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1: Introduction

Edwards & Giles and Wolfram & Schilling-Estes arghat, in some people's opinions, some
languages and varieties of languages are more cadabk than others. They state that this
assumption forms the basis of linguistic stereagy(ogd. In Al-Dosari 1042). H. S. Al-Dosari
summarizes the studies by Edward & Giles and Wmif€aSchilling-Estes: “[lJanguage
attitudes arise from users' language ideologieprescriptive beliefs about how a language
‘ought to be™ (1042). Additionally, H. Daniels sathat more and more English is being
presented in the media to non-native listenersngfliEh. These include not only normative
accents like RP (Received Pronunciation) and GAged American), but Australian

English and Irish English as well (gtd. in Doel 1Bhis means that non-native listeners of
English (Dutch listeners included) have become nfermr@liar with various accents and
dialects of English. Dutch listeners are even nfangliar with English accents than other
listeners because Dutch television uses subtitiesreas television in, for instance, Germany,
Spain, and France uses dubbing. The hypothesissopaper is therefore that native listeners
of Dutch are able to adopt language attitudes tdWzaglish varieties, and that these attitudes

are similar to the language attitudes of Englistivedisteners.

So far, there has been little discussion aboutuagg attitudes of Dutch native
listeners towards English accents and dialects paper will focus on whether linguistic
attitudes towards English varieties are formed hbycb students of English Language and
Culture, and if these attitudes correspond witlséhof English native listeners. We will first
provide a brief overview of the literature that leen written on several issues concerning
the present research. The next chapter will des¢he methods and materials that were used

in the execution of the research. Additionally, tesults of the research will be presented,



accompanied by a discussion with respect to thesfo€ this paper. We will finish with a

conclusion and a reconsideration of the hypothesis.

A considerable amount of literature has been phétison English accents and
dialects. J. Wells points out that the way Englisteners perceive the accents and dialects of
their country can be portrayed by means of a ttesgape (14). This triangle is visible in
figure 1. Wells says that “the horizontal dimensiepresents geographical variation
(regionality), the vertical dimension social clag$4). It can be seen in figure 1 there is little
regional variation among the higher social clasaed,a great degree of regional variation
among the lower classes. However, even though Wals that “[i]t has long been pointed
out that in England the accent situation can bepaoed to a triangle or pyramid” (14), he
does not give any references to studies that haeep this. This means that his triangle may
not based on any valid evidence. Later, he poiatshat the triangle cannot include accents
from outside the UK, because other “countries ithe& own higher-class accents which
differ in many important respects from RP” (15). &lso mentions that regional variation in,
for instance, American accents and Australian dpeenot as broad as in accents from the
UK (15). However, even though Wells mentions thestrictions, the principle of the
triangle applies to most languages. We only neatbte that for some languages regional
variation will be less wide, or the top of the irgge will be slightly wider than Wells's

example.
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B. Dretzke has created a more detailed versioialfs’s triangle, as can be seen in
figure 2. Again, this triangle does not seem tdased on previous research. It needs to be
mentioned that Wells calls the vertical axis ofthigngle 'social class' and Dretzke calls it
'prestige’ in his triangle. As is visible on thiamigle in figure 2, the prestige of the various
accents is high at the narrow top, where the stanalacents and the educated accents are.
Moreover, prestige is low at the wide bottom, thsifion of the urban accents, and in the
middle are the rural accents, where the prestigeitber high nor low. In his book on English
accents, Wells draws attention to the fact thatikgnction between urban and rural accents
can be explained by the fact that urban accentshafh London, Liverpool, and Derry are
examples that are featured in this paper, arellafgend “harsh™ or 'ugly” (11), but that
rural accents, such as those of Harrogate in Notkshire, a "small village near Glasgow"
(Meier) in Scotland, Huntsville in Texas, and Teyam Australia, which are discussed in this
paper, are generally supposed to be “charminguaint” (11). Naturally, accents that are
found harsh or ugly have a lower prestige thanmtsdbat are found charming or quaint.
Wells provides a possible explanation for thisiditon. He argues that rural accents are

usually more slow-paced than urban accents, whiskiply gives listeners the feeling that



people speaking with a rural accent are less rugtaedpeople speaking with an urban accent
(11). Of course covert prestige should be takem ¢onsideration. This means that a certain
group of speakers intentionally uses an accentusectey are proud of their heritage
("Sociolinguistics"). However, this only concerhe tanguage attitudes of people toward
their own accent, whereas the present researcbws\tanguage attitudes of speakers toward

a different accent than their own. Because of tosert prestige will not be discussed any

further.
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Dretzke's placement of rural and urban accentsesaauproblem. It may be
understandable that rural accents have more peestag urban accents, but it seems illogical
that that urban accents should have more regi@ration than rural accents do. Some
reasons are that urban accents have developedhaterural accents and urban accents are
more similar to the standard varieties than rucakats are. It also needs to be mentioned that
there is more social variation within urban accebtd because this is not the main focus of

the present paper it will not be discussed anyhérrtWells's triangle does not have this



problem, because Wells does not mention rural abanuaccents. It is interesting to
distinguish between rural and urban accents, stzkets triangle will be used in the present

research. However, only prestige will be discusedtie 'Results and Discussion' chapter.

As mentioned earlier, the present research is dbwutistic attitudes. There is a large
volume of published studies describing Englishdisgc stereotypes. In his analysis, Dennis
R. Preston discusses the linguistic aspects oétbieseotypes. He draws attention to the
relationship between stereotypes and linguisticattaristics (41). An example he gives is
that speakers of Southern American English are comiyvfound lazy because their vowels
sound lazy (40-41). However, this is merely his @xperience and is not based on research.
The research of the present paper features a sgeakeTexas. It will be interesting to see if
this speaker is found lazy by the listeners. lirtseidy, Randall L. Alford and Judith B.
Strother list three questions about non-nativetists identifying the differences between
English accents and dialects: “(a) Are nonnatistehers able to perceive the phonological
variations in speech by speakers of different vigseof U.S. English? (b) If they do detect
differences, do they attach value judgements tedtifferences? and (c) What factors enter
into these value judgements?” (481). Moreover, tBresientions a study by L. Milroy and P.
McClenaghan, in which it is pointed out that, siténers are familiar with an accent, they can

immediately form stereotypical judgements on theagers (42).

Okim Kang and Donald L. Rubin point out that numes studies have shown that
people can judge someone's social status by me&ging to his accent (443). Kathryn
Campbell explains that this is investigated throogtiched-guise studies, in which subjects
listen to a number of speakers and judge them féereint personality traits. Examples are
‘friendliness’ or ‘trustworthiness’. The matchediggitechnique is used in the present
research. It was developed by W.E. Lambert, R.Qlgdon, R.C. Gardner, and S. Fillenbaum

in 1960 (Ball 164). Peter Ball argues that the imatieguise technique is the most effective



way of studying sociolinguistics (165). Stephefdies and Jacqueline D. Beebe point out
that it is important that the legitimacy of matckgpdse research must be kept as high as
possible (163) and that the material that is usedhfe research “provide[s] a reliable measure
of the behaviour being investigated” (163). Witegh arguments in mind, the material used
in the present research has been selected carefdiiijtionally, Gaies and Beebe ask several
critical questions about the matched-guise tecleior instance, they mention that in many
matched-guise studies, the number of speakersisiselhtively small (165). Consequently, it
is not clear if the speakers are representatigespiecific accent. The present research uses a
single speaker for every accent. Of course, irdaalisituation, the research would use
several speakers per accent. However, this waa wety practical option, because it would
have considerably lengthened the duration of tineeu Another possible alternative would
have been the use of only two accents and severaksrs, but this would not have given
enough material to compare. Gaies and Beebe ase #nat matched-guise studies most
frequently use semantic differential scales. Howgiey point out that there are other ways
to conduct matched-guise research, and that thefisamantic differential scales is not the
most satisfying one (167). They draw attentiondlonJW. Oller’s study, in which he points
out that semantic differential scales are consaieseful only because of one common result
(167): that negative personality traits “tend tostér together” (qtd. in Gaies & Beebe).
However, Gaies and Beebe point out that it is iveags clear what a negative or a positive
trait is (167). The fact that positive and negatnaits are debateable has been an issue since
the matched-guise technique was created (Gaiesehd@#67). However, in the present
research, it is evident for every semantic difféedrscale what the positive and negative traits
are.

The present research is about the perception giidbraccents by Dutch listeners. In

their article on second-language listening, MirjBroersma and Anne Cutler argue that it is



problematic to distinguish spoken words of a notivedanguage, especially when there are
phonemes in the non-native language that couldbbtused (74). The subjects used for the
research of this paper are all in daily contachwlite English language and should therefore

be able to distinguish between linguistic variants.
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2: Materials& Methods

In most studies on language-based personality jedgnthe results are obtained by means of
the matched-guise technique. This approach wasohwscause it is the best-known
technique. Much has been written about the matguesk technique and it has been used in a
considerable number of experiments. The desighetémantic differential scales used in the
present matched-guise analysis is based on comdsmpstudies (see, for instance, the
studies by Senaratne 79, Bugel and Santos 153ah84Alford and Strother 485). The scales
used in these studies have served as an examphefogsearch of this paper, because they
have proven to be effective in the respective awayThe following semantic differential
scales was applied in the matched-guise analyshiothesis: 'unintelligent - intelligent’,
‘unfriendly -friendly’, 'unattractive - attractiy&intrustworthy - trustworthy’, 'not self-
confident - self-confident’, 'lazy - ambitioushiuteresting - interesting’, 'lower-class - upper-
class', 'dependent - independent’, ‘arrogant - stpdetrovert - extravert'. The scales range
from 1 to 10. This means, for example, that, iteher rates a specific speaker 1 for
‘unintelligent - intelligent’, the listener findsthexceptionally unintelligent. However, if the

speaker is rated a 7, this means that the listezlezves she is modestly intelligent.

The speakers that were used for the researchsgbaiper were all taken from the
website of the International Dialects of EnglisiciAive. “IDEA was created in 1997 as a free,
online archive of primary source dialect and acceoodrdings” (Meier). The selected
speakers were all female. This choice was madrdiode the possibility that listeners would
base their answers on the gender of the spealeesvarious speakers were: a student from
London who speaks Estuary English, a Scottish studem Ayrshire, an actor/teacher from

Liverpool, a speaker from Harrogate in North Yoikshan Northern Irish speaker from
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Derry, a student from Huntsville, Texas, an Austraspeaker from Terang, Victoria,
Received Pronunciation (RP) speaker Helen Ashtbio, i&trained in speech and dialect, and
General American (GA) speaker Rena Cook, who s siecialized in speech (Meier).
Priorities that were taken into account while sehgcspeakers were the quality of the sound
file (with as little noise as possible), readingeg, reading ability, and the age of the speaker.
Each speaker read out a short text called '‘Comnsaageure’, written by Jill McCullough and
Barbara Somerville and edited by Douglas N. Honorbe IDEA website states that “[t]his
passage was specially composed using J.C. Welisidazd lexical sets and allows the dialect
researcher to examine a reader's English pronumtiatross a wide variety of phonemic
contexts” (Meier). In the present research, onyarter of the text every speaker read out
was selected. Consequently, the sound files ustekiatudy of this paper had an average
duration of thirty seconds. This choice was ma@eabise the survey would take
approximately forty-five minutes if the completeusd files would have been presented. The

total duration of the survey was now twenty minutes

Twenty-six Dutch students of English Language @ntture at Utrecht University
participated in the survey. Unfortunately, only sewf the subjects were male, due to the fact
that most students are female. All participantsenagged between 18 and 26 at the beginning
of the research. There were several participanisrahan 26, but they were not included in
the final selection because the majority of pgraaits was between 18 and 26, and the
answers of the subjects should be kept as comgaaalpossible. Seven subjects were in their
first year, eleven in their second year and eigliheir third year. The reason why only
students of English were recruited was that theykhhave more capability of hearing the
linguistic variants between English accents antedia than other Dutch listeners. An email
was sent that asked the participants to fill ostievey. The email contained a link to the

online inquiry. The advantage of an online sunsethat subjects can take it at home, in their
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own time. Subjects even had the possibility to pahe survey and finish it later. The survey
started with a short introduction, informing paigients about what was expected of them.
However, they were not informed of the purposehefihquiry because this could have
influenced their answers. The introduction alsduded an example question to familiarize
subjects with the assessment. Finally, the pagidipwere asked to always give their first
impression of the speakers. Moreover, it was erptato them that their answers should be
based on the speaker's accent. Subsequently, muwere asked to fill in their gender, age,
number of years studying English Language and @yland their nationality. After this short
guestionnaire, the sound files of the differentietses of English were listed. Each sound file
was accompanied by the text that was read outjlgjecs could read along with the speaker.
The semantic differential scales were placed bén@agry sound file. At the end of the

inquiry, participants were given the opportunity¢ave any comments on the survey.

In the 'Results and Discussion' chapter, the tesd@ithe present research will be
compared with a similar study by H. Giles. In Hisdy, Giles uses the matched-guise
technique to investigate language attitudes of iEhglative listeners towards several English
accents. Giles uses three different dimensionsdratcent evaluations: aesthetic content,
which "concerns the pleasantness - unpleasantesssiated with listening to a particular
accent” (Giles 212), communicative content, whisbves how comfortable a listener would
feel when interacting with a speaker of an accéileé 212), and status content, which "is
concerned with the amount of prestige value inhd@rean accent” (Giles 212). However,
Giles’s contents are somewhat confusing in relatiiotme scales used in this paper, so from
here on we will refer to them differently. Aestleationtent will be called ‘unpleasant —
pleasant’, communicative content will be calledcamfortable — comfortable’, and status
content will be called ‘low prestige — high prestigrhe scales Giles uses in his research

differ from the scales used in the present resediod choice to not work with the same
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scales was made because the number of scalesuGdgess rather small. One of the goals of
this paper is to give a more detailed insight mldnguage attitude of Dutch speakers toward
English varieties. Because of this, the presengpagpes a larger number of scales. The
listeners Giles used in his research were stuadrit® and 17 years old from South-West
England and South Wales. Giles's material consistédne male speaker reading the same
passage with [16] different foreign and regionaleants" (Giles 214). Giles also mentions that
"[t]he speaker attempted to assume the same spategivocal intensity, pitch and personality
throughout the recordings” (214). The accents W#teNorth American, French, South
Welsh, Irish, Yorkshire, Somerset, Indian, Birmiagh Cockney, Italian, German, Scottish,
West Indian. Liverpool, and Affected RP. (RP, NoMmmerican, Irish, Yorkshire, Cockney,
Scottish, and Liverpool match to a great extenh\the accents used in the present research)
It would have been ideal to have one speaker whttl@peak several English accents for the
present research as well, but it is very difficalfind someone who can speak all these
accents convincingly. For this reason the presesdarch uses several speakers instead of one
speaker reading with several accents. Of coursge tre differences between Giles's research
and the present research, but this study is thé maosnt one on this subject that could be

found, and we will therefore attempt to comparetihe as accurately as possible.



3: Results & Discussion

Bar charts aresed to show the scores participants gave to thdfferent varieties o

14

English. Figure 3 presents the average scoreEnglish accentThe horizontal line in eac

figure indicates the overall avera The methoaf averaging over the semantic differen

scales couldbe criticized becauscalculatirg average scores over different scales may n

meaningful. However, all negative traits were at libw ends of the scales, and the posi

traits at the high ends, so that the averagessept@&egativ-to-positive evaluations of tt

speakers and their accents.
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The main difference between figures 3 and 4 isttimaverage score of Gile:
research is 0.8 lower than the average score qirdeent research. This difference
averages indicates that we expect slightly lowerescin Giles’s results. Howevelecause

the difference is only 0.8, the scores of the tuglies are comparabl

With these results, we can have a look at the ngsi$. In the introduction it wi
mentioned that it was expected that Dutch listemensld adopt language attitudes tow
English varieties that are similar to the languagegudes of English listeners. Figures 3 ar
show that this hypothesis is roughly correct, hat €nglish listeners tend to give lov
scores than the Dutch listeners do. Especially band orkshir, and GA speakeshow large
differencedn scores, as can be seen in figures 3 and 4. Hawthe remaining varieties ha
scores that are fairly similarhis means that the hypothesis is confirmed dones varieties o
English, but that Dutch listenemight judge certaiwvarieties of English more positively th

English listeners do.
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We will now look at figures 3 and 4 in more det&it can be seen in figure 3, RP and
GA received the highest scores overall. In Gilesigly, native listeners of English gave RP
by far the highest scores as well. However, figushows that GA did not score as high in
Giles's research as it did in the present reseArtimteresting difference is that Giles's
listeners rated both Scottish and Irish higher J2280ssible explanation for these different
outcomes is that Giles only used listeners fromtis®est England and South Wales and
none from the US (214). Listeners may judge acddatisare more similar to their own more
positively. The present research does not use atiyernspeakers of English, so it is possible

that they are less prejudiced about American Enghan English speakers from the UK are.

If we look at figure 3, it is clear that RP has thghest average, namely 7.8. GA and
Yorkshire follow with 6.5, which is strikingly loweGiles's results show a similar outcome in
averages, as can be seen in figure 4. RP is &phgith an average of 7.9. Scotland is in
second place, whose average score of 5.7 is ndtakér than that of the RP speaker (Giles,
218). This shows that both the Dutch and Englistetiers considered RP to be the most

positive accent.

As can be seen in figure 3, the average scoreSAhand the Yorkshire speaker of the
present paper received are equal. It was expeadd>tA would receive an average score that
corresponded with the RP result, because theyathestandard varieties. For this reason, this
low average result for GA is somewhat surprisingno&sible explanation may be that the
subjects participating in the present research akkgudents of English. Because the target
accent of most of these students is RP rather@#grthey may not have considered the
prestige of GA as high as that of RP. However,muthe survey, participants were not asked
what their target accent was, so, unfortunatelycamnot be certain that this was the reason
for GA’s low average. Giles also uses a North Agaariaccent and a Yorkshire accent in his

research. Figure 4 shows that the average reduhgse two are very similar: GA only
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scored 0.1 higher than Yorkshire. In this respleetdttitudes of Dutch and English native
listeners are very similar. However, Irish and 8sbtboth scored higher in Giles's research,
whereas in the present research GA and Yorkshaeesecond place. More detailed findings

considering these two varieties will be discussethe ‘Interesting Findings’ section.
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3.1; Standard Varieties vs. Dialects

Now, we will look in more detail at striking diffences and similarities between the standard
varieties RP and GA, and the English dialects ofdan, Scotland, Liverpool, Yorkshire,
Northern Ireland, Texas, and Australia. The resfitthe present research will be compared
with those of the similar study by Giles. Figursipws the averages for the dialects featured
in the present research. Figures 7 and 9 showethdts for the RP and the GA speaker.

Figures 6, 8, and 10 show the corresponding restilBles's research.

As was mentioned in the 'Materials and MethodsptdraGiles uses three scales in his
matched-guise study: ‘unpleasant — pleasant’, ‘mrfodable — comfortable’, and ‘low
prestige — high prestige’. The results of thesedlscales will be shown in figures and they
will be compared with the results of the preseseagch. In the following figures, two bars
that are shown together portray similar scalesesal'unpleasant - pleasant' scale will be
compared with the 'unattractive-attractive' and timnteresting-interesting' scales of the
present research because these are about “thamplieass associated with listening to a
particular accent” (Giles 212), the 'uncomfortabtemfortable' scale will be compared with
the 'unfriendly - friendly' scale because theseataut the comfort the listener would feel
when interacting with someone with this accent¢&R12), and the 'low prestige - high
prestige’ scale will be compared with the ‘lowexsstupper-class' scale because these are

about “the amount of prestige value inherent imezent” (Giles 212).
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As can be seen in figure 5, all scores are clo§etoThere are no scores that st
out. This shows that Dutch listeners do not haverg positive nor a very negative langu:
attitude towards non-stdard varieties of English. In figure 6 it can leers that Giles'

results are slightly lower than the present restitavever, as has been mentioned earlit
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can be expected that Giles's results are sligbtlgt than the present results so this is not

surprising.

Figure 7 shows the present results of the RP spelédkan be seen that most scores
are around 8.0, but there are two scales that tedavely low scores: the 'arrogant - modest'
and the 'introvert - extravert' scale. On all trseales, Giles's RP accent received the most
positive results (218). In the corresponding scafdbe present research, RP scored highest
as well, as can be seen in figures 6, 8, and 18.sHows that both English and Dutch native
listeners consider RP the most pleasant accerstém lto, the most comfortable one to

interact with, as well as the variety with the heghprestige.

Figure 9 presents the average results of the GAkgpaised in the present research.
Most results are around 7.0 but several are aréuhdHowever, there are no scales that stand
out noticeably. The lowest score the GA speakegived is 5.6, which shows that Dutch
listeners have a fairly positive language attittaleards GA. These results do not fully
correspond with Giles's findings. On the ‘unpleasgheasant’ scale, his North American
accent is in twelfth place out of sixteen acceBi8]. The GA speaker of the present research
is in fourth place (together with the speaker frbexas) out of nine speakers, which shows
that the Dutch listeners find American speech npdeasant than the English listeners do.
Additionally, on the 'low prestige - high prestigeale, Giles's North American and Scottish
accents are both in fourth place (218). The resiitse present research show that, on the
'lower-class - upper-class' scale, GA is in foyndce as well. However, because Giles
discusses more varieties than the present papsr l@an be concluded that Dutch native
listeners find GA moderately more prestigious tEauglish native listeners. Additionally, it
can be seen in figure 10 that Giles's results @reesvhat lower than the present results. This
also adds to the conclusion that Dutch listenegane GA more positively than English

listeners do.
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These comparisons show that the language attinfd@stch and English native
listeners towards the standard varieties RP and@Ajuite similar. Both groups of listeners
find RP the most aesthetic and prestigious act®wever, Dutch native listeners regard GA
as slightly more positive than English native Ies do, and Dutch listeners seem to have

less strong opinions about non-standard accemsEhglish listeners do.
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3.2: Triangle

Now, we will look more closely at the triangle, whiwas explained in the introduction. The
results of the present research will be comparéhd the predictions of the triangle, and it will

be concluded that it can be applied to the langadtijedes of Dutch native listeners.

In reviewing the literature, Wells’s triangle wasalssed. It was argued that it is
difficult to use, but that the basis of the trismghn be applied to most languages. It was also
concluded that it seems illogical to put urban ats@nd not rural accents at the bottom of the
triangle, as Dretzke does, because there is mgrena variation among rural accents. We
will not discuss Dretzke's horizontal axis any lfiert because it does not seem valid as regards
rural and urban accents. We will only focus onvisical axis that represents prestige. Y.

Hiraga states that English varieties can be segrhiato three classes of prestige: “’standard’,
‘rural’ and ‘urban’ (qtd. in Zhang 152). Hiragan@H. Giles & N. Coupland point out that
native listeners of English give standards sucRRshe highest scores in terms of prestige.
Additionally, the urban varieties are rated lowggtl. in Zhang 152). The prestige of English
rural accents is therefore somewhere between flsiaiodard and urban. On the basis of this
arrangement of varieties, figure 11 was createthdftheory of Hiraga, and Giles & Coupland
applies to Dutch native listeners, the results khimok like figure 11. Dividing the different
varieties into ‘rural’ and ‘urban’ groups did n@uwse any serious problems. However, there
was one accent which was difficult to place, nantédyrogate, the birthplace of the speaker
from Yorkshire. At first glance, it seems too urliarbelong in the ‘rural’ group because the
population of Harrogate is significantly largernhi#ose of the birthplaces of the other
speakers in the ‘rural’ group, Huntsville in Tex@srang in Australia, and the “small village

near Glasgow” in Scotland (Meier). Nonetheless cti@ce was made to place Yorkshire in

the ‘rural’ group, because Harrogate is not asmdsalondon, Derry or Liverpool.
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Rural accents
—————————— (Scotland, Texas,
Australia, Yorkshire)

Prestige
Urban accents
(London, Liverpool,
--------- Northern Ireland)
Low
v
Reggb variation

Figure 11

Figure 12 is based on the results of the resedrtttisopaper. Each variety of English is
followed by a number that represents its averageesdf native speakers of Dutch and

English have the same language attitudes, figurshdfld be a duplicate of figure 11.

High 4% A e RP (7.8)

GA (6.5)

Yorkshire (6.5)
__________ Australia (6.4)

Scotland (6.2)
Prestige Texas (6.2)

London (5.6)
--------- Northern Ireland (5.4)
Liverpool (5.1)

Low v

A
v

Regiowmaliation

Figure 12
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As shown in figure 12, there are three major grdbps can be distinguished: firstly, the
group with results ranging from 5.1 to 5.6, consgbf London, Northern Ireland and
Liverpool, secondly, the group with average scoaeging from 6.2 to 6.5, which contains
GA, Yorkshire, Australia, Scotland, and Texas, andlly, the group that consists of a single
variety, namely RP, with an average result of Tt&se groups are based on the Dutch
intuition in grading. Everything with a score 0b7 higher is regarded as a good score, lower
than 6 is a bad score, and between 6 and 7 isséasabry score. Comparing figure 12 to
figure 11, it is evident that they match to a laegéent. The rural accents form the middle of
the triangle and the urban accents form the botfamunexpected finding is the generally
low average result GA received. Figure 11 showsttietop of the triangle is formed by
standard varieties, but, in figure 12, the diffe®im average scores between RP and GA is
1.3. Because this is a notable difference, GA rhagtlaced in the middle of the triangle,

together with the rural accents.

It should be noted that the low average score ofi$s3Ae only difference between
figures 11 and 12. This means that, in comparisitim tve studies and theories about prestige
by Hiraga, and Giles & Coupland, the languageuatés of native listeners of Dutch and

English are very similar.

Of course, it should be mentioned that this chaigtant a perfect example of research
on language attitudes toward urban and rural asc&here is no indication if the listeners
made a distinction between rural and urban accentshat their opinions on rural and urban
accents were. However, the only purpose of thipiehas to conclude if the Dutch and
English native listeners make a similar distinctfoansciously or not) between the rural and
urban accents used in this research. It would defygrbe interesting to research language

attitudes toward urban and rural accents more atalyr
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3.3: Individual Accents Compared

Here, the most prominent results for the individaadents will be discussed in more de
and they will be compared with the results of Gdessearch. This should give a m
detailed view of the differences and similies between the language attitudes of Dutch

English native listeners.

Figures 13 to 24 present the detailed scores pglidBrvariety

The different varieties all received noticeablyfeliént scores. We will see whi
scales scored best and worss has been discussed in the 'Triangle' sectioscafkes of 7 0
higher will be rated as high scores, and all scbedsw 6 will be rated as low scores. We \

also look at the differences and similarities bemvéhe results of this research and ('s

research.
10 m Unintelligent (1) -

Intelligent (10)

9 m Unfriendly (1) - Friendly
(10)

8 ® Unattractive (1) -
Attractive (10)

7 m Untrustworthy (1) -

Trustworthy (10)
m Not self-confident (1) -

§ 6 Self-confident (10)
S : m Lazy (1) - Ambitious (10)
w
» Uninteresting (1) -
4 Interesting (10)
m Lower-class (1) - Upper-
3 class (10)
Dependent (1) -
2 Independent (10)
m Arrogant (1) - Modest
1 (10)
Semantic differential scales I(r;':)r)overt (1) - Extravert

Figure 13: Average scores per scale, London, ptessult:
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® Unpleasant - Pleasant
(Giles)

m Unattractive -Attractive +
Uninteresting - Interesting

— ®m Uncomfortable -

| S— Comfortable (Giles)

m Unfriendly - Friendly

Low prestige - High
prestige (Giles)
Lower-class - Upper-class

P N W bk U1 N 0O OO

Semantic differential scales

Figure 14: Average scores per scale, London, Gilesults & present rest

As can be seen in figure 13, the speaker from Loratdd not score higher than 7
any scalesThe scales that scored lower than 6 are 'unattes- attractive’, 'not se-confident
- self-confident', 'lazy ambitious’, 'uninterestin- interesting', 'dependentndependent’, and
'introvert -extravert'. These low scores mean that the spécom London is found rathe
unattractive, not selfonfident, lazy, uninteresting, dependent, ancusgrted. In fact, thi
speaker is found the most uninteresting and inttedeone of all the speakers. In figure
the different scales of Giles's resch can clearly be compared with the correspondiates
of the present research. There is not much difterdretween Giles's 'pleasi- unpleasant’
scale and the 'unattractivatiractive' and 'uninterestir- interesting' scales. However, t
‘'unfriendly -friendly' and 'lowe-class - uppecilass' scales score much higher than Gi
‘uncomfortable eomfortable' and 'low presti¢- high prestige’ scales. This shows that Dt
native listeners consider speakers from London rpl@a@sant to talk to a more upper-class
than English native listeners. It should be noted even though both speakers are f
London, Giles's is a Cockney acc and this paper uses an Estuary Encaccent. They are
comparable, but not identical. It can be expedbed : strong accent such as Cockney sci
lower on, for instance, the 'low-class - uppeciass' scale than a much milder accent

Estuary English.
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scores

Semantic differential scales

® Unintelligent (1) -
Intelligent (10)

m Unfriendly (1) - Friendly
(10)

m Unattractive (1) -
Attractive (10)

m Untrustworthy (1) -
Trustworthy (10)

® Not self-confident (1) -

Self-confident (10)
m Lazy (1) - Ambitious (10)

» Uninteresting (1) -
Interesting (10)

m Lower-class (1) - Upper-
class (10)
Dependent (1) -
Independent (10)

m Arrogant (1) - Modest
(10)
Introvert (1) - Extravert
(10)

Figure 15: Average scores per scale, Scotlandeptessult
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Semantic differential scales

® Unpleasant - Pleasant

(Giles)

®m Unattractive -Attractive +

Uninteresting - Interesting

m Uncomfortable -

Comfortable (Giles)

m Unfriendly - Friendly

= Low prestige - High

prestige (Giles)

m Lower-class - Upper-class

Figure 16: Average scores per scacotland, Giles’s results & present res

Figure 15 shows that the Scottish speaker scored than 7 on two scales. She

found relatively friendly and seconfident. However, there are three scales thaived a
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noticeably low score: the 'unintigent - intelligent’ scale, the 'unattractivattractive' scale,

and the 'lower-class - uppelass' scale. This means that the Scottish speakensidere(

quite unintelligent, unattractive, and I-class. In figure 16, it can be seen that the "atant

- pleasant' scale and the 'unattrac- attractive' and 'uninterestingnteresting' scales on



differ by 0.2 points. However, the Dutch listenénsl the Scottish speaker friendlier ir
conversation than the English listeners do, andetigdist listeners consider Scottish to

more upperclass than the Dutch subjects

10

scores

Semantic differential scales

m Unintelligent (1) -
Intelligent (10)

m Unfriendly (1) - Friendly
(10)

® Unattractive (1) -
Attractive (10)

m Untrustworthy (1) -
Trustworthy (10)

m Not self-confident (1) -

Self-confident (10)
m Lazy (1) - Ambitious (10)

m Uninteresting (1) -
Interesting (10)

m Lower-class (1) - Upper-
class (10)
Dependent (1) -
Independent (10)

m Arrogant (1) - Modest
(10)
Introvert (1) - Extravert
(10)

Figure 17: Average scores per scale, Liverpookemeresull
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Semantic differential scales

® Unpleasant - Pleasant
(Giles)
m Unattractive -Attractive +

Uninteresting - Interesting
m Uncomfortable -

Comfortable (Giles)
m Unfriendly - Friendly

m Low prestige - High
prestige (Giles)
m Lower-class - Upper-class

Figure 18: Average scores per scale, Liverpook&slresults & present rest
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It can be seen in figure 17 that the speaker frorarpool did not score higher thar

on any scales. The 'not selfnfident- self-confident’, the 'dependennédependent’, and tt

'introvert -extravert' scales are the only scales on whiclspeake did not receive a scol
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lower than 6, which shows that she is found uniigeht, unfriendly, unattractive
untrustworthy, lazy, uninteresting, arrogant, amith a score of only 3.6, very lc-class.
Figure 18 shows that Giles's scales do not difegy much from the comparable scales of
present research. Both Dutch and English natiteness find the Liverpool accent r

attractive to listen to, not very pleasant to iat¢with, and extremely Ic-class.

m Unintelligent (1) -

10 Intelligent (10)
9 m Unfriendly (1) - Friendly
(10)
m Unattractive (1) -
8 Attractive (10)
m Untrustworthy (1) -
7

Trustworthy (10)
m Not self-confident (1) -

Self-confident (10)
m Lazy (1) - Ambitious (10)

= Uninteresting (1) -
Interesting (10)

m Lower-class (1) - Upper-
class (10)
Dependent (1) -
Independent (10)

m Arrogant (1) - Modest
(10)
Introvert (1) - Extravert
(10)

scores

Semantic differential scales

Figure 19: Average scores per scYorkshire, present results

10
9 m Unpleasant - Pleasant
(Giles)
8 m Unattractive -Attractive +
7 Uninteresting - Interesting
6 m Uncomfortable -
5 | SR Comfortable (Giles)
a [ [ m Unfriendly - Friendly
3 —_— —_— . .
m Low prestige - High
2 [ | | prestige (Giles)
] L TR R m Lower-class - Upper-class
Semantic differential scales

Figure 20: Average scores per scale, YorkshireegGlresults & present rest
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Figure 19 shows that the speaker from Yorkshirerbesived scores higher than 7 on 1
scales: the 'unattractiveattractive' and the 'low-class - uppeclass' scale'. As we saw
figure 3, only RP has a higher average score tr@kshire. There are two scales with a sc
lower than 6: the 'not setfenfident- self-confident' and the 'introverextravert' scale. S
she is found quitentroverted and not seconfident, but all the other scales are re
positively. It is visible in figure 20 that Dutctative listeners rate Yorkshire highern
English native listeners dé&specially Giles's 'low presti- high prestige' scale is nceably
lower than the 'lower-classuppe-class' scale of the present research. It is aresstiag
finding that Dutch native listeners rate the Yolikslspeaker so highly, but there is

satisfying explanation for it.

m Unintelligent (1) -

10 Intelligent (10)
m Unfriendly (1) - Friendly
2 (10)
o ® Unattractive (1) -

Attractive (10)
m Untrustworthy (1) -

7 Trustworthy (10)

m Not self-confident (1) -
Self-confident (10)

m Lazy (1) - Ambitious (10)

Uninteresting (1) -
— Interesting (10)
Lower-class (1) - Upper-
— class (10)
Dependent (1) -
— Independent (10)
5,34,55,46,84,5 Arrogant (1) - Modest
(10)
Introvert (1) - Extrovert
(10)

scores

Semantic differential scales

Figure 21: Average scores scale, Northern Ireland, present results
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(Giles)

m Unattractive -Attractive +
Uninteresting - Interesting

®m Uncomfortable -
Comfortable (Giles)

m Unfriendly - Friendly

Low prestige - High
5 45 prestige (Giles)
Lower-class - Upper-class
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Semantic differential scales

Figure 22: Average scores per scale, Northernricgl&iles’s results & present resi

The scores of the Northern Irish speaker are asibfigure 21. There are no scales wil
score higher than 7. Howavehe scales 'unfriend- friendly', 'untrustworthy- trustworthy’,
and 'arrogant modest' are the only scales that did not reces®ee lower than 6, whic
means that the listeners found the speaker ungeatl unattractive, not seconfident, lazy,
uninteresting, loweclass, dependent, and introverted. Figure 22 shioatghe difference
between the scales of Giles's research and thearaivip scales of the present researct
not quite striking. These small differences shoat the languee attitudes of Dutch ar
English native listeners towards Northern Irishfardy alike. Both find this accent not ve

attractive, moderately pleasant to communicate,waitidl rather lo-class.
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10 m Unintelligent (1) -
Intelligent (10)
9 m Unfriendly (1) - Friendly
(10)
® Unattractive (1) -
8 Attractive (10)
m Untrustworthy (1) -
7 Trustworthy (10)
m Not self-confident (1) -
6 Self-confident (10)
® Lazy (1) - Ambitious (10)
P 5
5 » Uninteresting (1) -
a 4 Interesting (10)
m Lower-class (1) - Upper-
3 class (10)
Dependent (1) -
2 Independent (10)
m Arrogant (1) - Modest
1 (10)
Semantic differential scales I(r;':)r)overt (1) - Extravert

Figure 23: Average scores per scale, Texas, pressits

It can be seen in figure 23 that the speaker frexa$ has received a 7 or higher
two scales. These scales are 'notconfident - selfeonfident' and 'depende- independent'.
These scores show that the Texan speaker is falatvely sel-confident and independer
There are four scales with scores under 6. Thekspéafound not se-confident,
unattractive, loweclass, and arrogant. In fact, this speaker is fahednost arrogant one

all the speakers. Unfortunately, Giles did nolude an accerftom Texas in his research,

there is no data to compare with figure
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m Unintelligent (1) -

10 Intelligent (10)
9 m Unfriendly (1) - Friendly
(10)
® Unattractive (1) -
8 Attractive (10)
m Untrustworthy (1) -
7 Trustworthy (10)
m Not self-confident (1) -
6 Self-confident (10)
® Lazy (1) - Ambitious (10)
P 5
5 » Uninteresting (1) -
a 4 Interesting (10)
m Lower-class (1) - Upper-
3 class (10)
Dependent (1) -
2 Independent (10)
m Arrogant (1) - Modest
1 (10)
Semantic differential scales I(r;':)r)overt (1) - Extravert

Figure 24: Average scores per scale, Australissgreresull

The Australian speaker, as shown in figure 24 deagral scores higher than 7. Th
scales are 'unintelligenintelligent’, 'not selconfident - selfeonfident’, 'lowe-class - upper-
class', and 'dependenindependent’, which shows that she is found quttdligent, sek
confident, uppeclass, and independent. This speaker has recetoees under 6 on fou
scales: the 'unfriendlyfriendly' scale, the 'unattracti- attractive' scale, the 'arroge-
modest' scale, and the 'introv- extravert' scale. This shows that she is foundiemdity,
unattractive, arrogant, and introverted. 's dd not use an Australian acc in his research,
S0 no comparison can be made between Dutch andgsEhghguage attitudes, which is a

the case with the Texan speal
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3.4: Interesting Findings

There are several findings that do not contribatné hypothesis of the present paper, but are

intriguing.

As mentioned in the literature review, D. Prestags that speakers of Southern
American English are considered lazy because af $heech (41). One of the scales of the
present matched-guise study is ‘lazy — ambitiods’can be seen in figure 23, the speaker
from Texas scored 6.6 on this scale. Figures nd91® show that only the RP speaker, the
GA speaker, and the speaker from Yorkshire areideresd more ambitious than the speaker
from Texas. This means that the subjects foundrueterately ambitious. This finding does
not correspond with Preston’s comment on Southeneicans. However, as also mentioned

in the introduction, Preston does not mention dagliss that his theory is based on.

As was mentioned earlier, GA and the Yorkshire atoeceived the same average
result. We will now look at these results in moetadl. Most of the scores in figures 9 and 19
do not differ by more than 0.5. Because of the kthfiérence in scores, the results of these
scales will not be further discussed. However dlse several noticeable differences
between figures 9 and 19. For instance, on theeteslass — upper-class’ scale, the score of
the speaker from Yorkshire is 0.6 higher than di@A, and she has received 1.3 more on
the ‘unattractive — attractive’ scale. Additionaltile score of the GA speaker on the
‘dependent — independent’ scale is 0.6 higher thanhof the speaker from Yorkshire, and on
the ‘not self-confident — self-confident’ scale, @GArated 1.3 more than Yorkshire. Even
though these differences are still not very latgey show that the speaker from Yorkshire is
seen as more upper-class and more attractive. Ahgp€aker, however, is seen as a
‘stronger’ person because independence and sdiidenice are rated higher than those of the

speaker from Yorkshire. Of course it should be ddkat the present research is based on
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merely one speaker per variety. Because of thestdbults might only apply to that particular

speaker, and not to the accent of that speaker.
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4: Conclusion

This paper has investigated the language attitafiBsitch listeners towards English accents.
The hypothesis, mentioned in the introductionh&t the language attitudes of Dutch listeners
towards English accents are similar to those ofliElmdjsteners. The present study has shown
that they appear to be similar, but not identitale Dutch listeners participating in this
research seem to judge English accents slightlyrmositively than the English listeners of

Giles's research.

The standard varieties show different resultscbBaind English listeners seem to
consider RP to have the highest prestige, but GaAgarded more positively by Dutch

listeners.

The triangles by Wells and Dretzke and the resilthe present research show that
Dutch and English language attitudes towards EngliStudes also seem to be similar as

regards the division of urban rural accents.

However, as was mentioned earlier, it should gt kemind that there is no
information on how the listeners have judged tlifedint varieties. Because of this, it cannot
be stated with full certainty that the languagéwtes of the Dutch and English listeners are

indeed similar.

For further research on this subject more redewliess on English language attitudes
are needed. Giles’s research was published in 1iZ@his was the most recent research on
English language attitudes that could be foundiolild be interesting to investigate if Dutch
and English language attitudes were still similéiné data of English listeners was more
recent. It is also commendable to use the same auaiflspeakers in further research on

comparing language attitudes.
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