked to evaluate them, often with a
questionnalre using a semantic differential scale. In fact all the speech
samples are produced by a single speaker using a different speech variety or
characteristic for each one, with a degree of ‘realism' judged by the
researchers to sound authentic. It was found that the matched-guise technique
worked best if speakers discussed the same topic rather than reading a passage:
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however, the topic chosen should be uncontroversial so as not to affect the
evaluations. Problems with the matched-guise technique include the validity of
the responses (the extent to which they represent the respondent's true opinion)
and the artificiality of the technique (its dissimilarity from real-life
situations). Fasold reports on various ingenious solutions adopted by
researchers to overcome possible drawbacks associated with these problems

(Fasold 1984: 153-5).

Triandis, Loh and Levin (1966) found linguistic cues to be more influential than
visual ones in accounting for variablility in evaluation of speakers (Giles and
Powesland 1975: 3). Willlams (1973) investigated the attitudes of teachers to
their puplils' speech, by asking teachers to evaluate recorded speech samples of
various children of the same age, using a semantic differential scale. His
method differed from the matched-guise technique In that each speaker was
heard only once, speaking In her ‘true' accent, but the speakers used were
matched for ethnicity, and social status, the two variables under investigation.
The subject matter of the samples was free conversation and no attempt was
made to standardize content. Although arguably less comparable than the
matched-guise stimulus recordings, this approach at least had the advantage of
eliminating the repetition and lack of spontaneity that sometimes plague more

tightly controlled research (Fasold 1984: 171).

Williams found that stereotypes played an important role in the evaluation of
speech. He suggests that to varying degrees, persons have a stereotyped set of
attitudes about social dialects and their speakers, and these attitudes play a
role in how & person percelves the cues In another person's speech (Williams

1983: 113>, He was able to elicit evaluations of speech, using the same
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semantic-differential scales, even when he presented respondents not with speecn

sanples, but with ethnic |abels.

Wllianms also found that even when speech sanples were presented, stereotypes
played a part in teachers® evaluations,' although the actual sanples were taken
into account, the stereotypes functioned as an 'anchor point® preventing the
actual speech sanple from being evaluated too differently from the stereotype.
Wllians wites that persons tend to enploy stereotyped sets of attitudes as
anchor points for their evaluation of whatever is presented to themas a sanple

of a person's speech (Wlliams 1973: 126)

Speech Style and Perceived status.

Gles (1970) investigated the perceptions of |ocal-accented South Welsh and
Sonerset schoolchildren of the status of various regional, tow and foreign
accents heard in the British Isles. The subjects heard one speaker reading the
same passage in thirteen different guises. The researcher clains that the
subjects had no idea they were in fact listening to one man, and were
conpletely surprised and unbelieving (Gles and Powesland 1975: 28) when told
this was the case. The ratings for the \elsh accent were taken only from the
Somerset children and vice versa, to avoid accent |oyalty affecting the results.
The subjects were asked to rate the 'aesthetic', 'communicative' and 'status

contents of the thirteen accents.

The highest rated accent was RP English, followed by "affected RP\ and then
North Anmerican and French. Th.e | owest rated accent was Birmngham and Sonerset;
Cockney and Indian also received low ratings. Northern Enlglish, German, South
VWlsh, Irish and Italian received intermediate ratings. |In spite of this
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generalised pattern of evaluation, the factors of age, sex, social class and
region membership were found to influence the subjects' evaluations.
Particularly influential was the factor of social class: working class twelve
year old males from both regions produced significantly Ilower ratings for
several accents on the basis of questions about both communicative and

aesthetic contents. Giles writes:

It may have been the case that these working-class subjects were
responding to middle-class speech (grammar, syntax, lexicon) plus accent
when evaluating the vocal stimuli which would seem to adequately explain
their lower ratings particularly with regard to communicative content.
However, there was a strong tendency for the working-class sample as a
whole to be more prone towards accent loyalty than their middle class
peers. This finding is consonant with Fishman's (1964) work on language

maintenance and shift..-.(Giles 1970: 223)

During the course of the same study, Giles also asked the subjects to assess
the accents when they were given only the name of an accent rather than
hearing an actual speech sample. He did not include ‘'affected RP* and he
referred to RP as a BBC accent!, The ratings given to these named accents were
comparable to those of the matched-guise recordings, thus supporting William's
<1973> suggestion about the role of stereotypes in accent evaluation. RP was
still perceived as being the accent with the highest status (although less so

anong the younger children) (Giles 1970: 219).

Giles (1971) conducted a similar study with 21 year old college students as
respondents, but this time the stimulus voices were provided by recording
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rnirteen airtereru speaKers using tneir usual accents: zne same selection 01
accents were used as for the previous study. Whereas the previous study had
amed to avoid the variability of paralinguistic features which occurred when
thirteen different speakers were used,, the researchers considered that:
it seemed important to determine whether accent-prestige was reducible
despite these differences in voice quality, perceived personality and so
forth. In fact, the results confirmed that such was indeed the case,

(Giles and Powedand 1975: 32)

The three techniques used by Giles: exposing subjects to matched-guise speech
samples, to the names of accents, and to genuine accented speech all produced
results which revealed that RP speech was perceived as the most prestigious

form.

Giles was also the first researcher to address differences amongst listeners in
addition to differences amongst speakers, Giles <19718 hypothesized that the
more ethnocentric an individual's orientation, the less favourable his evaluation
of regional accented speech would be. Secondly, it would seen to follow that the
highly ethnocentric would react relatively more favourably towards the Southern
Sandard accent or Received Pronunciation (RP) than the less ethnocentric, simply
because of its superior social prestige value in relation to all other regional
varieties (187). Sixth-formers from south Waes and Somerset were classified as
+E and -E <+ or - ethnocentric) on the basis of’ an ‘'ethnocentrism
questionnaire'. They were then asked to rate six voices produced using a
matched-guise by one speaker. The results tended to spport both hypotheses. +E
subjects tended to display less tolerance that -E subjects towards non-standard
speech: this unfavourable attitude towards regionally accented speech s
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accentuated by means of a more favourable reaction to RP than the -E group,
particularly with regard to its aesthetic content. Giles stresses that these
findings suggest that personality may be an important factor in the ‘decoding

process*® (Giles 1971a: 187-8).

Speech style and perceived personality:

The ploneering work In this area took place In Quebec in the 1960's. Since then
similar studies have been undertaken in Britain: Strongman and Woosley (1967)
studied the evaluations by Northern and Southern English speakers of the
matched-guises of Yorkshire and London accents. The London speakers were
described as more self-confident and the Yorkshire speakers as more honest and
reliable and generous. Northern respondents perceived the Yorkshire speakers as
more good-natured, kind-hearted, Industirious and Iirritable (! than the
Londoners. Cheyne (1970) studied reactions to Scottish and English voices: both
Scottish and English respondents regarded male English speakers as higher in
leadership, intelligence, ambition, self-confidence, prestige and wealth, good
looks and height, occupational status and cleanliness than the Scottish speakers
(1. The Scottish respondents showed some accent loyalty, and perceived Scottish
speakers as more generous, friendly, humorous, good-natured, likeable and
nervous. The English respondents, on the other hand, rated the Scottish voices
over the English only on the basis of friendliness. This leads Giles and

Powesland to suggest that:

it would seem that speakers of RP may attract stereotyped personality
impressions of greater competence from listeners than speakers of
nonstandard regional accents. However, both regional accented judges and
to a lesser extent RP judges seem to consider nonstandard speakers as
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possessing greaiter personal INiegrilty ana soclal atiraciiveness ihan rr

speakers (Giles and Powesland 1975: 67-68)

Following his findings that RP, South Welsh and Somerset speakers were
percelved as representing réspectively high, intermediate and low status (Giles
1870 and 18971), Giles (1971b) hypothesised that a further ranking would emerge
In respect of the personality tralts of competence, Integrity and attactiveness

(Giles and Powesland 1875: 68), His hypotheses were supported by the findings

that:

The RP speakers were perceilved as relatively more ambitious, intelligent,
self-confident, determined and industrious than the regional accented
speakers. Moreover, it appeared that these competence impressions were
to a certain extent a function of relative accent prestige. Nevertheless,
nonstandard accented speakers were found to be more favourably
evaluated than standard accentied speakers with respect to personal
integrity and social attractiveness....Powesland and Giles (1975) found
that listeners whose own accent was RP rated the regional guise of one
of the same speakers as more sincere than his RP guise (Giles and

Powesland (1875: 68).

Giles and Powesland suggest that speakers with regional accents are recognised
as having preserved their non-standard speech and are therefore perceived as
people who are not concerned with bettering their social or economic status.
They speculate that this fact might make them seem more community-orientated
and concerned with the development of Interpersonal relations, personal
Integrity and soclal attractiveness (68)., They suggest furthermore, that RP
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speakers may be perceived as insincere and lacking in personal integrity because
they may be assumed to be disguising their genuine social and regional origins

and even their personality! Finally they suggest that:

it could be that RP speech is perceived as the voice of power and
perhaps economic and social exploitation. In other words, an RP speaker
may be perceived as having attained his position of prestige largely
through ambition and intelligence but also through sacrificing to some

extent his integrity and trustworthiness (70).

Giles (1972) investigated the effect of stimulus mildness-broadness in the
evaluation of accents. He sought to ascertain whether listeners could perceive
vocal differences along this pronunciation dimension, and if they could, whether
their evaluations of the aesthetic, status and communicative contents of a
standard, neutral passage of prose were a function of broadness (Giles 1972:
262). Three pairs of voices were investigated: a mild and a strong form of each
of the following: South Irish, Mild Irish and Birmingham. In spite of problems in
the definition of the terms 'mild' and 'strong' and in establishing criteria for
classifying a given accent as being one or the other, the results of the study
provide support for a mildness-broadness dimension In accent evaluation:
subjects were able to discriminate accents according to relative broadness.
Furthermore, the broader the accent was perceived the less favourably it was
evaluated: this was true even iIn cases where the judges originated from the
same region as the speaker <(although Giles ‘does not mention whether these
Judges were themselves speakers of the accent, either in its mild or broad form,

or of RP).



2tuaies Or native speaxers’ perceprions O non—natiive speeci.

I briefly consider three studies of native-speakers' evaluations of non-native
speech: Palmer (1973) and Albrechtsen, Henriksen and Faerch (1980) and Ryan and
Sebastian (1980). Ryan and Sebastian (1980) compared the perception of speech
style and social class background of speakers of Spanish-accented and standard
American-accented English. Respondents were require to rate speakers of either
standard American- or Spanish-accented English, who were presented as being
either lower-class or middle-class, for status, solidarity, stereotype, and
speech characteristics. They found that speakers of Spanish-accented English
were less favourably assessed than standard American speakers, whether they

were presented as middle- or lower-class. They make the following observation:

One can question whether these results are due mainly to ethnicity or to
assumptions about social class <(and correlated assumptions about
attitudes and beliefs) or to both factors. In other words, in the absence
of explicit information about social class, speakers of Spanish-accented

English may be assumed to be members of the lower class while standard

speakers are thought of as middle class individuals. Inferences about
personality and social characteristics and evaluative reactions may then

follow from these class assumptions (Ryan & Sebastian 1980: 229).

Palmer (1973) gives a preliminary report on a study of the linguistic correlates
of raters' subjective Jjudgements of non-native English speech. Unfortunately the
report contains few very concrete or revealing findings, and it appears that a
more complete report has not been published. However, the study is discussed
here because the preliminary findings are of some interest, and certain aspects
of the methodology used by Palmer provided a basis for the methodology used in
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the present study. Palmer's intention was to establish which of the following
cues were important in influencing the judges' evaluations of non-native speech:
rate of speech, hesitation phenomena (kind and frequency), pronunciation
accuracy, grammatical correctness and complexity, and whether the important cues
would vary for speakers from different native language backgrounds. He also
intended to investigate whether the judges' subjective evaluations of the
subjects’ personal characteristics correlated with their language ratings;
whether the judges would react differently to samples from subjects with
different native language backgrounds; whether the judges could consistently
identify the speakers' language backgrounds, and whether the judges' ratings
correlated highly with the subjects' scores in English proficiency tests (Pamer

1973: 42-43),

The speakers used to produce stimulus voices were from four unrelated language
backgrounds: Arabic, Lingala, Spanish and Vietnamese, with an average age of 325
years, and professional or semi-professional occupations. Of 36 used in the
study - 9 from each Iinguistic. background - only 3 were women, and each group
of 9 ranged from 'poor* to 'excellent' in English ability as measured by standard
tests of English proficiency (Padmer 1973. 43). The respondents were eighteen
student volunteers of average age 21 years, from Georgetown University, who had

minimal experience with foreign languages: 3 were male, 15 female®.

The speech samples, were recorded in the following way. Each speaker was
recorded individually by an interviewer who asked her to perform four different
tasks:

1. Reading: the speaker read a brief description of a celebration in the Shetland
Isles, which had first been read aloud to her by the interviewer.
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2. Retelling: the speaker retold what she had just read in her omn words with no
prompting (she was first given one to two minutes to re-read the passage).
3.Interview: the interviewer discussed the subject of the passage with the
speaker and gradually directed the discussion towards a holiday or festival in
the speaker's omn country. The interviewer asked the speaker questions to help
her to develop a descriptioh of the occasion.

4. Narration: the speaker spoke without prompting about the particular occasion

which had just been discussed.

Selected passages from the recordings were played to the judges (for a detailed
account of the methodology used see Pdmer 1973: 45-46). The prelimihary
results of his study include the following observations:

1. The judges showed a high degree of agreement in their ratings of the speech
samples (46-47).

2. Except in the case of native Spanish speakers, the judges were not very
successful in identifying the LI backgrounds of the speakers (47-48).

3. PAmer suggests that a more interesting question than this would be whether
the judges reacted differentially to the language of speakers who had different
native-language backgrounds. However he was not able to address this question

in the report.

Albrechtsen et al's (1980) enquiry into native speakers perceptions of learners'
spoken IL is more thorough, although it has little to say about the part played
specifically by pronunciation in the assessment of non-native speech. The study
assesses a wide range of native speaker reactions to stretches of discourse,
produced by Danish learners of English in interview dituations (365).
Albrechtsen et al, suggest that:
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...learner language may evoke various reactions in the Interlocutor with
respect to the formal code, the content of the message, or the
Interlanguage use. One effect of the interlanguage user's Vidlating the
formal code could be that the Interlocutor’s attention is diverted from
the message to the code, causing "Irritation" (Johansson 1975).... It has
been suggested that the Intonation used by Danish learners of English
creates the Impression that the learner 1is heslitant, apathetic, and

sombre (Fhillipson 1978 (Albrechtsen 1980: 366-7)

Albrechtsen et al's respondents were 300 native English speakers from London,
Leeds and Edinburgh of whom 40% were adults and 60% sixth-formers. The 120
adults were chosen from non-academic spheres in an attempt to avoid
linguistically trained respondents. The adults were selected from specific
occupational groups such as hotel employees, businessmen, office workers etc, fe,
people with whom Danes are likely to come into contact In Great Britain (371).

The stimulus speakers were 20 Danish pupils aged between 16 and 20, who had
learnt English at school for 5-6 years. They were recorded during an interview
with an Englishman who knew 1little Danish: during the interview they were
encouraged to talk about subjects such as pastimes, television, problems of young

people, etc(370).

The respondents were required to rate the speakers on various points which can
be summarised as providing ratings of 1) language; 1i) content; iii) personality;
and iv) comprehension. The researchers had been worried that the order of
presentation of the stimulus passages would influence their evaluations, but this

was found not to be the case (see p. 378 for details).



Like Palmer (1973), Albrechtsen et al. found that 'naive' respondents were able to
differentiate between the speech of different learners and to give evaluétions of
code, message, personality, and comprehensibility independently (Albrechtsen et al.
1980: 392). There was no significant difference in the evaluations of respondents
from London, Leeds, and Edinburgh, but sixth formers' evaluations differed

significantly from those of adults.

The responses showed that:

Texts containing few errors, syntactic as well as lexical, and few
communication strategies have obtained positive evaluations. And texts
containing many errors, syntactic as well as lexical, and many
communication strategies, have obtained negative evaluations.
Furthermore, positive evaluations of texts occur even if these texts
contain & fair number of syntactic and lexical errors, provided they
evidence few communication strategies, whereas negative evaluations
occur if a fair number of syntactic and lexical errors co-occur with a

fair number of communication strategies.

Furthermore, analysis of the stimulus texts suggested a relationship between low
comprehensibility and extensive use of hesitation phenomena. These findings led
the researchers to conclude that communicative language teaching should be
encouraged: learners should be taught to have confidence In their Iidiosyncratic
I system, and errors should to a large extent be accepted.. Error correction,
when applied, should concentrate on errors which are likely to Impede

communication (395),



Unfortunately, this study has little to say about pronunciation®* However, the
researchers seem to regard positive evaluations by respondents on the questions
concerning 'comprehensibility’ as being more important than the ratings for 'code,
emessage’ and 'personality’. This emphasis on comprehension is compatible with
their declared support of communicative language teaching methods. It does not,
however, demonstrate a realistic grasp of the complex factors involved in the
process of interaction between two speakers*. The success or otherwise of an

exchange or interaction depends on more than mutual comprehensibility,

Some criticisms of language attitud_e studies.

The second part of this paper will examine the application of a language
attitude-type study to the investigation of attitudes towards non-native
speakers' speech* However before utilizing the methodology of the studies
described above, there are certain aspects of this type of study which require
further comment. The studies discussed in the first half of this paper seem to
be based on certain assumptions which might be considered questionable, namely:
a) factors such as language varieties, attitudes and perceptions, social class,
personality-types etc, are definable and quantifiable phenonema which can be
reliably analysed, measured and compared using a numerical basis; b) surveys and
guestionnaires are a reliable and valid means of ascertaining a person's genuine
attitudes; c) it is realistic to play respondents speech samples produced using a
matched-guise technique (or indeed 'genuine speech samples) and to expect them
to react 'authentically’ to the sample, even though the situation in which the
speech occurred is totally different to that in which it is ultimately assessed.

These points aré discussed briefly one by one.



a) Language attitude studies (and sociolinguistics in general) rely heavily on the
assumption that it is possible to measure factors such as social class, dialects,
personality-types etc, and, therefore, that it is possible to define two speech
samples as being completely comparable except for the variables under
investigation. These assumptions are based on a quantitative view of language
which sees such things as social context and content of message as reducible to

a numerical analysis.

It is obvious that without some sort of quantification of these social and
linguistic phenomena, empirical investigations of these phenomena would be
impossible. However, it should be stressed that the measurement or quantification
of intangible factors such as accent, attitudes or social class etc. is
problematic. At best one would have to admit that it is hard to measure such
factors accurately. At worst it could be argued that it is impossible. Rickford
(1986), in discussing multi-index scales designed for the definition and analysis
of social class, points out that such scales are usually not tailored to the
local speech community, and might miss or misrepresent the realities of social
gtratification  therein....the accuracy of multi-index scales in a local situation
cannot be ‘'taken for granted on the basis of precedents in totally unrelated
situations' (Rickford 1986: 216), Orne could go one step futher than Rickford and
argue that any uniformly-operated multl-index scale must miss or misrepresent,

however subtly, the realities of social stratification.

Concepts such as social class or even 'language variety' or 'speech community*
appear to be straightforward until one attempts to define them. As Romane
.(1982) writes: We scarcely know how heterogeneous some speech communities are
(15). Likewise, the declaration by a particular native speaker that a particular
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non-native speaker 'speaks good English! or 'has a strong accent’ might seem to
be straightforward statements of fact, but we should be aware that commonsense
definitions of such concepts may not stand up to rigorous scrutiny: rigorous
definitions of the phenomena under investigation are needed in order to
undertake any sort of survey. Furthermore, in turning information about an
utterance into a quantitatively-expressed statistic, we may be losing valuable
information relating both to the message itself and to the context of utterance.
| am not advocating the total rejection of this type of analysis in favour of a
more ‘qualitative’ approach, but merely pointing out that this drawback of the

quantitative method should be borne in mind.

b) .Briggs (1986) defines 'reliablity' as the probability that the repetition of the
same procedures, either by the same researcher, or by another investigator, will
produce the same results (23), He takes validity to refer to the accuracy of a
given technique, i.e. whether the results reflect genuine characteristics of the
phenomena in question. Briggs also refers to Cicourel's (1982)  concept of
‘ecological validity', which he defines as the extent to which the circumstances
created by the researcher's procedures match those of the everyday world of the

subjects (Briggs 1986: 24).

On the question of the reliability of language attitude studies, Albrechtsen et
al. (1980) point out some of the problems associated with analysing reactions

towards IL (or indeed any language):

Interlocutors can of course only describe reactions which are conscious
- and mey perhaps choose to describe only some of those, not wanting to
admit reactions which they consider unfavourable. Subjective information
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of this sort should therefore be supplemented wherever possible by
means of more objJective methods that show what informants actually
understand (rather than what they believe they understand), and how
informants actually react towards interlanguage speech and speakers.

(367>.

The use of ‘closed' questionnaires, (i.e. those which the respondent is required
to answer by means of either a semantic differential scale, yes/no answers,
multiple choice or ranking schemes, see Fasold 1982: 152) is one aspect on which
the valldity of such studies could be questioned, since the responses will
necessarily be expressed 1in terms of the researcher's formulation and
expectations (or, put another way, there is a danger that the researcher's
formulation of the questions is simply ‘putting words into the respondent's

mouth' (or ideas into her head)).

One example of what might be considered a dubious research finding, which

stemmed from the use of a 'closed' questionnaire is the finding of Cheyne (1970)

cited plO above that, on the basis of hearing short samples of English and
Scottish male voices speaking on ‘neutral' topics®, both English and Scottish
respondents judged the English speakers to be cleaner, taller and more good-
looking than the Scottish speakers . One wonders whether it was in fact the
'‘closed' formulation of the question that produced these responses: whether the
respondents, on being asked to rate someone for cleanliness on the basis of a
brief speech sample either simply assumed this must be possible, or doubted it
but did not want to argue (and in any case there is no scope within the terms of
the questionnaire for respondents to question the validity of the questions) and
gave each speaker a similar rating on this question to the others they had
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already awarded him for different attributes. If the question had been phrased as
follows 'Do you think it is possible to assess a person's cleanliness or height
after listening to a brief recording of him talking on a neutral topic? and if so
describe in your own words your perception of this speaker', the response might
hai;e been very different. To return to the notion of ‘ecological validity' one
wonders whether the respondent would normally have made an assessment of a
speaker's height or cleanliness on the basis of briefly hearing his/her voice, if
the question had not been phrased in this ‘'closed' way i.e. to what extent the
assessment she was required to make matched the one she would have made in her

‘everyday world'.

¢) Work within the tradition of Discourse Analysis reveals that what might seem
superficially to be unimportant details regarding the setting or nature of a
speech event, may in fact be of great importance to a sensitive analysis of the
interaction. Any variation in, for example, one or more of the eight components
of speech originally listed by Hymes and summarised by Halliday (1978: 61) as
form and cont‘ent, setting, particlpants, ends (Intent and effect), key, medium,
genre, and Interactional norms represents a fundamental change in the context of
utterance and therefore to the analysis of a particular linguistic act. From this
perspective, the methodology employed in language attitude studies which involves
exposing a respondent (l.e. someone other than the original addressee and in a
totally different setting) to a recording of a de-contextualized excerpt from a
much longer interview with someone unaware of the precise nature of the
investigation ;)f which their speech was to form the basis, seems highly

questionable.



This practice would ssem to be based on assumptions of discourse as a 'product’,
Le, a static entity, In contrast, Brom and Yule's (1983) "discour se-as-pr ocess
view of language leads them to consider words, phrases and sentences which
appear in the textual record of a discourse to be evidence of an attempt by a
producer  (speaker/writer) to communicate his message to a recipient
(hearer/reader) (24), They are interested in how a recipient might come to
comprehend the producer's intended message on a particular occasion, and how the
" requirements of the particular recipient(s), in definable circumstances, Influence
the organisation of the producer's discourse (24). According to this view, the
only attitudes towards a given text which could legitimately be investigated
would be those of the original recipient of the text. However, if one is to
conduct empirical studies, it seems some artificiality mus be tolerated
(although it should be borne in mind when interpreting the results). It may _WeII
be that there is a less artificial mehod of investigating attitudes towards
speech than those discussed so far. If so, the brief objections made here (which
could of course be expanded to fill a whole book of 'Objections to the
sociolinguistic méhod') would suggest that such a mehod might be well worth
pursuing. However, knowing of no alternative, the conventional method was used to
examine the reactions of native speakers to non-native speaker's speech, with

concessions made, where possible, to the reservations expressed above.



Chapter 2: Investigation of native speakers' perceptions of non-native speech, and

the importance of pronunciation to their evaluations.

The rest of this paper deals with an investigation of the attitudes of native
English speakers towards the IL speech of non-native speakers. In the light of the
findings of the language attitude studies discussed above, it was hypothesised
that native speakers of English would perceive non-native speakers who spoke an
IL variety of English, which deviated significantly from native speech, less
favourably than those whose English was close to the native-speaker norm and,
furthermore, that their pronunciation would prove a stronger influence than
syntax on the evaluation. Bearing in mind the discussion above of the role played
by stereotypes in forming attitudes towards language, it was planned to
incorporate into the investigation a means of determining whether the respbndent
recognised the country of origin of the stimulus speaker, and whether her usual
attitude towards natives of that country was likely to prejudice her evaluation.
Finally, because of the doubts expressed above about closed questionnaires and
other aspects of attitude investigation employed by language attitude studies, it
was decided that the study should include a means of eliciting the opinion of the
respondents towards the questionnaire used in the study. Thus the intention was
to investigate:

a) whether there is a positive correlation between the extent to which a student's
IL sounded ‘foreign', and her unfavourable evaluation by native speakers;

b) whether pronunciation is more important than syntax (or vice versa) in
determining whether a non-native speaker is considered by native speakers to
speak 'good' or 'bad’ English, and for their evaluations generally,

c¢) whether respondents could recognise the country of origin of the stimulus
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speaKers, ana wnetner neir stereotypes vor prejudices aDoux particular
nationalities could be supposed to have influenced their evaluations;

d) whether the respondents felt they could reasonably be expected to evaluate a
speaker and answer questions about the speaker's personality, status etc. on the
basis of hearing a recorded speech sanple, (Care was taken that this should not
affect the way the respondents answered the questionnaire: the relevant question
was the last one on the questionnaire, and the respondants did not see it until

they had finished conpleting the questionnaire.)

Met hodol ogy.

The stinmulus voices used were those of male students of English aged between 23
and 33, who were either attending an EFL Summer school at an English polytechnic
or were studying for a degree at an English university. O the eight speech
sanples used, four came from Germans and four from francophone Africans (from the
lvory Coast and Zaire), The speakers were carefully chosen so that in each group

(one group of 4 Cermans and one of 4 Africans) there was one sanple which was

characterised by the follow ng features:

i) good syntax; good pronunciation;

ii)good syntax; poor pronunciation;

I i Dpoor syntax; good pronunciation;

iv) poor syntax; poor pronunciation;

where 'good" means native-like and poor means non-native like. (*Native-like' is
taken as meaning Vesembling any recognisable variety of English, standard or non-
standard**> If, in each group, speaker iii) received more favourable evaluations
than speaker i), this would provide support for the argument that pronunciation
is more inmportant than syntax in deternining how non-native speakers' |anguage is
perceived. If speaker ii) was evaluated nore favourably than speaker iii), this
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would provide support for the opposing viewpoint which maintains either that
accent s less Important than syntax, or that a foreign accent contributes
positively to favourable evaluation. Speakers were chosen who were judged to have
a high level of ‘'communicative competence' in English ('Advanced' or above), and
whose speech lacked highly distinctive idiosyncratic paralinguistic features. They
were all male” and all in their 20's or early 30's. Thus the intention was to
eliminate as far aé possible all variables except for those of pronunciation and

syntax.

In order to obtain samples which fell into these categories, interviews with more
than eight students were recorded, and only those which respectively met the
requirements of the eight necessary categories were eventually used as stimulus
samples. Due to difficulties in finding students with very good pronunciation, in
both groups, two samples were selected from one speaker who had good
pronunciation but rather variable syntax: one sample in which his syntax was good
and one in which it was poor. Thus in each group, two of the four stimulus voices
were in fact produced by one speaker. This was not strictly comparable to the
matched guise technique since in each case the speaker was speaking his usual and
‘authentic' IL: his pronunciation remained fairly constant in both, although in one
sample his syntax was good and in one poor. Although the pronunciation of all 4
speakers with poor pronunciation was comparably ‘poor', the German speaker who
produced both the ‘good pronunciation' samples had more native-like pronunciation
than the African speaker who produced the equivalent samples. However, the
latter's pronunciation was considerably ‘'better' than that of all four ‘poor

pronunciation' samples.



Table 1. Personal data of stimulus speakers.

Speaker/ Age Nat i onal - Nati ve How |ong How long  Qther
speech ity (and | anguage st udi ed spent in | anguages
sample regi on) English Engl and spoken

1 23 Ger man Ger man “10'yrs 3 weeks  none
poor P Rhei nl and

good S

2% 33 Zaire French” 5yrs MSTyisTT T Swahili
good P Kivu Lingal a
poor S Ki nshasa

3 26 Ger man Ger man 7yrs 6 weeks  none

poor P Rhein- _

poor S Mai n

4% 33 Zaire ~ French  5yrs T ByrsTT T Swahili
good P Ki vu Li ngal a
good S Ki nshasa

5% 22 Ger man “German. ™ 7yrs 7Y Y6 yisT 7 Tnone

good P GSttingen

poor S

6 21 lvorian ' French =~ "7'yrs =~ 2 weeks hone’
poor P Abi dj an

good S

7$ 22 Ger man - German 7 yrs U6 yrs " Thone T T T
good P GSttingen

good S '

8 23 lvorian Baute = 10yrs = 3 vieeks  French
poor P Abi dj an Ger man
poor S

Key.

poor P poor pronunciation
good S:  good syntax
*and $: indicate same speaker
ie sanples 5% and 7$ produced by same speaker

The above information was obtained by asking each speaker to fill in a personal
data sheet. The linguistic backgrounds of the German speakers was
straightforward (see table above)* The African speakers 2 (and 4) and 6 were
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questioned carefully to confirm that their native language was in fact French,
and not an African language (in case they had cited French in the belief that it
was more prestigious or worthy of mention than an African language), but they
continued to insist that French was their mother tongue. Furthermore, speaker 6
claimed never to have learned an African language, having been brought up in a
town and never having lived in a village, and speaker 2 (and 4) reported that his
native language was French and that he had learned Swahili and Lingala at school.
Both speakers came from upper class urban backgrounds, and so it is quite
conceivable that their native language was in fact French. Speaker 8, although he
reported having learnt Baulé as his first language, had spoken French since he
was a small child, and claimed to use French exclusively when in Africa, except
on rare occasions when he visited his village from the town (only once in the
past 12 years). Thus it was felt that for the purposes of this study, the
francophone African speakers were roughly comparable in terms of Ilinguistic
background. The aim of using two different groups of speakers with different
linguistic backgrounds was to avoid the risk of respondents' stereotypes
affecting their evaluations, or at least to ascertaln whether a similar pattern
emerged across the two groups in spite of stereotypes. This being the case it
was felt that the differences in the linguistic backgrounds of the African

speakers was acceptable.

The speakers were recorded in an iInterview situation similar to that used by
Palmer (1873) see above. Instead of asking the speakers to read and talk about
the passage used by Palmer, a passage about Hallowe'en was selected from an EFL
text book <(having first ascertained from the students' teacher that they were
unlikely to be familiar with that particular book). The students were interviewed
and asked to perform the four activities described by Palmer: reading, retelling,
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an Interview and a narration. For the narration, the students were asked to
describe a similar custom in their own culture without saying the name of their
country, since it was feared this would later betray their nationality to the
respondents. From the interviews recorded, a short sample was eventually selected
from each, which met the requirements outlined above. The samples were between
70 and 100 words long and every effort was made to ensure they were comparable
with one another in terms of content, pace, numbers of pauses, hesitations,
repetitions and self-corrections (insofar as it is possible to quantify and
therefore to compare these phenomena). The 4 samples chosen as having ‘good
syntax' contained not more than 1 syntactic mistake, and the 4 chosen as having
‘poor syntax' contained 13-14 syntactic mistakes (see Appendix 1. for what
constitutes a syntactic mistake). It was not possible to count phonological
‘mistakes' in the same way but the samples were classed as having 'good' or ‘poor'
pronunciation on the basis of an impressionistic assessment of their closeness to
native-like pronunciation and intonation, supported by examination of a narrow
phonetic transcription of each passage (see Appendix 1). Each sample classified
as having ‘poor' phonology was felt to be comparably ‘'poor', in so far as it is

possible to make such a judgement.

In order to find samples which conformed to the various requirements of
good/poor syntax/phonology, it was necessary to select some from the 'retelling’
part of the interviews and some from the narrations, but so far as possible all
were compsarable in terms of style and content (but see discussion p.22-23 above):
passages in which the content demonstrated a strong cultural bias or
controversial/emotive statements were avoided. (For transcriptions of the
stimulus samples used, including details of hesitations, pauses etc in each and a
tally of syntactic mistakes, see Appendix 1.) The samples were arranged on a
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cassette, in a random order, but with alternative German and African voices, and
in such a way that where two samples were produced by the same speaker, these

were separated by other samples.

The 20 respondents were obtained through personal introductions, although none
was previously well known to the researcher. All were British and native speakers
of English, and there were equal numbers of female and male and ‘middle-' and
‘working-class® respondents, although apart from this, there was no serious
attempt to obtain a representative cross-section of British people, since the
number Involved was too small. It was not possible to obtain an ‘'even spread' In
terms of age group. Care was taken that the respondants were not professionally
involved with  foreign languages or linguistics <(or related subjects such as

psychology).

A crude division into 'working-' and 'middle-class' based only on occupation was
used as follows (the small numbers involved prohibited a more sophisticated class
asnalysis such, for example, as is described by Rickford (1986), who recommends
incorporating information about income and education as well as occupation into
the analysis):

‘working-class': manual workers, unskilled or semi-skilled workers;

‘middle-class': professional or 'white collar' workers.

Respondents who were unemployed/currently engaged in full-time child rearing
were classified according either to their former professions or to that of their

spouse.

The questionnaire used Is located in Appendix 2. It was compiled as an attempt
to synthesize elements of  various questionnaires used in previous language
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attitude studies into both perceived status and perceived personality and to
ascertain the assessment of the speaker's command of English, without revealing
that the issue under investigation was the part played by the standard of
pronunciation in the overall evaluation of a speaker's language. Because one of
the primary sources of Inspiration for this study was the belief that poor
pronunciation would lessen a non-native speaker's prospects of getting Jjobs or
being successful in careers where they needed to use English, the questionnaire
also Included several questions specifically concerned with the speaker’'s
perceived vocational abilities and prospects. The table below represents to some
extent an artificial division, since most questions offer insights into more than

one of the four factors listed:

Table 1: Areas of investigation covered by the questionnaire.

Factor under investigation Questions
Speaker's perceived level of English 1, 2, 10
Speaker's perceived status 11
Speaker's perceived personality 4,5,8,9
Speaker's perceived vocational prospects 3, 6,7

The questions were arranged in a random order, in the hope that the respondent
would not automatically award a speaker the same mark on similar questions. The
questionnaire utilizes a semantic-differential scale ranging from 1 to 5: 1 being
the most ‘negative' score and 5 the most ‘positive’. In spite of the remarks about
‘closed' questionnaires above, it was decided to use a semantic-differential scale

to facilitate the analysis of the data. However, one ‘open' question was placed at



the very end of the questionnaire: 'Db you have any coments on this

quest i onnai r e?*

Respondents were told that the study concerned attitudes towards foreign
students' speech* They were not told that specifically attitudes towards
pronunciation were under investigation. Before hearing the tape, they were asked
to read the cover of the questionnaire (see Appendix 2) and to look at the first
page of questionse The tape consisting of all eight sanples was played through
once: the respondents were asked not to fill in the questionnaire at the first
hearing. The tape was then played a second time and was stopped after each
sample to give the respondents time to conplete the relevant page of the
questionnaire, After all eight pages had been conpleted, the respondents
attention was directed towards the final question 'Db you have any comments on
this questionnaire? . After the questionnaires had been received from the
respondents, those who were curious to know rmore were given a nore detailed

account of the aims of the study.

Resul ts.

The results to the first 11 questions are presented here in tabulated form For
each question, the overall mean evaluation is given in bold figures at the top of
the table. The bar charts (Figs. 1-11) also show only the overall mean
eval uations for each question. Each table, however, also gives a breakdown of the

results into male and female; working class and mddle class respondents.



Question 1: How well does this person speak English?

Good P Good S Good P Poor S Poor P Good S Poor P Poor S

Ge Afr Ge Afr Ga Afr Ga Afr

@) (4 5> <> <1 6> 3 B>
TOTAL 4.95 3.4 4.9 35 3.15 3.15 2.75 2.6
w/c 9 4.8 3.4 4.8 3.6 34 4.0 34 3.0
m/c 9 5.0 3.8 4.8 38 - 28 3.0 2.2 2.8
total 9 4.9 3.6 4.8 3.7 3.1 3.5 2.8 2.9
w/c d 5.0 3.0 5.0 3.0 3.2 3.0 2.8 2.2
m/c d 5.0 34 50 3.6 3.2 2.6 2.6 2.4
total d 5.0 3.2 5.0 3.3 3.2 2.8 2.7 2.3
total w/ic 4.9 3.2 4.9 3.3 3.3 35 3.1 2.6
total m/c 5.0 3.6 49 3.7 3.0 2.8 2.4 2.6

Question 2: How well wopuld this person understand the English TV news?

8ood P Good S Good P Poor S Poor P Good S Poor P Poor S

Afr Ge Afr Ge Afr Ger Afr

<7 <> (5) (2 <> <> 3 <8)

TOTAL 4.95 3.65 4.9 3.7 - 3.4 3.2 3.25 2.85
w/c 9 4.8 3.6 4.8 3.4 3.4 3.8 3.2 3.0
m/c 9 5.0 4.0 4.8 3.8 3.2 3.0 2.6 3.0
total 9 49 3.8 4.8 3.6 3.3 3.4 2.9 3.0
w/c d 5.0 2.8 5.0 3.2 3.0 2.4 3.4 2.0
m/c d 5.0 4.2 5.0 4.4 4.0 3.6 3.8 3.4
total d 5.0 35 5.0 3.8 35 3.0 3.6 2.7
total wic 4.9 3.2 49 3.3 3.2 3.1 3.3 2.5
total mc 5.0 4.1 4.9 4.1 3.6 3.3 3.2 3.2

Question 3: Wuld you feel confident about enploying this person?

good P Good S Good P Poor S Poor P Good S Poor P Poor S

Afr Ge Afr Gea Afr Ge Afr

<> 4> 5> <2 <> <6) 3) B

TOTAL 4.25 35 4.4 3.3 3.0 3.4 3.0 2.9
w/c 9 4.6 3.0 4.6 3.0 2.8 4.2 3.0 2.8
m/c 9 4.4 3.8 4.2 3.8 3.0 3.4 2.6 3.0
total 9 45 3.4 4.4 34 2.9 3.8 2.8 2.9
w/c d 4.0 3.4 4.4 2.6 2.8 2.6 3.2 2.6
m/c d 4.0 3.8 4.4 3.8 3.4 3.4 3.2 3.2
total d 4.0 3.6 4.4 32 31 3.0 3.2 2.9
total w/c 4.3 3.2 45 2.8 2.8 3.4 3.1 2.7

total mc 4.2 3.8 4.3 3.8 3.2 3.4 2.9 3.1
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Question 4: How intelligent is this person?

Good P Good S Good P Poor S Poor P Good S Poor P Poor S

Ger Afr Ger Afr Ger Afr Ger Afr

(D) 4) 5) 2) 1) 6> 3 8)
TOTAL 4.4 3.7 43 3.7 3.65 3.6 355 34
w/c 9 4.6 3.8 4.4 3.8 3.4 40 3.4 3.4
m/c 9 4.4 4.0 4.2 4.2 3.6 3.6 3.2 3.2
total ¢ 45 3.9 4.3 4.0 3.5 3.8 3.3 3.3
w/c ¢ 4.4 3.2 4.6 3.0 3.6 3.0 4.0 3.2
m/c ¢ 4.2 38 40 38 40 3.8 36 3.8
total & 4.3 35 4.3 34 38 3.4 38 35
total w/c 45 3.6 45 34 35 35 3.7 3.3
total m/c 4.3 38 4.1 40 3.8 3.7 34 35

Question 5: How trustworthy is this person?

Good P Good S Good P Poor S Poor P Good S Poor P Poor S

Ger Afr Ger Afr Ger Afr Ger Afr

7) 1) 6D 2) ) 6) 3 8)
TOTAL 3.8 36 40 35 35 3.55 35 36
w/c Q 3.6 3.0 4.0 30 3.0 40 3.2 3.4
m/c @ 3.6 3.6 3.8 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.0 3.4
total ¢ 3.6 3.3 3.9 3.1 3.1 3.6 3.1 3.4
w/c ¢ 4.2 4.2 4.2 4.0 4.0 3.2 40 3.8
m/c ¢ 3.8 3.6 4.0 3.8 3.8 38 38 3.8
total & 4.0 3.9 4.1 3.9 38 35 39 38
total w/c 3.9 36 4.1 35 35 3.6 3.6 36
total m/c 3.7 3.6 3.8 35 3.5 35 34 3.6

Question 6: How good are this person’s career prospects?

Good P Good S Good P Poor S Poor P Good S Poor P Poor S

Ger Afr Ger Afr Ger Afr Ger Afr

7 4 5> 2> 1¢D] (GY) 3 8)
TOTAL 45 3.45 4.45 3.6 3.25 34 34 29
w/c 9 4.2 3.4 4.2 36 34 3.8 3.6 3.0
m/c Q 4.6 4.2 4.4 3.8 3.0 34 3.0 2.8
total ¢ 4.4 3.8 4.3 3.7 3.2 36 3.3 2.9
w/c @ 4.6 2.8 4.8 3.0 3.0 2.8 3.4 2.4
m/c & 4.6 3.4 4.4 4.0 3.6 3.6 36 3.4
total ¢ 46 3.1 4.6 35 3.3 3.2 35 3.9
total w/c 4.4 3.1 45 3.3 3.2 3.3 3.5 2.7
total m/c 4.6 38 4.4 3.9 3.3 35 3.3 3.1
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Question 7: Would you feel confident about working with this person?

Good P Good S Good P Poor S Poor P Good S Poor P Poor S

Ger Afr Ger Afr Ger Afr Ger Afr

(D) 4) 5) 2) 69 (6) 3 8
TOTAL 4,05 3.65 425 36 3.6 3.95 34 35
w/c ¢ 4.2 3.2 4.4 34 3.6 4.2 34 3.2
m/c @ 3.8 4.0 3.8 3.6 3.4 3.8 2.8 3.6
total ¢ 4.0 3.6 4.1 35 35 4.0 3.1 3.4
w/c ¢ 4.0 3.4 4.4 3.2 38 3.6 3.2 3.2
m/c ¢ 4.2 4.0 4.4 4.2 36 4.2 4.2 4.0
total ¢ 4.1 3.7 4.4 3.7 3.7 3.9 3.7 3.6
total w/c 4.1 3.3 4.4 33 3.7 3.9 33 3.2
total m/c 4.0 4.0 4.1 3.9 35 4.0 35 38

Question 8: How friendly/good-natured is this person?

Good P Good S Good P Poor S Poor P Good S Poor P Poor S

Ger Afr Ger Afr Ger Afr Ger Afr

N 4) ) 2) (¢D) 6) 3) 8>
TOTAL 3.85 38 38 4,05 3.6 4.1 3.35 3.7
w/c ¢ 3.8 3.4 3.6 3.6 3.6 4.2 34 3.8
m/c ¢ 3.4 4.0 3.8 4.2 3.0 4.0 2.8 3.6
total ¢ 36 3.7 3.7 39 3.3 4.1 3.1 3.7
w/c ¢ 4.0 3.6 36 4.0 3.4 4.0 3.0 3.0
m/c & 4.2 4.2 4.2 4.4 4.4 4.2 4.2 4.4
total ¢ 4.1 39 3.9 4.2 3.9 4.1 3.6 3.7
total w/c 3.9 35 3.6 3.8 35 4.1 3.2 3.4
total m/c 3.8 4.1 4.0 4.3 3.7 4.1 35 4.0

Question 9: How hard-working is this person?

Good P Good S Good P Poor S Poor P Good S Poor P Poor S

Ger Afr Ger Afr Ger Afr Ger Afr

(7 €3] 5 2) ¢D) ) 3 ¢
TOTAL 3.75 3.6 3.75 3.7 3.45 3.45 3.65 34
w/c @ 40 3.4 36 3.4 3.4 4,0 3.8 3.6
m/c @ 3.6 3.6 38 38 3.4 3.2 36 3.2
total ¢ 38 35 3.7 3.6 34 3.6 3.7 34
w/c @ 4.2 4.2 4.4 4.2 38 34 36 38
m/c ¢ 3.2 3.2 3.2 34 3.2 3.2 3.6 3.0
total ¢ 4.7 4.7 4.8 3.8 3.6 3.3 3.6 34
total w/c 4.1 3.8 4.0 3.8 3.6 3.7 3.7 3.7

total m/c 3.4 3.4 35 3.6 3.3 3.2 3.6 3.1
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Figure 11 - Mean Responsesto Question 11:
-"How high is this person's social status?"
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Question 10: How wel | could this person wite a business letter in Englishi®

Good P Good S Good P Poor S Poor P Good S Poor P Poor S

Ger Afr Ge Afr Ge Afr Ger Afr

<r> <4> 5> (2) <1> <6) <3) S
TOTAL 4.65 3.05 4.6 3.3 2.65 2.75 2.65 2.05
w/c 9 4.6 3.4 4.6 3.8 2.8 3.6 3.0 2.6
m/c 9 4.8 3.4 4.6 3.4 2.4 2.4 2.2 1.8
total ¢ 4.7 3.4 4.6 3.6 2.6 3.0 2.6 2.2
w/c 4.8 2.4 4.8 2.6 2.8 2.4 2.4 1.6
m/c d 4.4 3.0 4.4 3.4 2.6 2.6 3.0 2.2
total tf 4.6 2.7 4.6 3.0 2.7 2.5 2.7 1.9
total wic 4.7 2.9 4.7 3.2 2.8 3.0 2.7 2.1
total mic 4.6 3.2 4.5 3.4 2.5 2.5 2.6 2.0

Question 11: How high is this person's social status?

Good P Good S Good P Poor S Poor P Good S Poor P Poor S

Ger Afr Ger Afr Ger Afr Ger Afr

(7) (4) <5) (2) <1) (6) (3) <8)
TOTAL 4,05 32. 4.15 3-15 3.25 3,05 3.45 2.7
w/c 9 4.4 3.2 4.4 3.0 3.0 3.6 3.6 3.0
m/c 9 3.8 3.6 4.0 3.4 3.6 3,0 3.4 2.8
total 9 44 3.4 4.2 3.2 3,3 3,3 3.5 2,9
w/c<$ 4.0 2.8 4,2 2.8 3.2 2.4 3,4 2.4
m/c 6 4.0 3,2 4.0 3,4 3.2 3,2 3,4 2.6
total d 4.0 3.0 4.1 3.1 3.2 2,8 3.4 2.5
total wic 4.2 3.0 4.3 2,9 3.1 3.0 3,5 2.7
total m/c 3.9 3.4 4.0 3,4 3.4 3.1 3,4 2,7

As these tables show, for questions 1, 2 and 10, which investigate the speakers®

perceived |evel of English, speakers wth good pronunciation obtained far higher
ratings than those with poor pronunication: for those wth good pronunciation,
syntax appears to be inmaterial whereas for those wth poor pronunciation,
having poor syntax as well leads to a still lower evaluation. This pattern is
true of both Germans and ‘Africans, although the Africans are less well perceived
than the Germans in every category. Women tended to rate the Africans higher
than did men, whereas nmen tended to rate the Germans higher than the Africans,

M ddl e-class repondents tended to rate speakers with good pronunciation higher,



and often to rate speakers with poor pronunciation |ower, than did working class

respondents.

For the question about social status (11), the overall trend was highly simlar,
except that women rated all speakers® social status slightly higher than did nen,
and working-class respondents tended to rate the Germans nore highly, whilst

m ddl e-cl ass respondents responded nore favourably to the Africans.

O the questions about perceived personality, questions 4 and 5 (on intelligence
and trustworthiness) still show the Germans with good pronunciation being rated
more favourably than all the other speakers, whose ratings are fairly uniform
Women tended to regard speakers with good pronunciation as nore intelligent and
those with poor pronunciation as less intelligent than did men. Wrking class
respondents tended to rate Germans as nmore intelligent and Africans as |ess
intelligent than did mddle-class respondents. Women tended to regard all
speakers as less trustworthy than did men, and working-class respondents tended
to regard all speakers as nore trustworthy than did mddle-class respondants.
Incidentally, the question about trustworthiness produced nmore indignant
reactions than any other, from the respondents, who often strongly questioned the
validity of such a question. Anongst many respondents, there was a tendency to
award 3 for this question, thus indicating a neutral response, which may explain
the nore even distribution of results. However the speakers wth good
pronunciation tend overall to have higher scores than those whose pronunciation

IS poor.

Questions 8 and 9 (‘Hw friendly’ and 'How hard-working') show a fairly even
spread of results: although overall, speakers with good pronunciation are seen as
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marginal ly more hard working, it is Africans, regardless of pronunciation, who are
seen as nost friendly/good-natured. Men and mddle class respondents regard all
speakers as nore friendly than do women and working-class respondents. Men also
tend to perceive speakers as more hard-working than do women, and there is a
pronounced pattern of working class respondents seeing all speakers as nore

hard-working than do mddl e-class respondents.

For the questions about vocational prospects: 3, 6 and 7, the pattern of speakers
with good pronunciation being more highly rated continues. It is interesting that
between questions 3 and 7 the gap dimnishes, suggesting that whilst the
respondents would rather enploy someone with good pronunciation, they would be
almost as willing to work with someone with good or bad pronunci ation,. Maybe
this is because the speakers with good pronunciation sound nore efficient, but
nost people ask nore than efficiency from a colleague: speaker 6, who scored
highly on the 'friendliness' question, also does well on the 'work with' question.
Women appear slightly nore likely than nmen to enploy someone wth good
pronunci ation, whereas there is a tendency for women to be less anxious than nen
about working with any of the speakers. On the whole, mddle-class respondents
would be nore prepared to enploy one of the African speakers than would
wor ki ng-cl ass respondents: the latter would in turn be nore prepared to enploy
the Germans. For the question about career prospects (6), speakers wth good
pronunciation are rated higher than those with poor pronunciation, and of the
former, Germans nore highly than Africans, Women tended to rate the Africans'
prospects more highly, and Germans® lower, than did men. Mddle-class respondents
tended to rate all speakers' prospects more highly than did working-class

respondents (mddle-class idealisn?).



Overall then, speakers with good pronunciation were rated more favourably than
those whose pronunciation was poor. Syntax was found to be a far less
influential factor. Generally, speakers from African countries were rated less
favourably than Gemans (with notable exceptions for certain of the questions
investigating perceived personality). The Gamen speaker who produced the samples
in the 'good pronunciation’ categories had an accent which was closer to standard
English speech than the African who produced the corresponding two categories,
but all four speakers in the 'poor Pronunciation’ categories had comparably 'poor’
pronunciation, which suggests that there may have been an edement of
prejudice/negative stereotyping working against the Africans in comparison with
the Germans However, there would not seem to be overt racial preudice operating
here, since in only 21/80 cases did the respondents successfully identify the
African speakers as coming from an African country, and where they were
successful, the mean answer to question 13: 'Hov do you rate your reaction to
people from this country? was never less than 4,0. Respondents were slightly
more successful at identifying Gemans 26/80 cases, but on the questions about
Gemans the mean answer to question 13 tended to be lower, see Table 1 below.
In this table, the variation in mean ratings is presumably due to the fact that
they are not all taken from the ratings of the same respondents, only those, in

each case, who correctly identified the speaker's country of origin*

In the case of the African speakers, for question 12, in addition to 'The Ivory
Coagt’ and 'Zaire', 'Africa or *an African country’ were accepted as correct
ansvers*™*. Middle class men and women were much more successful at correctly
identifying the speakers' nationalities then were working-class men and women,
and where working-class respondents have correctly identified nationality, the
mens' ratings for question 13 tend to be fairly low. We have no information about
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how those respondents who did not correctly identify a speaker's nationality
would have rated their usual reaction to that country, had the name been glven
to them. One can only offer tentative suggestions to explain the discrepancy
between the high ratings of speakers from African countries in question 13, and
their lower ratings throughout the questionnaire. It is possible that those who
recognised the African speakers gave them higher ratings for question 13 in a
conscious attempt not to seem racially prejudiced. It seems however, that there
was some strong (possibly unconscious) bias against the speech of the Africans,

which conflicts with the self-reported ratings In question 13.

Table 1: Respondents who correctly identified country of origin of speaker and
their mean responses to question ‘How do you rate your reaction to people from
this country?* (mean taken from only those speakers who correctly identified
country).

Good P Good S Good P Poor S Poor P Good S Poor P Poor S

Ger Afr Ger Afr Ger Afr Ger Afr
B “4) A5 @) 1 6) 3 8)
TOTAL
correct - 6 3 5 9 1 14 9
mean 4 .67 2.67 4.4 4.0 40 3.85 4 .56
w/c @
correct - 1 1 1 2 - 2 -
mean 4.0 4.0 3.0 5.0 4.0
m/c ¢
correct - 3 1 2 2 1 4 5
mean 4 .67 2.0 4.5 35 4.0 4.0 4.4
w/c ¢
correct - - 1 - 2 - 3 -
mean 2.0 3.0 3.33
m/c &
correct - 2 - 2 3 - 5 4

mean 5.0 5.0 4.33 4.0 4.75



The very last question on the questionnaire was an open question designed to
elicit respondents' opinions <(if any) about the validity of the questionnaire,
without ‘putting the words into their mouths'. 11 of the 20 respondents wrote an
answer to this quesition (2 working-class women; 3 working-class men; 3 middle-
class women; 3 middle-class men). Their responses can be summarised as falling
broadly into three (not mutually exclusive) categories, which may be paraphrased
as follows:

i 'It is impossible to answer certain of these questions (especially no. 5) on
the basis of hearing a short speech sample';

i1 'These questions are not ‘'fair' because the speaker is not speaking his native
language'; |

ii1) You can tell things about people on the basis of their speech: these sort of

Jjudgements are made all the time'.

Table 1 below shows the numbers of respondents who answered the final question

in one or more of these ways.



Table 1: Summary of respondents®' answers to the final question: Do you have any

comments on this questionnaire?'

i> *Can't answer on i1 *Can't tell ii1) *Can tell: DO
basis of hearing because not make Jjudgements
short speech sample’, native language’. based on speech'.

TOTAL 9 5 2

w/c Q 2 2 -

m/c @ 3 2 1

totalg 5 4 1

w/c & 1 - 1

m/c 6 3 1 -

total @ 4 1 1

total w/c 3 2 1

total m/c 6 3 1

Over half the respondents commented on the questionnaire, and of these only two
confirmed its validity. The rest questioned its validity, some strongly and
indignantly, others hesitantly and tentatively. The middle-class respondents
tended to write more and to be more critical than did the the working class
respondents, both in their responses to this question, and whilst they were
filling in the questionnaire. Of course, the fact that almost half of the
respondents wrote ‘no’, or simply did not write anything for this question,
suggests that they did not feel uneasy about the judgements they were required
to make iIn the questionnaire <(or else felt diffident about criticising academic
work in a field they knew little or nothing about). However, the fact that so
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many responses o1 the SOori aescribeqa above were ooivalinead 1in response 10 wnatl
was after all a very general and not a leading question, suggests that many
people felt uneasy about such a task. (Incidentally, this did not prevent some of
the most damning critics of the questionniare from choosing quite extreme
evaluations, both negative and positive, for certain speakers, although there was
a neutral '3' available: possibly their objections were based more on a feeling
that one should not make Judgements about others on the basis of their language,

rather than the conviction that they did not in fact do this.

Conclusions.

The results of this study suggest a definite confirmation of the hypothesis that
there is a positive correlation between a non-native speaker's having good
pronunciation and being positively evaluated by native speakers, and that
pronunciation is a far more important variable than syntax in this evaluation.
This observation is less valld in the area of perceived personality than for
perceived standard of English, perceived status and perceived vocational
prospects. Respondents were not particularly successful in correctly identifying
speakers' country of origin. Where they managed to do so, their self-reported
ratings of their attitude towards natives of that country were generally fairly
high (or above neutral), however there is some discrepancy between this fact and
the consistently lower evaluations of speakers from African countries than of
German speakers. Many respondents expressed doubts as to the validity of the
study and its format, but nevertheless answered the questions, rarely vetoing the
questions by choosing '3' ratings. This suggests that the study may be more valid
than was at first suggested, although it could still be argued that some means
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of testing reactions to non-native speech which was less dependent on a
quantitative, closed and ‘'discourse-as-product’-based analysis would be
preferable. However, within the terms of the present study, there is overwhelming
evidence that non-native speakers whose speech, and particularly pronunciation,
is close to the native-norm are more positively evaluated by native speakers
than those with more 'foreign’ characteristics, and this would suggest that the
assumption, which currently prevails in applied linguistics and foreign language
teaching generally, that there is little or no call to teach pronunciation to

foreign students, should be challenged.



Notes.

1. Of course there have been language attitude studies in America and
Canada and elsewhere. However, for the sake of brevity, this paper confine
itself in most cases to the studies of British English.

2. e.g. Lay and Burron, 1968; Miller and Hewgill, 1964; Sereno and Hawkins
1967; McCroskey and Mehrley, 1969.

3. One possible criticism of this study is the unequal numbers of women ar
men used both as respondents and as stimulus voices: Palmer does not rule
out the possibility of sex as a variable which might affect the results.
There is some evidence that women's voices are evaluated less favourably
than men's, both by women and men (see for example Cameron 1985:32-34, 53-
6); and that women use more prestigious forms than men (Coates 1986:64,
Trudgill 1974:94-5), which might mean that men and women would use
different criteria when evaluating speech samples.

4. This is disappointing in view of the authors' discussion of the causes
of 'irritation' (see p. 19,

5. No topic is objectively neutral: it can only be considered 'neutral’ v
& vis a particular person. Its neutrality in the eyes of this person
signifies only that it is compatible with her view of the world: that to
her it is uncontroversial. Thus the purported neutrality of the topic of
conversation in these studies merely indicates that the researcher has
imposed her world view on the study. This is probably inevitable. However,
its inevitability does not make the subject matter neutral.

6. I am grateful to Richard Coates for pointing out that this is a
potentially problemtic notion which does not take into account the possibl
existence of extra-territorial varieties (comparable with 'West African
French', for example) which might be unfamiliar to a native speaker of
British English.

7. It was originally hoped to use all female students but it was not
possible to find speakers who fell into all the required categories.

8. It had been intended to accept 'Austrian’ for the German speakers but,
in the event, this was not an answer given by any of the respondents.



Appendi x 1: Phonetic transcription and tally of errors of stimulus speech
sanpl es.

Transcriptions appear here in order in which they featured on the cassette.
*Syntactic error® refers to any non-native grammatical or lexical feature.
"Hesitation* refers to vocalized pauses, repetitions or false starts.

Speaker 1: German, Good syntax; poor pronunciation. (1 syntactic error; 8
hesi tations)

O the last night of Cctober, the people in earlier tines

thought of devils and,.,and wtches, and they were afraid of
35:6  of ‘devals and. and ‘webf1s.. anb 3e: wid wpeid of

t hem and they wanted to keep them out of their houses and
farv\ . alfc® &c: woaHcy 'far 'ktp $£<* axr of $C ' h&u’x arvj

their farns, er, to have a nice. ..nice life wthout wtches and
Eea ‘farms. & |t Thave 'nais. nats {4 wiveut ‘u‘{fﬁs end
devils. Now it's not the.. .a big tradition, because nost of the
popul ati on, works in,,.in industry, and there are many fanilies

popju’letfan ‘we:ks .1 ‘udaski: gk e A Meat ‘famtlds

where there is no grandnother on a.,, on a farm who tells the

little children about the devil and wtches. In .t he industry

(1(-{ 'f;t ldran ebautzs ‘devsl and ‘wt 3 ‘gndasbi<
areas: there, all...nost...nost of the population live in flats
‘erries. deijd VI _ o e. fen lgra plabhs,
and so these historical stories about wtches are not told to
and .so: 215 e e , - . . &

the children t oday.

z.{ éfj’t(Jrzn f'h'dci]

Speaker 2: African, Poor syntax; good pronunciation.(12 syntactic errors;
hesitations)

Now in the nodern tinme, they've taken the sane er story
adt

L LEEL I R | -
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but, er, ‘It Is a sort of opportunity to...for children to

have fun. They have er songs, dressed up, and things Ilike that,
Aa'tan. ¥e hav 3 ‘sogr ‘dees et and S92 (nrdatt
and then 1In the evening, they er sup a big neal. But perhaps the
ande1a ‘ e abigmia | . PIRapz. I3
children would 'p'refe'r' rather the game consisting in running down
"fidsan wvd ‘mecrer Raka 33gem ko'sutlpm Zpdy Jaua
the street, knocking at the door and then saying to 'trick

da ‘stri:é 'na/c"ig adba 'da. and Ja} "se:nbhy ‘tlrikt o

treat* «+ And normally you should give them a sweet. If you don't
Lotth . ! ' 4Cf“."!ﬁJu ‘Jgné“
then, er, vyoull have your tyre flattened or they'Il put soap on

( p*l‘fé‘ 'S_J_P" o
your w ndows, or sinply they'Il knock at the door..
J.oa ‘U’d.‘sz a 151#‘[1. L . -'._ . L

Speaker 3: German, Poor syntax; poor pronunciation, (12 syntactic errors; 7
hesitations)

Er, the passage is about children which enjoy the fun. They are
(¢: 23 ‘-pasig 15.ebau oy v B fan ., Bel A
playing a game: name is °*trick and treat® In this game, they er
epie:Aj Me *$F <"t ActMij S(Tani/c aAfwtt AL 1At $ jewn 2>e; 9(:
go to the street, and go to the doors of the er houses, and

e
Y
crying e trick or treat', and the people wll give them some
kwagpa ‘ewtkts . L ‘g1 Bem g

sweets, or the er, children knocked on the door and um rum away.
swibs . 30 By g ‘fdduan noikEt padl  CEa asd. gt awet,
It's about a night of Cctober: name's er Hallowe'en, and in this
it a‘haut* e ‘na® prok'toibe. ne:ms At ha loiwta. aand &1s
night they cane spirits to the earth wth their er, magic spells
*nttb. re: Jteti 'SowYfefd ] ‘oe® .wiea  F: ‘muzikh ‘sphe

and the famlies singing songs.
antt 23 ‘fFmm(1z s1g1y ‘w:gz.]
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speaker 4: African, Good syntax; good pronunciation. (1 syntactic error; S
hesitations)

Hallowe‘'en {s a...a sort of a tradition, which comes from a long
. A ‘\ .' ‘ k 1. J )
[(haluwin 124 .4 sotov A tuai'difan. wily ‘k*amzfiom a loa
time ago. In the evening, um, on their farms, people would gather
'therm ngd. tndt "ivanig .am pnSesd ‘Faimz phiptal wud ‘g
apd light a bilg fire, but would have first teken care to lock
r'\(auf“ abty ‘Fafa. batt wud hay 'fastt Gerklanbier tu (oLt
their animals i{nside, and put leaves on their door: special leaves
Fea  ‘aamle 1a'satrd and ‘put' (v spndeads 'spefrrl *(ivs
on their door to keep the spirits out. Then er they'd start singin
Dn §edo: o kAot Be 'sphtrwtt2autt Ben 8 Sejad ‘stlatirgy
special songs and, er, sometimes they would stop, and the priest
sehefal sz and ¢ sqmblatmz Beavd  stop'ands  puisé
would start to pray, er to call for good spirits. to help them
wud ‘statu ‘pree1jz. ta Ko pa: jud 'sp“t.nf‘r.l'u help™ ¥em
get rid of these evils.
«3¢“41J0V éiz,'gv/\(z.]
f

Speaker 5: German, Poor syntax; good pronunciation. (13 syntactic errors; 6
hes{tations)

Hallowe'en {s a very old traditional date. Jn former times, em
“hatlorw'sia 1za  vesiyold Euaidifial ‘ded’ 1a [Swd Eatmr dm
witches and evil spirits should to keep away, and nowadays, em
‘wthrz and '1‘0/‘( sp141lz Jg‘dl“a‘ lhip dwel aend navuadetz. 3m

ft's a time for parties for the children. They dress up and
hsa  ‘Cram (3 pabtz fad i felduan | Fer ‘ducs Ap O

have a great fun. In my country, um {s carnival. Is {n March
haiva  ‘guert fia . 1a mar Kiskii: s 1z ‘Kaiawl 12 1n 'mat

or April. I think this has em a quite similar tradition as
5 ‘etpul . A 019k 315 hasz m 3 kuatd ‘stmals tvadifan 32

.

Hallowe'en. 1It's also to keep witches and evil spirits away,
hee lovr'win . 12 2S0v Ea'kip ‘wif1z nd {v‘( '3p1J1I"z d'wet.

and people um dress them up and have a party. And today, many
ad pipl m ‘dagsgtv‘\ ‘,"‘f, and havy ‘plati . antider . meai



people don't know what's the reason for this festivals, ana tney
',o-{pé( dovn? ‘dovr  wolz¥a ‘yizan fadis 'pesévv!z,ag_nd Se1

always make parties and such other things.

‘vlwerz metk ‘pabiz.aend sif 'A%y Oz ]

Speaker 6: African, Good syntax; poor pronunciation. (1 syntactic error; 8
hesitations)

In the south there {s a special feast, which s called: {f I
[1n 3¢ ‘save Jastz . A ‘spefol ‘fesé’ wif 1z ‘kold . a1

translate literally ({t's ‘Generation Feast'. Because {n these

. N . oy “ I3 - N
toXazlert (dtaali 16z@ d3enavefin fes€®. biks:z i 8+z
villages each year, all people the same age - they are dressed 1in

'vi(u&f:z, .1-? Jta. '9( pweol Tg ‘setm €3 . g« ‘dues 14
special <clothes and they...they...they dance, they...they sing, they -
spefal  ‘'kloz. and 85 . §e . Bg 'dias.Se Xe ‘siy 3e.
{t's wvery, very, very nice. Even foreigners who live in our

1tz ‘vert ‘veri ‘veri AB15, dvea Foreynar Ad liv v ‘auws
country, every vyear they are at these fest. They take photographs
ednbui . evsi gia. Seja ‘abbiz ‘festt. ‘e kek fologuary
and they...they love - they...they...they enjoy {it. You'll see

an. ‘g 8 ‘(Gov . ‘&¢ ‘e % Z'é.ﬂJt'é Jv( 'sf¢
people crying, shouting, er singing, dancing, and it's really

pipv( ‘/we,v'go "/‘a“éfj.ﬂ 3100193 ‘d&nseg and W eile
beautiful

'ég:;l{fﬁf(

Speaker 7: German, Good syntax; good pronunciation. (0 syntactic errors; 8
hesitations)

Yeah, well I suppose the only equivilent {n my country would be er
[jeawl a1 ‘spovz &t ‘auali akdrvalyt 1 ‘mar kiabsi wedbt.!
L

a certain feast, er at the beginning of Lent, when people dress
d 'se2a '[{:sé‘.s at B b3911193v (ent" | wea p lpl dics

up. And, it's not got the sort of spooky em skant to {t that
4
"‘Pk nd 1!‘2410‘ aol‘ X5 safav sp«:ké: tm slav\(‘u«-ltt,‘ A«L
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Hal | owe' en has: it's just having fun and | think that the...the

old reason behind the thing in ny country is that er people
ol Utz2in bthamét & 819 11 ‘mar ‘kinksi 1zda. .3 pipl

believe that it's their last chance to have fyn before the er
baliv Jatd 4sdc¢ La:s fpanls Edhpev Fin bys &3 .2

time of Lent comes up, and you have to say °no* to everylng

and be good * 111 Easter. And..,and so that's the reason for Justk

Jiving it up, having a good tine, getting drunk perhaps, have...

o . g - e g g R

and  Just dressing up.

P in’sf' wES 1)

Speaker 8: African, Poor syntax; poor pronunciation.(13 syntactic errors; 6
hesi tations)

In the south, there are some population called the 'Aka™.and there
‘a2 dea

particular day in the year where they celebrate er the harvest of

[»*'6S £} «*[« 'cfel WA 'Jit .oca Wt SMLt*t) * Mwvas pga

the !fam Y¥am So, these day the women used to cook er great

o] "M. *I»M SO «Mf* ' &> *ca<mtj u«® "feNkV ‘gUerZ

quantities of “ams and er every people was invited at this special

‘bhantb 4 d20v :fﬂmz.M. AL el ‘PP o wueravero . . 2is 's,ac.jt

days. And they wused to eat nore, those days. They wused to

diz . andet jusblu '€ .md dozden . der just w

dance, bring msks and so on. \WAs yes, very er great days, and

‘d¥s . buty ‘maygz ad sowon . W2 ges vesi 3 *JJi £ Vez e ®A

is once in the vyear. |Isy before, or, er, in Mirch: in end of

tz "WM$ "ti AT+ r- B AtfDa Fe o [V W n ‘ed oV

March or beginning of April.
'ma:ff a 'b;afnbv ‘fetput



Appendix 2: Front cover and sample question page of questionnaire.

Questionnaire.

You will hear 8 foreign students talking briefly, in English, about festivals
and celebrations. They were all recorded just after they had read a passage
which discussed the English festival Hallowe'en, both in former times and
today. You will hear some of the students talking about the passage they read
and about Hallowe'en. The others will talk about a festival in their own
country which the Hallowe'en passage reminded them of.

You will hear all 8 students through once, one after the other. Please listen
without writing anything. Then you will hear the tape a second time. This
time, as each student talks, please fill in the relevant page of this
questionnaire. For each question there are a number of possible answers you
could give. For example, for the first question:

1. How well does this person speak English?

badly 1 2 3 4 5 well
if you think, after hearing the student on the tape, that he speaks very gooc
English, you circle the number 5. If, on the other hand you think his English
is very poor, you circle the number 1, and so on.
Or in other words the numbers correspond to the following scale:

High

Mid/Neutral

- N WA

Low

Before you start, please fill in the following details (which will be treated
confidentially):

Name Sex Male/Female
Occupation Age under 25
25-40
41-60
Nationality over 60

No 1. 1. How well does this person speak English?

badly 1 2 3 4 5 well

2. How well would this person understand the English TV news?
badly 1 2 3 4 5 well
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3. Would you feel confident about employing this person?

dubious 1 2 3 4 5 confident

4. How intelligent is this person?

unintelligent 1 2 3 4 5 intelligent

5. How trustworthy is this person?

untrustworthy 1 2 3 4 5 trustworthy

6. How good are this person's career prospects?

poor 1 2 3 4 5 good

7. Would you feel confident about working with this person?

dubious 1 2 3 4 5 confident

8. How friendly/good-natured is this person?

unfriendly 1 2 3 4 5 friendly

9. How hard-working is this person?

lazy 1 2 3 4 5 hard-working

10. How well could this person write a business letter in Eng]

badly 1 2 3 4 5 well

11. How high Is this person's social status?

low 1 2 3 4 5 high

12. What country do you think this person comes from?
13. How do you rate your reaction to people from this country”

generally negative 1 2 3 4 5 generally posit
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