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A SOCIAL-PSYCHOLOGICAL STUDY OF FOREIGN LEARNERS’ ATTITUDES AND

BEHAVIOURS TOWARDS MODEL VARIETIES OF ENGLISH SPEECH

ABSTRACT

This thesis attempts to bridge the gap between Social Psychology and Sociolinguistics

by exploring the relationship between language attitudes and language use. Using a

sample of 71 university students in Spain, it investigates how learners deal with

phonological variation in the English language, what language attitudes are held

towards American and British models of English speech and which social and

psychological factors are linked with learners’ language attitudes and language use.

A social-psychological model was adopted and adapted, allowing learners’ use

of intervocalic /t/ to be successfully predicted from measures of attitude, subjective

norm and perceived behavioural control. Direct measures of learners’ preferred accent

and pronunciation class were also highly predictive of learners’ language use.

Several trends were found in the attitudinal data. Firstly, British English speech

was rated more favourably overall, though American English speech was often viewed

as more socially attractive. Secondly, the evaluative dimensions of competence and

social attractiveness were salient amongst learners in the Spanish context. Each of these

findings endorses those of previous language attitude studies conducted elsewhere.

Thirdly, female speakers were consistently rated more favourably than male speakers;

thus, highlighting the need for further investigation into the variable of speaker sex.

Familiarity with the speech varieties under investigation – most often gained

through education, media exposure, time spent abroad and/or contact with native

speakers – seemed to result in learners challenging rigid stereotypes and expressing

more individualised attitudes. Overall, British speech emerged as formal and functional,

while American speech was thought to fulfil more informal and interpersonal functions.

This thesis provides compelling evidence of attitude-behaviour relations, adds to

the growing volume of language attitude research being conducted across the globe, and

establishes – for the first time – which social and psychological variables are relevant

and salient within English-language learning contexts in Spain.
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CHAPTER ONE:

INTRODUCTION, THE GLOBAL STATUS OF ENGLISH AND THE SPANISH CONTEXT

Attitudes, along with many social and psychological factors, have come to be of

considerable interest to academics working in foreign-language learning contexts.

Though social psychologists have been researching attitudes for a long time, their

treatment within the discipline of Linguistics is far more limited and relatively recent;

stemming mainly from research conducted by Wallace E. Lambert and colleagues in the

1960s. In the field of Sociolinguistics, patterns of language use have been observed,

documented and linked with several social factors. Yet, seldom have attempts been

made to determine whether or not psychological factors – such as attitudes – might also

be linked with language use in some way.

Even language attitude research has not fully benefitted from social-

psychological insights; as Baker notes, ‘[m]uch language attitude literature is

atheoretical. Therefore the many insights to be gained from attitude theory are missing.’

(1992: 1). While the relationship between attitudes and behaviours has been extensively

researched within Social Psychology, the relationship between language attitudes and

language use has received extremely little attention. Should language attitude research

continue to disregard the definition, structure and measurement of attitudes, as well as

their relationship to external behaviour, ‘discussions and research about attitudes and

languages are likely to be naïve, not well defined, prone to replicate previous mistakes

and in danger of re-inventing the wheel’ (ibid.: 8).

It is precisely at the interface between the social-psychological and the
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sociolinguistic that the present research situates itself; it investigates the potential

relationship between learners’ attitudes towards a foreign language (social-

psychological) and their own language use when speaking a foreign language

(sociolinguistic). It integrates theories, methodologies and analyses from both

disciplines throughout, which should not be a surprising endeavour because the social

sciences are so closely connected that it is impossible to neatly pigeonhole different

approaches in terms of methodology, goals, etc. (Romaine 1994: vii).

Investigating the language attitudes and language use of foreign learners is

particularly interesting because, unlike first-language acquirers, they can choose to

make any variety of the foreign language a target for emulation in their own speech; the

choice they make will most likely vary according to their instrumental and/or

integrative goals. Social and psychological factors, including attitudes, are likely to

exert a greater influence upon the language use of foreign-language learners than that of

first-language acquirers because the element of choice exists for the former and the

communicative goals of the two groups differs to a greater or lesser degree.

Within entire populations of foreign-language learners, it is amongst university

students that the most interesting attitudinal and behavioural data are likely to be found.

Firstly, they have greater familiarity with the foreign language – and with the variation

that exists within it – than students at primary and secondary levels of education.

Secondly, they have made a conscious choice to learn the foreign language at an

advanced level and are, therefore, likely to be more invested in language learning than

students at primary and secondary levels of education. Thirdly, they are more likely to

consider the usefulness of the foreign language for fulfilling future personal and/or

professional goals. These features, taken together, make university students more
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productive to work with than younger students when investigating the social and

psychological factors underlying foreign learners’ language use.

The English language is a popular choice for foreign-language learners in many

regions of the globe. It is also generally taken for granted that English is ‘the

indisputable world language’ (Dörnyei et al. 2006: 23). Within the umbrella term of

‘English’, American and British varieties of the language are those with which learners

tend to be most familiar and which are widely accepted as the most ‘legitimate’ models

to be taught in educational settings worldwide (Y. Kachru and Nelson 2006: 12).1 The

latter is a view which is commonly held not only by educators and policymakers, but

also by English-language learners themselves (McKenzie 2010: 3). In these

circumstances, foreign learners’ attitudes and behaviours towards the English language

and, more specifically, towards American and British English pronunciation models are

likely to be of particular interest.

To date, language attitude studies have been conducted with foreign learners of

English in many diverse contexts worldwide. Many of these have investigated folk

perceptions of the usefulness of learning the language – most often conceptualised as a

single, monolithic entity – compared to learning other foreign languages or, even,

minority languages within a given context. This has certainly been the case in Spain,

where no studies appear to have been conducted which have documented patterns of

linguistic variation amongst learners of English and one study has elicited attitudes

towards varieties of the English language (see Mompeán González 2004). Investigating

the language attitudes and language use of learners of English in Spain and comparing

1
This is not to say that these varieties of the language should be considered to be the most legitimate

models for the international teaching and use of English, nor is it to say that they are inherently superior
to other varieties in any way.
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the findings with those of studies conducted elsewhere would, therefore, be a

worthwhile endeavour.

As Tagliamonte notes, ‘the optimal situation for conducting fieldwork is in the

fullest sociocultural awareness of your target community’ (2006: 35). She also notes

that ‘[t]he finest sociolinguistic data comes from fieldworkers who are aware of their

consultants’ local interests, values and general social norms.’ (ibid.: 34). The present

researcher’s knowledge of the Spanish language, culture and society makes Spain the

ideal context within which to conduct research into the social-psychological and

sociolinguistic phenomena of interest here, i.e., the language attitudes and language use

of foreign learners of English.

1.1 Research Objectives and Hypotheses

The primary objective of this thesis is to provide evidence of attitude-behaviour

relations in language. This is an area which has been identified as being worthy of

further exploration within the language attitude literature:

[T]he question of the extent to which people’s language attitudes may predict

their sociolinguistic behaviour, i.e., a more direct elicitation of the

interrelationship between attitudinal and behavioural components, deserves

more attention in language attitude research (Ladegaard 2000: 215-216)

[I]n future studies, it would be worthwhile for researchers investigating the

evaluations of learners of English […] to incorporate a behavioural measure in

the research design in order to predict linguistic behaviour, for instance by
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employing and testing an expectancy-value model (McKenzie 2010: 172)

This thesis employs Ajzen’s theory of planned behaviour model – an expectancy-value

model which has been widely used for testing attitude-behaviour relations within Social

Psychology – in order to achieve its primary objective. It tests the hypothesis that the

theory of planned behaviour model can be suitably applied within a linguistic context

and can successfully establish a link between language attitudes and language use.

A secondary objective of this thesis is to add to the growing literature on the

language attitudes of non-native speakers towards the English language. It seeks to do

so by establishing what language attitudes are held towards model varieties of English

speech amongst learners of the language at university in Spain; a context in which very

little research of this type has been conducted to date. It tests the hypothesis that

learners of English in the Spanish context evaluate model British and American

varieties of English speech in a similar way to learners in other national contexts; i.e.,

that the speech varieties are evaluated primarily on the dimensions of competence and

social attractiveness and that model British English speech is viewed as more

competent, whereas model American English speech is viewed as more socially

attractive (see, for example, Rindal 2010).

No definitive list currently exists of the social and psychological factors which

may be linked with the language attitudes and language use of foreign learners. Thus,

the final objective of this thesis is to establish – for the first time – which social and

psychological factors are most salient and relevant within English-language learning

classrooms at universities in Spain. It hypothesises that social and psychological factors

play a significant role in shaping learners’ language attitudes and language use.
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Following on from the above objectives and hypotheses, the research questions

posed by this thesis are as follows:

 Is there a relationship between attitudes and behaviours towards model

American and British varieties of English speech amongst learners in Spain?

 What language attitudes are held by learners of English in the Spanish context?

 Do social and psychological factors exert a significant influence upon learners’

language attitudes and language use?

Prior to addressing these questions, a fuller background of the target language and the

learning context of interest should be provided. An understanding of how the English

language has spread and developed across the globe and of its status and functions

within Spain are essential to this study, as the social history of the language is likely to

have influenced the attitudes held by foreign learners towards its varieties, its speakers

and the cultures that it represents.

1.2 The Spread of English Worldwide

The diffusion of the English language across the globe is commonly described in terms

of two diasporas. The first of these was the migration of English speakers to the new

worlds of North America, Australia and New Zealand from the early sixteenth century

onwards. The second was British colonialism between the sixteenth and early twentieth

centuries. Thus, over a period of roughly five hundred years, there was a vast increase in

the number of English speakers worldwide and in the number of locations in which the

language was spoken; mirrored by the language’s rise in global status.
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Most likely owing to the colonial exploits of the second diaspora, the English

language came to be associated with power and opportunity (McKenzie 2010: 1). Over

the centuries, it became a highly-valued second language and a marker of the social and

economic elite; in many countries, replacing the role that French had previously played

as a marker of the well-educated upper classes (Education First 2011: 6).

Throughout Europe from the seventeenth to the nineteenth centuries, French

served as an elite link language. It was spoken at courts from Spain to Russia. It

was unchallenged as the language of ‘unity’ of a continent plagued by dynastic

rivalries, wars and domestic uprisings, and competition over territory, colonies,

and markets. (Phillipson 2003: 47)

Nevertheless, it was not until the World Wars that English truly became a player on the

global stage: ‘the presence of the Americans at the conferences elaborating the peace

treaties ensured that parity [with French] was given to English’ as a language of

international diplomacy (Phillipson 2003: 47). Thus, that the English language was

symbolic of power and opportunity became much strengthened by the economic growth

of the United States throughout the twentieth century; a nation which went on to

become a superpower.

The fact that English had been gaining increased recognition in the institutional

arena is significant, since the mid-twentieth century then witnessed the first steps

towards the creation of the European Union and its institutions, the foundation of the

United Nations, and the establishment of the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation. By no

coincidence, English was, and continues to be, one of the working languages in each of
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these international organisations.2

From a twenty-first century perspective, it is clear that there has been a third

distinguishable stage in the worldwide spread of English. In the last two decades or so,

there has been what may only be described as a boom in the number of English speakers

across the globe. Crystal estimates that ‘[…] we have moved in 25 years from a fifth to

a quarter to a third of the world’s population being speakers of English’ (2008: 5).

As regards the exponential growth of English in recent years, this can be

attributed at least partly to the processes of globalisation. The rise of computer and

information technologies in the late twentieth century resulted in the rapid expansion of

worldwide telecommunications, the linguistic impact of which was unprecedented. Both

business and personal communication were transformed, adapted and made ever more

immediate. Internet, email, instant messaging, video calls, social networking sites, chat

rooms, online discussion forums, blogs, online gaming and online video produced

never-before-seen ways of interacting with the global community. Not only does there

now exist a global community but there also exists a global youth culture, as a result of

urbanisation, population growth and mass media technology bringing large numbers of

youngsters into contact and exposing them to common experiences.

Since a large proportion of the aforementioned technologies were originally

developed in and disseminated from the US – and, hence, in English – it would not be

surprising if the English language has come to be associated with technological

advancement and viewed as facilitating global communication. Yet, to suggest that

these associations and views alone could have led to an increased use of English would

seem rather implausible and unsatisfactory. A more likely explanation for the English

2 This was, and has since been, perhaps, only partly owing to the lingering reputation of the British
Empire and primarily owing to the expanding US economy.
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boom is that, at the time these technological advances came about, English already held

a dominant position institutionally and had a large body of speakers worldwide. All that

the technology provided was an opportunity for English to be used and practised in new

ways and with new people, and so began what Myers-Scotton refers to as the ‘snowball

effect’ (2002: 80). This idea was built upon Coulmas’s assertions that ‘[a language’s]

value increases by every speaker who acquires it, or, whom it acquires’ and that '[t]he

more people learn a language, the more useful it becomes, and the more useful it

becomes, and the more useful it is, the more people want to learn it' (1992: 80).

Indeed, technological advances may be only one of many globalisation

processes which have nurtured the spread of English worldwide. Greater geographical

mobility, such as tourism- and work-related travel, may have contributed to the

increased use of English as a lingua franca between people who do not share a common

language. The growth of international business and the expansion of global economic

markets may have led to the language being increasingly considered to be a basic skill

which is essential to the global workforce. The language appears to have pervaded in

both a top-down manner (in global organisations, in professional life and in educational

systems) and a bottom-up manner (through popular music, dance, sport and computer-

mediated communication), the synergy of which has, without doubt, made the language

increasingly popular (Phillipson 2003: 88-89).

Thus, the English language has spread worldwide principally due to three

processes: colonisation, institutionalisation and globalisation. With hindsight, it is easy

to see why a language with a large body of speakers dispersed across the globe and with

substantial institutional clout became a prime candidate for a global lingua franca. It is

possible, though, that there were also other – less tangible – reasons for which English
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became the indisputable world language over, say, French or Spanish. Regardless, it

remains one of the most widely spoken languages in the world and recent reports

estimate that over three quarters of its speakers are non-native (Education First 2012:

22). The latter fact forces us to question to whom the English language belongs, if to

anyone, and how best to categorise existing and emerging varieties of the language.

1.2.1 Categorising ‘Englishes’

An outcome of the worldwide spread of English is that the language now has multiple

epicentres beyond Great Britain and the United States (Y. Kachru and Nelson 2006: 10).

In fact, so much variation exists within the English language that some linguists prefer

to employ the plural designation ‘Englishes’ or, as in the present study, ‘varieties of

English’ (see, for example, Y. Kachru and Nelson 2006; Kirkpatrick 2007; Mesthrie and

Bhatt 2008 and Jenkins 2009).

Several models have been created which have attempted to categorise varieties

of English. From these models, two major themes can be extrapolated: some emphasise

the historical affinity that varieties of English share with either British or American

English, whilst others depict the English language as existing independently as an

international language with no community(-ies) of speakers having a greater or lesser

claim to ownership than any other(s). The terminology employed throughout these

models is problematic, as it makes many assumptions. Since the present research will

require the use of such terminology at various points, these assumptions must be made

explicit and, where possible, amended.

Strevens’s (1980) World Map of English, as shown in Figure 1.1, categorises

varieties of English from an historical perspective. It superimposes an inverted tree
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Figure 1.1 Strevens’s World Map of English (1980)

diagram onto a world map, demonstrating how existing varieties of English have been

able to be linked with either British or American English since these became separate

language varieties. Strevens’s categorisation is extremely simplistic, as it merely depicts

existing varieties of English as the offspring of older and larger – and, by implication,

more superior – varieties. McArthur rightly points out that Strevens’s map implies that

American and British varieties are ‘first equal in the pecking order and, in effect, the

mothers of the rest’ (1998: 95).

Braj Kachru later developed what is commonly regarded as the most influential

model and the best template for categorising varieties of the English language: the

Concentric Circles model (1985), as shown in Figure 1.2. This model portrays varieties

of English as belonging to one of three broad categories: the inner circle, the outer circle

or the expanding circle.
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Figure 1.2 Braj Kachru’s Concentric Circles model (1985)

Figure 1.3 Braj Kachru’s Concentric Circles model (1992)
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Inner-circle varieties of English are those which are spoken in the country in

which the language originated – i.e., England – and in those areas in which it is the

dominant language to a largely monolingual population, mainly as a result of population

migration – i.e., the remainder of the United Kingdom, Ireland and those areas

associated with the first of the aforementioned diasporas. In these contexts, English is

used in all domains and is endonormative, in so far as its norms are propagated through

language education and planning.

Outer-circle varieties of English are those spoken in countries where English has

a relatively long history, has gained official status and is used for both national and

international communication – e.g., Bangladesh, India, Sri Lanka, Pakistan, Ghana,

Kenya, Nigeria, Tanzania, Zambia, Malaysia, Singapore and the Philippines. They are

typically spoken in former British colonies, where English is used for educational and

administrative purposes and is 'norm-developing' (Jenkins 2009: 18). In other words,

English in these contexts is undergoing the processes of acculturation and nativisation.

In the expanding circle, the English language is still spreading and is normally

restricted to use in international domains, with the native language(s) serving all

national functions. This is true of many parts of Asia, Africa, Europe and Latin

America, for example. Varieties of English in such contexts are typically exonormative,

in so far as foreign-language educators and learners look to the norms provided by

inner-circle varieties of English, especially American and British varieties.

Braj Kachru’s original Concentric Circles model (1985) placed inner-circle

varieties of English at the very core of the global English-speaking community. In doing

so, he implied a ripple effect whereby outer- and expanding-circle varieties of English

have progressively less status, prestige and authenticity than inner-circle varieties.
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Furthermore, the model does not appear to allow for any overlap between the inner,

outer and expanding circles, despite the obvious fact that the status and functions of any

language variety are unlikely to remain static over time. In other words, a potential

outcome of the sociolinguistic circumstances is that expanding-circle varieties

eventually become reminiscent of outer-circle varieties because the language has gained

important internal functions and has become increasingly present in popular culture

(Ferguson 2006: 151-152).

In its later and better-known form, Braj Kachru’s Concentric Circles model

(1992) – as diagrammatically represented in Figure 1.3 – is, in fact, neither concentric

nor circular. Rather, it is ‘a set of three contiguous ovals rising one above the other out

of smaller unlabelled ovals belonging presumably to the past’ (McArthur 1998: 97).

Despite the incongruity between the diagram and its name, it serves as a better

representation of the global spread and use of English than the original model for two

main reasons: (i) it does not grant central status to the inner circle and place the outer

and expanding circles in the periphery, as in the previous model; and (ii) it emphasises

the overlapping nature of the circles and, by implication, allows for movement between

them as the status and functions of varieties of English change over time.

Another issue with Braj Kachru’s models is that they appear to rely on a

dichotomous relationship between native speakers and non-native speakers. They

present the inner, outer and expanding circles as corresponding loosely to the use of

English as a Native Language (ENL), English as a Second Language (ESL) and English

as a Foreign Language (EFL), respectively. As such, they conceptualise ESL speakers

as people using English for business purposes and most, if not all, social interaction, and

EFL speakers as people with other languages at their disposal who are using English for
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very limited purposes (Y. Kachru and Nelson 2006: 25). Though this framework is

generally quite useful and practical, it does imply the equivalence of the term ‘ENL

speaker’ with ‘native speaker’ and of the terms ‘ESL speaker’ and ‘EFL speaker’ with

‘non-native speaker’. In doing so, there is the added implication that native speakers

have higher levels of proficiency than non-native speakers – merely because the latter

uses English for a reduced number of functions –, which is certainly not always the

case. This constitutes an astounding oversimplification of the sociolinguistic situation

because, as Y. Kachru and Nelson note, ‘[a]lthough most discussions tend to present

issues in terms of binary categories such as […] native vs. non-native […], the patterns

that the global spread of English presents are much more complex than such an either-or

view can realistically or usefully handle’ (ibid.: 10). For example, there are many people

who have learnt English as a second or foreign language, yet are more proficient than

people who have learnt English as a first language. ENL, ESL and EFL speakers and

contexts, therefore, need not necessarily be presented as mutually distinct but as three

major groupings in a complex and dynamic worldwide English-speaking community.

Other authors have proposed models which have attempted to move away from

Anglocentric and native-speaker-biased categorisations of varieties of the English

language. Instead of placing historical varieties of English at the core of their models,

they have opted for the hypernyms World Standard English (McArthur 1987) or

International English / English as an International Language (EIL) (Görlach 1990 and

Modiano 1999b, respectively).

In McArthur’s and Görlach’s models, as shown in Figures 1.4 and 1.5, regional

varieties, subregional varieties, dialects, pidgins, creoles and related languages are

encountered when moving out from the ‘standard’ or ‘international’ core. It is easy to
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Figure 1.4 McArthur’s Circle of World English (1987)

Figure 1.5 Görlach’s varieties of English and related languages worldwide (1990)
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take issue, however, with models which place World Standard English or International

English at their core, which is also the case for Modiano’s (1999b) model shown in

Figure 1.6. It is unlikely that such varieties of English have a real community of

speakers, since they do not have sets of linguistic features – e.g., phonological, lexical

or grammatical – which are distinguishable from those pertaining to other varieties of

English; or, at least, these do not appear to have been documented. It seems, therefore,

that these umbrella varieties of English exist merely in an ideological capacity.

Leading on from this point, these authors may have unwittingly proposed a more

problematic hierarchy by favouring an ideological core over an historical core, such as

that of Braj Kachru’s Concentric Circles models (1985, 1992). They have moved away

from visual representations of older varieties as superior to younger varieties but have

presented a similar problem by portraying so-called ‘standard’ varieties as superior to

‘semi-standards’, ‘non-standards’, pidgins and creoles. While it may be that the authors

are employing the term ‘standard’ to demonstrate that many varieties of English share

relatively uniform characteristics, the underlying suggestion that core,

‘standard’ varieties are more widely used and are superior to other varieties of English

perpetuates ‘the hegemonic role of the standard’ (Mugglestone 1995: 56). While

language standardisation is an important sociolinguistic process which expands the

range of functions of a language by selecting the language variety of a given region or

group, consciously elaborating it and codifying it before prescribing correct usage

(Nevalainen 2006: 8), this does not mean to say that the chosen language variety is

inherently superior to, or more widely spoken than, any other. In essence, McArthur and

Görlach appear to be subscribing to a standard language ideology by placing an

ideological entity at the core of their models. If the main purpose of creating these
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Figure 1.6 Modiano’s English as an International Language (1999b)

Figure 1.7 Modiano’s centripetal circles of International English (1999a)

models was to delineate the boundaries between varieties of English, such an approach

is neither productive nor satisfactory.

Modiano’s model of the centripetal circles of International English (1999a) – as

represented in Figure 1.7 – focuses on categorising the speakers, rather than the

varieties, of English worldwide. The speakers at the core of his model are those who are

‘proficient in International English’. The extremely ambiguous labelling of

‘International English’ still poses a problem here, as ‘[t]here is a danger of international
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becoming a byword for reduced linguistic competence’ (Nunn 2005: 62). As has already

been pointed out, competence and proficiency are not guaranteed markers of what

constitutes an ENL, ESL or EFL speaker. Furthermore, it is difficult to understand why

EIL would be placed at the core if it is conceptualised as the language in its simplified,

rather than full and elaborate, form.

Yet, the greatest problem which arises from categorising speakers by their levels

of proficiency is that there exist vast areas of overlap between what constitutes a

proficient speaker of EIL, a proficient speaker of ENL or EFL and a learner of English.3

In fact, proficient speakers of EIL and learners of English not only could but must –

according to the definitions outlined thus far – simultaneously be either an ENL or EFL

speaker. Hence, the distinctions made by Modiano appear to be based on ideology and

do not reflect the linguistic reality of the situation.

The redeeming feature of Modiano’s model is its visual representation of how

EIL might be defined as the common core between American English, British English,

major varieties, other varieties and foreign use of the language. This addresses the fact

that EIL cannot exist as a totally uniform or regionally neutral variety – or as an

umbrella term for all other varieties – and demonstrates that the label can be more

suitably employed to refer to those features of English which are common to all of its

varieties and speakers worldwide. The label can also be usefully applied when referring

to the international communicative function that the language regularly serves but

should certainly not be used to imply that a large-scale, self-contained variety known as

International English exists.

In summary, the various authors that have attempted to categorise varieties of

3 It remains unclear why Modiano chooses to include ‘people who do not know English’ in a model
whose sole purpose is to categorise speakers of English.
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English have differed significantly in their approaches. Some have taken a purely

historical approach and have not paid any attention to the functions or speakers of the

language (Strevens 1980). Others have taken ideological (McArthur 1987; Görlach

1990; Modiano 1999b) or proficiency-based (Modiano 1999a) approaches and have

ignored the historical circumstances which have led the language to be used as it is

today. The most pervasive and influential model to date has been that which has

incorporated the historical evolution of English, its speakers and its functions: the

Concentric Circles model (B. Kachru 1985, 1992).

Any terminology used to categorise language varieties, speakers of a language or

contexts of language use will inevitably prove to be problematic. As demonstrated

above, those models which are centred on World Standard English or International

English / EIL have tended to rely too heavily on ill-defined terminology, such as

‘standard’ and ‘proficient’. The terminology employed in Braj Kachru’s models (1985,

1992) – i.e., ‘native speaker’ and ‘non-native speaker’; ‘ENL’, ‘ESL’ and ‘EFL’;

‘inner’, ‘outer’ and ‘expanding’ circles – has been more clearly defined and is presented

in such a way that it allows for some degree of overlap. It is flexible yet precise,

meaning that it is capable of categorising a large number of varieties of English whilst

also highlighting important differences in the ways that English is spoken worldwide.

This terminology will, therefore, be used when describing the speakers and contexts

investigated in the present research and elsewhere in the language attitude literature.

1.3 The Linguistic Landscape of Spain

In Spain, the English language is primarily restricted to use as a language of

international communication, while the dominant language known as Spanish (español),
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or Castilian (castellano), and the other languages of Spain – Catalan (catalán),

Valencian (valenciano), Galician (gallego) and Basque (vasco) – are used for all

internal functions. Spain can, therefore, be regarded as an expanding circle context in

which non-native speakers use English as a Foreign Language (EFL). The following

sections offer an insight into the linguistic background of Spain, the level of English-

language proficiency in Spain, the role that English has come to play in the educational

and public life of its inhabitants, and the language attitudes held towards the English

language in the Spanish context.

Spain is one of many countries in Western Europe in which linguistic diversity

has been a controversial issue, particularly in recent years, and in which a standard

language ideology is known to exist. A standard language ideology is ‘a bias towards an

abstracted, idealized, homogeneous spoken language which is imposed and maintained

by dominant bloc institutions and which names as its model the written language, but

which is drawn primarily from the spoken language of the upper middle class’ (Lippi-

Green 2012: 67). Such an ideology can be said to exist amongst populations who aspire

towards linguistic uniformity and who believe that there exists uniformity within the

idealised language variety; a belief with which sociolinguists would generally disagree.

Nevertheless, standard language ideologies cannot be ignored by sociolinguists working

in contexts in which they are prevalent. In the foreign-language learning context of

Spain, for example, ideas regarding the status and functions of Spain’s minority

languages, of Castilian and of foreign languages might contribute to the language

attitudes and language use present amongst the population.

When tracing the Spanish standard language issue back through the centuries, it

becomes clear that the rise of Castilian as a superordinate political and linguistic entity
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constituted a key moment in the linguistic history of Spain and has, since, greatly

impacted upon the status and functions of other language varieties spoken throughout

the state. In the powerful medieval kingdom of Castile, the Castilian language variety

emerged as a sort of lingua franca and rapidly diffused throughout the northern regions

of the Iberian Peninsula. While it is often claimed that Castilian was imposed by a

dominating political force, it is likely that the predominance of Castilian was also partly

due to its usefulness for communication between peoples facing a great deal of political

and social change (Moreno Fernández 2005: 80). Nevertheless, the political and

economic growth of Castile was reflected both in the increased use of the Castilian

language variety and in its rise in prestige.

To a large extent, Castilian has remained a lingua franca across the centuries. In

fact, the language variety eventually came to be synonymous with ‘Spanish’, a term

which has been employed for centuries to promote centralist and nationalist ideologies.

In 1924, the publications of the Royal Spanish Academy (Real Academia Española)

substituted the term ‘Castilian’ with ‘Spanish’, most likely in an attempt to promote a

state-wide Spanish identity. Founded in 1713, the language academy aimed to boost the

prestige of Castilian to the same status as that held by the already standardised French

and Italian languages; its objectives were to ‘determine the words and terms of the

Castilian language in its most correct, elegant and pure form’ (‘fijar las voces y

vocablos de la lengua castellana en su mayor propiedad, elegancia y pureza’) and to

achieve a ‘pure, normative and magnificent’ language (‘limpia, fija y da esplendor’).4

The Royal Spanish Academy continues to promote Castilian throughout the

Spanish-speaking regions of the world. Though it does not give any recognition to the

4 My translations; original quotes taken from the Royal Spanish Academy website, which is available at:
http://rae.es/ (accessed August 2011)



23

other languages of Spain, it does recognise the diversity of Castilian across the globe

and collaborates with the Association of Spanish Language Academies (Asociación de

Academias de la Lengua Española) which consists of twenty-two academies across

Europe and the Americas.

Currently, the Spanish state is divided into seventeen autonomous communities,

each with its own governing body. Castilian remains an official language across the

entire Spanish state but shares its official status with minority languages in six

autonomous communities: Galicia (where Galician is also spoken), Valencia (where

Valencian is also spoken), the Basque Country and Navarre (where Basque is also

spoken), and Catalonia and the Balearic Islands (where Catalan is also spoken).

Despite the fact that Castilian and the minority languages of Spain’s autonomous

communities share co-official status on paper, their speech communities tend to regard

them quite differently; Castilian is often viewed as the official language which serves

the purposes of administration and government, whereas the minority languages are

often viewed as national languages which function as markers of micro-national and

cultural identity. This situation is mainly the result of the status that Castilian has

achieved over a period of many centuries, though this was accelerated and consolidated

during the dictatorship that Spain experienced between 1939 and 1975. For almost four

decades, the use of minority languages was forbidden from fulfilling any social,

administrative or educational functions. Since the end of Franco’s dictatorship, the

minority languages have recovered their rights and regained the social representation

that was denied to them for many years (Lasagabaster 2005: 296).

Coluzzi distinguishes between two types of language planning in Spain: (i)

majority language planning, in which the state promotes Castilian as the primary
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language of communication and (ii) minority language planning, in which peripheral

nations promote their languages as symbols of micro-national identity (2007: 124).

Inevitably, a great deal of tension has arisen from the centripetal and centrifugal

processes which have been at work in the Iberian Peninsula for centuries (Anipa 2009).

Nevertheless, a number of official documents – including the Spanish Constitution,

Statutes of Autonomy and Linguistic Normalisation Laws – have recently provided the

foundation for effective language planning to be conducted in the six autonomous

communities with co-official minority language status. These communities have

established language planning bodies which have developed and promoted their

respective languages with greater or lesser success.

Similarly, governing bodies in Spain’s autonomous communities have

developed their own approaches to foreign-language study. Thus, continuing to provide

an overview of the linguistic landscape of Spain, the following sections address the

level of English-language proficiency amongst Spanish learners, the role of English in

the Spanish education system and in public life and popular culture, and, finally, the

language attitudes held towards English in Spain.

1.3.1 English-Language Proficiency in Spain

The multinational company Education First (EF) comprises ‘a group of 15 subsidiaries

and non-profit organizations centered around language learning, educational travel,

cultural exchange and academic programs’.5 Since 2007, it has annually updated and

published the findings of online language tests in the form of a report known as the

English Proficiency Index. The index ‘calculates a country’s average adult English skill

5 All quotes in this section are taken from the Education First website, which is available at:
http://www.ef.co.uk/ (accessed April 2014)
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level using data from two different EF English tests completed by hundreds of

thousands of adults every year [which include] grammar, vocabulary, reading, and

listening sections’. Future editions of the index will feature data from the Education

First Test of English (EFTE),6 which the company deems to be ‘the world’s first free

standardized English test available online to any English learner’ and which is expected

to rival Cambridge English, TOEFL and IELTS examinations.

Prior to discussing the proficiency of English-language learners in Spain, as

ranked by the English Proficiency Index, further definition of the concept of language

proficiency is necessary. As highlighted by Larsen-Freeman and Long (1991: 38), the

prevailing view in Second Language Acquisition research has been that overall

language proficiency can be separated into a number of skills (listening, speaking,

reading and writing) and knowledge of several language components (grammar,

vocabulary and phonology). Many linguists choose to speak of communicative

competence rather than language proficiency and, in doing so, place importance not

only on linguistic skills and knowledge but, also, on the aspects of sociolinguistic

competence and discourse competence.

Education First assesses language proficiency, rather than communicative

competence. In the earliest English Proficiency Index (Education First 2011), Spain

ranked twenty-fourth of forty-four nations assessed worldwide and Spaniards were

shown to be amongst the least proficient users of the English language in Europe.

Linguistically speaking, the Spanish population has been quite insular and has struggled

to meet the levels of foreign-language proficiency witnessed elsewhere in Europe. This

is most likely owing to the fact that the teaching of foreign languages has only been

6 The EFTE is available at: https://www.eftestofenglish.org/ (accessed April 2014)
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promoted in Spain since the end of its dictatorship period.

More recent editions of the English Proficiency Index suggest that Spain is

moving from being a region of ‘low’ to ‘moderate’ proficiency and is ‘trending up’, as

it now ranks twenty-third of sixty nations assessed worldwide (Education First 2012,

2013). Spain is moving towards having a similar standard of English-language

education and proficiency as its neighbouring European countries, and recent changes

and innovations in policy are likely to have a positive long-term effect.

Several policies have recently been created in Spain and are embedded within a

larger movement towards plurilingualism, which is generally defined as the expansion

of an individual’s experience of language in its cultural context. In other words, people

are encouraged to integrate the language of the home with that of society at large and,

finally, with the languages of other peoples (whether learnt at school, university and/or

via direct experience). While multilingualism is simply the knowledge or coexistence of

several languages within a given society, plurilingualism focuses on the individual; the

individual does not keep languages and cultures in strictly separate mental

compartments but builds up a communicative skill to which all knowledge and

experience of language contributes and in which languages interrelate and interact.7 For

a long time, Spain has been multilingual, in the sense that several languages have

coexisted. However, recent plurilingualism promotion plans encourage all individuals in

Spain to broaden their linguistic and cultural horizons.

The Andalusian government seems to have been the forerunner in this regard,

7 These are the definitions provided by the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages:
Learning, Teaching and Assessment (2001).
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having introduced its plurilingualism promotion plan as early as March, 2005.8 It claims

that its aim is to promote a dialogue of cultures and to encourage citizens to appreciate

their own language, as well as to respect other languages and cultures. This is

implemented by: providing a network of official language schools; creating an Internet-

based language-teaching system; offering incentives to teachers (in the form of study

abroad, training abroad and/or exchanges); increasing the number of class hours devoted

to foreign-language teaching; and creating four-hundred bilingual schools in which

some subjects are taught in a foreign language.

The plan was conceived as a response ‘to the Andalusian population’s need to

face the challenges presented by the technological, social and economic changes of the

last three decades’ and to force the community ‘to face up to the educational challenge

of learning other languages as a fundamental tool in the context of a globalised world,

in order to guarantee success and share a better future’.9 Throughout the document,

constant reference is made to the challenges presented by globalisation and it is implied

that this may be the reason why – particularly in primary education – English tends to

be the most popular foreign language. The fact that the global status of English, as

discussed in section 1.2, has been so clearly acknowledged in this document confirms

that this language features heavily in the plans for developing the foreign-language

education system in Spain. In fact, the pervasive nature of English has resulted in it

being ‘undoubtedly the main foreign language’ taught and learnt in Spain (Lasagabaster

2005: 296).

8 A copy of the plurilingualism promotion plan is available at:
http://www.juntadeandalucia.es/averroes/averroes/html/portal/com/bin/contenidos/B/InnovacionEInvestig
acion/ProyectosInnovadores/Plurilinguismo/Portada/1182945265640_wysiwyg_planing.pdf
(accessed August 2011)
9 My translations; original quotes taken from the Council of Andalusia website, which is available at:
http://www.juntadeandalucia.es/averroes/impe/web/portadaEntidad?pag=/contenidos/B/InnovacionEInves
tigacion/ProyectosInnovadores/Plurilinguismo/ (accessed August 2011)
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1.3.2 English in the Education System

For most of the twentieth century, foreign-language study was only available at

baccalaureate level in Spain; i.e., between the ages of twelve and fourteen or,

sometimes, sixteen. It is now compulsory for children in Spain to begin learning English

at the age of six, with the starting age having been lowered from eight in the 2007/2008

academic year. Since the 1990s, autonomous communities have been able to implement

foreign-language education from as early as the second cycle of infant education. An

overview of how English-language teaching has been implemented in Spain’s

autonomous communities from the 1990s onwards is provided below:

i. In La Rioja, the teaching of English has been brought forward to the

second cycle of infant education.

ii. In Navarre, most schools are now authorised to teach English from the

second cycle of infant education and the first cycle of primary education.

iii. In Castile and Leon, English is offered as first foreign language in the

second cycle of infant education and the first cycle of primary education.

iv. In Cantabria, the teaching of English has been brought forward to the

second cycle of infant education and the first cycle of primary education,

and the English-Spanish Bilingual Sections Innovation Programme is in

place for subsequent learning.

v. In the Balearic Islands, the EPI programme has introduced the teaching

of English from the age of three onwards and bilingual sections with

English are now a common feature of primary education.

vi. In Madrid, approximately a third of state primary schools are now
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English-Spanish bilingual and this is expected to rise to a half by 2015.

vii. In the Canary Islands, English is taught from the second cycle of infant

education and the qualification of Basic English Level is awarded to

those students who complete their obligatory secondary education.

viii. In Galicia, secondary schools have English sections which run from the

second cycle of obligatory secondary education onwards.

ix. In Murcia, English-Spanish bilingual sections have been introduced in

obligatory secondary education and baccalaureate, whereby English is

taught as first foreign language and used as the language of instruction

for other subjects.

x. In Catalonia, the Orator project for linguistic immersion in English has

been established to facilitate the use of EFL.

xi. In Andalusia, agreements have been signed with Oxfordshire County

Council and the University of Salford in England to allow exchange

visits and the mobility of pupils and foreign-language teachers.

Moreover, their Language and Youth programme has been established to

allow young Andalusians to take English courses in England.

xii. In Asturias, an agreement with the British Council has resulted in an

integrated Spanish-English curriculum which allows students to obtain

academic qualifications from both countries.

By the time they reach secondary school, the majority of children in Spain are

now taught various subjects partly in a foreign language: more often than not, English.

Yet, despite significant advances in policy, the fact that secondary school teachers are
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often not sufficiently qualified to provide students with a bilingual education remains a

major issue for foreign-language education in Spain. This issue is being addressed in

numerous ways. Firstly, to meet increasing demand, some universities – such as the

University of Granada – have recently begun to offer teaching qualifications in bilingual

education. Secondly, a policy was created in 2010 which requires all university

graduates – including prospective secondary school teachers – to have obtained a B1

(Lower Intermediate) level of English.10 Thirdly, the Ministry of Education established

a scholarship programme entitled Becas Mec in 2007 which provided funding for over

one-hundred-thousand students and ten-thousand teachers to participate in language

courses abroad. Although the Becas Mec programme has now been cancelled due to

budgetary constraints, it has been replaced with a similar programme which provides

funding for 14,000 students to attend intensive English immersion courses in Spain

(Education First 2013: 29). Additionally, over 4,000 Spanish university students studied

in the United Kingdom in the 2011-2012 academic year through the Erasmus

programme (ibid.: 29).

For investigating language attitudes and language use amongst university

students of English in Spain, it is thought to be particularly insightful to go beyond

policies and initiatives and to review the content of the courses offered within English

Philology departments. Mompeán González notes that course syllabuses within English

Philology departments at universities in Spain often show an implicit or explicit

preference for the teaching of British English and American English, especially when it

comes to pronunciation; i.e., the pronunciation models which feature most prominently

10 According to the scale set out in the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages:
Learning, Teaching and Assessment (2001), which is a non-legislative document intended for everyone
involved in language teaching and which aims to establish common criteria to be applied in the
elaboration of curricula, teaching programmes, materials and assessment.
http://www.coe.int/t/dg4/linguistic/Source/Framework_EN.pdf (accessed October 2011)
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are typically Received Pronunciation (RP) and General American (GA) (2004: 253). He

adds that ‘[t]he fact that the universities which offer both RP and General American

generally mention RP first, refer to GA only marginally or devote most of the

compulsory or recommended bibliography to RP shows that RP is still the default

pronunciation model at university in Spain (at least in philological studies)’ (ibid.: 253).

Thus, the following constitutes an overview of the modules offered at the University of

Salamanca and the University of Valladolid – where the present study was conducted –

and a discussion of the extent to which these modules expose students to British and

American linguistic and cultural products.

1.3.2.1 English at the Universities of Salamanca and Valladolid

In accordance with the Spanish university system, students reading for a degree in

English Studies (Estudios Ingleses) are required to participate in a series of obligatory

modules (asignaturas obligatorias) and to choose from a number of optional modules

(asignaturas optativas). Collectively, these cover many aspects of the English language.

The English Phonetics and Phonology (Fonética y Fonología Inglesas) module

is available at both universities; in Salamanca, it is an obligatory module which students

complete in the second semester of their first year, whereas, in Valladolid, it is an

optional module which students may choose to complete at some point during their third

or fourth years. The explicit teaching of English pronunciation – especially, where

contrasts are made between varieties of English speech – familiarises learners with

phonological variation in English. It also encourages them to think about whether or not

they aspire to a particular pronunciation in the target language, if they are not already

doing so. In fact, the University of Salamanca explicitly states that perfecting students’
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pronunciation in English is one of the main objectives of the course that it offers;11 as

such, implying that learners should aspire to achieve model pronunciations.

There are several obligatory modules which are likely to give respondents higher

levels of exposure to American and/or British English linguistic and cultural products.

For example, the following are modules which are obligatory for all students reading for

a degree in English Studies at the University of Salamanca:12

First semester of 2nd year

Literatura Norteamericana hasta finales del siglo XIX

(North American Literature to the End of the 19th Century)

Second semester of 2nd year

Otras Literaturas en Lengua Inglesa

(Other English-Language Literatures)

First semester of 3rd year

Literatura Inglesa: Edad Media y Renacimiento

(English Literature: Middle Ages and Renaissance)

Second semester of 3rd year

Literatura Inglesa: De la Restauración hasta el Romanticismo

(English Literature: From the Restoration to Romanticism)

11 This, and other objectives, can be found on the departmental website, which is available at:
http://facultadfilologia.usal.es/plan-de-estudio/estudios-ingleses (accessed October 2013)
12 The full list of modules can be viewed online using the following link:
http://english.usal.es/index.php/estudios-ingleses (accessed October 2013)
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Literatura Norteamericana: Poesía del Siglo XX

(North American Literature: 20th Century Poetry)

First semester of 4th year

Literatura Inglesa: Romanticismo y Época Victoriana

(English Literature: Romanticism and the Victorian Era)

Literatura Norteamericana: Teatro Siglo XX

(North American Literature: 20th Century Theatre)

Second semester of 4th year

Literatura Inglesa del Siglo XX

(20th Century English Literature)

Literatura Norteamericana: Narrativa del Siglo XX

(North American Literature: 20th Century Narrative)13

It is particularly striking, from the above examples, that ‘English’ literature is

juxtaposed with ‘North American’ literature and that, together, they have become the

central focus for studies of English-language literature at the University of Salamanca.

This juxtaposition suggests that American and British English are not only salient

models for pronunciation but, also, for other aspects of English-language teaching and

learning; in particular, for the selection of cultural products as learning materials. In

other words, the fact that American and British cultural products are generally used to

represent the English-speaking world – and its language, society, politics, etc. – seems

13 My translations throughout.
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to mirror Mompeán González’s assertion that American and British varieties of English

speech are generally used to represent models of English-language use within

universities in Spain (2004: 253). The situation is relatively similar at the University of

Valladolid, although only one of the obligatory literature modules deals specifically

with North American literature (Teoría Literaria Anglo-Norteamericana). The content

of the other obligatory module is unclear, due to the use of the generic title ‘English-

Language Literature’ (Literatura en Lengua Inglesa).

Both the University of Salamanca and the University of Valladolid emphasise

the importance of becoming familiar with the foreign-language culture when reading for

a language degree at university. In the published objectives of the courses that they

offer, they prioritise the ‘conocimiento de la cultura de los países de habla inglesa’

(knowledge of the culture of English-speaking countries)14 and the ‘conocimiento sólido

de las tradiciones y formas culturales asociadas a la lengua inglesa’ (solid knowledge

of the cultural forms and traditions associated with the English language).15 This is

reflected in the various modules offered on specific topics relating to culture, as below:

Obligatory Modules at the University of Valladolid

First semester of 1st year

Cultura y Sociedad de los Países de Habla Inglesa

(Culture and Society in English-Speaking Countries)

First semester of 2nd year

Relaciones Histórico-Culturales España / Mundo Anglosajón

14 My translation; quote taken from the University of Salamanca’s English Philology departmental
website: http://facultadfilologia.usal.es/plan-de-estudio/estudios-ingleses (accessed October 2013)
15 My translation; quote taken from the University of Valladolid’s English Philology departmental
website: http://www.estudiosingleses.com/es/grado-estudios-ingleses/art/14/ (accessed October 2013)
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(Historical and Cultural Relations Spain / Anglo-Saxon World)

Optional Modules at the University of Valladolid

First or second semester of 1st or 2nd year

Patrimonio Artístico-Cultural del Mundo Anglosajón

(Artistic and Cultural Heritage in the Anglo-Saxon World)

La Mujer en la Cultura Anglo-Norteamericana

(Women in Anglo-North American Culture)

Obligatory Modules at the University of Salamanca

First semester of 3rd year

Estudios Culturales de Gran Bretaña

(Cultural Studies of Great Britain)

Estudios Culturales de Estados Unidos

(Cultural Studies of the United States)

Optional Modules at the University of Salamanca

First or second semester of 3rd or 4th year

Raza, Género, Sexualidad, Cine y Teatro en Culturas de Habla Inglesa

(Race, Gender, Sexuality, Cinema and Theatre in English-Speaking Cultures)

Multiculturalismo en la Literatura Norteamericana

(Multiculturalism in North American Literature)16

16 My translations throughout.
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Once again, it is particularly striking that the University of Salamanca juxtaposes

British and American cultural studies in the obligatory modules offered in the first

semester of third year. This suggests that these are considered to be salient and

representative models of English-language cultures and, also, produces a ready-made

dichotomy which learners may adopt and which may influence their perspectives on the

language, culture, society, politics, etc., of English-speaking countries.

Inevitably, participation in the above modules exposes respondents to cultural

differences throughout the English-speaking world but mainly with respect to Great

Britain and the United States. That these modules are even taught within the English

Philology departments at these universities confirms Dörnyei’s assertions that, in the

first instance, language-learning is socially and culturally bound (2003: 4) and, in the

second, learners may gain familiarity with the foreign-language community through

direct contact and, also, through developing cultural associations with the language

being learnt (ibid.: 5-6). As learners gain familiarity with the foreign language and the

culture(s) it represents, their attitudes will undoubtedly be developed and shaped.

Having established that learners of English at the universities of Salamanca and

Valladolid are exposed primarily to linguistic and cultural products emanating from

Great Britain and the United States, it is now pertinent to discuss, in more detail, which

varieties of English speech are taught in Spain and the linguistic diversity within

classroom materials and resources.

1.3.2.2 Varieties of English Speech Taught in Spain

Approximately 80% of English-language teachers across the globe are non-native

speakers (Canagarajah 1999) and, in a study by Henderson et al. (2012: 9), 74% of
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English-language teachers in Spain were non-native speakers of the language. These

circumstances might raise the question of which variety of English speech is more likely

to be taught and used by non-native-speaking teachers in language classrooms in Spain:

an inner-circle model of English pronunciation, a nativised Spanish form of English or

an international form of the language. As Mompeán González notes (2004: 252), neither

the official documents of the Spanish Ministry of Education nor the agreements made

with institutions from English-speaking countries offer specific guidelines in this

regard. It is usually only advertisements for bilingual education centres that suggest a

bias towards a particular speech variety – most commonly British English – by means

of visual imagery, as shown in Figures 1.8 and 1.9.

Though many view the propagation of models of English speech negatively,

Henderson et al. state that ‘non-native teachers seem to prefer a clear reference point

when teaching English pronunciation and this is logically achieved by favouring one

variety over the other’ (2012: 20). Reporting on a Europe-wide study of English

pronunciation teaching, they add that, ‘[i]n relation to target models, RP remains the

variety of English which teachers claim to use, whilst recognizing that General

American might be preferred by some students’ (ibid.: 6). In a survey conducted by

Walker in the specific context of Spain, 66% of teachers reported the desire to have

‘either RP or a standard British accent’ and 75% of all respondents desired to have a

native accent (1999: 26). Walker interprets his results as evidence that ‘a near-native

level of English pronunciation is just as desirable for teachers as a perfect command of

grammar or vocabulary’ (ibid.: 27).

Moving to the learners’ perspective, Henderson et al. note that ‘university

students recognise the relevance of native speaker models [but] do not necessarily
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Figure 1.8 Centre for bilingual primary education in Salamanca

Figure 1.9 Centre for bilingual infant education in Murcia17

believe they will be able to reach the goal of native-like accent’ (2012: 6). This type of

native speaker ideology is also apparent in a study by Lasagabaster and Sierra, in which

68% of their sample of Spanish university students were reported to favour native-

speaking teachers and lecturers (2005: 29); in particular, when being taught

pronunciation (ibid.: 33).

Teachers of English in Europe appear to prefer using RP in the classroom but

learners are increasingly exposed to GA – owing to ‘the American cultural hegemony’

17 These photographs were taken by the researcher whilst visiting Spain during 2012 and 2013.
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in the media domain (Henderson et al. 2012: 21) – and, as a result, are becoming

aficionados of American culture and are adopting American English pronunciation

features (ibid.: 24). The existence of a gap between the model(s) taught and the

model(s) desired to be learnt may result in teachers and students working at cross

purposes; thus, emphasising the importance of research into teachers’ and students’

attitudes and behaviours towards, especially native, pronunciation models.

In Walker’s study, a very small percentage of teachers opted for ‘an accent that

was completely intelligible, but was recognisably Spanish’ (1999: 26-27). It is often

argued that native pronunciation models should not be promoted and that foreign-

accented English is perfectly acceptable because it allows native speakers to ‘place the

[learner] within proper national categories, draw appropriate inferences and react

appropriately’ (Mompeán González 2004: 244). Nevertheless, the reality of the situation

is that heavily accented speech is likely to hinder communication and there is no

guarantee that either native- or non-native speakers will attempt to overcome any

communicative difficulties that arise. Furthermore, many learners are not satisfied with

having a foreign accent and strive to develop sufficient knowledge and skill in order to

be able to emulate native English pronunciations convincingly (ibid.: 244).

Another reference variety which is frequently mentioned by teachers is

International English. As Henderson et al. point out (2012: 21), it is unclear exactly to

what the term ‘International English’ refers (see, also, the discussion in section 1.2.1).

Generally speaking, it is conceptualised as a global variety of English based on the

notion of intelligibility; i.e., accent is irrelevant as long as communication is achieved.

Mompeán González notes that the choice of an international model for use in the

language-learning classroom is very impractical ‘due to the fact that an international
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variety has not been developed, even though it is a theoretically desirable possibility’

(2004: 244). Through research conducted amongst English Philology students at the

University of Murcia in Spain, he also adds that ‘the concept of an international variety

of supranational affiliation is a totally alien concept to the students’ (ibid.: 246).

In terms of the linguistic diversity of English-language classroom materials and

resources in Spain, RP and GA are the speech varieties which are most readily available

through ‘tapes, phonetics textbooks, pronunciation manuals, pronunciation dictionaries,

CDs and CD-ROMs or even web sites on English pronunciation including free audio

files and descriptions’ (Mompeán González 2004: 253). The overwhelming presence of

these two speech varieties is also evidenced by the fact that ‘more than 95% of the

books and audio materials [sold in online bookshops] are based on GA, RP or both’

(ibid.: 253-254).

To summarise, teachers and learners of English in Spain usually prefer to

employ native speech varieties as pronunciation models over, say, foreign-accented

speech or some form of international English. Unsurprisingly, RP and GA emerge as the

most widely used, most readily available and most easily accessible inner-circle

varieties of English speech. There is a suggestion, however, that the ways in which

these varieties are perceived and used by teachers and learners may differ somewhat.

1.3.3 English in Public Life and Popular Culture

Seidlhofer et al. assert that the English language has come to be ‘everywhere’ in Europe

(2006: 3); at school and at work, as well as in public life and popular culture. The

previous section outlined the ways in which English has been pervading the Spanish

education system. The ways in which English is being used in other areas of public life
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and in popular culture are somewhat more difficult to substantiate. It is evident, though,

that the learning of English language as a foreign language is a frequent topic of

discussion in Spain, as affirmed by Rubio Alcalá and Martínez Lirola:

The failure to learn English constitutes one of the most relevant and long-

standing concerns of the Spanish state. It is a social concern that politicians,

educators and laypersons contemplate and which still provokes frustration and

dissatisfaction amongst the people. Nevertheless, it is a recurrent topic of

conversation in the social media which cannot seem to be resolved when faced

with arguments generally based on personal experiences. (2008: 52)18

Politicians and the media in Spain continue to promote the usefulness of the

English language and there appears to be a changing attitude towards English

proficiency amongst the wider population. In the past, Spaniards rarely had the

opportunity to practise English on a daily basis and were much less likely to travel

abroad than other Europeans. Recent educational reforms, including ‘the explosion of

bilingual education’ (Education First 2013: 28), and growing numbers of Spanish

students and professionals going overseas have resulted in ‘English […] shifting from

an admirable skill to a basic one’ (ibid.: 28). Needless to say, the economic crisis which

left 56% of young people in Spain unemployed has made the prospect of working

abroad even more attractive and the need to develop foreign-language skills even more

immediate (ibid.: 29).

A major factor inhibiting the growth of English in Spain is that English-

18 My translation.
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language media have tended to be dubbed into Spanish. It has been suggested that this is

a remnant of Franco’s fascist regime which, in 1941, legislated that all cinematographic

productions were to be shown in Castilian. Rubio Alcalá and Martínez Lirola emphasise

the linguistic benefits of showing foreign films in their original language with subtitles:

The way in which films are transmitted can work in favour of learning the

language, whether used as a pedagogical resource or in casual learning at home.

In the latter context, in which foreign films are transmitted in original version

but with subtitles in the native language, there is a noticeable increase in

learning. (2008: 58)19

They go on to note the particular relevance of the above statement to learners of

English: they have access to a huge repository of films in their original version which

can be used to aid language learning, since the American film industry is the most

prolific in the history of cinema (ibid.: 58).

In October 2010, the Spanish Minister of Education sparked a heated debate by

suggesting that the policy on dubbing film and television should be revised so as to

show more media in their original language and by advocating that this would force

both adults and children to become more comfortable with spoken English.20 His

suggestion was met with fierce opposition. Many people took issue with the elevated

status being granted to the English language for two main reasons: firstly, majority-

language speakers asserted that Spanish is the second most commonly spoken language

19 My translation.
20 According to an October 2010 news report which is available at:
http://www.cadenaser.com/cultura/articulo/gabilondo-propone-revisar-doblaje-mejorar-nivel-ingles-
espanoles/csrcsrpor/20101007csrcsrcul_4/Tes (accessed March 2013)
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in the world (by number of native speakers, after Mandarin Chinese) and, secondly,

minority-language speakers expressed the belief that more effort should be expended on

giving status and visibility to Spain’s minority languages. In short, majority-language

speakers wondered why they would need English when they had Castilian and minority-

language speakers wondered why they would need another dominant language when

their own languages were fighting for survival.

In summary, the Spanish population recognises the need to improve its English-

language skills and has struggled to recover from its insular dictatorship years.

Nevertheless, a great deal of progress has been made and is expected to continue in

years to come. According to Education First, ‘[a] growing acceptance of English as an

essential tool worthy of investment, difficult economic conditions, and a pro-English

government are all driving more people [in Spain] to study English with greater

intensity than ever before’ (2013: 29). On this changing scene, where the status and

functions of the language continue to be negotiated, language attitude studies offer some

remarkable insights.

1.3.4 Language Attitudes towards English

Thus far, several studies have been conducted in Spain which have gathered

community-wide stereotyped21 impressions amongst learners of English in primary

school (Cenoz and Lindsay 1996), secondary school (Bernaus et al. 2004) and

university settings (González Ardeo 2003; Lasagabaster 2005). The main objective of

these studies was to provide evidence of a relationship between learners’ language

21 A ‘stereotype’ is defined as ‘a type of schema, prototype or social representation’; i.e., a set of common
characteristics is assigned to a category of people and, when someone is identified as being a member of
this category, they are attributed with these characteristics (Hinton 2000: 180). Unsurprisingly, language
regularly serves as a tool in this identification process.
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attitudes and their achievement in the foreign language. In the Basque Country, for

example, Lasagabaster (2005) found that learners with positive attitudes towards

English tended to have higher levels of competence in the language. Nevertheless, it

remains unclear whether positive attitudes facilitate the learning process or achievement

in the foreign language leads to the development of more positive language attitudes.

Of more direct relevance to the present research, these studies also investigated

the perceived usefulness of English as a foreign language compared to that of Spain’s

majority and minority languages (see, for example, research in the Basque Country by

Cenoz and Lindsay 1996, González Ardeo 2003, Lasagabaster 2005 and Ibarraran et al.

2008; and in Catalonia by Bernaus et al. 2004). The findings have demonstrated that, in

such contexts, attitudes towards majority and foreign languages tend to be more

favourable than attitudes towards minority languages, though it would not have been

surprising were the linguistic and cultural imperialism22 so often associated with

English to result in negative attitudes towards the language, particularly amongst

minority-language groups already experiencing imposition from a majority language.

According to González Ardeo’s findings in the Basque Country (2003: 121),

there actually appears to be very little prejudice against the English language and its

speakers. He concludes that ‘[l]inguistic conflicts may have been exaggerated and […]

new generations seem to be closer to the so-called global village, at least as far as this

lingua franca is concerned’ (ibid.: 121). When asked to explain their positive attitudes

towards the English language, learners usually state that they are aware of the

22 Linguistic imperialism concerning English is when ‘the dominance of English is asserted and
maintained by the establishment and continuous reconstitution of structural and cultural inequalities
between English and other languages’ (Phillipson 1992: 47). It is thought to be a sub-type of linguicism;
i.e., ‘ideologies, structures, and practices which are used to legitimate, effectuate, and reproduce an
unequal division of power and resources (both material and immaterial) between groups which are
defined on the basis of language’ (ibid.: 47).
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importance attached to it because of its role as a lingua franca, on the one hand, and

because of its usefulness for fulfilling career purposes (Ibarraran et al. 2008: 338). This

view is likely to be held by learners throughout Spain and, according to Lasagabaster, is

also the case elsewhere in Europe: ‘as [English] is the main language for international

communication, […] the attitudes of European students towards this language are very

positive’ (2005: 299).

To the best of the present researcher’s knowledge, Mompeán González is the

only researcher who has gathered data relating to the language attitudes of learners in

Spain towards varieties of English speech. A questionnaire administered to students of

English Philology at the University of Murcia revealed that the majority of students

(71%) wanted to learn a British accent. Responses given in the questionnaire revealed

some interesting language attitude data:

[…] a common popular belief amongst Spaniards is that the English

pronunciation from England is the purest since the English language originated

in England. Most of the students surveyed, who wished to learn a British accent,

justified their choice with social psychological reasons. For instance, some

stated that they considered such an accent to be more ‘standard’, ‘authentic’,

‘original’, ‘correct’, ‘pure’, ‘perfect’, ‘clean’, ‘little marked’, ‘right’, or

‘underived’ in constrast [sic] to other accents that are thought to derive from it.

Other students justified their choice with pragmatic-communicative reasons

which are related to the supposedly greater intelligibility of a British English

standard accent. They stated that the British accent is ‘extensively used’, ‘best

understood’, ‘the easiest’, ‘the clearest’, ‘the most accessible’, ‘practical’, and



46

‘familiar’. Finally, some students gave affective and/or aesthetic reasons for

their choice. They felt that a British accent is the one they ‘like the most’, or is

‘the most musical’ or ‘pleasant-sounding’. (Mompeán González 2004: 247)

On the other hand, a minority of students (17%) stated, in the same questionnaire, that

they wished to learn an American accent. Again, students’ responses revealed

interesting language attitude data relating to this pronunciation model:

The reasons why 17% of the students wished to learn an American accent are

mainly pragmatic or practical. According to some students, an American accent

is ‘more modern’, ‘widespread’ and ‘influential’ these days. Students also think

that it is ‘more common’ and ‘more practical’ for business matters, especially in

the computer and film industries. In addition, other students gave aesthetic or

even affective reasons. These students said they would like to learn an American

accent because they like or are somehow attracted to America and/or the accent,

which is considered ‘melodic’ and ‘well-spoken’. (ibid.: 247)

In terms of how these learners conceptualised the two speech varieties – i.e., in

perceptual-dialectological terms –, their use of ‘British’ and ‘American’ can be

interpreted as referring to some sort of standard pronunciation from Great Britain and

the United States, respectively (ibid.: 247). Some students made relatively specific

regional references, such as ‘an English accent’ or an accent from ‘the south of

England’, whilst another student made the non-regional reference of ‘the Queen’s

English’ (ibid.: 247-248).
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Language attitude research conducted in Spain has, thus far, established that

English as a foreign language is held in favourable regard, especially amongst younger

generations. It has also established that learners consider British English speech to be a

more desirable pronunciation model than American English speech. The findings of

Mompeán González’s (2004) study suggest, on the one hand, that British English

speech is commonly associated with notions of prestige, authenticity, intelligibility and

familiarity. They also suggest, on the other hand, that American English speech is

commonly perceived as having greater influence, as well as being more widespread and

of greater practical use. These language attitudes will be discussed in the following

chapter in more detail, after an in-depth analysis of the attitude construct and its

relationship with behaviour.
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CHAPTER TWO:

INVESTIGATING ATTITUDES

This chapter focuses primarily on the attitude construct and on how attitudes, as social-

psychological phenomena, relate to external behaviours. It also defines language

attitudes and linguistic behaviour and discusses how these may be measured and

analysed, both individually and together. Throughout the chapter, great emphasis is

placed on the importance of integrating social-psychological and sociolinguistic

approaches when researching attitude-behaviour relations in language. Since ‘most

studies relating to language attitudes hardly touch on theoretical issues regarding the

nature of the objects or concepts to which they pertain, but, rather, attempt to deal

directly with questions of description and analysis’ (Agheyisi and Fishman 1970: 141),

this chapter attempts to enrich language attitude research by giving a detailed account of

relevant theoretical and methodological considerations.

2.1 Attitude: The Elusive Construct

The concept of attitude is considered to have a central position in the social psychology

of language (Edwards 1999: 102), having witnessed major theoretical and empirical

developments over the twentieth century. Its scientific status has been called into

question, though, due to the fact that the term ‘attitude’ has come to mean many things

to many writers; almost every researcher who has concerned himself with this area of

study has attempted a different definition and characterisation of the term, often

reflecting his own theoretical or research interests (Agheyisi and Fishman 1970: 137).
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The ‘semantic disagreements and differences about the generality and specificity of the

term’ have made it an extremely problematic object of research (Baker 1992: 11).

Attitude research has traditionally been conducted according to one of two

approaches: the behaviourist approach or the mentalist approach. On the one hand, the

behaviourist approach conceptualises attitude as a dependent variable which can only be

inferred from the ‘observation and statistical treatment of behavior in social situations’

(Bain 1928: 957). On the other hand, the mentalist approach conceptualises attitude as

an internal state of readiness which guides the responses of an individual to stimuli and

which is inaccessible to direct observation but can be inferred from self-reporting and

introspection on the part of the individual (Allport 1935; Agheyisi and Fishman 1970;

Cooper and Fishman 1974; and Eagly and Chaiken 1993).

The behaviourist approach poses two serious theoretical problems. Firstly, it

relies solely on the observation of overt behaviour as a reliable predictor of attitude and,

therefore, does not acknowledge the undeniable fact that such behaviour ‘may be

consciously or unconsciously designed to disguise or conceal inner attitudes’ (Baker

1992: 15). This is because people are generally able to say or do one thing and to think

or believe another. Also, an individual is capable of sincerely possessing ‘two distinct

sets of contradictory attitudes, one reserved for his personal and private life, and the

other socially determined and quite honestly maintained in public’ (Allport 1935: 824).

Secondly, this approach maintains that attitudinal responses observed in one setting

cannot be explained by responses observed in other settings. This implies that each

action performed by an individual is associated with a different attitude and that there

are as many attitudes as there are behavioural responses, to which Allport argues:
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If an attitude be defined only as a tendency to make a particular response in a

particular situation, it is clear that the number of attitudes will be as numerous as

the totality of stimuli to which the individual has responded in his lifetime. Each

separate connection would be a separate attitude, and there would be no

consecutiveness in conduct or organization in personality. It must be that those

who define attitudes so specifically cannot mean what they say, for without a

certain inner organization of tendencies there would be neither consecutiveness

nor intelligibility in behavior. (1935: 822; emphasis in original)

Such an unlikely state of affairs highlights the fact that attitudes should be more than

mere conceptual conveniences designed to describe broad stimulus-response

correlations (Eagly and Chaiken 1993: 6).

The theoretical advantage of the mentalist approach is that attitude, though

inferred from overt responses, serves as ‘an independent variable in the form of a latent

psychological constant which is not tied to the specific external stimulus situations in

which the responses are made’ (Agheyisi and Fishman 1970: 138). This means that a

single attitude may be linked with a number of behaviours and, likewise, a single

behaviour may be linked with a number of attitudes. The complexity and flexibility of

the mentalist definition clearly makes it a more realistic approximation of how attitudes

exist and function in the mental life of individuals.

Moving forward with the mentalist viewpoint, then, it is now necessary to

examine the attitude construct in greater detail. The main characteristics which are

interwoven through numerous definitions of attitude are as follows: a preparation,

tendency or readiness to react positively or negatively to a given stimulus; an emotional
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regard for a given object; and acquired experience which may be modified through

further experience. Whilst no single definition is entirely satisfactory, Allport offers a

relatively comprehensive one:

An attitude is a mental and neural state of readiness, organized through

experience, exerting a directive or dynamic influence upon the individual’s

response to all objects and situations with which it is related. (1935: 810)

Mentalists typically view the attitude construct as having a multiple, as opposed

to singular, structure. It is viewed as comprising three components: cognitive, affective

and conative (see Allport 1935 and McGuire 1985 for general discussions). Cognitive

responses are an individual’s thoughts and beliefs which reflect perceptions of, and

information about, the attitude object (the entity under evaluation, be it an object,

individual, institution, event or abstract idea).23 Affective responses exhibit an

individual’s feelings and emotions towards the attitude object, and are invariably the

strongest attitudinal component (Perloff 2003: 40). Conative responses reveal an

individual’s perceptions of his/her behavioural tendencies with regard to the attitude

object, which are subjective and may not reflect the individual’s actual behaviour.

The interface between cognitive, affective and conative components and how

they are structured in the mind have been areas of contention amongst attitude theorists.

Fishbein, for example, argues that a multi-component view of attitude is not only

difficult to handle in theory but also creates ‘almost unmanageable problems when

23 Bohner and Wänke define an attitude object as ‘anything a person discriminates or holds in mind’
(2002: 5), whether it is concrete, abstract, inanimate or relating to persons or groups. This is very similar
to what Thomas and Znaniecki refer to as a value: ‘any datum having an empirical content accessible to
the members of some social group and a meaning with regard to which it is or may be an object of
activity’ (1918: 21).
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theory is translated into research’ (1966: 108). The fact that the three components may

not be able to be distinguished from one another, nor necessarily all present in any

given attitude, certainly does not make their organisation and interaction easy to infer

(Bohner and Wänke 2002: 5). Furthermore, rather than being equally weighted, it seems

that the extent to which each component contributes to the overall attitude may differ

according to the attitude object under investigation. The only thing that is clear is that

the components need not be consistent with one another nor with the overall attitude

(Baker 1992: 12; Bohner and Wänke 2002: 56).

While it is important to acknowledge these problems, the attitude researcher

should avoid trying to overcome them by simply opting for a general definition of

attitude: ‘[s/he] must accept the fact that the concept is very general, but […] should not

for that reason be content to use it loosely’ (Allport 1935: 806). Attempts should most

certainly be made to tap into each of the three components individually, in order to

reveal their interactions and weightings with respect to the overall attitude of interest.

Contrary to Fishbein’s assertions above, it should be possible to determine the

organisation and interaction of the cognitive, affective and/or conative components of

an attitude provided that the research has a sufficiently sophisticated design. The

unmanageability of the three components may have less to do with theory and more to

do with neglect on the part of the researcher, as Fishbein himself implies:

[P]eople who construct ‘attitude scales’ rarely maintain that their instruments are

measuring three components; instead, they usually contend that their scales

indicate people’s evaluations (pro-con) of objects or concepts. Thus, although

‘attitudes’ are often said to include all three components, it is usually only
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evaluation or ‘the affective component’ that is measured and treated by

researchers as the essence of attitude. (1966: 108)

In order for theory to successfully translate into research, attitudes should not be

inferred or measured as general evaluative dispositions towards an attitude object. Such

an approach would completely ignore the social-psychological research which

maintains that they have a tripartite internal structure. Instead, cognition, affect and

conation should be inferred and measured as three conceptually distinct components and

their interaction and weightings should be educed from respondents’ self-reporting. As

such, the three components would be defined independently yet would comprise the

single construct of attitude at a higher level of abstraction (Ajzen 1989: 245).

While understanding the relationship between the three components is difficult,

grasping how they relate to the overall attitude is relatively straightforward. In as much

as cognition, affect and conation guide the creation of the overall disposition, each of

the component parts may also be driven or influenced by the attitude itself. In other

words, ‘the tripartite model can be conceptualized in terms of both antecedents and

consequences of their associated attitudes’ (Bizer 2004). Thus, the relationship between

the overall attitude and its three components – and, for that matter, between the

components themselves – should be viewed in terms of a chicken-or-the-egg causality.

None forms before the others and each potentially influences the others. That the

formation of attitudes is neither static nor unidirectional must be borne in mind when

conducting measurements and analyses, as the elicited attitude and its components may

be subject to gradual change and should, therefore, only be interpreted synchronically.

Moving to the question of how attitudes come into being, Allport posits four
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common conditions under which attitude formation occurs (1935: 810-811). Firstly,

attitudes are formed through the integration of a number of responses of a similar type;

a ‘residuum […] of many repeated processes of sensation, perception, and feeling’

(Burnham 1924: 285). As simple as this may seem, Allport stresses that this process

cannot be the only mechanism involved in attitude formation:

Day by day our varied encounters would be absorbed into our pre-existing store

of knowledge, and would modify in direct proportion to their number and

relevancy our ‘pictures’ of the world we live in. This orderly procedure, so

desirable from the point of view of mental hygiene, is a flattering overstatement

of the rationality of mental operation. An attitude seldom contains all of the

experience which is relevant to it, and seldom changes as rapidly as a faithful

following of experience would require. (1935: 812-813)

Secondly, attitudes are formed via the process of segregation. This process begins as a

child, when an individual has two primordial responses – approach or avoidance – and

‘segregate[s] action-patterns and conceptual systems which will supply him with

adequate attitudes for the direction of his adaptive conduct’ (Allport 1935: 810-811).

Thirdly, attitudes are formed during intensely emotional or traumatic experiences which

result in compulsive organisations of the mental field. Although these types of

experiences have a particularly profound effect in childhood, people of all ages are

susceptible to the consequences of emotional trauma, such as changes in their attitudes.

Finally, attitudes are often adopted ready-made from important referents, such as

parents, teachers and peers. There is some evidence to suggest that subsequent
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experience can, in fact, be used to strengthen the adopted attitude, rather than acting as a

basis for further developing an individual’s own attitude. In other words, people can be

selective regarding the aspects of their experience that they process and the

contradictory aspects that they do not.

Attitudes are generally formed in adolescence and, for the most part, endure

throughout life; ‘[b]arring unusual experiences of conversion or crisis, attitudes are

likely to be confirmed and enriched rather than altered or replaced’ (Allport 1935: 812).

The implications of this for the present study are that the language attitudes of

respondents learning English at university in Spain should be fully formed and

relatively consistent, as they are the product of many years of development and are

expected to continue to exist – in more or less the same capacity – as respondents

progress through their lives.

2.2 Attitude-Behaviour Relations in Social Psychology

There is general consensus amongst attitude theorists that attitudes ‘bear some positive

relation to action or behavior, either as being “predisposition to behavior” or as being a

special aspect of behavior itself’ (Agheyisi and Fishman 1970: 139). Even early

theorists viewed attitudes as somehow linked with behaviour and suggested that they

may explain human actions. Thomas and Znaniecki (1918), for example, advocated that

attitudes are mental processes which determine an individual’s actual and potential

responses to an attitude object. The existence of an attitude-behaviour relation appears

to be obvious, since ‘a predisposition that does not lead to some response cannot be

detected’ (Rokeach 1968: 121). Nevertheless, attempts to establish a link between

attitudes and behaviour have not been very successful to date, leading Agheyisi and
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Fishman to refer to ‘the notorious question of the low level of correlation between

attitudes and actual behavior’ (1970: 140).

Early research encountered a complex relationship between attitudes and

behaviours. In his 1934 study, for example, LaPiere travelled across the United States

with a Chinese couple, hypothesising that they would be refused service by hotels and

restaurants. However, only one of two-hundred and fifty-one establishments refused the

couple service. LaPiere later wrote to each of the hotels and restaurants that they had

visited and, in their responses, ninety-two per cent of the establishments claimed that

they would refuse service to Chinese customers. This is an example of the enormous

discrepancy that may exist between verbalised attitudes and overt behaviours.

Researchers seeking to find a strong level of correlation between attitudes and

behaviour should, therefore, aim to establish the degree to which attitudes are related to

behaviours and to minimise any discrepancy between the two, whilst also taking into

account any factors which might intervene in this relationship.

Weak correlations are also likely to occur where there has been a lack of

correspondence between attitudinal and behavioural measures (Bohner and Wänke

2002: 223). Though it is now generally recognised that ‘the neural process is one of

dynamic interplay rather than of mechanical rigidity’ in which both general and specific

attitudes exist (Allport 1935: 822-823), the correspondence principle specifies that

strong correlations between attitudes and behaviour can only be uncovered if both

measures have equal degrees of specification (Ajzen and Fishbein 1977). In other

words, ‘[s]pecific attitudes predict equally specific behaviours, whereas global attitude

measures predict behaviours aggregated across contexts and points in time’ (Bohner and

Wänke 2002: 225). Hence, it would be impossible to predict, with any degree of
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accuracy, a specific behaviour – such as attendance at a particular football match on a

particular date – from a global measure of attitude towards football. Importantly,

predictive validity increases dramatically if the attitude towards the behaviour is

measured as opposed to the attitude towards the object of the behaviour; e.g., towards

smoking as opposed to towards cigarettes (Bohner and Wänke 2002: 224).

Several theories have been developed which focus on attitudes towards

behaviours rather than towards the objects of those behaviours, and their models situate

attitude within a network of other predictor variables (Bohner and Wänke 2002: 233).

Baker describes models of this type as having a ‘systems approach’ – since ‘[s]imple

relationships between attitudes and behaviour are no longer expected’ – in which

attitudes become only one element within an elaborate system (1992: 20). Such an

approach is likely to expose a stronger relationship between attitudes and behaviour, as

it takes into account the potentially complex dynamic of this relationship and accounts

for mediating factors.

In 1975, Fishbein and Ajzen formulated the theory of reasoned action (TRA); a

mathematical model based on the expectancy-value principle whereby ‘attitudes are

defined […] as expectancy × value products’ (Bohner and Wänke 2002: 233). The

theory posited that an individual’s behaviour was determined by his/her behavioural

intention, and that this intention was, in turn, a function of subjective norm and the

individual’s attitude towards the behaviour in question.

Ajzen defines behaviour as observable responses, in a given situation with

respect to a given target, which can be aggregated to produce a broadly representative

measure of behaviour.24 Behavioural intention is, as its name implies, the individual’s

24 All definitions provided in this section were taken from Ajzen’s personal website, as this was thought
to provide the most up-to-date definitions: http://people.umass.edu/aizen/index.html (accessed July 2011)
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readiness to perform the behaviour in question,25 with behaviour itself considered to be

mediated by this construct. Behavioural intention should not be confused with the

conative component of attitude (as it appears to have been in Baker 1992: 13, for

example). The former elicits respondents’ readiness to perform (or otherwise) a given

behaviour, i.e., their plans to perform the behaviour in the immediate future, and the

latter elicits respondents’ tendencies with respect to the behaviour in question, i.e., how

their previous or current behaviour relates to the behaviour in question or to closely

related behaviours. Subjective norm is the perceived social pressure to engage or not to

engage in a given behaviour; in other words, the individual’s beliefs regarding how the

people around him/her view the behaviour.26 The inclusion of this variable is

particularly relevant because attitudes can serve to maintain social relationships; for

example, an individual is likely to hold attitudes that are also held – or are, at least,

viewed favourably – by his/her peers (Bohner and Wänke 2002: 8). Attitude is defined

as the degree to which the individual positively or negatively evaluates performance of

the behaviour in question.

Since the TRA was only capable of predicting voluntary behaviour, it was later

revised to be able to account for behaviours which are only partially under an

individual’s control. At this time, it was renamed the theory of planned behaviour

(TPB). Thus, what distinguishes the TPB model from its predecessor is the added factor

25 Fishman et al. (1968) used the term ‘commitment measure’ to refer to a similar concept; i.e.,
respondents’ willingness or commitment to perform the behaviour in question. He found that these
measures were more useful predictors of respondents’ actual behaviour than were traditional attitude
questionnaire items; thus, emphasising the importance of taking measures of intervening variables.
26 While this study is the first to apply an expectancy-value model in the study of language, other
researchers have investigated variables similar to subjective norm which are thought to impact upon
language learning and language use. For example, Dörnyei et al. (2006) controlled for a variable named
language learning milieu and required respondents to self-report on the support received from parents and
on friends’ attitudes towards foreign-language learning. Dalton-Puffer et al. (1997) also included a
number of items relating to the opinions of friends and parents.
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of perceived behavioural control: the individual’s perception of the ease or difficulty of

performing the behaviour in question. Such control is likely to exist on a continuum,

with most behaviours falling somewhere between the two extremes and with some

respondents displaying greater degrees of control than others (Ajzen 2005: 140).

Hence, the TPB model posits that an individual’s behaviour is determined by

behavioural intention, which is, in turn, a function of the individual’s attitude,

subjective norm and perceived behavioural control. Despite the fact that the model

presents attitude-behaviour relations as existing in terms of a causal chain, it must not

necessarily be assumed that people always form intentions which are consistent with

their attitudes and act in accordance with those intentions. As Bohner and Wänke note,

‘high correlations between attitude and behaviour do not provide sufficient evidence for

inferring that attitudes cause behaviour’ (2002: 232; emphases in original). Nor should

high correlations imply, for that matter, that behaviour plays a causal role in the

formation of attitudes. If, indeed, a causal relationship does exist, it is likely to be

bidirectional. This is evidenced by the fact that performed behaviour often provides new

information which modifies existing attitudes and impacts on subsequent behaviour

(Ajzen 1989: 248).

Moving away from the issue of causality and focusing on how the TPB model

relates attitudes to behaviour, it is generally true that the more favourable the attitude

and subjective norm, and the greater the perceived behavioural control, the stronger the

individual’s behavioural intention should be to perform the behaviour in question. This

multifaceted construct is diagrammatically represented in Figure 2.1.

It is clear from the diagram that there are a number of other features of the TPB

model which require explanation. The first of these is actual behavioural control, which



60

Figure 2.1 Ajzen’s Theory of Planned Behaviour model27

refers to whether the individual actually possesses the skills, resources or prerequisites

to perform a given behaviour; as an example, a learner wishing to emulate a particular

speech variety when speaking in a foreign language would need to have the

prerequisites of familiarity with the speech variety and articulatory competence. This

feature appears only faintly in the model because, as Ajzen notes, the TPB is not

capable of directly assessing the amount of control a person actually has over a given

behaviour; it simply investigates the potential effects of perceived behavioural control

on the achievement of behavioural goals and draws attention to some of the realistic

constraints that may exist (2005: 118).

When applying the TPB model, the various ways in which perceived

behavioural control interacts with the model’s other components must be borne in mind.

Firstly, a direct link is likely to emerge between perceived behavioural control and

behaviour when the individual’s perceptions of behavioural control and actual

behavioural control are consistent with one another (Ajzen 2005: 119). Secondly, there

27 This latest model is taken from Icek Ajzen’s personal website, which is available at:
http://people.umass.edu/aizen/index.html (accessed July 2011)
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is an assumed relationship between perceived behavioural control and behavioural

intention which is not mediated by attitude and subjective norm. In Ajzen’s words,

‘[p]eople who believe that they have neither the resources nor the opportunities to

perform a certain behavior are unlikely to form strong behavioral intentions to engage in

it even if they hold favorable attitudes toward the behavior and believe that important

others would approve of their performing the behavior’ (ibid.: 119).

The other features of the TPB model which require explanation are the sets of

behavioural, normative and control beliefs. Control beliefs relate to the perceived

presence of factors that facilitate or impede performance of a given behaviour. To

obtain a measure of perceived behavioural control, the strength of each control belief is

weighted by the perceived power of each of the factors and the products are summed.

As such, perceived behavioural control (PBC) is the sum of the strength of each control

belief (c), as weighted by the power of each control factor (p): PBC ∝ ∑cipi.

Normative beliefs are the perceived behavioural expectations of important

referents, such as family or friends. To obtain a measure of subjective norm, the

strength of each normative belief is weighted by the individual’s motivation to comply

with each referent and the products are aggregated. In other words, subjective norm

(SN) is the sum of the strength of each normative belief (n), as weighted by motivation

to comply (m): SN ∝ ∑nimi.

Behavioural beliefs are the salient outcomes that the individual associates with

performing the behaviour in question. According to the TPB model, an individual’s

attitude (A) is the sum of the strength of each behavioural belief (b), as weighted by

his/her evaluation of each outcome (e): A ∝ ∑biei. It is only this section of the TPB

model – attempting to obtain a measure of attitude – which is not theoretically sound.
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Rather than elicit attitudes towards the behaviour in question, it elicits attitudes towards

the outcomes of performing the behaviour, as subjectively viewed by the individual. By

means of example, instead of eliciting attitudes towards smoking cigarettes, the TPB

model would elicit attitudes towards what respondents believe to be the outcomes of

smoking cigarettes, such as looking (un)attractive, receiving praise or punishment from

family members and friends or, even, developing lung disease.

The TPB model is also not theoretically sound because it constitutes a means-

end analysis, which defines ‘a person’s attitude toward a referent as a composite of the

perceived usefulness of the referent with respect to his goals weighted by the relative

value he places on each goal’ (Cooper and Fishman 1974: 7). Such analyses relegate the

attitude concept to the background, as one of many predictors of behaviour, and often

provide very narrow definitions of attitude (Bohner and Wänke 2002: 239). The TPB

model conceptualises attitude as being determined solely by one’s beliefs and, thus,

only allows for the measurement of cognitive responses. By his own admission, Ajzen

states that beliefs form ‘the cognitive foundation from which attitudes, subjective norms

and perceptions of control – and, ultimately, intentions and behaviors – are assumed to

follow in a reasonable and consistent fashion’ (2005: 126; my emphasis). Not only does

this contradict the definition that he provides elsewhere of attitude as a general

evaluative disposition towards the attitude object, it also confirms that he has ignored

the tripartite structure of attitude which is well-established within the social-

psychological literature.

Clearly, there is a need to go beyond general or single-component definitions of

attitude when conducting detailed measurements and analyses of the attitude construct.

This may be done by measuring the cognitive, affective and conative components and
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determining how these interact to form respondents’ overall attitudes. Ajzen’s TPB

model can be adapted to incorporate these theoretical insights; however, it is possible

that such adaptations could reduce the model’s predictive power. On the one hand,

means-end analyses have considerable predictive power but the measures taken are

unlikely to truly represent the attitude held. On the other hand, cognitive-affective-

conative analyses obtain more representative measures of attitude but their lack of

systematic measurement has often resulted in weak predictive power.

Though ‘there is disagreement as to whether the structure of the hypothetical

construct is best thought of in terms of a cognitive-affective-conative (thinking-feeling-

acting) analysis or in terms of a means-end analysis’ (McGuire 1969), these need not be

entirely incompatible. In fact, they have the potential to be complementary; the rigorous

analysis of the component parts of attitude, as in the former, is as important as the

measurement of attitudes on multi-item scales, as in the latter. The present study,

therefore, combines a cognitive-affective-conative analysis with a means-end analysis.28

In order to address previous shortcomings, it adapts the TPB model by using multi-item

scales to rigorously measure each of the attitudinal components. In summary, the

present study elicits cognitive, affective and conative component scores and weights

these by the salience of each component for respondents. Thus, overall attitude (A) is

the sum of the strength of component scores (com), as weighted by the salience (s) of

each component: A ∝ ∑comisi. These attitudinal measures can then be processed

through the TPB model in order to determine whether any relationship exists with

respondents’ linguistic behaviour. The adapted TPB model to be used in the present

study is diagrammatically represented in Figure 2.2.

28 This combined approach is reminiscent of a project undertaken by Cooper and Fishman at the Hebrew
University School of Education, as referenced in their 1974 paper.
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Figure 2.2 Adapted Theory of Planned Behaviour model

It is expected that the adapted TPB model shall be able to be usefully applied in

the study of attitude-behaviour relations in language. The present research attempts to

demonstrate this by eliciting the language attitudes of university students in Spain

towards model American and British varieties of English speech and testing whether or

not these language attitudes are linked with learners’ own practice of the language.

2.3 Language Attitudes and Linguistic Behaviour

One might wonder why the social-psychological concept of attitude should be of any

interest to Sociolinguistics – a field which is, perhaps, best-known for its descriptions of

language use. The relevance of language attitude studies to Sociolinguistics is that they

investigate the social-psychological processes which are likely to underlie and explain

observable sociolinguistic phenomena (Garrett et al. 1999: 322). Patterns of evaluation
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provide different information to distributional data, as they allow language attitude

researchers to ‘access the dynamic identificational and relational forces at work within

sociolinguistic communities [including] prejudices held against regional or social

varieties; allegiances and affiliative feelings towards one’s own or other groups’ speech

norms; and stereotypes of […] speech styles’ (ibid.: 321).

As Cooper and Fishman note, attitude has served as a variable in many

sociolinguistic studies because it is a central concept in the social sciences and because

sociolinguistic phenomena are complex enough to motivate the search for equally

complex predictive hypothetical constructs (1974: 5).They go on to assert that:

[I]t is surprising that the work of attitude theorists on the one hand and the work

of sociolinguists on the other should have been conducted in relative isolation

from one another. Sociolinguistic investigators’ use of attitude as a variable has

proceeded largely without reference to issues in the theory and measurement of

attitudes, and the procedures and data developed by sociolinguists have been

largely ignored by attitude theorists. (ibid.: 5)

These authors make it clear that the two research traditions can be mutually beneficial:

(i) some of the techniques developed in sociolinguistic investigations could be applied

more widely and (ii) sociolinguistic research could benefit from an elaboration of the

attitude construct and the testing of attitude theory on its rich data resources (ibid.: 6).

By making explicit the theoretical assumptions underlying the use of attitude as a

research variable, sociolinguistic studies should obtain sharper attitude scales and more

easily interpretable results (ibid.: 6). Hence, an investigation into how language
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attitudes are linked with linguistic behaviour, which also elaborates on the theory

surrounding the attitude construct, is a significant contribution to Sociolinguistics.

Agheyisi and Fishman identify three broad types of language attitude study:

language-oriented or language-directed, i.e., the evaluation or rating of languages or

language varieties; community-wide stereotyped impressions, i.e., the social

significance of a language or language variety; and the implementation of language

attitudes, i.e., the analysis of linguistic behaviour or behaviour towards language which

may result from specific attitudes (1970: 141). These are by no means mutually

exclusive but, depending on the focus of the investigation, may require the use of

different data-collection techniques. In line with Agheyisi and Fishman’s

categorisations of language attitude studies, this thesis focuses primarily on the

implementation of language attitudes in so far as it investigates how the language

attitudes held by Spanish university students relate to their use of the English language.

It does, however, form part of a larger investigation into students’ evaluations of two

varieties of English speech (i.e., language-oriented or language-directed) and which also

collects a large volume of qualitative data regarding the social significance of English in

Spain (i.e., community-wide stereotyped impressions).

Language attitudes are not simply attitudes held towards a language or language

variety. The term ‘language attitude’ most often describes an attitude held

simultaneously towards the (variety of) speech and the speaker (Fasold 1984: 148). In

other words, evaluations of speech often reflect more general evaluations of the social

group to which its speaker belongs. The speaker and his/her speech are, therefore,

inextricably linked and often do not function as separate referents which are discernible

to the listener-judge.



67

The study of language attitudes essentially developed from research conducted

by Wallace E. Lambert in the 1960s. Lambert et al. (1960) presented French Canadian

and English Canadian listeners with a series of recordings – some in French and some in

English – and asked them to rate each speaker on the basis of physical attributes, as well

as mental and emotional traits. What listeners did not realise was that they were actually

evaluating the same speaker in French and English guises. This matched guise

technique was specifically designed for Lambert’s study so as to indirectly elicit

listeners’ underlying prejudices towards the two languages and their speakers. In this, as

in many of Lambert’s later investigations (Anisfield, Bogo and Lambert 1962; Lambert

et al. 1968; Tucker and Lambert 1969), it was consistently demonstrated that non-

linguists were able to differentiate between languages or between varieties of a single

language and, in fact, held stereotyped attitudes towards them (McKenzie 2010: 53).

Since these initial investigations, a large number of language attitude studies have

emerged and researchers have been gathering language attitude data in a wide range of

contexts using increasingly sophisticated and diverse methodologies (see, for example,

Strongman and Woosley 1967; Cheyne 1970; Giles 1970, 1971a, 1971b; Bayard 1991;

Baker 1992; Garrett et al. 1999; Ladegaard 2000; and Bayard et al. 2001).

Language attitude studies amongst native speakers of the English language

have, thus far, shown a great deal of consistency in their findings. For instance, it has

been widely demonstrated that native speakers tend to evaluate speech varieties which

they perceive as being standard more positively than those that they perceive as being

non-standard for features of competence (e.g., the degree to which the speaker is
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considered to be intelligent, confident, responsible or serious).29 The opposite is true

when evaluating speech varieties according to social attractiveness (e.g., the degree to

which the speaker is considered to be kind, gentle, calm, arrogant or boring).30

Language attitudes can also be held by non-native speakers towards the foreign

language being learnt. Some studies have focused on the attitudes of non-native

speakers towards the English language as a single entity, including: attitudes towards

the spread of English in Italy (Pulcini 1997); attitudes towards the functions of English

in Finland (Hyrkstedt and Kalaja 1998); attitudes of English teachers in Hong Kong

(Tsui and Bunton 2000); as well as studies which have compared attitudes towards

English and other languages in the contexts of Belgium (Dewaele 2005), Hungary

(Dörnyei et al. 2006) and Brazil (El-Dash and Busnardo 2001).

Other studies have concentrated on attitudes towards varieties of the English

language amongst non-native speakers living in the second-language context: for

example, Eisenstein’s investigation into attitudes towards what she referred to as

Standard English, Black English and New Yorkese English amongst learners living in

New York (1982); and Clark and Schleef’s investigation into the attitudes of Polish-

born adolescents living in Edinburgh and London towards several varieties of UK

English (2010). Both of these studies found that learners living in the native-speaking

context assimilated, to a greater or lesser degree, to the language attitudes held by native

speakers in that context; i.e., they demonstrated a preference for the standard speech

variety and rated non-standard, or regional, varieties less favourably.

29 No general consensus has been reached on definitions of ‘standard’ and ‘non-standard’ (see Bex and
Watts 1999 for further discussion of this point), most likely due to the fact that the notion of standard
language is, ultimately, an ideological construct.
30 Other researchers, such as Rindal (2010), have elicited speaker evaluations on a third dimension:
linguistic quality. This dimension was not included in the present study, as the linguistic quality of the
texts was maximally controlled for in their preparation (see section 3.4.2).
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There have also been a number of investigations into the language attitudes of

non-native speakers, living in non-native-speaking contexts, towards varieties of the

English language: in Austria (Dalton-Puffer et al. 1997); in Denmark (Jarvella et al.

2001, Ladegaard 1998, Ladegaard and Sachdev 2006); in Finland (Hartikainen 2000); in

France (Flaitz 1993); in Japan (McKenzie 2010); in Norway (Rindal 2010); and in

Poland (Janicka et al. 2008). These have revealed some interesting trends.

Firstly, it is often the case that American and British varieties of English speech

are those with which learners are most familiar and which they find easiest to recognise.

This scenario is likely to be a product of the fact that, in many higher education contexts

in which English is taught and learnt as a foreign language, ‘[t]he implicit aim […] is

for students to achieve a native-like accent (i.e., Received Pronunciation or General

American)’ (Dalton-Puffer et al. 1997: 115-116).31 When investigating attitudes

towards American, English, Irish and Scottish varieties of the language, Jarvella et al.

(2001) found that American and English varieties were most easily recognisable for

Danish learners. Increased recognition levels of these two varieties – above General

Australian, Scottish Standard English and Cockney – were also noted in another study

conducted in Denmark (Ladegaard 1998). Dalton-Puffer et al. (1997) found that

learners of English in higher education contexts in Austria were more familiar with

Received Pronunciation than with General American. Recognition of, or familiarity

with, a given speech variety has not been shown to be an important factor in

determining non-native speakers’ evaluations; in fact, ‘[s]ubjects who cannot place the

31 In the present research, a native-like accent is understood to be the closest approximation of a native-
speaker accent by a non-native speaker (see section 1.2.1 for discussions of the terms ‘native speaker’ and
‘non-native speaker’). Second Language Acquisition research suggests that there is a critical period,
roughly until the age of puberty, after which the ability to master second-language (L2) phonology is lost.
Adult learners striving to emulate phonological features of the L2 will be unable to fully acquire them and
will retain many phonological features of their first language (L1). There are later cut-off points for the
mastery of other linguistic features, such as syntax and morphology, but no clear cut-off point for the
acquisition of vocabulary. See Singleton and Lengyel (1995) for a fuller discussion.
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speakers in a particular national or social context are still capable of allocating these

voices national stereotypes that correspond with prevailing social patterns and cultural

norms’ (Ladegaard 1998: 268).

Secondly, non-native-speaking respondents typically demonstrate a preference

for native varieties of English speech. Received Pronunciation emerges as the most

desirable pronunciation model (Janicka et al. 2008) and as the unsurpassed prestige

variety (Ladegaard 1998). In one study, ‘English’ speech is rated as more attractive than

‘American’ speech (Jarvella et al. 2001). However, generally speaking, RP is rated

more positively than General American for status and competence, as well as linguistic

quality, but less positively for social attractiveness (Rindal 2010). Interestingly, despite

an overall preference for RP as a pronunciation model, there is a common belief

amongst learners that the variety has a complex phonological system and that linguistic

production in General American is easier (Janicka et al. 2008).

Dalton-Puffer et al. suggest that learners of English in Europe prefer RP because

they consider it to be a traditional and historically valid variety of English and, also,

recognise their geographical and political links with Great Britain: ‘[r]eflecting

historical and geopolitical circumstances, the majority of the subjects support RP as

their favourite model of pronunciation’ (1997: 115). This notion of historical

authenticity was also apparent in the language attitude data from Mompeán González’s

study amongst university students in Murcia, Spain (see section 1.3.4). Whether a cause

or outcome of historical and geopolitical circumstances, British English clearly still

functions ‘[…] as an institutionalized pronunciation target for learners in many parts of

the world’ (McArthur 2001: 1).
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Thirdly, the vitality of American culture is widely acknowledged but appears not

to be directly linked with learners’ language attitudes. For example, Ladegaard and

Sachdev (2006) investigated attitudes towards British and American English and found

that respondents identified with Americans culturally but expressed no desire to emulate

an American accent; rather, they demonstrated a preference for RP. Similarly, in a study

by Flaitz (1993), French respondents were interpreted as having a particular fascination

with the American people and culture but generally rated the British speech variety

more positively than the American one. It is perfectly reasonable, therefore, for learners

to hold a speech variety of the foreign language in high esteem whilst feeling drawn to,

and more genuinely interested in, another foreign-language people and culture.

Each of the above findings supports earlier assertions that non-native speakers

can distinguish between varieties of a language – in this case, English – and that they do

hold stereotyped attitudes towards them, despite not always being able to recognise or

to name them (see McKenzie 2010 and section 3.2.4 of this thesis for discussions of

variety recognition). With respect to the latter issue, even language attitude researchers

have demonstrated very little consistency in their labelling of the British and American

varieties of English speech selected for investigation. Some have used the extremely

vague terms ‘English English’ / ‘British English’ and ‘American English’; i.e., umbrella

terms for an abundance of speech varieties which exist within Great Britain and the

United States. Others have used the slightly more nuanced terms ‘Received

Pronunciation’ and ‘General American’. There is little doubt that these researchers are

all referring to the same speech varieties; i.e., those which are generally perceived as the

more standard or mainstream forms of English in Great Britain and the United States,

and which feature most commonly as pronunciation models in English-language
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classrooms worldwide. Nevertheless, in order for the findings of different studies to be

comparable, greater effort should be made to accurately label and define the speech

varieties selected for use in language attitude research (see section 3.4.1 for a discussion

of the labels employed in the present research).

Generally speaking, language attitude studies concerning English have been

limited in the sense that they have tended (i) to treat the language as a single, monolithic

entity and (ii) to focus on native speakers’ evaluations of (varieties of) their own

language (McKenzie 2010: 58). A further limitation is that those studies which have

focused on the attitudes of non-native-speaking populations have often been conducted

in national contexts where there is a culture of highly proficient English language use.32

Such a focus may have skewed the overall impression of non-native-speaker attitudes

towards English, especially since learners of these nationalities are likely to have greater

familiarity with linguistic variation in the language. Eliciting language attitudes from a

population of learners who are generally considered to have poor English-language

skills will determine whether they, too, hold stereotyped attitudes towards varieties of

the language. Moreover, it will either reaffirm the generalisability of or account for

variation in trends which have previously been established within the field.

Language attitude research has seldom examined the potential relationship

between language attitudes and linguistic behaviour. In fact, only two studies have

investigated this relationship so far. The first of these was by Ladegaard (2000), who

investigated the way in which index-scores of linguistic behaviour compared to attitudes

32 In reference to studies conducted in countries with ‘very high’ or ‘high’ levels of proficiency, according
to the most recent English Proficiency Index (Education First 2013): Norway (Rindal 2010); Denmark
(Ladegaard 1998, Jarvella et al. 2001, Ladegaard and Sachdev 2006); Austria (Dalton-Puffer et al. 1997);
Finland (Hartikainen 2000); Poland (Janicka et al. 2008); Hungary (Dörnyei et al. 2006); and Belgium
(Dewaele 2005). In these regions, there tends to be a great deal of government investment into English-
language learning and teaching – since the development of skills in English for socioeconomic purposes
is a national priority – and a heavy consumption of English-language media and cultural products. As
such, these areas are obvious targets for language attitude research amongst foreign learners of English.
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towards language use and to assessments of in-group members amongst native speakers

of Danish in Denmark. His quantitative analyses showed no significant correlation

between language attitudes and linguistic behaviour, a fact which highlights two main

theoretical and methodological problems. Firstly, native-speaking respondents are

linguistically bound – to greater or lesser degrees – to a particular speech variety of the

L1 and their language use is, therefore, not likely to be influenced by their language

attitudes. Secondly, the correspondence principle (discussed earlier in section 2.2) was

not adhered to; measures of attitudes towards speech varieties as whole units were

compared to measures of behaviour in the form of realizations of specific linguistic

variables. The second of these studies was by Rindal (2010), who found that learners’

self-reported accent aims correlated significantly with accent use and that learners’

evaluations of RP and GA appeared to motivate their pronunciation choices. Rindal’s

findings most likely showed a significant correlation between language attitudes and

language use for two main reasons. Firstly, the sample comprised of non-native-

speaking respondents, who are not linguistically bound to a particular speech variety of

the L2 and, therefore, have a certain degree of choice when faced with linguistic

variation; as such, their language attitudes are likely to influence their language use.

Secondly, this time, the correspondence principle was not violated and attitudes and

behaviours were measured with the same degree of specification.

The above examples highlight that careful consideration should be given to the

design of the research instrument in order for valid data to be elicited and for the

likelihood of establishing a significant link between language attitudes and language use

to be optimised. In the following chapter, the design of the research instrument to be

used in the present study is detailed.
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CHAPTER THREE:

METHODOLOGY FOR ELICITING LANGUAGE ATTITUDES AND LANGUAGE USE

In the previous chapter, the attitude construct was defined, the social-psychological

theory on attitude-behaviour relations was discussed and the sociolinguistic literature on

language attitudes and language use was reviewed. This chapter begins by introducing

the sample and detailing the linguistic, social and psychological variables selected for

investigation. There, then, follow sections on the verbal guise and theory of planned

behaviour experiments. The chapter concludes with an overview of the research

instrument, the pilot study and the procedure by which the research was administered.

3.1 The Choice of the Sample

The sample population selected for the present study comprised Spanish nationals who

considered their mother tongue to be Castilian and who were learning English at one of

two universities – University of Salamanca or University of Valladolid – in Spain.

University students were chosen as respondents for several reasons. Firstly, it

seemed appropriate to recruit language learners within a language-learning context.

Secondly, university students were likely to have a greater command of English and to

have higher levels of exposure to (varieties of) the language than, say, primary or

secondary school students. Relatedly, their language attitudes were expected to be fully

formed and relatively consistent by this stage, at which they are no longer adolescents

but young adults (see discussion of attitude formation in section 2.1). Finally, university

students are likely to have an awareness of their motivations for learning the language;
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i.e., to be considering how they plan to use English in the future. Consequently, their

language use is expected to be influenced by social and psychological factors.

Thus, a sample of university students (N=82) participated in the present

research. Unfortunately, several responses had to be discounted due to the fact that

some respondents (N=11) did not meet the eligibility criteria of nationality, mother

tongue and/or subject(s) of study. Of the valid responses (N=71), the minimum age of

respondents was 19 and the maximum was 33, with a mean of 21 years and a median of

20 years. The minimum number of years that respondents had spent learning English

was 2 and the maximum was 18, with a mean of 12 years and a median of 13 years. 53

respondents were students at the University of Salamanca (75%) and 18 were students

at the University of Valladolid (25%). All respondents were undergraduate students at

their respective universities and represented five different years of study: 27% in their

first year, 52% in their second year, 8% in their third year, 7% in their fourth year and

6% in their fifth year. 19 respondents were male (27%) and 52 were female (73%).33 A

breakdown of the sample is provided in Table 3.1. The profile of the sample recruited

for the main study was very similar to that of the sample recruited for the pilot study

(see section 3.7), particularly with respect to the age range of respondents, the number

of years that they had spent learning English and the ratio of male to female

respondents. This reassured the researcher that she had successfully collected data from

a representative sample of the community under investigation.

Students were recruited from two institutions, rather than just one, primarily for

33 In both the pilot and main studies, there was a higher ratio of female to male respondents. This is
thought to be representative of the sample population of learners of English at these Spanish universities,
as there appear to be gendered practices whereby females have more positive attitudes towards foreign-
language learning and tend to be more successful when learning a foreign language than males. Within
Spain, Walker (1999) notes that these practices are particularly common in the Humanities and
Henderson et al. note that ‘language teaching in Spain […] has tended to be female dominated’ (2012).
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Table 3.1 The sample used in the present study

Institution Year of Study Sex Number of Respondents
University of Salamanca 1

2

3

4

5

Male
Female

Male
Female

Male
Female

Male
Female

Male
Female

1
9

11
26

0
0

4
1

0
1

University of Valladolid 1

2

3

4

5

Male
Female

Male
Female

Male
Female

Male
Female

Male
Female

1
8

0
0

1
5

0
0

1
2

Total 71

the researcher to gain access to a larger pool of potential respondents. The researcher

did not anticipate any considerable amount of variation in responses owing to the

university at which students were registered, based on the following: both are historical,

public universities of roughly the same size (with approximately 25,000 students at the

University of Valladolid and 30,000 at the University of Salamanca);34 in terms of

location, they are just over an hour apart and are within the same autonomous

community of Castile and Leon, meaning that there is also very little dialectal variation;

34 According to the university web pages, which are available at:
http://www.relint.uva.es/EN/ForeignStudentsGuide.asp (accessed May 2014)
http://www.usal.es/webusal/en/node/2900?bcp=conocenos (accessed May 2014)
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and, as previously discussed in section 1.3.2.1, the English-language courses offered at

the two universities are relatively similar.

The researcher’s intention was to recruit a large number of respondents, so that

the sample would be as representative as possible of the target community as a whole

and so that the results of the statistical analyses would be reliable; especially, since a

large number of independent variables were employed, as listed in section 3.3. Using

G*Power software, it was calculated that – in order to find a significant difference

between independent means – a sample of 788 respondents would be required to

achieve a small effect size, 128 respondents to achieve a medium effect size and 52

respondents to achieve a large effect size (α=0.05, power=0.8). Thus, there were 

sufficient respondents (N=71) in the present study to achieve a large effect size.

To summarise, the number of respondents who participated in the present study

was relatively modest, yet sufficient. The sample should be considered to be

representative of learners of English at public universities in the autonomous

community of Castile and Leon. As such, generalisations cannot be made regarding the

language attitudes and language use of learners of English in other parts of Spain; in

particular, the findings of the present study may not be generalised to Spain’s bilingual

autonomous communities.

3.2 The Choice of Linguistic Variables

It would be beyond the scope of this study to investigate all of the linguistic features

which differ between model American and British varieties of English speech. Since

learners’ pronunciation choices are of central interest to this investigation, four

phonological variables have been chosen which are generally considered to be realized
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in alternative ways between the two speech varieties. Attitudes towards and realizations

of these phonological variants are, therefore, interpreted as attitudes towards and

emulations of each of the speech varieties as a whole.

The choice of phonological variables to be included in this investigation departs

from common descriptions of variants which differ between the speech varieties most

commonly labelled as ‘General American’ (GA) and ‘Received Pronunciation’ (RP)

(see, for example, Wells 1982a, 1982b and 1982c; and Giegerich 1992). The four

variables under investigation are referred to throughout as: intervocalic /t/, postvocalic

/r/, the open back vowel, and post-consonantal /u/. Their variants, which generally differ

between GA and RP, are detailed in Table 3.1. As shown in the table, the following

allophones will be investigated where they occur in complementary distribution: the

voiceless alveolar stop [t] and the alveolar tap [ɾ]; the voiced alveolar central 

approximant [ɹ] and the zero variant [Ø]; the unrounded low back vowel [ɑ:] and the 

rounded low back vowel [ɒ]; and the rounded high back vowel [u:] and its occurrence 

with the voiced palatal glide [ju:].

Intervocalicity in the /t/ variable is treated here as a phonological and not a

graphical phenomenon; as such, intervocalic /t/ may occur word-finally where the next

word begins with a vowel but not where the next word begins with a semi-vowel or

consonant. Similarly, instances of intervocalic /t/ which are phonologically followed by

consonants, e.g., ‘definitely’, are not valid and are not included as tokens for analysis in

the present study. Clause-final instances of intervocalic /t/ shall be included in the

analyses, despite the connection between /t/ and the following vowel being weakened to

some degree in this context. Intervocalic /t/ will not be analysed in contexts where it
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Table 3.2 Phonological variables selected for investigation

Variable GA Variant RP Variant Examples

intervocalic /t/ [ɾ] [t] attitude, city, it is

postvocalic /r/ [ɹ] [Ø] speaker, verse, share

open back vowel [ɑ:] [ɒ] lot, poppy, response

post-consonantal /u/ [u:] [ju:] due, nuclear, stew

occurs at the onset of a syllable bearing primary or secondary stress, i.e., ‘competition’,

‘attitude’, ‘iTunes’ and ‘YouTube’. The variants of interest to the present study are

those which are preceded by a stressed vowel and followed by an unstressed vowel,

since the allophone which occurs initially in a stressed syllable is an aspirated /t/, [th].

Tokens of the postvocalic /r/ variable are included in the analyses where they

follow a vowel word-medially or -finally. The /r/ variable is realized as [ɹ] where it 

occurs intervocalically in RP speech; this is often referred to as ‘linking r’ where the /r/

occurs word-finally and there is a vowel at the beginning of the following word. Tokens

of /r/ occurring intervocalically are not included in the present analyses unless they also

occur clause-finally; in which case, the influence of the following vowel on the

realization of /r/ is minimal to non-existent.

Tokens of the open back vowel variable are included in the analyses where they

occur in contexts in which they are stressed. They are not included where they occur in

contexts in which they are unstressed, i.e., in monosyllabic function words such as ‘on’.

This is because, in contexts where English vowels are reduced, an allophone of the

variable is the schwa, or the mid-central vowel [ǝ]. Nevertheless, tokens of the open 

back vowel variable occurring in monosyllabic words are included in the analyses



80

where they occur clause-initially, as they are more likely to bear stress and to be

realized as one of the full vowels [ɑ:] or [ɒ].  

The post-consonantal /u/ variable is phonological and, as such, is not always

graphically represented with ‘u’. Rather, it is the phoneme realized in words such as

‘student’, ‘new’ and ‘due’. Tokens of the post-consonantal /u/ variable are included in

the analyses where they occur word-medially or -finally. The only instances of /u/

which are not included in the analyses are those which occur word-initially – as in

‘university’ – and those which follow labial and velar consonants – as in ‘pure’ or

‘cute’ – because they are realized as [ju:] in both speech varieties (Wells 1982a: 247).

There is potential for the /u/ variable to be subject to yod coalescence where it occurs

after /t/ or /d/, resulting in [ʧu:] and [ʤu:] realizations in stressed syllables and [ʧǝ] and 

[ʤǝ] realizations in unstressed syllables. While yod coalescence may occur in 

unstressed syllables in both GA and RP speech varieties, instances of yod coalescence

in syllables bearing primary or secondary stress are interpreted as attempted realizations

of the RP variant.

Native speakers of Spanish may be predisposed, to some extent, to realizing

each of the four phonological variables under investigation with either the GA or RP

variant, due to the linguistic transfer of phonemes and phonological rules from the L1

(Spanish) to the L2 (English). It is anticipated, therefore, that respondents in the Spanish

context will be more likely to produce the RP variant for the intervocalic /t/ variable.

This is because intervocalic /t/ is also realized as a voiceless stop in Spanish – although

the place of articulation is dental [t̪] – and the alveolar tap is not an allophone of /t/ but

of /r/. Conversely, it is expected that they will be more likely to produce the GA variant

for the postvocalic /r/ variable. This is because Spanish is a rhotic language, although
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the allophones of Spanish /r/ are the alveolar tap and the alveolar trill. For the open back

vowel and post-consonantal /u/ variables, no strong predisposition to use either variant

is anticipated; neither [ɑ:] nor [ɒ] exist in the Spanish phonological system and the close 

back rounded vowel [u] can either be realized in isolation, e.g., ‘Uruguay’, or with a

preceding yod in words such as ‘ayuntamiento’. Respondents’ performance in the

speech production tasks should offer an insight into whether their realizations of the

four phonological variables relate to issues of linguistic transfer.

3.3 The Choice of Social and Psychological Variables

Social-psychological research has demonstrated that attitude-behaviour relations are

extremely complex, that behaviour cannot be linked with attitudes using general

measures and that the relationship may be intervened by other factors (Agheyisi and

Fishman 1970: 151). Within language attitude research, McKenzie considers the most

significant factors to include age, sex, amount of exposure to English-language media

and proficiency level in English (2010: 62). However, no comprehensive or definitive

list of potentially influential factors currently exists (Baker 1992: 41). With this in mind,

investigations into the language attitudes of non-native speakers towards varieties of

English speech should gather detailed social information about respondents (Starks and

Paltridge 1996: 218).

The pilot study conducted as part of the present research involved a series of

focus groups whose aim was to identify the social and psychological factors that were

likely to be linked with the language attitudes and language use of learners of English at

the universities of Salamanca and Valladolid. As a starting point, factors which were

identified as salient elsewhere in the sociolinguistic and social-psychological literature
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were placed into two categories: social variables and psychological variables. The

objective of the pilot study was to determine which of these social and psychological

variables were relevant to the sample population and would form part of the main study.

3.3.1 Social Variables

The social factors whose influence upon foreign learners’ language attitudes and

language use are considered to be worth investigating are as follows:

(i) age

(ii) sex

(iii) university

(iv) year of study

(v) number of years learning English

(vi) time spent in Great Britain and/or the United States

(vii) contact with (type of) native speakers of English

(viii) variety of English taught at school and university

(ix) exposure to English-language media

The variables of age and sex are typically employed in sociolinguistic and social-

psychological research. The remainder of the variables were either adapted from

previous research or were developed for the specific purposes of this research; i.e., to

test the hypothesis that they are linked in some way with respondents’ language

attitudes and/or language use.

Time spent in the United States and/or Great Britain was adapted from Dalton-
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Puffer et al. (1997), who demonstrated that personal experience through time spent

abroad can influence learners’ attitudes and their choice of a pronunciation model:

‘[w]hile the evaluations of the students with EFL experience reflect rather rigid

stereotypes, those students who have spent some time in English-speaking countries

reveal more individualized, situation-linked attitudes’ (ibid.: 115). In the same study,

those students who had been on an extended stay abroad tended to aim for an American

pronunciation and those who had not tended to aim for a British pronunciation. This

was interpreted as demonstrating ‘that personal experience is much more important in

choosing GA as one’s model than RP, which is, of course, another indicator for the

preponderance of British English […]’ (ibid.: 120).

According to Regan and Fazio (1977), direct behavioural experience leads to the

formation of attitudes which are held with greater clarity, confidence and stability

compared to attitudes which are formed through less direct information about the

attitude object. Experience-based attitudes – such as those reported in Dalton-Puffer et

al. (1997) – are also likely to be more easily accessible and more powerful determinants

of future behaviour. An item relating to time spent in Great Britain and/or the United

States, as in Figure 3.1, is included in the present study, in an attempt to determine

whether or not this type of personal experience is linked with the language attitudes and

language use of learners of English in Spain.

Moving on from time spent abroad, it was also thought to be productive for the

present study to look more generally at learners’ contact with (type of) native speakers

of English both within and beyond Spain. According to the Institute of Tourist Studies

in Spain, most linguistic exchanges between Spanish nationals and native speakers of

English take place in the European context, with 90% of all visitors to Spain coming
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from elsewhere in Europe and 50% of these tourists coming directly from Germany and

Great Britain (as reported in Mompeán González 2004: 248). Having checked the same

data source for its most recent annual set of definitive results – 2012, the same year in

which the data were collected for the present study –, it is still the case that over 90% of

all tourism to Spain is from elsewhere in Europe and that tourism from Great Britain is

consistently higher than from anywhere else (ranging monthly between 19-27% of all

tourist entries to Spain).35 This means that, in Spain, ‘the possibility of encountering a

British citizen is much higher than that of meeting an American citizen or a native

English-speaking person from other English-speaking territories’ (Mompeán González

2004: 249). Comparatively, in 2012, Spanish nationals visited other European countries

much more often than they travelled elsewhere in the world (78% and 22%,

respectively). While France, Portugal and Italy received the largest percentages of

Spanish tourists (19%, 11% and 11%, respectively), it is noteworthy that the United

Kingdom received more than double (7%) the number of tourists that North America

received (3%).36 Thus, both at home and abroad, Spaniards are more likely to come into

contact with native speakers of English from Great Britain than with native speakers

from the United States. The present study must account for any variation mediated by

such contact with native speakers of English.

For many learners, the primary motivation to learn English is to be able to

communicate effectively with other non-native speakers from different linguistic

backgrounds and not necessarily to integrate with native speakers (see Jenkins 1998).

Moreover, many learn the language for entirely instrumental purposes; i.e., for job

35 These data are available on the following website: http://www.iet.tourspain.es/ (accessed May 2014)
36 These data are available in the following PDF file:
http://www.iet.tourspain.es/es-
ES/estadisticas/analisisturistico/balantur/anuales/Balance%20del%20turismo%20en%20Espa%C3%B1a.
%20A%C3%B1o%202012.pdf (accessed May 2014)
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Figure 3.1 Item relating to time spent in the United States and/or Great Britain

opportunities and/or career development. Nevertheless, many learners do desire to

integrate with the foreign-language community and develop this desire not only through

direct contact but, also, through consumption of cultural products and artefacts which

are thought to shape attitudes towards the target language and its speakers (Dörnyei et

al. 2006: 15). Learners gain familiarity with the foreign language within their

educational system and/or via dominant media (for example, blockbuster movies,

popular music, television series and dramas, as well as classic and bestselling literature).

As learners become increasingly familiar with the foreign language, they also gain

familiarity with the histories, cultures and peoples that it represents. Inevitably,

learners’ social and cultural experiences lead to their development of attitudes towards

this ‘other’. The linguistic consequences of this are likely to be the ability to express

favourable or unfavourable attitudes towards (varieties of) foreign-language speech and

the reflection of these attitudes in learners’ own language use.

To test whether or not familiarity gained through indirect contact influences

language attitudes and/or language use, exposure to English-language media was

adapted for inclusion as a variable in the present study. Nevertheless, it may be that this

variable has very little or no impact: ‘[b]eing such an obvious and ever-present article of
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daily life may lead to the exaggeration of the actual influence of mass media on

language attitudes’ (Baker 1992: 111). Should this be the case, it could be owing to

respondents’ lack of interaction – in ‘non-active, receive-only mode’ (ibid.: 111) – when

exposed to English-language media.

For the specific purposes of the present study, the following social variables

were developed and also included: university, as the study is being conducted within

two university contexts; year of study, as the respondents are at different stages of their

degree programmes; number of years learning English, as respondents may vary in the

length of time that they have invested in doing so; and variety of English taught at

school and university, as respondents may have been exposed to different varieties of

English speech via their educators.

3.3.2 Psychological Variables

The psychological factors whose influence upon foreign learners’ language attitudes and

language use are considered to be worth investigating are as follows:

(i) learner orientation

(ii) intention to become an English teacher

(iii) self-reported competence

These are psychological variables in so far as they are internally modulated by

respondents and constitute perceptions of their own orientations and intentions, as well

as of their own linguistic achievements. In contrast, the social variables outlined in the

previous section are external to respondents and safely beyond the realm of perception.
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Learner orientation was adapted from Gardner and Lambert (1972), who define

it as the underlying motivation of the learner with respect to what s/he views as the

personal benefits and outcomes of learning a foreign language. They distinguish

between two main types of orientation. On the one hand, an instrumental orientation is

an achievement-based, utilitarian approach in order to get ahead professionally and

constitutes ‘a desire to gain social recognition or economic advantages through

knowledge of a foreign language’ (ibid.: 14). On the other hand, an integrative

orientation constitutes a desire to learn about and be identified with the foreign-

language community and has been described as ‘a desire to be like representative

members of the “other” language community’ (ibid.: 14).

Integrativeness, in particular, implies an openness to and respect for other

cultural groups and ways of life and, in the extreme, might involve complete

identification with the foreign-language community and withdrawal from one’s own

community; ‘[t]hus, a core aspect of the integrative disposition is some sort of a

psychological and emotional identification’ (Dörnyei 2003: 5; emphasis in original).

Whilst some authors have suggested that learners identify with the foreign-language

community through direct contact (Gardner 2001), others argue that, in the absence of a

salient foreign-language community in the language learners’ environment, this

psychological and emotional identification can be generalised to the cultural and

intellectual values associated with the language (Dörnyei 1990; Dörnyei 2003).

Baker notes that, though an instrumental approach to language-learning is

essentially ‘self-oriented and individualistic’ and an integrative approach is mostly

‘social and interpersonal’, classifying an orientation as either integrative or instrumental

is not necessarily a simple task; ‘[t]ravelling abroad, for example, could represent an
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integrative attitude for one person or ethnic group, an instrumental attitude for another

person or group’ (1992: 32-34). The situation becomes yet more complex when we

realise that both orientations are capable of existing within an individual at the same

time, since ‘[a] person may be motivated in different strengths by both [and can]

possess both instrumental and integrative attitudes, with different contexts and

expectations affecting the balance of their relative power’ (ibid.: 35).

As with any social-psychological concept, learner orientations are unlikely to be

able to be clearly defined but, rather, are likely to form a continuum between

instrumental and integrative polar extremes. This inevitably raises issues in

measurement and calls for the item eliciting learner orientations to break the

instrumental-integrative dichotomy into smaller parts. The measure designed for use in

the present study is shown in Figure 3.2. In order to obtain more accurate

representations of learner orientations, respondents will be presented with a multiple

choice question in which they may choose extreme or intermediate orientations. They

will, therefore, be able to be categorised as learning English for career purposes only,

for personal communication and interaction with native speakers, for mainly the former

or for mainly the latter (see Dörnyei et al. 2006 for similar groupings).

Intention to become an English teacher was developed and included as a variable

for the present research – in addition to the more general item on learner orientation –

because teaching English is likely to be a popular career choice for learners of English

at university and may be perceived by learners as restricting their choice of a

pronunciation model.

Self-reported competence is defined as the learner’s perception of his or her

competence in the target language (Dewaele 2005: 124). In previous studies, it has been
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Figure 3.2 Item relating to learner orientation

linked with respondents’ willingness to communicate and their attitudes towards

learning the language. The present study comprises two experimental stages and

respondents’ participation will be relatively time-consuming; thus, it is not considered

to be productive to also administer an English-language test. Instead, respondents will

simply be asked to identify which level of the Common European Framework of

Reference for Languages best describes their own level of English: A1 Beginner; A2

Elementary; B1 Lower Intermediate; B2 Upper Intermediate; C1 Proficiency; or C2

Mastery.37 They will also be asked to provide a qualitative description of their

competence when speaking English.

To summarise sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2, the present study elicits information

relating to the following twelve social and psychological variables: age, sex, university,

year of study, number of years learning English, time spent in Great Britain and/or the

United States, contact with (type of) native speakers of English, variety of English

37 In Henderson et al.’s (2012) Europe-wide study, it was demonstrated that very few English-language
teachers use an established scale but that the one which was most often referred to was the Common
European Framework of Reference for Languages.
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taught at school and university, exposure to English-language media, learner

orientation, intention to become an English teacher and self-reported competence.

Though the independent variables under investigation are numerous, the sample

population is considered to be sufficiently large in order for appropriate statistical

analyses to be conducted on the data.38 These analyses, as reported in the next chapter

of the thesis, are expected to demonstrate which of the social and psychological

variables are linked with respondents’ language attitudes and language use.

3.4 The Verbal Guise Experiment

The verbal guise technique (VGT) is a modern adaptation of the matched guise

technique (MGT) developed by Lambert and his colleagues at McGill University in

1960 (see earlier discussion of the latter technique in section 2.3). Both techniques

require respondents to evaluate speakers’ traits via their voices, which are heard as a

series of recordings. They are usually considered to be direct elicitation techniques, in

that they require listener-judges to make explicit statements regarding speaker traits, as

well as indirect elicitation techniques, in so far as respondents evaluate speakers without

necessarily realising that they are commenting on language (Fasold 1984: 150).

In the MGT, the recorded voices are generally those of an individual who has a

native-like ability in two (or more) language varieties; as such, the MGT controls for all

variables except the language varieties represented. The fact that the speech stimuli are

provided by the same speaker in different guises is concealed from respondents. The

main difference in the VGT is that it employs different speakers to provide

representative samples of the language varieties under investigation. This optimises

38 When conducting statistical analyses, the minimum sample size recommended is equal to p + 50, where
p equals the number of predictor variables (Harris 1985, cited in Howell 1992). Thus, the minimum
sample size required for the present study is 12 + 50 = 62.
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authenticity but may provide slight differences in paralinguistic features, such as voice

quality, speech rate, tone and intonation. Any increased variation due to paralinguistic

features must, therefore, be carefully controlled for by the researcher. To the extent that

this can be adequately achieved, respondents’ evaluations of the speakers are thought to

have been prompted primarily by their reactions to the linguistic variation present in the

recordings. Any uniformity in these reactions can then be considered to represent

respondents’ attitudes towards the speakers of the language varieties being investigated;

‘[t]he presence of biased performance clearly necessitates the inference of some

underlying process, which we choose to call attitude’ (Campbell 1950: 21).

Both the MGT and the VGT presuppose that each population is able to be

characterised or identified by a single language variety, although researchers within the

field of Sociolinguistics know that the speech of individuals varies on a daily basis

according to domain, topic, location, role, interaction type or network type (Agheyisi

and Fishman 1970: 146). A limitation of employing these techniques, therefore, is that

the speakers used to make the recordings can merely provide snapshots of their own

speech and representative samples of far more complex speech varieties.

There are several other aspects of the MGT – and, by association, the VGT –

which can be particularly problematic for researchers (Garrett 2010: 57-59). These are

outlined below and are referred to throughout this section when giving details of how

they are addressed in the present study.

(i) The salience question: providing respondents with the repeated content

of a reading passage presented by a series of voices may exaggerate
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language variation and make it far more salient than it would normally

be outside of the experimental environment.

(ii) The perception question: one cannot be certain of the extent to which

respondents are able to perceive the variables under investigation or

whether respondents identify each voice as representing the area that the

researcher believes it to represent.

(iii) The accent-authenticity question: in order to focus evaluations on a

particular variable, paralinguistic features in the sample recordings –

such as voice quality, intonation and speech rate – must be held constant,

although some of these features co-vary with accent. If the researcher

does not minimise variation in the paralinguistic features, it is unclear

whether evaluations are based on these or linguistic features. If the

researcher over-edits the recordings when controlling for paralinguistic

variation, the speech may no longer represent that which would typically

be encountered in the speech community in question.

(iv) The mimicking-authenticity question: typically, in the MGT, the same

bilingual or bi-dialectal speaker produces each of the recordings. This

means that the accuracy of the recordings is often reduced, especially

when investigating more than two speech varieties. There can be many

inaccuracies when accents are mimicked and, even if the voices are

viewed as valid, they may still be perceived as odd (Preston 1996: 65).

(v) The community-authenticity question: labels used for the audio-recorded

varieties should be more specific, as they vary both perceptually and

descriptively and may produce different results.
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(vi) The style-authenticity question: written text read aloud and recorded may

not be evaluated in the same way as more spontaneous speech, since

reading aloud elicits a relatively formal style of language (Labov 1972a).

The style implications of reading aloud when preparing speech samples

for attitude studies have tended to be ignored or overlooked.

(vii) The neutrality question: ‘factually-neutral’ texts are used in an attempt to

minimise the risk that respondents react to some aspect of the text which

reveals social information about the speaker, since respondents inevitably

draw on pre-existing social schemata when interpreting a text.

It is clear from the above that the MGT and VGT have been subject to considerable

scrutiny and debate over the years and that the methodology employed in language

attitude research inevitably influences the outcomes of the investigation and how they

may be interpreted. The researcher should carefully consider the potential impact of

his/her approach to measuring language attitudes and should avoid becoming

‘uncritically entrenched in canonical methods’ (Garrett 2010: 59).

The MGT and VGT have neat and rigorous designs aimed at eliciting attitudes

and have provided the foundations for research being conducted at the interface between

Sociolinguistics and Social Psychology (Garrett 2010: 57). In this study of foreign

learners’ attitudes towards model varieties of English speech, the VGT will be

employed; thus, the mimicking-authenticity question need not be addressed here. The

following sections detail the design of the verbal guise experiment used in the present

study, with particular reference to the speech varieties represented in the recordings, the
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speakers recruited for making the recordings, the text designed for the recordings and

the inclusion of a variety recognition item.

3.4.1 Speech Varieties Selected

It is beyond the scope of this thesis to investigate language attitudes towards, and

emulations of, a large number of varieties of English speech. Those which are generally

considered to be ‘non-standard’ or ‘regional’ are of particularly little relevance here,

though it should be emphasised that eliciting evaluations of such would make a

significant contribution to language attitude research. The language attitudes of interest

here are those held towards two speech varieties which are widely regarded – by both

educators and learners worldwide – as English pronunciation models; thus, they are

labelled, here, Model American English (MAE) and Model British English (MBE).

For the purposes of the present research, a model constitutes a point of

reference, rather than a norm of use. When speech varieties are treated as norms, they

become strongly associated with notions of correctness, whereas, when they are treated

as models, learners are able to choose the degree to which they approximate to them

(Dalton and Seidlhofer 1994: 27). Teachers in English-language classrooms must

manage the extent to which they engage with these points of reference in order to satisfy

both learners who do and learners who do not wish to achieve native-like

pronunciations (Jenkins 1998: 124-125). They, themselves, might employ native models

in order to enhance students’ perceptive skills but, rather than treating these models as

goals for production, might encourage learners to use core phonological features of the

L2 and to draw on the norms of the L1 (ibid.: 124). In Spain, there is no government

policy stipulating which varieties of English speech should be taught in educational
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settings. Nevertheless, it is clear that the de facto pronunciation models in this context

are RP and GA, as these are the speech varieties which are most widely employed by

teachers, most easily accessible through classroom materials and most readily available

in the English-language media (see section 1.3.2.2 for further discussion of this point).

The use of the labels MAE and MBE in the present study is the outcome of a

great deal of deliberation over appropriate designations for the speech varieties selected.

As stated in section 2.3, language attitude studies dealing with American and British

varieties of English speech have tended to employ extremely vague labels or to employ

the slightly more nuanced labels ‘General American’ and ‘Received Pronunciation’.

There are numerous issues surrounding the latter and, thus, these labels were deemed to

be unsatisfactory. The labels used in the present study are thought to respond to the

community-authenticity question identified by Garrett (2010), which calls for the

labelling of audio-recorded varieties not to be simply reused and recycled but, rather, to

be more representative and to be relevant to the speech communities evaluating and

being evaluated. It is hoped that, by attempting to address the community-authenticity

question, this study has reduced the risk of misattribution resulting from learners

conceptualising the varieties according to one set of labels – i.e., ‘British / American

English’ – and the researcher according to another – i.e., ‘RP / GA’. An additional

benefit is that the use of corresponding labels for the two speech varieties implies a

sense of parity. This seems appropriate, given that they are both viable pronunciation

models for foreign learners worldwide. Despite the use of different labels, the speech

varieties represented in the present study are not expected to differ greatly from the

American and British varieties represented elsewhere in language attitude research and

the results should, therefore, be comparable.
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Though the MBE speech variety is essentially conceptualised as being based on

RP, the ‘RP’ label was not chosen for several reasons. Firstly, it is too restrictive, since

RP in its strictest sense is ‘unlikely ever to have been spoken by more than 3-4% of the

British population’ (McArthur 1992: 851). Secondly, it is, somewhat unrealistically,

geographically defined as being spoken only in South East England. Thirdly, it is

politically loaded and reflects a class system which is no longer as prevalent as it was

when the term was first conceived. Thus, the use of the MBE label is thought to be more

justifiable on the grounds that it presents this variety of speech as being widely spoken

across Great Britain, despite being largely based on what were previously the speech

norms of South East England (Trudgill 1990).

If the ‘RP’ label was rejected for being overly restrictive, the ‘GA’ label was

rejected for reasons to the contrary. In other words, the ‘GA’ label will not be employed

in the present study due to its ambiguity. The word ‘general’ implies that the speech

variety is spoken all over the United States and by a large majority of the American

population, if not in its entirety. It also suggests that the variety is somehow more

neutral than the other speech varieties with which it coexists.

Though MAE is conceptualised as a variety which is typically spoken in those

Midwestern States commonly identified as locations in which GA is spoken – Ohio,

Michigan, Indiana, Illinois, Iowa, Wisconsin, Kansas, Nebraska, Minnesota, North

Dakota and South Dakota –, that is not to say that it exists in an entirely uniform and

geographically definable capacity. Rather, it tends to be more difficult to define this

speech variety by what it is than to define it by what it is not. In other words, it is most

often defined as a variety of speech which does not display eastern or southern

characteristics (Wells 1982c: 470). In this sense, both MAE and MBE show a degree of
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similarity; they are both varieties of English speech with less marked regional

characteristics, though they can generally be said to have originated from and to be

spoken in certain regions of the United States and Great Britain.

Native speakers of English from the United States generally perceive the speech

of the Midwest to represent mainstream or standard American English. For this reason,

they tend to rate this variety very favourably, particularly for features of correctness

(Preston 1989; Lippi-Green 2012; Fought 2002; Niedzielski 2002). This situation is

almost identical to the way that RP has been evaluated by native speakers of English in

Great Britain.39 Evaluations of RP have been a recurring topic in language attitude

research and the standard language ideology that exists in Great Britain allows the

speech variety to dominate on all evaluative dimensions (Garrett 2010: 54).

The word ‘standard’ has purposely been avoided when labelling the speech

varieties selected for use in the present study. Such labels as ‘Standard American

English’ and ‘Standard British English’ wrongly imply that these speech varieties are

more fixed and well-defined than others when, in reality, they are as susceptible to

variation and change as any other. Moreover, these speech varieties are not inherently

superior to any other and there is no linguistic basis for judging them as such.

To summarise, the present study elicits language attitudes towards Model

American English (MAE) and Model British English (MBE) speech varieties. These

were selected because they constitute highly influential pronunciation models both

worldwide and in the context of Spain. Though these speech varieties are essentially

based on GA and RP, the labels used in the present study are considered, on the one

hand, to avoid the risk of misattribution and any undesirable connotations and, on the

39 See earlier discussion of native-speaker evaluations in section 2.3.
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other hand, to better represent the speech recorded and to imply a sense of parity

between equally viable pronunciation models.

3.4.2 Backgrounds of Selected Speakers

In order for their attitudes towards MAE and MBE speech to be elicited, respondents

are required to participate in a verbal guise experiment involving speech samples

provided by different speakers. The speech samples were created by recording a number

of students at the University of St Andrews who responded to a call for speakers which

was distributed throughout the School of Modern Languages and subsequently included

in a memo to all undergraduate and postgraduate students within the University.

A large database of digital audio recordings was created between November and

December 2011. The recordings made were of speakers aged between 18 and 34, with a

mean of 21 years. Regarding the nationality and sex of the speakers who volunteered

their voices, 13 were from Great Britain whilst 8 were from the United States and 15

were female whilst 6 were male. Though there has been a tendency in language attitude

studies to record speakers of one or the other sex,40 the speech samples used in the

present study were provided by both males and females. A male and a female voice

were chosen to represent each speech variety, since it may be the case that male and

female voices evoke different evaluations and it is thought that any such variation

should be accounted for.

In an attempt to minimise extraneous information being present in the speech

recordings, a number of other factors were controlled for and consulted when selecting

the final four sample speakers. Thus, the speakers were of roughly the same age, the

40 The focus has mainly been on males, until recently when some linguists have attempted to redress this
imbalance (see, for example, Ladegaard 2000 and McKenzie 2010).
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sample recordings were relatively similar in length and the speakers had comparable

voice qualities. The age of the speakers finally chosen ranged between 19 and 31 years,

with a mean age of 23. Of all of the speech samples provided by these four speakers, the

recordings finally chosen ranged from 27 to 30 seconds in length.

When making the recordings for the present study, speakers were asked to

reproduce the text in as natural a manner as possible, as though they were talking to a

friend or family member. This strategy was employed so as not to interfere with the

paralinguistic features which co-vary with the MAE and MBE speech varieties, in

accordance with the accent-authenticity question mentioned in section 3.4. Only once

the recording process was complete were speakers selected whose recordings were

comparable in terms of paralinguistic features. As an additional measure, the

authenticity of the recordings was, at an early stage, validated by a number of native-

English-speaking listener-judges from Bristol in Great Britain and from Parma, OH, and

Washington, DC, in the United States. Validation required these judges to listen to each

of the recordings – whilst paying particular attention to the speech variety which was

native to them – and to comment on voice quality, speech rate, tone and intonation, as

well as on how representative and authentic they believed the samples to be. Listener-

judges were also invited to provide their own cognitive evaluations of each of the

speakers at the time of validation.

Listener-judges provided detailed information relating to the speech of each of

the speakers. The speech of the female and male MBE speakers was considered to be

representative and authentic. The male MBE speaker was thought to speak at a slightly

faster pace than the female MBE speaker, which gave the impression that he was less

relaxed and more abrupt. The speech of the male MAE speaker was thought to be a
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good example of a Midwest accent, although the speech of the female MAE speaker

was thought to be a slightly more typical and fitting example. It was thought that the

female MAE speaker sounded as though she were better educated than the male MAE

speaker, due to his slightly poorer enunciation.

With respect to voice quality, the male MBE speaker and the female MAE

speaker were thought to have slightly deeper voices than their regional counterparts,

which may have made them sound slightly older. When comparing the female speakers,

the listener-judges thought that the MAE speaker had a less emotive and expressive

delivery, which made her recording seem slightly less genuine than that of the MBE

speaker. When comparing the speakers according to region, the MAE speakers were

thought to have sounded slightly more nasal, overall, which may, in fact, be a prominent

feature of this speech variety; the male MAE speaker himself intuitively noted that the

speech of Midwestern USA English speakers appears to be more nasal than that of

British English speakers.

As there was disagreement amongst listener-judges regarding which speakers

sounded as if they were reading and, therefore, less natural, the researcher concluded

that there were no significant differences between the final four recordings in terms of

their believability. The researcher also considered that the slight differences perceived

by listener-judges with respect to enunciation, expressivity and pitch were not

commented upon widely enough or with sufficient conviction for any of the sample

recordings to have been rendered invalid. Though the listener-judges did perceive slight

differences in speech rate – as evidenced in the differences in the length of the

recordings – it was felt that such relatively minor differences would not unduly affect

the validity of the attitudinal data to be collected. Although slight paralinguistic
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variation is likely to be present in the recordings, this co-varies with accent and should,

therefore, be expected. Of the utmost importance, none of the listener-judges considered

the sample recordings to not be representative of MAE or MBE speech or to lack

authenticity. The researcher was, therefore, happy to proceed with the experiment using

these four sample recordings.

Background information on each of the speakers regarding their age, place(s) of

birth and upbringing, current place of residence and occupation is provided below. Also

provided are speakers’ responses when asked to state which variety of English they

believed themselves to speak and to provide any further information regarding potential

factors which may have influenced their spoken English.41

Female Speaker of Model British English

19 years old. Born in London, England. Raised and currently resides in

Southampton, England, when not at university in St Andrews. She is a student

in her first year of an Honours degree in French and Spanish. She describes her

spoken English as resembling the speech of southern England (e.g., Hampshire,

Wiltshire, London, etc.) where ‘everyone seems to have polished accents’. She

states that people sometimes think her accent is posh. She thinks that her public

schooling may have had an influence on her spoken English.

Male Speaker of Model British English

22 years old. Born, raised and currently resides in Aberdeen, Scotland, when not

at university in St Andrews. He is a student in the fourth year of an Honours

41 All of this information was gathered by having speakers complete a short questionnaire, which can be
found in Appendix D. The consent form signed by all four speakers, allowing the researcher to use the
sample recordings they provided, can also be found in Appendix D.
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degree in Computer Science and French. He describes his spoken English as

‘generically English’ with a southerly accent, stating that most people assume he

is English, including English people. Although he was born and raised in

Scotland, he emphasises that his parents, who were born and raised in the south

of England, and his peers at secondary school, who are mainly children of oil

workers from England, have largely influenced his spoken English.

Female Speaker of Model American English

31 years old. Born in Akron, Ohio, but spent time living in other areas of Ohio

during her childhood. She has lived in Great Britain for the past four years but

has frequently returned to Ohio for long-term visits. She is a postgraduate

Psychology student and describes her spoken English as ‘mainly Midwestern’,

as well as herself as sounding ‘like a typical Cleveland-area person’. She

highlights that most of her friends at Ohio State University were also

Midwesterners and that she has not had any local British friends for most of the

time that she has lived in Great Britain.

Male Speaker of Model American English

19 years old. Born in Berwyn, Illinois. Raised in Brookfield, Illinois, but

currently resides in Berwyn, Illinois, when not at university in St Andrews. He is

a student in his second year of an Honours degree in Spanish and Social

Anthropology. He describes his spoken English as ‘relatively non-descript

Midwestern USA English’. He states that he has not travelled much and that

he had never left the United States before going to university at the age of 17.
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The information provided helped the researcher to select these representative speakers

and the language used to describe and define their respective varieties of English was

thought to be particularly revealing, especially in perceptual-dialectological terms.

3.4.3 Text Designed for Recordings42

Despite the salience question being identified as problematic by Garrett (2010),

providing respondents with recordings in which language variation is rendered salient

is, in fact, a key feature of the present study. When designing the text to be used in the

sample recordings, it was essential that the four phonological variables described in

section 3.2 would be rendered salient in terms of their frequency. It was theorised that,

by doing so, respondents would primarily attend to these variables during the evaluative

process and that they would form the basis for their evaluations of each speech variety.

This is important for fulfilling the objectives of the present study, since respondents’

realizations of the phonological variables in their own speech are only likely to correlate

with their attitudes towards the two speech varieties if their attitudes towards the same

phonological variables are elicited. In other words, measures of attitude and behaviour

are equal in their degree of specificity and respondents’ evaluations can, therefore, be

justifiably correlated with their performance in the speech production tasks.

 A number of other phonemes are present within the text, including /æ/, /ɪ/, /i/, 

/ɔ:/, /ʌ/, /ɜ:/, /ʊ/, /e/, /ə/, /aɪ/, /aʊ/, /ɪə/, /eɪ/, /eə/, /əʊ/, /oʊ/, /b/, /d/, /f/, /g/, /h/, /k/, /l/, /m/, 

/n/, /ŋ/, /p/, /s/, /ʃ/, /θ/, /ð/, /v/, /w/, /j/ and /z/. The majority of these do not contrast 

between the two speech varieties of interest. The only instances of contrasting

allophones in the text occur in the following contexts: /ɔ:/ and /ʊ/ in ‘your’;  /əʊ/ and 

42 A copy of the text designed for use in the present study can be found in Appendix E.
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/oʊ/ in ‘though’ and ‘local’; /ɪə/ and /ɪ/ in ‘appeared’; and /eə/ and /e/  in ‘where’ and 

‘they’re’. In each instance, the first allophone represents the MBE variant and the

second allophone represents the MAE variant. Most of the variation occurs amongst the

four phonological variables selected for investigation, as is clear from the fact that the

text includes seven tokens of intervocalic /t/, eleven tokens of postvocalic /r/, six tokens

of the open back vowel and ten tokens of post-consonantal /u/, all of which occur in the

linguistic contexts detailed in section 3.2. It is, therefore, thought that these will be more

salient to respondents than the other phonemes present within the text and will form the

primary bases for their evaluations of MAE and MBE speech.

Given that the presence and salience of specific phonological variables was

required for the sample speech used in the present study, the text used to make the

sample recordings needed to be carefully designed. In particular, decisions were made

regarding whether the text should occur naturally or unnaturally. Other important

decisions were made regarding the topic of the text and whether or not the situational

context in which the text occurred should be predefined.

The style-authenticity question, as identified by Garrett (2010), needed to be

addressed when preparing the recordings to be used in the present study. Since reading

aloud can often elicit a relatively formal style of language (Labov 1972a), the sample

speakers were asked to rehearse the text in advance of their recording session and to

reproduce it in a way that closely resembled natural and spontaneous speech; thus,

minimising the likelihood of eliciting a formal style.

Many language attitude researchers prefer to make recordings of naturally-

occurring or spontaneous speech by asking speakers to discuss their daily routine or a

favourite free-time activity. The sample speech resulting from this approach has the
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advantage of sounding more natural and casual. However, it also has its disadvantages:

any speech that is produced naturally or spontaneously is unlikely to be factually neutral

and risks revealing social information about the speaker, such as his/her age, social

class, nationality, place of origin or educational background. Other types of naturally-

occurring or spontaneous speech – for example, using a map-task (McKenzie 2010) –

can produce more neutral content and can minimise the amount of social information

revealed about the speakers. Such approaches could not have been adopted in the

present study, as they are not conducive to controlling for the presence or salience of

certain phonological variables. While this could have been achieved by asking speakers

to read aloud a word list (see, for example, Rindal 2010), this approach was rejected on

the basis that it would have been much less authentic and believable than a short text

when presenting seemingly natural speech.

Another challenge faced by language attitude researchers is selecting the topic of

the text to be used in the matched or verbal guise experiment. Dalton-Puffer et al.

recommend that the text should be emotionally neutral and should be associated with

the setting in which the study is being conducted (1997: 118). They also assert that it

should be necessary to predefine the situational context of speech samples to both the

speakers and the listener-judges in order for the researcher to have control over listener-

judges’ interpretations (ibid.: 118). In their own study, speakers were asked to provide

recordings for inclusion in an audiobook and listener-judges were asked to evaluate

each speech sample with reference to its suitability for inclusion in such a publication.

This will, undoubtedly, have encouraged the speakers to employ more mainstream and

formal features in their speech and the listener-judges to evaluate mainstream and

formal speech more positively and without expressing genuine evaluations.
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For the purposes of the present study, the situational context was not predefined.

It was considered that such an approach would do nothing other than bias both the

speech present in the recordings and the evaluations made by listener-judges. The

simple topic of studying at university was chosen for the text, as it was thought to be an

emotionally-neutral topic to which all university students would be able to relate in

some way; i.e., it is associated with the setting in which the study is being conducted.

The text was also carefully designed so that it could have been produced by a speaker of

any age, sex, social class and who may or may not attend, or have attended, university.

The text used in the present study was kept relatively short because, while

listener-judges should be given sufficient time to make evaluations of stimulus speech,

it is also important that they do not experience listener fatigue which may compromise

the validity of the data collected. Each recording was of approximately 30 seconds in

length and was heard by listener-judges twice in order for them to have sufficient

exposure before making their evaluations. Overall, respondents listened to two male

speakers and two female speakers, two of which were representing MBE speech and

two of which were representing MAE speech, making a total listening time of roughly

four minutes (two minutes per speaker sex; two minutes per speech variety).

3.4.4 Transcripts of Recordings

Each of the sample recordings used in the verbal guise experiment is transcribed below

and realizations of the phonological variables of interest are transcribed phonetically.

The length of each of the recordings is also provided.



107

Female Speaker of Model British English (30 seconds)

 A l[ɒ][t] of people think it’s difficult to study at unive[Ø]si[t]y. [ɒ]n the one 

hand, it can be difficult to get used to the n[ju:] people and responsibili[t]ies in

 you[Ø] life bu[t], [ɒ]n the othe[Ø], it can be good fo[Ø] building self-esteem. 

 I[t] all comes down to your a[t]it[ju:]de. I[ɾ] is definitely true, though, that 

st[ju:]dents will have fun on iT[ju:]nes and YouT[ju:]be instead of handing in

assignments when they’[Ø] d[ju:]. Where I live, the local ba[Ø]s have st[ju:]dent

 nights on T[ju:]sdays and Thu[Ø]sdays, which a[Ø] p[ɒ]pula[Ø]. One appea[Ø]d 

 on the n[ju:]s fo[Ø] winning a nationwide c[ɒ]mpetition. Who kn[ju:] it was 

 p[ɒ]ssible. 

Male Speaker of Model British English (27 seconds)

 A l[ɒ][t] of people think it’s difficult to study at unive[Ø]si[t]y. [ɒ]n the one 

hand, it can be difficult to get used to the n[ju:] people and responsibili[t]ies in

 you[Ø] life bu[t], [ɒ]n the othe[ɹ], it can be good fo[Ø] building self-esteem. I[t] 

all comes down to your a[t]it[ju:]de. I[t] is definitely true, though, that

st[ju:]dents will have fun on iT[ju:]nes and YouT[ju:]be instead of handing in

assignments when they’[Ø] d[ju:]. Where I live, the local ba[Ø]s have st[ju:]dent

 nights on T[ju:]sdays and Thu[Ø]sdays, which a[Ø] p[ɒ]pula[Ø]. One appea[Ø]d 

 on the n[ju:]s fo[Ø] winning a nationwide c[ɒ]mpetition. Who kn[ju:] it was 

 p[ɒ]ssible. 
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Female Speaker of Model American English (29 seconds)

 A l[ɑ:][ɾ] of people think it’s difficult to study at unive[ɹ]si[ɾ]y. [ɑ:]n the one 

 hand, it can be difficult to get used to the n[u:] people and responsibili[ɾ]ies in 

 you[ɹ] life bu[ɾ], [ɑ:]n the othe[ɹ], it can be good fo[ɹ] building self-esteem. I[ɾ] 

 all comes down to your a[ɾ]it[u:]de. I[ɾ] is definitely true, though, that st[u:]dents 

will have fun on iT[u:]nes and YouT[u:]be instead of handing in assignments

 when they’[ɹ] d[u:]. Where I live, the local ba[ɹ]s have st[u:]dent nights on 

 T[u:]sdays and Thu[ɹ]sdays, which a[ɹ] p[ɑ:]pula[ɹ]. One appea[ɹ]d on the n[u:]s 

 fo[ɹ] winning a nationwide c[ɑ:]mpetition. Who kn[u:] it was p[ɑ:]ssible. 

Male Speaker of Model American English (27 seconds)

 A l[ɑ:][ɾ] of people think it’s difficult to study at unive[ɹ]si[ɾ]y. [ɑ:]n the one 

 hand, it can be difficult to get used to the n[u:] people and responsibili[ɾ]ies in 

 you[ɹ] life bu[ɾ], [ɑ:]n the othe[ɹ], it can be good fo[ɹ] building self-esteem. I[ɾ] 

 all comes down to your a[ɾ]it[u:]de. It’s definitely true, though, that st[u:]dents 

will have fun on iT[u:]nes and YouT[u:]be instead of handing in assignments

 when they’[ɹ] d[u:]. Where I live, the local ba[ɹ]s have st[u:]dent nights on 

 T[u:]sdays and Thu[ɹ]sdays, which a[ɹ] p[ɑ:]pula[ɹ]. One appea[ɹ]d on the n[u:]s 

 fo[ɹ] winning a nationwide c[ɑ:]mpetition. Who kn[u:] it was p[ɑ:]ssible. 
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Whilst attempting to produce typical profiles of speakers of MAE and MBE

varieties of English in the sample recordings, the transcripts clearly demonstrate some

of the variation that exists within each of the varieties and within each of the speakers.

Examples of within-speaker variation include: the female MBE speaker employing the

alveolar tap for /t/ on one occasion; the male MAE speaker eliding ‘it’ and ‘is’ to ‘it’s’

and, thus, creating a non-intervocalic context for /t/; the male MBE speaker realizing /r/

as [ɹ] on one occasion, perhaps due to it occurring in a clause-final context; and MBE 

speakers sometimes tending towards [ʧu:] realizations when the post-consonantal /u/ 

variable is preceded by ‘t’, i.e., the female MBE speaker’s realizations of ‘iTunes’ and

‘YouTube’ and the male MBE speaker’s realization of ‘Tuesdays’. Despite these few

instances of elision, the MBE speakers are marked as having realized [ju:] throughout.

3.4.5 Variety Recognition Item

Garrett’s (2010) perception question highlighted an important issue when employing

matched and verbal guise techniques: respondents may be unable to perceive the

linguistic variants pertaining to each language variety represented and may be unable to

identify where each language variety is spoken. In order to address the perception

question in the present study, a variety recognition item is included in the verbal guise

section of the questionnaire. Respondents are asked to identify the place of origin of

each of the sample speakers and to state their reasons for coming to that conclusion.

Variety recognition is defined as the cognitive mapping of linguistic features on

to records of the usage norms of certain speech communities (Garrett et al. 2003: 208).

As McKenzie notes (2008: 151), foreign-language learners retain representations of

English speech varieties and draw upon this resource in order to complete the
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recognition task. Qualitative responses to variety recognition items, therefore, give an

insight into learners’ ideological frameworks and how they conceptualise English

speech varieties (ibid.: 141). In the present study, responses to the variety recognition

item are also expected to provide specific information regarding which linguistic

variables respondents were able to perceive and which they attended to when attempting

to categorise the speech varieties under investigation.

3.5 The Theory of Planned Behaviour Experiment

The present research constitutes a language attitude study in which learners of English

evaluate MAE and MBE speech and attempt to identify where these varieties of English

are spoken by means of a variety recognition item. It also constitutes an application of a

social-psychological model – namely, the theory of planned behaviour model – to test

attitude-behaviour relations in language. This said, a sophisticated questionnaire has

been designed which includes items relating to each of the model’s components:

attitude, subjective norm, perceived behavioural control and behavioural intention.

Here, the structure of the theory of planned behaviour section of the questionnaire is

outlined. By way of a reminder, the adapted model is shown on the following page.

3.5.1 Items relating to Attitude

To gain an overall attitude score for each respondent, scores for the cognitive, affective

and conative components of attitude are first calculated. Respondents’ evaluations of the

speakers on semantic differential scales,43 shown in Figure 3.3, constitute their

43 The semantic differential scale was designed by Osgood et al. (1957).
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Figure 2.2 Adapted Theory of Planned Behaviour Model

cognitive evaluations. A cognitive score is calculated for each respondent with respect

to each speech variety by taking a mean of their cognitive evaluations of the male and

female speakers who represent each speech variety. Respondents are then required to

provide affective evaluations of each of the sample speakers by rating how each speaker

makes them feel, as in Figure 3.4. An affective score is calculated for each respondent

with respect to each speech variety by taking a mean of their affective evaluations of the

male and female speakers who represent each speech variety. Finally, respondents are

required to provide information relating to the conative component of attitude. This

includes two items linked with the sample speakers and a series of items whose aim is

to elicit respondents’ general behavioural tendencies with respect to MAE and MBE
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Figure 3.3 Items relating to cognitive responses to sample speakers
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Figure 3.4 Item relating to affective responses to sample speakers

Figure 3.5 Items relating to conative responses to sample speakers

speech, as in Figures 3.5 and 3.6. A conative score is calculated for each respondent

with respect to each speech variety by taking a mean of their conative responses towards

the male and female speakers which represent each speech variety and their general

conative responses to each speech variety.

As formulated earlier, measures of respondents’ overall attitude (A) are equal to

the sum of its component parts (comi), each of which is weighted by its salience (si) for

each respondent. The item used to elicit the salience of each component is shown in

Figure 3.7. In summary, the formula which is used for calculating respondents’ overall

attitude scores is: A ∝ ∑comisi.
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Figure 3.6 Items relating to general conative responses

Figure 3.7 Item relating to component weightings for attitude
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Figure 3.8 Items relating to normative beliefs
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Figure 3.9 Item relating to motivation to comply

3.5.2 Items relating to Subjective Norm

For computing respondents’ subjective norm scores, respondents’ normative beliefs

regarding the perceived behavioural expectations of important referents, such as family

or friends, are elicited by posing them the questions in Figure 3.8. Teachers, in

particular, are an important inclusion here, as they ‘typically function as the main

linguistic model for their students in the classroom’ (Mompeán González 2004: 254). It

is also essential to gather information regarding respondents’ motivation to comply with

each of these referents, as in the item displayed in Figure 3.9.

To obtain an overall measure of subjective norm (SN), the strength of each

normative belief (ni) will be weighted by the individual’s motivation to comply with

each referent (mi) and the products will be aggregated. In summary, the formula which

will be used for calculating respondents’ overall subjective norm scores is as follows:

SN ∝ ∑nimi.

.

3.5.3 Items relating to Perceived Behavioural Control

In order to calculate perceived behavioural control scores for each respondent, it is
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necessary to take measures of their control beliefs relating to the perceived presence of

factors that facilitate or impede their performance when speaking in English.

Respondents are, thus, posed the questions which feature in Figure 3.10.

Each of these control beliefs is then weighted by the perceived power of each of

the relevant control factors in helping respondents to achieve their pronunciation goals.

Responses to the question in Figure 3.11 are, thus, also required.

Figure 3.10 Item relating to control beliefs

Figure 3.11 Item relating to power of control factors
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Figure 3.12 Items relating to direct measures of perceived behavioural control

To obtain an overall score for perceived behavioural control (PBC) using these

indirect measures, the strength of each control belief (ci) is weighted by the perceived

power of each of the control factors (pi), and the products are aggregated. In summary,

the formula which is used for calculating respondents’ overall perceived behavioural

control scores is as follows: PBC ∝ ∑cipi.

Direct measures are also taken for perceived behavioural control, in order to

provide a basis for comparison to the indirect measures. The direct measures are

formulated into the questions displayed in Figure 3.12. An overall perceived
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behavioural control score using direct measures is calculated for each respondent by

taking the mean of his or her responses to these items.

3.5.4 Items relating to Behavioural Intention

An overall behavioural intention (BI) score – for each respondent and with respect to

each of the speech varieties in question – is computed by weighting and aggregating

those components (com) of the theory of planned behaviour model which feed into

behavioural intention; namely, attitude (A), subjective norm (SN) and perceived

behavioural control (PBC). Given the potential discrepancy between the perceived

behavioural control scores measured indirectly and directly, separate behavioural

intention scores are calculated using each. The component parts are weighted by the

salience (s) of each, according to responses to the item shown in Figure 3.13. In

summary, the formula which is used for calculating respondents’ overall behavioural

intention scores is as follows: BI ∝ ∑comisi.

Figure 3.13 Item relating to component weightings for behavioural intention

Direct measures of behavioural intention are also taken and are expected to

validate the scores processed through the adapted theory of planned behaviour model

Some of these measures relate directly to the sample speakers, as can be seen in Figure
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3.14. The remaining measures are more general and require respondents to provide

information regarding their behavioural intention with respect to American and British

English speech, as in Figure 3.15. Respondents are also provided with the opportunity

to make any comments regarding the choices made in response to the general measures.

Figure 3.14 Item relating to direct measure of behavioural intention

Figure 3.15 Items relating to general direct measures of behavioural intention44

44 The question relating to preferred pronunciation class was adapted from Dalton-Puffer et al. (1997). It
was considered to be particularly appropriate for this study, which is conducted in a university context.
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3.6 The Procedure for Administering the Research Instrument

The present study was entitled ‘Experience of Learning English as a Foreign Language’

for the duration of the fieldwork period; a title which was thought to be suitably

ambiguous for the objectives of the investigation to remain implicit. It was described to

respondents as an investigation into their personal experience of learning the English

language and the discoveries and decisions that they had made along the way. What was

made explicit, however, was that the study did not intend to test respondents’

knowledge of, or competence in, English but simply to gather information on the

experience of learning the language. It was felt that this would put respondents at ease

and prevent them from overanalysing the linguistic quality of their responses.

Respondents were recruited for participation in the present study in two ways.

Firstly, advertisements were posted around the departments in which the English

language was an object of study (languages, linguistics, translation and interpretation),

as well as in communal areas on the university grounds.45 Secondly, the researcher

attended a large number of English language and literature classes in order to advertise

the project directly to students and to provide them with sign-up sheets. The face-to-face

method proved to be more productive by far. Additionally, one professor in the

Department of English Philology at the University of Salamanca assigned the researcher

the role of teaching assistant to two first-year groups. This not only provided the

researcher access to a large pool of potential respondents but also offered an opportunity

to observe staff and students within an English-language-learning environment.

Before participating in the study, respondents were provided with a Participant

Information Sheet and Consent Form and, upon completion of the study, they were

45 Sample advertisements can be found in Appendix A.
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given a Participant Debriefing Form.46 During their participation, respondents were

asked to arrange themselves into pairs – where possible – for attending the interviews,

as they were expected to be more relaxed and comfortable when completing the

interview process with a partner of their choice. Where this was not possible, the

researcher arranged them into pairs by selecting respondents at similar stages of their

degree programmes. Respondents were also asked to specify the dates and times that

they would be available to complete the questionnaire and take part in the interview.

Once these details had been agreed upon and the relevant documents had been read and

signed, respondents’ participation could commence.

Since the aim of the present study was to collect a large volume of attitudinal

and behavioural data, it was considered to be practical for the data collection to consist

of two stages. The first of these elicited overt, non-verbal responses via an online

questionnaire, which included items relating to language attitudes and the components

of the adapted theory of planned behaviour model. The second of these elicited verbal

reports via paired sociolinguistic interviews, with the main objective of gathering

information on respondents’ language use. In the following sections, the key decisions

made regarding the format of each of these stages are outlined and discussed.

3.6.1 Part One: Online Questionnaire47

Generally speaking, the questionnaire is the most popular instrument for eliciting data in

the social sciences (Agheyisi and Fishman 1970: 144). Though questionnaires are

widely employed for collecting data, this does not imply that they are simple to

46
The Participant Information Sheet, Consent Form and Debriefing Form can be found in Appendix B.

47 A copy of the online questionnaire can be found in Appendix G.



123

construct; on the contrary, they should be very carefully designed to ensure that they

effectively obtain the type of data sought.

The online survey and questionnaire software SurveyMonkey® was employed

for designing the questionnaire to be used in the present study. This software was

chosen for three main reasons. Firstly, having an online questionnaire seemed to be a

more efficient way of administering the rather elaborate questionnaire required for

measuring the complex, multi-dimensional components of the theory of planned

behaviour model. Secondly, this particular tool allowed for the speech samples to be

embedded in the questionnaire.48 Thirdly, it allowed for a sufficiently complex design

of the quantitative measures – including the randomisation of multiple choice responses,

of sets of scalar items and of entire pages – and for the inclusion of qualitative

measures. Finally, the software allowed for the responses collected to be converted

directly to an SPSS .sav file prior to statistical analyses being conducted.

The questionnaire was specifically designed so that more general, indirect

measures were taken before more specific, direct measures. Information was elicited

regarding the eligibility criteria and the social and psychological variables towards the

beginning of the questionnaire. Responses to the verbal guise experiment – at which

point, no specific mention was made of MAE or MBE – formed the intermediate section

of the questionnaire. Measures of the remaining components of the theory of planned

behaviour model – which often required an explicit choice to be made between MAE

and MBE – were taken towards the end of the questionnaire.49 By structuring the

48 The speech samples were, in fact, embedded in the questionnaire as videos – via the video-sharing
website YouTube – but contained no visual cues other than speakers’ pseudonyms. The videos were listed
as private on the YouTube website and were, thus, unavailable for public viewing. This was in line with
the privacy measures outlined in the Speaker Consent Form, which can be found in Appendix D.
49 This section contained several items relating to each of the components of the theory of planned
behaviour model. Thus, in order to reduce respondent fatigue, all items were randomised.
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questionnaire in this way, the underlying objectives of the study remained implicit for

as long as possible.

Several additional methodological choices were made with respect to the format

of the questionnaire. Firstly, the order in which the sample speakers were heard was

randomised in order to avoid enhanced positive attitudes towards the first speaker.50

Similarly, the response options in a number of other items were randomised in order to

avoid any bias towards a particular option. Secondly, scalar items were frequently

transposed in order to prevent respondents from selecting a particular field through

habit; in other words, they sometimes appeared with the more favourable option to the

right of the screen and sometimes with the more favourable option to the left, so as to

avoid any left-right bias. Thirdly, seven-point scales were used throughout but were

often accompanied by an ‘I’m not sure’ option, in order to avoid the central point on the

scale being interpreted as a neutral position; for example, a rating of ‘4’ should have

represented an intermediate ‘quite’, with ‘7’ representing ‘very’ and ‘1’ representing

‘not at all’. Fourthly, the vocabulary used throughout was carefully selected, so as not to

demonstrate a bias towards MAE or MBE speech; for example, lexical variants from

both speech varieties were employed in the question relating to English-language media

exposure. Finally, ‘I’m not sure’, ‘Other’ and ‘Additional Comments’ response options

were made available throughout, in case respondents were uncertain of how to respond

or wished to provide further explanation and/or justification. As qualitative support for

quantitative findings is something that has typically been lacking in language attitude

research, it was thought to be advantageous for both qualitative and quantitative items

to be included in the questionnaire; open questions help to avoid boredom or

50 Dalton-Puffer et al. (1997) presented their speech samples in the same order every time and identified
this as a potential ‘study-inherent error’.
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thoughtless responses and encourage the expression of personal ideas and opinions,

while closed questions are less tedious and demanding and encourage more directed

responses which are often easier to analyse (Agheyisi and Fishman 1970: 148-9).

3.6.2 Part Two: Paired Sociolinguistic Interview51

A sociolinguistic interview is a loosely structured interview which aims to elicit a large

volume of speech that is casual and natural – i.e., ‘the style which is most regular in its

structure and in its relation to the evolution of language […], in which the minimum

attention is paid to speech’ – also referred to as the ‘vernacular’ (Labov 1972b: 112).

Questions designed for sociolinguistic interviews tend to be based on topics of general

interest, as well as on topics of particular interest to the community under investigation.

They should be designed in such a way that they encourage respondents ‘to talk as long

as they like on any topic that particularly interests them, to tell stories or narratives, and

even to go off on tangents of their own’ (Schilling 2013: 108). In addition to questions

encouraging casual conversation, sociolinguistic interviews often include tasks designed

to elicit more self-conscious speech which diverges from the vernacular (ibid.: 108).

The principal objective of the paired sociolinguistic interviews in the present

research was to obtain measures of respondents’ language use when speaking English.

Thus, respondents were asked to read aloud a list of sentences which had been designed

to maximally reveal their realizations of the four phonological variables under

investigation. They were also asked to select from a series of topics – ranging from

formal to informal – and to discuss them in English. This conversational task provided

useful qualitative data; in particular, with respect to respondents’ evaluations of the

51 The materials designed for use in the paired sociolinguistic interviews can be found in Appendix H.
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speech varieties under investigation, their exposure to English at school and university,

as well as via cultural products from Great Britain and the United States, and their plans

for using English in the future.52

In order to minimise the influence of situational factors on respondents’

behaviour – linguistic and otherwise – in the paired sociolinguistic interviews,

respondents were encouraged to remain relaxed and were reminded that the tasks were

simply designed to gather information on their experience of learning English as a

foreign language. The format of the interview– whereby respondents performed tasks

with one of their peers, as opposed to in a one-to-one with the researcher – was thought

to reduce what Baker calls the ‘halo effect’, in which respondents attempt to provide

socially desirable answers and to present themselves in the best light (1992: 19).

Other common issues which can affect the responses made in an interview – and

in a questionnaire, for that matter – are respondents’ interaction with the researcher, the

perceived aims and objectives of the research, and the context or environment in which

the experiment is administered.

The ethnic identity, gender, status, age, language in its verbal and non-verbal

forms, and the social class of the researcher may each affect how an individual

responds to an attitude test. The perceived aim and objective of the research

[…] may similarly affect replies, as may the context or environment of the

testing. (Baker 1992: 19)

52 Upon completion of the data collection, qualitative data were also sought via the creation of an online
forum in which the researcher and respondents were able to interact. The information used to advertise
the online forum can be found in Appendix C and the forum itself is accessible via the following link:
https://www.facebook.com/pages/Forum-Experience-of-Learning-English-as-a-Foreign-
Language/364636340227346
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In addressing the first of these issues, the researcher – at no point – explicitly

stated that she originated from Great Britain. During the interviews, explicit references

to either Great Britain or the United States were avoided and steps were taken to ensure

that no items worn, or materials used, by the researcher made explicit reference to

either; i.e., all branding was avoided. The researcher’s place of origin was further

disguised by the fact that any interaction that she had with respondents took place in

Spanish; as such, preventing respondents from being directly exposed to her native

variety of English speech and from accommodating to this speech variety when using

English. It was also thought that respondents felt relatively comfortable when

interacting with the researcher, given that she was relatively close to them in age and

was also a university student.

In addressing the second of the above issues, the entire experimental process

was designed in such a way that respondents would only become aware of its true

objectives after their participation had concluded. This was thought to prevent

respondents from tailoring their responses according to whether they believed them to

fit with the objectives of the investigation. During their debriefing, respondents were

informed that the investigation had actually sought to elicit their attitudes towards MAE

and MBE varieties of English speech and to determine the extent to which these

attitudes were reflected in their practice of the language. They were also told that these

objectives were not made explicit and detailed descriptions of the experimental process

were not provided at an earlier stage in order to avoid unduly influencing their language

attitudes and language use.

Finally, the third issue was addressed by conducting the paired sociolinguistic

interviews in the same contexts for all respondents. In each of the universities in which
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the study was conducted, the researcher was assigned a small space in which all

respondents were interviewed. Thus, aside from the previously anticipated issue of

varying levels of noise pollution, there was no variability in context or environment.

3.7 The Pilot Study

Conducting a pilot study offers a good opportunity for the researcher to gather

information for inclusion in the main study and/or to test the main research instrument.

The objectives of the pilot study conducted within the present research were as follows:

to elicit cognitive and affective evaluations of the sample speakers, to gather

information on learners’ language-learning background and experiences and to test the

format of the questionnaire and sociolinguistic interview. Arrangements were made,

through professional contacts, for the pilot study to be conducted with two groups of

English-language learners at the University of Granada in January 2012. The first group

of learners participated in two focus groups. Following this, the second group of

learners completed the online questionnaire, participated in the sociolinguistic interview

and offered feedback in a final focus group.

3.7.1 Initial Focus Groups

The first group, of 26 students, participated in two focus groups, each of which lasted

around 30 minutes and required respondents to provide information via questionnaire

and open discussion, respectively. For the questionnaire section, respondents were given

approximately five minutes to complete their personal details (full name, sex, date of

birth, nationality, home town or city, mother tongue, year of study, qualification
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towards which they were studying).53 There then followed around twenty-five minutes

for respondents to listen to the native-speaker recordings.

3.7.1.1 Eliciting Cognitive and Affective Responses

The objective of the listening exercise was explained in the following terms:

respondents should listen to four native English speakers and to the way each speaks, as

opposed to what s/he says, before qualifying each of the speakers and his/her speech by

providing as many adjectives as possible.54 Recordings of each speaker were played

once, for a general listening, before being repeated four times whilst responses were

made. After the recordings had been played, respondents were asked to confirm whether

or not they had managed to provide a number of adjectives. Positive feedback was

given, though respondents were relatively timid at this stage.

The qualifiers elicited during this section of the pilot study constituted learners’

cognitive responses to each of the speakers via their speech. The overall frequency of

the qualifiers used to describe the speakers was then calculated and the findings are

shown in Table 3.3. Those qualifiers which have been scored out in the table were not

considered to be suitable for inclusion, since they related to the paralinguistic features

which had been controlled for to the best of the researcher’s ability when creating the

recordings; i.e., speech rate, clarity, intelligibility, accent, tone, fluency and age of each

speaker (see section 3.4.2 for further discussion). The remaining nine most frequent

qualifiers, which appear in bold, were selected to be placed on a semantic differential

scale in the main study. This constitutes a verbal guise experiment, whereby

53 The questionnaire administered during the pilot focus groups can be found in Appendix F.
54 Respondents were informed that Spanish translations could be given where clarification was necessary
or, if they could not think of the English equivalent, they could simply note down qualifiers in Spanish.
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Table 3.3 Cognitive responses to sample speakers (N=11)

Cognitive Responses Frequency

quick 53
clear 42

comprehensible 38
confident 17

kind 16
marked pronunciation 15

calm 11
gentle 10

monotonous 8
serious 7

closed pronunciation 6
intelligent 6
old / young 6
responsible 5

fluent 4
arrogant 3
boring 3

respondents listen to each of the native-speaker sample recordings and rate each

according to these nine traits and their polar opposites. So as not to confound the

selected qualifiers by introducing only one of many potential opposite meanings, the

polar opposites were simply the negative version of the nine traits; for example, the

polar opposite of ‘confident’ was ‘not confident’.

For the next section of this focus group, respondents were required to qualify

their impressions of, and feelings towards, each of the same speakers, and to state

whether or not they had positive or negative affective feelings towards each and why.

Recordings were played only three times each, since they had already been played

several times. Respondents almost instantly experienced positive or negative affective

feelings towards each of the speakers, shown by the fact that, after each recording was

played, respondents were able to state aloud whether or not they liked each speaker.
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Table 3.4 Affective responses to sample speakers (N=11)

Affective Responses Frequency

liking 80
relaxed 13

identification 13
bored 7
trust 6

overwhelmed 4
interested 3
irritated 1

They generally had more positive affective evaluations of the female speakers, with

approximately half of the group stating that they liked the female MBE speaker (fMBE)

and the majority of the group stating that they liked the female MAE speaker (fMAE).

Affective evaluations of the male speakers were noticeably more negative, with few

stating that they liked the male MBE speaker (mMBE) and only two respondents stating

that they liked the male MAE speaker (mMAE).

From their written responses, a number of impressions and sentiments were able

to be discerned. The frequency with which these sentiments were mentioned was

calculated and the findings are shown in Table 3.4. These affective responses were

selected to be placed on a seven-point Likert scale in the main study. This followed on

from the verbal guise experiment and required respondents to indicate the extent to

which they agreed or disagreed that listening to each of the sample speakers produced

these impressions or sentiments within them.

As Garrett notes (2010: 56), it is unwise to assume that there is only a small set

of universal qualifiers to be employed in language attitude research and simply

recycling labels from previous studies is likely to conceal other qualifiers which are

more relevant in the context under investigation. Having elicited cognitive and affective
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responses via open questions in the pilot study, the researcher was confident that they

were meaningful to the sample population.

3.7.1.2 Open Discussion and Information-Gathering

For the second focus group, approximately twenty minutes were assigned to the

researcher’s questions relating to respondents’ exposure to varieties of English, their

own perceptions of their competence when speaking English, their reasons for learning

English and how they planned to make use of their English-language skills in the future.

A further five minutes were assigned to respondents’ questions and queries.

Respondents were encouraged to be relaxed and to participate throughout by responding

to the researcher’s questions and by asking any questions they wished to in return.

Respondents were first of all asked to confirm whether or not they had any

knowledge of the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages and its

levels. All respondents appeared to have knowledge of this framework and the majority

felt that their current level of English sat somewhere between B1 (Lower Intermediate)

and B2 (Upper Intermediate). When asked to describe, in their own words, their

competence when speaking English, respondents remarked as follows:

(i) that their spoken English is not as good as their written English

(ii) that they are relatively comfortable when speaking English but claim to

speak an ‘everyday’ English, as opposed to a ‘formal’ English

(iii) that they never speak in English with their peers, i.e., other students

(iv) that some always speak with their teachers in English when they have

questions about the language or other academic issues
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(v) that some speak with both tutors and other students in Spanish because

they find it strange to speak in English with another Spanish speaker

(vi) that some tutors purposely speak to students in Spanish because they

think that it is too difficult for students if all communication is in

English; students feel that this is counterproductive

The above appears to reflect a general lack of confidence in English-language speaking

skills amongst these learners. This is likely to be a common sensation amongst this

demographic and to be particularly salient for students in their first year of English

studies at university, as were the respondents in the focus group. The dissatisfaction

expressed with the level of communication in English with tutors is entirely subjective

and is likely to be negotiated through tutor-student interaction, rather than the result of

explicit choices made by tutors.

Respondents confirmed that they make use of English-language media to learn

and practise English. When asked to give details of their exposure to English-language

media, music, television and the Internet were identified as the most salient forms of

media amongst the sample population.

Interestingly, respondents noted that there is now the option of watching

television series in original language version. American television programmes and

series were the most popular – with respondents mentioning The Simpsons, Friends,

Gossip Girl, The Big Bang Theory and How I Met Your Mother – but respondents

mentioned that they also like to access the BBC, which they appear to do online. As for

British television programmes and series, Downton Abbey and Skins were both
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mentioned. Films and movies were also identified as being a major form of media

exposure for respondents, though names of specific films or movies were not given.

The Internet appears to be the main source of exposure to English-language

media, as it allows the streaming of films and television series, such as the

aforementioned. It also offers viewers the options of watching these media in original

version or dubbed, and with or without subtitles in the native or foreign language.

Respondents confirmed that they also use English-language literature, almost

exclusively from Great Britain. This was particularly interesting, given the fact that they

were not studying literature as part of their degree course at the time at which the pilot

study was conducted. Some respondents, though very few, had exposure to English-

language magazines and newspapers, video games (such as Need for Speed) and mobile

applications (including English dictionary applications).

Respondents confirmed that they use English on social networking sites, mainly

when speaking with foreigners, as opposed to other Spaniards, but not necessarily with

native English speakers. Only two respondents stated that they had direct contact with

native speakers of English living in Spain; in both cases, this contact was with native

speakers living in their university residences.

When asked to give their opinions on their own pronunciation in English,

respondents felt themselves to be heavily influenced by the exposure they had to various

types of British and American media. Regardless of whether they were aiming more for

a British or an American accent, some respondents felt as though they were unable to

distinguish between the two and, as a result, that their accents tended to be very mixed.

Most respondents, however, felt confident that they were able to differentiate between

British and American English when exposed to them aurally. Respondents generally
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agreed that American English would be easier for them to imitate than British English,

not through having greater exposure to the former but due to a prevalent belief that

American English has a phonological system which is more similar than the British

English system to the Spanish phonological system. In other words, respondents

strongly believed that the Spanish language shares more pronunciation features with

American English than with British English. This is reminiscent of the findings of

Janicka et al. (2008), discussed earlier in section 2.3.

When asked to identify important referents that may have an opinion on

respondents’ pronunciation in English, their teachers proved to be the most salient.

Though their university teachers tended to be native speakers of Spanish, respondents

believed that their teachers preferred British pronunciations because Spain has

substantial links with the United Kingdom via the European Union; i.e., reinforcing the

importance of geopolitical ties, as identified in Dalton-Puffer et al. (1997: 115).

Respondents generally did not believe that friends or family would have any opinion

with respect to their English pronunciation but did believe that it would matter to future

employers were respondents required to use English in their future careers. Respondents

were of the opinion that the type of pronunciation preferred by future employers would

be entirely dependent on where respondents were planning to work, e.g., in the United

States, Great Britain or elsewhere.

When asked to identify any factors which might affect their pronunciation in

English, some respondents felt that their own language and, more specifically, their own

accents in Spanish might be influential. The media was considered to be less influential.

Their teachers’ pronunciation in English was generally viewed as an important factor,

with some students stating that they strive towards having a similar pronunciation to
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their teachers. Those respondents who had contact with native English speakers in Spain

did not believe that this contact significantly influenced their pronunciation in English.

Perhaps this contact was minimal or the native English speakers tended to communicate

in Spanish, it being the native language of the context in which they were living.

3.7.2 Piloting the Online Questionnaire and Sociolinguistic Interview

With the second group, of 11 participants, a pilot of the main study was conducted. The

first part of the experiment was the online questionnaire, which was designed to take a

maximum of 30 minutes to complete. The second part was the paired sociolinguistic

interviews, which were designed to last for approximately 15 minutes.

Of those who participated, 73% were female and 27% were male. All

respondents were between the ages of 19 and 30. All satisfied the eligibility criteria of

nationality, mother tongue and subject of study at the University of Granada. All

respondents were undergraduate students in either the first (N=6) or second (N=5) year

of their respective degrees, which included English language and/or translation and

interpretation with English. Respondents had been learning English for between 2 and

19 years, with a mean of 10 years.

Responses regarding learners’ instrumental and integrative orientations

demonstrated that most respondents’ orientations were somewhat mixed, with 46%

having a mainly instrumental orientation and 36% having a mainly integrative

orientation. Only 9% had purely instrumental orientations and 9% had purely

integrative orientations. When asked which of the speech varieties they felt was most

useful for fulfilling their instrumental or integrative goals, 55% chose British English

and 27% chose American English, whilst the remaining respondents were uncertain.
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When asked whether or not they intended to become English teachers, responses

were as follows: none of the respondents selected the ‘yes’ option, 73% of respondents

indicated that they would consider this career option and 27% selected the ‘no’ option.

Since respondents were in the early stages of their degree programmes, the fact that the

majority of them expressed indecision here was not surprising. When asked which

variety of speech they believed to be most useful for becoming an English teacher, the

large majority (82%) chose British English, one respondent (9%) chose American

English and one respondent (9%) expressed uncertainty.

For the questions relating to respondents’ self-reported competence when

speaking in English, equal numbers of respondents placed themselves at levels B1 and

B2, with only one respondent believing herself to be working at the advanced C1 level.

When asked to describe, in their own words, their competence when speaking English,

the following points were particularly striking:

 awareness of committing errors in oral communication

 belief that good pronunciation is equal to competence

 ability to pronounce the English phonemes ‘properly’

 eagerness to use ‘correct’ vocabulary and structures

 eagerness to improve

The above points suggest that respondents do, in fact, conceptualise ‘good’ and ‘bad’

forms of English, whether in relation to pronunciation, use of vocabulary or syntax. The

fact that respondents display an awareness of committing errors in oral communication,

demonstrate an eagerness to improve and relate good pronunciation to competence
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confirms that they subscribe to a standard language ideology and, as such, believe that

there exists a correct and proper form English, despite the fact that they may not feel

able to achieve it (see section 1.3.2.2 and Henderson et al. 2012: 6).

With respect to respondents’ exposure to English-language media, the media

types were able to be ranked in the order of most to least exposure amongst the

respondent group. The results are shown in Table 3.5. Participants in the initial focus

groups stated that music, the Internet (particularly for streaming online video) and

television were the most salient types of English-language media exposure, for which

there is quantitative support in responses to the online questionnaire. Literature, film

and social networking were also identified in the initial focus groups as media which

learners quite commonly employed to learn and practise English. These also feature

quite prominently in the quantitative findings. Though mobile phone applications, video

games, newspapers and magazines do not rank very highly amongst the media types,

their mean ratings were not low enough to discount them from being influential media

types and they are, therefore, still included in the main study.

Respondents were then asked to indicate whether they preferred English-

language media from the United States or Great Britain, and to state their reasons why.

They based their media preferences on three primary criteria: firstly, having a particular

fascination with a particular variety of English speech, with the geographical area in

which it is spoken or with the media which emanate from this geographical area;

secondly, finding a particular variety of English speech used in the media to be more

intelligible; and, thirdly, simply having become comfortable with media from either

location through exposure in formal and/or informal contexts.
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Table 3.5 Exposure to English-language media (N=11)

Type of Media Exposure Mean Rating (where 1=Never and 5=Always)

Music 4.73

Internet Sites 3.91

Online Video 3.82

Television Series/Shows/Programmes 3.82

Books 3.73

Film/Movies 3.55

Social Networks/Blogs 3.36

Cell/Mobile Phone Applications 2.73

Video Games 2.36

Newspapers 2.27

Magazines 2.18

With respect to contact with native speakers of English through spending time

abroad, only one respondent had visited the United States, whereas 64% of respondents

had visited Great Britain – mainly London and/or the surrounding area. 36% of

respondents had not spent any time in either Great Britain or the United States and 46%

of respondents had no stays of longer than one month in either of these contexts. None

of the respondents had spent longer than one month in the United States but 18% of

respondents had spent a period of longer than one month in Great Britain.

When asked about their levels of contact with native speakers of English in a

variety of contexts, where 1 = never and 5 = always, respondents claimed to have had

some contact with native English speakers living in Spain (mean = 2.73; median = 3.00)

and outside of Spain (mean = 2.73; median = 2.00). Some of the contact within Spain
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was likely to have occurred with native English-speaking friends at university or within

university residences, though respondents indicated that such contact was quite rare

overall (mean = 2.18; median = 2.00). Respondents very rarely had contact with native

English-speaking friends at work (mean = 1.82; median = 1.00) or with native English-

speaking family members (mean = 1.09; median = 1.00). Nevertheless, it may have

simply been the case that very few respondents worked part-time beyond their studies or

had native English-speaking family members. As for the type of native English speakers

with which respondents had contact, 64% claimed to have had more contact with native

speakers from Great Britain and 27% with native speakers from the United States.

Regarding learners’ exposure to varieties of English speech via teachers at

school and university, 91% of respondents said that their school teachers taught and

spoke British English and 9% said that they taught and spoke American English. The

figures were identical for the variety of English speech spoken and taught by teachers at

university. These findings complement the fact that learners in the initial focus groups

reported that their teachers tended to prefer and to use a British English model.

3.7.2.1 Insights from the Verbal Guise Data

The verbal guise data collected during the pilot study were not subjected to statistical

analyses, primarily because the small sample size was unlikely to yield reliable results.

Nevertheless, insights were gained from the pilot study which helped to enhance the

research instrument prior to conducting the main study. More specifically, it became

apparent that the design of the verbal guise experiment assumed that all learners would

conceptualise the nine traits selected for investigation – i.e., responsible, serious,

confident, intelligent, calm, kind, gentle, arrogant and boring – in the same way.
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However, some learners may consider their evaluation of a speaker as ‘serious’ to be a

positive evaluation, while others may evaluate a speaker as ‘serious’ and consider

themselves to be making a negative evaluation of the speaker. Therefore, an item was

developed for the main study which elicited whether or not learners believed that each

trait constituted a positive or negative evaluation; thus, allowing the scales to be

transposed by the researcher as accurately as possible.

3.7.2.2 Insights from the Variety Recognition Data

The variety recognition item included in the present study required learners to respond

to the following questions with respect to each of the speech samples:

Where do you think [the speaker] is from?

What are your reasons for coming to that conclusion?

Tables 3.6 and 3.7 display respondents’ identification of the speakers’ places of origin

and overall recognition rates for each of the speakers, respectively. Recognition was

considered to be successful in the instances in which respondents used one of the

following terms when identifying the places of origin of the British and American

sample speakers: United Kingdom, Great Britain, England, British, English and United

States (of America), America, American, respectively. Where respondents expressed

uncertainty and did not hazard a guess is marked with a (-); these responses were

excluded from the analyses.

The overall recognition rates for each of the speakers rank in the following

order: female MBE speaker, male MBE speaker, male MAE speaker and female MAE
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Table 3.6 Identification of speaker origin (N=11)

Respondent Speaker fMBE Speaker mMBE Speaker fMAE Speaker mMAE

A01 Correct Correct Correct Correct

A02 Correct Correct Correct Correct

A03 Incorrect Correct Incorrect Correct

A04 Correct Correct Incorrect Correct

A05 - - - -

A06 Correct Incorrect Incorrect Incorrect

A07 Correct Incorrect Correct Incorrect

A08 Incorrect Correct Correct Incorrect

A09 Correct Correct Incorrect Correct

A10 Correct - Correct -

A11 Correct Correct Incorrect Correct

Table 3.7 Overall recognition rates for each speaker (N=11)

Recognition Speaker fMBE Speaker mMBE Speaker fMAE Speaker mMAE
Correct 80% 78% 50% 67%
Incorrect 20% 22% 50% 33%

speaker. MBE speakers were most correctly identified and MAE speakers were most

incorrectly identified. It is particularly interesting to note that MAE speakers were more

often misidentified as being from Great Britain than MBE speakers as being from the

United States: the female and male MBE speakers were mistakenly identified as MAE

speakers 10% and 11% of the time, respectively, whereas the female and male MAE

speakers were misidentified as MBE speakers 50% and 33% of the time.
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Qualitative responses to the second question suggest that the latter

misidentification is due to respondents’ familiarity with the MAE speech variety in

educational contexts contrasting with the belief that they are more exposed to the MBE

variety in the same contexts.

Respondent A07

‘His accent is similar to the one in the Listenings.’

Respondent A08

‘Because it sounds very similar to my old teacher’

Both of the above responses were made with respect to the male MAE speaker, whom

both respondents had misidentified as an MBE speaker. Though the first response is

slightly ambiguous, it suggests that this learner is exposed to MAE speech via listening

exercises in class. The second response is far more revealing; upon hearing the male

MAE speaker, the respondent associated his speech with the speech of one of her

teachers and – using information that remains inaccessible to the researcher – formed a

link with MBE speech. The information gathered in the initial focus groups and the

questionnaire data reported in section 3.7.2 highlighted a commonly held belief amongst

Spanish learners of English that their teachers – at both school and university – prefer

British English and that they speak and teach this variety of English. Hence, it would

not be surprising if any sample of English speech which reminds respondents of their

teachers is assumed to be MBE.
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Qualitative responses to the second question also give some insight into the

phonological features that respondents perceive as differing between MBE and MAE

speech varieties:

Responses to MBE speech

‘[…] the way she skips the sound ‘r’’

‘The pronunciation of the phonems ‘t’ and ‘d’ is rather strong […] The

pronunciation of the vowel + ‘r’ is more open than in American English.’

Responses to MAE speech

‘The American way of pronunciating the phonems ‘d’ and ‘t’ when they are

between vowels, which is more similar (for me) to the phonem ‘r’’

‘The way she says the ‘r’ […]’

Firstly, respondents’ use of terms such as ‘American English’ and ‘the American way’

demonstrates that they were aware that English does not exist as a single, monolithic

entity but that there exist varieties of the language. Secondly, respondents demonstrated

some knowledge of the phonological features which are generally considered to contrast

between MBE and MAE; in particular, the postvocalic /r/ variable and how it is realized

as a zero variant by MBE speakers, as well as the intervocalic /t/ variable and how it is

realized as a ‘strong’ stop by MBE speakers but as a tap, which is ‘more similar […] to

[…] ‘r’’, by MAE speakers.

The inclusion of a variety recognition item in the pilot study has provided useful

information regarding how MAE and MBE speech are conceptualised by learners and
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which phonological features are used by learners to construct mental representations of

these language varieties. It is, therefore, also employed in the main study and expected

to provide an abundance of similar perceptual-dialectological data.

3.7.2.3 Insights from the Theory of Planned Behaviour Data

When attempting to process the multi-item scales relating to attitude, it became apparent

that the design of the research instrument assumed that each attitudinal component

exerted an equal influence on the overall attitude. Thus, an additional item was designed

for inclusion in the questionnaire which elicited how influential each respondent felt

that his or her thoughts, feelings and behavioural tendencies were when they were

evaluating each of the speakers. The following question, therefore, was included in the

main study: When you were evaluating the speakers, how influential was what you

thought of them, how they made you feel and whether you speak like them or would

like to speak like them? Calculating overall attitude scores with component weightings

constitutes a more sophisticated type of analysis which more accurately represents how

attitudinal components interact in the mind.

For computing respondents’ scores for subjective norm, responses to whether

the following groups of referents thought that either MAE or MBE was the best

pronunciation model and would prefer respondents to speak English with that

pronunciation were elicited: other learners of English that they knew, their English

teachers, future employers, their friends and their family. Respondents’ mean ratings are

shown in Table 3.8.
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Table 3.8 Mean ratings (and standard deviations) for subjective norm (N=11)

Speech
Variety

Other
Learners

English
Teachers

Future
Employers

Friends Family

MAE
5.09

(1.973)
4.00

(1.789)
4.90

(1.969)
4.18

(1.888)
4.00

(1.949)

MBE
5.55

(1.864)
5.73

(1.902)
6.40

(0.699)
6.00

(1.000)
4.91

(2.071)

On average, respondents believed that all of the above referents would consider MBE to

be the best model and would prefer respondents to speak English with MBE

pronunciations. Interestingly, though, the referents rank in a different order for each of

the speech varieties in question. Whereas future employers are thought to believe most

strongly that MBE is the best pronunciation model and should be emulated by

respondents, other learners of English – i.e., respondents’ peer group – are thought to

believe most strongly that MAE is the best pronunciation model for emulation. The

remaining referents tended to rank in the same order: friends, teachers and family.

These results slightly contradict reports from participants in the initial focus groups,

who thought that their English teachers would have the strongest opinions. They do

confirm, however, respondents’ belief that their teachers view MBE as the best

pronunciation model and would prefer respondents to use MBE in their own speech. As

predicted by responses made in the initial focus groups, respondents did not think that

their families felt strongly about their pronunciation in English. Contrary to the

information gathered in the same focus groups, though, respondents’ friends ranked

second for MBE and third for MAE, suggesting that they are thought to hold relatively

strong beliefs regarding the emulation of these models of English pronunciation.

Respondents also gave information regarding their motivation to comply with
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Table 3.9 Mean ratings (and standard deviations) for motivation to comply (N=11)

Motivation to Comply

Other Learners
5.36

(2.248)

English Teachers
6.73

(0.467)

Future Employers
7.00

(0.000)

Friends
4.91

(2.119)

Family
3.09

(2.212)

each of these referents by answering the following question: How much do you care

about what these people think of your pronunciation in English? The results in Table 3.9

reveal a great deal about the differing degrees to which important referents influence

respondents’ speech in English. Unsurprisingly, respondents were most eager to comply

with the pronunciation preferences of their future employers. This was closely followed

by keenness to comply with their English teachers, which had been reported in the

initial focus groups. Motivation to comply with the remaining referents was as follows:

with other learners, with friends and with family. Again, the almost insignificant role of

the family is apparent here compared to the relatively important role of the peer group,

i.e., friends and other learners of English.

It became apparent after having conducted the focus groups that another

important referent for learners of English in Spain might be the native speakers of

English with whom they had contact, even if this contact were minimal. As such,

additional items were included in the main study which would elicit whether native

English speakers were perceived as favouring MAE or MBE pronunciation models and
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the degree to which respondents were motivated to comply with the native speakers of

English that they knew.

Indirect and direct measures were taken for perceived behavioural control. The

indirect measures required respondents to state the extent to which the following

external factors had a direct effect on their English pronunciation: exposure to English-

language media, the way their teachers spoke in English and the amount of contact they

had with native speakers of English. The less respondents considered their English

pronunciation to be influenced by these external factors, the more control they were

considered to have over their own pronunciation. The results are shown in Table 3.10,

in which higher scores are equal to greater perceived behavioural control.

Unsurprisingly, the pilot respondents believed that their teachers’ speech in English had

the greatest direct effect on their pronunciation in English, closely followed by English-

language media and contact with native speakers of English.

Responses to the above questions were then weighted by the power of each of

the control factors. The power of control factors represents how important respondents

consider each of the control factors to be in helping them to achieve their pronunciation

goals. Respondents were, therefore, required to rate whether it would be easier for them

to achieve their pronunciation goals in the following three circumstances: if they had

more exposure to the type(s) of English-language media that they preferred; if their

teachers spoke the variety of English that they preferred; and if they had more contact

with native speakers of the variety of English that they preferred. The scales were

transposed so that higher ratings represented greater perceived behavioural control on

the part of respondents. In other words, respondents who thought that these external
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Table 3.10 Mean ratings (and standard deviations) for perceived behavioural control
(N=11)

Control Factor Mean (Std. Deviation)
Exposure to English-Language Media 5.82 (1.779)

Teachers’ Speech in English 5.91 (2.212)

Amount of Contact with Native Speakers of English 5.18 (2.359)

Table 3.11 Mean ratings (and standard deviations) for power of control factors (N=11)

Control Factor Mean (Std. Deviation)
Exposure to English-Language Media 5.64 (2.063)

Teachers’ Speech in English 4.55 (2.115)

Amount of Contact with Native Speakers of English 6.45 (1.508)

factors did not exert a great deal of influence upon their own pronunciation were

considered to have greater levels of behavioural control over their pronunciation choices

in English. Respondents’ mean ratings are displayed in Table 3.11. Since teachers’

speech in English had the lowest mean rating, it can be interpreted as being the most

powerful of the three factors in influencing respondents’ English pronunciation.

Exposure to English-language media exerted a lesser influence and amount of contact

with native speakers of English was the least powerful of the three factors.

For the direct measures of perceived behavioural control, respondents were

asked to rate the extent to which they agreed or disagreed that they had complete control

over their pronunciation; that the way they spoke in English was completely their

choice; and that they were consciously aware when using MAE and MBE

pronunciations. They were also required to state how easy or difficult it was for them to

imitate native speakers of English from Great Britain and the United States, and
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Table 3.12 Mean ratings (and standard deviations) for direct measures of perceived
behavioural control (N=11)

Mean (Std. Deviation)
Scores for MAE 4.11 (0.851)

Scores for MBE 3.97 (1.038)

whether or not they were able to change their pronunciation in English depending on

who they were speaking to or where they were. Perceived behavioural control scores

using the direct measures were calculated by taking the mean of responses to all of the

above items. Means of respondents’ scores – specific to their awareness of using MAE

or MBE speech and their ability to imitate MBE or MAE speakers – are shown in Table

3.12. The fact that the mean score for MAE is higher suggests that respondents

generally had a greater awareness of when they were using MAE speech than when they

were using MBE speech. It also suggests that they would find it easier to imitate an

MAE speaker than an MBE speaker. This provides further evidence to support the

belief that MAE is easier to imitate than MBE because it has a similar phonological

system to Spanish, as expressed by participants in the initial focus groups.

In a similar way to the processing of the overall attitude scores, it became

apparent during the pilot study that simply calculating the mean of overall attitude

scores, subjective norm scores and perceived behavioural control scores was not

sufficiently sophisticated for reaching overall behavioural intention scores. Such an

approach assumes that attitude, subjective norm and perceived behavioural control each

plays an equal role in the formation of each respondent’s intention to perform the

behaviour in question, which is unlikely to be the case. Therefore, the following item

was designed for inclusion in the questionnaire to be used in the main study:
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How much has your pronunciation in English been influenced by…

…your own attitude?

…other people’s attitudes and expectations?

…your own control and pronunciation choices?

Calculating behavioural intention scores with component weightings constitutes a more

sophisticated analysis which represents with greater accuracy how the components of

the adapted theory of planned behaviour model interact in the mind.

Direct measures of behavioural intention directly elicited the degree to which

respondents wished to have a similar pronunciation to each of the sample speakers when

using English. The mean ratings for each of the sample speakers are shown in Table

3.13. The remaining direct measures of behavioural intention elicited the following with

respect to the MAE and MBE speech varieties: which respondents considered to be their

goal accent; which pronunciation class they would prefer to attend at university; and

which of the accents they preferred. Respondents were also provided with the

opportunity to make any comments regarding their choices.

When asked to rate the extent to which their goal was to speak English with an

MBE or MAE accent, respondents generally rated in favour of MBE. The mean rating

for having an MBE accent as a goal – where 1=certainly false and 7=certainly true –

was 6.18 (std. deviation=1.779). The mean rating for having an MAE accent as a goal,

however, was 4.55, (std. deviation=2.115). No comments were provided by respondents

which might have shed some light on their reasons for this choice.
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Table 3.13 Mean ratings (and standard deviations) for similar pronunciation to sample
speakers (N=11)

Mean (Std. Deviation)
Speaker fMBE 5.36 (2.335)

Speaker mMBE 5.64 (1.963)

Speaker fMAE 5.27 (2.054)

Speaker mMAE 4.18 (2.359)

When asked whether they would attend an MBE or an MAE pronunciation class,

were both to be advertised within their university, 73% of respondents chose the MBE

pronunciation class and 27% chose the MAE counterpart. Once again, no additional

comments were provided by respondents at this stage. These percentages were exactly

the same when respondents were asked whether they preferred the MBE accent or the

MAE accent, respectively. One respondent added a comment here which expressed a

particular fascination with the MBE accent, despite the fact that he also showed some

interest in the MAE accent: ‘I love speaking britishly. Anyway, American accent can be

interesting.’

3.7.2.4 Insights from the Speech Production Data

Pilot respondents attended paired sociolinguistic interviews the day after having

completed the questionnaire, during which they conducted speech production tasks. As

a reminder, the phonological variables under investigation were intervocalic /t/,

postvocalic /r/, post-consonantal /u/ and the open back vowel. Respondents’ realizations

of these phonological variables were analysed by conducting auditory analyses and

categorising valid tokens as either MAE or MBE realizations.

Of the total number of tokens of the intervocalic /t/ variable realized by
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respondents during the reading task (N=66), five tokens were not valid and were,

therefore, excluded from any subsequent analyses. Of the total number of valid tokens

(N=61), a majority of 77% were realized as the MBE variant and only 23% were

realized as the MAE variant. Of the total number of valid tokens realized by

respondents during the conversational task (N=101), a majority of 68% were realized as

the MBE variant and only 32% were realized as the MAE variant. Thus, there was a

strong tendency for respondents to realize the intervocalic /t/ variable as a voiceless

alveolar stop [t] when performing both tasks.

Of the total number of tokens of the open back vowel performed during the

reading task (N=66), a large number were realized as schwas and were, therefore, not

valid and excluded from any subsequent analyses. Of the total number of valid tokens

(N=38), a majority of 89% were realized as the MBE variant and only 11% were

realized as the MAE variant. Of the total number of valid tokens realized by

respondents during the conversational task (N=88), a majority of 85% were realized as

the MBE variant and only 15% were realized as the MAE variant. Thus, when the open

back vowel was not reduced to a schwa, there was a tendency for respondents to realize

the variable as [ɒ] both when performing a reading task and when performing a 

conversational task in English.

Of the total number of valid tokens of postvocalic /r/ performed during the

reading task (N=109), a majority of 80% were realized as the MAE variant and only

20% were realized as the MBE variant. Of the total number of valid tokens of

postvocalic /r/ performed during the conversational task (N=110), a majority of 71%

were realized as the MAE variant and only 29% were realized as the MBE variant.

Thus, there was a tendency for respondents to realize the variable as [ɹ] in both tasks. 
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Table 3.14 Realizations of phonological variables in reading task (N=11)

Variable
% of Tokens of

American English
Variant

% of Tokens of
British English

Variant

Intervocalic /t/ 23 77

Open Back Vowel 11 89

Post-consonantal /u/ 26 74

Postvocalic /r/ 80 20

Table 3.15 Realizations of phonological variables in conversational task (N=11)

Variable
% of Tokens of

American English
Variant

% of Tokens of
British English

Variant

Intervocalic /t/ 32 68

Open Back Vowel 15 85

Post-consonantal /u/ 67 33

Postvocalic /r/ 71 29

Of the total number of valid tokens of post-consonantal /u/ performed during the

reading task (N=97), a majority of 74% were realized as the MBE variant and only 26%

were realized as the MAE variant. Of the few valid tokens of /u/ performed during the

conversational task (N=3), 67% were realized as the MAE variant and 33% were

realized as the MBE variant. Respondents’ realizations of this variable conflict across
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the two speech production tasks, although the greater number of valid tokens in the

reading task suggests that those results are a better indicator of overall performance.

Table 3.14 shows that, for all variables except postvocalic /r/, respondents

demonstrated a large tendency towards MBE variants (>70%) during the reading task.

Table 3.15 shows similar tendencies amongst respondents in the conversational task,

with the post-consonantal /u/ variable also being realized more often as the MAE

variant (67%) than the MBE variant (33%). During both the reading and conversational

tasks, respondents demonstrated a large tendency towards realizing postvocalic /r/ as [ɹ] 

and produced the zero variant, typically associated with MBE speech, much less often.

3.7.3 Final Focus Group

Once participants had completed the questionnaire and interview process, they were

asked to attend a focus group to give their opinions, to suggest any changes and to

identify if there was anything that they did not fully understand. The main issue

identified was with the verbal guise section of the questionnaire, with respondents

finding it difficult to distinguish which speakers were native speakers of MAE and

which were native speakers of MBE. This appeared not to be a general issue but, rather,

for certain individuals within the group, as variety recognition rates were actually quite

high, though it was apparent that MBE speakers were much more frequently identified

correctly than MAE speakers. The researcher asked the respondents to provide the

following information:

 whether or not it was easy for them to complete the questionnaire in English

 whether or not they found the themes of the questionnaire to be interesting
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 whether or not they found all of the questions in the questionnaire to be relevant

 whether or not they found the verbal guise experiment to be heavy going

 how they found the interview

 whether or not they would be interested in taking part in an online forum in

which they were able to talk to other learners of English about similar themes

and to find out the results of the study

 whether or not they had any further questions, comments or observations

regarding the questionnaire or interview process

The feedback provided at this stage was used to further enhance and improve the design

of the main study.

To summarise section 3.7, the two principal objectives of the pilot study were to

elicit evaluations of the speech varieties under investigation from a sample of Spanish

university students and to test the format of the questionnaire and sociolinguistic

interview. The data were not expected to be hugely reliable – especially the quantitative

data – because the sample size was particularly small (N=11). Nevertheless, the pilot

study identified crucial gaps regarding how the various components of the theory of

planned behaviour model were measured and weighted. This helped the researcher to

enhance the research instrument by including additional items in the questionnaire; as

such, making it more accurate and representative. By administering this updated

research instrument and eliciting a larger volume of data, it is expected that results of

the main study will provide the necessary support for a link between language attitudes

and language use amongst learners of English in Spain.
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CHAPTER FOUR:

ANALYSES AND DISCUSSION OF ATTITUDINAL AND BEHAVIOURAL PHENOMENA

An empirical investigation into language attitudes and language use amongst learners of

English in Spain was conducted at the Universities of Salamanca and Valladolid

between February and June 2012. In the previous chapter, details of the sample

population chosen for participation in the present study were provided (see section 3.1).

In this chapter, responses given in the questionnaire and during the sociolinguistic

interviews, as well as respondents’ speech production, are analysed and discussed.

4.1 Analyses of Social and Psychological Data

This section analyses and discusses the data from the main study relating to the

following social and psychological variables: time spent in Great Britain and/or the

United states, contact with (type of) native speakers of English, variety of English

taught at school and university, exposure to English-language media, learner

orientation, intention to become an English teacher and self-reported competence.

4.1.1 Time Spent in Great Britain and/or the United States

The majority of respondents had visited Great Britain (75%) but very few had visited

the United States (16%). The results of the pilot study also showed that it was much

more common for respondents to travel to Great Britain than to the United States.

Overall, this was most likely due to the proximity of Great Britain to Spain.
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Figure 4.1 Locations visited within Great Britain

Figure 4.2 Locations visited within the United States
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The maps in Figures 4.1 and 4.2 show the locations visited by respondents

within Great Britain and the United States.55 As is clear from the map of Great Britain,

respondents had visited a number of locations but most of these were concentrated

within the south of England. As for the map of the United States, respondents had

mainly visited eastern and western coastal regions and very few of them had visited

those states which would typically be described as Midwestern. There may have been a

variety of reasons for which respondents chose to visit these locations, though these

remain unknown to the researcher. It may be that respondents were simply drawn to the

respective capital cities and to the most popular tourist destinations.

In terms of the time spent in Great Britain and/or the United States, the majority

of respondents had either visited neither place (23%) or had had stays of shorter than

one month (52%). Thus, the majority of respondents were unlikely to demonstrate any

bias towards a particular speech variety resulting from high levels of contact with the

English language in these English-speaking countries. Some respondents had spent

longer than one month in Great Britain (18%), in the United States (1%) or in both

(6%); this was most likely through a university exchange programme, such as Erasmus

(see section 3.1.2). These respondents were far more likely to have had their speech

influenced by contact with the English language in native-speaking environments.

4.1.2 Contact with (Type of) Native Speakers of English

Respondents’ levels of contact with native speakers of English were ranked in

descending order, according to their mean ratings, and are displayed in Table 4.1.56

55 These maps were created using the Google Maps Engine Lite.
56 The presence of a line indicates a significant difference (p<0.01) in level of contact with the types of
native speakers of English which appear above and below the line.
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Table 4.1 Contact with native speakers of English (N=71)

Type of Contact with Native Speakers Mean Rating (where 1=Never and 5=Always)

Native speakers living in Spain 2.72

Native speakers living outside Spain 2.68

Native-speaking friends at university 2.54

Native-speaking friends at work 1.61

Native-speaking family members 1.45

A one-way repeated measures analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted in order to

compare the overall mean ratings for contact with native speakers of English in the five

contexts. The results showed significant differences in respondents’ levels of contact:

Mauchly’s Test, p>0.05, and, therefore, sphericity was assumed; F(4,280)=36.89, p<0.01;

partial eta squared=0.345. Pairwise comparisons, using a Bonferroni correction,

revealed that respondents had significantly more contact with native speakers of English

living in Spain (p<0.01) and outside Spain (p<0.01), and with native English-speaking

friends at university (p<0.01), than they had with native English-speaking friends at

work and with native English-speaking family members. This was also implied in the

pilot study; thus, it is reasonable to assume that very few respondents worked part-time

beyond their university studies or had native speakers of English as family members.

Qualitative responses regarding contact with native speakers of English brought

to light that, while many respondents practised their English with native speakers

regularly, many other respondents had regular contact with native speakers which did

not take place in the target language. Examples of such are given below:
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Respondent D06

I keep in touch with native English-speaking friends from the UK from the time

I lived there for a year. I talk to them via FB and Skype.

Respondent C03

With my British friends I tend to speak in Spanish.

For the analyses conducted with contact with native speakers of English as a

variable, the types of contact were binned into two categories: Contact I comprised the

types of contact which were most common amongst respondents, i.e., with native

speakers of English living in Spain and outside Spain, and with native-speaking friends

at university; Contact II comprised the types of contact which were least common for

respondents, i.e., with native-speaking friends at work or family members. Based on

respondents’ mean scores, they were categorised as having either high or low levels of

contact with native speakers of English so that subsequent analyses could determine

whether high and low levels of contact were linked in any way with respondents’

language attitudes and/or language use.

Respondents were also required to state whether they had had more contact

overall with native speakers of English from Great Britain, the United States or

elsewhere. 47% of respondents stated that they had had more contact with native

speakers from the United States, 39% had had more contact with native speakers from

Great Britain, 6% claimed to have had equal amounts of contact with native speakers

from Great Britain and the United States, 7% had had more contact overall with native
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speakers from elsewhere (including Australia, Canada and Ireland) and 1% were not

certain that they had had any contact with native speakers of English.

While the findings from the pilot study suggested that learners in Spain had had

more contact overall with native speakers of English from Great Britain, the findings

from the main study suggest that learners, in fact, had had more contact overall with

native speakers from the United States. A possible explanation for this is that the

University of Granada has stronger exchange links with universities in Great Britain,

whereas the universities of Salamanca and Valladolid have stronger exchange links with

universities in the United States. Hence, learners of English at the former have a higher

chance of coming into contact with MBE speakers and learners at the latter have a

higher chance of coming into contact with MAE speakers.

4.1.3 Variety of English Taught at School and University

When asked which of the speech varieties they believed to have been taught and spoken

by their teachers at school, 93% of respondents selected MBE and 65% of respondents

claimed that this was also their experience at university.

Qualitative responses suggest that respondents’ exposure to MAE and MBE

varieties of English speech via their teachers ranged greatly. Most respondents believed

that their exposure to the two speech varieties at university was somewhat mixed,

despite the fact that they may have been slightly more exposed to one than the other:

Respondent B04

At university it has been a mixture, all my teachers but two spoke American

English
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Respondent C04

Well, it depends on the university teacher because this year we've been teachers

speaking British English, but last year some of them were talking amercian

English.

In many cases, respondents recognised a link between the variety of English spoken and

the subject(s) taught by their teachers:

Respondent F03

At university depends on the subject. Those professors who teach American

stuff (American poetry, Cultural Studies of U.S.A....) speak American English,

whereas those of English Literature, English studies... speak British English.

Respondent D18

At University, as I have previously said, as to what Pronunciation and Phonetics

is concerned, we have mostly dealt with American English; but in any other

aspect, it is the British English what we study.

It is also clear that their teachers did not necessarily employ one or other of the speech

varieties in isolation but that they used and taught variation in the English language,

whether consciously or otherwise:
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Respondent A10

but sometimes we have studied the differences between the two

Respondent D09

Some teachers mix varieties up

Finally, some respondents stated that their teachers were native Spanish speakers and

that, as a result, they either spoke heavily accented English or no English at all in the

classroom:

Respondent E03

[…] most English teachers use the variety of their own Spanish village

Respondent F03

Some professors don't speak English at all.

Learners’ exposure to a nativised Spanish form of English in the classroom is not at all

surprising, given the statistics reported by Henderson et al. that 74% of English-

language teachers in Spain were non-native speakers of the language (2012: 9). In the

wider context, Canagarajah (1999) estimated that approximately 80% of English-

language teachers across the globe were non-native speakers.

To summarise, respondents generally felt that their teachers of English at school

and university taught and spoke British English. Though their experience was somewhat

mixed – i.e., they were taught MAE and MBE by different teachers and for different
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subjects –, their responses provided support for the predominance of British English as

a pronunciation model in higher educational contexts. Overall, this demonstrates that

English-language teachers in the Spanish context are generally exonormative in their

approach; i.e., they look to emulate and promote inner-circle models of English speech

in their teaching. Some teachers employ a nativised Spanish form of English, though it

is not clear whether or not this is through choice. Others are reported as not using the

target language in the classroom at all, which is both surprising and concerning.

Interestingly, no mention was made by respondents, at any stage, of their teachers

employing an international form of English, which supports Mompeán González’s

finding amongst university students in Murcia that ‘the concept of an international

variety of supranational affiliation is a totally alien concept to the students’ (2004: 246).

4.1.4 Exposure to English-Language Media

Respondents’ levels of exposure to the eleven media types investigated were ranked in

descending order, as in Table 4.2.57 A one-way repeated measures ANOVA was

conducted in order to compare the overall mean ratings for exposure to the eleven media

types. The result of Mauchly’s test was significant (p<0.05); thus, sphericity could not

be assumed and multivariate test statistics had to be employed. These showed

significant differences between respondents’ levels of exposure to the media types

(F(10,61)=53.26, p<0.01; Wilks’ Lambda=0.103; partial eta squared=0.897). Pairwise

comparisons, using a Bonferroni correction, revealed that respondents were

significantly more exposed to English-language music than to any other media type

57 The presence of a line indicates a significant difference (p<0.01) in level of exposure to the types of
media which appear above and below the line.
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Table 4.2 Exposure to English-language media (N=71)

Type of Media Exposure Mean Rating (where 1=Never and 5=Always)

Music 4.68

Internet Sites 3.99

Online Video 3.92

Books 3.85

Film/Movies 3.73

Social Networks/Blogs 3.66

Television Series/Shows/Programmes 3.63

Cell/Mobile Phone Applications 3.39

Magazines 2.52

Newspapers 2.38

Video Games 2.37

(p<0.01) and significantly less exposed to English-language magazines, newspapers and

video games than to all other media types (p<0.01).

In the pilot study, the types of media exposure ranked in more or less the same

order as in the main study. In the focus groups which formed part of the pilot study, it

was also stated that the following media types were most salient to the sample

population and were commonly employed for learning and practising English: music,

the Internet (particularly for streaming online video), literature, film, social networking

and television. The data collected during the pilot and main studies have quantitatively

confirmed that this is, in fact, the case. Levels of exposure to magazines, newspapers

and video games were relatively low in comparison to levels of exposure to other media
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types in the pilot study, and have been shown to be significantly lower through

statistical analysis of the main study data.

For the analyses conducted with exposure to English-language media as a

variable, the media types were binned into three categories: Media I comprised the

medium which is most popular amongst respondents, i.e., music; Media II comprised

the media which were moderately popular amongst respondents, i.e., Internet, online

video, books, film, social networking, television and mobile phone apps; and Media III

comprised the media which were least popular amongst respondents, i.e., magazines,

newspapers and video games. Based on respondents’ mean scores, they were able to be

categorised as either high or low users of Media I, II, III and all media types so that

subsequent analyses could determine whether high and low levels of exposure to these

media types were linked in any way with respondents’ language attitudes and/or

language use.

Qualitative comments regarding exposure to English-language media revealed

that it is often an individual endeavour and that, in the Spanish context in particular,

some media are more readily available in original version than others.

Respondent F09

Here in Spain the exposure to any foreign language is minimum (even English!),

so in many of the contexts that I have ticked the highest exposure is due to my

own decision. For example I watch films in the original version (English) since I

came back from working abroad. The books are similar, also due to my career I

have to read many works in English. About video games and music, in Spain are

some of the few contexts where we are used to the original version, that is



168

changing in the last years at least in the context of video games where we are

getting more and more translations. In general it may be said that when it comes

to leisure activities I usually try to stick to Spanish, unless I am alredy

accustomed to do it in English (as with films, video games, books or music).

As Respondent F09 points out, music and film are readily available to respondents in

their original version; university students tend to gain access to the latter online but, in

recent years, they have also been able to watch English-language films more regularly

on television. English-language literature, the reading of which is compulsory to greater

or lesser degrees for these students, is easily accessible at university. Whilst most media

types are becoming more and more readily available in original version, video games

seem to be moving in the opposite direction. This is not surprising, since the often

interactive nature of this media type requires linguistic comprehension.

When asked to provide qualitative responses regarding whether they preferred

English-language media from the United States or from Great Britain, 30% of learners

gave responses which either expressed uncertainty or which were not valid. Invalid

responses were those which were ambiguous and which seemed to refer to a preference

for a language variety, rather than for a variety of English-language media.58 Of the

valid responses to this question, 44% of respondents preferred media from the United

States, 38% preferred media from Great Britain and 18% stated that they liked both

varieties of English-language media.

Many respondents believed that they should expose themselves to both varieties

of English-language media and should use them as learning tools for becoming familiar

58 Though some responses were not valid for this particular question, they did provide a great deal of
insight into respondents’ evaluations of linguistic variation in English more generally.
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with MAE and MBE accents. Though they stated that they liked both varieties of

English-language media, it was sometimes clear that their use of these media was

distributed according to different purposes:

Respondent F02

I prefer Great Britain as I feel closer to UK. I usually check Britsh newspapers

and webpages but when it is about series and films the United States win.

Above, for example, it is clear that the respondent prefers informative media which

emanates from the English-speaking country of greater geographical proximity. For

entertainment, however, she prefers media from the United States.

Another respondent does not distribute the media according to purpose but,

rather, carefully selects the media emanating from each location which will be

comprehensible to him:

Respondent C01

It always depends on the accent they use. For example, I used to find the series

‘Sons of Anarchy (strong southern accent from the States), and ‘Skins’ (really

peculiar British accent) really incomprehensible, whereas ‘Monty Python’,

‘Friends’ and ‘How I met your mother’ are very comprehensible, they speak vey

[sic] clearly.

His comment demonstrates that he has been more exposed to mainstream accents from

the American Midwest and from South East England. Though he may recognise other
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accents – or, at the very least, view them as different or ‘peculiar’ –, the fact that he

finds them difficult to understand suggests that he is unlikely to choose to expose

himself to them directly.

A number of salient points were able to be extrapolated from the responses made

by those learners who expressed a preference for one or other of the varieties of

English-language media. Firstly, there was a tendency for the media preference of some

respondents to be influenced by linguistic factors; in particular, their ability to

understand and/or their familiarity with the accents represented, gained either via their

university education or via exposure in less formal contexts.

Respondent E06

I prefer English-language media from the United States maybe because it is

easier for me to understand the American accent.

Respondent C07

I prefer the English-language media from Great Britain because the English that

I learnt was from Great Britain. In Spain, teachers teach the variety of Great

Britain because they say that it is the universal variety. I’m used to read and

listen in Great Britain accent.

Respondent B03

I prefer media from the United States if I am dealing with series and TV shows

because I am used to it and I understand them better than British English.
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Other respondents employed a strategic approach when using English-language

media. If they were learning one model of English speech at university, they actively

sought to expose themselves to the other model of English speech – via television

series, films, music, the Internet, etc. – in less formal contexts so that, overall, they had

a well-rounded knowledge of the most predominant varieties of English speech. An

example of this is shown below:

Respondent D07

I prefer English-language media from the United States because I’m learning

British English mainly, so that media helps me to know US English

characteristics.

Secondly, there was a tendency for respondents to either associate or dissociate

their media preference and their accent preference. Some respondents stated that they

consciously chose to expose themselves to a certain media type because they preferred

the accent associated with that media type:

Respondent D02

I prefer watching British series or movies for two reasons. The first reason is a

pragmatic one: I can understand them better. The second one is that I prefer the

British accent to the American one.

Other respondents preferred a particular variety of English speech but preferred to

expose themselves to media originating from the other English-speaking context:
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Respondent C05

I prefer British accent because is easier but the TV series and music I

watch/listen is often in American English.

It is likely that respondents of the latter type make their media choices based purely on

personal interest and rarely, if at all, use media for language-learning purposes.

Thirdly, a pervasive theme from the qualitative responses was that media

exposure can often be linked with a fascination for English-language cultures. These

types of responses were also present in the pilot study (see section 3.7.2) and have been

commented upon in other research involving foreign learners of English (see, for

example, Flaitz 1993; Ladegaard and Sachdev 2006). Examples are given below:

Respondent D04

Great Britain. I love British accent and I would like to achieve a good British

pronunciation. I also find British culture much more interesting than American

culture.

Respondent G06

I prefer English-language media from Great Britain because i love England, and

i would like to live there because i like its form of thinking, being, so on. I love

the weather. To sum up, all things about England.



173

These comments demonstrated that learners’ language attitudes are often intricately

linked with their cultural attitudes and their aspirations towards a particular model of

English speech. Often, these language attitudes express a commonly held ideology

regarding British English; i.e., associating it with prestige, authenticity and correctness

(see, for example, Dalton-Puffer et al. 1997; Ladegaard 1998; Mompeán González

2004; and Rindal 2010). Below are examples of responses expressing this ideology:

Respondent E05

I prefer English-language media from Great Britain because I think that it is

more correct than American English.

Respondent D12

I prefer Great Britain because I think is the pure English.

Thus, respondents in the present study made choices regarding their exposure to

American and/or British English-language media according to a number of factors:

purpose of media exposure, perceived ease of linguistic comprehension, familiarity with

MAE and/or MBE speech gained in different contexts, and particular preference for,

and fascination with, MAE and/or MBE speech. Other learners did not make conscious

choices regarding their exposure to English-language media but, instead, were led more

by personal interest and/or popular culture.
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4.1.5 Learner Orientation

The majority of respondents who participated in the main study – similar to those who

participated in the pilot study – expressed somewhat mixed learner orientations; though,

a general tendency towards an instrumental orientation was apparent. Of the total

number of respondents (N=71), 66% stated that they were learning English mainly for

career purposes but also for personal communication and interaction with native

speakers, while 24% stated that they were learning English mainly for integrative

purposes but also for career purposes. Only 1% of respondents claimed to have purely

instrumental orientations and 9% claimed to have purely integrative orientations.

Of those respondents who chose to comment on their orientations, some

displayed typically integrative orientations by identifying the social and interpersonal

benefits that learning English offered them:

Respondent B06

I like speaking to other people in their mother tongue whenever I travel abroad.

It is interesting to communicate with people. Also, you can meet other cultures

by learning languages.

Although Baker has pointed out that travel may be an instrumental orientation for some

learners and an integrative orientation for others (1992: 34), there are strong indications

that the respondent above has an integrative orientation. Firstly, she emphasises the

social and interpersonal benefits of language learning by making explicit reference to

speaking and communicating with other people. Secondly, she hints at a personal desire
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to build on her knowledge base and cultural awareness by identifying getting to know

other cultures as a benefit of language learning.

Most of the other respondents who chose to comment on their learner

orientations displayed either mainly integrative or mainly instrumental orientations,

respective examples of which are given below:

Respondent B10

I’ve always loved the language and the culture; I guess it has more to do with

who I am and who I want to be in the future than just for career purposes.

Respondent F09

In the beginning my reasons to learn English were for communicative purposes

only, but nowadays the main reason is the career.

Respondent B10 not only displays a passion for the English language but also

for the culture that it represents. Though the remainder of her comment could easily be

perceived as ‘self-oriented and individualistic’ (Baker 1992: 32) and as indicative of an

instrumental orientation, her comment appears to relate, rather, to her own sense of

identity and to her identification with the foreign-language community. The respondent

associates who she is and who she wants to be in the future with the foreign language

she is learning; in doing so, she demonstrates a psychological and emotional

identification with the foreign-language community which appears to have been

generalised to the cultural values associated with the foreign language (Dörnyei 1990;

Dörnyei 2003) and which is a core aspect of integrativeness (Gardner 2001: 1).
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Respondent F09 demonstrates that instrumental and integrative orientations are

capable of coexisting within an individual, as theorised by Baker: ‘[a] person may be

motivated in different strengths by both [and can] possess both instrumental and

integrative attitudes, with different contexts and expectations affecting the balance of

their relative power’ (1992: 35). Additionally, Respondent F09 demonstrates that the

relative strength of the orientations coexisting within an individual is subject to change

over time. He employs the same vocabulary that was used in the learner orientation item

in the questionnaire to state that he began learning English for communicating with

other people but that, nowadays, he is mainly learning English for career purposes.

Overall, the majority of respondents agreed that the most useful variety of

English speech for fulfilling their instrumental or integrative goals was MBE (52%),

with much fewer selecting MAE (20%). Of the remaining respondents, 10% considered

both speech varieties to be useful and 18% expressed uncertainty.

Those respondents who chose to comment on the most useful variety of English

speech for fulfilling instrumental or integrative goals all considered both MAE and

MBE to be useful. Their reasons for considering both speech varieties to be useful

ranged from a sort of linguistic objectivity – whereby they were able to distinguish

between their personal preferences and the knowledge that no variety of English is

inherently superior to any other – to an eagerness to familiarise themselves with as

much linguistic variation in English as possible, examples of which are given below:

Respondent B10

I think all varieties are good. I personally prefer the British one, although I

wouldn't discredit the American English.
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Respondent F09

In the begging [sic] I thought that was more useful British English, but once I

have realised how many different kinds of Englishes are, I think that there is not

one more useful than other. I think I will need at least a knowledge of the main

characteristics and variations of Englishes that can be found, despite the fact that

my English may be more close to one variety than to other.

Respondent E03

I think it's good to be able to speak both of them

Respondent G04

Mastery of different types of English language

Respondent F03

Both, American and English mainly, but also Scotish, Irish,... accents

Similarly to respondents in the pilot study (see section 3.7.2.2), Respondents B10 and

F09 demonstrated an awareness of the fact that there exist many varieties of the English

language. Interestingly, though, they claim to perceive both MAE and MBE speech

varieties as both being useful. Whilst they each identify their personal preferences and

practices, they do not discredit other varieties of English and – in the case of

Respondent F09 – stress the importance of becoming familiar with variation in the
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English language. The usefulness of being able to competently manage variation in

English is also emphasised in the remaining responses, despite the fact that MAE and

MBE varieties are still viewed as the most dominant – as implied by Respondent F03.

4.1.6 Intention to Become an English teacher

When asked whether or not they intended to become teachers of English, 42% of

respondents selected the ‘yes’ option, 45% indicated that they would consider this

career option and only 13% stated that this was not their intention. These results paint

quite a different picture to those obtained in the pilot study, in which none of the

respondents selected the ‘yes’ option, the majority of respondents (73%) were uncertain

and 27% stated that it was not their intention. This was thought to be owing to the fact

that the pilot respondents were in the earlier stages of their degree programmes. Some

support has been found for this, in so far as respondents in the first and second years of

their degree programmes answered ‘yes’ (41%) and ‘maybe’ (45%) slightly less often

on average than respondents at later stages of their degree programmes (47% and 47%,

respectively) and answered ‘no’ (14%) more often on average than respondents in the

third, fourth and fifth years of their degree programmes (6%).

Overall, the majority of respondents agreed that the most useful variety of

English for becoming an English teacher was MBE (59%), with much fewer selecting

MAE (13%). Of the remaining respondents, 23% expressed uncertainty, 4% considered

both to be useful and one respondent selected another variety (Irish English).

Those respondents who chose to comment on the most useful variety of English

for becoming an English teacher tended to be those who intended to embark upon this

career path. They tended to consider both varieties of English to be useful and the
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reasons which they gave, examples of which are provided below, tended to relate to the

level of knowledge expected of qualified language teachers:

Respondent B06

Once again, I would like working with both language because the two ones are

part of English language.

Respondent F09

I will use the same reasons than in the question before. I need at least a

minimum knowledge of the different varieties.

These responses suggest that, since MBE and MAE are varieties of the same language,

it will be useful for future English teachers to be familiar with both. Regardless of their

own preferences, there appears to be an underlying belief amongst respondents that

future teachers should – at the very least – have a basic knowledge of the ways in which

varieties of the English language differ.

4.1.7 Self-Reported Competence

For the question which required respondents to report their own competence when

speaking in English according to the Common European Framework of Reference for

Languages, 17% selected C1 Proficiency, 52% selected B2 Upper Intermediate, 30%

selected B1 Lower Intermediate and one respondent selected A2 Elementary. These

results generally reflect those of the pilot study, with the majority of respondents

claiming to be at levels B1 and B2. A larger percentage of respondents in the main
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study than in the pilot study claimed to be at level C1, which is unsurprising given that

the pilot study was conducted with only first- and second-year university students.

When asked to describe, in their own words, their competence when speaking

English, the following points were particularly salient:

 awareness of committing errors in oral communication

 conceptualisations of ‘good’ English

 eagerness to improve and recognition of the need to practise

 ability to understand and be understood

 difficulty when performing the active role of speaking

The first three points listed above were also particularly salient in the pilot study. In the

larger data set constructed during the main study, respondents’ ability to understand and

be understood when communicating in English and their difficulty when performing the

active role of speaking also became apparent. In general, respondents felt confident that

they were able to understand spoken English and to make themselves understood when

communicating with native speakers of English and/or with speakers of English as a

second or foreign language:

Respondent G07

I think that with my level of English, I could communicate well with natives

speakers or other people who speak English and don’t know my language
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Throughout, there was a sense that respondents measured their level of competence by

perceptions of their ability to communicate with native speakers of English, an example

of which is given below:

Respondent D18

I would say that I am competent at speaking English but the fact of facing an

English native speaker and having to interact with him, it will be more difficult

for me to communicate with him/her.

These types of comments demonstrate an idealisation of native speakers of English, in

so far as the latter are viewed as being fully competent and as having mastery over the

language (see discussion of native speaker ideology in section 1.3.2.2). They also

support the idea that an exonormative perspective exists amongst learners of English in

Spain. This, in turn, supports the earlier assertion made in section 1.3 that Spain is an

expanding-circle context which looks to the norms of English-language use provided by

native speakers of inner-circle varieties of English.

Nevertheless, the lack of ability to communicate with native speakers amongst

respondents in the present study may also be associated with the more general difficulty

of performing the active role of speaking:

Respondent D11

I think my English level is very low because I don’t practice speaking out class,

I sometimes watch films or series in English but I never speak.
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Respondent E02

I am able to read newspapers, read books, watch movies in English, but

speaking English is not one of my best skills.

The above comments are examples of respondents feeling competent when in a passive

role, i.e., in ‘non-active, receive-only mode’ (Baker 1992: 111), but less competent

when in the active role of speaking. Respondents generally felt competent when in the

active role of writing because they had the time to reflect on the quality of the language

that they were producing and to correct any errors made.

The fact that respondents displayed an awareness of committing errors in oral

communication – which was also the case in the pilot study – confirms that they

subscribed to the existence of a correct and proper form of English, regardless of

whether or not they felt able to achieve it. Some respondents were frustrated by their

inability to avoid translating from Spanish to English when communicating orally and

by the fact that this often led them to speak with Spanish syntactic structures. Other

respondents emphasised the challenges they faced when attempting to speak fluently:

Respondent F03

I think I have a good fluency speaking English, but this fluency makes me make

little grammar errors.

Respondent F09

The worst part of my English is my pronunciation, I have reach a point where I

need to be very conscious about my pronunciation in order to improve it, and I
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found it quite difficult because at the time of speaking is very difficult to have a

fluid conversation and be aware of my pronunciation mistakes and correct them.

Whether the ‘errors’ and ‘mistakes’ made relate to grammar or pronunciation,

respondents generally did not feel competent enough in order for them to achieve both

fluency and what they deemed to be the correct usage of the English language.

An eagerness to improve speaking competence and recognition of the need to

have more speaking practice is noticeable throughout the responses. Respondents’ lack

of speaking competence and practice is often attributed to teachers focusing more on

written skills and the rote memorisation of grammar and vocabulary in the classroom, as

well as to respondents not having many opportunities to practise English beyond the

classroom. Although subjects are usually taught in English at university, it may be the

case that students are not practising their spoken language skills sufficiently often in the

classroom; in other words, their role in the classroom may be mostly passive and they

may not be given many opportunities to interact with others in the target language.

That which results most interesting from the qualitative data collected regarding

speaking competence is learners’ conceptualisations of ‘good’ English, particularly with

respect to pronunciation. The examples below demonstrate that respondents believe

good English to be equal to having a substantial knowledge of grammar, as well as a

wide and varied vocabulary which includes idioms, and being able to speak clearly and

fluently and to communicate in a variety of styles on a variety of topics.
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Respondent F09

I consider myself quite competent at speaking English. […] In general, I think

that I can manage at any situation, but I am aware that my vocabulary needs to

improve and my grammar too.

Respondent D07

I consider my spoken English as proper and fluent, but my vocabulary

knowledge should be wider.

Respondent A07

I think I am capable of having a fluent conversation, with a varied vocabulary

and good pronunciation.

Respondent D01

I think I still use very general vocabulary and specially very general or basic

constructions where native speakers would use more ‘native’ expressions.

Respondent B08

I consider my English fluent and clear.

Respondent D08

In everyday conversations, I can speak English fluently because the vocabulary

is easy and very common. […] Regarding with formal English, like that spoken

in conferences or that used in academic writing, I need to learn some more
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speaking skills and maybe also some more specific vocabulary to talk about that

kind of topics.

Respondent C08

I think I know how to write a lot of necessary things like formal letters, applies

for a job, the structure of an e-mail or my own resume.

Respondent D02

I can express my ideas quite well when I talk about general topics or topics

related to language, literature and music. Generally speaking, I can keep a

conversation about life – culture, politics, sports, etc. – with a native speaker

Respondent B06

I reckon I speak fluently in regards to activities of daily living – such us [sic]

home, likes and dislikes, hobbits [sic] and so on. However, It is sometimes

difficult to me talk about more complex or specific topics such us [sic]

Economics or Politics.

Respondent C04

I can hold up long converstations in English almost without effort but

talking about current topics. However, expressing complex feelings or too

academic subjects with such a fluency could be a little bit difficult for me.
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Thus, respondents appear to measure their own competence when speaking English

according to their management of grammar, vocabulary, style and topic. Furthermore,

some responses show how learners conceptualise ‘good’ pronunciation in English:

Respondent B09

I make some grammar mistakes and my pronunciation is not well polished.

Respondent F02

MY PRONUNCIATION DENOTES MY FOREING ORIGINS BUT IN

GENERAL WORDS I AM FLUENT ENOUGH TO CONVERSATE WITH

NATIVE SPEAKERS

These comments suggest that the respondents believe that their pronunciation should be

well-polished and should not reveal their foreign origins, despite the fact that neither of

these features is likely to have a significantly negative impact on their ability to

communicate in the target language (see discussion of intelligibility in section 1.3.2.2).

This supports Mompeán González’s finding that the concept of an international variety

of English was a totally alien concept to students (2004: 246). The fact that respondents

in the present study did not consider foreign-accented English to be an example of good

English suggests that learners of English within these higher education contexts in

Spain tended not to be satisfied with speaking with a foreign accent (ibid.: 244).

Interspersed throughout the qualitative responses on speaking competence are

references to ‘good’, ‘proper’ and ‘perfect’ English, all of which suggest that learners

do perceive the existence of a target form of English – an idealised version, perhaps –
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towards which they are directed by others or towards which they are aiming. Yet, how

this target variety of the language is conceptualised may differ amongst respondents.

4.1.8 Summary of Social and Psychological Results

The social and psychological data analysed and discussed here have given insightful

results. Firstly, a larger percentage of the sample of English-language learners had

visited Great Britain than had visited the United States. Moreover, a larger percentage

of the learners had spent more than one month in Great Britain than had spent a

similarly lengthy period in the United States. Nevertheless, within the two university

contexts under investigation, learners had higher levels of contact with native speakers

from the United States than from Great Britain.

Secondly, respondents overwhelmingly perceived their teachers at school and

university as having taught MBE speech. However, respondents also commented that

the speech variety taught at university often varied according to the subject being taught

and that some of their teachers taught linguistic variation in English, whilst other

teachers were perceived as having taught a heavily accented Spanish form of English or

not having taught in English at all.

Thirdly, the learners generally preferred English-language media from the

United States. Those who made their media choices consciously – often to aid language

learning – did so according to several factors: purpose of media exposure, perceived

ease of linguistic comprehension, familiarity with MAE and/or MBE gained in different

contexts, and particular preference for, and fascination with, MAE and/or MBE. Those

who did not make conscious choices regarding their exposure to English-language
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media tended not to use media for language-learning purposes and were, instead, led by

personal interest and/or popular culture.

Fourthly, respondents in the present study tended to have mainly instrumental

orientations and perceived MBE speech as being more useful for fulfilling their

instrumental goals. Similarly, a large percentage of respondents intended to become

English-language teachers and considered MBE speech to be the most useful

pronunciation model for doing so. Many learners, though, were keen to gain as much

knowledge as possible with respect to linguistic variation in English; especially those

who intended to teach English in the future.

Finally, most learners of English in this context reported themselves as having

intermediate levels of competence when speaking English. Learners tended to equate

high levels of competence with having a substantial knowledge of grammar, a wide and

varied vocabulary, the ability to speak clearly and fluently and the ability to

communicate in a variety of styles on a variety of topics. Interestingly, the issue of

competence also brought to light respondents’ perceptions of ‘good’ pronunciations

when speaking English. Comments were made regarding the linguistic purity,

authenticity and correctness of MBE speech, in particular. Also, heavily accented

Spanish forms of English were referred to as being particularly undesirable.

Although respondents who participated in the present study had more contact

with native speakers of English from the United States and generally preferred English-

language media from the United States, their social and psychological makeup was

thought to demonstrate a more favourable predisposition towards MBE speech.
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4.2 Analyses of Verbal Guise Data

Respondents were asked to rate four sample speakers on nine traits: responsible,

serious, confident, intelligent, calm, kind, gentle, arrogant and boring (see discussion of

the selection process for traits in section 3.7.1.1 and further details of the verbal guise

experiment in section 3.4). An additional measure was included in the questionnaire

which elicited whether each of these traits constituted a positive or negative evaluation

of the speech varieties and their speakers. It was thought to be crucial to the validity and

representativeness of the data for the subsequent analyses to be based on respondents’

conceptualisations of the traits and, thus, the majority vote was accepted. All

respondents agreed on responsible and boring, with the former perceived positively and

the latter perceived negatively. Over 90% of respondents agreed that confident, gentle,

kind and intelligent were positive qualifiers and that arrogant was a negative qualifier.

The majority of respondents (89%) perceived calm to be a positive qualifier, though the

other 11% were not sure. Serious was perceived as a positive qualifier by 58% of

respondents, as a negative qualifier by 11% and the remaining 31% of respondents were

not sure. Thus, those traits which were considered to be favourable evaluations were

responsible, confident, gentle, kind, intelligent, calm and serious, and those traits which

were considered to be unfavourable evaluations were boring and arrogant. The rating

scales were transposed, so that ratings of 1 always represented the least favourable

evaluation and ratings of 7 always represented the most favourable evaluation.

4.2.1 Evaluations of Speakers on Each Trait

The mean evaluations and standard deviations of each of the speakers based on each of

the nine traits are shown in Table 4.3. It is clear from the table that the female speakers
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Table 4.3 Mean evaluations (and standard deviations) of speakers on each trait (N=71)

Speaker
fMBE

Speaker
mMBE

Speaker
fMAE

Speaker
mMAE

Responsible 5.96
(1.202)

5.59
(1.335)

5.91
(1.061)

4.94
(1.739)

Serious 5.37
(1.562)

5.01
(1.681)

5.59
(1.508)

4.39
(1.755)

Confident 5.63
(1.434)

5.32
(1.531)

5.62
(1.612)

5.39
(1.592)

Arrogant 5.49
(1.633)

4.64
(1.871)

5.52
(1.589)

5.28
(1.406)

Calm 5.61
(1.458)

4.61
(1.943)

5.06
(2.042)

4.44
(1.916)

Gentle 5.39
(1.329)

4.48
(1.523)

5.02
(1.546)

4.49
(1.720)

Kind 5.20
(1.571)

4.71
(1.400)

5.06
(1.496)

4.57
(1.568)

Intelligent 5.76
(1.207)

5.34
(1.274)

5.59
(1.163)

5.18
(1.230)

Boring 4.87
(1.854)

4.28
(1.722)

4.77
(1.835)

4.64
(1.723)

were rated most positively overall, with the female British speaker being viewed as

most responsible, most confident, most calm, most gentle, most kind, most intelligent

and least boring and the female American speaker being rated most serious and

leastarrogant. Conversely, the male speakers were rated least positively overall, with the

male British speaker being rated least confident, least gentle, most arrogant and most

boring and the male American speaker being rated least responsible, serious, calm, kind

and intelligent.
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4.2.2 Evaluations of Speakers on All Traits

The mean evaluations of each speaker based on all traits were then calculated, in an

attempt to determine whether or not they were evaluated differently overall; the results

are displayed in Table 4.4. These confirmed that the female speakers were rated more

positively overall than the male speakers, with the female British speaker being rated

most favourably and the male American speaker being rated least favourably.

Table 4.4 Mean evaluations (and standard deviations) of speakers on all traits (N=71)

Speaker
fMBE

Speaker
mMBE

Speaker
fMAE

Speaker
mMAE

5.47
(0.855)

4.88
(0.956)

5.34
(0.913)

4.82
(1.095)

A one-way repeated measures ANOVA was conducted in order to compare the

overall mean evaluations of the four sample speakers of English. The results showed

significant differences: Mauchly’s Test, p>0.05, and, therefore, sphericity was assumed;

F(3,207)=10.15, p<0.01; partial eta squared=0.128. Pairwise comparisons, using a

Bonferroni correction, revealed that female speakers were rated significantly more

positively overall than male speakers (p <0.01). These results demonstrate no significant

difference in the way that MAE and MBE varieties were rated by respondents, though,

when grouped by sex, the MBE speech variety was always rated more positively.

4.2.3 Evaluations of Speakers on Salient Dimensions

Continuing with the verbal guise data, a type of factor analysis was employed in order

to investigate whether any of the evaluative traits grouped together, beginning with a
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matrix representing the relationship between variables and ending with the loading of

particular variables on particular factors (Field 2009: 639). In other words, the aim of

this type of analysis is to reduce the number of individual scalar items to a smaller

number of components. Within language attitude research, factor analysis helps to

determine whether or not respondents evaluated speakers based on specific, individual

traits or on more general, underlying dimensions. Previous language attitude research

has identified two particularly salient dimensions: competence, also known as power or

status, and social attractiveness, also known as solidarity.

For the purposes of the present research, a specific type of factor analysis known

as categorical principal components analysis (CATPCA) was employed. This is an

appropriate analytical technique when dealing with ordinal data and has the added

benefit of not assuming a linear relationship between numeric data, unlike traditional

principal components analysis (PCA). A CATPCA was conducted on the raw verbal

guise data – rather than on mean scores calculated subsequently – in order to account

for the fact that more than one person was evaluating, as well as for the full extent to

which the evaluations (dis)agreed. The analysis revealed the presence of two

components (with eigenvalues > 1) which, together, accounted for 62.39% of the

variance (49.578% and 12.811%, respectively).

The resulting scatter plot, Figure 4.3, shows the component loadings, i.e., the

coordinates for each trait on each dimension. The points represent the eigenvalues of

each trait, which are plotted along the lines (eigenvectors) spreading out from the

centroid. The steepness of the eigenvectors confirms that dimension one was able to

explain more of the variance than dimension two. It is clear from this plot that the nine
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Figure 4.3 Output of CATPCA

traits clustered into two discernible groups: the first group is in the upper range of both

dimensions one and two, whereas the second group is in the upper range of dimension

one but in the lower range of dimension two. The criteria that group together at the

bottom right of the plot (intelligent, calm, responsible, confident and serious) are

interpreted as features of competence, whereas those that group together at the top right

(boring, arrogant, gentle and kind) are interpreted as features of social attractiveness.

This suggests that, in the present study, speakers were evaluated on two main

dimensions: how competent and how socially attractive they seemed. The salience of

these two dimensions is in keeping with the findings of other language attitude studies.

Mean evaluations were then calculated for each speaker based on competence

and social attractiveness dimensions, respectively. The results are shown in Tables 4.5

and 4.6. It is worth noting that the ranked order of speakers differs according to their

evaluations on the dimensions of competence and social attractiveness. For competence,
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Table 4.5 Mean evaluations (and standard deviations) of speakers for competence
(N=71)

Speaker
fMBE

Speaker
mMBE

Speaker
fMAE

Speaker
mMAE

5.67
(1.015)

5.16
(1.189)

5.54
(1.033)

4.87
(1.214)

Table 4.6 Mean evaluations (and standard deviations) of speakers for social
attractiveness (N=71)

Speaker
fMBE

Speaker
mMBE

Speaker
fMAE

Speaker
mMAE

5.19
(1.049)

4.54
(1.267)

5.10
(1.172)

4.76
(1.169)

speakers ranked in the following order: female MBE speaker, female MAE speaker,

male MBE speaker and male MAE speaker. When grouped by sex, the MBE speakers

were rated as more competent than the MAE speakers. For social attractiveness,

speakers ranked in the following order: female MBE speaker, female MAE speaker,

male MAE speaker and male MBE speaker. Though the females ranked in the same

order as they did for competence, the ranked order of the males was reversed. This

means that neither MBE nor MAE speakers received more favourable evaluations for

social attractiveness, overall.

One-way repeated measures ANOVAs were conducted to compare the mean

evaluations of speakers on the two dimensions. The results showed significant

differences between speaker evaluations based on features of competence: Mauchly’s

Test, p>0.05, and, therefore, sphericity was assumed; F(3,207)=9.43, p<0.01; partial eta

squared=0.120. Pairwise comparisons, using a Bonferroni correction, indicated that the

female MBE speaker was rated significantly higher than both male speakers (p<0.05).
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The female MAE speaker was rated significantly more positively than her male

counterpart (mMAE; p<0.01). Though the female MAE speaker was rated significantly

more positively than the male MBE speaker overall (p<0.01), there was no significant

difference between their competence ratings, in particular. This suggests that

respondents believed these speakers to differ most greatly on social attractiveness traits.

The results also showed significant differences between speaker evaluations

based on features of social attractiveness. Mauchly’s test was significant (p<0.05) and,

as such, sphericity could not be assumed and multivariate test statistics were employed:

F(3,67)=7.31, p<0.01; Wilks’ Lambda=0.753; partial eta squared=0.247. Pairwise

comparisons, using a Bonferroni correction, indicated that the female MBE speaker

was, once more, rated significantly more positively than both male speakers (p<0.05).

The female MAE speaker was rated significantly more positively than the male MBE

speaker (p<0.05) but not than the male MAE speaker. This suggests that the male and

female MAE speakers were thought to differ more on competence traits than on social

attractiveness traits.

Thus, analyses of the overall ratings of the speakers suggested that – when

grouped by sex – the MBE speaker was always evaluated more positively than the MAE

speaker. However, analyses of the ratings of each speaker on the dimensions of

competence and social attractiveness have shown that the female MBE speaker always

ranks higher than the female MAE speaker but the ranks of the male speakers are

reversed; while the male MBE speaker was considered to be more competent, the male

MAE speaker was considered to be more socially attractive. This result is more or less

in keeping with the findings of other research; i.e., RP speech is preferred overall but
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especially for competence, whereas GA speech is often preferred for social

attractiveness (see Rindal 2010).

The final section of the analyses shed more light on this issue. It consisted of

determining whether evaluations of speakers on each dimension differed significantly.

As such, a one-way repeated measures ANOVA was conducted to compare the mean

evaluations for both competence and social attractiveness. The results showed

significant differences between evaluations of each speaker on each of the two

dimensions. Mauchly’s test was significant (p<0.05) and, as such, sphericity could not

be assumed and multivariate test statistics were employed: F(7,63)=8.97, p<0.01; Wilks’

Lambda=0.501; partial eta squared=0.499. Pairwise comparisons, using a Bonferroni

correction, revealed that both the male and female MBE speakers were rated as

significantly more competent than socially attractive (p<0.05). This was not reflected in

the ratings of MAE speakers, which did not differ significantly on each dimension.

4.2.4 Language Attitudes and Social and Psychological Variables

One-way multivariate analyses of variance (MANOVAs) were conducted in order to

investigate any overall effects of the social and psychological variables under

investigation on respondents’ evaluations of the sample speakers on all traits, as well as

on the dimensions of competence and social attractiveness. No such effects were found,

which suggests that, amongst this sample of university students learning English in

Spain, none of the following were thought to be significantly linked with language

attitudes: age, sex, university, year of study, number of years learning English, time

spent in Great Britain and/or the United States, contact with (type of) native speakers of

English, variety of English taught at school and university, exposure to English-
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language media, learner orientation, intention to become an English teacher and self-

reported competence.

4.2.5 Evaluations of Speakers on Affective Criteria

During the verbal guise section of the questionnaire, respondents were required to listen

once more to the recordings of each of the sample speakers and to rate the extent to

which they felt the following sentiments: overwhelmed, relaxed, interested, bored,

irritated, that they liked the speaker, that they trusted the speaker and that they could

identify with the speaker.

The mean evaluations and standard deviations of each of the speakers based on

each of the eight criteria were calculated and are shown in Table 4.7. As in the pilot

study, respondents felt most positively towards the female MBE speaker overall, though

they felt equally not irritated when listening to the female MAE speaker. They felt least

positively towards the male MBE speaker, although they felt less relaxed when listening

to the male MAE speaker. As was the case with respondents’ cognitive evaluations of

speakers, the female speakers were always rated more positively than the male speakers.

Mean evaluations of each speaker for all affective criteria were then calculated,

as can be seen in Table 4.8. A one-way repeated measures ANOVA was conducted in

order to compare these overall mean evaluations. The results showed significant

differences in respondents’ affective evaluations: Mauchly’s Test, p>0.05, and,

therefore, sphericity was assumed; F(3,207)=16.27, p<0.01; partial eta squared=0.191.

Female speakers were, once again, viewed more positively than the male speakers

overall, with the female MBE speaker being rated most favourably and the male MBE

speaker being rated least favourably. Pairwise comparisons, using a Bonferroni
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Table 4.7 Mean evaluations (and standard deviations) of speakers on each criterion
(N=71)

Speaker
fMBE

Speaker
mMBE

Speaker
fMAE

Speaker
mMAE

Liking 5.29
(1.294)

4.09
(1.646)

4.74
(1.608)

4.42
(1.689)

Overwhelmed 5.46
(1.631)

4.59
(1.832)

5.03
(1.755)

4.85
(1.825)

Relaxed 5.07
(1.621)

3.91
(1.922)

4.97
(1.728)

3.85
(1.976)

Interested 5.36
(1.263)

4.68
(1.432)

5.26
(1.369)

5.03
(1.585)

Identification 5.03
(1.321)

3.43
(1.581)

4.52
(1.652)

3.92
(1.748)

Trust 5.44
(1.164)

4.46
(1.530)

5.26
(1.362)

4.59
(1.565)

Bored 5.25
(1.710)

4.54
(1.771)

5.16
(1.596)

4.94
(1.587)

Irritated 5.88
(1.440)

4.71
(1.948)

5.88
(1.310)

5.26
(1.683)

Table 4.8 Mean evaluations (and standard deviations) of speaker on all criteria (N=71)

Speaker
fMBE

Speaker
mMBE

Speaker
fMAE

Speaker
mMAE

5.35
(0.929)

4.29
(1.113)

5.11
(0.978)

4.58
(1.214)

correction, revealed that the female MBE speaker was rated significantly more

positively than both the male MBE speaker (p<0.01) and the male MAE speaker

(p<0.01), as was the female MAE speaker (p<0.01 and p<0.05, respectively). Speaker

nationality did not exert a significant influence upon respondents’ affective evaluations.

4.2.6 Variety Recognition

The present study examined the extent to which a sample of Spanish university students

was able to identify MAE and MBE varieties of speech and whether or not recognition

rates were linked in any way with respondents’ evaluations of the sample speakers.
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Table 4.9 Overall recognition rates for speakers (N=71)

Recognition Speaker
fMBE

Speaker
mMBE

Speaker
fMAE

Speaker
mMAE

Correct 84% 75% 68% 72%

Incorrect 16% 25% 32% 28%

Table 4.10 Mean cognitive evaluations (and standard deviations) and recognition
(N=71)

Recognition Speaker fMBE Speaker mMBE Speaker fMAE Speaker mMAE

Correct
5.51

(0.725)
4.94

(1.005)
5.32

(0.957)
4.55

(1.023)

Incorrect
4.89

(1.124)
4.74

(0.957)
5.40

(0.753)
5.64

(0.833)

Table 4.11 Mean affective evaluations (and standard deviations) and recognition (N=71)

Recognition Speaker fMBE Speaker mMBE Speaker fMAE Speaker mMAE

Correct
5.39

(0.859)
4.39

(1.052)
5.20

(0.981)
4.39

(1.200)

Incorrect
4.82

(1.069)
4.08

(1.363)
4.95

(0.950)
5.12

(1.175)

Although the recognition questions were open-ended, recognition rates were

high. This is particularly striking, since one would assume that responses would be

random if respondents were to have no experience with or awareness of the speech

varieties in question (Williams et al. 1999). Table 4.9 displays the overall recognition

rates for each of the speakers. The decision of whether responses were considered to be

correct or incorrect can often be problematic and it is important not to impose an

unrealistically narrow interpretation of responses given by non-native speakers

(McKenzie 2010: 125). In the present study, respondents’ recognition was considered to
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be successful in the instances in which they used one of the following terms when

identifying the place of origin of the British and American sample speakers: United

Kingdom, Great Britain, England, British, English and United States (of America),

America, American, respectively. Where respondents expressed uncertainty or chose

not to guess, their responses were excluded from the analyses.

The overall recognition rates for each of the speakers ranked in the following

order: female MBE speaker, male MBE speaker, male MAE speaker and female MAE

speaker. The ranked order of the speakers – according to their recognition rates – in the

main study was identical to the ranked order of the speakers in the pilot study, though

recognition rates in the main study were generally higher.

It is clear, therefore, that MBE speakers were most correctly identified and MAE

speakers were most incorrectly identified. It is particularly interesting to note that, once

again, MAE speakers were more often misidentified as being from Great Britain than

MBE speakers were misidentified as being from the United States: the female and male

MBE speakers were mistakenly identified as MAE speakers 13% and 14% of the time,

respectively, whereas the female and male MAE speakers were misidentified as MBE

speakers 23% and 21% of the time, respectively.

The mean evaluations for each speaker, according to whether or not they were

correctly identified, are shown in Tables 4.10 and 4.11. The mean cognitive and

affective evaluations for each speaker were processed through one-way MANOVAs in

order to investigate any overall effects of variety recognition on respondents’

evaluations of the sample speakers. The results of the MANOVAs demonstrated a

significant overall effect of variety recognition on cognitive evaluations of the female

MBE speaker: F(24,64)=2.70, p<0.01; Wilks’ Lambda=0.247; partial eta squared=0.503.
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Pairwise comparisons, using the Bonferroni correction, revealed that respondents who

identified the female MBE speaker correctly made more positive cognitive evaluations

of her than did those who identified her incorrectly (p<0.05). The results of the

MANOVAs also demonstrated a significant overall effect of variety recognition on

affective evaluations of the female MBE speaker: F(8,80)=2.25, p<0.05; Wilks’

Lambda=0.667; partial eta squared=0.183. Pairwise comparisons, using the Bonferroni

correction, revealed that respondents who identified the female MBE speaker correctly

made more positive affective evaluations of her than did those who identified her

incorrectly (p<0.05). These results demonstrate that MBE speech, recognised as such,

often receives more favourable evaluations on overall traits and criteria.

Although there were no other significant findings, there were some interesting

trends. As can be seen from Tables 4.10 and 4.11, respondents who correctly identified

the origin of the speakers ranked the speakers in a similar order as they have done, thus

far: female MBE speaker, female MAE speaker, male MBE speaker and male MAE

speaker, with closer competition between male speakers.

When incorrectly identified, MAE speakers were rated more positively than

MBE speakers, with the male MAE speaker being rated most positively overall. These

results differed from those obtained in the pilot study, in which the respondents

appeared to have more positive thoughts towards the MBE speakers but more positive

feelings towards the MAE speakers, without consciously knowing of what nationality

the speakers were. In the main study, conscious knowledge of speakers’ places of origin

led respondents to rate speakers in a similar fashion as previously; i.e., female speakers

rated more positively and the male speakers competing at a lower level. The lack of

conscious knowledge of speakers’ places of origin, however, led respondents to rate
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MAE speakers more favourably. This could be an indication of an underlying

preference for MAE speech amongst these Spanish respondents, who generally

perceived the linguistic features pertaining to this speech variety as making it easier to

understand. It could also be the case that respondents who misidentified MAE speech as

MBE speech tended to rate the former more favourably.

Further insight is provided when mean evaluations of speakers on the

dimensions of competence and social attractiveness are compared, according to correct

or incorrect identification of speakers. These do not show any significant differences but

do reveal the following trends:

(i) When MBE speakers were correctly identified, they were rated more

positively both for competence and social attractiveness. Conversely, when

MAE speakers were correctly identified, they were rated less positively for

both competence and social attractiveness. This is inconsistent with

McKenzie’s finding that all inner-circle varieties of English speech were

rated more positively when correctly identified (2010: 136).

(ii) When incorrectly identified, MAE speakers were rated more positively

than MBE speakers for both competence and social attractiveness.

(iii) Even when incorrectly identified, all speakers were always rated more

positively for competence than they were for social attractiveness.

These trends suggest that those respondents who were familiar with MAE and MBE

speech tended to downgrade the former and to upgrade the latter. This is confirmed by

the fact that MAE speakers incorrectly identified as MBE speakers were rated more



203

positively on both dimensions than MBE speakers incorrectly identified as MAE

speakers. In addition, these non-native-speaking respondents were more inclined to give

favourable evaluations on the dimension of competence than social attractiveness; this

is, perhaps, because competence is closely linked with the cognitive attitudinal

component, whereas social attractiveness taps into the affective attitudinal component.

Qualitative responses to the second part of the variety recognition item provided

information as to the reasons why respondents most often misidentified the American

speakers as British speakers. Though respondents generally associated MBE speech

with educational contexts, they may have been unaware that they were, in fact, more

exposed to MAE speech in those contexts.

Respondent A10

I think she is from England because […] its pronunciation is similar to the one

I’ve heard in other listenings I’ve done in class.

Respondent C07

I think that he is from England because he has the accent that our teachers teach

us. I could be in the wrong way… but his accent seems to be like the accent that

teachers teach.

Respondent D13

I THINK HE IS BRITISH BECAUSE OF THE ACCENT AND THE

PRONUNCIATION HE HAS, IT SOUNDS MORE FAMILIAR TO WHAT I

HAVE BEEN STUDYING AT SCHOOL AND UNIVERSITY.
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The above responses were made with respect to the female MAE speaker (Respondent

A10) and the male MAE speaker (Respondents C07 and D13). The first response is

similar to one made by Respondent A07 during the pilot study and suggests that

learners are commonly exposed to MAE speech via the listening exercises that they do

in class. The other responses suggest that, upon hearing the male MAE speaker, these

respondents formed a link between the speech of their school and university teachers

and MBE speech. Given that respondents in the pilot and main studies have consistently

expressed the belief that their teachers preferred, taught and spoke the MBE speech

variety, it is understandable that samples of English speech which remind respondents

of the speech of their teachers will be automatically assumed to be MBE.

Qualitative responses to the second question also gave some insight into the

linguistic features that respondents thought differentiated the MBE and MAE speech

varieties:

Responses to MBE speech

Because in the word attitude the ‘t’ is pronounced, so it cannot be American

English

I think, [fMBE] pronounce clearly the sound /t/ between vowels, for instance in

‘university’.

[…] he pronounce the ‘t’ for example in ‘responsibility’, he does not pronounce

the ‘t’ as an alveolar tap.

[…] the pronunciation is very clear without replacing any ‘r’ instead of ‘t’.

She makes strong /t/ and when she says ‘bar’ she sounds very British to me,

maybe beause she makes a very long and closed /a:/ with a very soft /r/.
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She pronounces certain words with different vowel sounds than an American

speaker would use, like ‘knew’ [nju:] which would be something like [nu:] in

American. She also emphasizes the ‘t’ sound in words such as ‘attitude’ or

‘responsibility’ and does not pronounce such a strong final ‘r’ sound as

Americnans do.

The lack of rothicity of his accent has drawn me to the conclusion that he is

from Britain.

I believe she’s British because of the lack of rothicity and the way she

pronounces diphthongs in words like though.

Responses to MAE speech

I think so because of the alveolar tap in the pronunciation of /t/ […] I know that

it may be perfectly a British feature, but if I am not wrong is more spread in the

States

She does not pronounce the sound /t/ between vowels.

Her pronuntiation is not the same as the other speakers’ pronuntiation. ‘T’ is

pronounced more like an ‘r’, which is done at the USA, and not at Great Britain.

Because of his pronunciation of some of the letters such as the ‘t’, that sounds as

a /d/, something that is characteristic from American English.

The tap of university, the Rs being pronounced, and the way she pronounces at

the end the word ‘possible’, the o being pronounced as an a: rather than an o

[…] she pronounce the [r] in the last syllable and she sounds definitely as the

GenAmerican accent we’ve studied at the University.
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I think that she is from America because she pronounces the ‘R’ more strongly

than British people.

I think she is from the United States because she has a rhotic accent and she uses

the alveolar tap instead of the strong ‘t’.

I believe he is American because of rothicity and the way he pronounces vowel

in words like hand, for example.

He pronounces ‘new’ /nu:/ instead of /nju:/, and also ‘people’ and ‘university’ in

an American way.

Respondents’ use of labels such as ‘American English’, ‘American accent’,

‘GenAmerican’, ‘an American way’, ‘an American pronunciation’, ‘British English’,

‘British accent’, ‘RP accent’ and ‘(non-)rhotic accent’ demonstrated that they were

aware of the existence of these two varieties of English speech and that they were also

familiar with the linguistic terminology employed when labelling and referring to these

speech varieties. This linguistic knowledge was most likely acquired during the

phonetics and phonology modules sat by students at some point during their English

Studies degree programmes.

Respondents also demonstrated some knowledge of the phonological features

which are generally considered to contrast between MAE and MBE speech. Specific

mention was made of the intervocalic /t/ variable, its ‘strong’ pronunciation in MBE

speech and its realization as an alveolar tap in MAE; the MAE variant [ɾ] was often 

thought to resemble a [r] or a [d] by respondents. Postvocalic /r/ was also frequently

commented upon, with respondents often making explicit reference to (the lack of)

rhoticity. The post-consonantal /u/ was also mentioned on several occasions, with
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respondents providing phonetic transcriptions of how this variable would differ between

MAE and MBE varieties of English speech. The open back vowel was also mentioned

once, with the respondent being able to distinguish between the long unrounded vowel

[ɑ:] and the short rounded vowel [ɒ]. Some other variables were mentioned, such as the 

vowels in ‘though’ and ‘hand’, yet much less frequently.

It is clear, then, that the sample of English-language learners was able to

perceive phonological variation between MAE and MBE varieties of speech and that

these linguistic features were cognitively mapped on to records of usage norms. These

retained representations of English speech varieties clearly function as a resource which

learners draw upon in order to complete the recognition task (McKenzie 2008: 151).

Furthermore, the qualitative responses have provided a great deal of insight into

how the MAE and MBE speech varieties are conceptualised by learners of English at

these Spanish universities. Firstly, there was a sense that the MAE and MBE speech

varieties were conceptualised as polar opposites with mutually exclusive sets of

linguistic features, as expressed in comments such as ‘[…] cannot be American English’

and ‘[…] which is done at the USA, and not at Great Britain’. This confirmed that the

learners, for the most part, were unaware of variation beyond the typical MAE and

MBE models of pronunciation; i.e., they demonstrated awareness of between-variety

variation but not of within-variety variation. In a sense, they had a tendency to view

each variety of English speech as a single, monolithic entity. Secondly, they tended to

build a profile of each of the speech varieties in question, as is clear from comments

such as ‘[…] characteristic from American English’ and ‘a British feature’. This

suggests that respondents were actively collating information relating to these speech

varieties and using this information to enable them to distinguish one from the other.
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One may reasonably question where respondents might have gained awareness

of the linguistic features which they subsequently stored in their mental representations

of MAE and MBE speech. Their qualitative responses suggested, once more, that this

familiarity was gained through exposure to the speech varieties through education,

contact with native speakers of English and/or English-language media:

Respondent D11

Because the accent is very similar to the accent I study in the school and

university.

Respondent G06

[…] she pronounces very strong a lot of consonants, and she remembers to my

school teacher.

Respondent A07

Because he speaks similar to a friend of mine […]

Respondent A10

I think it’s American because I’ve talked with Native Americans and English

and how to speak and pronounce certain words are like a Native American.
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Respondent D01

It basically sounds similar to the kind of language I am used to and I do not

identify it with the language I hear in TV series or films, which are most of

times American.

Respondent B08

She speaks as most of the TV series I watch, and those are from the United

States.

Respondent E08

Because I saw some films of Great Britain and actors talk like that.

Respondent C03

It’s going to sound weird, but she speaks like ‘Bridget Jones’ (Renée Zellweger

in that movie), at least to me, the way she pronounces everything.

Respondent C08

I think he’s from Great Britain because his accent reminds me to the accent of

the singer of an English group from London.

Though it is believed that each of these factors helps respondents to construct mental

representations of MAE and MBE speech varieties, the questionnaire data reveal some

interesting trends. As is clear from Table 4.12, respondents who were able to correctly
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Table 4.12 Recognition and contact with native speakers (NSs) and media exposure

Speaker
Variety
Recognition

High Levels
of Contact
with NSs

Low Levels of
Contact with

NSs

High Levels
of Media
Exposure

Low Levels of
Media

Exposure
Total

fMBE
Correct

Incorrect

7

1

47

9

45

9

9

1

108

20

mMBE
Correct

Incorrect

6

2

41

14

41

11

6

5

94

32

fMAE
Correct

Incorrect

8

0

36

21

35

19

9

2

88

42

mMAE
Correct

Incorrect

7

0

39

18

37

16

9

2

92

36

Total 31 225 213 43 512

identify the origin of the sample speakers tended to have high levels of exposure to

English-language media and low levels of contact with native speakers of English. This

suggests that, amongst this sample of English-language learners in Spain, media

exposure plays a more influential role than direct contact in learners’ ability to identify

native varieties of English speech.

4.2.6 Summary of Verbal Guise Results

The analyses conducted on the verbal guise data have revealed a great deal about the

language attitudes held by learners of English in Spain towards MAE and MBE

varieties of English speech. In this section, the findings regarding salient attitudinal

dimensions, the role of speaker sex, the role of exposure to English-language media and

variety recognition will be summarised.
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Firstly, it has been demonstrated that this sample of learners of English in Spain

evaluated MAE and MBE speakers of English on two main dimensions: competence

and social attractiveness. When analysing the mean evaluations of the sample speakers

on these two dimensions, it became clear that the female speakers always ranked in the

same order but that the order in which the male speakers were ranked was reversed.

While the male MAE speaker was rated significantly lower for competence, the male

MBE speaker was rated significantly lower for social attractiveness. The fact that MBE

was preferred overall but especially for competence and MAE was often preferred for

social attractiveness is in keeping with the findings of other language attitude studies.

Secondly, MBE speakers were rated as being significantly more competent than socially

attractive. This suggests that respondents associated MBE with formal contexts and

MAE with less formal contexts. Thirdly, speaker sex was shown to be a significantly

influential factor affecting respondents’ evaluations of the sample speakers. Female

speakers were rated more favourably and male speakers less favourably, overall.

The variety recognition item confirmed that these learners of English in Spain

were, for the most part, able to recognise the varieties of speech represented in the

recordings. Overall, the MBE speech variety was more correctly identified than the

MAE speech variety. Interestingly, MAE speakers were more often misidentified as

MBE speakers than vice versa. Misidentifications of MAE speech as MBE speech were

often due to respondents associating the variety of speech represented with a variety of

speech that they had experienced in an educational context. This confirmed that MBE

was widely associated with these contexts and that respondents believed it to be the

variety to which they were exposed in these contexts, whether, in fact, it was or not.

More specifically, the MBE speakers were rated more positively for competence and
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social attractiveness when they were correctly identified and the MAE speakers were

rated less positively on the same dimensions when they were correctly identified. Once

again, this suggests that speakers were rated more positively when they were believed to

be British and less positively when they were believed to be American.

Qualitative responses revealed that these learners of English were able to

perceive the phonological features which typically contrast between MBE and MAE

speech. In particular, respondents made reference to the four phonological variables

under investigation: intervocalic /t/, postvocalic /r/, the open back vowel and post-

consonantal /u/. As such, these features appeared to have been processed by respondents

using cognitive mapping and used to build mental representations of varieties of speech

in English. These representations were most likely retained and used as a resource to aid

respondents when completing the recognition task. Respondents were thought to have

gained this knowledge through exposure to English in educational contexts, via the

media and via contact with native speakers of English.

Qualitative responses also provided an insight into respondents’ ideological

frameworks and how they conceptualised MAE and MBE varieties of English speech.

Firstly, it was clear that respondents did use features of speech to build profiles of

representative speakers of each speech variety. Secondly, the speech varieties were

considered to have mutually exclusive sets of features. Upon reflection, the latter fact

should be quite a common phenomenon amongst foreign-language learners, as they are

more likely than native speakers to look for differences rather than similarities.

4.3 Analyses of Theory of Planned Behaviour Data

The next stage of the analyses was to process the multi-item scales relating to the
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adapted theory of planned behaviour model. This involved calculating the following:

respondents’ cognitive, affective and conative scores and weighting them to achieve

their overall attitude scores; respondents’ normative beliefs and weighting them by their

motivation to comply with important referents to achieve their subjective norm scores;

respondents’ control beliefs and weighting these by the power of each of the control

factors to achieve their perceived behavioural control scores. By weighting each of

these measures and comparing them with direct measures, an overall behavioural

intention score for each respondent is calculated. This score functions as a predictor of

respondents’ language use.

4.3.1 Attitude Scores

To calculate respondents’ overall attitude scores towards MAE and MBE speech, it was

first of all necessary to calculate their scores for each of the attitudinal components and

for these to be weighted by their salience for each respondent.

4.3.1.1 Cognitive Component

Respondents’ cognitive scores were computed by taking a mean of their evaluations of

the sample speakers on the nine traits in the verbal guise section of the questionnaire. A

cognitive score was calculated for each respondent towards each of the English speech

varieties, as below:

i. the mean of respondents’ cognitive evaluations of male and female MBE

speakers constituted respondents’ cognitive scores for MBE speech
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ii. the mean of respondents’ cognitive evaluations of male and female MAE

speakers constituted respondents’ cognitive scores for MAE speech

Respondents’ cognitive scores for MBE speech (mean=5.17; std. deviation=0.709) were

higher on average than they were for MAE speech (mean=5.06; std. deviation=0.827).

A one-way repeated measures ANOVA was conducted in order to investigate whether

these mean scores differed significantly but no such significant differences were found.

These scores suggest that, in terms of their thoughts about speakers, learners were more

favourably disposed to MBE speech than they were to MAE speech.

4.3.1.2 Affective Component

Respondents’ affective scores were computed by taking a mean of their evaluations of

the sample speakers on the eight emotional criteria which were also elicited during the

verbal guise section of the questionnaire. An affective score was calculated for each

respondent towards each of the English speech varieties, as below:

i. the mean of respondents’ affective evaluations of male and female MBE

speakers constituted respondents’ affective scores for MBE speech

ii. the mean of respondents’ affective evaluations of male and female MAE

speakers constituted respondents’ affective scores for MAE speech

Respondents’ affective scores for MBE speech (mean=4.81; std. deviation=0.752) were

higher on average than they were for MAE speech (mean=4.84; std. deviation=0.848).

A one-way repeated measures ANOVA was conducted in order to investigate whether
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these mean scores differed significantly but no such significant differences were found.

These scores suggest that, in terms of their feelings towards the sample speakers,

learners were more favourably disposed to MAE speech than they were to MBE speech.

4.3.1.3 Conative Component

During the verbal guise section of the questionnaire, respondents were also required to

respond to two items which elicited the conative component of their attitudes towards

the sample speakers. They were asked to rate the extent to which they agreed with the

following two statements: that they have a pronunciation similar to each of the speakers

and that they make a conscious effort to have a pronunciation similar to each of the

speakers. A number of additional conative measures were taken at a later stage of the

questionnaire process which required respondents to rate the extent to which they

believed the following four statements to be true or false: that they consciously choose

to speak English with an MAE or MBE pronunciation, that they make a conscious effort

to learn English with an MAE or MBE pronunciation, that they consciously seek out

English-language media from the United States or Great Britain and that they

consciously seek to make contact with native speakers of English from the United States

or Great Britain.

The mean responses to each of the six questions outlined above, and their

standard deviations, were calculated and are shown in Tables 4.13 and 4.14. Mirroring

the findings of the pilot study, respondents generally believed themselves to have a

similar pronunciation to that of the female speakers; in particular, to the female MBE

speaker. It is interesting to note that the respondents believed themselves to have a

similar pronunciation to those speakers whom they rated more positively overall in
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Table 4.13 Means and standard deviations of conative responses to speakers (N=71)

Mean Std. Deviation
Respondents believe themselves to have a similar
pronunciation to Speaker fMBE

3.42 1.670

Respondents believe themselves to have a similar
pronunciation to Speaker mMBE

2.77 1.475

Respondents believe themselves to have a similar
pronunciation to Speaker fMAE

3.34 1.594

Respondents believe themselves to have a similar
pronunciation to Speaker mMAE

3.01 1.617

Respondents make an effort to have a similar
pronunciation to Speaker fMBE

5.07 1.854

Respondents make an effort to have a similar
pronunciation to Speaker mMBE

4.51 1.970

Respondents make an effort to have a similar
pronunciation to Speaker fMAE

4.39 1.923

Respondents make an effort to have a similar
pronunciation to Speaker mMAE

4.04 1.923

Table 4.14 Means and standard deviations of general conative responses (N=71)

Mean Std. Deviation
Respondents consciously choose to speak English
with an MAE pronunciation

3.56 1.895

Respondents consciously choose to speak English
with an MBE pronunciation

4.87 1.912

Respondents make a conscious effort to learn
English with an MAE pronunciation

4.07 1.937

Respondents make a conscious effort to learn
English with an MBE pronunciation.

5.27 1.781

Respondents consciously seek out English-language
media from the United States

5.04 1.908

Respondents consciously seek out English-language
media from Great Britain

5.07 1.718

Respondents consciously seek to make contact with
native speakers of English from the United States

4.99 1.938

Respondents consciously seek to make contact with
native speakers of English from Great Britain

5.44 1.811
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terms of cognitive and affective evaluations. The findings of the pilot study were not

fully confirmed in the main study with respect to the discrepancy between the

pronunciation that respondents believed themselves to have and the pronunciation to

which they were aspiring. Respondents believed themselves to have a similar

pronunciation to the female speakers but were making a conscious effort to have a

similar pronunciation to the MBE speakers; in particular, to the female MBE speaker.

As for the more general conative responses, it was apparent that respondents

made a conscious effort to learn and speak English with an MBE pronunciation. This

extended to their efforts to seek out English-language media from Great Britain and to

seek to make contact with native speakers of English from Great Britain. Once again,

these reflected the findings of the pilot study.

Respondents’ conative scores were computed by taking a mean of their

responses to the six questions mentioned above. A conative score was calculated for

each respondent towards each of the English speech varieties, as below:

i. mean of conative responses to the six questions relating to the MBE

variety constituted respondents’ conative scores for MBE speech

ii. mean of conative responses to the six questions relating to the MAE

variety constituted respondents’ conative scores for MAE speech

Respondents’ conative scores for MBE speech (mean=4.55; std. deviation=1.095) were

higher on average than they were for MAE speech (mean=4.06; std. deviation=1.016).

A one-way repeated measures ANOVA was conducted in order to investigate whether

these mean scores differed significantly. Mauchly’s test was significant (p<0.05) and, as
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such, sphericity could not be assumed and multivariate test statistics were employed:

F(1,70)=6.33, p<0.05; Wilks’ Lambda=0.917; partial eta squared=0.083. Pairwise

comparisons, using a Bonferroni correction, revealed that respondents chose to learn

and speak English with an MBE pronunciation, sought English-language media from

Great Britain and sought to make contact with native speakers of English from Great

Britain significantly more than they did with relation to the MAE variety (p<0.05).

These scores suggested that, in terms of their behavioural tendencies, learners were

significantly more disposed to MBE speech than they were to MAE speech.

4.3.1.4 Overall Attitude Scores

Having obtained respondents’ scores for each of the attitudinal components, it was then

necessary to calculate each respondent’s overall attitude score. Rather than calculating

attitude scores by taking a mean of the respondents’ cognitive, affective and conative

scores, a more sophisticated technique was employed whereby respondents’ cognitive,

affective and conative scores were weighted by the importance respondents placed on

each. These weightings were elicited by asking respondents how influential the

following were when evaluating the speakers: what they thought of the speakers; how

the speakers made them feel; and whether respondents spoke, or would like to speak

like, the speakers. The sum of respondents’ cognitive, affective and conative scores, as

weighted by the importance placed on each component, constituted respondents’ overall

attitude scores.

The mean of respondents’ attitude scores towards each of the speech varieties

were as follows: MBE, mean=65.66, std. deviation=18.12; MAE, mean=62.90, std.

deviation=17.41. A one-way repeated measures ANOVA was conducted in order to
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investigate whether these mean scores differed significantly but no such significant

differences were found. Higher scores were representative of more favourable attitudes

and lower scores of less favourable attitudes; thus, respondents generally held more

favourable attitudes towards MBE speech than MAE speech.

4.3.2 Subjective Norm Scores

For computing respondents’ subjective norm scores, their responses to whether the

following groups of referents thought that either MAE or MBE was the best

pronunciation model and would prefer respondents to speak with that pronunciation

were elicited: other learners of English that they know, their English teachers, future

employers, their friends, their family and native speakers of English.

4.3.2.1 Normative Beliefs

Respondents’ ratings on a series of scales constituted their normative beliefs, the means

of which are displayed in Table 4.15. It is clear that, on average, respondents believed

that all of the referents would think that MBE was the best pronunciation model and

would prefer for respondents to speak with an MBE pronunciation. As the pilot findings

also demonstrated, referents were ranked in a different order for each of the speech

varieties in question. On the one hand, future employers, native speakers of English and

respondents’ English teachers were thought to believe most strongly that MBE was the

best pronunciation model to be emulated by respondents. On the other hand,

respondents’ friends and other learners of English – i.e., respondents’ peer group – were

thought to believe most strongly that MAE was the best pronunciation model for
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Table 4.15 Mean ratings (and standard deviations) for subjective norm (N=71)

Speech
Variety

Other
Learners

English
Teachers

Future
Employers

Friends Family
Native

Speakers

MAE 4.52
(1.715)

3.75
(1.835)

4.20
(1.632)

4.58
(1.852)

3.16
(1.911)

4.02
(1.485)

MBE 5.13
(1.780)

5.26
(1.793)

5.51
(1.627)

4.62
(2.028)

4.84
(2.203)

5.33
(1.586)

emulation. This was thought to indicate that these learners of English at Spanish

universities experience some tension between the variety of English which they feel will

be most useful for their education, their future career intentions and their interaction

with native English speakers, and the variety of English which they feel is more

culturally relevant to them and their peer group.

4.3.2.2 Motivation to Comply

Respondents also gave information regarding their motivation to comply with each of

these referents by answering the following question: How much do you care about what

these people think about your pronunciation in English? The results, displayed in Table

4.16, revealed a great deal about the differing degrees to which important referents were

thought to influence respondents’ speech in English. Unsurprisingly, respondents were

most eager to comply with the pronunciation preferences of their English teachers,

future employers and native speakers of English. Though they thought that their peer

group felt quite strongly about the pronunciation model which respondents should

emulate and they were quite eager to comply with the normative beliefs of their peer

group, it would appear that the role of those in more experienced positions to
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Table 4.16 Mean ratings (and standard deviations) for motivation to comply (N=71)

Motivation to Comply

Other Learners
5.04

(1.816)

English Teachers
6.21

(1.120)

Future Employers
6.00

(1.242)

Friends
4.48

(1.804)

Family
3.69

(1.997)

Native Speakers
5.94

(1.286)

respondents was viewed as more important overall. Since all of the important referents

were believed by respondents to view MBE as a superior model for emulation,

respondents’ language use is expected to be strongly biased towards this speech variety.

4.3.2.3 Overall Subjective Norm Scores

To calculate an overall subjective norm score, each of the subjective norm items was

weighted against respondents’ motivation to comply and the outcomes were summed.

The higher the subjective norm score for MAE and MBE, the more positively the

respondent considered the speech variety to be viewed by important referents and the

more likely the respondent was to comply with their views by emulating the behaviour

in question.

The means of respondents’ subjective norm scores towards each of the speech

varieties were as follows: MBE, mean=117.49, std. deviation=57.344; MAE,

mean=87.39, std. deviation=47.527. A one-way repeated measures ANOVA was

conducted in order to investigate whether these mean scores differed significantly.
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Mauchly’s test was significant (p<0.05) and, as such, sphericity could not be assumed

and multivariate test statistics were employed: F(1,69)=21.82, p<0.01; Wilks’

Lambda=0.760; partial eta squared=0.240. Pairwise comparisons, using a Bonferroni

correction, revealed that respondents were significantly more likely to believe that

important referents would prefer for them to emulate MBE speech (p<0.05) and

significantly less likely to believe that these referents would prefer for them to emulate

MAE speech (p<0.05). As such, respondents were thought to be more likely to comply

with those referents that were perceived as preferring the MBE pronunciation model.

4.3.3 Perceived Behavioural Control Scores

Indirect measures were taken for perceived behavioural control. The indirect measures

required respondents to state the extent to which the following external factors had a

direct effect on their English pronunciation: exposure to English-language media, the

way their teachers spoke in English and the amount of contact they had with native

speakers of English. These should have constituted learners’ control beliefs; the less

they considered their English pronunciation to be influenced by these external factors,

the more control they would have had over their own pronunciation.

When the questionnaire was originally designed, it was expected that high

scores on the indirect perceived behavioural control questions would be equal to greater

perceived behavioural control on the part of respondents. Conversely, those respondents

with low scores would be considered to exercise greater control over their pronunciation

in English and not to be heavily influenced by external factors. However, when

conducting the analyses on the main study data, it became clear that the indirect

questions relating to perceived behavioural control were slightly ambiguous, as they did
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not make explicit whether the direct effect on respondents’ pronunciation was a positive

or negative one.

Since the item indirectly eliciting respondents’ levels of perceived behavioural

control proved to be less reliable than anticipated, the results of any analyses using these

measures would be open to interpretation. Thus, the researcher decided not to process

these measures through the theory of planned behaviour model but to process the direct

measures of perceived behavioural control, instead.

4.3.3.1 Direct Measures of Perceived Behavioural Control

Perceived behavioural control scores were, therefore, calculated by taking the mean of

responses to the six direct perceived behavioural control items in the questionnaire:

whether or not respondents perceived themselves to have complete control over their

pronunciation; whether or not they perceived themselves as being able to choose how

they speak in English; whether or not they were consciously aware when using MAE

and/or MBE pronunciations; whether or not they found it easy to imitate a native

speaker of English from the United States or Great Britain; whether or not they felt able

to change their pronunciation in English depending on who they were speaking to; and

whether or not they felt able to change their pronunciation in English according to

where they were. Means of respondents’ scores – specific to their awareness of using

MAE or MBE speech and their ability to imitate native MBE or MAE speakers – are

shown in Table 4.17.

A one-way repeated measures ANOVA was conducted in order to investigate

whether these mean scores differed significantly but no such significant differences
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Table 4.17 Mean ratings (and standard deviations) for direct measures of perceived
behavioural control (N=71)

Mean (Std. Deviation)
Scores for MAE 4.15 (1.058)
Scores for MBE 4.11 (0.923)

were found. The fact that the mean score for MAE was slightly higher suggested that

respondents felt that they had slightly greater awareness of when they were using MAE

speech and found it easier to imitate MAE speech. This was also the finding of the pilot

study and confirms that there is a general belief amongst respondents that MAE is easier

for them to imitate because it has a more similar phonological system to Spanish (see,

also, research by Janicka et al. 2008).

4.3.4 Behavioural Intention Scores

Having obtained an overall attitude score, a subjective norm score and a perceived

behavioural control score for each respondent, it was then necessary to calculate their

behavioural intention scores. These scores functioned as predictions of respondents’

likelihood to imitate each of the speech varieties under investigation.

4.3.4.1 Indirect and Direct Measures of Behavioural Intention

The final question of the online questionnaire required respondents to state how much

they believed their pronunciation to have been influenced by: their own attitude; other

people’s attitudes and expectations; and their own control and pronunciation choices.

Respondents’ behavioural intention scores were, therefore, calculated by summing

attitude, subjective norm and perceived behavioural scores after they had been weighted
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by the importance respondents placed on each. Higher scores for MAE and MBE speech

represented more positive predispositions to emulate these varieties.

The mean of respondents’ behavioural intention scores were as follows: MBE,

mean=975.99, std. deviation=435.791; MAE, mean=833.18, std. deviation=336.238. A

one-way repeated measures ANOVA was conducted in order to investigate whether

these mean scores differed significantly. Mauchly’s test was significant (p<0.05) and, as

such, sphericity could not be assumed and multivariate test statistics were employed:

F(1,70)=17.36, p<0.01; Wilks’ Lambda=0.801; partial eta squared=0.199. Pairwise

comparisons, using a Bonferroni correction, revealed that respondents were

significantly more likely to emulate MBE speech than MAE speech (p<0.01). These

results suggested that respondents were generally more inclined to emulate MBE speech

than MAE speech in their own use of English.

Since the scores for behavioural intention had been calculated through a series of

computations in a relatively complex model, some direct measures of behavioural

intention were also taken and used to validate respondents’ behavioural intention scores.

Four measures were taken which elicited the following: the extent to which respondents

would have liked to have a similar pronunciation to each of the speakers; the extent to

which they considered MBE or MAE to be their goal accent; whether they would have

preferred to attend an MAE or MBE pronunciation class; and whether they preferred the

MBE or MAE variety of English speech. The mean of the first two measures was

calculated and respondents’ choices of one or other of the speech varieties in the latter

two measures were noted, all of which were subsequently compared with indirect

behavioural intention scores. Respondents were also provided with the opportunity to

make any comments regarding their choices in these measures.
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Table 4.18 Mean ratings (and standard deviations) for similar pronunciation to speakers
(N=71)

Mean (Std. Deviation)
Speaker fMBE 5.42 (1.778)
Speaker mMBE 4.41 (2.175)
Speaker fMAE 4.28 (2.112)
Speaker mMAE 4.18 (2.059)

As shown in Table 4.18, the speakers representing MBE speech were those to

whom respondents would have most liked to have a similar pronunciation. These results

reflected respondents’ ratings regarding the conative component of attitude; i.e., that

they make more of a conscious effort to have a similar pronunciation to the MBE

speakers than to the MAE speakers.

When asked to rate the extent to which their goal was to speak English with an

MBE or MAE accent, respondents generally rated in favour of an MBE accent. The

mean ratings for aiming to speak English with either accent were as follows: MBE,

mean=5.32, std. deviation=1.998; MAE, mean=4.18, std. deviation=2.133. A one-way

repeated measures ANOVA was conducted in order to investigate whether these mean

scores differed significantly. Mauchly’s test was significant (p<0.05) and, as such,

sphericity could not be assumed and multivariate test statistics were employed:

F(1,70)=9.48, p<0.01; Wilks’ Lambda=0.881; partial eta squared=0.119. Pairwise

comparisons, using a Bonferroni correction, revealed that respondents were

significantly more likely to aim for an MBE accent than an MAE accent (p<0.01).

These results demonstrated that this sample of English-language learners was more

likely to choose MBE than MAE as its goal accent. Qualitative responses provided

further insight into the reasons why this might have been the case:
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Respondent C05

I think British is more professional while American is urban.

Respondent E01

I would like to learn as many accents as possible, but since Great Britain is

closer in distance, I feel it may be a little more useful professionally

Respondent D06

I would love to control both and be able to choose, even though that I think that

British English would be more adequeate for me to work as a teacher

Respondent C05 succinctly summarises a sentiment which has been present in

responses throughout by contrasting ‘professional’ MBE speech with ‘urban’ MAE

speech. While respondents express a desire to become familiar with both pronunciation

models – and others, where possible – they emphasise the instrumental benefits of

speaking with an MBE accent.

When asked whether they would prefer to attend an MBE or an MAE

pronunciation class, were both to be advertised within their universities, 73% of

respondents chose the MBE pronunciation class and 27% chose the MAE counterpart.

Respondent C09

Although I'd prefer American, for my future job British English is better.
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Respondent E01

Since the media I am mostly exposed to American English, attending the British

English classes would be the most useful for me.

Respondent B03

Because the phonetics I have studied have been mainly American, so I would

like to get to know the British deeper.

Respondent C04

Because I think American it's easier to achieve for a Spanish speaker, so I would

go to the British English classed to improve my pronunciation.

The qualitative responses above demonstrated that respondents’ choices were not

necessarily made according to personal preference or interest but that respondents often

took a strategic approach to the pronunciation that they were learning at university. The

first strategy involved learning a particular pronunciation for future career purposes.

The second strategy involved learning a particular pronunciation because they were

already familiar with the other; this is reminiscent of reports in Henderson et al. that,

because ‘teachers are aware that their learners are exposed to and enjoy GA through

films and music, during class they use RP materials (2012: 20). The third strategy

involved learning a particular pronunciation because it was viewed as a more difficult

target to achieve.
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When asked whether they preferred the MBE accent or the MAE accent, 69% of

respondents stated that they preferred the MBE accent and 31% stated that they

preferred the MAE accent.

Respondent E03

[…] for serious stuff, I prefer to get as close as I can to RP

The qualitative comments that accompanied these responses revealed that respondents

often, in fact, liked both varieties of English speech and that their decisions tended to be

based more on familiarity, ease of understanding and/or the instrumental benefits that a

particular speech variety offered.

It is clear from responses to the direct measures of behavioural intention that

respondents had a very strong tendency to favour MBE speech over MAE speech. This

finding is in keeping with the results of the indirect measures, as processed through the

theory of planned behaviour model. Overall, these findings are aligned with the findings

of an investigation into language attitudes amongst English Philology students at the

University of Murcia, which revealed that the majority of students (71%) wanted to

learn a British accent (Mompeán González 2004).

Respondents were thought to generally favour MBE speech because they were

more familiar with this variety, as was clear from the results of the variety recognition

item. Furthermore, respondents’ overall attitude scores demonstrated that they were

more favourably disposed to MBE speech than to MAE speech. Respondents also

believed that all important referents – other learners of English, their English teachers,

future employers, friends, family and native speakers of English – would consider MBE
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speech to be the best pronunciation and would prefer for respondents to speak with an

MBE pronunciation. Perhaps the only contradictory evidence lies in the fact that

respondents perceived themselves to have greater levels of behavioural control with

respect to MAE; i.e., they tended to have greater awareness of when they were using

MAE speech and claimed to find it easier to imitate MAE speech. This seems to be

owing to issues of phonological variation between the two speech varieties, as learners

have consistently expressed the belief that MAE is more similar to their first language,

in terms of its phonological system. Nevertheless, it would appear that, overall, these

learners of English in Spain hold more positive attitudes towards and are more likely to

emulate MBE than MAE speech.

4.3.4.2 GB Aimers and US Aimers

Having processed the various measures taken of the components of the adapted theory

of planned behaviour model, the resulting measures of respondents’ behavioural

intention functioned as predictions of which variety of English speech respondents

would be more likely to emulate in their own use of the English language. In other

words, respondents with higher behavioural intention scores for MAE were considered

to be more likely to emulate MAE in their own speech and those with higher

behavioural intention scores for MBE were considered to be more likely to emulate

MBE in their own speech. Indirect measures of behavioural intention were then

compared with direct measures to determine which of the respondents could be

categorised as GB aimers and which could be categorised as US aimers.

When categorising respondents based upon indirect measures of behavioural

intention, 49 respondents (69%) were GB aimers and 22 (31%) were US aimers. Direct
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measures were not internally consistent, with 54% of respondents being GB aimers,

21% being US aimers and 25% having conflicting responses.

For those respondents whose choices regarding goal accent and preferred

pronunciation class were inconsistent with their preferred accent, it may be interpreted

that their goal accent was selected for instrumental reasons and that they would prefer to

attend a pronunciation class which would help them to achieve their instrumental goals.

For those respondents whose goal accent was inconsistent with their preferred

pronunciation class and their preferred accent, it may be interpreted that their goal

accent was also selected for instrumental reasons but that they would prefer to attend a

pronunciation class which would allow them to learn the accent which they actually

preferred, or vice versa.

For those respondents whose preferred pronunciation class was inconsistent with

their goal accent and preferred accent, it may be interpreted that their goal accent was

selected for integrative reasons or for ease of understanding and/or practice but that they

wished to attend a pronunciation class which would allow them to gain familiarity with

the variety of English speech with which they were less familiar or which they found

more difficult to understand and/or emulate. Given the qualitative comments that have

been provided by respondents thus far, it is not surprising that behavioural intention to

perform the behaviour in question is relatively complex and can vary from one

respondent to another.

When categorising respondents based upon both direct and indirect measures of

behavioural intention, these two types of measurement often conflicted. 34 respondents

(48%) gave responses throughout which revealed them to be GB aimers and 10

respondents (14%) gave responses throughout which revealed them to be US aimers.
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13% of respondents gave direct responses which conflicted with the indirect measures

processed through the adapted theory of planned behaviour model. Since it is relatively

common for direct responses to contradict indirect responses in social-psychological

investigations, it will be important to determine which type of measure of behavioural

intention more successfully predicts respondents’ language use.

4.3.5 Performance in Speech Production Tasks

Respondents were required to attend a paired sociolinguistic interview and to perform

two speech production tasks, after having completed the online questionnaire.

Respondents were required to read aloud thirteen sentences which contained numerous

instances of the four phonological variables which had been made salient by the

researcher when designing the text to be used in the verbal guise experiment. These

sentences are displayed below, with the contexts in which the variables occur identified:

1. English is spoken in a l/obv//t/ of different countries.

2. Unive/r/si/t/y is the best place to study languages.

3. I/t/ is essential to have a good a/t/it/u/de when studying a language.

4. I like languages, bu/t/ I think they’/r/ difficult to study.

5. I am interested in othe/r/ subjects, too.

6. St/u/dents have no resp/obv/nsibili/t/ies, so they can travel.

7. The people you really need to have around you a/r/ you/r/ friends.

8. Fo/r/ me, going out to ba/r/s with friends is fun.

9. /obv/n T/u/sdays and Thu/r/sdays, my friends and I sing in karaoke

c/obv/mpetitions.
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10. I kn/u/ my friends would be happy when I appea/r/ed at the nightclub last

weekend.

11. iT/u/nes sells p/obv/pula/r/ music.

12. YouT/u/be makes it p/obv/ssible to view and post videos.

13. The n/u/s said that Google is d/u/ to release a n/u/ iPhone app in 2012.59

The phonological variables under investigation were intervocalic /t/, postvocalic /r/, the

open back vowel and post-consonantal /u/. In total, there were six opportunities for

respondents to realize intervocalic /t/, ten opportunities to realize postvocalic /r/, six

opportunities to realize the open back vowel and eight opportunities to realize post-

consonantal /u/.

Respondents were also required to converse – in English – on a series of topics.

The principal objective of this task was to elicit respondents’ language use in casual,

less formal speech and the secondary objective was to obtain qualitative data that would

aid the researcher when interpreting responses to the questionnaire. The questions

administered in the conversational task were as follows:

What do you like to do at weekends?

If you could travel anywhere, where would you go and why?

How do you think the ability to speak English will be useful to you in the

future?

What do you like and dislike about learning English formally at university?

Which topics in the questionnaire were particularly relevant to you?

59 Disclaimer: The content of this sentence does not make sense, due to the researcher’s lack of
knowledge of smartphones at the time of designing the reading task. This fact should not have affected
respondents’ speech production in any way.
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What are your preferred television series / programmes / shows, books, movies /

films, video games, bands / groups / DJs / artists and why do you like them?

A maximum of ten tokens of each phonological variable per respondent were analysed,

although many respondents realized fewer than ten tokens. The total number of valid

tokens of each variable which were analysed was as follows: 669 tokens of intervocalic

/t/, 710 tokens of postvocalic /r/, 580 tokens of the open back vowel and 70 tokens of

post-consonantal /u/. As is clear from these figures, there were very few contexts in

which the post-consonantal /u/ variable was able to be analysed; in fact, over half of

respondents did not realize this variable at all during the conversational task (N=36).

Respondents’ realizations of the phonological variables in the speech production

tasks, as shown in Tables 4.19 and 4.20, were analysed by conducting auditory analyses

and coding valid tokens as either MAE or MBE realizations using MAXQDA data

analysis software.

Table 4.19 Realizations of linguistic variables in reading task (N=71)

Linguistic Variable
% of Tokens of

American English
Variant

% of Tokens of
British English

Variant

Intervocalic /t/ 25 75

Open Back Vowel 8 92

Post-consonantal /u/ 20 80

Postvocalic /r/ 85 15
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Table 4.20 Realizations of linguistic variables in conversational task (N=71)

Linguistic Variable
% of Tokens of

American English
Variant

% of Tokens of
British English

Variant

Intervocalic /t/ 32 68

Open Back Vowel 9 91

Post-consonantal /u/ 13 87

Postvocalic /r/ 88 12

4.3.5.1 Intervocalic /t/

Of the total number of tokens of the intervocalic /t/ variable realized by respondents

during the reading task (N=426), 14 tokens were not valid and were, therefore, excluded

from any subsequent analyses. Of the total number of valid tokens realized by

respondents (N=412), a majority of 75% were realized as the MBE variant and only

25% were realized as the MAE variant. It is clear that there was a strong tendency for

these Spanish learners to realize the intervocalic /t/ variable as a voiceless alveolar stop

[t] when performing a reading task in English.

Of the total number of valid tokens of intervocalic /t/ realized by respondents

during the conversational task (N=669), a majority of 68% were realized as the MBE

variant and a minority of 32% were realized as the MAE variant. It is clear, therefore,

that there was also a strong tendency for respondents to realize intervocalic /t/ as [t]

when performing a conversational task in English, i.e., in casual, less formal speech.

One-way MANOVAs were conducted in order to investigate whether

realizations of intervocalic /t/ differed between aimer groups. The results of the
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MANOVAs demonstrated a significant overall effect of aimer group (reached using

indirect measures) on respondents’ realizations of [t] and [ɾ]: F(3,67)=3.58, p<0.05;

Wilks’ Lambda=0.862; partial eta squared=0.138. Pairwise comparisons, using the

Bonferroni correction, revealed that GB aimers realized significantly more tokens of the

MBE variant than did US aimers and US aimers realized significantly more tokens of

the MAE variant than did GB aimers in the reading task (p<0.01) and in the

conversational task (p<0.05). Thus, for the intervocalic /t/ variable, the measures taken

relating to the components of the theory of planned behaviour model successfully

predicted respondents’ language use.

The results of the MANOVAs also provided univariate statistics which

demonstrated a significant effect of aimer group (reached using direct measures) on

respondents’ realizations of [t] (F(2,68)=5.67, p<0.01; partial eta squared=0.143) and [ɾ] 

(F(2,68)=5.82, p<0.01; partial eta squared=0.146) in the reading task. Pairwise

comparisons, using the Bonferroni correction, revealed that GB aimers realized

significantly more tokens of [t] than did US aimers (p<0.01) and US aimers realized

significantly more tokens of [ɾ] than did GB aimers (p<0.01) in the reading task. 

The results of the MANOVAs also provided univariate statistics which

demonstrated a significant effect of aimer group (reached using both indirect and direct

measures) on respondents’ realizations of [t] (F(2,32)=6.31, p<0.01; partial eta

squared=0.283) and [ɾ] (F(2,32)=5.60, p<0.01; partial eta squared=0.259) in the reading

task and of [t] and [ɾ] (F(2,32)=6.44, p<0.01; partial eta squared=0.287) in the

conversational task. Pairwise comparisons, using the Bonferroni correction, revealed

that GB aimers realized significantly more tokens of [t] than did US aimers (p<0.01)

and US aimers realized significantly more tokens of [ɾ] than did GB aimers (p<0.01) in 
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both the reading and conversational tasks. Furthermore, those learners who were not

able to be categorised as GB aimers or US aimers because their responses were

inconsistent realized significantly more tokens of the MBE variant than did US aimers

and significantly fewer tokens of the MAE variant than did US aimers in both the

reading task (p<0.05) and the conversational task (p<0.01). This last finding suggests

that learners who were not obviously GB aimers or US aimers had a tendency towards

the MBE variant; i.e., that learners who had mixed attitudes and had contradictory

social-psychological influences tended to produce MBE realizations by default. In

summary, for the intervocalic /t/ variable, the measures taken relating to the components

of the theory of planned behaviour model successfully predicted respondents’ language

use in the reading and conversational tasks.

There were also a number of significant correlations between respondents’

realizations of this variable and the social and psychological variables, all of which will

be discussed in section 4.3.6.

4.3.5.2 Postvocalic /r/

Of the total number of tokens of postvocalic /r/ realized by respondents during the

reading task (N=710), a majority of 85% were realized as the MAE variant and only

15% were realized as the MBE variant. Contrary to the findings for intervocalic /t/, it is

clear that there was a strong tendency for these Spanish learners to realize the

postvocalic /r/ variable as the voiced alveolar central approximant [ɹ] when performing 

a reading task in English.

Of the total number of tokens of postvocalic /r/ realized by respondents during

the conversational task (N=710), a majority of 88% were realized as the MAE variant
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and only 12% were realized as the MBE variant. There was, therefore, also a strong

tendency for respondents to realize the postvocalic /r/ variable as [ɹ] when performing a 

conversational task using casual speech.

One-way MANOVAs were conducted in order to investigate whether

realizations of postvocalic /r/ differed between aimer groups. The results of the

MANOVAs did not demonstrate a significant overall effect of aimer group (reached

using indirect, direct or all measures) on respondents’ realizations of [Ø] and [ɹ] in the 

reading and conversational tasks. While these results provide no direct support for the

usefulness of the theory of planned behaviour model, other linguistic factors are thought

to be relevant in the discussion of postvocalic /r/ here. It is likely that these respondents

would have been aware of the contrast between [Ø] and [ɹ] as representing the British 

and American variants of postvocalic /r/, respectively; their responses to the variety

recognition item have shown that, actually, this variable was extremely salient to them.

Therefore, their preference for using the rhotic variant is most likely due to [Ø] not

existing as a variant of /r/ in the respondents’ first language.

Nevertheless, there were a number of significant correlations between

respondents’ realizations of this variable and the social and psychological variables, all

of which will be discussed in section 4.3.6.

4.3.5.3 Open Back Vowel

Of the total number of tokens of the open back vowel realized by respondents during the

reading task (N=426), 172 tokens were not valid and were, therefore, excluded from any

subsequent analyses. Of the total number of valid tokens realized by respondents

(N=254), a majority of 92% were realized as the MBE variant and only 8% were
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realized as the MAE variant. It is clear that there was a strong tendency for these

Spanish learners to realize the open back vowel variable as the short rounded open back

vowel [ɒ] when performing a reading task in English. 

Of the total number of valid tokens of the open back vowel realized by

respondents during the conversational task (N=580), a majority of 91% were realized as

the MBE variant and only 9% were realized as the MAE variant. In the type of casual

speech elicited via the conversational task, there was also a strong tendency for

respondents to realize the open back vowel variable as [ɒ]. 

One-way MANOVAs were conducted in order to investigate whether

realizations of the open back vowel differed between aimer groups. The results of the

MANOVAs did not demonstrate a significant overall effect of aimer group (reached

using indirect measures) on respondents’ realizations of [ɒ] and [ɑ:] in the reading and 

conversational tasks; thus, providing no direct support for the usefulness of the theory

of planned behaviour model.

The results of the MANOVAs provided univariate statistics which did

demonstrate a significant effect of aimer group (reached using direct measures) on

respondents’ realizations of [ɑ:] (F(2,68)=3.87, p<0.05; partial eta squared=0.102) in the

reading task. Pairwise comparisons, using the Bonferroni correction, revealed that US

aimers realized significantly more tokens of the MAE variant during the reading task

than did GB aimers (p<0.05) and than did those respondents who were not able to be

categorised as either GB aimers or US aimers (p<0.05).

The results of the MANOVAs also demonstrated a significant overall effect of

aimer group (reached using indirect and direct measures) on respondents’ realizations of

[ɒ] and [ɑ:]: F(6,132)=2.97, p<0.01; Wilks’ Lambda=0.776; partial eta squared=0.119.
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Pairwise comparisons, using the Bonferroni correction, revealed that US aimers realized

significantly more tokens of the MAE variant during the reading task than did GB

aimers (p<0.05) and than did those respondents who were not able to be categorised as

either GB aimers or US aimers (p<0.05). They also revealed that US aimers realized

significantly more tokens of the MAE variant during the conversational task than did

those respondents who were not able to be categorised as either GB aimers or US

aimers (p<0.01). Additionally, GB aimers realized significantly more tokens of the

MBE variant during the conversational task than did US aimers (p<0.01). Finally, those

respondents who were conflicted realized significantly more tokens of the MBE variant

during the conversational task than did US aimers (p<0.01). Many of these findings

suggest that learners who were not obviously GB aimers or US aimers tended towards

the MBE variant; i.e., that learners who had mixed attitudes and had contradictory

social-psychological influences tended to approximate to MBE realizations by default.

There were also a number of significant correlations between respondents’

realizations of this variable and the social and psychological variables, all of which will

be discussed in section 4.3.6.

4.3.5.4 Post-consonantal /u/

Of the total number of tokens of the post-consonantal /u/ variable realized by

respondents during the reading task (N=639), 21 tokens were not valid and were,

therefore, excluded from any subsequent analyses. Of the total number of valid tokens

realized by respondents (N=618), a majority of 80% were realized as the MBE variant

and only 20% were realized as the MAE variant. As with the findings for intervocalic /t/

and the open back vowel, it is clear that there was a strong tendency for these Spanish
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learners to realize the post-consonantal /u/ variable as the MBE variant [ju:] when

performing a reading task in English.

Of the total number of valid tokens of post-consonantal /u/ realized by

respondents during the conversational task (N=70), a majority of 87% were realized as

the MBE variant and only 13% were realized as the MAE variant. Respondents have,

once again, shown a strong tendency towards the MBE variant – in this instance, [ju:] –

when performing a conversational task in English.

One-way MANOVAs were conducted in order to investigate whether

realizations of post-consonantal /u/ differed between aimer groups. The results of the

MANOVAs did not demonstrate a significant overall effect of aimer group (reached

using indirect measures) on respondents’ realizations of [ju:] and [u:] in the reading and

conversational tasks; thus, providing no direct support for the usefulness of the theory

of planned behaviour model.

The results of the MANOVAs did demonstrate a significant overall effect of

aimer group (reached using direct measures) on respondents’ realizations of [ju:] and

[u:] in the conversational task: F(6,60)=3.50, p<0.01; Wilks’ Lambda=0.548; partial eta

squared=0.259. Pairwise comparisons, using the Bonferroni correction, revealed that

GB aimers realized significantly more tokens of [ju:] than did US aimers (p<0.01) and

US aimers realized significantly more tokens of [u:] than did GB aimers (p<0.01) in the

conversational task. Also, those respondents who were not able to be categorised as GB

aimers or US aimers realized significantly more tokens of the MBE variant and

significantly fewer tokens of the MAE variant than did US aimers (p<0.01) in the

conversational task. This suggests, once again, that those respondents who were not

obviously GB aimers or US aimers tended more so towards the use of the MBE variant.



242

The results of the MANOVAs also provided univariate statistics which

demonstrated a significant effect of aimer group (reached using indirect and direct

measures) on respondents’ realizations of [ju:] (F(2,32)=3.53, p<0.05; partial eta

squared=0.181) in the reading task. Pairwise comparisons, using the Bonferroni

correction, revealed that GB aimers realized significantly more tokens of the MBE

variant than did US aimers (p<0.05).

There were also a number of significant correlations between respondents’

realizations of this variable and the social and psychological variables, all of which are

discussed in the following section.

4.3.6 Language Use and Social and Psychological Variables

Although respondents’ use of the four phonological variables under investigation was

not always significantly linked with predictions of their language use, it was often

significantly linked with the social and psychological variables under investigation.

4.3.6.1 Time Spent in Great Britain and/or the United States

A one-way MANOVA was conducted in order to investigate any overall effect of trips

to Great Britain or the United States on respondents’ realizations of the four

phonological variables under investigation. No such overall effect was found for trips to

Great Britain or the United States; however, univariate statistics demonstrated a

significant effect of trips to the United States on realizations of [ju:] and [u:] in the

conversational task (F(1,33)=5.07, p<0.05; partial eta squared=0.133).

Pairwise comparisons, using the Bonferroni correction, revealed that

respondents who had visited the United States realized significantly more tokens of [u:]
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(p<0.05) and significantly fewer tokens of [ju:] (p<0.05). Conversely, respondents who

had not visited the United States realized significantly more tokens of [ju:] (p<0.05) and

significantly fewer tokens of [u:] (p<0.05).

A one-way MANOVA was also conducted in order to investigate any overall

effect of time spent abroad on respondents’ realizations of the four phonological

variables. Once again, an overall effect was not found but univariate statistics

demonstrated a significant effect of time spent abroad on realizations of [ju:] and [u:] in

the conversational task (F(4,30)=3.60, p<0.05; partial eta squared=0.324).

Pairwise comparisons, using the Bonferroni correction, revealed that

respondents who had spent no time or less than one month in Great Britain and/or the

United States realized significantly more tokens of [ju:] and significantly fewer tokens

of [u:] than did those who had spent periods of longer than one month in both locations

(p<0.05). Additionally, respondents who had stayed for longer than one month in Great

Britain realized significantly more tokens of [ju:] and significantly fewer tokens of [u:]

than did those who had spent periods of longer than one month in both locations

(p<0.05). These findings suggest that minimal exposure to native English speech during

time spent abroad and extended periods of time spent in Great Britain both result in

respondents emulating the MBE speech variety more often.

4.3.6.2 Contact with Native Speakers of English

A one-way MANOVA was conducted in order to investigate any overall effect of

contact with native speakers of English on respondents’ realizations of the four

phonological variables under investigation. No such overall effect was found; however,

univariate statistics demonstrated a significant effect of contact with native speakers on
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respondents’ realizations of [ju:] and [u:] in the conversational task (F(1,33)=6.10,

p<0.05; partial eta squared=0.156).

Pairwise comparisons, using the Bonferroni correction, revealed that

respondents with low levels of contact with native speakers realized significantly more

tokens of [ju:] (p<0.05) and significantly fewer tokens of [u:] (p<0.05). Conversely,

respondents with high levels of contact with native speakers realized significantly more

tokens of [u:] (p<0.05) and significantly fewer tokens of [ju:] (p<0.05). These findings

suggest that respondents with minimal levels of contact with native speakers of English

tend to emulate British English by default, whereas those with high levels of contact

tend towards emulating American English. This is not a surprising outcome of the

present study, since this sample population was documented earlier as having higher

levels of contact with native speakers of American English than with native speakers of

British English, overall (see section 4.1.2).

4.3.6.3 Variety of English Taught at School

A one-way MANOVA was conducted in order to investigate any overall effect of the

variety of English which respondents believed themselves to have been taught at school

on respondents’ realizations of the four phonological variables under investigation. The

results of the MANOVA demonstrated a significant overall effect of variety of English

taught at school: F(3,67)=3.03, p<0.05; Wilks’ Lambda=0.881; partial eta squared=0.119.

Pairwise comparisons, using the Bonferroni correction, revealed that

respondents who believed themselves to have been taught British English at school

realized significantly more tokens of [t] than did those who believed themselves to have

been taught American English in both the reading (p<0.05) and conversational (p<0.05)
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tasks. Conversely, those respondents who believed themselves to have been taught

American English at school realized significantly more tokens of [ɾ] than did those who 

believed themselves to have been taught British English in both the reading (p<0.05)

and conversational (p<0.05) tasks. Similarly, respondents in the latter group also

realized significantly more tokens of [ɑ:] in the reading task than did those who 

believed themselves to have been taught British English (p<0.05). These findings, taken

together, suggest that respondents’ school years were somewhat formative and that, in

their adult lives, they are still realizing the variants that they were taught during their

language education at school.

4.3.6.4 Learner Orientation

A one-way MANOVA was conducted in order to investigate any overall effect of

learner orientation on respondents’ use of the four phonological variables under

investigation. No such overall effect was found, although univariate statistics

demonstrated a significant effect of learner orientation on the following: realizations of

[t] and [ɾ] (F(2,32)=4.01, p<0.05; partial eta squared=0.200) in the conversational task;

realizations of [ɒ] and [ɑ:] (F(2,32)=5.32, p=0.01; partial eta squared=0.249) in the

conversational task; and realizations of [ju:] and [u:] (F(2,32)=5.38, p=0.01; partial eta

squared=0.252) in the conversational task.

Pairwise comparisons, using the Bonferroni correction, revealed that, for the

intervocalic /t/ variable, respondents with mainly instrumental or mainly integrative

orientations used the MBE variant significantly more often than did those respondents

with purely integrative orientations (p<0.05). Conversely, respondents with purely
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integrative orientations realized the MAE variant significantly more often than did those

respondents with mainly integrative or mainly instrumental orientations (p<0.05).

Pairwise comparisons, using the Bonferroni correction, also revealed that, for

the open back vowel variable, respondents with purely integrative orientations realized

the MAE variant significantly more often in the conversational task than did those

respondents with mainly integrative or mainly instrumental orientations (p<0.05).

Conversely, respondents with mainly integrative or mainly instrumental orientations

realized the MBE variant significantly more often in the conversational task than did

those with purely integrative orientations (p<0.05).

Finally, pairwise comparisons, using the Bonferroni correction revealed that, for

the post-consonantal /u/ variable, respondents with purely integrative orientations

realized the MAE variant significantly more often in the conversational task than did

those respondents with mainly integrative or mainly instrumental orientations (p<0.05).

Conversely, respondents with mainly integrative or mainly instrumental orientations

realized the MBE variant significantly more often in the conversational task than did

those with purely integrative orientations (p<0.05).

The above findings for intervocalic /t/, the open back vowel and post-

consonantal /u/ suggest that any degree of instrumental orientation often results in a

tendency to use the MBE speech variety, whereas respondents with purely integrative

orientations generally use MAE speech variants.

A one-way MANOVA was also conducted in order to investigate any overall

effect of the perceived usefulness of the speech varieties for fulfilling learner orientation

on respondents’ use of the four phonological variables under investigation. No such

overall effect was found, although univariate statistics demonstrated a significant effect
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of learner orientation on the following: realizations of [t] (F(3,67)=2.76, p<0.05; partial

eta squared=0.110) and [ɾ] (F(3,67)=3.77, p<0.05; partial eta squared=0.144) in the

reading task and realizations of [ju:] and [u:] (F(3,31)=5.34, p<0.01; partial eta

squared=0.341) in the conversational task.

Pairwise comparisons, using the Bonferroni correction, revealed that, for the

intervocalic /t/ variable, respondents who believed that British English was the most

useful variety for fulfilling their learner orientations realized significantly more tokens

of the MBE variant (p<0.05) and those who believed that American English was the

most useful variety for fulfilling their learner orientations realized significantly more

tokens of the MAE variant (p<0.01) in the reading task.

Pairwise comparisons, using the Bonferroni correction, revealed that, for the

open back vowel variable, respondents who believed that British English was the most

useful variety for fulfilling their learner orientations realized significantly more tokens

of the MBE variant (p<0.01) and those who believed that American English was the

most useful variety for fulfilling their learner orientations realized significantly more

tokens of the MAE variant (p<0.01) in the conversational task.

4.3.6.5 Intention to Become an English Teacher

A one-way MANOVA was conducted in order to investigate any overall effect of

intention to become an English teacher on respondents’ use of the four phonological

variables under investigation. The results of the MANOVA demonstrated a significant

overall effect of intention to become an English teacher: F(22,44)=1.96, p<0.05; Wilks’

Lambda=0.255; partial eta squared=0.495.
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Pairwise comparisons, using the Bonferroni correction, revealed that

respondents who intended to become English teachers realized significantly more

tokens of [t] (p<0.05), [ju:] (p<0.01) and [ɒ] (p<0.01) in the conversational task than did 

those who did not intend to become English-language teachers. Conversely, respondents

who did not intend to become English teachers realized significantly more tokens of [ɾ] 

(p<0.05), [u:] (p<0.01) and [ɑ:] (p<0.01) than did those who intended to become 

English teachers. It is clear, therefore, that the intention to become an English teacher

results in a strong tendency to emulate MBE speech.

A one-way MANOVA was also conducted in order to investigate any overall

effect of the perceived usefulness of the speech varieties for becoming an English

teacher on respondents’ use of the four phonological variables. No such overall effect

was found, although univariate statistics demonstrated a significant effect of perceived

usefulness for becoming an English teacher on the following: realizations of [t]

(F(4,30)=5.00, p<0.01; partial eta squared=0.400) and [ɾ] (F(4,30)=5.74, p<0.01; partial eta

squared=0.434) in the reading task; realizations of [ɑ:] (F(4,30)=3.32, p<0.05; partial eta

squared=0.307) in the reading task; and realizations of [t] and [ɾ] in the conversational 

task (F(4,30)=3.10, p<0.05; partial eta squared=0.292).

Pairwise comparisons, using the Bonferroni correction, revealed that

respondents who perceived British English as being the more useful speech variety for

becoming an English teacher realized significantly more tokens of [t] in the reading task

(p<0.01) and in the conversational task (p<0.05) than did those who perceived

American English as being more useful. Conversely, respondents who perceived

American English as being the more useful speech variety realized significantly more

tokens of [ɾ] in the reading task (p<0.01) and in the conversational task (p<0.05) than 
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did those who perceived British English as being more useful. The latter group also

realized significantly more tokens of [ɑ:] in the reading task (p<0.05) than did the group 

which perceived British English as being the more useful speech variety for becoming

an English teacher. This finding suggests, once again, that the perceived usefulness of

American English speech is a strong determinant of language use with respect to the

open back vowel variable. Whether or not respondents intended to become English

teachers was not hugely relevant; it was simply relevant that learners’ linguistic

behaviour often correlated with the speech variety that they believed should be taught.

Thus, the perceived usefulness of the speech varieties for fulfilling respondents’ future

plans is significantly linked with respondents’ imitation of the speech varieties.

4.3.7 Language Use and Direct Measures of Behavioural Intention

One-way MANOVAs were conducted in order to investigate any overall effects of

direct measures of behavioural intention on respondents’ realizations of the four

phonological variables under investigation.

The results of the MANOVAs demonstrated a significant overall effect of

preferred accent on respondents’ language use (F(11,23)=2.28, p<0.05; Wilks’

Lambda=0.478; partial eta squared=0.522).

Pairwise comparisons, using the Bonferroni correction, revealed that

respondents who stated that their preferred accent was British realized significantly

more tokens of [t] and [ju:] in the reading task than those who reported their preferred

accent to be American (p<0.01). Conversely, those who preferred the American accent

realized significantly more tokens of [ɾ] and [u:] in the reading task than those who 

stated that their preferred accent was British (p<0.01 and p<0.05, respectively).
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Pairwise comparisons also revealed that respondents who preferred the British

accent realized significantly more tokens of [t] (p=0.01), [ju:] (p<0.01) and [ɒ] (p<0.05) 

during the conversational task than did respondents who preferred the American accent.

Conversely, respondents who preferred the American accent realized significantly more

tokens of [ɾ] (p=0.01), [u:] (p<0.01) and [ɑ:] (p<0.05) than did respondents who 

preferred the British accent.

The results of the MANOVAs also demonstrated a significant overall effect of

preferred pronunciation class on respondents’ language use (F(7,63)=3.86, p<0.01; Wilks’

Lambda=0.700; partial eta squared=0.300). Pairwise comparisons, using the Bonferroni

correction, revealed that respondents who stated that they would prefer to attend a

British English pronunciation class realized significantly more tokens of [t] (p<0.01),

[Ø] (p<0.05) and [ju:] (p<0.01) during the reading task than did those respondents who

would have preferred to attend an American English pronunciation class. Those

respondents who stated that they would prefer to attend an American English

pronunciation class realized significantly more tokens of [ɾ] (p<0.01), [ɹ] (p<0.05), [u:] 

(p<0.05) and [ɑ:] (p<0.05) during the reading task than did those who would have 

preferred to attend a British English pronunciation class.

Pairwise comparisons, using the Bonferroni correction, also revealed that

respondents who would have preferred to attend a British English pronunciation class

realized significantly more tokens of [ju:] during the conversational task than those who

would have preferred an American English pronunciation class (p<0.01). Conversely,

respondents who would have preferred to attend an American English pronunciation

class realized significantly more tokens of [u:] during the conversational task than those

who would have preferred to attend a British English pronunciation class (p<0.01).
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The findings relating to preferred pronunciation class demonstrated that, for all

four of the phonological variables, respondents’ language use was significantly linked

to their overt statements of preference.

Overall, it is clear that direct responses were more strongly linked with

respondents’ actual behaviour than the measures processed using the adapted theory of

planned behaviour model.

4.3.8 Summary of Theory of Planned Behaviour Results

In order to test the adapted theory of planned behaviour model, a number of measures

were taken relating to respondents’ attitudes, subjective norm and perceived behavioural

control with respect to the attitude objects, i.e., MAE and MBE speech.

Respondents generally held more favourable attitudes towards MBE speech than

towards MAE speech. Looking in greater detail at the individual attitudinal components,

respondents were more favourably disposed to MBE speech than to MAE speech when

their own thoughts and behavioural tendencies were elicited but they were more

favourably disposed to MAE speech than to MBE speech when their feelings were

elicited. The suggestion here is that respondents’ cognitive and conative evaluations are

more closely associated with the speech variety that they deem to have features of

competence, power, status and prestige, and that affective evaluations are more closely

associated with the speech variety that they deem to have features of social

attractiveness and with which respondents have expressed a greater degree of solidarity.

As for subjective norm, respondents generally believed that all important

referents would favour MBE speech and that their English teachers and future

employers would believe most strongly that respondents should emulate MBE in their
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own speech. The fact that respondents’ motivation to comply with their English teachers

and with future employers was greater than for any of the other referents suggested that

they were more likely to emulate MBE speech than MAE speech.

Thus, respondents’ attitude scores and subjective norm scores favoured MBE

speech and made it seem likely that most respondents would be GB aimers. However,

perceived behavioural control scores demonstrated that respondents generally had a

greater awareness of and found it easier to imitate MAE speech than MBE speech.

Qualitative responses throughout the questionnaire indicated that this was most likely

due to an underlying belief that Spanish phonology was more similar to American

English phonology than to British English phonology. As such, respondents frequently

commented that they would find it more difficult to achieve MBE pronunciations.

Despite the fact that respondents perceived themselves as having greater levels

of behavioural control when using MAE speech, the behavioural intention scores that

were calculated using indirect measures indicated that they were generally more

inclined towards emulating MBE speech. This was confirmed by the direct measures,

which showed that respondents were more likely to do the following: make a conscious

effort to have a similar pronunciation to the MBE sample speakers; aim for a British

accent; choose to attend an MBE pronunciation class; and prefer an MBE accent. When

indirect, direct and all measures were considered, there were always more GB aimers

than US aimers. Thus, responses to the questionnaire demonstrated that the learners of

English at Spanish universities of which the sample was comprised are generally more

disposed to emulating MBE speech than MAE speech.

To test whether or not respondents actually did emulate MBE speech more often

than MAE speech, respondents realizations of four phonological variables during a
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reading task and a conversational task were analysed. The four phonological variables

which featured in the speech production tasks were: intervocalic /t/, postvocalic /r/, the

open back vowel and post-consonantal /u/.

The behavioural intention scores achieved by using the adapted theory of

planned behaviour model successfully predicted respondents’ realizations of the

intervocalic /t/ variable; GB aimers realized significantly more tokens of the voiceless

alveolar stop and US aimers realized significantly more tokens of the alveolar tap. Thus,

the key finding from these analyses has been the significant link established between

language attitudes and language use; in this language-learning context, it has been

possible to predict learners’ tendencies to realize the /t/ variable as either [t] or [ɾ] by 

taking measures of the various components of the theory of planned behaviour model.

The adapted model can, therefore, be said to be useful for predicting foreign-language

learners’ linguistic behaviour from measures of attitudes, subjective norm and perceived

behavioural control.

Realizations of the other phonological variables were not able to be predicted by

these indirect measures but were, for the most part, predicted by direct measures of

behavioural intention. This implies that direct statements of behavioural intention are

often more likely than indirect responses to correlate with actual language use.

Realizations of all four phonological variables were also shown to have been

influenced by a number of social and psychological factors: time spent in Great Britain

and/or the United States, contact with native speakers of English, variety of English

taught at school, learner orientation and intention to become an English teacher.

This investigation has revealed intriguing attitudinal and behavioural

phenomena from which several conclusions may be drawn. The final chapter of the
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thesis provides a summary of the research, before presenting its conclusions,

implications, contribution, limitations and several suggestions for future research.
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CHAPTER FIVE:

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The following sections summarise the findings of the present research and draw

conclusions with reference to its objectives and hypotheses.

5.1 Summary

In the first chapter of this thesis, the interrelationship between attitudes and behaviours

in language was identified as the main area of interest; i.e., the research was located

precisely at the interface between Social Psychology and Sociolinguistics. The sample

population, target language and national context which were thought to be most suitable

for testing attitude-behaviour relations in language were then introduced. This consisted

of working with non-native speakers learning English as a foreign language at

university in Castile and Leon, Spain.

It was thought that working with non-native speakers of the target language

would be particularly productive because this community was less likely to be

linguistically bound to a particular variety of the foreign language than native speakers

of that same language would be. Their language use was, therefore, more likely to be

influenced by their attitudes towards the foreign language, as well as towards the

cultures and speakers that it represented, and by other social and psychological factors.

The English language has, unquestionably, gained the status of a global lingua

franca or, as Dörnyei et al. state, ‘the indisputable world language’ (2006: 23) (see

section 1.2 for a discussion of how this status was achieved). Learners of English across
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the globe have been experiencing the ‘snowball effect’ (Myers-Scotton 2002: 80),

whereby ‘[English’s] value increases by every speaker who acquires it, or, whom it

acquires’ and '[t]he more people learn [English], the more useful it becomes, and the

more useful it becomes, and the more useful it is, the more people want to learn it'

(Coulmas 1992: 80). For this reason, language attitudes towards English have been

widely investigated within the field; thus, a framework already existed within which the

findings of the present study could be compared and contrasted, as well as theories

further developed.

Beyond the umbrella terms of ‘English’ and ‘Englishes’, foreign learners

worldwide have tended to be most familiar and most exposed to American and British

varieties of English speech (the findings of previous language attitude studies regarding

these speech varieties were discussed in section 2.3). These have been considered to be

the most ‘legitimate’ models for the teaching of English worldwide (Y. Kachru and

Nelson 2006: 12), not only by educators and policymakers but also by English-language

learners themselves (McKenzie 2010: 3). They have been propagated as pronunciation

models in educational contexts and they have also dominated the English-language

media; in other words, these two speech varieties appear to have pervaded in both a top-

down and bottom-up manner. This state of affairs provided a unique opportunity to test

whether foreign learners’ attitudes towards these pronunciation models were linked with

their language use and, more specifically, whether their language attitudes were actually

reflected in their emulation of one or other of the speech varieties when using English.

The research context of Spain was selected because it constitutes an expanding

circle context in which approaches to learning English have tended to be exonormative

to date, with particular regard for model American and British varieties of the language
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(see discussion in section 1.3.2.2). As such, learners of English in this context were

likely to be exposed to these dominant pronunciation models, to hold attitudes towards

them and to emulate them in their own use of the language. Furthermore, very few

language attitude studies concerning English had been conducted within this context

(see review in section 1.3.4) and, with the exception of Mompeán González (2004),

there was an overall tendency (i) to investigate community-wide stereotyped

impressions of the usefulness of learning English as a foreign language or (ii) to

compare community attitudes towards English, as the foreign language, with attitudes

towards the native language(s) of Spain. The lack of research into language attitudes

towards varieties of English speech – let alone into language use – amongst English-

language learners in the Spanish context provided an opportunity for original research

to be carried out. Also, since ‘the optimal situation for conducting fieldwork is in the

fullest sociocultural awareness of your target community’ (Tagliamonte 2006: 35) and

‘[t]he finest sociolinguistic data comes from fieldworkers who are aware of their

consultants’ local interests, values and general social norms’ (ibid.: 34), the fact that the

researcher had good knowledge of and familiarity with Spain, its culture, its society and

its language also made this context ideal for conducting the present study.

Within the context of Spain, it was thought to be most productive to work with

university students learning English as part of their degree programmes. Investigations

into the language attitudes of non-native speakers towards varieties of English speech

have tended to be conducted in higher education contexts; thus, working with a similar

community of speakers was likely to provide a relatively solid basis for comparison.

Furthermore, learners of English in higher education contexts were thought to be at an

advanced stage of their language education and would, therefore, be more familiar with
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variation in the language than would learners in primary and secondary schools. They

would also be at the stage where they were considering the usefulness of the English

language for their future lives and careers and, perhaps, even making linguistic choices

based on these considerations. In short, the issues of relevance to the present study were

likely to be more prominent amongst a sample population of learners of English at

Spanish universities than amongst learners in any other educational context in Spain.

As well as contextualising the present research, Chapter One also outlined its

objectives and hypotheses. It took the following as its points of departure: firstly,

Ladegaard’s claim that the interrelationship between attitudinal and behavioural

components deserved more attention in language attitude research (2000: 215-216); and,

secondly, McKenzie’s call for investigations into the language attitudes of learners of

English in areas of the expanding circle to incorporate an expectancy-value model for

predicting linguistic behaviour (2010: 172). The primary objective of the present study,

therefore, was to provide evidence of attitude-behaviour relations in language and it

worked from the hypothesis that the theory of planned behaviour model would be able

to be suitably applied in a linguistic context and would successfully establish a link

between language attitudes and language use. More specifically, it was hypothesised

that learners’ emulation of American and British English pronunciations would be able

to be predicted from measures of attitude, subjective norm, perceived behavioural

control and behavioural intention.

Its secondary objective was to add to the growing literature on the language

attitudes of non-native speakers towards the English language by eliciting the attitudes

of learners in Spain towards model varieties of English speech. It tested the hypothesis

that learners in the Spanish context would evaluate model British and American
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varieties of English speech in a similar way to learners in other national contexts. In

other words, it was expected that these speech varieties would be evaluated primarily on

the dimensions of competence and social attractiveness, with model British English

speech being viewed as more competent and model American English speech being

viewed as more socially attractive (based on the discussion in section 2.3 and,

particularly, on the findings of Rindal 2010).

Its third and final objective was to establish – for the first time – which social

and psychological factors were most salient and relevant within this English-language

learning context in Spain. No definitive list of social and psychological factors which

are expected to influence language attitudes and/or language use currently exists; thus,

those which have typically been included in sociolinguistic investigations and those

which have featured in other language attitude studies were adapted for inclusion here.

These were as follows: age, sex, university, year of study, number of years learning

English, time spent in the United States and/or Great Britain, contact with (type of)

native speakers of English, variety of English taught at school and university, exposure

to English-language media, learner orientation, intention to become an English teacher

and self-reported competence. It was hypothesised that these social and psychological

factors would play a significant role in shaping learners’ language attitudes and

language use (see section 3.3 for information about each of these factors individually

and sections 4.2.4 and 4.3.6 for the results and discussion of whether and how they were

linked with language attitudes and language use, respectively).

With regard to the above objectives and hypotheses, the following research

questions were posed in Chapter One:
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 Is there a relationship between attitudes and behaviours towards model

American and British varieties of English speech amongst learners in Spain?

 What language attitudes are held by learners of English in the Spanish context?

 Do social and psychological factors exert a significant influence upon learners’

language attitudes and language use?

Having contextualised the study and identified the research objectives, hypotheses and

questions to be addressed, Chapter One concluded with a discussion of the spread and

development of the English language, as well as of its status and functions within Spain.

In the second chapter of this thesis, the relevant social-psychological and

sociolinguistic literature was reviewed. It began by identifying attitude as a problematic

construct and comparing mentalist and behaviourist approaches to its study. The

mentalist approach was adopted because it was considered to be, theoretically speaking,

more rigorous and to better represent the complex and dynamic nature of attitudes.

Within the mentalist definition, three attitudinal components were identified:

cognitive, affective and conative. Their organisation and interaction with each other,

and with the overall attitude, were also discussed in Chapter Two. The four conditions

under which attitudes are normally formed – integration, segregation, intensely

emotional or traumatic experiences, and ready-made – concluded the section dedicated

to the attitude construct.

Chapter Two then moved to the relationship between attitudes and behaviours,

which has been the object of social-psychological research since – at least – the early

twentieth century. Nevertheless, the literature revealed that low levels of correlation are

relatively common. In addressing this issue, three main considerations were
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emphasised: the correspondence principle, the elicitation of attitudes towards

behaviours and not towards the object of behaviours, and the use of a systems approach.

At this stage, the theory of planned behaviour model was introduced. In its

original form, it was considered to pose some theoretical issues. Thus, it was adapted to

combine two types of analyses: a cognitive-affective-conative analysis, which would

allow it to fit within the framework of the mentalist approach, and a means-end

analysis, which would allow a systems approach to be employed.

Finally, Chapter Two dealt with the literature relating specifically to language

attitudes. It discussed the nature of language attitudes and developments within the

field, beginning with the early works of Lambert and his colleagues in which the

matched guise technique was first employed. The trends which have been established

amongst native-speaker and non-native-speaker groups were then discussed, with

emphasis being placed on the fact that the latter have tended to be more familiar with

and to have higher levels of exposure to American and British varieties of English

speech than to any others. Furthermore, it was demonstrated that non-native speakers of

English generally rate these pronunciation models on the dimensions of competence and

social attractiveness, with British English usually being rated more positively for the

former and American English more positively for the latter. British English speech has

typically been linked with the ideology of status, prestige, power, correctness and

historical authenticity.

Chapter Two concluded with the discussion of two studies which have

previously sought to establish attitude-behaviour links within language. While one was

shown to be relatively unsuccessful, the other obtained some intriguing results. These

raised some important methodological issues to be addressed in the present study.
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Chapter Three detailed the methodology of the present research. It began by

identifying and describing the sample population, before going on to identify and

discuss the linguistic, social and psychological variables selected for investigation.

In Chapter Three, linguistic transfer was identified as having the capacity to

predispose learners of English in Spain to certain realizations of the phonological

variables of interest in the present study. Though it did not constitute a hypothesis, it

was expected that it would exert some influence over and above the social and

psychological variables selected for investigation. More specifically, it was expected

that respondents would produce the MBE variant more often for the intervocalic /t/

variable. Conversely, they were expected to produce the MAE variant more often for

the postvocalic /r/ variable. For the open back vowel and post-consonantal /u/ variables,

it was expected that there would not be a strong predisposition to use either variant.

Specific details were also given in the third chapter regarding the design of the

verbal guise experiment. This involved critical discussions surrounding the use of the

verbal guise technique, the speech varieties selected (and the labelling of such), the

backgrounds of the selected speakers and the text designed for recordings. It also

discussed, as can be seen in section 3.4.5, the variety recognition item to be included in

the research instrument in addition to, and as a support for, the verbal guise data. The

purpose of including the variety recognition item was to provide an insight into the

ideological framework of respondents and to determine how they conceptualised and

identified model varieties of English speech.

Chapter Three also outlined the design of the theory of planned behaviour

experiment, providing extracts from the questionnaire relating to each of the

expectancy-value model’s component parts: cognitive, affective and conative
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components of attitude; normative beliefs and motivation to comply, relating to

subjective norm; control beliefs and power of control factors, relating to perceived

behavioural control; and behavioural intention.

The overall design and the procedure for administering the research instrument,

which included a sophisticated online questionnaire and paired sociolinguistic interview

process, were discussed in section 3.6.

Chapter Three concluded with a discussion of the aims and outcomes of the pilot

study. The primary objectives of the pilot study were to gather necessary information

for inclusion in the questionnaire and to consolidate the content of the online

questionnaire and paired sociolinguistic interview. Its secondary objectives were to test

the format of the research instrument, which was then refined and enriched before being

administered in the main study. The following significant changes were made upon

completion of the pilot study: the cognitive traits and affective criteria were adapted;

items were included for eliciting whether the cognitive traits were positive or negative

and for eliciting component weightings for attitude and behavioural intention; and

native speakers of English were included as another referent for subjective norm.

The fourth chapter of this thesis began with the analyses of social and

psychological data, which demonstrated that respondents generally considered British

English speech to be more useful for fulfilling future career goals, that they had

travelled more often and for longer to Great Britain but that they had a greater

preference for English-language media from the United States and more contact with

native speakers from the United States.

There were interesting results from the verbal guise experiment. Firstly, learners

of English at these Spanish universities evaluated sample speakers on two salient
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dimensions: competence and social attractiveness. Secondly, British English speech was

rated more positively than American English speech overall and, especially, for features

of competence, whereas American English speech often received more favourable

evaluations than British English speech for features of social attractiveness. Thirdly,

there were significant differences between the evaluations of speakers according to

speaker sex; the female speakers were consistently rated more positively than male

speakers. This was also shown to be the case through respondents’ affective evaluations

of speakers. Finally, British English speakers were rated as significantly more

competent than socially attractive.

As regards the main findings of the theory of planned behaviour experiment,

respondents expressed more positive cognitive and conative evaluations of British

English speakers but more positive affective evaluations of American English speakers.

Their overall attitude scores demonstrated a tendency to favour British English over

American English speech. It was also thought to be the case that important referents

believed British English to be the best pronunciation model for emulation, especially

future employers and teachers. Contrary to all of the above, respondents felt that they

had greater perceived behavioural control regarding their awareness of and ability to

imitate American English speech than British English speech. Nevertheless, behavioural

intention scores demonstrated that respondents were overwhelmingly predisposed to

being GB aimers, i.e., to emulating British English speech.

Respondents’ performance in the speech production tasks showed that this

generally was the case. For the intervocalic /t/, open back vowel and post-consonantal

/u/ variables, respondents’ realizations were hugely in favour of the MBE variants.

However, realizations of the postvocalic /r/ variable were not consistent with predictions
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of respondents’ behaviour; i.e., they were strongly in favour of the MAE variants.

The adapted theory of planned behaviour model successfully predicted

respondents’ use of the intervocalic /t/ variable by taking the various measures which

led to the calculation of respondents’ behavioural intention scores. It was less successful

in predicting respondents’ use of the other phonological variables, which appeared to

correlate, rather, with direct measures of behavioural intention and with the social and

psychological variables under investigation.

The direct measures which were significantly linked with respondents’ language

use were their preferred accent and preferred choice of pronunciation class. The social

and psychological variables which were shown to exert the greatest influence upon

respondents’ speech production were: time spent in Great Britain and/or the United

States, contact with native speakers, variety taught at school, learner orientation and

intention to become an English teacher.

5.2 Conclusions

Drawing on the findings from the present study, it can be concluded that the sample

population was generally able to distinguish between the two model varieties of English

speech selected for investigation and did, in fact, hold stereotyped attitudes towards

them; as such, supporting McKenzie’s earlier assertion (2010: 53). Underlying these

stereotyped attitudes were the widely researched dimensions of competence and social

attractiveness. This allows for the conclusion that these two evaluative dimensions

remain universal in language attitude research, although the traits employed are likely to

vary from one study and one research context to the next.
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A further conclusion which may be drawn from this study is that the attitudes

towards British English and American English speech uncovered in previous research

(in particular, Rindal 2010) – whereby the former is evaluated more positively for

competence and the latter is often evaluated more positively for social attractiveness –

are also held amongst learners of English in Spain. This, together with the other

findings detailed throughout Chapter Four, endorses the perception held by many

academics that British English speech is considered by foreign learners to be prestigious

and historically authentic, to have strong features of status and competence, and to serve

as a well-established and institutionalised pronunciation model (Dalton-Puffer et al.

1997; Ladegaard 1998; McArthur 2001; Rindal 2010).

More specifically, the attitudinal findings of the present study endorse those of

Mompeán González, whereby British English speech was conceptualised by Spanish

university students as ‘standard’, ‘authentic’, ‘original’, ‘correct’, ‘pure’, ‘perfect’,

‘clean’, ‘little marked’, ‘right’ and ‘underived’, in contrast to other accents of English

speech (2004: 247). The associations of British English speech with the notions of

correctness and purity were particularly strong here. Whether responses to the present

study provided support for Mompeán González’s findings that British English is

considered to be the speech variety which is ‘extensively used’, ‘best understood’, ‘the

easiest’, ‘the clearest’, ‘the most accessible’, ‘practical’ and ‘familiar’ is debatable,

however (ibid.: 247). Certainly, it is the case that respondents considered MBE speech

to be used more often than MAE speech within educational contexts (see section 4.1.3).

Also, in terms of the most ‘practical’ speech variety, respondents considered MBE

speech to be more useful for fulfilling future goals, which is clear from their responses

regarding learner orientations and becoming an English teacher (see sections 4.1.5 and
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4.1.6, respectively). It is unclear which of the two model speech varieties respondents in

this study would consider to be ‘the most accessible’, as this would almost certainly be

context-dependent; respondents appear to be mainly exposed to MBE speech in

educational contexts but mainly to MAE speech through English-language media and

personal contact with native speakers of English (see sections 4.1.4 and 4.1.2 for

respective discussions). While some respondents in the present study considered MBE

to be the speech variety which they found easier to understand, clearer and more

familiar, others thought the same of MAE speech (see section 4.1.4 for comments

regarding the linguistic comprehension of English-language media). That said,

respondents were generally of the opinion that MAE speech was easier for them to

emulate than MBE speech (see, for example, Respondent C04’s comment in section

4.3.4); thus, supporting the findings of Janicka et al. (2008) in Poland.

Though the present study has demonstrated that some learners have a cultural

fascination with the United States of America, they still tend to rate the British English

speech variety more positively than the American English speech variety, which is

consistent with the findings of Flaitz (1993). There seems to exist a standard language

ideology amongst these learners whereby one speech variety – namely, MBE – occupies

a sort of ‘standard’ position and the other speech variety – namely, MAE – occupies a

sort of ‘regional’ position. In other words, rather than these two forms being considered

to be variant forms of an overarching English language, MAE appears to be viewed as a

variant form of MBE, which, in turn, is viewed as the highest form of English.

British English speech is strongly associated with formal contexts and much less

so with informal contexts, both of which are defined by Baker in the following way:
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An example of a formal context is the classroom where a primary purpose is for

pupils to learn to be linguistically competent and functionally bilingual. Drill

and practice, audio-visual methods, translations and grammar exercises are

examples of a formal, manifest and directed approach to language teaching.

Informal contexts are where language learning is not the primary aim. Watching

a French language film may be principally motivated by entertainment needs,

and hence extending skills in French may be an unintended outcome. […]

However, formal and informal contexts may on occasions overlap. For example,

talking to the teacher in the classroom at the end of a lesson, or listening to a

radio programme for both learning and pleasure, are examples of where the

formal merges with the informal. (1992: 39-40)

American English speech, on the other hand, appears to fulfil informal and interpersonal

functions for respondents. Thus, while respondents have particularly strong associations

between the MBE speech variety, the contexts in which they encounter and employ it

and the purposes that it may fulfil for them, they appear to have more fluid and varied

perceptions of the contexts in which they encounter and use the MAE speech variety

and the purposes that it may fulfil for them.

As Baker asserts, in his discussion on classical conditioning, ‘[a]ttitudes towards

stimuli may become more favourable if they are associated with pleasant events [or

contexts, such as] [d]iscos, football, popular music and videos’ (1992: 102). With

particular reference to the findings reported here, it would not be surprising if

respondents associating British English with formal contexts and American English

with informal contexts may have been the result of classical conditioning and may have
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led respondents to evaluate the former more favourably for competence and the latter

more favourably for social attractiveness.

The issue of respondents’ evaluations differing according to speaker sex raises,

perhaps, the most stimulating set of questions. This finding was unexpected and has not

been a salient topic within the language attitude literature; mainly because very few

language attitude studies have made recordings of speakers of both sexes. Only Bayard

(1991) found that there were significant differences between evaluations of female and

male speakers but his results showed an overall downgrading of female speakers. This

begs the question of why female voices are consistently upgraded by learners of English

at university in Spain.

Firstly, one might wonder whether or not more favourable ratings for female

speakers reflected the female bias in the sample population. One-way MANOVAs were,

therefore, conducted in order to investigate any overall effect of respondents’ sex on

their evaluations of speakers. The results of the MANOVAs did not demonstrate a

significant effect of respondents’ sex on any of the following: evaluations of speakers

on all cognitive traits, evaluations of speakers on features of competence, evaluations of

speakers on features of social attractiveness, and evaluations of speakers on all affective

criteria. Thus, it can be concluded that the female speakers did not receive more

favourable ratings as a result of the female bias in the sample population. It could be the

case that respondents’ English language teachers have tended to be female or the voices

in listening materials used in the classroom have tended to be provided by females.

More generally, it could be that respondents have a certain perception of female

speakers in English; that they tend to be easier to understand, for example.
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The findings from the theory of planned behaviour experiment and speech

production tasks lead to the conclusion that the application of this expectancy-value

model – the adapted theory of planned behaviour – was productive to some extent when

testing attitude-behaviour relations in language. Needless to say, the fact that the

intervocalic /t/ results were significant provides conclusive support for the suitability of

the model when testing attitude-behaviour relations in language. Though learners’ use

of the remaining phonological variables was not able to be predicted by the model, this

does not necessarily imply that the model was flawed.

It may simply be the case that the intervocalic /t/ variable has been a more

salient contrasting feature for respondents in this context and, as a result, their attitudes

and behaviours with respect to this variable have been relatively consistent.

Respondents may not have been particularly familiar with the other contrasting

phonological features which were investigated here and this may be the reason why

their attitudes and behaviours were less consistent with respect to those. This would

align with Baker’s theory that the language attitudes expressed by respondents can

sometimes function as better predictors of future behaviour than predictions of

behaviour at the time at which data are collected (1992: 16).

Another interpretation as to why respondents’ behavioural intention scores did

not correlate significantly with their language use may be, for example, that respondents

were still in the process of developing attitudes and/or aligning their behaviour with

their attitudes; i.e., it would be expected that their language attitudes and language use

exist within a feedback loop whereby attitudes towards the speech varieties lead to

certain types of language use and this language use, in turn, helps to shape and further

develop their language attitudes.
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Alternatively, respondents may have genuinely held inconsistent attitudes

towards the two attitude objects under investigation. This may have caused, or been

caused by, an inconsistency in their behavioural practices. On the one hand, it has been

clear throughout this investigation that British English speech was perceived as more

useful and was more often associated with features of competence. On the other hand,

American English speech was the variety to which respondents were most exposed via

the media and which they generally viewed as more socially attractive. It is clear, then,

that one speech variety will very rarely fulfil all purposes for any given respondent and

that respondents will be aware of the pros and cons of both speech varieties and will be

able, and likely, to alternate between the two accordingly.

More specifically, respondents tended to use a hybrid variety of speech

throughout this investigation; i.e., some respondents employed the variants pertaining to

either American or British English speech for each phonological variable and others

employed both the American and British variants interchangeably. It would be easy to

assume that respondents were not conscious of such patterns of variation in their own

speech; yet, it may be the case that respondents were consciously experimenting with

their own language use and/or that they preferred some of the variants pertaining to

British English speech but others pertaining to American English speech. This notion is

expressed quite succinctly by the following respondent:

Respondent C01

I think a rhotic variety of the British accent would be the most clear for

everybody to understand and easier to pronounce.
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Further analysis of this respondent’s language use demonstrates a clear tendency

towards the MBE variants for all phonological variables except postvocalic /r/. This was

also the case for a number of other respondents, suggesting that they may be

consciously selecting the linguistic features that they prefer from the speech varieties to

which they are most exposed and are, in a sense, creating their own hybrid variety of

English speech.

Other findings from this investigation provide support for the theory that

personal experience can influence learners’ attitudes towards a pronunciation model, as

well as their language use. This begins in the educational context, where the variety

taught and spoken by teachers is the speech variety which respondents generally rate

more positively and which they tend to emulate in their own use of the language.

Moving into less formal contexts, respondents who have not spent any time in native

English-speaking countries express more positive attitudes towards and tend to emulate

British English speech, almost by default. These constitute examples of learners with

rigid stereotypes, who have adopted the ready-made attitudes and behaviours

perpetuated by their English-language educators. Conversely, respondents who have

travelled to the United States or who have high levels of contact with native speakers of

English – who, in the present study, were usually American – express more favourable

attitudes towards and tend to emulate American English speech. These constitute

examples of learners who have developed more individualised attitudes and behaviours.

The overriding conclusion to be drawn from this research is that there is

compelling evidence that respondents’ language attitudes are linked with their language

use and that this relationship is mediated mainly by respondents’ future goals and the

perceived usefulness of the each of the speech varieties for achieving them.
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5.2.1 Implications of the Study

The findings of this research will primarily be of interest to other language attitude

researchers, sociolinguists and social psychologists (of language). It should also be of

interest to applied linguists, to language educators and policymakers and, even, to

language learners themselves, since it gives an insight into the role of social and

psychological factors in how foreign languages are learnt, evaluated and practised.

With respect to the implications of the present research for applied linguists and

language educators, it has highlighted the importance of teachers and students not

working at cross purposes. As discussed in section 1.3.2.2, teachers and students are

often not aligned in terms of the variety of English that they want to teach and to learn:

‘[i]n relation to target models, RP remains the variety of English which teachers claim

to use, whilst recognizing that General American might be preferred by some students’

(Henderson et al. 2012: 6). The findings of the present study have demonstrated that it

would be productive for teachers to gather information on the variety(-ies) of English to

which their students are aspiring and, also, information regarding the extent of students’

exposure to native varieties of English speech outside of the classroom. By doing so,

they would be able to adapt classroom content and materials not only to meet the needs

and desires of their students but also to complement and enhance students’ independent

efforts to learn the target language. Rather than their efforts being counterproductive, it

is expected that a more informed and holistic approach would allow educators and

learners to work together to achieve pronunciation – as well as other linguistic – goals.

With respect to its implications for language policy, the present research

highlights the increasingly influential role that the English language plays within the

context of Spain. It also demonstrates that the financial investment into the teaching of



274

the language has been extremely productive to date; English-language proficiency levels

have gone from ‘low’ to ‘moderate’ in recent years (Education First 2012, 2013) and,

increasingly, moves are being made towards bilingual education with English. Financial

investment into the teaching of the language in Spain should be continued, especially

since it is of such great use to the Spanish population for work, travel and leisure

purposes, as well as international communication (see discussion in section 1.3.1). In

order to make any such investment into English-language teaching productive and

worthwhile, educators and policymakers in Spain could benefit from the insights that

the present study offers in terms of: (i) learners’ attitudes towards the models of English

taught in Spain, (ii) the ways in which learners intend to apply and use their language

skills in their future careers and/or other endeavours, and (iii) the social and

psychological factors which have been shown to play a role in their experience of

learning the English language. These insights should help to nurture growing levels of

interest and competence in English within the Spanish context.

The Spanish government has not yet established any policy regarding the

teaching of varieties of the English language. In this thesis, it has been stated that Spain

is currently an exonormative, expanding-circle context. Whilst this appears to be clear

from the perspective of the sociolinguist, those who are involved in the teaching of

English in Spain may not be explicitly aware of these circumstances. It would be

expected to be beneficial for the teaching community within Spain to receive clear

guidelines regarding which varieties of English are eligible and suitable for promotion

and use within language classrooms. These would most likely include inner-circle

forms, nativised Spanish forms and international forms of the language. It would also be

beneficial for current and future generations of English-language teachers to be
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explicitly taught linguistic variation within the target language and to receive specific

training regarding the core phonology of English, the phonology of model varieties of

English speech and the phonology of their first language in order for them to be suitably

equipped to practise and teach English as a foreign language. In particular, this training

would allow teachers to manage the extent to which they engage with various points of

reference in order to satisfy learners’ differing pronunciation goals (see earlier

discussion in 3.4.1). As such, clear guidelines and, perhaps, policy for the teaching of

English in Spain would help build towards successful learning of the language in

primary schools, secondary schools, universities and local language academies. It is also

thought that the use of native varieties of English speech as points of reference would

complement the Spanish government’s initiatives for sending teachers and students to

native-English-speaking countries for language training, as described in section 1.3.2.

With respect to the social implications of this research, it is thought to be

particularly important for learners of English at university in Spain, as well as learners

of English at every level throughout Spain and in other national contexts, to continue

the dialogue on the social and psychological phenomena involved in English-language

learning and to orientate themselves according to what they are trying to achieve

through learning the language. Conscious awareness of these aspects is likely to

produce more successful language learners worldwide.

5.2.2 Contribution of the Study

It was precisely at the interface between Social Psychology and Sociolinguistics that the

present research situated itself, taking the following as its points of departure: firstly,

Ladegaard’s claim that the interrelationship between attitudinal and behavioural
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components deserved more attention in language attitude research (2000: 215-216); and,

secondly, McKenzie’s call for investigations into the language attitudes of learners of

English in areas of the expanding circle to incorporate an expectancy-value model for

predicting linguistic behaviour (2010: 172). On the one hand, the present study

constituted a traditional language attitude study to the extent that it sought to establish

how varieties of speech were evaluated. On the other hand, it offered an original

contribution to the field by investigating the potential relationship between language

attitudes and language use, rather than investigating either or both in isolation. Its

overall contribution is that it has begun to bridge the gap between Sociolinguistics and

Social Psychology by applying theories and methodologies from both fields to the study

of language attitudes and language use.

Regarding the theory of planned behaviour model which was adopted and

adapted for the present study, it is expected that the revisions made to the attitudinal

component will have enhanced the usefulness of the model in testing attitude-behaviour

relations in linguistic and other contexts. More specifically, it is hoped that other

language attitude researchers will no longer work from general definitions but will be

rigorous when dealing with the attitude construct by doing the following: attempting to

define ‘attitude’ more clearly; eliciting cognitive, affective and conative evaluations of

the attitude object; and adhering to the correspondence principle by taking equally

specific measures of language attitudes and linguistic behaviours.

This investigation has furthered research into the language attitudes of non-

native speakers towards varieties of English speech by applying and endorsing existing

theories and methodologies within a new context. Previous research into language

attitudes in Spain had mainly gathered community-wide stereotyped impressions
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amongst learners of English in various educational settings, with two primary

objectives: (i) to examine the relationship between language attitudes and linguistic

achievement in the foreign language and/or (ii) to determine the perceived usefulness of

English as a foreign language compared to that of the majority and minority languages

of Spain (see section 1.3.4 for a summary of these findings). The present research has

focused, instead, on the language attitudes of Spanish respondents towards varieties of

English speech and, as such, builds on preliminary research conducted by Mompeán

González (2004). It has been the first investigation into how these language attitudes

might be linked with respondents’ linguistic behaviour in this context; as such, building

on research conducted by Ladegaard in Denmark (2000) and Rindal in Norway (2010).

Furthermore, it has identified a number of social, psychological and linguistic factors

which are linked with language attitudes and language use within this context (see

Chapter Four for details). It has also been the first known application of an expectancy-

value model, such as the theory of planned behaviour, to test attitude-behaviour

relations in any linguistic context and, as such, responds to McKenzie’s call for

language attitude researchers to employ and test the usefulness of such a model for

predicting linguistic behaviour (2010: 172).

This investigation has also furthered research within the field of language

attitudes by using a sophisticated model to explore the interrelationship between the

former and the latter. The design of the research instrument alone was very thorough,

with a great deal of consideration being given to the every minute detail. Examples of

this include the online administration of the questionnaire; the performance of general,

indirect tasks before specific, direct tasks in order for the research objectives to remain

implicit; the avoidance of bias by randomising items and pages, as well as by
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transposing scalar extremes and taking care with lexical choices within the

questionnaire; the measures taken to reduce listener fatigue; the assignment of non-

identifying, yet suitably random, speaker names; the inclusion of ‘I’m not sure’ options

and additional comments boxes. These are just a few examples of a very careful

decision-making process which is thought to have rendered valid and reliable the

outcomes of this investigation.

The inclusion of sample speakers of both sexes in the present study is believed

to have enriched language attitude research, overall. Other language attitude researchers

have tended to employ sample speakers of exclusively one or the other sex (see, for

example, Ladegaard 1998, 2000; McKenzie 2010; and Rindal 2010) and, in most cases,

they have failed to provide any justification for this approach. That speaker sex could

have been a potentially confounding variable was identified by McKenzie (2006: 97);

thus, its impact on the results of the study was anticipated but was purposely not

avoided due to concerns that such avoidance would not provide representative results.

The sex-specific selection of sample speakers would have provided disparate results and

completely different conclusions would have been drawn. Based on the evaluations of

the female speakers, it would have been concluded that British English speech is always

rated more positively for features of competence and social attractiveness. Based on the

evaluations of the male speakers, it would have been concluded that British English

speech is rated more positively for competence but that American English speech is

rated more positively for social attractiveness; as per the findings of Ladegaard (1998:

258-259) and Rindal (2010: 249-250), who both worked exclusively with male

speakers. What the present research has demonstrated is that speaker sex is significantly

linked with the evaluations made by respondents and it has also highlighted that it is a
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confounding variable in language attitude studies which should be carefully managed in

order to ensure reliable and representative results.

The final contribution of the present research to the field has been the abundance

of insightful qualitative data collected, all of which aided in the interpretation and

substantiation of the quantitative findings. The marriage of these two approaches has

been crucial in helping the researcher to understand the attitudinal and behavioural

phenomena from the perspective of the language learner.

5.2.3 Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research

The researcher recognises that this thesis constituted the first application of the theory

of planned behaviour model in a linguistic context. As such, it is likely that the

theoretical framework and the research instrument designed to test the adapted model

may need to be modified, shaped and refined in order to optimise its predictive power

and to deliver more conclusive results.

Beyond any issues regarding the model itself, there are a number of other issues

which the researcher deems to be worthy of consideration for any future investigations

into the interrelationship between language attitudes and linguistic behaviour. The first

of these is that direct and indirect responses have been shown to be inconsistent, as

demonstrated by the fact that only respondents’ use of intervocalic /t/ was linked with

indirect measures but their use of all four phonological variables was linked with direct

statements of their intentions to perform the behaviour in question. This calls for both

direct and indirect measures of behavioural intention to be obtained and compared to

respondents’ language use in future studies.

The second issue is the potential effect of the first language (L1) on the use of
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the second language (L2). As anticipated, Spanish respondents realized the intervocalic

/t/ variable more often as [t] and the postvocalic /r/ variable more often as [ɹ] in both 

speech production tasks. Though it was beyond the immediate scope of this study to

investigate the influence of the L1 in greater depth, the findings suggest that it should

feature much more prominently in any follow-up studies. In particular, future research

could focus on learners’ ability to perceive and produce the contrast between the

following allophones: the voiceless alveolar stop [t] and the alveolar tap [ɾ]; the voiced 

alveolar central approximant [ɹ] and the zero variant [Ø]; the unrounded low back vowel 

[ɑ:] and the rounded low back vowel [ɒ]; and the rounded high back vowel [u:] and its 

occurrence with the voiced palatal glide [ju:]. Also, it could focus on learners’ ability to

dissociate phonological aspects of the L1 and L2. The transfer of phonological features

would be expected to be minimal amongst learners with greater ability to do the above

and, thus, their realizations of phonological variables in the L2 would be expected to be

the outcome of conscious choices. Also, future research could look at the role of

orthography on learners’ use of the L2 when performing speech production tasks.60

The final issue is that this thesis tested language attitudes and linguistic

behaviours towards only two varieties of speech and with respect to only four

phonological variables. The same hypotheses could be tested towards other varieties of

speech, such as other mainstream and non-mainstream inner-circle varieties of English

speech (Scottish English, Welsh English, Irish English, Australian English, New

Zealand English, Canadian English), as well as moderately- and heavily-accented

Spanish English (in a similar way to McKenzie’s inclusion of heavily- and moderately-

accented Japanese English (2010)). The same hypotheses could also be tested in other

60 See Second Language Acquisition (SLA) research, such as Major (2008), for further information on the
theory and findings relating to language transfer.
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research contexts and with respect to other linguistic variables, so as to determine

whether the findings of the present study are replicated.

It should be emphasised that the findings of the present study relate specifically

to the sample population, which comprises 71 students of English at the universities of

Salamanca and Valladolid in the north-western region of Spain called Castile and Leon.

Evaluations of speakers of model American and British varieties of English speech on

the dimensions of competence and social attractiveness should be researched more

widely within the Spanish context – i.e., in Spain’s other autonomous communities and

amongst learners of different ages – in order to determine whether the findings of the

present study are generalisable. Ideally, future studies would also obtain larger sample

sizes in order for the findings to be more representative and for the output of the

statistical analyses to be more reliable.

Any future investigations into the language attitudes held towards American and

British varieties of English speech within this context – and others – should find value

in posing direct questions regarding issues of power, status, prestige and authenticity, on

the one hand, and solidarity and social attractiveness, on the other, during a

questionnaire and/or interview process.

Future language attitude research would also undoubtedly benefit from

incorporating the literature on language and gender, and from specifically investigating

if and why female speakers are evaluated differently to male speakers in various

contexts. Qualitative probing would be expected to be extremely productive when

further investigating the influence of speaker sex on language attitudes.

It would be worthwhile investigating further the effect of personal experience

gained through media exposure, time spent abroad and contact with native speakers, the
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variety of English taught at school and university and the perceived usefulness of

varieties of English speech for fulfilling future goals, as well as the effect of other

independent variables, upon the attitudes and behaviours of foreign learners of English

in Spain and elsewhere. While the present research only sought to establish whether

each of the social and psychological factors had a significant main effect on learners’

language attitudes and language use, it would be worthwhile analysing them in

combination in future research to identify any interaction effects; i.e., whether the

relationship between independent variables and dependent variables is mediated by any

other independent variable(s). Also, the inclusion of items for measuring these more

directly and for obtaining a larger amount of qualitative data might aid the interpretation

of how social and psychological phenomena are linked with language attitudes and

language use.
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Appendix A

Sample Advertisements for Participation

P A R T I C I P A N T S W A N T E D

EXPERIENCE OF LEARNING ENGLISH AS A FOREIGN LANGUAGE

I would like to invite you to participate in a research project exploring

students’ experiences of learning English as a foreign language. The

idea is not to test your proficiency , but to gather some information

regarding your experiences, and the decisions and discoveries you have

made, over the period you have been learning this language.

The experiment consists of two parts: (i) an online questionnaire, and

(ii) a short interview with another student from your Faculty and the

researcher. Once you have completed this process, you will be able to

take part in an online forum in which you can discuss various topics

with other learners and where I will be able to keep you informed of the

results of the investigation.

To be eligible to participate, you must be studying English at the

University of Salamanca and you must be of Spanish nationality.

ALL THOSE WHO PARTICIPATE WILL BE ENTERED INTO THE

PRIZE DRAW OF €50.

If you are interested in taking part, please don’t hesitate to contact me

at the following address: ec267@st-andrews.ac.uk

This investigation is being conducted as part of my PhD research in the School of

Modern Languages, University of St Andrews.

Erin Carrie

mailto:ec267@st-andrews.ac.uk
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B U S C O P A R T I C I P A N T E S

LA EXPERIENCIA DE APRENDER INGLÉS COMO LENGUA EXTRANJERA

Me gustaría invitarle a participar en una investigación sobre la

experiencia de aprender inglés como lengua extranjera. No sería una

prueba de su nivel de inglés , sino que me gustaría obtener información

acerca de su experiencia y de lo que opina con respecto a su aprendizaje

de este idioma

El experimento consiste en dos partes: (i) una encuesta que se debe

completar en línea, y (ii) una entrevista con la investigadora y con otro

alumno de su Facultad. Después de terminar este proceso, podrá ser

parte de un foro en el que podrá hablar con otros alumnos que estudian

inglés sobre varios temas y donde le podré mantener informado de los

resultados de la investigación.

Para poder participar, debe estudiar inglés en la Universidad de

Salamanca y debe ser de nacionalidad española.

TODOS LOS QUE PARTICIPEN SERÁN PARTE DEL SORTEO DE

€50.

Si le interesa participar, no dude en contactarme escribiéndome a:

ec267@st-andrews.ac.uk

Esta investigación forma parte de mis estudios de doctorado en la Escuela de

Lenguas Modernas de la Universidad de St Andrews.

Erin Carrie

mailto:ec267@st-andrews.ac.uk
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Appendix B

Participant Information Sheet, Consent Form and Debriefing Form

Participant Information Sheet

EXPERIENCE OF LEARNING ENGLISH AS A FOREIGN LANGUAGE

This study is being conducted as part of my doctoral research in the School of Modern

Languages, University of St Andrews.

What is the study about?

I would like to invite you to participate in a research project exploring students’

experiences of learning English as a foreign language. The idea is not to test your

proficiency but to obtain some information with respect to your experiences of

learning this language and the discoveries and decisions you have made in the process.

What would I be required to do?

The experiment consists of two parts: (i) a questionnaire which should be completed

online, and (ii) a short interview with the researcher and with another student from

your Faculty. Once you have completed this process, you will be able to participate in

an online forum in which you can talk to other learners of English on various topics,

and where the researcher will keep you informed of the results of the project.

Do I have to take part?

It is up to you and you alone whether you would like to take part in this project and

help me with my research. If you do decide to, you will be free to withdraw at any time

without providing a reason.

Will my participation be anonymous and confidential?

All information relating to you will be coded in order that it contains no personal

identifiers. The researcher alone will be able to identify the information as belonging to

you. Only the researcher and her Supervisor will have access to the data, which will be

kept strictly confidential.
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Storage of Data

Audio data and questionnaire material will be archived in coded format on a computer

system. All written or typed data relating to you will be safely stored in a locked filing

cabinet, which can be accessed by the researcher alone.

What will happen to the results of the research study?

The results will be analysed, then written up to be published in my doctoral thesis.

What if I have questions or concerns?

This research proposal has been scrutinised and granted ethical approval through the

University of St Andrews ethical approval process. Please remember that you are free

to withdraw at any time. Should you withdraw, all data relating to you will be

destroyed.

A full outline of the procedures governed by the University Teaching and Research

Ethics Committee is available at: www.st-andrews.ac.uk/utrec/complaints/

Please contact the researcher directly if you have any further questions before

completing a consent form and taking part in the experiment.

Contact Details

Researcher: Erin Carrie

ec267@st-andrews.ac.uk

(+44)7734815135

Supervisor: Dr K. Anipa

ka17@st-andrews.ac.uk

(+44)1334462965

http://www.st-andrews.ac.uk/utrec/complaints/
mailto:ec267@st-andrews.ac.uk
mailto:ka17@st-andrews.ac.uk
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Participant Consent Form

Coded Data

EXPERIENCE OF LEARNING ENGLISH AS A FOREIGN LANGUAGE

The University of St Andrews attaches high priority to the ethical conduct of research.

We therefore ask you to consider the following points before signing this form. Your

signature confirms that you are happy to participate in the study.

What are coded data?

The term ‘coded data’ refers to data collected by the researcher that are identifiable as

belonging to a particular participant but are stored with personal identifiers removed.

The researcher retains a ‘key’ to the coded data which allows individual participants to

be reconnected with their data at a later date.

Consent

The purpose of this form is to ensure that you are willing to participate in this project

and to ensure that you understand what is required. Signing this form does not commit

you to completing the process. You are free to withdraw at any stage.

Please answer each of the following statements:

I have read and understood the information sheet. Yes No

I have been given the opportunity to ask questions about the

study.

Yes No

If I have asked questions, they have been answered satisfactorily. Yes No

I understand that I can withdraw from the study at any time

without having to give an explanation.

Yes No

I understand that (a) my data will be confidential, (b) it will

contain identifiable personal data, (c) it will be stored with

personal identifiers removed by the researcher, and (d) only the

researcher will be able to decode this information as and when

necessary.

Yes No
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I agree to my data (in line with conditions outlined above) being

archived and used for further projects without the researcher

being required to contact me for permission.

Yes No

I agree to take part in the study Yes No

Part of my research involves taking audio recordings of your responses. These

recordings will be kept secure and will not be identifiable as yours.

Recorded data can be a valuable resource for future studies. Therefore, I would like to

ask for your additional consent to maintain these data for scholarly purposes:

I agree to my responses being recorded on a digital audio

recording device

Yes No

I agree to recorded material being published as part of this

research

Yes No

I agree to recorded material being used in future studies Yes No

Participation in this research is voluntary and your consent is required before you can

participate. If you decide at a later date that your data should be destroyed, I will

happily honour your request.

Name in Block

Capitals

Signature

Date

Researcher:

Erin Carrie

ec267@st-andrews.ac.uk

(+44)7734815135

Supervisor:

Dr K. Anipa

ka17@st-andrews.ac.uk

(+44)1334462965

mailto:ec267@st-andrews.ac.uk
mailto:ka17@st-andrews.ac.uk
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Participant Debriefing Form

EXPERIENCE OF LEARNING ENGLISH AS A FOREIGN LANGUAGE

Nature of Project

This postgraduate research project was conducted to investigate your experience of

learning English as a foreign language. More specifically, the main aim of this research

was to elicit your attitudes towards two varieties of English (American and British) and

the extent to which these attitudes might be reflected in your practice of the language.

In order to establish the above without influencing your speech or attitudes, it was not

made explicit that this was the main objective of the study nor were detailed

descriptions of the experimental process provided.

Storage of Data

As outlined in the Participant Information Sheet, your data will now be archived and

will remain accessible to the researcher and her Supervisor alone. Your data may be

used for future scholarly purposes without further contact if you have given the

researcher permission to do so on the Consent Form. If you no longer wish for your

data to be used in this manner, you are free to withdraw your consent by contacting

the researcher and/or her Supervisor.

What should I do if I have concerns about this project?

A full outline of the procedures governed by the University Teaching and Research

Ethics Committee are outlined on their website:

www.st-andrews.ac.uk/utrec/complaints/

Please contact the researcher and/or her Supervisor directly if you have any

further queries or concerns.

Researcher:

Erin Carrie

ec267@st-andrews.ac.uk

(+44)7734815135

Supervisor:

Dr K. Anipa

ka17@st-andrews.ac.uk

(+44)1334462965

http://www.st-andrews.ac.uk/utrec/complaints/
mailto:ec267@st-andrews.ac.uk
mailto:ka17@st-andrews.ac.uk
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Appendix C

Advertisements for Online Forum

To get involved with the forum in which you can speak about many
topics with other students of English and where you can stay informed
of the results of the investigation, go to Facebook and search for:

FORUM: EXPERIENCE OF LEARNING ENGLISH AS A FOREIGN LANGUAGE

See you there!

Para ser parte del foro en el que podrás hablar con otros alumnos que
estudian inglés sobre varios temas y donde te podré mantener
informado de los resultados de la investigación, ve al Facebook y
busca:

FORUM: EXPERIENCE OF LEARNING ENGLISH AS A FOREIGN LANGUAGE

¡Allí nos encontramos!
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Appendix D

Speaker Consent Form and Questionnaire

Speaker Consent Form

Project Title

A SOCIOLINGUISTIC STUDY OF FOREIGN LEARNERS’
ATTITUDES AND BEHAVIOURS TOWARDS TWO VARIETIES OF

ENGLISH

Researcher:
Erin Carrie
ec267@st-andrews.ac.uk
(+44)7734815135

Supervisor:
Dr K. Anipa
ka17@st-andrews.ac.uk
(+44)1334462965

What will your involvement entail?

You are attending this meeting today in response to a call for speakers of American and British
English to make short recordings for use in my study. You will be required to provide a
recording of 30-40 seconds in length, based on the text provided. These recordings will be used
to test Spanish university students’ evaluations of these two models of English speech.

What will happen with my recording?

If your recording is selected for use in the final study, it will be included in an online
questionnaire. The selected speech samples will be uploaded to YouTube, so that they can
subsequently be embedded in the questionnaire. The following strict privacy measures will be
taken to ensure that your recordings do not become public content. The files will not contain
any personal identifiers, will be marked as private, will not be locatable via the search engine,
and will only be accessible to those who have been forwarded the link to my questionnaire, i.e.,
my respondents. Upon completion of the data collection, the files will be removed from
YouTube, so that they will no longer be accessible.

mailto:ec267@st-andrews.ac.uk
mailto:ka17@st-andrews.ac.uk
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What are coded data?

The term ‘coded data’ refers to data collected by the researcher that are identifiable as belonging
to a particular participant but are stored with personal identifiers removed. The researcher
retains a ‘key’ to the coded data which allows individual participants to be reconnected with
their data at a later date. The un-coded data are kept confidential. Material gathered during this
research will be coded and kept confidential with access available to the researcher and her
Supervisor alone. Any information relating to you will be securely stored either on the
researcher’s computer or in a locked filing cabinet.

Consent

Signing this form does not commit you to completing the study. You are free to withdraw at any
stage.

Please answer each of the following statements:

I have read and understood the above information. Yes No

I have been given the opportunity to ask questions about the study. Yes No

If I have asked questions, they have been answered satisfactorily. Yes No

I understand that I can withdraw from the study at any time without having
to give an explanation.

Yes No

I understand that (a) my data will be confidential, (b) it will contain
identifiable personal data, (c) it will be stored with personal identifiers
removed by the researcher, and (d) only the researcher will be able to
decode this information as and when necessary.

Yes No

I agree to my data (in line with conditions outlined above) being kept by the
researcher and being archived and used for further research projects / by
other bona fide researchers. I understand that this may allow other
researchers to decode the data and identify me.

Yes No

I agree to my recording being uploaded to YouTube, according to the
privacy measures outlined above, and subsequently embedded in an online
questionnaire.

Yes No

I agree to my voice being recorded on a digital audio recording device Yes No

I agree to recorded material being published as part of this research Yes No

I agree to recorded material being used in future studies Yes No

I agree to take part in the study Yes No
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Participation in this research is voluntary and your consent is required before you participate.
Your signing of this form indicates your consent. If you decide at a later date that your data
should be destroyed, I will happily honour your request.

Name in Block Capitals

Signature

Date
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A SOCIOLINGUISTIC STUDY OF FOREIGN LEARNERS’ ATTITUDES AND

BEHAVIOURS TOWARDS TWO VARIETIES OF ENGLISH

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR RECORDED SPEAKERS

Name: ________________________________________________________________

Age: __________________________________________________________________

Sex: Female / Male (Please circle)

Place of Birth: _________________________________________________________

Place(s) of Upbringing: __________________________________________________

Current Place of Residence (Home / University): _____________________________

______________________________________________________________________

Occupation(s): _________________________________________________________

Year of Study: _________________________________________________________

Degree / Area of Study: __________________________________________________

(1) How would you and others describe the English that you speak? Which variety

of English would you say that you speak? (Continue onto another page, if

necessary)

______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________
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(2) Can you provide any information regarding other factors or things that may

have had an influence on your spoken English? (Continue onto another page, if

necessary)

______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________
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Appendix E

Text Designed for Recordings

A lot of people think it’s difficult to study at university. On the one hand, it can be

difficult to get used to the new people and responsibilities in your life but, on the other,

it can be good for building self-esteem. It all comes down to your attitude. It is

definitely true, though, that students will have fun on iTunes and YouTube instead of

handing in assignments when they’re due. In my town, the local bars have student

nights on Tuesdays and Thursdays, which are popular. One appeared on the news for

winning a nationwide competition. Who knew it was possible.
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Appendix F

Questionnaire Administered during Pilot Focus Groups

EXPERIENCE OF LEARNING ENGLISH AS A FOREIGN LANGUAGE

Name _______________________________________________________________________

Surname(s) __________________________________________________________________

Sex : Male / Female

Year of birth _________________________________________________________________

Nationality __________________________________________________________________

Home town or city ____________________________________________________________

Mother tongue(s) _____________________________________________________________

Year of study ________________________________________________________________

What type of student are you? Undergraduate / Postgraduate

YOU ARE ABOUT TO HEAR FOUR NATIVE SPEAKERS OF ENGLISH. PLEASE PAY

ATTENTION TO THE WAY IN WHICH THEY SPEAK RATHER THAN TO WHAT THEY SAY.

1. Please provide as many adjectives as possible when describing the speakers.

The adjectives that you would use when describing SPEAKER ONE (in English with

translations to Spanish):

The adjectives that you would use when describing SPEAKER TWO (in English

with translations to Spanish):
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The adjectives that you would use when describing SPEAKER THREE (in English

with translations to Spanish):

The adjectives that you would use when describing SPEAKER FOUR (in English

with translations to Spanish):

2. Please provide as many descriptions as possible of your feelings and sentiments

towards the speakers.

Descriptions of your feelings and sentiments towards SPEAKER ONE (in English

with translations to Spanish):

Descriptions of your feelings and sentiments towards SPEAKER TWO (in English

with translations to Spanish):

Descriptions of your feelings and sentiments towards SPEAKER THREE (in English

with translations to Spanish):

Descriptions of your feelings and sentiments towards SPEAKER FOUR (in English

with translations to Spanish):
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EXPERIENCIA DE APRENDER EL INGLÉS COMO LENGUA EXTRANJERA

Nombre _____________________________________________________________________

Apellido(s) __________________________________________________________________

Sexo : Hombre / Mujer

Año de nacimiento ___________________________________________________________

Nacionalidad ________________________________________________________________

Ciudad o pueblo natal _________________________________________________________

Lengua(s) materna(s) _________________________________________________________

Año del curso ________________________________________________________________

¿Qué tipo de estudiante eres? De licenciatura / De posgrado

ESCUCHARÁS CUATRO HABLANTES NATIVOS DEL INGLÉS. POR FAVOR, PRESTA

ATENCIÓN A LA MANERA EN LA QUE HABLAN Y NO A LO QUE DICEN.

1. Por favor, proporciona lo más adjetivos que puedes para describir a los

interlocutores.

Los adjetivos que utilizarías para describir al INTERLOCUTOR PRIMERO (en

inglés con traducciones al español):

Los adjetivos que utilizarías para describir al INTERLOCUTOR SEGUNDO (en

inglés con traducciones al español):
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Los adjetivos que utilizarías para describir al INTERLOCUTOR TERCERO (en

inglés con traducciones al español):

Los adjetivos que utilizarías para describir al INTERLOCUTOR CUARTO (en inglés

con traducciones al español):

2. Por favor, proporciona lo más descripciones posible de la impresión que te dan los

interlocutores.

Tus descripciones de la impresión que te da INTERLOCUTOR PRIMERO (en inglés

con traducciones al español):

Tus descripciones de la impresión que te da INTERLOCUTOR SEGUNDO (en

inglés con traducciones al español):

Tus descripciones de la impresión que te da INTERLOCUTOR TERCERO (en inglés

con traducciones al español):

Tus descripciones de la impresión que te da INTERLOCUTOR CUARTO (en inglés

con traducciones al español):
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Online Questionnaire
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Appendix H

Paired Sociolinguistic Interview Materials

Reading Task

1. English is spoken in a lot of different countries.

2. University is the best place to study languages.

3. It is essential to have a good attitude when studying a language.

4. I like languages, but I think they’re difficult to study.

5. I am interested in other subjects, too.

6. Students have no responsibilities, so they can travel.

7. The people you really need to have around you are your friends.

8. For me, going out to bars with friends is fun.

9. On Tuesdays and Thursdays, my friends and I sing in karaoke

competitions.

10. I knew my friends would be happy when I appeared at the nightclub last

weekend.

11. iTunes sells popular music.

12. YouTube makes it possible to view and post videos.

13. The news said that Google is due to release a new iPhone app in 2012.



333

Conversational Task

What do you like to do at weekends?

If you could travel anywhere, where would you go and why?

How do you think the ability to speak English will be useful to you in the

future?

What do you like and dislike about learning English formally at university?

Which topics in the questionnaire were particularly relevant to you?

What are your preferred…

television series / programmes / shows

books

movies / films

video games

bands / groups / DJs / artists

…and why do you like them?
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