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ABSTRACT

ACCENT AS AN ATTITUDINAL OBJECT:

TURKI SH PROSPECTI VE ENGLI SH LANGUAGE TEACHERSCE

AND EVALUATIONS OF DIFFERENT VARIETIES OF ENGLISH

¥zt eéor k, Ceren Yaj mur
M.A., English Language Teaching Program
Supervisor: Assoc. Prof . Dr . ¢iler
CoSupervisor: PreéefranDr . Al Cevat

January 2019, 208ages

The present study investigates how Turkish prospective teachers of English perceive
phonological variation and evaluate the speakers of different accents of English based
on the following characteristics: politeness, educatievel, language proficiency,
wealth, intelligibility, native speaker status, and attractiveness. By examining the topic
through a lens intersecting sociolinguistics and social psychology of language, this
thesis introduces a new context to the exisamguage attitude literature, by being the
first language attitude study within Turkey to utilize the Verbal Guise Technique
(VGT), which is a derivation of Matched Guise Technique (MGT). Additionally, the
present study contributes a new statistical petspefor the analysis of the data to the
existing language attitude literature.

A total of 109 prospective English language teachers took part in two different studies.
The data were collected at Middle East Technical University, Northern Cyprus and
Ankara Campuses. In the first study, the data were analyzed quantitatively, whereas in
the second study qualitatively. The results show that the participants evaluated the
speakers with foreign accents of English rather negatively while holding a strong
prefereace towards speaking with the Model American English (MAE) accent.
Findings also demonstrate that while MAE is being evaluated high for the dimension of
status, MBE is being evaluated high for solidarity. Previous exposure to various
linguistics coursesften resulted in the international accents being perceived negatively,
rather than positively. Participants were prejudiced against the Turkish accented variety

of English, giving it very negative descriptions. Relatedly, subjects reported that they
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woudpay attention to their studentsd accent
perceiving nativdike pronunciation as a characteristic of advanced and competent

speakers of English. The present study provides evidence of negative bias that is held
amongst Ttkish prospective teachers of English towards the speakers of international

accents of English. Results and implications are further discussed.

Keywords: accent perception, verbal guise technique, varieties of English, Turkish
prospective teachers of Higdp, language attitudes
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TUTUMSAL OBJE OLARAK AKSAN:
ANA DKLK T} RKEEKOKAGE ¥JRETMEN ADAYLARI NI N FAI
KNGKLKZCE AKSANLARI NA KARkKI OLAN ALGI VE DEJEI

¥zt eer k, Ceren Yaj mur
M.A., English Language Teachifyogram
Tez YOneticisi Assoc. Prof . Dr. ¢iler Hatipoj]
Ortak Tez Yoneticisi Pr o f . Dr . Al Cevat Takéran

Ocak2019, 208ages

Bu -alékma Kngilizce °Jretmen adayl arénén for
vV e Kngilizcenin ysearndllare@é ukiublhhat @kaseée]jakim
yeterliliji, zenginlik ( madydaib)an can Isatkaétl¢asbei | i |
ve -ekicilik ©°zelliklerine g°re naseéel dej er |
sosyodilbilim ve dil innbir mescekyea Incelgysrekk ol oj i si y | e
¥rt¢k Exklexktirme Teknijinden (¥ET) t¢reyen S
Turkiye'deana di | i Teéer k-e ol ahRullasmedgilinenilk ce °Jr et men
arakteérma ol masénén yané séra,ajrmewcut di | t
kazandér maktadeéer . Ek ol ar ak, bu -alékma d¢ny
arakteéermal ar éna, verilerin anal i zi i -in yer

kat makt adeéer .

Kk i farkl e -alékmaya anadil.| Té¢rk-e olan to
kat €l méxkt er . Veriler Orta Doju Teknik | niver ¢
Ankara Kamp¢gslerinden toplanméxkt ér . KI'k -al e
edilirken, i ki nci -al éekxmada nitel analize ba
Model Amerziclkkan KmM®Apill)i aksanéyl a konukmaya y°ne
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bul unur ken, Kngilizcenin yer el ol mayan
dejerl endgi°crsdiek Imeé kit mir . Bul gul ar Mo d el Ar
aksasénénp dejikkeni alten(dd,] ) MakeslankEmginl ii

dayanékma dejikkeni altenda gruplandeéereéel de
dersl erine maruz kal maneén Kngilizcenin ul
ol umsuz dejerlendiril mesine neden ol duj u
aka nl é Kngilizceye kar Kk é °nyargeéel é vV e ol
saptanmécxkt eéer . Buna ek ol ars&k, f KeodfitlaimEmea a° |
°fJrencilerinin Kngilizce telaffuzuna °nem
bireyler gibifonolg i k ¢reti mde bul unabil meyi Kngil iz
konukmacélarén bir ©°zelliji olarak g°rdg¢kl
Turkgce olanveO D T Kngjidetzmenl i ] i pTroegk amenedamekuy
adayl ar én

|

!

én Knagridsé& caksanludruesnaa kar Kk é ol
besl ediJin

in bilinen il k kanéteé ol arak sun

tartékeél mékt eéer .
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background of the Study
The globalization of English has led to the field of English Language Teaching (ELT) to

gain importance due to the international demand for becoming proficieBnhgfish.
However, this proficiency has often been confused with the ability to sound like a native
speaker by many second language learners, gatekeepers, and even English language
teachers. Relatedly, many noative teachers of English themselves staaddpting
common nativespeaker models of pronunciation (i.e. Standard American, Standard British

or RP) while also advocating for the extermination of imposed native speaker norms. Such
linguistic choices added to the positive and negative attitudes te®Wwawihg a foreign or
nativelike accent, due to pronunciation being perceived as a markegofupoutgroup
member ship and competence in the targeted
accent in English has become an international identitykenato which different
stereotypes and prejudices are being attached to (i.e. linguistic profiling). Therefore,
focusing on attaining sociolinguistic and communicative competencies as a benchmark of
proficiency in second language learning became an ynasisfor many second language
learners, teachers, and speakers. One of the leading causes of this problem lies in the
perception of the variation in pronunciation, which is constantly being manipulated by the
media and various language ideologies. fbighis reason accent perception and language
attitude studies hold crucial importance due to providing a cognitive map of associated
stereotypes, biases, and judgements, while also creating a constructive base toward
clarifying those misperceptions (thaty often lead speakers of different varieties to face
negative consequences). Therefore, gaining a deeper understanding of how different
accents of English are being perceived and evaluated by Turkish prospective English
language teachers will shed gt light on the linguistic preference(s), biases, and teacher
cognition which is capable of shaping the attitude formation of future generations regarding

the speakers of different accents.

Majority of previously conducted language attitude studies shatnative and nenative

speakers usually prefer a native accent, whereas a foreign accent is usually associated with

ot ]



biased or stereotyped opinions (Brennan & Brennan, 1981; Edwards, 1982; McKenzie,
2008, Carrie, 2017). Previous research has showraticent may have an impact on the

educational and workplace environments, as well as our linguistic behavior. For instance,

Obios (2002) suggests that Ilinguistic behavior
in multilingual communities, language lalyy and language prestige of members of a given

social group in terms of their use of | inguist.i
are affected by the patterns of | anguage attit

how the institutimal pressure on children living in Gaeltacht or Gaidhealtachd (areas in

which Gaelic is spoken, former being modern Irish and the latter being Scottish Gaelic

usage) is leading children to the employment of English even when it comes to the language

of play (p.49). Relatedly, the pressure coming from certain youth cults such as pop music,
fashion and omnipresent media of radi o and tel

linguistic behavior as well (ibid, p. 49).

In educational settings, discriminatioals ed on oneds accent has been
studi es. Cheshirebés (1982) study has shown t ha
highly impacted by the accent. Similarly, the accent was found to impact equal educational
settings (e.g. LippGreen, 2012) and classroom performance (e
(1982) study showed that having a regional accent while reading may be interpreted as

6hopel essly |l azy and carelessb6 by the teacher
demonstrated howt udent s that had a 6Teesside accentod t
peers and teachers and how such attitudes result in the loss of confidence in group

discussions and oral communication. However, some research shows that student

perceptions of nonative accented teachers can also be negative (e.g. Butler, 2007). Ahn

and Moore (2011) found out that the student held unfavorable attitudes towards Asian

accented teachers and performed poorly at the listening tasks, a finding that demonstrates

howtheati udes towards a teachersd accent may i mpac
Derwing (2003), the majority of the ESL students admitted that if they spoke English

without a foreign accent, then they would be respected morethddeof those students

alsoreported being discriminated based on their accents as well.

Accent may al so i mpact onebds empl oyment as the
established in the previous |iterature that t he
favored for highstatus jobs in comparison to those who hadstandard accents that were

considered for lowstatus jobs (e.g. Cargile, 2000; Hosoda and SRwmaero, 2010; Rakic
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et al ., 2010) . Similarly, Tsalikis et al
salsmen that spoke with a standard accent as more credible and effective in comparison to
the Greekaccented salesmen. These findings suggest that accent has an impact on not only
empl oyment decisions but also may iampact de
well. In other words, due to the spread of English, the emergence of different accents of
English is an inevitable process of globalization. However, this does not mean that
l inguistic discrimination, pr ofHodldiremgin and st
invariant, especially if prospective English language teachers themselves hold negative

attitudes towards different accents of English, and therefore, their speakers.

1.2 Significance of the Study

The primary objective of the present study isattdl a new context (i.e. Turkey) to the
existing nonnative language attitude literature whicho my knowledge has not been

yet explored utilizing the verbal guise technique (VGT). McKenzie (2010) points out that
out of the existing nonative languagattitude studies, majority had a tendency to elicit
attitudes towards o6the English |l anguagebé as
nonnative varieties of English (p.58). Same can be said to be the case in Turkey, where
the majority of previousaluable research has either treated English as a single entity rather
than an umbrella term which consists of different varieties (e.g: Uzum, 2007; Karahan,
2007; Goktepe, 2014), or investigated the perceptions of the Turkish nationals towards the
native varieties of Turkish (e.g: Demirci, 1998; Demirci, 2002). Therefore, this thesis
addresses this gap by being the first VGT stutly my knowledgé which explores the
attitudes of Turkish prospective English language teachers toward native and imatnatio
accents of English.

With the emergence of different accents of English, movements such as World Englishes

(WE), English as a Lingua Franca (ELF), Global English (GE) and English as an
International Language (EIL) have sought to raise awareness taele English when it

comes to international communication by criticizing the idea of certain native varieties of
English being treated as a benchmark or 06sta
out at an international level showed that the migjmf second language learners have
demonstrated a preference towards the native varieties of English and strive to achieve

native or nativdike pronunciation goals (some recent examples would be Buckingam,



2014; McCrocklin & Link, 2016). Similarly, the is evidence suggesting that ruative

English language teachers themselves demonstrate a contradiction between their awareness

of WE, ELF, GE, EIL movements and aspirations towards certain pronunciation models

(e.g. Ranta 2010; Dewey, 2011; Friedrié@dil2; Galloway, 2013; Jaramillo, 2014). Such

contradictions may suggest that exposure to ELF aware pedagogy or sociolinguistics does

not necessarily affect onebs perception, and t
pronunciation. Another objectivef this thesis is to address this gap by placing Turkish
prospective English |l anguage teachersd as subj
toward different accents of English, since, given their major, they have a higher exposure

to such movementin comparison to others. Accordingly, examining in what ways and

why prospective teachers of English perceive and evaluate different varieties of English

may shed further light on the future development of the movements and their
implementation for policymakers, language learners, teacher educators, curriculum

developers, and future teachers to be.

Another objective of this study is to add a new inferential statistical perspective for the

analysis of similar language attitude studies that use the Verlisg Gechnique (VGT).

The majority of previously conducted language attitude research in the fields of social

psychology and sociolinguistics often used ANOVA and MANOVA, analyses that are

often based on the statistical assumptions that contradictthereseae r 6 s data (i . e. as
normal distribution of the data, assuming an interval scale, etc.). However, this study uses

Ordered Logistic Regression (OLR) for the first tifm® my knowledgé by providing a

detailed analysis of the results obtained byetimg the statistical assumptions that fit the
researchero6s dat a, and therefore, provide mor e
further in Section 3.5)n addition to previously mentioned reasons, according to Carrie

(2014) one of the limit@ons of the previously held nemative language attitude studies is

the fact that the majority of them were conduc:
highly proficient English | anguage useod6 (p. 72)
hi ghd and 6highd | evels of proficiency based or
Proficiency Index (EPI) in 2013. Relatedly, eliciting language attitudes from countries that

are usually considered to have ahmayowd and O
demonstrate whether such users also hold stereotypes towards the different varieties of

English (ibid). Based on the EF EPI results of 2019, Turkey is ranked as 73rd out of the 80

countri es, with a oO6very | ow phe eduitsoiteencyd | evel



present study may also provide further insight on whether the attitudes of Turkish subjects,
coming from a very low Englislanguageproficiency context, are also biastmvards

different accents of English.

This year's number 1 | Your country/region’s result

+ Sweden Turkey

#1 #73

of 88 countries/regions of 88 countries/regions

Proficiency Yery high proficiency Froficiency Very low proficiency

EF EPI score 70,72 EF EPI score £7,17

Position in Europe #1/32 Position in Europe #31/32
Figurel. EF EPI 2019

To summarize, this thesis makes significant contributions to the existing literature for
several reasons. Firstly, although there has been a growing body of literature on language
attitude research conducteddifferent parts of the world, attitudes of Turkish nationals
toward different varieties of English have not been interrogated yet utilizing VGT.
Secondly, in addition to adding a new context to the existing language attitude literature,
the present studg also the first VGT study within its local context which places Turkish
prospective English language teachers as the evaluators of different accents of English.
Thirdly, this thesis also provides a new inferential statistical perspective, OLR, for the
analysis along with a brief statistical argument, whicto my knowledge has not been
utilized before either. Furthermore, interrogating the perceptions of individuals that are

|l i sted under o6very | owd profi ci daghtprpvide ev el
further insight by interrogating the linkage between perceived proficiency in English and
the attitudes toward different accents of English. Lastly, by being a pioneering study
regarding its national context and statistical design, the presedy may provide
important implications for future development of the ELF, EIL, WE and GE movements

and their implementation in the local context, as well as internationally. In other words,

Iresultsretreivedfrom https://www.ef.com.tr/epifon 15.01.2019

co
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demonstrating how Turkish prospective English language teapbersive and evaluate

different accents of English will provide valuable information for curriculum developers,

teacher educators, policy makers, and serve as a reflection of the English Language

Teaching programs in Turkey, while also having real sdoiglact concerning issues

around prospective English | anguage teachersé a
that may be transferred to future generations through their students. The present study aims

to achieve this by asking the following resgmaquestions:

1. How do Turkish prospective teachers of English perceive and evaluate
inner, outer and expanding circle accents of English?
2. What ar e Tur ki sh prospective English l ang
toward Model American, Model British, and Turkish accented varieties
of English?
3. To what extent Turkish prospective teachers of English can identify the
origin of the speakers?
4. How does the ability to identify the origin of the speakers affect
perceptions and evaluations of Turkish prospective English languge

teachers?



2.1

CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

The Global Spread of English

The global spread of English has led to the emergence of different varieties (i.e. accents).

According to Bauef2003) variety is an academic term which can be used to refer to any

kind of language production (e.g. accent, dialect, language, etc.) regardless of it being

determined by gender,

region, age, social class or our own individual inimitable

characteristicgp. 4). The commonly accepted model that is often used as a reference point

t o

group different vari eti

es

of

Engl i sh

(1985:1990) which represents the countries based on the types of spread of English,

functional denains and patterns of acquisition. The model groups the spread of English

and its varieties into three different circles: the inner, outer, and expanding circles (see

Figure 21 below).

fexpanding circle e g.
Turkey
I Russia Y
{ Germany \

| France
China

,- India
Jamaica
West Africa

\’( inner circle e.g. >/

\U 58 Australia _.-'
UK  New Zealand
e ___,.-f/

Figure2.1 The Three Circles of English Model (adapted from Kachru, 1996)



The inner circle refers to the countries where English is spoken as the first language (L1)
or native language (ENL) which also serve a npnoviding function (e.g. USA, UK,
Australia, Canadal). The outer circle represents the countries of postcolonial Anglophonic
contexts, in which English is spoken and taught as a second language (ESL) and that serve
are normdeveloping function (e.g. India, Jamaica, West Africa). The expanding circle
repregnts the countries in which English is being learned as a foreign language (EFL) that
serve a nhormdlependent or norraccepting functions (e.g. Russia, Turkey, Germany,

France, etc.).

Al t hough Kachrubdés tripartite mangsholarsis being us

order to explain the spread and functions of English, it has been facing a lot of criticism as

wel | . Critiques towards the model were made d
varietieso, simplifying itthye caonndp |liegkn atryi nogf olgirneg
(Jenkins, 2003, pp.1¥8). Others such as Modiano (1999) have proposed the English as an

International Language (EIL) model which is based on the proficient usage of the language

rather than geographical origin of the speakerand consi sts of Ocentripet

However, such critiques tend to ignore the fact
as a historical model, which represents the chronological origins of the varieties of English

(Bolton, 2006, p. 293)Bolton (2006) further cites Kachru (1985, pp14 in relation to

the outer and expanding circles not being distinctively separated in his model (i.e. having

no grey areas):

The Outer Circle and the Expanding Circle cannot be viewed as clearly
demarcatd from each other; they have several shared characteristics,
and the status of English in the language policies of such countries
changes from time to time. What is an ESL region at one time may
become an EFL region at another time or vice versa. (Katbaj,
pp.1314; as cited in Bolton, 2006, p.293)

This thesis uses Kachruds tripartite model as
sample of the varieties belonging to all three circles by highlighting their chronological
emergence. Kalso provides & sofidoudderstanding of the political power

dynamics amongst different varieties of English, and therefore their usage, which can be



argued to still exist in modern times based on the preference and favoritism of the inner

circle varietesy t he majority of L2 | earners. Kachru
subject to further criticism, however it is still able to provide a background picture when it

comes to the attitudes that may be associated with different varieties of Engligoiiéher

the following section of the thesis will provide a deeper understanding of the concept of

attitude, its construct and functions.

2.2 Definition, Construct and Function of Attitudes

According to Edwards (1999), the study of attitudes (i.e., perceptias)remained an

essential area of interest in the field of social psychology (p.101). Perception, the
establishment and maintenance of which is culturally specific allows us to filter sensory

input and provides further insight into what we perceive iteam(ibid). It is worth noting

that although the terms attitude and perception can be used interchangeably, a slight
difference between them exists. In order to define perception a definition of sensation

should be provided. According to Schacter et aQl#), sensation is defined as a

6si mul ation of a sense organdé and perceptic
interpretation of a sensation in order to f«
context of social groups, common perceptiogld ltan be thought of as stereotypes in some

cases, and as culture in others (Edwards, 1999, p. 101). In this thesis, since attitudes are
elicited based on the evaluations of subj ec
different accents of Englishhe term attitude encompasses individual perceptions as well,

though is not used to mean the same thing. In other words, the idea is that most attitudes

are not directly observable; therefoeel i ci t ati on of attitudes shot
selfrepats of their own perceptions (McKenzie, 2010, pp-22).

Various definitions of attitude have been proposed throughout the years. Due to its latent
nature, the term was questioned in respect of scientific nature and indefinite definition. One
of the reasns the definition of attitude is still being debated is due to having terms like
feeling, opinion, belief, and attitude being used interchangeably due to their overlapping
nature. Therefore, providing a clear distinction between these terms may prevent
ambguity. Beliefs can be defined as subjective, cognitive constructs that can be triggered
or trigger emotional reactions and are a subcomponent of an attitude. Opinions, on the other

hand, can be defined as overt beliefs that can be explicitly expressextbatized.



Therefore beliefs and opinions are both components of attitude, however attitudes may be
covert or overt, and may be expressed through verbal crvertyal means (McKenzei,
2010, pp. 120). It is mostly agreed that attitude can be defines ssnmary evaluation

of a psychological object based on dimensions such aslgmhdpleasantnpleasant,
likeabledislikeable, and harmftbeneficial (see Ajzen, 2001, p. 28). According to Allport

(1935) 6ban attitude i s ess ormganizad thiouglaexpmerience,ur al st at
exerting a directive or dynamic influence upon
situations with which it is related6 (p. 810) .
construct 0,  beedirdctly obiserved, Hecawsd ii chni ohlybe derived from

what an individual says or does (Perloff, 2003, p.38). However, it would be a

mi sconception to presume for this reason that &
const r uct dfl@edayiorism whiahlsuggeststhat all human activity can be reduced

to behavioral units (ibid). Modern scholars argue that just because an entity is mental or

emotional does not make it less real than a physical behavior (ibid). As Allport (1935) once

staed:

Attitudes are never directly observed, but, unless they are admitted,
through inference, as real and substantial ingredients in human
nature, it becomes impossible to account satisfactorily either for the
consistency of any oithedtabilityafang| 6s behavi or ,

societyd (p.839).

Attitudes may have various functions and benefits for people. Relatedly, same attitudes
may serve different functions for different individuals. Developing an understanding of the
functionality of attitudes for idividuals may provide a broader perspective of social and
individual motives behind certain dispositions. Perloff (2003) has listed some of the main
functions of attitudes that researchers commonly agree upon as follows: knowledge, social
adjustive, sociaildentity, value expressive, egefensive and utilitarian. The knowledge
function of attitudes may help individuals to make sense of the world and serve as an
explanation for confusing events. The social adjustive function may allow individuals to
adjustto certain groups. Sometimes people adopt certain attitudes not because they truly
believe in them but because they believe that they will be more accepted by others if they
were to choose a side. The function of social identity may serve as a represeottati

communi cated identity and oneds aspirations. TI
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a reason to express o0ne asfensive furetionvmmaly semwesas and be
a defense mechanism against unpleasant emotions which individuals mebwi@nt to

acknowledge consciously. The utilitarian function of attitudes may help people to avoid
punishments and attain rewards (ibid, pp-764.

Most of the attitude research was conducted from a mentalist (cognitive) point of view.

This approach vies attitudes as a 6éstate of readine
evaluations if awaken by any stimulation. Mentalists mostly accept a tripartite construct of

attitude consisting of cognitive, affective and conative components. Cognitive component

relect s an individual 6s t houg h-kepranumdatidnenl i ef s (
English will get someone a better job). Affe
emotions (e.g., love of phonology classes). Conative componentrepesesd s per cei ve
tendency to behave towards the stimulus, although this is a subjective tendency which may

not refl ect actual behavior. For i nstance,
component) and the belief that the achievement of nbkiegpronunciation would lead to

better job outcomes (cognitive component) may result in attending phonology classes
(tendency to behave, conative component). Although the relationship between the
components and their degree of impact on attitude formation hasimed a complex

phenomenon and may be subject to variation, their overall involvement in attitude construct

has been well established throughout the years. Therefore, the components of the tripartite

model should be seen as being in a dynamic relatiomstiim potential to influence each

other to various degrees, as the elicited components of attitudes may be subjected to gradual

change, therefore should be approached synchronically (Carrie, 2014, p. 53).

The present study adopts the mentalist peysc t i ve of attitude by d
evaluative reaction to some referent or attitude object, inferred on the basis of an
individual 6s beliefs or opinions about the r
operational definition does not spiécally include the conative component of the attitude

construct, based on the previously used four major attitude assessment techniques, such as

the Likert (1932), the Thurstone (1928), the Guttman (1944), or the semantic differential

(Osgood et al., 1957it covers the essential nature of these measurement techniques that

are based owoneedl| balti ekl gyt atementsd (i bid,
attitudes have a tripartite construct, how much each component affects the attitude

construct ad which components of the attitude construct are actually being elicited through

11



the utilized assessment techniques should be considered and approached with caution
whenever an operational definition of attitude is being provided.

2.3 Scope of Language Attitwles

OLanguage attitudesd is an umbrella term which
research studies that focus on attitudes towards specific objects. Attitude objects (i.e.,

attitudinal objects) may represent anything from material thingbstract concepts such

as language varieties, thoughts, issues, preferences, gender, race, etc. Language attitude

studies are important because they help us to develop a better understanding of the group
stereotypes by which individuals judge others, haepgbe position themselves within

different social groups, and how they relate to theigrimup and outgroup members

(Garrett et al., 2003, p.12). According to Baker (1992, pf8®%ome of the major areas

of concern in language attitude research are:

(i) attitudes towards language variation, dialect and speech style
(i) attitudes towards learning a new language

(i) attitudes towards a specific minority language

(iv) attitudes towards language groups, communities and minorities
(v) attiudes towards language lessons

(vi) attitudes of parents towards language lessons

(vii) attitudes towards the uses of a specific language

(viii) attitudes towards language preference

This thesis has an asto add to the growing literature on language attitudes by specifically
focusing on the Turkish prospective English | ar
the perceptions of different accents of English (i.e. phonological variation, which unlike
dialect, excludes the grammatical and lexical differences), in addition to interrogating

subjectsd |l anguage preference as well

12



2.4 Historical Development and Previous Research

Language attitude research goes back to 1960s when Lambert, Hodgson, Gardner, and
Fillenbaum provided speech stimuli in French and English to French Canadian and English
Canadian listeners. The participants were asked to evaluate the speakers basedabn phys
emotional and mental traits. However, the participants were not aware of the fact that they

were evaluating the same speaker in French and English guises. Mgiiisetechnique

(MGT), which was specifically ddisanendiegged f or
method which is used to elicit the attitudes of the participants towards different speech
varieties, and therefore their speakers. Another technique which was later derived from

MGT is verbal guise technique (VGT). The main differendevben MGT and VGT (e.g.,

Ladegaard, 1998; Hartikainen, 2000; McKenzie, 2004) is in the number of speakers that
produce the speech stimuli. While one speaker produces different guises in MGT, VGT
consists of the speech samples of different speakers arefotieeis seen as a more
sophisticated method due to addressing the mimicking problem often faced in MGT by
providing original speech samples of the varieties produced by the members of particular

speech communities. The procedure in both methods usualtyst® of a listening task

followed by an evaluative process of the speech stimuli, which is seen as an indirect
representation of the speakers. Lambert et al. (1960) found that English Canadian speakers

were rated as being more intelligent, dependaliXealile, and as having more character.

Later studies held by Lambert (Anisfield, Bogo and Lambert 1962; Lambert, Gardner,

Olton and Tunstall, 1968; Tucker and Lambert 1969) showed that tH:ngaist subjects

do hold stereotyped attitudes toward diffedaniguage varieties.

Various language attitude studies have been conducted from a sociolinguistic perspective.
William Labovds (1966: 2006) iThe Soci al S
Department Storeso i s o0ne ude$thatfbcesedooamativé e st an
speaker attitudes towards variation in the pronunciation of postvocalic /r/ in American

speech. Labov by taking the role of a customer observed the subjects in three different
department stores which represented the upper Jeréahd lower classes. He found out that

those from the higher soegronomic status pronounced /r/ more frequently than those

with lower socieeconomic status. One of the significances of the study was its
investigation of language prestige. Prestige can bc at egori zed i nto O6ove
categories, former being the focus of invest
study. Both overt and covert forms are achieved by changing speech in order to gain

prestige projecting a higher status, st#ing, etc- but do so in different ways. While overt
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prestige targets the accents that are widely used by the culturally dominant group(s), covert

prestige expresses a membership to an exclusive group, region, community which excludes

itself from the lag u a g e . In Labovds study, it was found t
towards overt prestige than men, due to overusinghich may also be referred to as

hypercorrection (Labov, 1966; 2006, p.196).

Nowadays there are two dominant varieties of English @fn r ef erred to as 6s
varietiesd) that many prefer or strive to soun
Received Pronunciation (RP) is the variety which is often used in the media and is

associated with high status and power. In Amertba, equivalent of RP is General

American (GenAm), al so referred to as O6Standeze
favoritism of these varieties have also been supported by research conducted with non

native speakers in the US (e.g., Eisenstein, 198Kaftany, 1995) and UK (e.g., Clark

and Schleef, 2010) contexts. Results of all studies show thatative speakers have

adopted the attitudes of native speakers at Vo
regional varieties of English, evaluating the formmre favorably.

Previous language attitudes studies have developed the main dimensions of social
evaluati ons. I n Lambert et al.o6s (1960) study,
good looks, leadership, sense of humor, intelligence, oeligiess, sekfonfidence,

dependability, entertainingness, kindness, ambition, sociability, character and likeability)

based on which the subjects had to evaluate the speech stimuli (p. 44). Later, in his follow

up study, Lambert (1967) grouped the pertipn#raits into three logical categories of

personality: competence (intelligence, ambition,-setifidence, leadership and courage),

personal integrity (dependability, sincerity, character, conscientiousness and kindness) and

social attractiveness (sadiility, likeability, entertainingness, sense of humor and
affectionateness) for the purposes of interpretation (p. 95). Following research (e.g. Dalton

Puffer et al., 1997, p.B2 Garrett et al., 2003, p. 10dcKenzie, 2010, p. 87; Carrie, 2017,

p. 437)have shown that these categories could be further grouped into two dimensions:

competence (i.e., status) and social attractiveness (i.e., solidarity).

There has been a number of language attitude studies focusing -orativenspeaker

evaluations towardthe varieties of English, some being held in Austria (DaRaffer et

al. 1997); n Denmark (Jarvella et al. 200ladegaard and Sachdev 2006); in Finland

(Hartikainen, 2000); in France (Flaitz, 1993); in Japan (McKer2040); in Norway

(Rindal, 2010); m Poland (Janicka et al., 2008), in South Korea (Yook & Lindemann,

2013), and in Spain (Carrie, 2014). These studies suggest thaatiem speakers mostly
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have a common preference towards the native varieties of English and find American and

British varieties of speech relatively easy to identify. Furthermore, most of these studies

show that the majority of the narative speakers of English have a preference for RP,

however, in some studies this depends on the correct identification or disclosure of the
origin of the speakers that produce the spee
study demonstrated that GenAm was rated more negatively when the participants were able

to identify the origin correctly, which suggested that some bias towandsican speakers

exists (p.51). Relatedly, Yook and Lindemann (2013) had two groups of participants one

of which was informed about the origin of the speaker under evaluation. Results revealed

that although Korean speakers had a strong preference fomGéméir evaluations of RP

were higher when the origin of the speakers
study revealed that although RP was evaluated higher for status, when the origin of the
speakers was identified incorrectly, GenAm speakeesewated more positively in

comparison to RP (p. 201). A more recent study conducted by Carrie and McKenzie (2017)
provides further evidence for RP and GenAm guises having a high identification rate by

the nonnative speakers and the former being assettiadth higher prestige.

Previous language attitude studies that focused on native speaker evaluations of different
regional varieties of English in the US showed that Southern American English (SAE) and

New York English are prejudiced against (Niedzietskil Preston, 2000, p.95). According

to the US Census Bureau (2019), there are four main regions in th&hgdSouth,

Midwest, Northeast, and West. The Southern region of the United States includes Texas,
Alabama, Georgia, Mississippi, Louisiana, Tenness@eorgia, Arkansas, Virginia,

Delaware, Maryland, Kentucky, Oklahoma, Florida and both Carolinas; while the Midwest

consists of Ohio, Michigan, Indiana, Wisconsin, lllinois, Minnesota, lowa, Missouri, North

Dakota, South Dakota, Nebraska, and Kansas;Wasst includes Montana, ldaho,

Wyoming, Colorado, New Mexico, Arizona, Utah, Nevada, California, Oregon,
Washington, Alaska, and Hawaii; and the Northeast covers the states of Maine, New
Hampshire, Vermont, Massachusetts, Rhode Island, Connecticut, NdwNé&w Jersey,

and Pennsylvania. Preston (2004) found that respondents from Michigan see the South as

the most distinctive region of the US and ra
of English (p. 485) whi Idel iaelsstod paenrdc e6idvoiwng tiot
(p.486). Furthermore, while Michiganders eva
6standarddéd and 6correctd variety of English,
mo st O0pl eas anudl). Sub folk kkliefs pnd pedAc@pBons that reflect the
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attitudes of nodinguists are part of perceptual dialectology which was developed by
Preston (1989) in order to expand the scope of language attitude research by offering a
variety of direct techniques thabuld be used to measure the attitudes associated with
different language varieties. Preston (1999, pp. xxxxv) provides a summary of data

gathering techniques in perceptual dialectology as follows:

I.  Draw-a-map.Participantdraw boundaries on a minithadetailed map where
they think regional speech zones exist.

Il. Degree of differencdRarticipants rate regions on a scale of one to four based on
intelligibility for the perceived degree of dialect difference from their local area.

Il 66Corr ect¢ d$ amanidpants @allate the regions for correctness and
pleasantness.

V. Dialect identification Participants listen to the speech stimuli presented in
scrambled order and are requested to identify the area (origin) of where they
think it belongs.

V. Qualitative dataParticipants are questioned about language varieties, their
speakers and related topics through open ended conversations and asked about
the tasks they have completed as well.

Some of the initial studies utilizing techniques from perceptual dialectology have focused

on native speaker evaluations of L1 varieties in Turkey (Demirci, 1998), the Netherlands

(Dann, 1999), the USA (Hartley, 1999), the UK (Inoue, 1999) and Japan (188§).

More recent studies were conducted in Hungary (Kontra, 2002), Korea (Long and Yim,

2002) and Mali (Canut, 2002). Preston (1999) suggests that work in perceptual dialectology

may continue by 6refining the medatomesdo l(xgxixees iand

Moving to the context of the UK with regards to language attitude studies, it was found that
urban vernacular varieties (the language or vocabulary particular to a group, class,
profession or region which is especially spoken rather thaditen) in particular are
evaluated very negatively by the native speakers. Previous studies have shown that the most
stigmatized vernaculars in the UK are spoken by the wortlags speakers in Liverpool

(i.e., Scouse), Birmingham (i.e., Brummie), Londf.e., Cockney) and Glasgow (i.e.,
Glaswegian). McKenzie (1996, p. 21) points out that the evaluations of Glaswegian
vernacular by the Glaswegians and {@&laswegians are negative in particular (e.g.,
Menzies, 1991; Macafee, 1994; Torrance, 2002). Mcke(2010) suggests that the reason
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for such negative evaluations may be due to Glasgow vernacular being spoken in a city

which is mostly associated with high poverty levels and violence (p. 56). It is worth
mentioning that Glaswegian vernacular (also knasiscottish vernacular) coexist with a
6standardi zedd variety known as the Scottish
to 6Standard Englishé grammatically and is s
speaking, RP is the most prestigjoby eval uated variety in the L
varieties of Scottish, Irish and Welsh are evaluated positively (ibid), SSE being rated more

favorably in particular (Milroy, 1999, p. 189).

Besides indirect (i.e., MGT, VGT) and direct (i.e., dialdentification) methods utilized

in language attitude research, some studies use the societal treatment approach. This
approach wuswually involves doing a content an
variety and therefore its speakers (Garettal., 2003, p. 15). Participant observations,
ethnographic studies or the analysis of sources in the public domain usually fall under this

heading (ibid). One of the distinctive characteristics of the societal treatment approach is

the fact thatunlikete di rect and indirect methods, it i
from the observed behaviorsdo (ibid, p.16) . |
methodologies can be utilized separately, the majority of language attitude studies prefer

to utilize a combination of these, often referred to as mixed method. The present study is a

mixed method study which uses VGT along with the origin identification task (also referred

to as dialect identification or variety recognition task).
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CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY

3.1 Choice of the Sample Population and Background Variables

The sample population chosen for this study consisted of Turkish nationals who reported
their mother tongue to be Turkish and who were enrolledfduryear university program

to become prospective teachers of English at the Middle East Technical University
(METU) at one of two campusé@ésNorthern Cyprus Campus (NCC) and Ankara Campus
(AC).

Turkish prospective teachers of English (TPTEs hencgfaréine chosen as subjects for
several reasons. Firstly, university students that were studying to become teachers of
English were likely to have a greater command of the targeted language and higher levels
of awareness of different varieties of Englishc@ully, according to the Higher Education
Council of Turkey (YOK), English Language Teaching programs in Turkey must include
linguistics courses in their curriculum, which provides the current population sample with
greater linguistic exposure and expecenT hirdly, most of the TPTEs are likely to have a
motivation of teaching English in the future; therefdieeir attitudes and evaluations

towards different varieties of English become of crucial importance when it comes to the

attitude formation of future generations.

Ac

by pupils as being influential agentsinfh@r mi ng of | earnersd attitu

A total of 113 students participated in two separately conducted studies. However, several
subjects (N=4) had to be eliminated due to not meeting the eligibility criteria for nationality
and mother tongue. Of themaining subjects (N=109), 66% were females and 34% were
males. The age range of the participants was between 18 and 37. All of the participants
were undergraduate students that represented four different years of study: 31% were in
their first year, 25%vere in their second year, 18% were in their third year, and 26% were

in their last year. A summary of the sample population is provided in Table 3.1.
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Table3.1 The population sample (METU NCC and Ankaran@puses)

Class Standing METU NCC, | METU Ankara, | TOTAL | Percent
Study 1 (N=65)| Study 2 (N=44) | (N=109)
Year 1 Freshmen 18 16 34 31%
Year 2 Sophomores 12 15 27 25%
Year 3 Juniors 13 7 20 18%
Year 4 Seniors 22 6 28 26%
Gender
F 41 31 72 66%
M 24 13 37 34%

Although one of the campuses is located in Northern Cyprus and the other one in Ankara,
the curriculum offered is relatively similar, since the participants are enrolled in the same
institution which offers the same quality of education acrossatbuses. However, there
might be a slight difference in the exposure to second language and other elective linguistic
courses that the participants in both studies have chosen. Tables 3.2 and 3.3 provide a
breakdown of the second language and linguigiicges that the subjects in each study
have been exposed to. This information was requested to test whether exposure to linguistic
courses and familiarity with other languages would influence the evaluations of the
subjects. Relatedly, exposure to Enghst its varieties through media was also requested
from the participants. This was done because according to Dornyei et al. (2006), learners
desire to mesh with the foreign language community not only directly, but also indirectly,

through the consumptionf cultural products which are considered to influence the

attitudes towards the target | anguage and

exposure to English media can be seen in Table 3.4
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Table32Subj ect sb

exposur e t

o foreign

METU NCC METU Ankara
Exposure to L2 courses SIS TO_TAL PERCENT
Study 1 Study 2 (N=44) (N=109)
(N=65)
French 45 8 53 49%
German 41 38 79 72%
Spanish 4 3 7 6%
Arabic 1 1 2 2%
Japanese 5 0 5 5%
Russian 3 0 3 3%
Greek 4 2 6 6%
Chinese 1 2 3 3%
Korean 1 0 1 1%
Italian 0 7 7 6%
Table33Subj ectsbd exposure to
METU
Exposure to Linguistic NCC, METU Ankflra, TO_TAL PERCENT
Courses Study 1 Study 2 (N=44) [ (N=109)
(N=65)
Linguistics 1 43 44 87 80%
Linguistics 2 43 25 68 62%
Sociolinguistics 11 0 11 10%
Global English 22 0 22 20%
Contrastive TurkistEnglish 20 23 43 39%
Language Acquisition 16 17 33 30%
Listening & Pronunciation 61 29 90 83%
Oral Communication Skills 61 0 61 56%
The English Lexicon 11 9 20 18%
History of English 0 1 1 1%
Phonetics 0 5 5 5%
Table34Subj ectsd exposure to
. METU
Exposure to English | METU NCC, TOTAL
Media Study 1 (N=65) ?rzllila;rj&)swdy (N=109) PERCENT
Every Day 42 37 79 72%
2-3 times a week 14 5 19 17%
Once a week 5 2 7 6%
Once a month 2 0 2 2%
2-3 times a month 1 0 1 1%
Rarely 1 0 1 1%

21

| an

l ingui stic

English m



A complete list of the backgroun@riables requested in both studies are as follows:

i. age
ii. gender
iii.  year of study
iv.  mother tongue
V.  exposure to L2 courses
vi.  exposure to linguistics courses
vii.  exposure to English through media
viii.  exposure to the varieties of English through travel (countries travelled)

Age and gender are typically requested as background variables in sociolinguistic and
sociatpsychological research. Daltdtuffer et al. (1997) have demonstrated that personal

experience which learners gain by spending time abroad may influence thaileatand

choice of a pronunciation model. Therefore, countries travelled were requested as a

background variable in order to see which varieties of English the subjects have
encountered through direct contact .re Respondent
requested to make sure that only participants who considered themselves to be Turkish

nationals and whose mother tongue is Turkish took part in the study. Year of the study was

requested in order to see whether systematic exposure to linguistic cotnisbsis

controlled by the curriculum would influence the evaluations of the subjects.

3.2 The Verbal Guise Technique

The verbal guise technique (VGT) is a modern derivation of the matghise technique

(MGT) which was developed by Lambert and his colleagin 1960s (see Section 2.4).

Both MGT and VGT require the subjects to Iiste
on the speech heard through a series of recordings. MGT and VGT are considered to be

direct elicitation techniques because they requspondents to make explicit statements

regarding a speaker, as well as indirect elicitation techniques, due to subjects not realizing

that by evaluating a speaker they are also evaluating a variety (Fasold, 1984, p.150).

The main difference between MGTAXGT is in the number of speakers that produce the
speech stimuli. In MGT usually a bilingual or someone with ndiikeeability in more than

two languages provides the speech stimuli in different guises. The subjects are unaware of
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the fact that they arevaluating the same speaker in different recordings representing
different varieties. However, in VGT different speakers produce different samples of the
languagevarieties, which results in more authentic speech stimuli, especially in cases when
more tan two speech varieties are under investigation. Although different speakers in VGT
optimizes the authenticity of the produced speech, it may not always control the
paralinguistic features (speech rate, tone, intonation, voice quality) due to havirgndiffe
speakers representing different varieties. Therefore, the researcher should minimize the
difference in paralinguistic features through carefully controlling them to the extent
possi bl e. I n order to achi evereoftaniteyghtowubj ect s
be prompted by their initial reactions to the linguistic variation present in the speech
stimuli, uniformity of which can be considered to represent attitudes towards the speakers

of a particular language variety (Carrie, 2014, p.91).

Another limitation of the MGT and VGT is the assumptions that a single language variety

can characterize and represent a speech community. However, it is common knowledge in

the field of sociolinguistics thetpersam i ndi vi
has a peculiar way of speaking. Therefore, when MGT and VGT are being employed, the
speakers that produce speech stimuli may provide samples of their own individual spoken
variety, rat her than a gener al eechevprietg. sent at i
According to Garrett et al., (2003, pp. 580), possible complications with employing

MGT, and relatedly the VGT, are summarized below:

I.  The issue of salienc@roviding listeners with a repeated content of a reading
passage may exaggerabe tanguage variation and make it more salient than it
would be outside of experimental context.

II.  The issue of perceptioit is not certain to what extent the subjects have perceived
the variables under investigation and whether they perceived themdseaspthe
area that the researchers believes it to represent.

lll.  The issue of accewiuthenticity: when trying to control certain idiosyncratic
features, other characteristics thatvemy within an accent may get eliminated as
well. Therefore, the authentigiof the sample may be questioned.

IV.  The issue of mimickirguthenticity:usually in the MGT, where one bilingual or
bi-dialectal speaker produces different speech recordings, the authenticity of the
stimuli may be questioned, especially when the speakeitdproduce more than

two language varieties. According to Preston (1996) mimicking varieties may
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cause inaccuracies, and even when the voices are seen to be valid, they may still
be perceived as odd (p. 65).
V.  The issue of community authenticiigbels usd for the speech varieties should

be more specific in order to prevent any perceptual and descriptive variation.

VI.  The issue of stylauthenticity:when the recordings presented are read aloud, the
speech stimuli may differ from the spontaneously produpedah. Some of the
studies, |ike Labovdés (1972), wused reading
style of language in comparison to a more casual style. Therefore, whether the
speech stimuli that was read aloud represents a more formal or casualjengu
style may be questioned.

VII. The issue of neutralitt he noti on of a oO6factually neutr
since the ways the readers and listeners interpret and interact with texts are based

on preexisting social schemata.

MGT and VGT have causedansiderable amount of debate. However, there are also some

commonly accepted advantages of employing MGT and VGT. Firstly, these techniques

haveawelc onstructed design when it comes to elici!
is commonly accepted hat direct questioning of an individ
elicit private attitudes, but rather elicit a socially accepted expression of attitudes. However,

since in MGT and VGT the subjects think that they are evaluating a speaker rather than

indirectly evaluating a particular speech variety, their responses have a tendency to be more

open and private. Secondly, all of the studies employing MGT and VGT have demonstrated

the importance of spoken language when it comes to impression formaticoeat

prejudice. Thirdly, using these techniques have generated a considerable amount of studies
internationally, allowing room for comparison and cumulative development of the theory.

Lastly, MGT and VGT have created a foundation for cuissiplinary work between

social psychology and sociolinguistics (Garrett et al., 2003, p. 57), where the present study

also places itself, at the interface of social psychology and sociolinguistics.
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3.3 Speech Recordings Chosen

It is within the scope of this thesisitorestigate language attitudes towards a large number

of accents of English, including the regiona
would make a significant contribution to | an
Therefore, thistsidy involves 12 different accents of English which can be further divided

into three Kachruvian circles: the inner, outer, and expanding circle accents (see Section

2.1). A summary of thaccentshoserfrom all three circles can ts=en in Table 3.5.

Table35Accents chosen based on Kachruds Thr

Inner circle varieties Model American, Southern American, Model British, 3
chosen ScottishStandard English accents

Outer circle varieties | Indian variety of English, Jamaican variety of English, W
chosen African variety of English

Ukrainian accented variety of English, German acce
Expanding circle variety of English, French accented variety of Engli
varieties chosen Chinese accented variety of English, and Turkish accg
variety of English

Speech recordings were selected from The Speech Accent Archive (Weinberger, 2015) and
were controlled for content. Usimgerecorded speech stimuli from an online corpus was
preferred mainly for two reasons. Firstly, given the local context of the study, it was not
feasible to collect original recordings of such a diverse sample. Secondly, as previously
mentioned, VGT was llized in order to avoid the issue of mimicking authenticity which

is often faced in MGT. Therefore, choosing authentic speech samples produced by the
speakers of the targeted accents that are offered by The Speech Accent Archive was found
to be more appmpriate in the case of this study. All of the selected speech recordings were

validated by an expert linguist.
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3.4 Text of the Recordings: The Stella Passage

The content of the recordings was controlled by the Stella Passage (6®88@atonds).
Althoughaccording to Garrett et al., (2003) it is hard to name a text as factually neutral due
to the preexisting social schemata of the individuals (p. 60), it was found appropriate by
the researcher to use recordings that were controlled for content for seascais. Firstly,

to address the styleuthenticity issue, the speakers had prior exposure to the text and were
familiarized with it in order to achieve a more natural flow. They could also ask questions
in order to gain a full understanding of the conterior to recording their speech (see
Figure 31). Therefore, the possibility of eliciting a formal style was minimized. Secondly,
addressing the issue of salience, it is in fact a major aim of the present study to elicit the
attitudes of the subjects walient features of phonological variation, which makes it
possible for the listener judges to contrast the variation in pronunciation and evaluate the
speakers accordingly. Therefore, using recordings that were controlled for content to elicit
the attitueks toward different accents was found appropriate by the researcher for this study.
Thirdly, DaltonPuffer et al. (1997) suggest that the text should be emotionally neutral and
relate to the context in which the study is being held (p.118). Therefang,amintaneous
speech samples that are free in their content would jeopardize the \&antiainal
neutrality of the audio stimuli due to the risk of individuals revealing personal information
and emotionally triggering content. In other words, usingssgge controlled for content
addresses the issue of neutrality by minimizing the possible triggering effects of

spontaneous speech.
to the reader:

Please silently look at the following paragraph for a minute. If there are words that you
do not understand, please ask the investigator.

Figure3.1 Instructions provided to the readers of the Speech Accentvrchi

Lastly, the researcher chose to use the Stella Passage instead of using samples of
spontaneous speech was in order to address the issue ofadbemticity. Since the
passage is also controlled for time and length (69 W8ddseconds), iminimizes the
possibility other features that s@ry with an accent to occur and interfere with the
evaluation process (e.g., length of speech, speech rate, etc.). The text of the Stella Passage

is provided below:
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Please call Stella. Ask her to bring teethings with her

from the store: Six spoons of fresh snow peas, five thick
slabs of blue cheese, and maybe a snack for her brother
Bob. We also need a small plastic snake and a big toy frog
for the kids. She can scoop these things into three red bags,

andwe will go meet her Wednesday at the train station.

DaltonPuffer et al. (1997) suggest that the text of the recordings chosen in MGT and VGT
studies should relate to the participantso
speech samplesshodlde pr edefi ned in order to have cont
(p-118). Although it may be suggested that the content of The Stella Passage is not specific

to TPTEsOG context, as it is also the case w
being used in the outer and expanding circle countries, the passage still reflects an
everyday conversation which may be encountered in second language communication and
classroom environment while learning or teaching. It is worth noting that the TPTEs in

present study undergo a fiyear education before starting to teach. During these five

years, the first year is usually spent at the preparatory school, where the student teachers
improve their proficiency in English before starting a fgaar TEFL pogram. After

meeting the proficiency standard in English required to proceed to thgdauMEFL

program, student teachers undergo an intensive training consisting of developing different
teaching modules such as using phonology in the classroom aad dew i ng st udent
writing, |istening, reading, and speaking sk
and prospective teacher identities are intertwined in the process of these five years, content

of the Stella Passage may be argued notto hersad el at ed to the TPTEs©®
present study, since the exposure and usage of similar passages and content is common
throughout TPTEs® e dulinetnshipsa Unbke DaltoiPeffarethi ng pr a
al . (1997) s ugg e ssanstq preiefine tha situatibnal context of speecte ¢ e s
stimuli for two main reasons. First, the focus of the present study was on the evaluation of
phonological variation (i.e., differences in pronunciation) rather than the context or

content, therefore pradii ng a si tuati onal cont ext mi ght h
el sewher e. Secondl vy, according to Carrie (2
other than bias both the speech present in the recordings and the evaluations made by
listenerj udgeBhH ( p
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3.4.1 Inner Circle Accents of English Chosen

I nstead of wusing | abels such as &6Gener al

Britishé and 6Received Pronunciationdéd (RP),

Model British English (MBE) thawere adapted from Carrie (2014) are being used, because
both accents are treated as a point of reference rather than imposed norms of use in the
present study. When speech varieties are treated as norms, they are often associated with
the idea of correctrss, whereas when they are treated as models, the learners can choose
the degree to which they wish to relate to them (Dalton and Seidlhofer 1994, p.27).
Therefore, English language teachers should manage the degree to which they engage with
these points ofeference in order to please the learners who would like to achieve-native
like pronunciation and the learners that do not (Jenkins 19981224 Another reason

why labels MAE and MBE are being used in the present study is in order to address the
issueof communityauthenticity (see Section 3.2) which urges the speech varieties in use
to be labeled more appropriately, by using more specific and localized labels (p. 60), that
would be relative to not only the speech community that is being evaluatedsdotd the

speech community which is evaluating the varieties (Garrett, 2010). In the local context of
this study, American and British varieties of English are being treated as models by both

teachers and learners of English, therefore will be labedddBE and MAE henceforth.

GA | abel was not wused in the present study

implies that the variety is being spoken by the majority of Americans, if not by all.
Therefore, this label was rejected due to not havingrapalistic representation of the

speech community. Relatedly, RP label was dismissed due to its restrictiveness. According

to McArthur (1992), RP is O6unihkfehéBritsho have
Populationd (p. 8 5 1) the rBkyof misattribugon ™M & labels d MBE

between the evaluator and the researcher is reduced, since, as previously mentioned, both
varieties are still considered to be pronunciation models for foreign students all over the
world, as it is the case withdhparticipants in the present study. However, it should be
noted that although often treated as models, such varieties are not perceived to be superior
to any other speech variety. Despite the use of different labels, MAE and MBE are not
likely to differ greatly phonologically from the American and British varieties that are
treated as standard or reference accents elsewhere in language attitude research; therefore,

the results should be comparable.
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In order to represent Standard Scottish English (SSEpgecmale speaker from Glasgow

and a female speaker from Edinburgh were chosen. It is worth mentioning that SSE is often
associated with the educated middle class and often referred to as Scottish Standard English
(SSE), which unlike the Scottish vernaaylhas similar grammar to English and only
differs in terms of pronunciation. SSE variety was chosen for several reasons. Firstly, one
of the aims was to provide another irHgécle variety of English which would
phonologically differ from the MBE and atd represent a regional variety within the UK
context. Secondly, when it comes to varieties of Scottish English, perceptions of native
evaluators were mostly given attention in language attitude research (McKenzie, 2004,
p.2). Therefore, interrogating norative speaker attitudes towards the targeted variety
would make valuable contributions to the existing language attitude literature. SSE
originated in Edinburgh during the eighteenth century by the Scots looking to anglicize
their speech (Aitken, 1979;secited in Tichenor, 2012, p.4). Therefore, it was found
appropriate to include a female speaker from Edinburgh to represent this variety. Relatedly,
a speaker from Glasgow was selected, because SSE is often identified with Glasgow, and
coexists with ano#r regional variety which is often associated with the working class and
low status, referred to as Glasgow vernacular (for a detailed review see McKenzie, 2004).

Another inner circle variety that was selected for the present study was Southern American
English (SAE) . According to Hickey (2014) o6t
central Atlantic coast and stretches through the Carolinas down to Georgia and then across

Al abama, Mississippi and Loui si angspeakess east er
from Virginia and Mississippi was found appropriate by the researcher in order to represent

this variety. SAE was chosen because previous research suggests that the native speakers

from the US tend to judge southern accent very unfavorablgrmparison to other US

varieties of English (e.g., Hartley, 1999; Preston, 2004). However, some evidence also
suggests that SAE is rated high in terms of
themselves (Preston, 2004, p.480). Therefore, this yaviets included in order to

interrogate the nenative speaker evaluations of SAE which also serves as a regional

variety within the US. Table 3.6 provides basic background information of the inner circle

speakers chosen.
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Table3.6 Background information of the inner circle speakers chosen

SGp(;ﬁléirr's Speaker's Age Variety
Male 27 MBE
Female 30 MBE
Male 27 MAE
Female 18 MAE
Male 52 SAE
Female 39 SAE
Male 35 SSE
Female 22 SSE

3.4.2 The Outer Circle Accents of English Chosen

Three different varieties that were selected to represent the outer circle were Jamaican,
Indian and West African. Indian variety of English (IVE) was representedrbgle and

female speaker whose mother tongue was Punjab. In order to represent West African
variety of English (WAVE), a male speaker from Cameroon and a female speaker from
Liberia were selected (see Omoniyi, 2008, pp.-172 for a detailed review and
discussion). Lastly, a male and female speaker from Jamaica were selected to represent the
Jamaican varieties of English (JVE). Outer circle varieties were included in the present
study because most research on language attitudes focuses on the inngraadihgx

circle varieties. Therefore, studies that include the evaluations of the outer circle varieties,
especially studies that investigate nmative speaker attitudes towards the cuterle

varieties, would make valuable contributions to the exidtiaature.

Indian variety of English (IVE), West African variety of English (WAVE) and Jamaican
variety of English (JVE) labels were chosen instead of Indian English (IE), West African
English (WAE), and Jamaican English (JE) for several reagserstly, when another
nationality or region is placed before English, it presupposes that everyone who belongs to
that group speaks the same variety of English identically. However, when the word variety
is included in the labels, then the representatioin® targeted variety, and therefore its
speakers, provides a sample in which a group of individuals speak similarly. Secondly,

outer circle varieties are complex in their geopolitical and linguistic features. For example,
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what was used to be called Indiafore may not represent the same geography nowadays,
meaning when addressing a variety as Indian English, does it include Pakistan as well, or
should there be a different label concerning Pakistan such as Pakistani English? Relatedly,
geographies such &¥est Africa are rich in their linguistic nature and have a variety of
national languages spoken. When vaguely labeling a variety as West African English
(WAE), which national languages and dialects are included? Furthermore, would it be
realistic to assumthat individuals speaking different dialects in their L1 would provide an
identical language sample phonologically? By the inclusion of the word variety in such
labels, the researcher is able to represent a sample of a sample, which eliminates vague
assumptions and false representations of a speech community, while also providing a more
realistic and up to date characterization of the English being spoken in the targeted speech
community and geography. Lastly, the outer circle varieties were relabet@dén to
address the issue of community authenticity. Table 3.7 provides a summary of the outer

circle variety speakers chosen for the present study.

Table3.7 Background information of the outer circle speakers chosen

Speaker's Gender Speaker's Age Variety
M 49 IVE
F 33 IVE
M 69 JVE
F 19 JVE
M 18 WAVE
F 28 WAVE

3.4.3 Expanding Circle Accents of English Chosen

Turkish, French, German, Ukrainian and Chinese accented varieties of English were
selected as the expanding circle varieties. Turkish accented variety of English (TavE) was
chosen because all of the subjects share Turkish as their L1, and it would dxingen
interrogate the respondentsdé evaluations
variety of English. Relatedly, it is hypothesized that prospective Turkish teachers of
English will be evaluating their own L1 accented sample less favothhty the other
varieties.
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French (FavE) and German accented varieties of English (GavE) were chosen due to
subjects having the highest exposure to these languages in the educational environment.
German and French were the two of the most preferred edotigign language courses
amongst the subjects on both campuses. Ukrainian accented variety of English (UavE) was
chosen due to the natural exposure of the subjects. A lot of individuals from tHeoR st

states live in Turkey and Northern Cyprus, thajority of which consist of Russian and
Ukrainian nationals. Therefore, the subjects in the present study get a fair exposure to East
Slavic languages. Accordingly, Ukrainian accented variety of English was chosen to
represent the Slavic accent in thegemat study. Chinese accented variety of English (CavE)
was chosen because according to the previous research, this variety is often disfavored by
the participants in the previous literature (Luk, 1998, p.100; Jenkins, 2004, p.204; Chen,
2011, p. 76)Both Chinese speakers share Cantonese as theifdlle 3.8 provides a

breakdown of the expanding circle speakers selected for the present study.

Table3.8 Background information of the expanding circle speakers

SGpgﬁgirrls Speaker's Age Variety
Male 33 CavE
Female 18 CavE
Male 28 FavE
Female 20 FavE
Male 27 GavE
Female 53 GavE
Male 24 TavE
Female 37 TavE
Male 26 UavE
Female 53 UavE

3.5 Data Collection Procedure

Two studies were conducted in ordeirtterrogate the attitudes of undergraduate student

teachers that were studying in two different campuses of the same institution. Study 1 was
conducted at METU NCC and had an aim to elicit
the chosen inner, outer, aadpanding circle accents (see Sections 3.4.1, 3.4.2, and 3.4.3).

Study 2 had a specific focus on the participan

English, their accent preference, descriptions of TavE, and tendency to behave in a
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classroom envinoment. Study 1 consisted of a VGT experiment along with an origin
identification task, whereas Study 2 had
attitudes toward MBE, MAE, and TavE. Therefo®&udy 2 had a more qualitative
construct requiringhe participants to provide elaborated written answers to explain their

evaluations and choices.

In Study 1, the data were collected in the form ofon@ne 25minute sessions with the
researcher utilizing a papbased questionnaire. In Study 2, theadeere collected online,

and sessions lasted for approximately 40 minutes for each participant. In Study 1, the data
collection lasted for 5 weeks, whereas in Study 2 the data were collected in two weeks. In
both studies, the participants were requesieminplete an informed consent form before
taking part in the study. Similarly, in both studies, after the data were collected, the
participants were provided with a debriefing form as well. The following section will
provide further information regardirige administration of the research instrument in both
studies.

3.5.1 Study 1. Northern Cyprus Campus

The data were collected at METU Northern Cyprus Campus from 65 undergraduate
students that were enrolled in a feuar Teaching English as a Foreign Language
program. The data collection tool was a papesed questionnaire which consisted of three
sections: VGT experiment, optional origin identification task, and demographic

information.

After signing the informed consent form, each participant had a ooa@®session with

the researcher which lasted betweer2830minutes. In those sessions, respondents had to
listen to a total of twentjour recordings that were previously downloaded from the Speech
Accent Archive and evaluate each speaker on apiiet Likert scale based on seven
characteristics: wealth, education level, rudehdasguage proficiency, attractiveness,
intelligibility and native speaker status that were selected from the previous literature
(Figure3.2).

2 Characteristic of rudeness was reverse coded as politeness during the analyses.
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Circle the correct numeric response to each question

1=Strongly Disagree,
2=Disagree, 3=Neither Agre
or Disagree, 4=Agree,

5= Strongly Agree

Statements

The speaker sounds rude

The speaker sounds educated

The speaker sounds attractive

The speakerb6s | anguagse

The speaker sounds rich/wealthy

The speaker is a native speaker of English

N o a0 |IN]|PF

RPlRr R Rr|Rr|R|R
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B N I~ O I = O N I SN o
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The speaker sounds intelligibleaderstandable

Figure3.2 Rating scale used in Study 1

All of the selected characteristics were included based on the previous literature. Out of the

selected characteristics, rudeness and attractiveness can be grouped under the dimension of

solidarity, while wealth, education level, and language proficieacylbe grouped under

the di mension of status (see Section 2.4). Ever
to which a speakerés utterance is actually unde
fall under the dimensions of either status didswity, it was included based on the previous

research (Derwing and Munro, 1997; Munro and Derwing, 1995; 1999) where it is

emphasized that L2 speech should be considered based on various dimensions, including

intelligibility. Relatedly, the inclusion ofntelligibility becomes of crucial importance

when the foreign listener judges evaluate different varieties of English, since this
characteristic provides valwuable information r
phonological utterances once fdcwith inner, outer, and expanding circle accents of

English. Native speaker status was included because previous research shows that foreign

accent ratings correlate with the frequency of phonological divergences from native

speaker patterns (Andersétsieh, Johnson, & Koehler, 1992; Magen, 1998; Munro &

Derwing, 2001). Therefore, the evaluations of native speaker status will help to uncover

how close or distant TPTEs perceive the accents under evaluation to be from the inner

circle accents. Education lehand politeness were amongst the most frequently mentioned
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|l abels in Prestonds (1999) study (p. 363). R
l evel were included based on Demirci & KI ei
which native Turk sh partici pants viewed the western c

Amoder no, feducatedo, Aweal t hyo, and Ali ber e
VGT study and does not wutilize a map to el i«
Demir c i & Kl einerb6s studies mentioned above),

to include some of the labels (i.e. wealth, education level) that were assigned by the native

Turkish participants from the existing literature, since the participamt®ipresent study

are also Turkish. Cummins (1980) argues that coghétbaelemic language proficiency

can be distinguished from interpersonal communication skills such as accent,
sociolinguistic competence, and oral fluency in both L1 and L2 (p.ARRough defining

language proficiency has been subject to some debate and it is not within the scope of this
thesis to define it, whet her accenand pl ays ¢
evaluationf language proficiency (if any) i.herefore, laguage proficiency was also
included as a characteristic in the present
6good | ooks6 was one of the main characteri s
thesis includes attractiveness to furtheeirdgate the linkage between evaluations of

physical characteristics of the speakers based on accent alone.

After the subjects were done evaluating each accent, they had an optional origin
identification task (Figur@.3). The respondents could requestelisng to the recording
for the second time. This was done in order to allow the participants the option of focusing
on each task separately if desired. The subjects were also allowed to takenanfite

break after the 12th recording. Thiswas donerirdoe r t o prevent | istener
*I think the origin of the speaker is:

Figure 3.3 Origin identification item used in Study 1

The origin identification task, also referred to as the dialect identification/variety
recognition item (Section42), was in order to address the issue of perception (Section 3.2).

Garrett (2003) defines recognition as cognitive mapping of speech features that could be
heard and that also reflects oneds Orecords

(p-208). Therefore, being able to identify a dialect, or the origin of the speaker in the case
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of this study, means the ability to recogni ze
succeeding or failing to ma k e t he appropricé
identification/variety recognition task was left optional in the present study for several

reasons. Firstly, evidence from previous literature suggests that theatiom listeners

perform poorly on dialect identification tasks (e.g., Scales, Wennerstrom, R&asltg

2006, p. 723; McKenzie, 2008, p. 146). Therefore, it was found appropriate by the

researcher to allow the subjects the option of leaving the variety recognition item blank,

which would mean that the respondent was not able to identify it. Secoudhg the pilot

study that was conducted prior to Study 1, it was found that the participants could take a

lot of time trying to guess the origin of the speaker when the task was forced. Lastly, in the

pilot study, some of the participants asked if theyldgroceed without completing the

variety recognition task due to not being able to make a guess about the origin of the

speaker. Therefore, it was decided that the origin identification task should be optional in

order to eliminate any possible discontftaced by the participants as well as to prevent

overthinking.

According to Dornyei (2006) administration procedure of a research instrument may
determine the quality ofl114}) Fherefmeythg falenming 6 r espons

steps were taken wrder to standardize each of the 65 sessions:

Section 1: The Verbal Guise Instrument

i.  Allow respondents to read the instructions. Go over the instructions and the
questionnaire with the participants once again in Turkish and explain/answer
questions iheeded.

ii.  Remind the participants to start rating speech samples (30 seconds each) as soon
as possible in order to elicit their first reaction. Stress the importance of evaluating
all of the speakers based on all 7 categories in order to minimize the ltgssibi
blank responses.

iii. Remind the participants that variety identification task is optional, yet if left blank
it would mean that the respondent was not able to identify the origin of the speaker.

iv.  Make sure to wait for a signal from the participant idesrto proceed to the next

recording.
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Section 2: Optional Origin Identification Task

v. Allow the respondents to hear the recordings for the second time for the optional

origin identification task if requested.

Section 3: Demographic Information

vi.  Make sureto provide the participants with a debriefing form after they are done

with this section.

Since the data were collected in the form of-on@®ne sessions with the researcher, eight
groups that included all of the 24 recordings separated for gender amrized order were
created: 1A, 2B, 3C, 4D, 5E, 6F, 7H, 8G (see Appendix G). This was done with the purpose
of eliminating any possible ordering effects. The recordings were randomized using an

online randomization tool (random.org).

3.5.2 Study 2: Ankara Campus

The data for the second study were collected from the undergraduate students enrolled in a
four-year Foreign Language Education program (FLE) in METU Ankara Campus (N=44).
Data were collected using an online questionnaire, administered in Englisiever, the

Turkish translations of the selected characteristics were provided. It was found appropriate
to collect the data online rather than doing one on one sessions with the participants for
several reasons. Firstly, the second study required thieipants to think and provide
elaborated written answers after listening to each recording. Secondly, based on the results
obtained from the pilot study that was conducted in Ankara Campus with a group of
students at a computer lab during a class sesiiomas observed that some of the
participants got distracted and lost focus due to technical and internet related difficulties. It
was also observed that it was not very easy to control the noise in a lab setting. Furthermore,
the pilot study showed thabsie students took much longer time answering the questions

in comparison to the others. Therefore, the option of collecting the data at a lab environment
during a class session en masse was eliminated, and the participants could complete the
online questianaire individually, from their home environment by taking as much time as

they need and without external factors interfering with the process.
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3.5.2.1 Design of the Online Questionnaire

In Study 2, the online questionnaire had an aim to elicit what lies belnd E S 6
perceptions and evaluations of the model varieties of English, along with their descriptions
of TaveE, while also interrogating how those a

practices, accent preference, and tendency to behave.

First, an online gestionnaire using SurveyMonkey © was created. The questionnaire

consisted of three sections: the verbal guise task (8 items), attitude elicitation task (6 items),

and demographic questions. Verbal guise items in the questionnaire consisted of yes and

no questions. The respondents had to listen to the recording first and then to agree or

di sagree with a statement (e.g. 6The speaker s
check both, yes and no options at the same time in order to express their ne8traig

the main objective of Study 2 was to elicit pal
their evaluations, it wasndt found necessary toc
Participants had to explain their answers in a comment bahwvas controlled for length

(minimum 15 characters and maximum 800). An example of a question from the online

questionnaire can be seen in FigBré

* 1. Recording 1 (MAE) | think that the speaker sounds attractive.
Yes

No

Why? What makes\doesn't make the speaker sound attractive to you?

Please explain your answer below (required)

Figure3.4 Sample verbal guise item from Study 2

In contrast to Study 1, in Study 2 the respondents were able to see the origin of the speakers.

This was done in order to test the issue of perception (Section 3.2). In other words, the
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researcher wanted to test whether kn@gmhe origin of the speaker would affect the

perceptions of the subjects, and therefore their evaluations of MAE and MBE in
comparison to Study 1. The second section of the online questionnaire had an aim to
uncover TPTEsO® t houglgMBE, MAEMGNdITavE fwid bedurthere s r e g a

discussed in Section 4.3.3).

3.6 Data Analysis: Ordered Logistic Regression (OLR)

Most of the previous language attitude research, MGT and VGT studies in particular, have

been conducted using aest, ANOVA or MANOVA, fdlowed by a post hoc test.

However, this study will be utilizing Ordered Logistic Regression (OLR) for several

reasons. Firstly, ANOVA and MANOVA tests assume interval or ratio level of
measurement when a Likert scale is being used. However, this assuhsotity reflects

the true nature of the reported answers, because although the thresholds on a Likert scale

are assigned a numerical value, they are representing ordered categories, and the distance
between those categories are usually unknown. Thereforee r y parti ci pant s o
of the degree to which they are agreeing or disagreeing with an item will differ and may

not necessarily corr espondthetissue of lpexceptipgps ear c he
Secondly, ANOVA and MANOVA techniques assummé&aussian (normal) distribution,

which is a form of a continuous distribution. However, this can hardly be the case due to
values on a Likert scale being discrete orde
the end points (it is not possible togia response that precedes 1 and proceeds 5 on a five

point Likert scale). Lastly, OLR can be used when working with categorical data as well

(i.e. correcincorrect). Which means that in MGT and VGT studies, OLR can be used for

the analysis of the recoiion data (i.e. origin identificatidmariety recognition in case of

this thesis).

Ordered Logistic Regression (OLR) is part of Ordered Logit Model (OLM) which aims to

predict the odds of a particular response occurring by looking at the other respeaises g

by t he participants. Assuming t he categori
A2=di sagreeo, 3= neither agree or di sagr e
respectively being1, P2, P3, P4, and B, then, the logarithms of the odds of the catiegbr

answers are as follows:
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strongly disagrege
log (————)

strongly disagree or disagree

log (———)

strongly disagree, disagree, or neither disagree or agree

log (————)

strongly disagree, disagree, neittgisagree or agree, or agree

log ( )

Since there are four thresholds on a-dgént Likert scale, and since we do not exactly
know what the chosen categorical response by each participant stands for (avitajce

OLR allows us to estimate participant responses on a maximum level through observing all
of the other responses givdh.is worth noting that for the purposes of this thesis, the
analysis will only be limited to OLR, which is able to providenew perspective by
addressing the issues mentioned abdl@wvever, utilizing Ordered Logit Model (OLM)

with broaderpopulation samples that wouldilize multilevel analysis would contribute

greatly to the existing language attitude literature, to MGT and VGT studies in particular.
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CHAPTER 4

RESULTS and DISCUSSION

4.1 Descriptive Statistics

4.1.1 Study 1: METU Northern Cyprus Campus

As previously mentioned, theopulation sample in Study 1 consisted of sifitae (N=65)

Turkish prospective English language teachers that were enrolled in-geByuil eaching

English as a Foreign Language undergraduate program-ératiemales (63%) and twenty

four males (37%) tdo part in Study 1. Minimum age of the participants was 18 and the
maximum was 37 (with a mean of 21.58 and median 21). Majority of the participants were
seniors (34%), followed by freshmen (28%), |
exposure teecond language courses other than English may provide further insight into the
participant evaluations and origin identification task. Figuless hows parti ci pant s
to second language courses, French (67%) and German (60%) being the mosthomasy

followed by Japanese (9%).

Exposure to Second Language Courses (N=65)
50

44
39

40

30

20

Number of Students

10 6

4 4 4

mml

= French EGerman @ESpanish mJapanese ERussian

1

O Arabic m Greek OChinese mKorean

Figure4.1 Exposure to second language courses (METU NCC)
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Figure42pr ovi des i nformation regarding the sampl e |
courses. All of the participants have taken pronunciation and oral communication courses. Out

of the remaining, the majority have taken Linguistics 1 (73%) and Linguistic8@) Cturses.

The students also had some prior exposure to Sociolinguistics (21%) and Global English

(35%) courses as well.

Exposure to Linguistics Courses (N=65)

80
70 65 65

60

50

8 44
40 33
30 23 28
20 14
10 . I

0

B Linguistics 1 B Linguistics 2

Number of Students

18

I 4
/1

@ Sociolinguistics B Global English
m Contrastive Turkish English Analysis @ELanguage Acquisition
m Listening and Pronunciation O Oral Communication Skills

m English Lexicon O History of English

Figure4.2. Exposure to linguistic courses (METU NCC)

Majority of the participants (60%) have reported watching movies/listening to music in
English on a daily basis. Out of the remaining, 34% of the students have reported watching
movies/listening to music for-2 times a week. Figuré.3 provides a breakdawof TPTEs

exposure to English media.
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Exposure to English Media (N=65)
5% 1%

34%

60%

mEveryday [ 2-3times a week mOnce a month @ Rarely\Never

Figure4.3. Exposure to English media (METU NCC)

Figure 4.4 shows countries visited by the students. Out of the inner circle countries, the
majority of the studentsdve been to England (48%), following USA (%6), and Scotland (3%).
None of the participants have reported being to the outer circle countries. However, Germany
(20%) and France (11%) had the most visitation rates amongst the expanding circle countries,
followed by Ukraine (6%), Russia (3%), and China (3%).

Countri%s Visite@N=65)
3%

% 6% 394

48%

B Ukraine O Russia EmFrance mGermany EUSA 0 England mScotland @ China

Figure4.4. Countries visited by the subjects (METU NCC)
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4.1.2 Mean Evaluations of the Speakers Separated for Gender

The participants were asked to evalustenty-four speech recording samples (12 male and

12 female guises for each variety) based on seven characteristics: politeness, education level,
wealth, language proficiency, intelligibility, nativeness, and attractiveness. First the mean
scores of maland female speakers for each characteristic were calculated. Table 4.1 shows
mean scores (M) and standard deviations (SD) of the male speakers for all seven
characteristics. MAE male speaker was evaluated positively on almost every trait, being
perceived a the most attractive, most educated, most intelligible, most proficient in English,
and nativdike, followed by the MBE male speaker. However, for perceived politeness, MBE
male speaker vgaevaluated as being the politdstiowed by the MAE, German, Ench, and

SSE male speakers. Turkish male speaker was perceived to be the rudest out of all speakers,
followed by the Indian, Ukrainian, and Southern American male speakers. Due to MAE and
MBE being treated as the model varieties nowadays, having themgsaat the top two of

most favorably evaluated varieties across all seven categories was not unexpected. However,
although most of the participants rated the inner circle varieties in the top four for native
speaker status, interestingly, SAE male speakas perceived to be in the top four for
perceived rudeness, following the Turkish, Indian, and Ukrainian male spéakeéish male

speaker was perceived to be the rudest out of all speakers, followed by the Indian, Ukrainian,
and Southern American magpeakers. From the expanding circle varieties, German male
speaker received the highest evaluations for perceived education level, intelligibility,
attractiveness, socioeconomic status, language proficiency, native speaker status, and
politeness. SSE magpeaker was rated the highest, following MAE and MBE male speakers,

on perceived attractiveness and socioeconomic status. The Turkish male speaker guise has
received the lowest evaluations on all traits except for perceived intelligibility, in case bf whic

he was perceived as one of the least intelligible male speakers, followed by the Chinese male
speaker guise. Indian male speaker received the second lowest evaluations (following the male
Turkish accented guise) for all perceived characteristics bdsigdgyibility, where he was
evaluated as one of the least intelligible male speakers, followed by the Turkish and Chinese

male speakers.
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Table4.1 Mean scores and standard deviation of the male speakers

I\S/lp?(l.:ke s Polite | Educated | Attractive isrgz(g:]il?snr: Wealthy Sl\;l)?at;\:(ir Intellggib
SAE 2.92 3.11 2.65 3.54 2.98 3.42 3.69
MAE 4.40 4.49 4.42 4.66 4.20 4.72 4.80
MBE 4.55 4.38 4.34 4.62 4.06 4.68 4.77
SSE 3.38 3.37 2.97 3.60 3.17 2.71 3.58
UavE 291 2.49 1.83 2.63 2.03 1.92 3.20
TavE 2.71 1.80 1.34 1.46 1.63 1.08 2.35
FavE 3.46 2.83 2.15 2.55 2.26 1.66 3.12
GavE 3.71 3.49 2.80 3.68 2.94 2.66 3.86
JVE 3.03 2.40 1.83 2.29 2.12 1.54 2.97
CavE 2.97 2.46 1.71 231 2.03 1.45 2.22
WAVE 3.05 2.63 1.89 2.49 2.22 1.72 2.95
IVE 2.80 1.94 1.48 1.55 1.78 1.12 2.58

Standard Deviations

SAE 1.327 0.812 1.316 1.119 1.082 1.261 1.158
MAE 0.880 0.640 0.808 0.644 0.905 0.600 0.474
MBE 0.848 0.700 0.889 0.630 0.933 0.687 0.523
SSE 1.221 0.911 1.145 0.981 1.098 1.476 1.184
UavE 1.195 0.812 0.858 0.993 0.809 1.163 0.905
TavE 1.433 0.870 0.594 0.614 0.762 0.269 1.152
FavE 1.032 0.821 0.939 0.919 0.853 0.989 1.023
GavE 0.964 0.904 1.019 0.850 0.982 1.326 0.982
JVE 1.089 0.787 0.782 0.897 0.910 0.772 1.045
CavE 1.250 0.812 0.843 0.934 0.847 0.811 1.082
WavE 1.124 0.894 0.970 0.886 0.838 1.153 1.022
IVE 1.135 0.747 0.640 0.662 0.760 0.545 1.102

Participant evaluationshanged for some of the varieties when female speaker guises were
matched. Generally speaking, female speakers have received higher mean evaluations in
comparison to male speaker guises. Mean scores (and standard deviations) for female speakers

for each chracteristic are provided in Table 4.2.
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Table4.2 Mean scores and standard deviation of the female speakers

Female

Proficient

Native

Speakers Polite | Educated | Attractive in English Wealthy Speaker Intelligible
SAE 4.14 3.74 3.35 3.72 3.25 3.46 3.91
MAE 4.26 4.22 3.95 4.58 3.88 4.57 4.62
MBE 4.42 4.25 4.06 4.51 3.94 4.57 4.69
SSE 4.32 3.55 3.57 3.75 3.29 3.15 4.03
UavE 3.14 2.22 1.78 1.65 1.95 1.14 2.34
TavE 3.89 3.18 2.86 3.18 2.95 1.83 3.80
FavE 3.40 2.29 1.88 2.03 1.86 1.38 2.54
GavE 2.49 2.35 1.89 2.35 2.18 1.45 3.03
JVE 3.37 291 2.38 2.97 2.60 2.15 3.17
CavE 4.03 3.31 3.06 3.49 3.08 2.74 3.72
WAVE 3.09 2.72 2.35 2.68 2.29 2.37 3.31
IVE 3.62 2.62 2.15 2.38 2.32 1.49 3.08
Standard Deviations
SAE 0.966 0.940 0.991 1.008 1.046 1.263 1.114
MAE 1.149 0.838 0.975 0.682 1.068 0.809 0.823
MBE 0.846 0.708 0.882 0.640 0.950 0.706 0.498
SSE 0.903 0.830 1.045 0.771 0.964 1.228 0.790
UavE 1.102 0.820 0.910 0.717 0.856 0.348 0.923
TavE 1.077 0.950 1.029 0.934 1.052 1.084 1.003
FavE 1.087 0.785 0.927 0.809 0.846 0.630 0.969
GavE 1.187 0.856 0.850 1.007 0.934 0.771 1.045
JVE 1.140 1.011 0.995 0.935 1.043 1.202 1.039
CavE 0.918 0.828 1.130 0.868 0.872 1.326 0.927
WavE 1.195 0.820 0.991 0.954 0.824 1.341 1.060
IVE 1.100 0.995 1.034 1.056 0.812 0.753 1.136

46




Unlike with the male speakers, MBE female speaker got the highest mean scores for perceived
attractiveness, intelligibility, education level, socioeconomic status, and politésiEssed

by the female MAE speaker. Mean scores for perceived native speaker status were the same
for MAE and MBE female speakers, however MAE has received the highest ratings for
perceived language proficiency. Unlike the male speaker evaluations, Therkisle speaker

was evaluated more favorably on all seven characteristics, usually placing in the top six out of
twelve varieties. Similarly, to male speaker evaluations, all four of the inner circle varieties
were evaluated very favorably for perceivedivea speaker status, only followed by the
Chinese female speaker guise. SSE female speaker was rated favorably placing in the top four
across all categories, only this time it was perceived to be the politest guise following the
female MBE speaker. Ukraim, French, and German female speaker guises were rated as the
lowest for perceived attractiveness, intelligibility, education level, wealth, language
proficiency, and native speaker status. Unlike with the male speaker mean evaluations,
German, West Afrian, Ukrainian, and Jamaican female speaker guises have been perceived
as the rudest varieties, in that order.

4.1.3 Mean Evaluations of the Speakers Combined for Gender

After calculating the mean scores for male and female speakers separately, mean scores of
each accent, combined for gender were calculated. Results show that MBE and MAE speakers
were rated very positively, the latter being evaluated very favorably for perceived education
level, language proficiency, wealth, and native speaker status. HowtBErspeakers were
perceived to be most attractive, educated, and polite (i.e., the least rude) in comparison to the
MAE speakers. SSE was evaluated mostly positively on all characteristics, remaining in the
top three for all categories following MAE and MBexcept for native speaker status, in which

it placed as %, following SAE. SSE variety has received higher evaluations than the SAE
guise. In short, all of the inner circle varieties have remained in the top four for perceived
attractiveness, politess, language proficiency, intelligibility, wealth, native speaker status,
and education level. Figué5s hows TPTEs® evalwuations of

attractiveness.
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Figure4.5. Boxplot for Rerceived Attractiveness (combined for gender)

Figure 4.5 shows that MBE (M=4.20, SD=0.922) and MAE (M=4.18, SD=0.893) varieties
were evaluated most favorably, former receiving slightly higher ratings for perceived
attractiveness. SSE (mean=3.27, SD=1.188) the third guise that was perceived to be the
most attractive amongst the participants, followed by SAE (M=3.00, SD=1.214). Ukrainian
(M=1.81, SD=0.881), Indian (M=1.82, SD=0.922), French (M=2.02, SD=0.940), and Turkish

(M=2.10, SD= 1.133) guises mbged the lowest evaluations for perceived attractiveness.
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Figure4.6. Boxplot for Perceived Education Level (combined for gender)

Figure 4.6 shows that MAE (M=4.35, SD=0.756) received the highest evaluations for
perceived education level, followed by MBE (M=4.32, SD=0.705), SSE (M=3.46, SD=0.873),
and SAE (M=3.42, SD=0.873). Indian (M=2.28, SD=0.940), Ukrainian (M=2.35, SD=0.825),
Turkish (M= 2.49, SD=1.143), and French (M=2.56, SD=0.845) guises have received the
lowest evaluations for perceived education level by the population sample. German (M=2.92,
SD=1.046) and Chinese (M=2.88, SD=0.920) guises have received the highest mean scores

out ofthe expanding circle samples for perceived education level.
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Figure4.7. Boxplot for Perceived Intelligibility (combined for gender)

Figure 4.7 shows that MBE (M= &7, SD=0.510) has received the highest evaluations for
perceived intelligibility, followed by MAE (M=4.71, SD=0.676), SSE (M=3.81, SD=1.027),
and SAE (M=3.80, SD=1.137) guises. The guises that were perceived to be as the least
intelligible by the populatio sample were Ukrainian (M=2.77, SD=1.008), Indian (M=2.83,
SD=1.142), French (M=2.83, SD=1.035) and Chinese (M=2.97, SD=1.257). German
(M=3.45, SD=1.093) guise received the highest evaluations from the expanding circle
varieties, and West African (M=3.13D=1.052) guise has received the highest evaluations

from the outer circle varieties for perceived intelligibility.
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Figure4.8. Boxplot for Perceived Language Proficiency (combined for gender)

Figure 4.8 shows that the inner circle varieties were evaluated to be the most proficient
speakers of English, MAE (mean=4.62, SD=0.662) being the most favorably evaluated,
followed by MBE (mean=4.56, SD=0.635), SSE (mean=3.68, SD=0.882), SAE (mean=3.63,
SD=1.065).Indian (mean= 1.97, SD=0.972), Ukrainian (mean=2.14, SD=0.994), Turkish
(mean=2.32, SD=1.169), and French (mean=2.29, SD=0.902) guises have received the lowest
evaluations for language proficiency in English. German and Chinese (mean=2.90, SD=1.077)

guiseshave received the highest evaluations out of the expanding circle varieties.
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Figure4.9. Boxplot for Perceived Native Speaker Status (combined for gender)

Figure 4.9 shows that MAE(mean=4.65, SD=0.714) was evaluated most favorably for the
native speaker status, followed by MBE (mean=4.62, SD=0.696), SAE (mean=3.44,
SD=1.258), and SSE (mean=2.93, SD=1.371). Indian (mean=1.31, SD=0.680), Turkish
(mean=1.45, SD=0.875), French (mea®2]l.SD=0.837), and Ukrainian (mean=1.53,
SD=0.942) varieties were the lowest rated varieties for this characteristic. Perceived native
speaker status is the only characteristic in which SAE (mean=3.44, SD=1.258) was evaluated

more favorably than the SSEige.

52



e
|

(%)
1

Perceived Politeness

{HF {8 {8 {81 {81 {8} {8} {8}

=]
1
L ]
L ]

q- . . . WAVE
CavE FavE GavE WE v MAE MBE SAE SSE TawvE UavE WaAvE
Accents

Figure4.10. Boxplot for Perceived Politeness (combined for gender)

Figure 4.10 shows that the inner circle varieties have received the highest mean scores for
perceived politeness, BE (M=4.48, SD=0.847) being the most favorably evaluated accent
for this characteristic, followed by MAE (M=4.33, SD=1.022), SSE (M=3.85, SD=1.169), and
SAE (M=3.53, SD=1.307) varieties. Ukrainian (M=3.02, SD=1.151), West African (M=3.07,
SD=1.156), Germa@M=3.10, SD=1.238), and Jamaican (M=3.20, SD=1.123) guises have
received the lowest mean scores for perceived politeness. Chinese (M=3.50, SD=1.215)
accented variety of English has received the highest score amongst the expanding circle

varieties for pereived politeness.
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Figure4.11. Boxplot for Perceived Wealth (combined for gender)

Figure4.11shows the mean scores of perceived wealth. Inner circle varieties have received
the highest ratings for this characteristic, MAE (mean=4.04, SD=0.999) being evaluated
positively in particular, followed by MBE (mean=4.00, SD=0.940), SSE (mean=3.23,

SD=1.03), and SAE (mean=3.12, SD=1.068) guises. Ukrainian (mean=1.99, SD=0.831)
variety of English has received the lowest mean scores for perceived wealth, followed by

Indian (mean=2.05, SD=0.829), French (mean=2.06, SD=0.869), and West African
(mean=2.25, SD=B29) varieties.
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4.1.4 Normality Tests

After the mean scores were calculated, normality tests were conducted in order to see if the
data were distributed normally. Table 4.3 shows the results of SAafikpKolmogorow
Smirnov, and AnderseBarling tests for the dependent variable of perceatti@dctiveness.
Results show that all three tests have resulted in p < 0.001, therefore it was confirmed and

cross validated that the data are not normally distributed.

Table4.3 Normality Test (Study 1, MEW NCC)

Shapiro-Wilk Test
W =0.88872, pralue < 2.2€l6

Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test
D =0.19149, alue <2.2€l6

Anderson-Darling Test
A =58.045, pralue <2.2€16

4.1.5 Homogeneity Tests

After it was confirmed that the data are not normally distributed, several tests for homogeneity
were conducted to test homoscedasticity of variances. Table 4.4 shows the results of Barlett
and LeveneTests of Homogeneity of Variances for the dependent variable of perceived
attractiveness. Both tests reveal that the homogeneity of variance was not estgbkshed
0.001

Table4.4 Homogeneity Test (Study 1, METU NCC)

Bartlett Test of Homogeneity of Variances
Bartlett's ksquared = 40.488, df = 11;yalue = 0.00002951

Levene's Test for Homogeneity of Variance
Df F value Pr(>F)
11 3.5745 0.00005421 ***
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4.1.6 Origin Identification Task

This study examined if the TPTEs were able to identify the origin of the speakers based on the

accent alone. Table 4.5 shows correct origin identificationseggarated for gender.

Table4.5 Correct origin identification rates (separated for gender)

N=65 Mean SD Correct % Incorrect %
TavE (m) 0.77 | 0.425 76.9 23.1
MAE (m) 0.55 | 0.501 554 44.6
UavE (f) 0.51 | 0.504 50.8 49.2
TavE (f) 0.51 | 0.504 50.8 49.2
MBE (m) 0.49 | 0.504 49.2 50.8
SAE (m) 0.45 | 0.501 44.6 554
MAE (f) 0.45 | 0.501 44.6 554
MBE (f) 0.40 | 0.494 40.0 60.0
SAE () 0.29 | 0.458 29.2 70.8
IVE (m) 0.23 | 0.425 231 76.9
WAVE (f) 0.17 | 0.378 16.9 83.1
FavE (m) 0.15 | 0.364 15.4 84.6
UavE (m) 0.14 | 0.348 13.8 86.2
WAVE (m) 0.11 | 0.312 10.8 89.2
FavE (f) 0.09 | 0.292 9.2 90.8
IVE (f) 0.08 | 0.269 7.7 92.3
SSE (m) 0.06 | 0.242 6.2 93.8
GavE (f) 0.06 | 0.242 6.2 93.8
GavEk (m) 0.03 | 0.174 3.1 96.9
JVE (f) 0.03 | 0.174 3.1 96.9
CavE (m) 0.03 | 0.174 3.1 96.9
CavE (f) 0.02 | 0.124 15 98.5
SSE (f) 0.00 | 0.000 0 100.0
JVE (m) 0.00 | 0.000 0 100.0
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In order to see the broader picture, correct origin identification rates combined for gender were
analyzed (Table 4.6Results clearly show that TPTEs have the highest correct identification
rate of their L1 accent, Turkish accented variety of English, followed by MAE, MBE, and
SAE. JVE, CavE, and SSE have received the lowest origin identification rates. These results
arein contrast with previous research findings (Carrie, 2014; Carrie & McKenzie, 2018),
where the prospective Spanish teachers of English had higher origin identification rates for

MBE in comparison to MAE.

Table4.6 Correct origin identification rates (combined for gender)

Variety Correct Identification Peg/‘; ent
TavE 83 64
MAE 65 50
MBE 58 45
SAE 48 37
UavE 42 32
IVE 20 15
WavE 18 14
FavE 16 12
GavE 6 5
SSE 4 3
CavE 3 2
JVE 2 2

The origin identification task was optional and oged; therefore, the unanswered items
were considered as a failure to identify the targeted variety. Whether the responses given can
be considered as beirgrrector incorrectis subject to some debate, however it is important

to have an open mind when it comes to-nafive speaker identifications (McKenzie, 2010,

p. 125). Therefore, the following criteria were followed while interpreting the identifications

of the participarg:
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American, US, American English, somewhere in the & the Stateswere
accepted when the participants were identifying the origin of the MAE speakers,
United Kingdom, English, England, BritisandStandard Britishwere accepted
when the participantsere identifying the origin of the MBE speakers,

American, Southern US, Texas, Southern Ameraagsomewhere in the Usere
accepted for the successful identification of the SAE speakers, because these
answers showed that the participants were abléfevehtiate SAE from MBE and

SSE varieties,

Scottish, Scotlandcotch andliskog(meaning Scottish in Turkish) answers were
considered as the correct identification of the SSE speakers (no answers included
6from the UKO® or 06 Uéhdaskfarthd SBE speakersgi n i
Tur ki sh, East of Tur k eyndTitkansaensbwere  d i
considered successful for the identification of TavE speakers,

Ukrainian, RussianandEastern Europeamanswers were accepted as the correct
identification for the UavE speakers,

African and Africa were considered as successful identifications for the WAVE
speakers,

Jamaicaand Jamaicanwere considered as correct identifications for the JvE
speakers,

France and Frenchwere the answers that were accdptas the correct
identification for the FavE speakers,

GermanandGermanyanswers were considered as corfecthe identification of

the GavE speakers were accepted

Chinese, China, AsiandAsianwere accepted as the correct identification for the
CavEspeakers,

Indian, Indian EnglishPakistan Pakistanj andHintli (meaning Indian in Turkish)

were considered to be successful identifications for the IVE speakers.
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4.2 Inferential Statistics: Ordered Logistic Regression (OLR)
4.2.1 OLR Results Separated for Gende

OLR results of the varieties separated for gender for all seven dependent variables are provided
below for several reasons. Firstly, the following analysis is able to show that when some of
the varieties are analyzed separately for gender, their impabeqgoerception of dependent
variables may statistically differ. Although a more holistic and statistically robust perspective
can be gained through the inclusion of all genders, and even though results separated for
gender should not be interpreted amlfj knowing to what extent each gender plays a role in

the perception of specific characteristics by the subjects will providesal&runderstanding.

Male speaker of Indian variety of English was set as the base group due to being redundant in
the following casesTable 4.7 shows the evaluations of perceived attractiveness for each
variety separated for gender.

Table4.7 Results for Perceived Attractiveness (separated for gender)

Estimate Std.Error z value Pr(>|z|)
SAE_F 3.5072 0.3379 10.380 < 2e-16 ***
SAE_M 2.2109 0.3507 6.305 2.89e-10 ***
MAE_F 4.5871 0.3509 13.071 < 2e-16 ***
MAE_M 5.6098 0.3646 15.385 < 2e-16 ***
MBE_F 4.7746 0.3494 13.663 < 2e-16 ***
MBE_M 5.4783 0.3645 15.029 < 2e-16 ***
SSE_F 3.8901 0.3428 11.347 < 2e-16 ***
SSE_M 2.8203 0.3411 8.268 < 2e-16 ***
UavE_F 0.6211 0.3382 1.836 0.06630 .
UavE_M 0.7750 0.3353 2.312 0.02080 *
TavE_F 2.6298 0.3343 7.867 3.62e-15 ***
TavE_M -0.5014 0.3663 -1.369 0.17106
FavE_F 0.8302 0.3350 2.478 0.01320 *
FavE_M 1.3888 0.3295 4.215 2.49e-05 ***
GavE_F 0.9155 0.3283 2.789 0.00529 **
GavE_M 2.5840 0.3343 7.729 1.08e-14 ***
JVE_F 1.8159 0.3326 5.460 4.75e-08 ***
JvE_M 0.8308 0.3307 2.512 0.01199 *
CavE_F 2.9797 0.3407 8.745 < 2e-16 ***
CavE_M 0.4924 0.3353 1.469 0.14188
WAVE_F 1.7512 0.3320 5.275 1.33e-07 ***
WAVE_M 0.8233 0.3394 2.426 0.01528 *
IVE_F 1.3470 0.3353 4.018 5.88e-05 ***
Sig.codes: 6***3% 0.001 6**06 0.0
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It is significantly estimated that once the female Ukrainian accent is heard, it affects the
perception of attractiveness positively, at 10 percent signifideneé All of the inner circle
varieties, along with Turkish, Jamaican, West African, Chinese, and Indian female speakers,
affect the perception of attractiveness very positively once they are heard, at 0.1 percent
significance level (p<0.001). French a&@drman male speaker guises were also significantly
estimated to affect the perception of attractiveness very positively, at 0.1 percent significance
level. In other words, except for Turkish male and Indian male guises, all of the remaining

varieties weressignificantly estimated to affect the perception of attractiveness positively.

Table 4.8 shows the results of perceived education level. The following statistically significant
estimations were made.

Table4.8 Results for Perceived Education Level (separated for gender)

Estimate Std.Error z value Pr(>|z])
SAE_F 3.9539 0.3422 11.554 < 2e-16 ***
SAE_M 25191 0.3262 7.722 1.14e-14 ***
MAE_F 5.1530 0.3493 14.750 < 2e-16 ***
MAE_M 5.7991 0.3538 16.390 < 2e-16 ***
MBE_F 5.1227 0.3432 14.927 < 2e-16 ***
MBE_M 5.5153 0.3499 15.762 < 2e-16 ***
SSE_F 3.5167 0.3302 10.650 < 2e-16 ***
SSE_M 3.1354 0.3301 9.497 < 2e-16 ***
UavE_F 0.6216 0.3172 1.960 0.050021 .
UavE_M 1.1835 0.3174 3.729 0.000193 ***
TavE_F 2.7263 0.3305 8.249 < 2e-16 ***
TavE_M -0.4063 0.3247 -1.251 0.210798
FavE_F 0.8433 0.3168 2.662 0.007776 **
FavE_M 1.8915 0.3226 5.863 4.55e-09 ***
GavE_F 0.9470 0.3187 2.971 0.002966 **
GavE_M 3.4156 0.3354 10.184 < 2e-16 ***
JVE_F 2.1138 0.3331 6.347 2.20e-10 ***
JVvE_M 1.0214 0.3159 3.233 0.001223 **
CavE_F 2.9630 0.3279 9.036 < 2e-16 ***
CavE_M 1.1615 0.3177 3.655 0.000257 ***
WAVE_F 1.7134 0.3200 5.355 8.58e-08 ***
WAVE_M 1.5026 0.3226 4.658 3.19e-06 ***
IVE_F 1.4709 0.3274 4.493 7.04e-06 ***
Sig.codes: 6***8 0.001 6**6 0.0
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Table 4.8 shows thatlaf the inner circle varieties affect the perception of education level
very positively, at 0.1 percent significance level (p<0.001), although the SAE male guise was
perceived to affect the education level slightly less positively in comparison to the inner circle
guises, as well as Turkish female (p<0.001), German male (p<0.001), and Chinese female
speaker (p<0.001) guises. Excluding the Turkish male guise, all oétha&ining varieties

were estimated to affect the perception of education level positively. When the Ukrainian
female speaker guise was heard, it affected the perception of the education level positively at
10 percent significance level.

Table 4.9 showdhe results of perceived language proficiency in English. All of the varieties,
except for female Ukrainian, male Indian, and male Turkish accented guises, were
significantly estimated to have a positive effect on perceived language proficiency in English,
at less than 1 percent significance level (p<0.001).

Table4.9 Results for Perceived Language Proficiency (separated for gender)

Estimate Std.Error z value Pr(>|z|)
SAE_F 4.4401 0.3517 12.624 < 2e-16 ***
SAE_M 41030 0.3544 11.577 < 2e-16 ***
MAE_F 6.5950 0.3809 17.315 < 2e-16 ***
MAE_M 6.8119 0.3854 17.674 < 2e-16 ***
MBE_F 6.2288 0.3650 17.066 < 2e-16 ***
MBE_M 6.6652 0.3835 17.378 < 2e-16 ***
SSE_F 4.3608 0.3410 12.787 < 2e-16 ***
SSE_M 4.2096 0.3456 12.181 < 2e-16 ***
UavE_F 0.2187 0.3306 0.661 0.508296
UavE_M 2.2919 0.3354 6.833 8.32e-12 ***
TavE_F 3.3644 0.3370 9.982 < 2e-16 ***
TavE_M -0.2650 0.3397 -0.780 0.435375
FavE_F 1.1107 0.3276 3.390 0.000699 ***
FavE_M 2.1147 0.3305 6.398 1.57e-10 ***
GavE_F 1.7294 0.3345 5.171 2.33e-07 ***
GavE_M 4.2800 0.3425 12.496 < 2e-16 ***
JVE_F 2.9579 0.3358 8.808 < 2e-16 ***
JVE_M 1.6316 0.3305 4.937 7.92e-07 ***
CavE_F 3.9059 0.3397 11.497 < 2e-16 ***
CavE_M 1.6368 0.3308 4.948 7.50e-07 ***
WAVE_F 2.3749 0.3335 7.122 1.07e-12 ***
WAVE_M 1.9938 0.3273 6.091 1.12e-09 ***
IVE_F 1.7556 0.3371 5.208 1.91e-07 ***
Sig.codes: 6***¢% 0.001 6**06 0.0
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Several statistically significant estimations can be made from Table 4.10, which shows the
OLR results of perceived native speaker status. All of the varieties (p<0.001), besides male
Turkish and female Ukrainian speaker samples had a positive effectragivpd native
speaker status, at 0.1 percent significance level. Interestingly, SSE male speaker guise was
perceived to be slightly less native, not only in comparison to the other inner circle varieties,
but also in comparison to Chinese female speakdd.001) guise as well.

Table4.10 Results for Perceived Natiness(separated for gender)

Estimate Std.Error z value Pr(>|z]|)

SAE_F 4.90678

0.52143 9.410 < 2e-16 ***

SAE_M 4.83884

0.52088 9.290 < 2e-16 ***

MAE_F 6.89514

0.54800 12.582 < 2e-16 ***

MAE_M 7.35739

0.56652 12.987 < 2e-16 ***

MBE_F 6.74741

0.54144 12.462 < 2e-16 ***

MBE_M 7.30771

0.56693 12.890 < 2e-16 ***

SSE_F 4.46870

0.51750 8.635 < 2e-16 ***

SSE_M 3.80561

0.52486 7.251 4.14e-13 ***

UavE_F 0.61475

0.58661 1.048 0.294645

UavE_M 2.60445

0.52093 5.000 5.74e-07 ***

TavE_F 2.49757

0.51925 4.810 1.51e-06 ***

TavE_M -0.02029

0.65762 -0.031 0.975388

FavE_F 1.66053

0.53191 3.122 0.001797 **

FavE_M 2.14589

0.52507 4.087 4.37e-05 ***

GavE_F 1.70715

0.53270 3.205 0.001352 **

GavE_M 3.78930

0.51976 7.290 3.09e-13 ***

JvE_F 3.03010 0.51911 5.837 5.31e-09 ***

JVE_M 2.01421 0.52487 3.838 0.000124 ***

CavE_F 3.89314

0.51824 7.512 5.81e-14 ***

CavE_M 1.61719

0.53763 3.008 0.002630 **

WAVE_F 3.30703

0.52255 6.329 2.47e-10 ***

WAVE_M 2.15452 0.52573 4.098 4.16e-05 ***

IVE_F 1.89054 0.52747 3.584 0.000338 ***

Sig.codes: d6***9% 0.001 6**8 0.0

Table 4.11 shows the results for perceived intelligibility. Following statistically significant
estimations can bmade. Only male Chinese speaker guise was estimated to have a statistically
significant negative effect on the perception of intelligibility, at five percent significance level

(p<0.005). MAE and MBE guises, including all genders, were perceived to havaott
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positive effects on intelligibility, followed by the female SSE, female SAE, male SAE, and
male SSE speaker guises, in that order.

Table4.11 Results for Perceived Intelligibility (separated for gender)

Estimate Std.Error z value Pr(>|z|)
SAE_F 24784 0.3311 7.486 7.09e-14 ***
SAE_M 2.0359 0.3334 6.106 1.02e-09 ***
MAE_F 4.2956 0.3766 11.405 < 2e-16 ***
MAE_M 4.8133 0.4101 11.738 < 2e-16 ***
MBE_F 4.1692 0.3614 11.537 < 2e-16 ***
MBE_M 4.6942 0.4012 11.700 < 2e-16 ***
SSE_F 2.4935 0.3236 7.706 1.30e-14 ***
SSE_M 1.8423 0.3308 5.569 2.56e-08 ***
UavE_F -0.3355 0.3153 -1.064 0.287358
UavE_M 1.0871 0.3119 3.486 0.000491 ***
TavE_F 2.1364 0.3283 6.508 7.63e-11 ***
TavE_M -0.3760 0.3268 -1.150 0.250011
FavE_F 0.0165 0.3158 0.052 0.958339
FavE_M 0.9106 0.3166 2.877 0.004021 **
GavE_F 0.8236 0.3150 2.6150.008932 **
GavE_M 2.2679 0.3253 6.972 3.13e-12 ***
JVE_F 1.0009 0.3183 3.1440.001666 **
JvE. M 0.7140 0.3180 2.2450.024751*
CavE_F 1.9691 0.3215 6.126 9.03e-10 ***
CavE_M -0.6767 0.3240 -2.088 0.036765 *
WAVE_F 1.2524 0.3197 3.918 8.94e-05 ***
WAVE_M 0.6980 0.3172 2.201 0.027763 *
IVE_F 0.8733 0.3224 2.709 0.006753 **
Sig.codes: 6***9 0.001 6**d 0.0

Table 4.12 shows the following statistically significant estimations for perceived wealth.
Firstly, all of the inner circle varieties have a positive effect on the perception of wealth, at 0.1
percent significance level. However, it is worth mentiortingt female Chinese guise was
perceived to be wealthier than the male Southern American guise, at 0.1 percent significance
level. All of the varieties were significantly estimated to have a positive effect on the
perception of wealth, besides male Turkifdmale Ukrainian, female French, and male
Chinese speaker guises. Ukrainian male speaker guise was significantly estimated to have a

positive effect on the perceived wealth, at 10 percent significance level. Male Jamaican and
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female German guises (p<0.QQ@%ere perceived to be wealthy, at 5 percent significance level.

Male German and female Turkish speakers were also perceived as being wealthy, at 0.1

percent significance level. It was significantly estimated that once the female German and
male Jamaicanugses (p<0.005) were heard, they affected perceptions of wealth positively, at
5 percent significance level.

Table4.12 Results for Perceived Wealth (separated for gender)

Estimate Std.Error z value Pr(>|z|)

SAE_F

2.8414

0.3322 8.555 < 2e-16 ***

SAE_M

2.3902

0.3345 7.147 8.89e-13 ***

MAE_F

4.1262

0.3377 12.219 < 2e-16***

MAE_M

4.7323

0.3423 13.825 < 2e-16 ***

MBE_F

4.1663

0.3356 12.416 < 2e-16 ***

MBE_M

4.4237

0.3388 13.057 < 2e-16 ***

SSE_F

2.9506

0.3287 8.977 < 2e-16 ***

SSE_M

2.7577

0.3347 8.238 < 2e-16 ***

UavE_F

0.3463

0.3216 1.077 0.281670

UavE_M

0.5435

0.3181 1.708 0.087551 .

TavE_F

2.2299

0.3288 6.782 1.18e-11 ***

TavE_M

-0.4064

0.3284 -1.238 0.215877

FavE_F

0.1321

0.3228 0.409 0.682277

FavE_M

0.9915

0.3179 3.119 0.001817 **

GavE_F

0.7618

0.3186 2.3910.016810 *

GavE_M

2.2405

0.3274 6.842 7.80e-12 ***

JVE_F 1.6165

0.3293 4.909 9.14e-07 ***

JVE_M 0.6618

0.3188 2.076 0.037874 *

CavE_F

2.4945

0.3243 7.693 1.44e-14 ***

CavE_M

0.5083

0.3184 1.596 0.110396

WAVE_F 1.0276

0.3153 3.259 0.001116 **

WAVE_M 0.8879

0.3165 2.805 0.005031 **

IVE_F 1.1325

0.3165 3.579 0.000346 ***

Sig.codes: 0***86 0.001

6**06 0.0

Table 4.13 shows the OLR resultr fperceived politeness. Female German speaker was

significantly estimated to effect the perception of politeness negatively and was perceived to

be rude, at 10 percent significance level. However, when the female Ukrainian speaker was

heard, her accent waerceived to be polite at 10 percent significance level. All of the inner

circle varieties (p<0.001) were significantly estimated to have a positive effect on the
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perceived politeness once they were heard, at 0.1 percent significance level, besidds the m

SAE speaker. It was significantly estimated that when the female Turkish speaker was heard,

she was perceived to be polite, at 0.1 percent significance level.

Table4.13 Results for Perceived Politeness (separated for gender)

Estimate Std.Error z value Pr(>|z|)

SAE_F

2.1283

0.3178 6.697 2.13e-11 ***

SAE_M

0.2336

0.3219 0.726 0.46796

MAE_F

2.6107

0.3367 7.755 8.84e-15 ***

MAE_M

2.7184

0.3359 8.093 5.83e-16 ***

MBE_F

2.7150

0.3332 8.149 3.66e-16 ***

MBE_M

3.2035

0.3570 8.974 < 2e-16 ***

SSE_F

2.5460

0.3328 7.650 2.01e-14 ***

SSE_M

0.9006

0.3174 2.837 0.00455 **

UavE_F

0.5310

0.3092 1.717 0.08593 .

UavE_M

0.1726

0.3133 0.551 0.58165

TavE_F

1.7202

0.3185 5.400 6.66e-08 ***

TavE_M

-0.2770

0.3288 -0.843 0.39949

FavE_F

0.9375

0.3092 3.032 0.00243 **

FavE_M

1.0014

0.3082 3.249 0.00116 **

GavE_F

-0.5291

0.3157 -1.676 0.09378.

GavE_M

1.3441

0.3092 4.347 1.38e-05 ***

WE_F 0.8760

0.3129 2.800 0.00511 **

JVE_M 0.3727

0.3082 1.209 0.22654

CavE_F

1.8840

0.3131 6.016 1.78e-09 ***

CavE_M

0.2766

0.3163 0.875 0.38180

WAVE_F

0.4576

0.3133 1.461 0.14411

WAVE_M 0.3950 0.3104 1.273 0.20305

IVE_F 1.2605

0.3111 4.051 5.10e-05 ***

Sig.codes: 6***d 0.001 6**d 0.0

Results provided in Section 4.2.1 show that the gender of the speakers has a significant effect
on TPTEBO per cept itlee®LR analysisdis ablénta provide andepth analysis

regarding

t he

ef fect sevaudtions peaker
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4.2.2 OLR Results Combined for Gender
4.2.2.1 Perceptions of Attractiveness

Table 4.14 shows the overall results for perceived attractiveness comtirg=hdéler. Table
4.15 shows whether the dependent variable was perceived negatively, positively, or as having

no significant effect in this observation sample.

Table4.14 Perceived Attractiveness (combined §@nder)

Estimate Std.Error z value Pr(>|z|)
FavE -0.53788 0.22540 -2.386  0.0170 *
GavE 0.01522 0.22553 0.067  0.9462
IVE -0.94498 0.23042 -4.101 4.11e-05 ***

JVE -0.35900 0.22454 -1.599  0.1099

MAE 3.14464

0.24690

12.736

< 2€-16 ***

MBE 3.15949

0.24635

12.825

< 2e-16 ***

SAE 1.10325

0.23216

4.752

2.01e-06 ***

SSE 1.50746

0.23121

6.520

7.04e-11 ***

TavE -0.49486

0.23289

-2.125

0.0336 *

UavE -0.92979

0.23007

-4.041 5.31e-05***

0.1070
0.001

WAVE -0.36610 0.22711 -1.612
6 * * % 6

6**d 0.0

Sig.codes:

Table4.15 Attractive and Unattractive Varieties

+
(Attractive)

= 0

Rank (Unattractive) (No effect)

MBE
MAE
SSE
SAE

GavEe
JVE
WAVE
CavE

IVE
UavE
FavE
TavE

A WDN PP

Tables 4.14 and 4.15 show that all of the inner circle varieties were perceived as attractive, at
0.1 percent significance level. IVE and UavE were perceived as the most unattractive varieties
once they were heard, at 0.1 percent significance level. @adE-avE were significantly

estimated to affect the perception of attractiveness negatively, by also being perceived as

unattractive varieties, at 5 percent significance level.
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4.2.2.2 Perceptions of Education Level

Table 4.16 shows that, just like with the péved attractiveness, inner circle varieties were

perceived as the most educated varieties. Remaining expanding and outer circle varieties,

besides German and West African, were perceived negatively by the participants in terms of

the perceived educationviel. MAE was significantly estimated to be perceived as the most

educated variety once it was heard, followed by MBE, SSE, and SAE, at 0.1 percent

significance level. OLR results also show that when Indian (p<0.001), Ukrainian (p<0.001),

Turkish (p<0.001)and French (p<0.01) varieties are being heard, they are being perceived as

6uneducatedo, fo

r mer bei

ng

perceived

as

and WAVE varieties did not result in statistically significant estimations (p>0.05k& afa

t he

this study, it is worth mentioning that when they are heard, they affect the perceptions of

education level positively, at 10 percent significance level.

Table4.16 Perceived Education Level (combinext §ender)

Estimate Std.Error z value

Pr(>Iz])

FavE -0.61832 0.22467

-2.752 0.005922 **

GavE 0.06915 0.23177

0.298 0.765422

IVE -1.23388 0.22880 -5.393 6.93e-08 ***

JVE -0.46686 0.22738 -

2.053 0.040050 *

MAE 3.20549 0.25061

12.791 < 2e-16 ***

MBE 3.04360 0.24656

12.344 < 2e-16 ***

SAE 1.04105 0.23120

4503 6.71e-06 ***

SSE 1.15457 0.22802

5.063 4.12e-07 ***

TavE -0.80422 0.23658

-3.399 0.000675 ***

UavE -1.02864 0.22534

-4.565 5.00e-06 ***

WAVE -0.39415 0.22451

-1.756 0.079156 .

Sig.codes:6***5 0.001 6**86 0.01
Table4.17 Educated and Uneducated Varieties
- 0 +
Rank (Unducated) (No effect) (Educated)
1 IVE GavE MAE
2 UavE WAVE* MBE
3 TavE CavE* SSE
4 FavE SAE
5 JVE

67



4.2.2.3 Perceptions of Politeness

Table4. 18 shows that Turkish prospective Engl i sh
influenced positively when they hear the inner circle varieties, except for Southern American
English. Outer and expanding circle varieties, besides French and Turkishaliyerceived

negatively in terms of perceived politeness.

Table4.18 Perceived Politeness (combined for gender)

Estimate Std.Error z value Pr(>|z|)
FavE -0.14519 0.21651 -0.671 0.50248
GavE -0.61171 0.22237 -2.751 0.00594 **
IVE -0.45041 0.22002 -2.047 0.04064 *
JVE -0.47143 0.21853 -2.157 0.03098 *
MAE 1.47780 0.23604 6.261 3.83e-10 ***
MBE 1.74956 0.24114 7.255 4.00e-13 ***
SAE 0.09855 0.22414 0.440 0.66018
SSE 0.56091 0.22651 2.476 0.01327 *
TavE -0.28150 0.22932 -1.228 0.21963
UavE -0.71558 0.21950 -3.260 0.00111 **
WAVE -0.65123 0.21958 -2.966 0.00302 **
Sig.codes: 6***6 0.001 6**06 0.01

It was significantly estimated that when MBE and MAE speakers are heard, then their accents
affect the perception of politeness positively, at 0.1 percent significance level. Similarly, when
SSE is being heard, it is perceived to be polite, at 5 percent significance level. Out of the
expanding circle varieties, UavE was perceived as the rudesty (p<0.01), followed by

GavE (p<0.01). Out of the outer circle varieties, WAVE was perceived as the rudest (p<0.01),
followed by JVE (p<0.05). Interestingly, only Chinese accented variety of English out of the
expanding circle varieties was perceiaedbeing polite, at 1 percent significance level. Table
4.19 provides a breakdown of the varieties that are perceived as being polite and rude.
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Table4.19 Polite and Rude Varieties

- 0 +
Rank (Rude) (No effect) (Polite)
1 UavE FavE MBE
2 WAVE SAE MAE
3 GavE TavE SSE
4 JVE CavE
5 IVE

4.2.2.4 Perceptions of Language Proficiency

percent significance level (at 90% confidence interval).

Table 4.20 shows the OLR results of the observation sample for perceived language
proficiency. It is significantly estimated thathen the inner circle accents are being heard,
then the listeners perceive the speakers of those accents to be proficient in English. On the
other hand, when outer and expanding circle varieties are being heard, besides GavE, listeners
perceive the spealeiof those accents as not being proficient in English. No statistically
significant estimations were reached for GavE in terms of perceived language proficiency
within the current population sample. Relatedly, it is worth noting that even though no
statigically significant estimations were able to be made for JVE (p>0.05), once the JVE was

heard by the participants, it affected the perceptions of language proficiency positively, at 10

Table4.20 Perceived Language Proficiency

Estimate Std.Error z value Pr(>|z|)
FavE -1.0142 0.2227 -4.554 5.26e-06 ***
GavE 0.2179 0.2276 0.957 0.3384
IVE -1.6816 0.2310 -7.280 3.33e-13 ***
JVE -0.4318 0.2228 -1.938 0.0527.
MAE 3.6722 0.2646 13.879 < 2e-16 ***
MBE 3.4045 0.2566 13.267 < 2e-16 ***
SAE 1.3388 0.2337 5.729 1.01e-08 ***
SSE 1.3436 0.2268 5.924 3.14e-09 ***
TavE -1.0565 0.2342 -4.510 6.48e-06 ***
UavE -1.3394 0.2288 -5.854 4.81e-09 ***
WAVE -0.5281 0.2205 -2.395 0.0166 *
Sig.codes: 6***6 0.001 6**d 0.01
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MAE was significantly estimated to be perceived as the most proficient accent of English,
followed by MBE, both at 0.1 percent significance level. The model varieties (p<Qve¢d)
followed by SSE and SAE accents, in that order, both at 0.1 percent significance level. It is
worth noting that CavE was the only expanding circle variety that was perceived positively
for language proficiency level in English, at 5 percent signifiedavel. It was significantly
estimated that when IVE is being heard, then the speaker is being perceived as improficient in
English, at 0.1 percent significance level. Besides IVE, other varieties that were perceived
negatively for language proficiency English were UavE (p<0.001), TavE (p<0.001), FavE
(p<0.001) and WAVE (p<0.05), in that order. Relatedly, it is worth noting that JVE is also
being perceived negatively and leads to the perception of an improficient speaker of English,
at 10 percent sidgficance level. Table 4.21 shows the orderings of the varieties based on

perceived language proficiency.

Table4.21 Proficient and Improficient Varieties

- 0 +
Rank (Improficient in (No effect) (Proficient in
English) English)
1 IVE GavE MAE
2 UavE JVE* MBE
3 TavE SSE
4 FavE SAE
5 WAVE CavE

4.2.2.5 Perceptions of Wealth

Table 4.22 shows the perceptions of wealth. It is significantly estimated that when the inner
circle varieties are being heard, their speakers are perceived to be wealthy by the observation
sample, at 0.1 percent significance level. Besides German anddanal of the remainder
varieties are significantly estimated to lead to a perception of a poor speaker, economically
speaking.

70



Table4.22 Perceived Wealth (combined for gender)

Estimate Std.Error z value Pr(>|z|)

FavE -0.87565

0.22643 -3.867

0.00011 ***

GavE -0.01291

0.22728 -0.057

0.95469

IVE -0.87961 0.22466 -3.915 9.03e-05 ***

JVE -0.36195 0.22751 -1.591

0.11163

MAE 2.79925

0.24183 11.575

< 2e-16 ***

MBE 2.66554

0.23938 11.135

< 2e-16 ***

SAE 1.05013

0.23205 4.525

6.03e-06 ***

SSE 1.27314

0.23128 5.505

3.70e-08 ***

TavE -0.55855

0.23170 -2.411

0.01593 *

UavE -0.99573

0.22643 -4.398

1.09e-05 ***

WAVE -0.51093 0.22232 -2.298

0.02155 *

Sig.codes:

6***6

0.001

6**d 0.01

Results show that MAE waserceived to be the wealthiest variety, followed by MBE, SSE,

and SAE, in that order, at 0.1 percent significance level. It is significantly estimated that once

Ukrainian accent is heard, it is perceived as being poor at 0.01 percent significance level,
followed by Indian (99.9%), French (99.9%), Turkish (95%), and West African (95%). Table

4.23 shows the orderings of the varieties in relation to perceived wealth.

Table4.23 Wealthy and Poor Varieties

- 0 +
Rank (Unwealthy\Poor) (No effect) (Wealthy)
1 UavE GavE MAE
2 IVE JVE MBE
3 FavE SSE
4 TavE SAE
5 WAVE CavE

4.2.2.6 Perceptions of Native Speaker Status

Table 4.24 shows that inner circle varieties were perceived positively for native speaker status.

The speakers of the remaining varieties, besides German, Jamaican, and West African, were

perceived negatively for native speaker status, at 0.1 percerficsigoe level.
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Tables 4.24 and 4.25 show that MAE is the most favorably evaluated variety for perceived
native speaker status, at 0.1 percent significance level. MAE is followed by MBE (p<0.001),
SAE (p<0.001), and SSE (p<0.001) varieties, in that ottés.significantly estimated that

once the Indian accent is heard, then the speakers of Indian accent are being perceived as non
native (i.e. foreign) speakers, at 0.1 percent significance level, followed by Turkish (p<0.001),
Ukrainian (p<0.001), and Fneh (p<0.001) accents, in that order.

Table4.24 Perceived Nativeesgcombined for gender)

Estimate Std.Error z value Pr(>|z|)
FavE -0.90403 0.24034 -3.762 0.000169 ***
GavE -0.05939 0.23227 -0.256 0.798198
IVE -1.57508 0.26601 -5.921 3.20e-09 ***
JvE -0.30687 0.23099 -1.328 0.184014
MAE 4.11422 0.27489 14.967 < 2e-16***
MBE 3.99993 0.27017 14.805 < 2e-16***
SAE 1.91021 0.23112 8.265 < 2e-16***
SSE 1.23994 0.22957 5.401 6.62e-08 ***
TavE -1.18058 0.24995 -4.723 2.32e-06 ***
UavE -1.01801 0.24587 -4.141  3.46e-05 ***
WAVE -0.11012 0.23354 -0.472 0.637251
Sig.codes: 6***6 0.001 6**8 0.01
Table4.25 Native and Foreign Varieties
- 0 +
Rank (Foreign\Non-Native (No effect) (Native Speaker)
Speaker)
1 IVE GavE MAE
2 TavE JVE MBE
3 UavE WAVE SAE
4 FavE CavE SSE

4.2.2.7 Perceptions of Intelligibility

Table 4.26 shows that all of the inner circle varieties are perceived to be significantly
intelligible by the observation sample, at 0.1 percent significance level. The only expanding
circle variety that was significantly estimated to be perceived as intelligible was German, at

0.1 percent significance level. MAE variety was perceived as trst mielligible variety,
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followed by MBE, SAE, and SSE, in that order, at 0.1 percent significance level. GavE was
the only variety that was perceived as intelligible by the population sample, also at 1 percent
significance level. Table 4.27 shows the omigs of the varieties for perceived intelligibility.

Table4.26 Perceived Intelligibility (combined for gender)

Estimate Std.Error z value Pr(>|z|)
FavE -0.2268 0.2247 -1.009 0.312974
GavE 0.7505 0.2280 3.292 0.000994 ***
IVE -0.2495 0.2287 -1.091 0.275303
JVE 0.1362 0.2254 0.604 0.545701
MAE 3.6559 0.2799 13.059 < 2e-16 ***
MBE 3.5233 0.2708 13.012 <2e-16***
SAE 1.4422 0.2355 6.124 9.12e-10 ***
SSE 13738 0.2316 5.930 3.02e-09 ***
TavE 0.1759 0.2337 0.753 0.451627
UavE -0.2940 0.2245 -1.310 0.190201
WAVE 0.2408 0.2256 1.068 0.285724
Sig.codes: 6***3 0.001 6**d 0.01

Table4.27 Intelligible and Unintelligible Vaeties

- 0 +
Rank (Untelligible) (No effect) (Intelligible)
1 FavE MAE
2 JVE MBE
3 WAVE SAE
4 TavE SSE
5 UavE GavE
IVE
CavE

Tabl e 4. 27 shows that there arenot any S i
unintelligibility in this observatiorsample. However, it is significantly estimated that MAE
(p<0.001) accent is perceived as the most intelligible variety once it is heard, followed by
MBE (p<0.001), SAE (p<0.001), SSE (p<0.001), and GavE (p<0.001), in that order.
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4.2.3 Origin Identification and Perceived Attractiveness

In order to investigate whether the correct identification of the varieties plays a significant role
on TPTE$perceptionand evaluationsan OLR analysis was conducted between the selected
speech samples and correct variety gaition rate of the speakers separated for gender. The
following statistically significant estimates were found for perceived attractiveResslts

show that being able to identify the origin of the female IVE speaker has a positive effect on
perceived #Hractiveness of IVE, at one percent significance level. Similarly, when the female
FavE speaker was identified correctly, it affected the perceptions of attractiveness negatively
for FavE (p<0.05).

Table4.28 Origin Identification and Perceived Attractiveness

Estimate Std. Error z value Pr(>|z|)
FavE -0.57516 0.22620 -2.543 0.01100 *
GavE 0.01684 0.22571 0.075 0.94051
IVE -0.97104 0.23149 -4.195 2.73e-05 ***
JVE -0.37915 0.22572 -1.680 0.09300 .
MAE 3.19934 0.24833 12.884 < 2e-16 ***
MBE 3.23102 0.24770 13.044 < 2e-16 ***
SAE 1.12418 0.23340 4.816 1.46e-06 ***
SSE 152102 0.23146 6.571 4.98e-11 ***
TavE -0.51982 0.23456 -2.216 0.02668 *
UavE -0.93282 0.23125 -4.034 5.49e-05 ***
WAVE -0.37379 0.22775 -1.641 0.10075
OIWAVE_f -0.34726 0.21006 -1.653 0.09829 .
OiISAE_f  0.30601 0.14706 2.081 0.03744 *
O0iISAE_m -0.41677 0.13789 -3.022 0.00251 **
OIMAE_f  0.29240 0.14626 1.999 0.04559 *
OIMBE_m  -0.28292 0.12638 -2.239 0.02518 *
0iISSE_m  -0.69539 0.30069 -2.313 0.02074 *
oiGavE_m -0.95038 0.34404 -2.762 0.00574 **
oiFavE_f -0.41596 0.23297 -1.785 0.07418.
oiFavE_m  0.41653 0.16172 2.576 0.01001 *
OilvE_f  0.71865 0.27624 2.602 0.00928 **
oiUavE_m -0.34074 0.16539 -2.060 0.03938 *
Signif.codes: 6***d 0.001 &6**6 0.0
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Interestingly, results show that the correct origin identification of the male speakers has
affected the perceptions of perceived attractiveness negatWeln the origin of the male
UavE speaker iglentified correctly, it affects the perceptions of attractiveness negatively, at
3 percent significance level. Similarly, when the origin of the male MBE speaker is identified
correctly, it affects the perceived attractiveness of the MBE accent negasitv@ percent
significance levelSimilarly, when the origin of the male SAE speaker is being identified
correctly, it affects the evaluations of perceived attractiveness of SAE negatively as well, at
0.3 percent significance level. On the contrary, witenorigin of the female SAE speaker is
identified correctly, it affects the perceived attractiveness of the SAE accent positively as well,
at 4 percent significance level. Although, none of the participants were able to identify the
origin of the femaleSSE speaker, results show that when the origin of the male SSE speaker
is identified correctly, it affected the perceptions of attractiveness negatively, at 2 percent
significance level. These results clearly demonstrate that the gender of the spegkean pla
important role when it comes to TPT@&valuations regarding perceived attractiveness while
also suggesting that some negative bias against the male speakers of the UavE, MBE, SAE,
and SSE exists in relation to perceived attractiveness. It is atslo maging that the majority

of TPTEs that took part in Study 1 were females (63%).

4.2.4 Origin ldentification and Perceived Education Level

Results show that when the origin of the male MBE speaker is identified correctly, it affects
the perceptions of theerceived education level for MBE negatively, at 4 percent significance
level. Similarly, the correct identification of the male GavE speaker has a negative effect on
perceived education level, at 0.1 percent significance level. When the origin of tHe fema
UavE speaker is identified correctly, it affects the perceptions of education level positively
(p<0.001).However, when the origin of the female FavE speaker is identified correctly, it
affects the perception of education level negatively, at 0.4 pgesiggificance level. Similarly,

when the origin of the female TavE speaker is identified correctly, it affects the perceptions of

education level for TavE negatively, at 10 percent significance level.
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Table4.29 Origin Identification and Perceived Education Level

Estimate Std.Error z value Pr(>|z|)

FavE -0.657397 0.226022 -2.909 0.00363 **

GavE 0.053350 0.232929 0.229 0.81884

IVE -1.297360 0.230532 -5.628 1.83e-08 ***

JVE -0.514700 0.229160 -2.246 0.02470 *

MAE 3.305380 0.254723 12.976 < 2e-16 ***

MBE 3.152697 0.249205 12.651 < 2e-16 ***

SAE 1.060107 0.232098 4.567 4.94e-06 ***

SSE 1.159047 0.229757 5.045 4.54e-07 ***

TavE -0.830281 0.239604 -3.465 0.00053 ***

UavE -1.059210 0.227329 -4.659 3.17e-06 ***

WAVE -0.412425 0.225366 -1.830 0.06725 .

OISAE_f  0.322196 0.145135 2.220 0.02642 *

oIMBE_m -0.258292 0.129781 -1.990 0.04657 *

oiGavE_f 0.421306 0.241804 1.742 0.08145.

oiGavE_m -1.652572 0.335435 -4.927 8.37e-07 ***

oiFavE_f -0.651137 0.229156 -2.841 0.00449 **

olJvE_f -0.627333 0.370332 -1.694 0.09027 .

oilvE_m  0.488178 0.156328 3.123 0.00179 **

oiUavE_f 0.521233 0.115425 4.516 6.31e-06 ***

oiCavE_f -0.766849 0.443469 -1.729 0.08377 .

oiCavE_m 0.547661 0.331345 1.653 0.09836 .

oiTavE_f 0.234055 0.141891 1.650 0.09904 .
Signif.codes: o6***6 0.001 6**0d6 O.

0

4.2.5 Origin ldentification and Perceived Language Proficiency
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Results (Table 4.30) show that the correct identification of the origin of the female TavE and
female UavE speakers have a negative efbecperceived language proficiency of these
varieties, at 4 and 0.3 percent significance levels, respectisienlarly, when the origin of

the male IVE speaker is identified correctly, it has a positive effect on perceived language
proficiency of IVE, al0.4 percent significance levél.was significantly estimated that when

the origin of the male CavE speaker is identified correctly, it affects the perceptions of

language proficiency positively (p<0.001), while the correct origin identification oéthalé



CavE speaker affects the perceptions of language proficiency for CavE negatively, at 10
percent significance level. Results show that once the origin of the male GavE speaker is
identified correctly, it affects the perceptions of language proficieaggtively, at 0.1 percent

significance level.

Table4.30 Origin Identification and Perceived Language Proficiency

Estimate Std. Error z value Pr(>|z|)
FavE -1.05654 0.22333 -4.731 2.24e-06 ***
GavE 0.20413 0.22800 0.8950.370638
IVE -1.73593 0.23203 -7.481 7.36e-14 ***
JVE -0.46387 0.22296 -2.080 0.037480 *
MAE 3.78575 0.26735 14.160 < 2e-16 ***
MBE 3.51565 0.25890 13.579 < 2e-16 ***
SAE 1.36051 0.23317 5.835 5.39e-09 ***
SSE 1.36718 0.22641 6.038 1.56e-09 ***
TavE 1.10353 0.23546 -4.687 2.78e-06 ***
UavE -1.39274 0.22914 -6.078 1.22e-09 ***
WAVE -0.55326 0.22149 -2.498 0.012493 *
OIMBE_f  0.22673 0.13601 1.667 0.095517 .
0ISSE_m  0.51221 0.29793 1.719 0.085575.
oiGavE_m -1.19317 0.33753 -3.535 0.000408 ***
oiJvE_f -0.66135 0.37215 -1.777 0.075546 .
OilvVE_m  0.41554 0.15311 2.7140.006649 **
oiUavE_f 0.33570 0.11419 2.940 0.003283 **
oiCavE_f -0.77068 0.46526 -1.656 0.097631 .
oiCavE_m 1.18769 0.34507 3.442 0.000578 ***
oiTavE_f 0.28633 0.14139 2.0250.042861 *
Signif.codes:06***9 0.001 o6**d 0.01

4.2.6 Origin Identification and Perceived Politeness

OLR analysis shows that when the origin of the male IVE speaker is identified correctly, it
affects the perceptions of politeness positively (p<0.05), at 0.3 percent significance level.
Results also show that when the origin of male and female GavE speskedentified

correctly, it affects the perceptions of politeness of GavE negatively, at 2 and 0.4 percent

significance levels, respectively. When the origin of the male UavE speaker is identified
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correctly, it affects the perceptions of politeness neglgt at 3 percent significance level.
However, when the origin of the female Ukrainian speaker is identified correctly, it affects the
perceptions of politeness for UavE positively (p<0.00@jhce the origin of the female CavE
speaker is recognized cectly, it affects the perceptions of politeness positively, at 0.4 percent
significance level. The correct origin identification of the male MBE speaker leads to negative
perceptions of politeness for MBE, at 0.1 percent significance level. On the cowtrarythe

origin of the male MAE speaker is identified correctly, it affects the perceptions of politeness

positively (p<0.001).

Table4.31 Origin Identification and Perceived Politeness

Estimate Std. Error z value Pr(>|z|)
FavE -0.14827 0.21918 -0.676 0.498732
GavE -0.62937 0.22488 -2.799 0.005132 **
IVE -0.45203 0.22194 -2.037 0.041681 *
JVE -0.50871 0.22107 -2.301 0.021384 *
MAE 156269 0.24138 6.474 9.55e-11 ***
MBE 1.85147 0.24588 7.5305.07e-14 ***
SAE 0.08899 0.22567 0.394 0.693345
SSE 0.58441 0.22904 2.5520.010724 *
TavE -0.29957 0.23081 -1.298 0.194310
UavE -0.71994 0.22081 -3.260 0.001112 **
WAVE -0.66213 0.22063 -3.001 0.002691 **
OIMAE_m  0.96711 0.16025 6.035 1.59e-09 ***
OIMBE_m  -0.39338 0.12718 -3.093 0.001980 **
oiGavE_f -0.72336 0.25242 -2.866 0.004160 **
oiGavE_m -0.76255 0.33481 -2.278 0.022755 *
oilvE_m  0.43853 0.15228 2.880 0.003981 **
oiUavE_f 0.60139 0.11326 5.310 1.10e-07 ***
oillavE_m -0.35603 0.16748 -2.126 0.033519 *
oiCavE_f -1.20831 0.42580 -2.838 0.004543 **
oiTavE_m -0.55443 0.15757 -3.519 0.000434 ***
Signif.codes:6***3 0.001 6**06 0.01
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4.2.7 Origin ldentification and Perceived NativeSpeaker Status

Table 4.32 shows the OLR results for correcr origin identification and perceived native

speaker statés.

Table4.32 Origin Identification and Perceived Nati®peaker Status

Estimate Std. Error z value Pr(>|z|)

FavE -0.93987 0.24326 -3.864 0.000112 ***

GavE -0.05705 0.23449 -0.243 0.807765

IVE -1.64795 0.26962 -6.112 9.83e-10 ***

JVE -0.32965 0.23399 -1.409 0.158897

MAE 4.25035 0.28076 15.139 < 2e-16 ***

MBE 4.12064 0.27526 14.970 < 2e-16 ***

SAE 1.94310 0.23383 8.310 < 2e-16 ***

SSE 1.27608 0.23116 5.520 3.38e-08 ***

TavE -1.24584 0.25365 -4.912 9.03e-07 ***

UavE -1.07654  0.24965 -4.312 1.62e-05 ***

WAVE -0.11585 0.23557 -0.492 0.622871

oiIWAVE_f -0.72432 0.23510 -3.081 0.002064 **

oiIWAVE_m 0.80392 0.32733 2.456 0.014050 *

oIMAE_m  0.53208 0.17326 3.0710.002134 **

OIMBE_f  0.23724 0.14335 1.655 0.097929 .

oIMBE_m  -0.23554 0.13895 -1.695 0.090042 .

OISSE_m -0.75940 0.34067 -2.229 0.025803 *

oiJvE_f -0.87464 0.40262 -2.172 0.029826 *

oilvE_f  0.84155 0.31545 2.668 0.007635 **

OilvVE_m -0.41929 0.17182 -2.440 0.014672 *

oiUavE_f -0.56989 0.12451 -4.577 4.72e-06 ***

oiCavE_m -1.34464 0.40413 -3.327 0.000877 ***

oiTavE_f -0.29293 0.15559 -1.883 0.059737 .

oiTavE_m 0.43987 0.16937 2.597 0.009402 **

Signif.codes: 6***6 0.001 6**0

0.01

Results show that when the origin of the male TavE speaker is identified correctly, it affects

the perceptions of native speaker status for TavE positively, at 0.9 percent significance level,

whereas the correct origin identification oetmale CavE speaker affects perceived native

speaker status negatively, at 0.08 percent significance level. When the origin of the male SSE

speaker is identified correctly, it affects the perceptions of native speaker status for SSE

negatively, at 2 percemignificance level. Correct origin identification of the female UavE
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speaker affects the perceptions of native speaker status negatively (p<0.001). Once the origin
of the male MAE speaker was identified correctly, it affected the perceptions of na@akesp

status for MAE positively, at 2 percent significance level.

4.2.8 Origin Identification and Perceived Intelligibility

Table 4.32 shows the OLR results for correcr origin identification and perdetedigibility .
When the origin of the male GavE speaker is identified correctly, it affects the perceptions of

perceived intelligibility negatively, at 1 percent significance level.

Table4.33 Origin Identification and Peeived Intelligibility

Estimate Std. Error z value Pr(>|z|)
FavE -0.2665532 0.2250707 -1.184 0.236291
GavE 0.7747280 0.2288370 3.386 0.000710 ***
IVE -0.2461602 0.2289304 -1.075 0.282257
JVE 0.1149803 0.2254592 0.510 0.610063
MAE 3.8651011 0.2856712 13.530 < 2e-16 ***

MBE 3.7051684 0.2759089 13.429 < 2e-16 ***
SAE 1.5006260 0.2366241 6.342 2.27e-10 ***
SSE 1.3978526 0.2333188 5.991 2.08e-09 ***

TavE 0.1502458 0.2370220 0.634 0.526153
UavE -0.3363889 0.2257868 -1.490 0.136263
WAVE 0.2132702 0.2262554 0.943 0.345881
OISAE_f -0.2642825 0.1482525 -1.783 0.074643 .
OIMAE_m  0.3783103 0.1637160 2.311 0.020845 *
OIMBE_m  -0.2325371 0.1293678 -1.797 0.072258 .
O0ISSE_m  1.0912967 0.3092727 3.529 0.000418 ***
oiGavE_f 0.7626974 0.2508209 3.041 0.002359 **
oiGavE_m -0.8779818 0.3464933 -2.534 0.011280 *
OiJvE_f -1.0366461 0.3796581 -2.730 0.006324 **
oilvE_f -0.5858329 0.2906991 -2.015 0.043878 *
oiUavE_f 0.7227877 0.1162739 6.216 5.09e-10 ***
oiUavE_m -0.3378854 0.1669766 -2.024 0.043017 *
oiCavE_f -1.7390059 0.4995623 -3.481 0.000499 ***
oiTavE_f 0.5388684 0.1426124 3.779 0.000158 ***
Signif.codes: 6***3d 0.001 6**6 0.01

80



However, when the origin of the female GavE speaker is identified correctly, it affects the
perceptions of intelligibility positively, at 0.2 percent significance level. Once the origin of the
male SSE speaker is correctly identifié affects the perceptions of intelligibility positively,

at 0.04 percent significance level. When the female UavE speaker is correctly identified, it
affects the perceptions of intelligibility positively (p<0.001), while the correct origin
identification of the male UavE speaker affects the perceptions of intelligibility negatively, at
4 percent significance level. In the case of Tave, correct origin identification of the female
speaker affects the perceptions of intelligibility for TavE positively,0dtl percent

significance level.

4.2.9 Origin ldentification and Perceived Wealth

The results show that when the origin of the female Ukrainian speaker is identified correctly,
perceptions of wealth are positively affected, at 0.8 percent significance lenighriyi when

the origin of the female FavE speaker is recognized correctly, it affects the perceptions of
wealth negatively, at 0.01 percent significance leV¢hen the origin of the male GavE
speaker is identified correctly, it affects the perceptidnsealth negatively, at 0.04 percent
significance level, while the correct origin identification of the male SSE speaker affects the
perceptions of wealth negatively (p<0.001). Similarly, when the origin of the male SAE
speaker is identified correctly, #ffects the perceptions of wealth negatively, at 3 percent
significance levelWhen results are analyzed at a 90% confidence interval, it can be seen that

male speakers are perceived more negatively, slightly but significh#ége finding suggest

thatgender of the speakers might have an influ
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Table4.34 Origin Identification and Perceived Wealth

Estimate Std.Error z value Pr(>|z|)
FavE -0.94254 0.22816 -4.131 3.61e-05 ***
GavE -0.02095 0.22840 -0.092 0.926926
IVE -0.90441 0.22676 -3.988 6.65e-05 ***
JVE -0.39156 0.22949 -1.706 0.087972.
MAE 2.85544 0.24396 11.705 < 2e-16 ***
MBE 2.72570 0.24094 11.313 < 2e-16 ***
SAE 1.06339 0.23226 4.578 4.69e-06 ***
SSE 1.26192 0.23136 5.454 4.92¢-08 ***
TavE -0.60727 0.23366 -2.599 0.009350 **
UavE -1.05628 0.22831 -4.626 3.72e-06 ***
WAVE -0.54831 0.22420 -2.446 0.014457 *
0iISAE_m -0.28772 0.13694 -2.101 0.035635 *
OiIMAE_f  0.27907 0.14698 1.899 0.057605 .
OIMBE_f -0.22433 0.13476 -1.665 0.095982 .
0iISSE_m -1.57870 0.30340 -5.203 1.96e-07 ***
oiGavE_m -1.17276 0.33340 -3.518 0.000436 ***
oiFavE_f -0.72649 0.22943 -3.167 0.001543 **
oiUavE_f 0.29722 0.11363 2.616 0.008905 **
oilUavE_m 0.29569 0.16656 1.7750.075860 .
oiTavE_f 0.24729 0.14003 1.766 0.077395 .
Signif.codes:6***9% 0.001 o06**06 0.01

4.2.10 Exposure to Media and Accent Evaluations

In order to see whether the exposure to English media affects the perceptions of politeness,
attractiveness, education level, wealth, intelligibility, language proficiency, and native speaker
status, an OLR analysis was conducted. Results show that lighuea to median a daily

basis or regularly (2-3 times a week) has a significant effect on the perceptions of
attractiveness (p<0.001) for all varieties besides German, West African, and Jamaican. It was

significantly estimated that the participants who were exposed to English media at least once
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amonth, also evaluated all of the varieties, besides GavE, JvE, and WAVE, positively, at 1

percent significance level.

OLR analysis showed that perceived language proficiency is also affected by the exposure to

English media, at 10 percent significanceelefor all varieties besides German. Interestingly,

when it came to the perceptions of intelligibility, the OLR analysis revealed that daily exposure

to English media affected the perceptions of intelligibility positively, at 10 percent significance

level, only for the inner circle varieties and German. These results suggest that the majority of

the Turkish prospective teachers of English may still perceive a speaker as not being proficient

in English, while also finding their speech intelligible. Simijantesults suggest that the

participantsao

perceptions

of

attract.i

veness

No statistically significant relationship was found between the exposure to English media and

perceived wealth, native speakeitssaand education level (see Appendix A).

4.2.11 Exposure to L2 Courses and Accent Evaluations

In order to test whether exposure to foreign language courses has a significant effect on accent

evaluations, OLR analysis was condudaf€dble 4.35.

Table4.35 Exposure to L2 Courses and Accent Evaluations

Arabic

Russian

French

Chinese

Japanese

Spanish

Greek

German

Attract.

*%

()~

*%

Ed.
Lev.

*k*k

**

Lang.
Prof.

*%

**

Intel.

*k%

*k%k

**

Nativ.

()

(-)

*k%k

0)*

Polite

**

*k%k

*%*

Wealth

*

Significance

Codes:

é***(’j

0.00

Exposure to Arabic courses has a significantly posiefect on the perceptions of

attractiveness, education level, language proficiency, intelligibility, and wealth, at 1 percent

significance level or less. However, perceptions of native speaker status were affected by the

exposure to Arabic, Greek, and Gammcourses negatively, at 10, 0.1, and 5 percent
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significance levels, respectively. Exposure to Russian courses also has a significantly positive
effect on the perceptions of education level, language proficiency, intelligibility, and

politeness, at 5 peeat significance level or less. No significant relationship was found

between accent evaluations and exposure to Italian and Korean foreign language courses.
However, it was significantly estimated that exposure to French courses has a negative effect
on the perceptions of attractiveness negatively, at 5 percent significance level. These results
suggest that previous exposure to foreign language courses may have a statistically significant

effect on listener evaluations, though not necessarily a positevéAmpendix B).

4.2.12 Exposure to Linguistics Courses and Accent Evaluations

An OLR analysis was conducted between the dependent variables and previous exposure to
linguistics courses. Table 4.36 shows linguistic courses that have a significant effect on

partidpant perceptions.

Table4.36 Exposure to Linguistics courses and Accent Evaluations

Glob.Eng. | Lang.Acq. | Cont.TE | Ling. 2 | Lexicon | Socioling.
Attract. *x (-) **
Ed. Lev. (-)*
Lang. Prof. () ** (-) * Hohk
Intelligibility () *** *ek () **
Nativeness *x (<) ***
Politeness () * (-) * * *x ()
Wealth . (-) ** ¢).
Significance Codes: 6***6 0.001

Interestingly, exposure to linguistics courses affects the perceptions of participants mostly
negatively. Exposure to Global English course was estimated to affect the perceptions of
education level, language proficiency, intelligibility, and politeneggmtieely, at 5, 1, 0.1,

and 5 percent significance levels, respectively. Exposure to Language Acquisition courses was
also found to affect the perceptions of attractiveness, language proficiency, native speaker
status, and politeness negatively, at 1,.5, @nd 5 percent significance levels, respectively.

These courses were followed by Sociolinguistics course, exposure to which affected the
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perceptions of intelligibility and politeness negatively, at 1 and 0.1 percent significance levels,
respectively. Thse results show that although Turkish prospective teachers of English are
being exposed to a variety of linguistics courses, the awareness that these courses raise does
not necessarily affect participanivadydThieval uat
may be due to the conflicting nature of language teaching practices and sociolinguistic
awareness. In other words, although linguistics courses allow TPTEs to gain a higher
awareness of different varieties of English, the realities of theairduprofession (which
requires a more prescriptivist stance) contradict with the descriptive nature of sociolinguistics.
After all, it is very likely thatthe majority of TPTEs will end up teaching grammar and
preparing students for various proficiencyumiversity entrance exams, where knowing the
targeted language on a natiile level will distinguish them and their students from other

nonnative speakers of English (Appendix C).

4.2.13 Countries Previously Traveled and Accent Evaluations

In order to test wither a significant relationship exists between the countries traveled and
accent evaluations, an OLR analysis was conducted.

Table4.37 Countries Traveled and Accent Evaluations

USA | England | Germany | RU&UKR France
Attract. il
Ed. Lev. ). (-)* i
Lang. Prof.
Intelligibility * -)* b
Nativeness () ** *
Politeness
Wealth (-)*
Significance Codes: O60***6 0.001
Results reveal that TPTEsO6 perceptions of at

positively affected if they have visited France before (at 1 percent significance level or less).

Interestingly, perceptions of intelligibility and wealthneeegatively affected if TPTEs have
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been to England before, at 5 percent significance level. These results suggest that countries
visited by the TPTEs play a significant role in their attitude formation and perceptions.
Similarly, if TPTEs have been todhUS before, their perceptions of intelligibility were
affected positively, at 1 percent significance level, although their perceptions of native speaker
status were affected negatively, at 0.1 percent significance level. This may be due to TPTEs
gaining ahigher exposure to different accents in the US and developing an ability to better

differentiate between the native and international varieties of English (Appendix D).

4.2.14 Female Students and Accent Perception

Since the population sample mostly consistsfemnale students, an OLR analysis was
conducted in order to interrogate the effects of being a female participant on accent

evaluations. Following statistically significant results were reached.

Table4.38 Participant Gender and Accent Perception

Gender | Attract. | Ed- Lev. | Lang. Prof. | Intel. | Nativ. | Polite | Wealth

Female 0 * (_) *% *kk (_) *kk *

Significance Codes: O6***6 0.0¢(

Results clearly show that being a femaédeticipant has a statistically significant effect on the
perceptions of education level, language proficiency, intelligibility, native speaker status, and
politeness (when accents are combined for gender). It is significantly estimated that being a
femalein the current population sample, leads to the positive perceptions of education level,
politeness, and intelligibility, at 5, 1, and 1 percent significance levels, respectively. However,
being a female listener also affects the perceptions of languafiigearcy and native speaker
status negatively, at 1 and 0.1 percent significance levels, respectively. It is worth noting that
perceptions of wealth are also positively affected when a female participant is evaluating the

accents, at 10 percent significanevel.

When it comes to the TPTEsd® evalwuations of
participant affected the perceptions of native speaker status for the male speakers of all
varieties besides SSE and GavE negatively, at 0.1 percenticsignd level. However,

perceived education level is positively affected if the participant is female, for all male
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speakers of the selected accents, besides SAE, at 5 percent significance level. Relatedly,
perceptions of intelligibility are also affectedsutively for all male speakers besides SSE and

SAE, if the evaluator is female, at 0.1 percent significance level. These results suggest that
participantodés gender has a signifécant effec
selected accest Relatedly, these results also suggest that female participants in the present
population sample were biased against the male speakers when it came to perceptions of native

speaker status (Appendix E).

4.2.15 OLR Analysis of All Variables

After primary and seandary variables were analyzed separately, in order to examine the
relationships between secondary variables and their effects on each other, an OLR was
conducted between the dependent variables and secondary variables (Table 4.39). Some
variables are exatled due to singularities, and only statistically significant results for any of
the dependent variables are listed below. All of the following results are combined for gender,
therefore are subject to variation when compared with the results separaedder.

Results show that the speakersd age plays a
TPTES perceptions and evaluations and has a negative effect on the perception of all
characteristics, at 0.1 percent significance level. Similarly, speaké gender al so
statistically significant effect on the perceptions of dependent variables, at 5 percent
significance level or less, excluding perceived native speaker status. OLR analysis shows that
the studentsd gender ofntelligpilityaahdf nativet speakertstatusp e r ¢ e |
former being negatively perceived at 0.1 percent, and the latter being positively perceived at

1 percent significance level.

Results also demonstrate that countries traveled also has a statistically sigaffieetnon
TPTEs 6 p andewlpatidndi was significantly estimated that having visited France

has a negative effect on perceived intelligibility and native speaker status at 5 and 10 percent
significance levels, respectively, while having beenRussia or Ukraine affected the
perceptions of intelligibility negatively, at 5 percent significance level. Similarly, having been

to the US affects the perceptions of education level and language proficiency negatively, at 5
percent significance levelwhile having been to England affects the perceptions of
intelligibility and native speaker status negatively, at 5 and 10 percent significance levels,

respectively. These results suggest that TBTesceptions of education level, language
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proficiency, nave speaker status, and intelligibility are significantly affected by their previous
travel to the US and England. This may be due to TPTEs treating the exposure they have
gained in England as a baseline for intelligibility and native speaker statustrediieg their

exposure and experience in the US as a benchmark for perceived education level and language
proficiency, which may have resulted in holding a negative bias toward the expanding circle
accents (i.e. French, Russian/Ukrainian), because tedyeing compared to MBE and MAE.

These results are expected, since both of these varieties are being perceived and treated as the
model varieties by the majority of English language students and teachers, therefore holding a
negative bias toward nemative varieties of English can be explained through how close or

distant an accent is perceived to be from MAE and MBE varieties.

OLR analysis shows that the exposure to linguistic courses and foreign language courses has
a significant effect on the percept®of dependent variables, though often a negative one. For
instance, exposure to French, German, and Chinese second language courses have a negative
effect on the perceptions of native speaker status, at 1 percent significance level, while the
exposure toGlobal English course has a negative effect on the perceptions of language
proficiency, at 5 percent significance level. It is not surprising that the exposure to foreign
language courses would contribute to the ability to better differentiate betwaenamat non

native varieties of English, however it is interesting that the exposure to Global English has a
negative effect on TPTEB%erceptions of language proficiency and education level. This
suggests that TPTESs that are exposed to such coursesstéutther guided toward applying

their newly acquired knowledge into their future teaching practices (Appendix E). Table 4.39
provides the OLR results of all statistically significant variables with the following
significance codds: 66%* 06 06,0106 ®&**%6 0.0
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Table4.39 OLR Analysisof All Variables

Ed.

Lang.

Variables Attract. Lev. Prof. Intel. Nativ. | Polite | Wealth
FavE (_) *% (_)** (_) *% 0 (_) *kk 0 (_) *kk
Ga.ve O * * *k% . 0 0
IVE (_) *% (_) *kk (_) *kk 0 (_) *kk 0 (_) **
JVE 0 0 0 * 0 0 0
MAE *k*k *k*% *k*% *k*k *k*k *k% *k*%
M B E *k% *k% *k% *k% *k% *%k* *k%
SAE *k% *k% *k% *k% *k% * *k%
SS E *k*% *k*% *k*% *k*% *k*% *% *k*%
TavE OF () ()™ 0 () = 0 ()"
UavE () ()™ ()™ 0 OM (). [ ()™
WavE (-)* ()* (-)* 0 0 (™ | O
SpSex (-) = () * () * ()" 0 O | (™
SpAge (_) *k*% (_) *k% (_) *%k% (_) *k% (_) *k% (_) *k*% (_) *k%
StsAge *x 0 0 0 0 0 *k
StsSex 0 0 0 () * 0 0
USA 0 () * () * * 0 0 0
England 0 0 0 (-)* ). 0 0
Germany 0 0 0 0 *x 0 0
RU/UKR 0 0 0 (-)* 0 0 0
France *% *kk *kk (_) * (_) 0 0
Everyday 0 0 0 * ). 0
2-3 /wk : 0 0 0 * -)* 0
Once/mo 0 (-)* * Hx : (-)* 0
Lingl 0 0 0 * 0 0 0
Ling2 * * * 0 0 0 0
Socioling * 0 0 (_) * 0 (_) Kk *kk
Glob.Eng * () * () * 0 * 0 0
LEXICOI’I *% *% *k% 0 *%k% O
Lang Acq . 0 0 0 0 0 ekl
Contr. TE 0 0 0 * 0 rxx () ***
L2 German 0 0 0 * (-) ** 0
L2 French (_) *kk (_) * (_) * 0 (_) *% *kk (_) *%
L2 RUSSIan 0 *% *% *% * *%k% .
L2 Chinese -)* 0 0 0 (-) ** ok 0
L2 Japanese Hx 0 0 0 ** (-)* *
L2 Spanish 0 0 0 *x 0 *x 0
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4.3 Qualitative Data Analysis: Study 2, METU Ankara Campus

Study 2 was conducted at METU Ankara Campus and was conducted foraiwaeasons.
Firstly, this was done to gain a better understanding of what shapes TPTES' attitudes toward
MAE, MBE, and TavE. Secondly, Study 2 has an aim to gain a deeper understanding of how
those attitudes could translate into TP@Esching practices a classroom environment.

First TPTEs were required to compare MBE and MAE based on four main characteristics:
attractiveness, education level, wealth, and intelligibility. Based on the results obtained from
Study 1, it was clear that MAE and MBE wexakiated very high for perceived native speaker
status (Section 4.2.8) and language proficiency (Section 4.2.6). Furthermore, in the origin
identification task, model varieties of English received the highest origin identification rates,

following TavE, which clearly demonstrates that TPTEs were able to identify MBE and MAE

speakers for native speaker status. Therefore, these characteristics were excluded in Study 2.

Characteristics of perceived intelligibility, attractiveness, wealth and education leresl we
included in Study 2 based on the previous literature and reasons previously mentioned in
Section 3.5.1 of this thesis. Politeness as a characteristic was excluded from Study 2 to have
an even number of characteristics. Attractiveness was chosen ovtengsd as a
characteristic for inclusion, because the majority of recent VGT studies exclude the
interrogation of perceived physical traits based on audio stimuli alone, after characteristics
started being grouped under the dimensions of solidarity atuksts this was also the case
with Lambertés (1967) follow up study (see

The participants (N=44) had to take an online questionnaire consisting of three parts. In the
first part of the online questionnaire, the participants had to listenstt of male speaker
recordings representing MAE and MBE varieties and then agree or disagree with statements
that further interrogated TPT&perceptions of attractiveness, education level, wealth, and
intelligibility. Participants had to provide an dapation for their answers in this section.
Second part of the questionnaire had an aim to elicit T@fh&sghts, beliefs, and personal
preferences about native and rmative varieties of English. Third part of the online
guestionnaire requested demodyiap information. Participants were provided with an

informed consent and a debriefing form prior and after taking part in the study.

A pilot study for Study 2 was conducted at a computer lab in METU Ankara Campus. Given
the variation in time spent takingge online questionnaire and other technical difficulties
(server and connection errors), it was found appropriate by the researcher to allow the

participants to fill out the online questionnaire individually at a time they found appropriate
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without exterml factors interfering with the process. The following section provides
demographic information of the participants that took part in Study 2.

4.3.1 Demographic Information of the Participants

TPTEs (N=44) that were enrolled in a fexgar Foreign Language Education department at
METU Ankara campus took part in Study 2. Just like in Study 1, females constituted the
majority (N=31) of the sample population, and male students were in the mifidrity3).
Figures4.12and4.13show that the majority of TPTESs that took part in Study 2 were female,
and that the sample population consisted of mostly freshmen (N=16), followed by sophomores
(N=15), juniors (N=7), and seniors (N=6).

Gender of the Participants Class Standing of the
Participants

Male W 44% Senior (4th year)% 14%
Junior (3rd year) % 16%

Female 68%
Soph;(ran;r;e (2nd % 34%
Freshman (1st year) % 36%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 0% 20% 40%
Figure4.12. Gender of the Participants (N=44) Figure4.13. Class of the Participants (N=44)

TPTEsO®O exposure to EmMdsandsnmusics(lEgurd.Eoswasnepartede s ( Fi
to be on a daily basis by the majority of the participa&d&o of TPTESs reported being exposed
to English seridsnovieson a daily babsis, whereas 84% reported being exposed to English

music everyday
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Exposure to English Seriddovies

Never

once a month ZZZZZ] 9%
once a week 777 9%

2-3 times a week ] 25%

Every day 7| 57%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%  60%

Figure4.14. Exposure to English Sersovies (N=44)

Exposure to English Music

Never
once a month
once a week 7] 5%

2-3 times a week ZZZ] 11%

Every day 7] 84%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Figure4.15. Exposure to English Music (N=44)

TPTEs® exposure to L2 cou#dieEemaosty (N8 ofest ed as
the TPTEs have reported taking German as a foreign language course, followed by French

(N=8), Italian (N=7), and Spanish (N=3). Chinese (N=2) and Arabic (N=1) weréeést

popular choices amongst TPTEs in this population sample. It is worth noting that German and

French are the most frequently offered L2 courses within METU.
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Exposure to L2 Courses

Chinese 73 5%

ltalian 72277 16%
Arabic 4 2%
Spanish ZZ] 7%
French 18%

German 72 86%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Figure4.16. Exposure to L2 Courses (N=44)

TPTEsO exposure to | i ngui&lindhe cuoentyopsiaien i s
sample, the all of the students have taken Linguistics 1 (N=44) and the majority of TPTEs
have taken Listening and Pronunciation (N=29), Linguistics 2 (N=25), Gomtractive
Turkish English Analysis (N=23) courses, in that order. Some of the participants have reported
taking Phonology (N=8) courses listed under ttlger option to this question, however it
worth noting that the Listening and Pronunciation counseviges the students with the
fundamentals of phonetiésvowels, consonants, stress in words, rhythm and intonatisn

well as the usage of phonetic alphabet.

Exposure to Linguistics Courses

History of English 3 2,3%
Phonology (Other) 18%
The English LexicortZizzz] 20%
Language AcquisitionZZzzz2727222% 39%

ContrastiveTurkish EnglisH 1 52%
Linguistics 2 2 57%
Listening & Pronunciation 77 66%
Linguistics 1 7 100%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%  120%

Figure4.17. Exposure to Linguistics Coursd$<44)
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TPTEs®6 previous exposure to differenl§. varieti es
Expectedly, Turkish accented English was the most encountered variety of English given the

| ocal context. However, when it came to the expo
MAE (N=42) was higher than MBE (N=36). It is worth mentioning thatEhglish language

plays an active role in education, media, professional, and daily life among the younger

generation in presedwtay Turkey.

Exposure to Different Varieties of English

WAVE ZZZ] 9%

WE ZZZ3 11%

SSE %] 23%
SAE Zii] 23%
CavE Ziiiiiiii 25%
FavE Zzz 7] 30%

UavE (RavE) 77 34%
GavE 7 41%
IVE ] 45%
MBE =1 82%
MAE = 95%
TavE = 100%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 120%

Figure4.18 Exposure to Different Varieties of English (N=44)

Higher exposure to MAE can be explained by the American media being more dominant in

Turkey. Most have a Netflix subscription nowadays and many movie theaters screen movies

in English (with Turkish subtitleg)nthen Tur key.
international movie industry, which is mostly being dominated by Hollywood nowadays,

higher exposure to MAE is not surprising within the Turkish context.
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432 TPTEs® Attitudes Toward MAE and MBE

Participants were required to listen to the male MAE MBE speakers and evaluate them
based on perceived attractiveness, education level, wealth and intelligibility. However, unlike
in Study 1, in Study 2 the participants were expected to provide their reasoning behind their
evaluations, since Study 2 hasan m t o uncover wha't arfdf ect s
evaluationof the model varieties of English, as well as their own Turkish accented variety.
First the written answers were compiled for each question and frequency tables were created
using Clan ChildesConsequently, a more-glepth analysis of the data was conducted by
carefully going through each given response, which resulted in the emergence of initial
themes. The researcher then matched each response for every question with the existing
themes. Oncéhe data were analyzed, another researcher went through the process of coding
in order to croswvalidate the results obtained from this section.

4.3.2.1 What Influences TPTEPerceptions of Attractiveness for MAE and MBE

Figures4.19and4.20provide the evalations of MAE and MBE for perceived attractiveness.
In the current population sample (N=44), TPTEs perceive male MAE speaker to sound more
attractive (91%, N=40) than the male MBE speaker (70%, N=31).

Q1. MAE. Q2. MBE.
| think that the speaker | think that the speaker
sounds attractive sounds attractive

100% 80%
91% 70%

90% 7 70% 7
80%
70% 60%
0
60% 50%
50% 40%
40% 30%
30%
20% 20%
0
0,
10% %9 ° 10%
0% 0%
Yes No Yes

Figure4.19. Perceived Attractiveness of MAE Figur20. Perceived Attractiveness of MBE
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Based on the qualitative analysisrrect intonation(43%) was the answer that the majority
(N=19) of the TPTESs provided as being the reason for their evaluations, followiee gy
(30%, N=13) clarity (25%, N=11), anaorrect pronunciatior(20%, N=9).

Example 1. Perceived Attractiveneg2ositive evalations for MAE

iBecause he pays attention to intonation, we
what he is talking about. Since he is a native speaker of English, he
pronounces every word correctly. He has no mistakes in phonetics. |

think these are the reasonswhgths peaker sounds attractive. 0

Interestingly, the remaining 9% (N=4) that reported finding the MAE speaker unattractive,

have | isted 6intonationd (N=3) and O6the tone of
evaluations. Even though the MBE speawas perceived to be less attractive than the MAE

speaker, TPTE$ reasonings for such evaluations were similar to trafs®AE speaker.

TPTEs who perceived MBE speaker to be attractive have listed intonation (43%, N=19) to be

the main reason. However,ofe who perceived male MBE speaker as being unattractive

(30%, N=13) have listed slower speech rate (N=8) to be the main reason, followed by the lack

of stress (N=5).

Example 2. Perceived AttractivenésNegative evaluations for MBE

iThe s pe alkmutwhatshe is $aging but he is speaking so
slowly that | did not want to |isten to him,

Example 3. Perceived Attractivenésheqgative evaluations for MBE

ifiHe speaks | i ke he is giviowg a serious | ectur

and with no stress. 0
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These findings suggest that intonation has a noticeable effect on the positive and negative
evaluations of the male MAE and MBE speakers for perceived attractiveness. Based on the
TPTEsO expl anati ons, ckodfstress resulssndViBE dpeakeabeirg a n d
negatively perceived for attractiveness in comparison to the male MAE speaker. It is also
worth noting that the evaluations of male MAE and MBE speakers are in line with the results
obtained from Study 1, where maMAE speaker was also evaluated higher for perceived
attractiveness in comparison to male MBE speaker (see section 4.2.3). Some of the TPTEs
(N=9) mentioned that they found the male MBE guise to sound attractive in spite of finding it

hard to understandué to stress patterns.

Example 4. Perceived AttractivenésBositive evaluations for MBE

AThe British accent always seems so cool
sometimes it is hard to understand them because of their

pronunciation. Maybe this is because cdthr r hyt hmét owar ds t he
end of the sentences, their stress gets lower and lower, so it is hard

to understand them. Or sometimes, they really pronounce the
prepositions without making stress; which

4.3.2.2 What Influences TPTEgPerceptions of Intelligibility for MAE and MBE

TPTES' perceptions of intelligibility for the male MAE and MBE speakers are provided in
Figures4.21 and 4.22 Results show that while male MBE speaker was perceived as being
intelligible by all participants2% (N=1) of the TPTEs perceived male MAE speaker to be
unintelligible. Although these findings slightly differ from the results obtained from Study 1
where the participants evaluated MAE as being more intelligible, qualitative data analysis
crossvalidatedthat gender of the speakers has a significant impact on the perceptions, and

therefore differ from the results combined for gender.
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Q3. MBE. Q4. MAE.

The speaker sounds intelligible Thespeaker sounds intelligible.
120% 120%
100% 98%
100% 7 100% 7
80% 80%
60% 60%
40% 40%
20% 20%
2%
0% 0% rzzen
Yes No Yes No

Figure4.21. Perceived Intelligibility for MBE Figure4.22. Perceived Intelligibility for MAE

TPTEs reported O6cl ear speechd (95 %,

main reasons for their positive evaluations of intelligibility regaydire male MBE speaker.

N=42) and 06c

None of the participants perceived male MBE speaker to be unintelligible. These results are

interesting when compared to the perceptions of attractiveness because even though TPTEs

perceived male MBE speaker to be the most intblikgithey have perceived the male MBE

speaker to be less attractive than the male MAE speaker (section 4.3.2.1). These findings

suggest that TPTEs® perception of
intelligibility when it comes to MAE ad MBE.

Example 5. Perceived Intelligibilifiy Positive evaluations for MBE

ifiHe speaks clearly with pauses

system. 0

Example 6. Perceived Intelligibilify Positive evaluations for MBE

attractivenes

when

iHe sounds underesstclaan dnd beldeesnh@nita us e h

every sound |ike the common British

98
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Example 6 is interesting due to reflecting a stereotype associated with the MBE speakers

amongst TPTEs (based on the respondeleat 6s per
speechdé is perceived as O6not including any o
(N=43) of TPTEs perceived male MAE speaker to be intelligible, however not all. Just like
with the male MBE speaker , 0 creasoa forfisdpmgteec hé ( 4
mal e MAE speaker intelligible, followed by t
Example 7. Perceived Intelligibilifiy Positive evaluations for MAE

i He i s very understandabl e because he p

correctly, the stress and intonation of the words are also perfect.

Al so, he speaks fluently. o
One of the participants that ©perceived the
providedd f a st astheanaio reaon for their negative evaluations.
Exampe 8. Perceived Intelligibility Negative evaluations for MAE

Al could not catch some words he said bec

4.3.2.3 What Influences TPTEPerceptions of Wealth for MAE and MBE

When it came to the perceptions of wealth, MAE guise was evaluafkdri{82%, N=36)

than the MBE guise (Figures23 and 4.24). These results are surprising, since previous
research shows that MBE is being evaluated higher for status in comparison to MAE (see
Carrie, 2017 for further discussion), yet in this study, MA&S wvaluated higher fgtatusin

both studies (see Section 4.2.3).
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Q6. MBE.

5. MAE.
Q The speakesounds wealthy

The speakesounds wealthy

90% 82% 80%

68%

80% 7 70%
70% 60%
60%

50%
50%

40%
40%

0, 0,
30% 30% 25%
20% 14% 20%
10% 5% 10% %
0% w2 0% %
Yes No Yes\No Yes No  Yes\No
(Can't Tell (Can't

tell)

Figure4.23. Perceived Wealth for KE Figure4.24. Perceived Wealth for MBE

Some (11%, N= 5) of the respondents’ answers highlighted the possible effects of the

American media on the perceptions of wealth.

Example 9. Perceived WealtHPositive evaluations for MAE

AUS accent sounds wealthy poobhall.y because of t}

Maj ority of TPTEs provided O6sounding confidentod
for good educationd (30 %, N=13) as the main rea:¢
for the male MAE speaker. This reflects that TPTEs tend to assdiciateial ability with

good education and confidence, as the following examples suggest.
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Example 10. Perceived WealthPositive evaluations for MAE

AThe speaker sounds confident and cl ear,
proper education. Since education is not free he might be a wealthy

person. 0

Example 11. Perceived WealthPositive evaluations for MAE

fiHe speaks confidentl ycletydit pronounces e
creates an image like he has a high socioeconomic status. It is
because the way he speaks causes us to think he got a good

education and that he had an opportunity

TPTESs that did not perceive the male MAE and MBE speakers to béhwealchose the
6canobt tell &6 option explained it by not s ee
perceived wealth. However, negative evaluations of the male MBE speaker (11%, N=5) were
associated with Cockney, which is a variety mostly spokenéwtrking class in the areas

surrounding London.

Example 12. Perceived WealtiNegative evaluations for MBE

AHIi s accent is similar to Cockney accent

O6maybedéd, 6étraind and 6stationbd. o

Example 12 suggests that TPBRerceptions showr@semblance to those of native speakers,

since Cockney is one of the most stigmatized worklags varieties within the UK context,

along with Brummie, Scouse, and Glaswegian (McKenzie, 2010, p. 56). TPTEs that perceived

the male MBE speaker as being wewl(68%, N=30) linked MBE to having a lot of prestige

(30%, N=13) which was often connected to a belief that people from higher socioeconomic
status speak better. MBE speaker was often a

way of speaking, hich also led to the perception of a higher socioeconomic status.

101



Example B. Perceived Wealth Positive evaluations for MBE

Al thi

nk he has

a

hi gh
well without any mistakes. | think like that because we tie/eame

socioeco

problems in Turkey. The higher socioeconomic status people have,

the better

t hey

speak. o

Example 3. Perceived Wealth Positive evaluations for MBE

ABriti
and hi

sh accent

gh status.

tends t

0

o

sound

nomi

posh

4.3.2.4 What Influences TPTESPerceptions of Education Level for MAE and MBE

c

status

and

Male MAE speaker was evaluated higher for perceived education level (N=37) in comparison

to male MBE speaker (N=34). None of the participants have perceived MAE and MBE
speakers as uneducatgzbe Figureg.25and4.26. Almost half of the TPTEs have listed

6correct

pronunciati ono

(48 %,

N=18)

as

t he

N=12), for their positive evaluations of education level with regards to the male MAE speaker.

90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

Figure4.25. Perceived Education Level (MAE)

Q7. MAE.
The speaker sounds
educated.

84%

Yes

16%

-

Yes\No Can't tell
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90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

Q8. MBE.
The speaker sounds
educated.

7%

Yes

23%

-

Yes\No Can't tell

Figure4.26. Perceived Education Level (MBE)
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These results suggest that TPTEs associate pronunciatioa higher education level. This

may be due to TPTEs having to learn the pronunciation of the targeted language (English) in

their local context, which often happens through education. Furthermore, there is a common

mi sconception ineTor eyontuowamads ood-pdoetpdng a s

individual, regarding both native and npative speakers.

Example 5. Perceived Education LevielPositive evaluations for MAE

APronunciation is the first criteria that
educated or not. Hi s pronunciation is cle
sound that he has a problem pronouncing. 0

Example 6. Perceived Education LevielPositive evaluations for MAE

ifiHe does not make any pronunciation or in
might make such mistakes if they are not veelucated even if it is
their native | anguage. 0

Additionally, some (9%, N=4) of the respondents have demonstrated similar attitudes to native
speakers, where they found the Southern varieties of American Englisfiettt a lower

education level. These results are in line with the native speaker attitudes, where the southern
American varieties are often perceived as b
Schilling, 2015, pp.7g9 for a detailed review).

Exampeé 17. Perceived Education LevielPositive evaluations for MAE

AnAn educated American would sound | i ke ¢t
are really bad accents in America of Southerners or other less

educated Americans. 0
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When TPTEs had to provide explanations for their positive evaluations of the male MBE

speaker, again, pronunciation (46%, N=20) was the main determiner of their perceptions of

the speakerodos education |l evel, folrdstmgyed by i nt ol
the male MBE speaker still got evaluated less favorably in comparison to the male MAE

speaker.

Example 8. Perceived Education LevelNegative evaluations for MBE

AfHe speaks we Ifeellikbhetspeakd liketeackexr  me

Examplel9. Perceived Education LevelNegative evaluations for MBE

i He s e e msiryirngioleunderstood lays so itfeelslike

heistryingt o speak sl ower . 0

Examples & and ® demonstrate that TPT&eegative attitudes towards male MBE speaker

mightbe triggered by the effective component of the attitude structure (see Section 2.2). Both

participants based their explanations on how they felt by placing themselves and the speaker

into different social groups and roles. In the first response, theediwickreated by assigning

the role of a teacher to the speaker, and in the
us vs them positioning, i maticeaspeaker adéntityy Bothc h 6 us 6 r
responses highlight an unequal distribntof power while using English, where the teacher

and the native speakerds speech is being adjuste
understood by the other party, the nwative speaker/student who may not understand the
spokenmessage.Add i onal ly, Example 15 highlights the O6s|
(compared to the MAE speaker), which was also used as an explanation in Section 4.3.2.1 for

less favorable evaluations of attractiveness of the MBE speaker.
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433 TPTEs 6 ChwluationsioVMAE, MBE, and TavE
The aims of this section of the online questionnaire were:

a) To gain a better understanding of the preference of the variety TPTEs want to use while
speaking in English,

b) To uncover TPTEs O -bativeaccehtt s about having a
c) To discover what TPTEs® beliefs are about

d) To uncover what TPTEs6 attitudes are t ows:
classroonenvironment,

e) To reveal what TPTEs6 thoughts are on exp

4331 TPTEs® Accent Preference

Although TPTEs in this study have gained a lot of exposure to linguistics courses, Sections
4.2 and 4.3 have shown th8PTEs are negatively biased towards -native varieties of
English, and positively biased towards MAE and MBE. Therefore, it was expected that these
biases would contribute to TPT&=ccent preference (Figude27).

Q11.
I'd prefer to speak English with the following accent:

70%

59%
60%

50%
40% 34%
30%
20%
10% 7%
0% 7
American English British English ~ With my own L1 accent

Figured27. TPTEs®6 Accent Preference (N=

An overwhelming majority of the participants (93%, N=41) state that they would like to speak
English with a native accent (either MAE or MBE), a finding that is in line with previous
research (e.gWright, 1998; Buckingam, 2014; McCrocklin & Link, 2016). More than a half
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of TPTEs (59%, N=26) have a preference towards speaking English with the model American

accent while on¢hird of them indicate that they would like to speak English with the model

British accent ( 34 %, N=15) . Al t hough these resu
evaluations in Section 4.2.3, where MAE received more favorable evaluations in comparison

to MBE, they are in contrast with the findings from previously conducted osiaPoland

(Janicka et al., 2008) and Denmark (Ladegaard, 1998), where MBE was the preference of the

majority.

TPTESs that preferred to speak English with an American accent have provided their ability to
understand and pronounce MAE better becausepbmeived Turkish to be closer to MAE
phonologically.

Example20. Accent Preference MAE

il think Turkish | earners of English have a
and use American accent more successfully because we are much

more able to produce the sounds in the American accent due to our

L1.0o

TPTEs that preferred to speak English with a Britisteat have provided the challenges they
face in the phonological production to be the main reason for their preference. Unlike the
TPTESs that chose MAE, participants that preferred MBE based their decision on MBE being
harder, rather than easier to produce

Example 2. Accent Preference MBE

ABritish accent i's harder than the American .

with a British accent seems to be more attrac

These results suggest that when it comes to choosing between an American and British accent,
mostof the TPTEs base their preference on how Oeas
the targeted variety. Furthermore, a great majority (93%, N=41) of TPTESs are in agreement

that phonologically MAE is easier to produce than MBE.
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Only 7% (N=7) of theTPTEs have demonstrated a preference for speaking English with a
Turkish accent. In section 4.3.2.1, Turkish was perceived as the most unattractive variety of
English by TPTEs, with 3 percent significance level. The following example summarizes
T P T E sanalerbahind choosing to speak English with their own L1 accent.

Example 2. Accent Preferencie Turkish Accented Variety of English

AWhen we try to speak | ike others, we do
think. Instead, we sound like we are mimicking nadpeakers and

their attitudes as well. If we want to speak a language, it should be in

our own way and it should sound original if we don't want to be seen

the same with others. Also, we can't completely get rid of our own

|l anguage or accent anyways. o

4.3.3.2 TPTEsODescription of Turkish Accented English

An openrended item was placed in this section of the online questionnaire asking TPTEs to
describe how Turkish accented variety of English sounds to them. The majority (93%) of the
participants have provided vemggative descriptions for Turkish accented English (see Table
4.40).

Table4.40 TPTEs' Description of Turkish Accented English (N=44)

# |1 think that Turkish accented English sounds

1 |harsh 31%
2 |irritating 25%
3 |very bad 16%
4 | fakelforced 12%
5 |thick/rough 9%
6 |normal 7%

It is worth noting that TPTESs did not listen to any recordings for this item; therefore, the views
above reflect generpkerceptions of the participants regarding Turkish accented English. Table
4. 40 shows that TPTEs describe their L1 ac
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i rritatingé6, and O6very badéd. These results exp
speaking English with an American or British accent. Only two participants described Turkish
accented English as oO6understandabl ed and dédnor mal

4.3.3.3 TPTEsOPerceptions of Accent in Relation to Advanced and Competent Users

This item was included in order to gain a better understanding of how much accent plays a

role in TPTE®perceptions of advanced and competent speakers of English.

| believe that advanced and competent speakers would speak
English with a nativenative-like accent.

60%

50% 48%

40%

30%

20%

20%

10%

Strongly agree  Agree Neither agree Disagree Strongly
nor disagree disagree

0%

Figure4.28 TPTES' Beliefs about Advanced and CompetehEnglishSpeakers

Results show that the majority of TPTESs think that a native/rlikigeaccent is a sign of

advanced and competent speakers of English. These results are interesting since most TPTEs

are likely to teach English in a narative context where they are going to be exposed to non

native accents of English. Therefore, holding a negative bias towards international accents of
English with regards to oneds c doherped atarce may be
going through extensive training and exposure to different movements such as ELF, EIL and

the like, these results highlight a contradiction between awareness and perceptions of
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competence. The belief of achieving a natike accent withproper education and training

was provided as the main reason for such evaluations.

Example 23Accent and competent language users.

Those people would try to pronounce everything perfectly and
educate themselves in that way, so they would speak likee nati

speakers.

Example 24Accent and competent language users.

Because after learning the sound system of that language, all people

can have a native or natirike accent, | believe.

Responses provided above show that most TPTEs perceiverativm acent as a lack of

effort to speak otherwise. These results are in line with the findings from section 4.3.2.4, where
TPTEs highly associated the perceptions of
therefore it can be suggested that that pronunciathapes TPTBgerceptions of education

level and competence.

4.3.3.4 TPTEsOAttitudes Towards Pronunciation in a Classroom Environment

Previous sections of the online questionnalmmonstrated that TPTEs reported having

negative attitudes towards Turkiahcented English (section 4.3.3.2) and a strong preference
towards speaking with MAE accent (section 4.3.3.1). Therefore, in order to gain a better
understanding of how these attitudes mi ght
expectations in a clasgmm environment, participants were asked about whether or not they
woul d pay attention to thei andeem(Figuresd2%t hei r
and4.30. A majority of TPTEs reported pang attentionnot onlyto their own accenand
pronuncaet i on in a classroom environment, but al

were expected, since in the previous sections TPTEs have reported that pronunciation is the
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mai n

perceptions

80%

70%

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

deter miner

of

of

onebds perceivedPdEsdati on

weal th, since getting a 6goodbd

As a teacher | would pay attention to my acceand

73%

Strongly
agree

23%

Agree

pronunciation in class.

2% 0% 2%
A
Neither Disagree  Strongly
agree nor disagree
disagree

Figure4.29T P T Hbhoaghtsontheir Accent andPronunciation in Class

A great majority of TPTEs (96%) reported that they would pay attention to their own

pronunciation and accent axclassoom environmenbecause they serve as a role model for

their students, as a result of which their students would be inclined to ithiéaveay they

sound. Those whstronglydisagreedreported that accent and pronunciation does not affect

communication, and those wheither agreed or disagredthve mentioned that although they

would try to pay attention to how they sound, their accedifpaonunciation is not something

they can control.

Example25.P TEs 6

t h o u g ladcent inghe olasgroon.h e i r

| strongly agree, because | will be a role model for my students. They

will imitate my accent to learn English, | will definitely patyention

to my accent.
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Example 26. P T Ethodights about theiaccent and pronunciation in the classroom.

Yes, | would pay attention to my accent because | want my students
to learn the pronunciation of the words right.

As a teacher, | would pay attention to my students' accent
and pronunciation in class.

50%
0 45%

45%

40% 37%

35%

30%

25%

20%

15% 11%

10% 7%
5% %
0%

Strongly Agree  Neither agree Disagree Strongly
agree nor disagree disagree

Figure4.30T P T Hboaghtson StudentsAccent andPronunciation in Class

A great majority of TPTEs reported that they
pronunciation in class. TPTEs tha&ttongly agreechndagreedwith the statement provided

two main reasons for their evaluations. First reported reason is that correct pronunciation is a
reflection of oneb6s speaking skills. Second

| anguage means rse@etakimrgonunaaii dthi dmwomrat her t he
that choseneither agree or disagreenddisagreeoptions mentioned that as long as they are

able to understand their students, nothing should be corrected.
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Example 27. TPTEdeliefs about their studerdtsronunciation in the classroom.

iWe need to show the right pronunciation to o

can develop better speaking skills. 0

Example 28. TPTEdbeliefs about their studertaccentand pronunciationin the classroom.

ALearning a |l anguage doesn't mean knowing th
speaking the language with correct pronunciation. Accent should be

cared about. o

These responses demonstrate that TPTEs® associ a
6l earningbé a |l anguage means directly I|linked to ¢
answers reveal that O6correct pronunciationé6 is |
comes to their students. However, these results also suggest that ddPi@snecessarily

focus on their students6é communicative compet enc
placed on &écorrect6 pronunciation. These resul t
TPTE®beliefsabouthow they should be speaking asgpective teachers of English and how

their students should since it is very likely that a great majority of their students will not need

English for reasons other than communication in the future. Furthermore, these results suggest

that there isa commonmisconception held amongst TPTEs, which is based on associating

onebds speaking skills with 6correct pronunciatio

4.3.3.5 TPTEsOAttitudes Toward Exposing Students to Different Varieties of English

The last question of thenline questionnaire interrogated TPTES' attitudes towards exposing
their students to different varieties of English (Figu8d). Although a majority of the TPTEs

think that students should be exposed to different varieties of English, their reasehiimdy b

it might be of questionable natufEPTES that chosstrongly agreeandagreeoptions have
provided two main reasons for their rationale. The first reason is that their students may come
across people that may not be easy to understand due tontigiity to pronounce words
correctly. The second reason is based on the idea that prior exposure to different varieties of

English would be helpful in maintaining successful communication.
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| think that English language teachers should expose their
students to different varieties of English.

50%
° 45%

45%
40%
35%
30% 27%

25%
20%

15% 11%
9%
7%

10%
0%

Strongly Agree Neither ~ Disagree Strongly
agree agree nor disagree
disagree

Figure4.31 TPTEs' Thoughten Exposing Students tine Varieties of English

Example 29. TPTEthoughts on exposing their studemisdifferent varieties of English in

the classroom.

AsStill, not everyone wil/ be able to pro

sotheyshdud hear those varieties that they mi

Example 30. TPTE$hought on exposing their studetdifferent varieties of English in the

classroom.
ADi fferent varieties of English are act
are people whose English canét be unders
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These responses highlight the 6l ess thand percery
the model varietieéi.e., reference accents). Although TPTEs think that students should be

exposed to different varieties of English, their reasoning behind it is connected to some
peoplebs O6inability to pronounce words correctl’
Paticipants who chose neither agree or disagree with exposing their students to different
varieties of English have provided studentsdé po:
evaluations. TPTEs that strongly disagreed or disagreed with exposingstidénts to

di fferent varieties of English have expressed tl
proper educationd and that other varieties are

that TPTEs are biased towards ratandard varietiesf &nglish.

Example 31. TPTEthoughts on exposing their studemisdifferent varieties of English in

the classroom.

Al think that standard varieties of English
proper education. o

Example 32. TPTEthoughts on exposing their studgto different varieties of English in

the classroom.

Al think that teachers should only expose th
and nativelike accents of English as the others are not important to

know. 0
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CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSION

5.1 Summary of the Results

The quantitative results demonstrate that the participants tend to evaluate the inner circle
varieties positively while evaluating the outer and expanding circle varieties negatively.
Although this is not a novel finding, the fact that TPTEs hold a strongrprefe towards
Model American English and evaluate it more favorably when it comes to perceived wealth,
language proficiency, intelligibility, education level, and native speaker status, in comparison
to MBE and other accents, is a finding that is in cattvath the majority of previous VGT
studies where MBE is usually evaluated higher for status and MBE for solidarity. In the present
study, the only two characteristics where the Model British English accent was evaluated more
favorably than the Model Amigan English accent were for perceived politeness and
attractiveness, both of which fall under the dimension of solidarity (i.e., social attractiveness).
These results show that in the Turkish context TPTEs evaluate MAE higlstatiaswhile
evaluating MBE higher forsolidarity.

The remainder two inner circle varieties (Standard Scottish English and Southern American
English) were also perceived very positively, by being evaluated in the top four amongst the
selected twelve accents for all characteristitsvever, SSE was evaluated more favorably in
comparison to SAE for perceived politeness, education level, wealth, attractiveness and
language proficiency in English. The only two characteristics where SAE received higher
evaluations than the SSE wereqeived native speaker status and intelligibility, though it is
worth noting that in case of perceived politeness no statistically significant estimations were
able to be made for SAE. These findings are interesting because although TPTEs perceive
SAE to ke more intelligible and nativike in comparison to SSE, they still evaluated SSE
higher on the dimensions of status and solidarity. Therefore, it can be concluded that perceived
intelligibility and native speaker status does not have a significant iropatie evaluations

of inner circle accents by TPTEs. In other words, when it comes to the perceptions of native
accents of English, evaluations are not necessarily correlated with the phonological divergence

from MAE and MBE (i.e., reference accents).
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When it comes to the expanding and outer circle accents, TPTEs have mostly demonstrated a
negative bias, especially towards the Indian variety of English (IVE). IVE speakers were
perceived as the most unattractive and uneducated, as well as the mostiempiafEnglish

and foreign. Similarly, Ukrainian accented variety of English (UavE) was perceived as the
poorest (i.e., least wealthy) and rudest variety amongst all varieties by the TPTEs. Only
German accented variety of English (GavE) was perceivadalbkgible, and no statistically
significant estimations were able to be made concerning the remainder expanding and outer
circle varieties in relation to perceived intelligibility. Overall, none of the expanding and outer
circle varieties were perceived wealthy, educated, attractive, and ndike in English by

the participants of this study. Interestingly, only CavE out of the expanding circle varieties
was perceived as polite, proficient in English, and wealthy, at 1, 5, and 1 percent significance
levels, respectively. These findings suggest that TPTEs hold negative attitudes and are biased
toward the speakers of outer circle accents while evaluating the speakers of international
accents rather negatively (most of the time). It is also worth ntieigin the limited cases

when speakers of GavE were perceived as intelligible, and the speakers of CavE were
perceived as polite, wealthy, and proficient in English, these varieties were still perceived as
the least intelligible, wealthy, polite, and fickent in English when compared to the inner
circle speakers of English, by only being ranked in the final position. Therefore, these results
demonstrate that TPTEs can differentiate between the native and international phonological
patterns of Englishwhile evaluaing the former more favorably.

TPTESs have evaluated Turkish accented variety of English rather negatively, by perceiving its
speakers to be unattractive, uneducated, improficient in English, and poor. TavE was not
perceived positively for anyfahe characteristics. Results show that TPTEs can differentiate
TavE from other varieties of English, by rating it as one of the least dAiivé.e., native
speaker status). Relatedly, Turkish accented variety of English has the highest origin
identification rate (64%) by the participants. However, although TPTEs can identify Turkish
accented variety of English correctly most of the time, there seems to be a disagreement
amongst the participants in terms of perceived politeness of TavE, therefoetistacally

significant estimations were reached.

Results of the origin identification task show that proceeding TavE (64%), MAE has received
the highest origin identification rate (50%), followed by MBE (45%), SAE (37%), and UavE
(32%). Varieties that received the lowest recognition rates were JVE Q284 (2%), SSE

(3%), and GavE (5%). When the OLR analysis was conducted between the correct origin
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identification of the speakers separated for gender and dependent variables, it was observed
that TPTEs downgraded the male speakers when it came to theters of perceived
attractiveness, politeness, and native speaker status, while downgrading the female speakers
for perceived education level, language proficiency, and intelligibilitgse findings suggest

that the population sample demonstrated sgemgler bias when it came to attaching various
characteristics to female and male speakers, providing further evidence of how the gender of
the participants and speakers has a significant effect on the overall perceptions and
evaluationdt was found thathe exposure to English media has a statistically significant
positive influence on the perceptions of attractiveness (p<0.001) for the inner and expanding
circle varieties (besides German accented variety of English). In the case of outer circle
varieties,exposure to English media only had a statistically significant positive influence on
the perceptions of IVE speakers in terms of attractiveness (p<0.001). These findings suggest
that although regular exposure to English media influences the perceptiatiactiiveness

of the inner, expanding, and IVE speakers of English positively, it was not enough to influence
TPTEs®6 overall eval uations of the speakers
speakers of those accents were evaluated as unattrhdi\apeakers being perceived as the

most unattractive.

Countries previously travelled by the TPTEs was also found to have a statistically significant
influence on TPTEs®6 evaluations. I't was sigr
influences he perceptions of intelligibility positively (p<0.05), while influencing the
perceptions of native speaker status negatively (p<0.01). Having visited England influences

the perceptions of intelligibility and wealth negatively (p<0.05), while having be€Erate

has a positive effect on perceived attractiveness (p<0.001), education level (p<0.001), and
intelligibility (p<0.01). Having been to Russia and Ukraine has a negative influence on
perceived education level while having a positive effect on peiteiagve speaker status

(p<0.05).

Results of this study also show that the exposure to linguistic courses does have a statistically
significant influence on TPTEs® evaluations,
Exposure to Global Englistourse has a negative influence on the perceptions of education

level, language proficiency, intelligibility, and politeness (p<0.05), and only influences the
perceptions of attractiveness and native speaker status positively, at 1 percent significance
level. Similarly, exposure to Language Acquisition course has a statistically significant

negative influence on perceived attractiveness, language proficiency, native speaker status,
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and politeness (p<0.05), while only influencing the perceptions of weatitivedy, at 1
percent significance level. Previous exposure to Contrastive Turkish English Analysis course
influences the perceptions of politeness positively, at 5 percent significance level, while
affecting the perceptions of wealth negatively (p<O.EXposure to the English Lexicon
course influences the perceptions of politeness, intelligibility, and language proficiency
positively (p<0.05). It is worth mentioning that the only observed statistically negative effect
of the English Lexicon course wasuind for perceived wealth, though at 10 percent
significance level (90% confidence interval). Sociolinguistics course was found to have a
negative influence on the perceptions of intelligibility and politeness, at 1 and 0.1 percent
significance levels, r@gctively. These results are interesting, since these courses are expected
to have a positive influence on TPTEs®6 evaluatio

of the time.

Qualitative data analysis (Study 2) shows that the majority of TPTEs hgweference

towards MAE while speaking, due to finding the pronunciation of MAE to be easier and closer

to their L1, Turkish. TPTEs that prefer to speak English with the Model British English accent

explained their preference by the level of difficuityhe production of phonetic units of MBE,

which according to them made the accent more attractive in comparison to MAE. TPTEs that

demonstrated a preference towards speaking English with their L1 accent, based their decision

on not sounding original arak if they are mimicking the native speakers of English, since it

i's not possible to get rid of oneds L1 accent.
accented variety of English, their descriptions were rather negative. A vast majority of the

particibmnt s (93%) have described TavE as éharshé (31
6fake/ forcedd (12%), and 6thick/roughd (9%). The
for Turkish accented English wasts®esdtsohal 6 gi ven
the qualitative data analysis also show that a great majority of TPTEs would pay attention to

their own (96 %) and their studentsdo (81%) pr oni
However, the majority of TPTESs (82%) agree that exposing$haients to different varieties

of English is important. Lastly, a great majority of TPTEs (78%) believe that advanced and

competent speakers of English would speak with a native/diéé/accent, which may be

seen as a demonstration of a commonly h@kperception that is still valid today.
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5.2 Contribution of the Study

Present study situates itself at the interface of Social Psychology and Sociolinguistics through
the utilization of the mentalist perspective, that often assumes a tripartite attistdinture,

and by responding to McKenziebs (2010) call
single entity which ignores other native and mative varieties of English, unlike the majority

of previous language attitude studies did (p.58).r8foee, this work addresses this gap by

eliciting attitudes towards the inner, outer, and expanding circle varieties of English.

On a macro |l evel, this study furthered rese
perceptions and evaluations towadifferent accents of English by utilizing VGT within a

new context, Turkey. In addition to adding a new context to the existing language attitude
literature, VGT studies in particular, the present study also offers a new sophisticated statistical
perspectie (i.e. OLR) for the analysis of the datfor the first time- which addresses some

of the shortcomings of other commonly used statistical techniques (i.e., ANOVA, MANOVA)

in the fields of social sciences and humanities.

Majority of the previous languagattitude studies (e.g., Rindal, 2010; McKenzie, 2010;
Ladegaard, 2000) employed either male or female speakers to represent different varieties of
English and mostly failed to provide a valid reason for doing so (Carrie, 2014, p. 278). By
including speelc samples of both male and female speakers, the present study is able to
provide results of a broader picture, since the OLR analyses combined and separated for gender
(Sections 4.2.1 and 4.2.2) provides further
dtatistically significant effect on participant evaluations. Furthermore, the present study also
found a statistically significant rel ati on:
evaluations of the speakers combined and separated for gender asestitin(8.2.14), a

contribution which highlights the influence of participant gender as an important factor to be

considered whilst interpreting the results of VGT studies in the future.

On a micro level, by being the first VGT study within its local contéms study creates base

for future language attitude studies that will hopefully add to the limited language attitude
literature within the Turkish context, through the utilization of techniques from social
psychology of language (i.e. VGT) and percaptlialectology (i.e. origin identification task).
Additionally, by being the first VGT study
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different accents of English, this thesis serves a bridging function by addressing the gap
between the field of ELT ogial psychology, and sociolinguistics within its local context.

5.3 Implications, Limitations, and Future Work

Unfortunately, results of the present study provide further evidence that despite the exposure
to movements such as EIL, ELF, GE, WE and a vaétinguistics courses, TPTEs are
negatively biased towards the speakers of international accents, along with their own accented
variety of English. The existence of these negative attitudes suggests that there is a major gap
bet ween TPTE sdolinguisticallyawareconteat arxd their ability to internalize,

and therefore translate this content into their future teaching practices. Teacher educators can
address this gap by engaging in meaningful discussions and awareness raising activities with
their students and the public, since an improved understanding of the nature of foreign
language learning may lead to a positive change in attitudes held towards the speakers of
international accents of English. Teacher educators are in a position tves #ilem to
facilitate positive attitudes toward different accents of English in the classroom, where the
prospective teachers of English can critically reflect on various accented speech and develop
necessary sociolinguistic awareness that would allom titeconvey this awareness to their

students in the future.

Besides having important implications for teacher educators, the present study also highlights

the gap between theory and practice in the field of ELT, by providing further evidence of how

the xposure to movements such as ELF, WE, GE, and EIL does not necessarily translate into
TPTEs®G attitudes towards different accents of
the realities of contexgpecific learning and teaching practices. This gapbeaaddressed by

supporting teacher research which would provide glocalized samples of praxis (i.e.,
implementation of theory into teaching practices), and therefore facilitate the development of

more practice informed theories in the field of ELT witgamrds to sociolinguistic awareness

raising and ELFaware pedagogy.

In the context of Turkey, English language teachers often find themselves in a position where
they are responsible for preparing their students for various language proficiency, high school
and university entrance exams, most of which are designed to elicit grammatical knowledge

of the students, along with their reading comprehension. Furthermore, the majority of the state
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exams that assess student s tiplecheitegxamsitmtin gu age
do not include speaking, writing, and listening comprehension sections. Therefore, the primary
focus of foreign language education in state secondary schools remains on teaching grammar,
translation, and reading comprehension, sititese are the skills required to pass the
university entrance exams with regards to foreign language assessment if one wishes to major

in TEFL or closely related fields. Similar can be said to be the case with the preparatory
schools at English medium weirsities, such as METU, where teachers are required to follow

a curriculum that prepares students for a proficiency exam which the students need to pass at

the end of the year in order to become freshmen. These proficiency exams also exclude the
assessméanof speaking skills, although it is worth noting that a section on listening
comprehension where MAE and MBE accents are being utilized is included. While it may be
argued that it is not feasible to include a speaking section in the proficiency exarad affe

various preparatory programs of English medium universities and in the state university
entrance exams (in which listening comprehension section is also excluded), it may also be
argued that foreign language assessment within the local educatisteahsn Turkey not

only influences English | anguage teacherso a
varieties of Engli sh, but al so the Il earner
conceptions of o6pr of iftenibasedooy rativé speakenphpdnologital, wh i
patterns and O6correct grammar 6. Therefore,
address this gap by shifting focus towards a more-&k&re curriculum, which would have

an aim to raise sociolinguisticawaees s wi t h an emphasi s on | earn
Relatedly, exposing learners to the core phonology of English and Turkish, along with the
phonology of the model varieties of English and International Phonetic Alphabet (IPA) starting

from a high schol level would allow the learners to gain further phonological awareness along

with providing an alternative to decide to what extent each student would like to engage with

MAE and MBE, an option that already raises awareness within itself.

Even though BT is agreed to represent implicit attitudes of the listeners to some extent,
through indirectly eliciting the perceptions of the varieties by asking the listeners to evaluate

the speakers, unless OLR analysis is being used, more research focusing o TRTEsp | i c i t
attitudes that utilize Implicit Association Test (IAT) should be conducted in order to expand

the literature on TPTEsperceptionsand evaluationsof different varieties of English

methodologically as well. That being said, research utiliziegsthtietal treatment approach
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could also be of great value and have some major implications regarding the perception of
regional dialects of Turkish, in addition to different varieties of English.

There are several limitations to the present study givepiitotal nature within the local

context. Therefore, it is recognized that the research instrument and the theoretical framework

could be further modified. Since this thesis is the first VGT study within its local context
(Turkey), more studies utilizinf GT shoul d be conducted interrogat
towards different varieties of English in order to achieve a more representative and

generalizable set of results.

In this study, no statistically significant estimations were reached regarding veercei

politeness of TavE and SAE (Section 4.2.3.7). Future work should focus on eliciting@PTEs
perceptionsand evaluationsf politeness not only when it comes to their L1 accented variety,

but also SAE and other regional and international varieties ofidBngAdditionally, no

statistically significant estimations were able to be made regarding the outer circle and

expanding circle varieties (besides GavE) in relation to perceived intelligibility (Section

4.2.3.7). Therefore, future work should furtherdfae on TPTEs®6 perceived intel
it comes to outer and expanding circle varieties of English. Similarly, VGT studies focusing

on the TPTESs' perceptions of inner, outer, and expanding circle varieties that were not included

in the present studyhseuld also be carriedutin order to expand the literature on TP®Es

perceptions towards different varieties of English.

The present study used an online corpus as the source for audio stimuli. However, utilizing

authentic speech samples collected byrésearcher could provide a better representation of

the varieties spoken in the local context while also allowing better control of suprasegmental

features. Similarly, future VGT studies utilizing samples of spontaneous speech with TPTEs

should also be ¢ded out in order to create a base for comparison between the perceptions of

casual speech and read aloud samples of audio stimuli. Relatedly, using an online corpus

comes with other l'imitations. Al t hough informat
provided, some of the speech samples may not reflect the regional aceespexkeis

birthplace and serve as a representatiaghe@model varieties of Engliskince the birth place

maynot necessarily match a speakerds accent. Ther
regional varieties of English should include speakers that reside in similar states and cities to

the extent possible. This should be considered in order to awpo&bdrof ambiguity between

the labels assigned to the selected varieties by the researcher and what those speech samples
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representsince there is always a possibility of gender and regional variation affecting
participans perceptios and evaluationsf the speakers.

It is worth noting that the present study mostly focused on the cognitive component of the
attitudinal structure. Therefore, quantitative VGT studies focusing on the elicitation of all three
components and the linkage between languagedssitand behavior could be of great value

in terms of expanding the Iliterature on TPTE
OLR or other inferential statistical met hods
interval or ratio scale aheasurement would only move the field forward due to being able to

provide more statistically robust results.

Qualitative analysis in the present study me
MBE, and Turkish accented variety of English. Futurelnshould further interrogate what
causes TPTEs® negative and positive evaluat.
varieties of Engli sh. Additionall vy, resul ts
and o6cl ear snpougycdocurringtheme amongst TPTEs. Therefore, future

work could focus on further elicitation of such conceptualizations from TPTEs in order to gain

a better understanding of what is meant by such usage. In other words, future work that utilizes

semistructured interviews in addition to VGT would be of great value.

Finally, although it was not within the scope of this study to interrogate the perceptions of
regional dialects of Turkish, VGT studies eliciting the evaluations of Turkish and interhationa
participants towards dialects of Turkish could have major contributions to the existing
language attitude literature. Furthermore, more language attitude studies utilizing methods
from perceptual dialectol ogy i mstconteldutonsitoon t o

the existing literature.
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APPENDICES
APPENDIX A. OLR ANALYSIS - EXPOSURE TO MEDIA

Al. Exposure to Media and Perceived Attractiveness

Al. Exposure to Media and Perceive Attractiveness

link threshold nobs logLik AIC niter max.grad cond.H
logit  flexible 1560 -2076.99 4189.98 5(0) 6.65e - 09 7.3e+02
Coefficients: (1 not defined because of singularities)

Estimate Std. Error z value Pr(>|z|)

AccentsFavE - 0.54964 0.22589  -2.433 0.014967 *
AccentsGavE 0.01096 0.22569 0.049 0.961255

AccentsIvE - 0.95840 0.23083 -4.152 3.30e -05 ***
AccentsJvE - 0.37987 0.22501 -1.688 0.091362 .
AccentsMAE 3.16254 0.24731 12.788 < 2e-16 ***
AccentsMBE 3.16903 0.24664  12.849 < 2e-16 ***
AccentsSAE 1.10892 0.23262 4.767 1.87e -06 ***
AccentsSSE 1.51840 0.23144 6.561 5.36e -11 ***
AccentsTavE - 0.49624 0.23329  -2.127 0.033410 *
AccentsUavE -0.94109 0.23069 -4.079 4.51e -05 ***
AccentsWAVE - 0.37462 0.22776  -1.645 0.100010

Everyday 1.53768 0.39244 3.918 8.92e -05 ***
fewtimesaweek 1.30798 0.39626 3.301 0.000964 ***
Onceamonth 1.40411 0.44049 3.188 0.001435 **

Rarely NA NA NA NA

Signif. codes: O6***®01 6**601L 6* W05 6. .1

Threshold  coefficients:
Error z value

Estimate  Std.

112 0.3409
2|3  1.7545
314  3.1734
45 47972

0.4175
0.4189
0.4247
0.4374

0.817
4.188
7.472
10.968
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A2. Exposure to Media and Perceived&ducation Level

link threshold nobs logLik AIC niter max.grad cond.H

logit  flexible 1560 -1993.40 4022.79 6(0) 1.51e - 13 5.1le+02
Coefficients: (1 not defined because of singularities)

Estimate Std. Error 2z value Pr(>|z|)

AccentsFavE -0.61275 0.22486  -2.725 0.00643 **
AccentsGavE 0.07815 0.23185 0.337  0.73605
AccentsIvVE -1.22533 0.22869 -5.358 8.41e -08 ***
AccentsJVE - 0.45862 0.22731 -2.018 0.04363 *
AccentsMAE 3.22484 0.25087 12.855 < 2e-16 ***
AccentsMBE 3.05884 0.24658 12405 < 2e-16 ***
AccentsSAE 1.05375 0.23114 4559 5.14e - 06 ***
AccentsSSE 1.16729 0.22812 5.117 3.10e - 07 ***
AccentsTavE - 0.79427 0.23666  -3.356  0.00079 ***
AccentsUavE -1.02084 0.22532 -4531 5.88e -06 ***
AccentsWAVE -0.38735 0.22453 -1.725 0.08450
Everyday 0.45749 0.36373 1.258 0.20847
fewtimesaweek 0. 58708 0.36792 1596 0.11056
Onceamonth 0.26201 0.41556 0.630  0.52837
Rarely NA NA NA NA

Signif. codes: O6***m01 6**6.01 6*d05 6. 1 6061

Threshold  coefficients:
Estimate Std. Error 2z value

1|2 -2.0221 0.4017 -5.034
2[3 -0.2899 0.3945 -0.735
3|4 1.6600 0.3967 4.185
4|5 3.7263 0.4128 9.026
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A3. Exposure to Media and Perceived Language Proficiency

link threshold nobs logLik AIC niter max.grad cond.H
logit  flexible 1560 -2011.27 4058.55 5(0) 9.24e - 07 5.4e+02
Coefficients: (1 not defined because of singularities)

Estimate Std. Error 2z value Pr(>|z|)

AccentsFavE -1.0157 0.2230 -4.555 b5.24e -06 ***
AccentsGavE 0.2217 0.2275 0.974 0.3299
AccentsIvVE - 1.6905 0.2313 -7.309 2.69e -13 ***
AccentsJVE -0.4325 0.2230  -1.939 0.0525 .
AccentsMAE 3.6803 0.2647 13.902 < 2e-16 ***
AccentsMBE 3.4130 0.2567 13.294 < 2e-16 ***
AccentsSAE 1.3366 0.2336 5.722 1.05e - 08 ***
AccentsSSE 1.3460 0.2270 5.929 3.05e -09 ***
AccentsTavE -1.0601 0.2346 -4.519 6.20e -06 ***
AccentsUavE -1.3444 0.2289 -5.873 4.27e -09 ***
AccentsWAVE -0.5330 0.2205 -2.418 0.0156 *
Everyday 0.6208 0.3581 1.733 0.0830
fewtimesaweek 0.5917 0.3619 1.635 0.1021
Onceamonth 0.1709 0.4173 0.410 0.6822

Rarely NA NA NA NA

Signif. codes: O6***m01 6**6.01 6* .05 6. 1 6

Threshold  coefficients:
Estimate Std. Error z value

1|2 -1.61631 0.38913 -4.154
2|3 -0.03006 0.38454  -0.078
3|4 1.45506 0.38625 3.767
415  3.43190 0.39963 8.588
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A4. Exposure to Media and Perceived Politeness

link threshold nobs logLik AIC niter max.grad cond.H
logit  flexible 1560 -2242.29 4520.58 5(0) 3.93e -12 7.4e+02
Coefficients: (1 not defined because of singularities)

Estimate Std. Error z value Pr(>|z|)

AccentsFavE - 0.14959 0.21631 -0.692 0.48921
AccentsGavE -0.61272 0.22219 -2.758 0.00582 **
AccentsIvVE - 0.45881 0.21993 -2.086 0.03696 *
AccentsJVE - 0.48449 0.21809 -2.222 0.02631 *
AccentsMAE 1.47732 0.23604 6.259 3.88e -10 ***
AccentsMBE 1.74748 0.24127 7.243 4.40e - 13 ***
AccentsSAE 0.08502 0.22415 0.379  0.70447
AccentsSSE 0.55846 0.22663 2.464 0.01373 *
AccentsTavE - 0.29125 0.22878 -1.273  0.20299
AccentsUavE -0.72073 0.21943  -3.284 0.00102 **
AccentsWAVE - 0.65884 0.21894  -3.009 0.00262 **
Everyday - 0.36055 0.33322 -1.082 0.27924
fewtimesaweek - 0.65953 0.33714  -1.956 0.05044
Onceamonth - 0.69140 0.38934 -1.776 0.07576 .

Rarely NA NA NA NA

Signif. codes: 0O 6***®01L 6**601L 6* 05 6. .1 6

Threshold  coefficients:
Estimate Std. Error z value

1|2 -3.2651 0.3740 -8.729
2[3 -1.7986 0.3639  -4.942
34 -0.5713 0.3599  -1.587
4|5 0.5945 0.3604 1.650
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A5. Exposure to Media and Perceived Native Speaker Status

link threshold nobs logLik AIC niter max.grad cond.H
logit  flexible 1560 -1772.18 3580.35 5(0) 1.76e - 10 9.2e+02
Coefficients: (1 not defined because of singularities)

Estimate Std. Error 2z value Pr(>|z|)

AccentsFavE - 0.90448 0.24068  -3.758 0.000171 ***
AccentsGavE - 0.06075 0.23249 -0.261 0.793861

AccentsIvVE - 1.57929 0.26637 -5.929 3.05e - 09 ***
AccentsJVE - 0.30709 0.23134  -1.327 0.184364
AccentsMAE 4.12297 0.27513 14985 < 2e-16 ***
AccentsMBE 4.00494 0.27060 14.800 < 2e-16 ***
AccentsSAE 1.91106 0.23168 8.249 < 2e-16 **
AccentsSSE 1.23997 0.23003 5.391 7.02e - 08 ***
AccentsTavE -1.18526 0.25020 -4.737 2.17e -06 ***
AccentsU avE -1.01890 0.24627 -4.137 3.51e -05 ***
AccentsWAVE -0.11349 0.23385 -0.485 0.627460

Everyday 0.66369 0.40882 1.623 0.104495
fewtimesaweek 0.49495 0.41319 1.198 0.230966
Onceamonth 0.55517 0.46197 1.202 0.229460

Rarel vy NA NA NA NA

Signif. codes: O6***m01 6**6.01 6* .05 6. 1 6

Threshold  coefficients:
Estimate Std. Error z value

1|2 0.2940 0.4346 0.677
2|3 1.5379 0.4361 3.527
3|4 2.2762 0.4385 5.191
4|5 3.6321 0.4479 8.109

138



A6. Exposure to Media and Perceived Intelligibility

link threshold nobs logLik AIC niter max.grad cond.H
logit  flexible 1560 -2082.87 4201.74 5(0) 2.08e -09 6.5e+02
Coefficients: (1 not defined because of singularities)

Estimate Std. Error z value Pr(>|z|)

AccentsFavE -0.21395 0.22518 -0.950 0.342051
AccentsGavE 0.75826 0.22824 3.322 0.000893  ***
AccentsIvVE - 0.25012 0.22841  -1.095 0.273509

AccentsJVE 0.14108 0.22548 0.626 0.531506
AccentsMAE 3.67527 0.28048 13.104 < 2e-16 ***
AccentsMBE 3.54697 0.27123  13.077 < 2e-16 ***
AccentsSAE 1.45133 0.23595 6.151 7.70e -10 ***
AccentsSSE 1.38668 0.23197 5.978 2.26e -09 ***
AccentsTavE 0.17910 0.23358 0.767 0.443243
AccentsUavE - 0.29944 0.22485  -1.332 0.182937
AccentsWAVE 0.24985 0.22550 1.108 0.267880

Everyday 0.65178 0.35046 1.860 0.062914
fewtimesaweek 0.42975 0.35445 1.212 0.225343
Onceamonth - 0.04636 0.40384 -0.115 0.908602

Rarely NA NA NA NA

Signif. codes: O6***m01 6**6.01 6* .05 6. 1 6

Threshold  coefficients:
Estimate Std. Error z value

1|2 -1.63171 0.38730  -4.213
2|3 -0.07158 0.38108 -0.188
3|4 1.18434 0.38215 3.099
45 2.87834 0.38881 7.403
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A7. Exposure to Media and PerceivedVealth

link threshold nobs logLik AIC niter max.grad cond.H
logit  flexible 1560 -2067.62 4171.24 6(0) 2.54e -12 5.7e+02
Coefficients: (1 not defined because of singularities)

Estimate Std. Error 2z value Pr(>|z|)

AccentsFavE -0.87636 0.22642  -3.870 0.000109 ***
AccentsGavE -0.01359 0.22728  -0.060 0.952311

AccentsIVE -0.87838 0.22467 -3.910 9.24e - 05 ***
AccentsJVE - 0.36294 0.22748 -1.596 0.110597
AccentsMAE 2.79793 0.24186 11569 < 2e-16 ***
AccentsMBE 2.66692 0.23938 11141 < 2e-16 ***
AccentsSAE 1.04891 0.23202 4521 6.16e - 06 ***
AccentsSSE 1.27258 0.23120 5,504 3.71le -08 ***
AccentsTavE - 0.55848 0.23176  -2.410 0.015964 *
AccentsUavE - 0.99616 0.22640  -4.400 1.08e - 05 ***
AccentsWAVE - 0.51097 0.22235 -2.298 0.021559 *
Everyday - 0.20258 0.36414 -0.556 0.577980
fewtimesaweek - 0.19217 0.36812 -0.522 0.601653
Onceamonth - 0.28668 0.41498 -0.691 0.489679

Rarely NA NA NA NA

Signif. codes: O6***m01 6**6.01 6* .05 6. 1 6

Threshold  coefficients:
Estimate Std. Error z value

1|2 -1.8518 0.3964 -4.671
2[3 -0.3607 0.3929 -0.918
3|4 1.6277 0.3962 4.109
4|5 3.0373 0.4047 7.506

140



APPENDIX B. OLR ANALYSIS T EXPOSURE TO LINGUISTICS COURSES

B1. Exposureto Linguistics Coursesand PerceivedAttractiveness

link threshold nobs logLik AlC niter max.grad cond.H

logit  flexible 1560 -2072.64 4189.28 5(0) 7.60e - 09 5.6e+02
Coefficients: (2 not defined because of singularities)

Estimate Std. Error z value Pr(>|z|)

AccentsFavE - 0.55124 0.22564  -2.443 0.01457 *
AccentsGavE  0.02312 0.22564 0.102  0.91840
AccentsIvE - 0.95492 0.23108 -4.132 3.59e -05 ***
AccentsJVE -0.37643 0.22496 -1.673  0.09427 .
AccentsMAE 3.17211 0.24766 12.808 < 2e-16 ***
AccentsMBE 3.17675 0.24707 12.858 < 2e-16 ***
AccentsSAE 1.09249 0.23267 4.696 2.66e - 06 ***
AccentsSSE 1.53174 0.23175 6.609 3.86e - 11 ***
AccentsTavE - 0.49652 0.23322 -2.129 0.03326 *
AccentsUavE - 0.95540 0.23059 -4.143 3.42e - 05 ***
AccentsWAVE - 0.36614 0.22762 -1.609 0.10772
Lingl -0.01661 0.30043 -0.055 0.95591
Ling2 0.11590 0.29827 0.389  0.69759
Socioling -0.12518 0.13488 -0.928 0.35336
GlobEng - 0.31502 0. 11256 -2.799 0.00513 **
Lexicon 0.06581 0.13556 0.485 0.62735
OrCommSk NA NA NA NA
ListPronun NA NA NA NA
LangAcq -0.61641 0.18793 -3.280 0.00104 **
ContrastTE 0.33059 0.19655 1.682  0.09257

Signif. codes: 0O6***mO01L 6**601L 6*05 6. &1 6061

Threshold  coefficients:
Estimate Std. Error z value

112 -1.2466 0.1862 -6.695
2I3 0.1764 0.1833 0.962
3|4 1.6049 0.1910 8.400
4]5 3.2301 0.2115 15.271
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B2. Exposureto Linguistics Coursesand PerceivedEducation Level

link threshold nobs logLik AIC niter  max.grad cond.H

logit  flexible 1560 -1984.18 4012.36 6(0) 1.83e - 13 5.5e+02
Coefficients: (2 not defined because of singularities)

Estimate Std. Error z value Pr(>|z|)

AccentsFavE - 0.61640 0.22510 -2.738 0.006174 **
AccentsGavE  0.09119 0.23170 0.394 0.693903
AccentsIvE -1.24526 0.22930 -5.431 5. 62e-08 ***
AccentsJVE - 0.47150 0.22760 -2.072 0.038299 *
AccentsMAE 3.23387 0.25143 12.862 < 2e-16 ***
AccentsMBE 3.07335 0.24737 12.424 < 2e-16 ***
AccentsSAE 1.04765 0.23062 4543 5.55e -06 ***
AccentsSSE 1.16931 0.22853 5.117 3.11e - 07 ***
AccentsTavE - 0.79350 0.23783  -3.336 0.000849 ***
AccentsUavE - 1.03809 0.22635 -4.586 4.51e -06 ***
AccentsWAVE - 0.38497 0.22454  -1.714 0.086441
Lingl - 0.04237 0.28471  -0.149 0.881708
Ling2 0.51643 0.28320 1.824 0.068225
Socioling -0.13935 0.13471  -1.034 0.300915
GlobEng - 0.28022 0.11249  -2.491 0.012735 *
Lexicon 0.13953 0.13682 1.020 0.307816
OrCommSk NA NA NA NA
ListPronun NA NA NA NA
LangAcq - 0.28136 0.19583  -1.437 0.150791
ContrastTE 0.22928 0.20469 1.120 0.262662

Signif. codes: 0O6***mO01L 6**601L 6*&05 6. .1 60

Threshold  coefficients:
Estimate  Std. Error z value

12 -2.2888 0.1959 -11.681
2|3 -0.5488 0.1817  -3.020
314 1.4179 0.1856  7.639
45  3.4979 0.2142  16.333
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B3. Exposureto Linguistics Coursesand LanguageProficiency

link threshold nobs logLik AlC niter max.grad cond.H
logit  flexible 1560 -2000.32 4044.64 6(0) 4.42e -14 5.4e+02
Coefficients: (2 not defined because of singularities)

Estimate Std. Error z value Pr(>|z|)

AccentsFavE -1.0314 84 0.223062 -4.624 3.76e - 06 ***
AccentsGavE  0.221905 0.228005 0.973  0.33043
AccentslvE -1.699173 0.231888 -7.328 2.34e -13 ***
AccentsJVE - 0.429643 0.223998 -1.918 0.05510 .
AccentsMAE 3.713643 0.266163 13.953 < 2e-16 ***
AccentsMBE 3.446601 0.258042 13.357 < 2e-16 ***
AccentsSAE 1.346263 0.234565 5.739 9.50e - 09 ***
AccentsSSE 1.379438 0.227158 6.073 1.26e - 09 ***
AccentsTavE - 1.069688 0.234765 -4.556 5.20e - 06 ***
AccentsUavE - 1.343098 0.229442 -5.854 4.81e - 09 ***
AccentsWAVE - 0.531049 0.221527 -2.397 0.01652 *

Lingl 0.361162 0.281010 1.285 0.19871
Ling2 0.003084 0.280877 0.011 0.99124
Socioling 0.001101 0.135757 0.008 0.99353
GlobEng -0.313548 0. 113523 -2.762 0.00575 **
Lexicon 0.562001 0.137773 4.079 4.52e -05 ***
OrCommSk NA NA NA NA
ListPronun NA NA NA NA
LangAcq - 0.494680 0.197565 -2.504 0.01228 *
ContrastTE 0.087079 0.207487 0.420 0.67471

Signif. codes: 0O6***mO01L 6**601L 6*&05 6. .1 60

Threshold  coefficients:
Estimate Std. Error 2z value

12 -2.0680 0.1922 -10.759
2|3  -0.4656 0.1816 - 2.564
34 1.031 4 0.1838 5.611
4]5 3.0241 0.2088  14.483
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B4. Exposureto Linguistics Coursesand PerceivedPoliteness

link
logit

threshold
flexible

nobs

logLik
1560 -2223.10 4490.19 5(0)

AlC

NA
NA

Coefficients: (2 not defined because of
Estimate Std. Error 2z value
AccentsFavE -0.1431 0.2176 -0.658
AccentsGavE -0.5935 0.2234 - 2.656
AccentsIvE -0.4344 0.2208 -1.968
AccentsJvE -0.4847 0.2192 -2.212
AccentsMAE 1.5246 0.2375 6.419
AccentsMBE 1.7955 0.2427 7.397
AccentsSAE 0.1009 0.2242 0.450
AccentsSSE 0.5882 0.2268 2.593
AccentsTavE -0.2540 0.2303 -1.102
AccentsUavE -0.7315 0.2196 -3.332
AccentsWAVE - 0.6539 0.2202 - 2.969
Lingl -0.0802 0.2970 -0.270
Ling2 0.3824 0.2937 1.302
Socioling -0.7601 0.1340 -5.675
GlobEng -0.2369 0.1104 - 2.146
Lexicon 0.3537 0.1348 2.624
OrCommSk NA NA
ListPronun NA NA
LangAcq - 0.4027 0.1934 -2.082
ContrastTE 0.4224 0.2030 2.080
Signif. codes: 0 6* * *00001L o* * .01
Threshold  coefficients:
Estimate  Std. Error z value
1|2 -2.712775 0.197679 -13.723
2|3 -1.240766 0.180197 - 6.886
3]4 0.003019 0.176961 0.017
45  1.195109 0.180202 6.632
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niter

max.grad cond.H
5.67e - 12 5.4e+02

singularities)
Pr(>|z|)
0.510834
0.007899
0. 049088 *
0.026990 *
1.37e - 10 ***
1.39% - 13
0.652859
0.009511
0.270271
0.000863
0.002986
0.787121
0.192871
1.39e - 08
0.031909 *
0.00 8683 **
NA
NA
0.037328 *
0.037486 *

*%*

*k%k

*%*

*k%

*%*

*kk

0* @.05 0.



B5. Exposureto Linguistics Coursesand PerceivedNative SpeakerStatus

link threshold nobs logLik AIC niter  max.grad cond.H
logit  flexible 1560 -1747.97 3539.95 5(0) 2.05e -10 4.8e+02
Coefficients: (2 not defined because of singularities)

Estimate Std. Error z value Pr(>|z|)
AccentsFavE - 0.943353 0.242313 -3.893 9.90e -05 ***
AccentsGavE - 0.059817 0.233607 -0.256 0.797907
AccentsIvE -1.637179 0.268551 -6.096 1.09e -09 ***
AccentsJvE - 0.316656 0.232624 -1.361 0.173439
AccentsMAE 4.183114 0.277437 15.078 < 2e-16 ***
AccentsMBE 4.063631 0.272781 14.897 < 2e-16 ***
AccentsSAE 1.949655 0.232906 8.371 < 2e-16 ***
AccentsSSE 1.245173 0.230947 5.392 6.98e - 08 ***
AccentsTavE - 1.230981 0.2 51948 -4.886 1.03e -06 ***
AccentsUavE - 1.059337 0.247490 -4.280 1.87e -05 ***
AccentsWAVE -0.121793 0.234604 -0.519 0.603660

Lingl 0.214975 0.301471 0.713 0.475790
Ling2 - 0.464300 0.300987 -1.543 0.122930
Socioling - 0.236495 0.150949 -1.567 0.117179
GlobEng 0.352669 0.123896 2.846 0.004420 **
Lexicon 0.005387 0.151312 0.036 0.971597
OrCommSk NA NA NA NA
ListPronun NA NA NA NA
LangAcq -0.753351 0.207304 -3.634 0.000279 ***
ContrastTE 0.270663 0.216407 1.251 0.211040

Signif. codes: 0O6***mO01L 6**601L 6*05 6. &1 6061

Threshold  coefficients:
Estimate Std. Error z value

112 -0.5971 0.1863  -3.206
2I3 0.6790 0.1869 3.633
34 1.4287 0.1926 7.417
4)5 2.8010 0.2113  13.258
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B6. Exposureto Linguistics Coursesand Perceivedintelligibility

link threshold nobs logLik AIC niter ~ max.grad cond.H
logit  flexible 1560 -2067.37 4178.74 5(0) 3.54e -09 5.6e+02
Coefficients: (2 not defined because of singularities)
Estimate Std. Error z value Pr(>|z|)
AccentsFavE -0.2229 0.2247 -0.992 0.321234
AccentsGavE 0.7873 0.2275 3.461 0.000538 ***
AccentsIvE - 0.2450 0.2288 -1.071 0.284346
AccentsJVE 0.1351 0.2252 0.600 0.548483
AccentsMAE 3.7307 0.2815 13.251 < 2e-16 ***
AccentsMBE 3.6008 0.2725 13.213 < 2e-16 ***
AccentsSAE 1.4682 0.2363 6.213 5.19e - 10 ***
AccentsSSE 1.4006 0.2318 6.043 1.51e -09 ***
AccentsTavE 0.1914 0.2343 0.817 0.413843
AccentsUavE - 0.2856 0.2245 -1.272 0.203435
AccentsWAVE 0.2472 0.2258 1.094 0.273782
Lingl 0.5067 0.3085 1.643 0.100448
Ling2 - 0.2546 0.3090 -0.824 0.410022
Socioling - 0.5928 0.1387  -4.274 1.92e -05 ***
GlobEng - 0.3363 0.1154  -2.915 0.003552 **
Lexicon 0.6933 0.1401 4948 7.52e - 07 ***
OrCommSk NA NA NA NA
ListPronun NA NA NA NA
LangAcq -0.2762 0.1999 -1.382 0.16 7118
ContrastTE 0.2619 0.2101 1.247 0.212529

Signif. codes: O6***®01L 6**06.0L 6* .05

o
8
=
o

Threshold  coefficients:
Estimate  Std. Error z value

112 -2.0377 0.1996 -10.210
2|3  -0.4585 0.1857  -2.469
34 0.8173 0.1863 4.388
4|5 2.5330 0.1986  12.757
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B7. Exposureto Linguistics Coursesand PerceivedWealth

link threshold nobs logLik AIC niter  max.grad cond.H
logit  flexible 1560 -2061.29 4166.57 6(0) 2.85e -12 5.5e+02
Coefficients: (2 not defined because of singularities)
Estimate Std. Error z value Pr(>|z|)
AccentsFavE - 0.88878 0.22691 -3.917 8.97e -05 ***
AccentsGavE - 0.02257 0.22720 -0.099 0.92085
AccentsIvE - 0.88464 0.22511  -3.930 8.50e-05 ***
AccentsJVE - 0.36967 0.22783  -1.623 0.10469
AccentsMAE 2.79838 0.24200 11563 < 2e-16 ***
AccentsMBE 2.66946 0.23936 11.153 < 2e-16 ***
AccentsSAE 1.05580 0.23184 4554 5.26e - 06 ***
AccentsSSE 1.26591 0.23115 5.477 4.34e - 08 ***
AccentsTavE - 0.55396 0.23218 -2.386  0.01703 *
AccentsUavE - 1.00135 0.22682 -4.415 1.0le -05 ***
AccentsWAVE - 0.52535 0.22268 -2.359 0.01831 *
Lingl 0.28840 0.28639 1.007 0.31393
Ling2 - 0.19376 0.28451  -0.681  0.49586
Socioling 0.10529 0.13422 0.784  0.43277
GlobEng - 0.02827 0.11176 -0.253  0.80032
Lexicon - 0.25733 0.13481  -1.909 0.05628 .
OrCommSk NA NA NA NA
ListPronun NA NA NA NA
LangAcq 0.52739 0.20050 2.630 0.00853 **
ContrastTE - 0.55065 0.20981 -2.624 0.00868 **

Signif. codes: 0O6***M0L 6**601L 6*a05 6. 0.1 6

Threshold  coefficients:
Estimate  Std. Error z value

1|2 -1.6933 0.1859 -9.111
2|13 -0.1978 0.1795  -1.102
34 1.7974 0.1899 9.467
4)5 3.2157 0.2079  15.468
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APPENDIX C. OLR ANALYSIS - EXPOSURE TO L2 COURSES

C1. Exposureto L2 Coursesand PerceivedAttractiveness

link threshold nobs logLik AlC niter max.grad cond.H
logit  flexible 1560 -2072.24 4190.49 5(0) 8.24e -09 2.8e+02
Coefficients: (1 not defined because of singularities)

Estimate Std. Error z value Pr(>|z|)

AccentsFavE - 0.557564 0.225537 -2.472 0.01343 *
AccentsGavE  0.009416 0.225509 0.042  0.96670
AccentslvE - 0.955533 0.230676 -4.142 3.44e -05 ***
AccentsJVE -0.372327 0.224721 - 1.657 0.09755 .
AccentsMAE 3.174032 0.247643 12.817 < 2e-16 ***
AccentsMBE 3.200604 0.247144 12.950 < 2e-16 ***
AccentsSAE 1.101277 0.232695 4733 2.22e -06 ***
AccentsSSE 1.519418 0.230701 6.586 4.52e -11 ***
AccentsTavE - 0.500002 0.232779 -2.148 0.03172 *
AccentsUavE - 0.948853 0. 229795 -4.129 3.64e -05 ***
AccentsWAVE - 0.364426 0.227200 -1.604 0.10872

LLGerman -0.047769 0.121104 -0.394 0.69325
LLFrench -0.303092 0.130732 -2.318 0.02043 *
LLRussian 0.162824 0.213716 0.762 0.44614
LLChinese -0.249427 0.447663 - 0.557 0.57741
LLJapanese 0.566581 0.198983 2.847 0.00441 **
LLSpanish -0.007320 0.200846 -0.036 0.97093
LLGreek - 0.353906 0.210830 -1.679 0.09322 .
LLArabic 1.069544 0.357580 2.991 0.00278 **
LLKorean NA NA NA NA

Signif. codes: 0O6***mO01L 6**601L 6*&05 6. .1 60

Threshold  coefficients:
Estimate Std. Error 2z value

112 -1.2791 0.2194 -5.830
23 0.1482 0.2164 0.685
34 1.5776 0.2228 7.081
4]5 3.1979 0.2412 13.260
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C2. Exposureto L2 Coursesand PerceivedEducation Level

link threshold nobs logLik AlC niter max.grad cond.H

logit  flexible 1560 -1981.19 4008.38 6(0) 1.73e - 13 2.7e+02
Coef ficients: (1 not defined because of singularities)

Estimate Std. Error z value Pr(>|z|)

AccentsFavE - 0.61729 0.22482 -2.746 0.006037 **
AccentsGavE  0.09104 0.23181 0.393 0.694510
AccentsIvE -1.25801 0.22998 -5.470 4.50e - 08 ***
AccentsJVE - 0.46666 0.22762  -2.050 0.040351 *
AccentsMAE 3.25228 0.25158 12,928 < 2e-16 ***
AccentsMBE 3.08145 0.24731 12.460 < 2e-16 ***
AccentsSAE 1.06492 0.23141 4.602 4.19e - 06 ***
AccentsSSE 1.16422 0.22825 5.101 3.39e - 07 ***
AccentsTavE - 0.79358 0.23747 -3.342 0.000832 ***
AccentsUavE - 1.04536 0.22599 -4.626 3.73e - 06 ***
AccentsWAVE - 0.37575 0.22444  -1.674 0.094091
LLGerman - 0.06011 0.12200 -0.493 0.622202
LLFrench - 0.34375 0.13095 -2.625 0.008666 **
LLRussian 0.51843 0.22110 2.345 0.019039 *
LLChinese -0.40101 0.42814 -0.937 0.348948
LLJapanese 0.29960 0.20686 1.448 0.147526
LLSpanish 0.12249 0.20187 0.607 0.54 3987
LLGreek 0.29971 0.20895 1.434 0.151471
LLArabic 1.45666 0.39810 3.659 0.000253 ***
LLKorean NA NA NA NA

Signif. codes: 0O6***mMO01L 6**601L 6*&05 6. .1 60

Threshold  coeffic ients:
Estimate Std. Error z value

112 -2.6962 0.2300 -11.725
2|3  -0.9558 0.2168  -4.409
34 1.0144 0.2176 4.661
4)5 3.1044 0.2411  12.877

149



C3. Exposureto L2 Coursesand PerceivedLanguageProficiency

link threshold nobs logLik AIC niter ~ max.grad cond.H

logit  flexible 1560 -1995.84 4037.68 6(0) 6.67e - 14 2.6e+02
Coefficients: (1 not defined because of singularities)

Estimate Std. Error z value Pr(>|z|)

AccentsFavE - 1.05180 0.22356 -4.705 2.54e -06 ***
AccentsGavE  0.20885 0.22832 0.915 0.36033
AccentsIvE - 1.72457 0.23201 -7.433 1.06e -13 ***
AccentsJvE -0.44222 0.22319 -1.981 0.04755 *
AccentsMAE 3.73597 0.26637 14.025 < 2e-16 ***
AccentsMBE 3.46357 0.25834 13.407 < 2e-16 ***
AccentsSAE 1.34639 0.23366 5.762 8.30e -09 ***
AccentsSSE 1.36297 0.22738 5.994 2.04e - 09 ***
AccentsTavE - 1.07035 0.23492 -4.556 5.21e -06 ***
AccentsUavE - 1.36761 0.22981 -5.951 2.66e -09 ***
AccentsWAVE - 0.54679 0.22136 -2.470 0.01351 *
LLGerman - 0.09167 0.12336 -0.743  0.45743
LLFrench - 0.20989 0.13351 -1.572  0.11593
LLRussian 0.69369 0.22342 3.105 0.00190 **
LLChinese - 0.69284 0.42733 -1.621 0.104 95
LLJapanese 0.47978 0.20811 2305 0.02114 ~*
LLSpanish 0.41150 0.20295 2.028 0.04261 *
LLGreek 0.34229 0.20075 1.705 0.08819 .
LLArabic 1.03600 0.38176 2.714  0.00665 **
LLKorean NA NA NA NA

Signif. codes: 0O 6***000L 6** 6.0L 6* 8.05

(@)
8
=
o
(@]

Threshold  coefficients:
Estimate  Std. Error z value

1|2 -2.2884 0.2269 -10.084
2|13 -0.6828 0.2167  -3.150
3|4 0.8226 0.2179 3.775
4|5 2.8292 0.2392 11.828
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C4. Exposureto L2 Coursesand PerceivedPoliteness

link threshold nobs logLik AlC niter max.grad cond.H

logit  flexible 1560 -2232.41 4510.81 5(0) 4.42e -12 3.7e+02
Coefficients: (1 not defined because of singularities)

Estimate Std. Error z value Pr(>|z|)

AccentsFavE - 0.15224 0.21678 -0.702 0.482501
AccentsGavE - 0.63703 0.22297  -2.857 0.004277 **
AccentslvE - 0.46068 0.22058 -2.089 0.036751 *
AccentsJVE - 0.49316 0.21969  -2.245 0.024782 *
AccentsMAE 1.49311 0.23753 6.286 3.25e - 10 ***
AccentsMBE 1.77144 0.24261 7.302 2.84e -13 ***
AccentsSAE 0.09326 0.22547 0.414 0.679150
AccentsSSE 0.55297 0.22740 2.432 0.01 5028 *
AccentsTavE - 0.29572 0.22969  -1.287 0.197930
AccentsUavE -0.72912 0.22015  -3.312 0.000927 ***
AccentsWAVE - 0.65830 0.21999 -2.992 0.002767 **
LLGerman 0.03210 0.12145 0.264 0.791569
LLFrench - 0.06872 0.13024 -0.528 0.597766
LLRussian 0.59619 0.21105 2.825 0.004729 **
LLChinese 1.62016 0.48386 3.348 0.000813 ***
LLJapanese  -0.01197 0.19807 -0.060 0.951829
LLSpanish 0.57579 0.19951 2.886 0.003901 **
LLGreek -0.21338 0.19911 -1.072 0.283862
LLArabic - 0.26941 0.35220 -0.765 0.444310
LLKorean NA NA NA NA

Signif. codes: 0O6***mO01L 6**601L 6*&05 6. .1 60

Threshold  coefficients:
Estimate Std. Error z value

1|2 -2.76046 0.23170 -11.914
2|3 -1.28745 0.21618 - 5.956
3|4 -0.05198 0.21231 - 0.245
45  1.12523 0.21486 5.237
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C5. Exposureto L2 Coursesand PerceivedNative SpeakerStatus

link threshold nobs logLik AIC niter ~ max.grad cond.H
logit  flexible 1560 -1758.31 3562.62 5(0) 1.68e -10 3.4e+02
Coefficients: (1 not defined because of singularities)
Estimate Std. Error z value Pr(>|z|)
AccentsFavE - 0.92582 0.24181  -3.829 0.000129 ***
AccentsGavE - 0.05526 0.23316 -0.237 0.812644
AccentsIvE - 1.60046 0.26759  -5.981 2.22e - (09 ***
AccentsJVE - 0.32167 0.23254  -1.383 0.166570
AccentsMAE 4.15823 0.27598 15.067 < 2e-16 ***
AccentsMBE 4.04093 0.27189 14.863 < 2e-16 ***
AccentsSAE 1.92054 0.23157 8.294 < 2e-16 ***
AccentsSSE 1.25243 0.23019 5.441 5.30e - 08 ***
AccentsTavE -1.21719 0.25159 -4.838 1.31le -06 ***
AccentsUavE - 1.04468 0.24736 -4.223 2.41e -05 ***
AccentsWAVE -0.11285 0.23456  -0.481 0.630445
LLGerman - 0.30697 0.13296  -2.309 0.020961 *
LLFrench - 0.21296 0.14181  -1.502 0.133154
LLRussian 0.24158 0.23282 1.038 0.299429
LLChinese -0.81298 0.45353 -1.793 0.07 3040
LLJapanese 0.42392 0.22940 1.848 0.064603
LLSpanish 0.25768 0.22421 1.149 0.250434
LLGreek - 0.85084 0.23485  -3.623 0.000291 ***
LLArabic - 0.80342 0.43800 -1.834 0.066607
LLKorean NA NA NA NA

Signif. codes: O6***0M0L 6**601L 6*d05 6. 0.1 6

Threshold  coefficients:
Estimate  Std. Error z value

1|2 -0.6493 0.2275 -2.854
2|3 0.6122 0.2284 2.680
34 1.3633 0.2326 5.860
4|5 2.7346 0.2475  11.048
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C6. Exposureto L2 Coursesand Perceivedintelligibility

link
logit

threshold
flexible

nobs logLik

AlC

niter
1560 -2045.40 4136.80 5(0)

NA

Coefficients: (1 not defined because of
Estimate Std. Error 2z value

AccentsFavE - 0.23871 0.22458 -1.063
AccentsGavE 0.77833 0.22817 3.411
AccentsIvE - 0.24864 0.22963 -1.083
AccentsJvE 0.14234 0.226 06 0.630
AccentsMAE 3.81615 0.28347 13.462
AccentsMBE 3.68094 0.27398 13.435
AccentsSAE 1.49796 0.23679 6.326
AccentsSSE 1.41467 0.23311 6.069
AccentsTavE 0.21318 0.23437 0.910
AccentsUavE - 0.30496 0.22516 -1.354
AccentsWAVE  0.23982 0.22597 1.061
LLGerman 0.20363 0.12625 1.613
LLFrench 0.08372 0.13568 0.617
LLRussian 0.52457 0.22717 2.309
LLChinese -0.84169 0.43314 -1.943
LLJapanese 1.10206 0.21797 5.056
LLSpanish 0.08314 0.20026 0.415
LLGreek 0.61396 0.21090 2.911
LLArabic 2.18073 0.39334 5.544
LLKorean NA NA
Signif. codes: 0 6***0001L 6* * 6.01
Threshold  coefficients:

Estimate  Std. Error z value
1|2 -1.8480 0.2326 -7.944
213 -0.2674 0.2211 -1.209
3|4 1.0363 0.2224 4.659
4|5 2.8087 0.2348 11.961
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max.grad
1.26e - 08 3.0e+02

singularities)

Pr(>|z|)
0.287834
0.000647
0.278887
0.528901
< 2e-16
< 2e-16
2.51e -10
1.29e - 09
0.363031
0.175613
0.288548
0.106760
0.537206
0.020935
0.051987
4.28e - 07
0.678035
0.00 3601
2.95e -08

NA

0 * @.05

*k%

*k%k
*k%k
*k%k

*k%

*k%

*%

*k%

0.



C7. Exposureto L2 Coursesand PerceivedWealth

link
logit

threshold
flexible

nobs logLik
1560 -2061.03 4168.07 6(0)

AIC

niter

Coefficients: (1 not defined because of
Estimate Std. Error 2z value

AccentsFavE - 0.88116 0.22658 - 3.889
AccentsGavE -0.02191 0.227 21 -0.096
AccentsIvE - 0.89009 0.22471 -3.961
AccentsJvE -0.37198 0.22740 -1.636
AccentsMAE 2.80546 0.24199 11.593
AccentsMBE 2.67703 0.23965 11.171
AccentsSAE 1.04848 0.23197 4.520
AccentsSSE 1.27250 0.23108 5.507
AccentsTavE - 0.56161 0.23175 -2.423
AccentsUavE -1.00933 0.22663 -4.454
AccentsWAVE - 0.51543 0.22263 -2.315
LLGerman -0.10794 0.12086 -0.893
LLFrench - 0.10996 0.13081 -0.841
LLRussian 0.33722 0.20825 1.619
LLChinese 0.07501 0.42480 0.177
LLJapanese 0.14543 0.20154 0.722
LLSpanish -0.13713 0.20079 -0.683
LLGreek -0.21017 0.20419 -1.029
LLArabic 0.80495 0.36184 2.225
LLKorean NA NA NA
Signif. codes: 0 6* * *00001L o* * .01
Threshold  coefficients:

Estimate  Std. Error z value
1|2 -1.7764 0.2202 - 8.067
213 -0.2757 0.2141 -1.288
3|4 1.7249 0.2218 7.776
4|5 3.1391 0.2372 13.232
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max.grad cond.H
3.09e -12 2.8e+02

singularities)
Pr(>|z|)
0.000101
0.923178
7.46e - 05
0.101878
< 2e-16
< 2e-16
6.19e - 06
3.66e - 08
0.015377 *
8.44e - 06 ***
0.020601 *
0.371830
0.400557

*k%

*k%

*k%

*k%

*k%

*k%

0.105378
0.859848
0.47 0525
0.494648
0.303336
0.026107 *

NA

0* @.05 0.



APPENDIX D. OLR ANALYSIS - COUNTRIES TRAVELED

D1. Countries Traveled and PerceivedAttractiveness

link threshold nobs logLik AlC niter max.grad cond.H
logit  flexible 1560 -2069.90 4179.79 5(0) 7.46e - 09 2.6e+02
Coefficients: (2 not defined because of singularities)
Estimate Std. Error z value Pr(>|z|)
AccentsFavE - 0.54369 0.22576 - 2.408 0.016 *
AccentsGavE  0.03463 0.22602 0.153 0.878
AccentsIvE -0.93528 0.23090 -4.051 5.11e -05 ***
AccentsJvE - 0.35578 0.22470 - 1.583 0.113
AccentsMAE 3.21233 0.24723 12.993 < 2e-16 ***
AccentsMBE 3.21762 0.24692 13.031 < 2e-16 ***
AccentsSAE 1.13364 0.23289 4.868 1.13e - 06 ***
AccentsSSE 1.53508 0.23144 6.633 3.30e - 11 ***
AccentsTavE - 0.47693 0.23344 -2.043 0.041 *
AccentsUavE -0.92110 0.23012 -4.003 6.26e - 05 ***
AccentsWAVE - 0.35585 0.22733 - 1.565 0.118
USA - 0.46928 0.37193 -1.262 0.207
England - 0.45826 0.39382 -1.164 0.245
Scotland NA NA NA NA
Germany - 0.62806 0.44942 -1.397 0.162
RUUKR - 0.46260 0.36602 -1.264 0.206
China NA NA NA NA
France 1.75915 0.33571 5.240 1.61e - 07 ***

Signif. codes: 0O6***mO01L 6**601L 6* 05 6. &0O1 6

Threshold  coefficients:
Estimate  Std. Error z value

12 -1.1156 0.1690 -6.601
2I3 0.3098 0.1666 1.860
34 1.7349 0.1755 9.885
4)5 3.3683 0.1984  16.976
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D2. Countries Traveled and PerceivedEducation Level

link threshold nobs logLik AIC niter ~ max.grad cond.H
logit  flexible 1560 -1988.29 4016.57 6(0) 1.61e -13 2.0e+02
Coefficients: (2 not defined because of singularities)

Estimate Std. Error z value Pr(>|z|)

AccentsFavE - 0.623753 0.224875 -2.774 0.005541 **
AccentsGavE 0.074491 0.232262 0.321 0.748424
AccentsIvE -1.240169 0.228965 -5.416 6.08e -08 ***
AccentsJvE - 0.470500 0.227727 -2.066 0.038822 *
AccentsMAE 3.233732 0.250824 12.892 < 2e-16 ***
AccentsMBE 3.064986 0.246431 12.438 < 2e-16 ***
AccentsSAE 1.050649 0.230936 4550 5.38e -06 ***
AccentsSSE 1.164189 0.227938 5.107 3.26e - 07 ***
AccentsTavE - 0.793016 0. 236747 -3.350 0.000809 ***
AccentsUavE -1.031438 0.225344 -4.577 4.71e -06 ***
AccentsWAVE - 0.389018 0.224317 -1.734 0.082877

USA -0.001327 0.367405 -0.004 0.997119
England 0.237566 0.394849 0.602 0.547398
Scotland NA NA NA NA
Germany -0.739193 0.441608 -1.674 0.094157 .
RUUKR -0.951730 0.385187 -2.471 0.013480 ~*
China NA NA NA NA
France 1.255477 0.344323 3.646 0.000266 ** *

Signif. codes: O6***0M00L 6**601L 6*ad05 6. 0.1 6

Threshold  coefficients:
Estimate Std. Error z value

1|2 -2.5300 0.1820 -13.904
2|13 -0.7964 0.1653  -4.819
3|4 1.1614 0.1676 6.929
4]5 3.2414 0.1976  16.406
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D3. Countries Traveled and PerceivedLanguageProficiency

link
logit

threshold
flexible

nobs logLik
1560 -2010.47 4060.95 5(0)

AlC

NA

NA

Coefficients: (2 not defined because of
Estimate Std. Error 2z value

AccentsFavE -1.02818 0.22302 -4.610
AccentsGavE 0.21432 0.22769 0.941
AccentsIvE - 1.69440 0.23133 -7.325
AccentsJvE -0.43734 0.22305 -1.961
AccentsMAE 3.68119 0.26492 13.895
AccentsMBE 3.41428 0.25687 13.292
AccentsSAE 1.33986 0.23387 5.729
AccentsSSE 1.33834 0.22697 5.896
AccentsTavE -1.06608 0.23464 -4.543
AccentsUavE -1.34539 0.22916 -5.871
AccentsWAVE - 0.53286 0.22089 -2.412
USA 0.43604 0.39132 1.114
England -0.12073 0.45037 -0.268
Scotland NA NA
Germany -0.33132 0.49167 -0.674
RUUKR -0.01908 0.38460 -0.050
China NA NA
France 0.51831 0.33601 1.543
Signif. codes: 0 6***0001L 6* * 6.01
Threshold  coefficients:

Estimate Std. Error 2z value
1|2 -2.2087 0.1764 -12.523
213 -0.6231 0.1642 -3.794
3|4 0.8640 0.1657 5.216
4]5 2.8446 0.1917 14.840
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niter

max.grad
9.52e -07

singularities)
Pr(>z])
4.02e - 06 ***
0.3466
2.40e - 13
0. 0499 *
< 2e-16 ***
< 2e-16
1.01e - 08
3.71e - 09
5.53e - 06
4.33e -09
0.0159 *
0.2651
0.7887
NA
0.5004
0.9604
NA
0.1229

*k%k

*k%k
*k%
*k%
*k%

*k%

0 * @.05

o

cond.H
2.4e+02



D4. Countries Traveled and PerceivedPoliteness

link threshold nobs logLik AIC niter ~ max.grad cond.H
logit  flexible 1560 -2241.17 452235 5(0) 4.40e -12 3.4e+02
Coefficients: (2 not defined because of singularities)
Estimate Std. Error z value Pr(>|z|)
AccentsFavE - 0.15054 0.21651 -0.695  0.48687
AccentsGavE - 0.60644 0.22256 -2.725 0.00643 **
AccentsIvE - 0.45106 0.21980 -2.052 0.04015 *
AccentsJVE -0.47136 0.21808 -2.161 0.0 3067 *
AccentsMAE 1.48264 0.23586 6.286 3.26e - 10 ***
AccentsMBE 1.75444 0.24118 7.274 3.48e - 13 ***
AccentsSAE 0.09806 0.22396 0.438  0.66150
AccentsSSE 0.57373 0.22677 2530 0.01140 *
AccentsTavE - 0.28563 0.22914 -1.247 0.21257
AccentsUavE - 0.71870 0.21962 -3.273 0.00107 **
AccentsWAVE - 0.65249 0.21952  -2.972 0.00296 **
USA - 0.18630 0.34526  -0.540 0.58948
England -0.83764 0.41928 -1.998 0.0 4574 *
Scotland NA NA NA NA
Germany 0.90127 0.46105 1.955 0.05061
RUUKR -0.55284 0.36110 -1.531  0.12577
China NA NA NA NA
France 0.01506 0.32567 0.046  0.96311

o
8
=
(@)

Signif. codes: 0O 6***0001L 6** 6.0L 6* 8.05

Threshold  coefficients:
Estimate Std. Error z value

112 -2.8291 0.1838 -15.396
2|13 -1.3628 0.1642 -8.301
314 -0.1368 0.1596  -0.857
4]5 1.0301 0.1623 6.348
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D5. Countries Traveled and PerceivedNative SpeakerStatus

link
logit

threshold
flexible

nobs logLik
1560 -1768.18 3576.35 5(0)

AlC

Coefficients: (2 not defined because of
Estimate Std. Error z value

AccentsFavE -0.9088 0.2411 -3.769
AccentsGavE -0.0672 0.2328 -0.289
AccentsivE -1.5938 0.2668 -5.973
AccentsJVE -0.3167 0.23 17 -1.367
AccentsMAE 4.1309 0.2758 14.977
AccentsMBE 4.0170 0.2711 14.820
AccentsSAE 1.9082 0.2318 8.233
AccentsSSE 1.2422 0.2297 5.409
AccentsTavE -1.1931 0.2507 -4.759
AccentsUavE -1.0239 0.2465 -4.154
AccentsWAVE -0.1275 0.2342 - 0.545
USA -1.3022 0.4155 -3.134
England -0.5244 0.4537 - 1.156
Scotland NA NA
Germany 0.2962 0.5047 0.587
RUUKR 0.8303 0.4006 2.073
China NA NA
France 0.0175 0.3604 0.049
Signif. codes: 0O6***mO0L 6* * 6.01
Threshold  coefficients:

Estimate Std. Error 2z value
1|2 -0.3330 0.1681 -1.981
2|3 0.9168 0.1706 5.374
3|4 1.6591 0.1773 9.356
4]5 3.0184 0.1975 15.284
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niter

NA

NA

max.grad
1.92e - 10

singularities)

Pr(>|z|)
0.000164
0.772883
2.34e -09
0.171677
< 2e-16
< 2e-16
< 2e-16
6.35e - 08
1.94e - 06
3.27e - 05
0.586036
0.001723
0.247826

NA

0.557193
0.038184

NA

0.961264

0 * 80.05

*k%

*k%

*k%k

*k%k

*k%k

*k%k

*k%

*k%

*%

*

0.

cond.H
3.3e+02



D6. Countries Traveled and Perceivedintelligibility

link threshold nobs logLik AIC niter ~ max.grad cond.H
logit  flexible 1560 -2081.14 4202.29 5(0) 2.45e -09 3.0e+02
Coefficients: (2 not defined because of singularities)
Est imate Std. Error z value Pr(>|z|)
AccentsFavE -0.2367 0.2247 - 1.053 0.29225
AccentsGavE 0.7458 0.2279 3.272 0.00107 **
AccentsIvE - 0.2500 0.2287 -1.093 0.27427
AccentsJVE 0.1395 0.2253 0.619  0.53570
AccentsMAE 3.6791 0.2807 13.109 < 2e-16 ***
AccentsMBE 3.5451 0.2715 13.060 < 2e-16 ***
AccentsSAE 1.4615 0.2359 6.197 5.77e - 10 ***
AccentsSSE 1.3782 0.2317 5.947 2.73e - 09 ***
AccentsTavE 0.1846 0.2339 0.789 0.4 3004
AccentsUavE - 0.3004 0.2244 -1.339 0.18061
AccentsWAVE 0.2273 0.2257 1.007 0.31385
USA 0.7998 0.4071 1.964  0.04948
England - 0.8455 0.3818 -2.214 0.02680 *
Scotland NA NA NA NA
Germany 0.4974 0.4288 1.160  0.24605
RUUKR -0.6041 0.4044 -1.494 0.13522
China NA NA NA NA
France 0.8865 0.3423 2.590 0.00959 **

Signif. codes: 0 6* **0.001 6**601 6* @05 6. &1 o

Threshold  coefficients:
Estimate Std. Error z value

112 -2.1699 0.1852 -11.719
2|13 -0.6061 0.1698  -3.569
3|4 0.6527 0.1696 3.847
4]5 2.3505 0.1816  12.940
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