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“Oh, I like Your Accent”: Perceptions
and Evaluations of Standard and Nonstandard Accented English Speakers
Doris E. Acheme & Ioana A. Cionea

This study examined the evaluation of standard-accented English (SAE) and non
standard accented English (non-SAE) speakers in the United States. Results of an
experiment (N = 670) manipulating accent, nationality/L1 introduction, and speaker
sex revealed main effects for accent on the evaluation of status, solidarity, and
dynamism, and a main effect of speaker sex on solidarity. Additionally, an interac
tion effect between accent and nationality/L1 introduction on status and dynamism
was found, as was an interaction effect of accent and speaker sex on dynamism.
These results suggest complexity in the evaluation of non-SAE speakers and are
discussed in relation to language attitudes and intergroup communication.
Keywords: Accents; Categorization; First Language; Language Attitudes;
Stereotyping

English is one of the most widely spoken languages around the world, allowing for
greater contact with other speakers of English who use different varieties (e.g., British
English, Standard American English) of the language than was the case in the past.
Language is a social force conveying more than verbal meaning (Ćoso & Bogunović,
2017). Linguistic features such as accents (i.e., variations in pronunciation) serve as
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important cues to social group membership and impact language attitudes and inter
group relations (Shuck, 2004). Investigating language attitudes, particularly in multi
cultural settings such as the United States (U.S. hereafter), has garnered renewed
empirical interest (e.g., Birney et al., 2020; Lambert, 1960). Past research has examined
processes underlying language attitudes (i.e., social categorization and stereotyping),
reporting that listeners first categorize other speakers based on their accents, and then
associate speakers with stereotypes attributed to such accents/groups (for a review, see,
Dragojevic, 2018).
Language-based stereotypes have been organized along three dimensions: status
(evaluations of a speaker’s intelligence and competence), solidarity (evaluations of
a speaker’s attractiveness and benevolence), and dynamism (a speaker’s level of
activity and liveliness; Dragojevic, 2016; Giles & Billings, 2004). However, research
exploring the combined effects of language-based stereotypes and social identities is
scant. Specifically, because the social categorization of accents can be inaccurate
(Dragojevic et al., 2018), disclosing speakers’ nationality and L1 status (i.e.,
a person’s first language, native language, or the language one was exposed to
from birth; Yamashita, 2004) not only provides insights into language attitudes but
could also control for other salient categories (e.g., being an immigrant/foreigner)
that accents may trigger. For instance, Birney et al. (2020) found that, when
information about nationality was absent, immigrants were evaluated as more
threatening. In daily interactions, when a person detects that an interactional
partner’s accent is different from theirs, questions of nationality/place of origin
often arise because language is used to categorize people into groups (i.e., ingroup
or outgroup) and to assign them attributes based on inferred group membership
(Dragojevic, 2016). Even though accents signal social group membership/categoriza
tion, knowledge about nationality and L1 status, which may be (in)congruent with
ideologies about speakers (e.g., a non-native speaker whose L1 is English), could
result in (re)categorization, as different categorizations are likely to evoke different
language attitudes (Dragojevic, 2016).
Situated in the U.S., the present study examined attitudes toward the standard
American English accent (SAE) relative to non-SAE accented speakers. The study
compared SAE, Indian, and Nigerian accents on the dimensions of status, solidarity,
and dynamism. We also examined whether these evaluations varied depending on
social group membership (i.e., nationality and L1) disclosure and speakers’ sex. The
Indian and Nigerian accents were chosen for comparison for several reasons. Both
India and Nigeria are some of the largest sources of Asian and African immigrants to
the U.S. (Budiman, 2020; Migration Policy Institute, 2019). An influx of immigrants
from India and Nigeria to the U.S. has allowed for more intercultural interactions
between U.S. Americans, Indians, and Nigerians in various sectors of society, such as
education and healthcare (Congressional Research Service, 2019). Although past
research has examined attitudes toward Indian accents (e.g., Dragojevic & Giles,
2014), Nigerian accents have not received attention. This group is increasingly
present in the U.S., which suggests research into attitudes toward Nigerians is
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worthwhile. Second, when one examines countries where English is spoken, India
and Nigeria are noteworthy. English is the official language in both countries
(Harvard Political Review, 2021; World Population Review, 2021), implying that
Indians and Nigerians speak English either as L1 or L2 (i.e., a person’s second
language or their non-native language; Yamashita, 2004). Language is a significant
cue to social group membership (e.g., English language usage) and signals whether
an individual belongs to the same or a different group. Therefore, we contend that
social group membership impacts the evaluation of accents. Moreover, interactions
involving people with different linguistic styles entail intergroup communication
(Dovidio & Gluszek, 2012). Examining language attitudes toward Indian and Niger
ian accents can provide insights into the social categorization processes that occur in
interactions with U.S. Americans, specifically as they concern knowledge of language
use and nationality.

Accents
Accents are variations in the pronunciation of a language (Fuertes et al., 2011),
including the impact of suprasegmentals such as pitch, stress, and speech rate
(Kang, 2010). Accents are primarily classified as standard or nonstandard. Socalled standard accents (or varieties) “are those that adhere to codified norms
defining correct spoken and written usage” (Dragojevic, 2018, p. 9), whereas non
standard accents depart from such codified norms in some way. Examples of
standard accents include SAE in the U.S. and received pronunciation (RP) in the
U.K. Examples of nonstandard varieties in the U.S. include regional (e.g., Southern
accent), ethnic (e.g., African American Vernacular English, AAVE), and other nonnative accents identified based on nationality rather than specific regions within
a country (e.g., Indian and Nigerian accents). Note that regional and ethnic accents
are also recognized based on a speaker’s nationality. In this study, non-SAE refers to
non-native, nonstandard accents.
Research on the evaluative responses of individuals to standard and nonstandard
accented speakers (i.e., language attitudes) suggests at least two underlying cognitive
processes exist in the formation of language attitudes: 1) social categorization and 2)
stereotyping (Ryan, 1983). First, listeners use linguistic cues (e.g., accent) to deduce
a speaker’s group membership. Second, stereotypes associated with the inferred
group are activated and ascribed to the speaker (Dragojevic, 2018). These processes
are detailed below.

Social Categorization
Speaking with an accent is a powerful cue in social categorization in that it reveals
an individual, psychologically, as a member of a group (Dovidio & Gluszek, 2012).
Language-based categorization is a fast and automatic process that often occurs
outside conscious awareness (Kinzler et al., 2010). Past research indicates that U.S.
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American listeners tend to categorize non-SAE or non-native accents as foreign (i.e.,
outgroup). For instance, Dragojevic and Giles (2014) found that listeners perceived
their accents as more similar to an accented speaker (i.e., American Southern
English (ASE) as the interregional reference frame or Punjabi-accented English as
international reference frame) when the frame of reference or comparison group
was international (i.e., Punjabi speaker) as opposed to interregional (i.e., ASE
speaker). In other words, U.S. American listeners rated their accents as more similar
to the ASE than the Punjabi-accented English speaker. Thus, social categorization
can result in ascribing the SAE accent with a U.S. American identity by U.S.
American listeners, and the non-SAE accent as not American (Dragojevic & Goat
ley-Soan, 2020). Furthermore, social categorization activates different evaluative
reactions. Jørgensen and Quist (2001) found that Danish listeners evaluated other
Danish speakers more highly when listeners identified them as native speakers.
Similarly, Yook and Lindemann (2013) reported that Korean listeners rated an
AAVE speaker less favorably when they were informed of the speaker’s ethnicity
compared to when they were not.
Vocal features can also cue social group membership. According to the model of
impression formation (Brewer, 1988), social categorization will automatically occur
based on racial, age, or sex cues, making category-relevant cognitions and affect
accessible to influence subsequent information processing (Stroessner, 1996). Person
perception research (Ciardo et al., 2021) indicates that social categorization occurs
based on an individual’s sex. For instance, Hugenberg and Sczesny (2006) found that
sex moderated categorization such that happy faces were categorized more quickly
and accurately on female faces than male faces. Given that individuals belong to
various social groups, we contend that hearing a speaker is also likely to trigger
information about their biological sex and impact evaluations. Moreover, social
categories are complex and tend to intersect with other categories (Birney et al.,
2020) such as nationality or L1, as well as biological sex.

Stereotyping
Once social categorization processes occur, stereotypes attached to such categories
are triggered. Language-based stereotypes are organized along the three dimensions
of status, solidarity, and dynamism. Stereotypes associated with a group’s status
reflect perceptions of socioeconomic status—standard accented speakers are typically
evaluated more favorably on status than nonstandard accented speakers (Fuertes
et al., 2011). Listeners also tend to perceive nonstandard accented speakers as less
intelligent, less ambitious, and less comfortable than standard accented speakers
(Gluszek & Dovidio, 2010b). Furthermore, unlike stereotypes associated with
a group’s dynamism (which are reflective of the vivacity of the group), stereotypes
associated with a group’s solidarity reflect group loyalty (Dragojevic & Goatley-Soan,
2020). The use of ingroup speech styles enhances feelings of solidarity within one’s
own linguistic community, resulting in the social stigmatization of individuals who
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fail to use ingroup speech variety (Giles et al., 1977). Consistent with these explana
tions, we proposed that:
H1: Evaluations of speakers with SAE accents are higher on (a) status, (b)
solidarity, and (c) dynamism than evaluations of speakers with non-SAE accents.

Because the intersectionality of social categories can affect language attitudes
(Birney et al., 2020) and activate different evaluative reactions (Dragojevic, 2018),
explicitly stating the nationality and L1 of a non-SAE speaker (as opposed to not
mentioning them) could trigger different evaluations of that speaker. Speaking with
an accent different from that of a listener is indicative of outgroup status; however,
explicitly stating English and L1 may suggest ingroup status to a native English
speaker. Thus, stereotypes associated with the non-SAE speaker’s social group are
likely different when there is no doubt about their origin and L1 as compared to
when this information can only be speculated. To examine these possibilities, the
following research question was posed:
RQ1: Is there a difference in evaluations of speakers’ (a) status, (b) solidarity, or (c)
dynamism depending on whether nationality and L1 are explicitly stated or not?

In addition, explicit information about the background of interlocutors, particularly
speakers’ sex, may impact communication outcomes. For instance, Linek et al.
(2010) found that, irrespective of their gender, learners achieved better learning
outcomes when narration was presented by a female rather than a male speaker.
In the same vein, Callan and Gallois (1983) reported that female speakers were rated
as friendly compared to male speakers. Furthermore, individuals categorize and
discriminate between male and female voices from infancy (Lecanuet et al., 1993;
Miller et al., 1982). Past research has consistently found that speakers are evaluated
differently based on their sex (e.g., Merritt & Bent, 2020), which suggests language
attitudes may also differ based on speakers’ sex. Therefore, we asked:
RQ2: Is there a difference in evaluations of speakers’ (a) status, (b) solidarity, or (c)
dynamism depending on the speaker’s sex?

Method
Participants
Participants were 6701 undergraduate students from a large West South-Central
university in the U.S. They ranged in age between 18 and 35 (M = 19.65, SD =
1.75) years old. Most were White (74.5%), whereas others indicated Asian or AsianAmerican (7.5%), Black or African-American (5.2%), Hispanic or Latinx (4.9%),
a combination of these ethnicities (4.8%), or another ethnic background, such as
Native American (3.1%). Approximately 36.9% were male and 62.9% were female.
Most participants were first year students/freshmen [sic] (36.4%) and second-year
students/sophomores (30.7%), followed by third-year students/juniors (20.4%), and
fourth-year students/seniors (11%).2 Participants’ majors included Communication
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(17%), Business (15.4%), Health and Exercise Science (10%), Marketing (5%), and
Accounting (4.8%).

Accent Stimuli
A verbal-guise technique (VGT; Lambert et al., 1960) in which different speakers
produced different accents was utilized. VGT was developed to elicit attitudes
toward different languages and is still used in language attitudes research (e.g.,
Dragojevic & Goatley-Soan, 2020). VGT was selected as the appropriate technique
over the matched-guised technique (MGT; a technique of eliciting attitudinal
responses by presenting participants with a number of speech varieties, all of
which are spoken by the same person) because MGT is limited (Garrett, 2010) in
terms of its ecological validity (i.e., two of the three accents are mimicked instead of
the “natural” accents of a speaker) and authenticity (i.e., inaccuracy in mimicking
accents). Besides, in naturalistic settings, bi-/trilingual speakers are unlikely to switch
between accents in a single interaction, and listeners evaluate the particular accent
used.
Speakers were matched on some demographic features (e.g., age, education). Six
audio recordings were produced for SAE (i.e., Mid-Western region), Indian (i.e.,
South Indian region), and Nigerian (i.e., Middle-belt region) accents. For each accent
recording, there was one male and one female speaker, who were graduate students
in their 20s. All speakers read the rainbow passage (Fairbanks, 1960; available at
https://www.dialectsarchive.com/the-rainbow-passage). Recordings were comparable
in length (range: 2:30–2:42 minutes) across stimulus samples.

Procedure
A 3 (SAE vs. Indian vs. Nigerian) x 2 (introduction vs. no introduction of speaker’s
nationality and L1) x 2 (male vs. female speaker) between-subjects design was
employed. Participants were recruited from a departmental research pool to com
plete an online questionnaire. After reading consent information, participants were
randomly assigned to one of the twelve experimental conditions. They listened to an
audio recording of either a male or female U.S. American, Nigerian, or Indian
speaker. To manipulate the introduction of nationality and L1, speakers in the
condition that entailed introducing these characteristics read the following line at
the beginning of the rainbow passage: “I am from the United States of America/
India/Nigeria and my first language is English. I will tell you about rainbows.”
After listening to the recording, participants answered manipulation check ques
tions (which consisted of three multiple-choice questions) asking them to identify
the accent of the speaker (i.e., “What accent did the speaker you have just listened to
have?” with answer choices of “Nigerian accent,” “Indian accent,” “Standard Amer
ican accent,” “Another accent,” or “I do not know”); the sex of the speaker (answer
choices: “male,” “female,” or “I do not know”); and whether the speaker introduced
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their first language or not at the beginning of the audio clip (answer choices: “yes,”
“no,” or “I do not know”). They then rated the speech sample and completed
demographic information. Participation took, on average, 15 minutes and partici
pants received course (extra) credit. The research was approved by the Institutional
Review Board at the authors’ university.

Measures
Speech Evaluation Instrument
Participants evaluated the speaker they had listened to based on Zahn and Hopper’s
(1985) 30-item scale, using a 7-point semantic differential scale. There were three
sub-dimensions: status, assessed with 12 items (e.g., “uneducated-educated” or “dis
fluent-fluent”), solidarity, assessed with 11 items (e.g., “unfriendly-friendly” or
“awful-nice”), and dynamism, assessed with seven items (e.g., “shy-talkative” or
“passive-active”). Higher scores indicated audio stimulus speakers were perceived
to have higher status (α = .92), more solidarity (α = .93), and more dynamism (α =
.80).

Results
We first conducted a cross-tabulation analysis by matching each independent vari
able with its manipulation check question to determine participants’ accuracy in
recognizing the independent variables manipulated. For accent [χ2 (6) = 911.87, p <
.001)], 93% of those in the Indian accent condition recognized it, 78% of those in the
Nigerian condition identified it correctly, and 95.8% of those in the SAE condition
identified the accent correctly.3 For nationality and L1 introduction [χ2 (2) = 74.66,
p < .001)], 46.87% of those assigned to the nationality and L1 introduction condition
identified it correctly, with another 20.90% indicating they did not know whether the
speaker introduced their L1 and nationality or not. Of those assigned to the no
introduction of nationality and L1 condition, 57.40% identified it correctly, with
another 26.28% indicating they did not know if the speaker introduced their
nationality and L1. Finally, for speakers’ sex [χ 2 (2) = 252.34, p < .001)], 77.81% of
those who listened to a female speaker recalled it correctly, whereas 81.90% of those
assigned to a male speaker condition correctly identified it.
A multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted to test H1 and
answer RQ1 and RQ2. H1, which predicted that status, solidarity, and dynamism
evaluations of SAE speakers would be higher than evaluations of non-SAE speakers,
was partially supported. The multivariate test was significant, Wilks’ Λ = .62, F(6,
1298) = 57.97, p < .001, partial η2 = .21. There was a main effect of accent on status,
solidarity, and dynamism. For status (H1a), evaluations of SAE accents were, indeed,
significantly higher than evaluations of the Indian and Nigerian accents. For soli
darity (H1b), the evaluation of the Indian accent was significantly higher than the
SAE accent (contrary to our prediction); the difference between the SAE and the
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Table 1 H1 (Accent) MANOVA Results
Indian accent

Status
Solidarity
Dynamism

Nigerian accent

SAE accent

M

SE

M

SE

M

SE

5.01a
5.36a,b
4.60a

0.05
0.06
0.07

4.55a
5.03a
4.00a,b

0.05
0.06
0.07

5.71a
5.04b
4.71b

0.05
0.06
0.07

F-test(2,
651)

Partial

124.83***
9.19***
31.32***

.28
.03
.09

η2

Notes: Means with the same subscript in the same row are significantly different at p < .001. *** p ≤ .001.

Nigerian accent was not significant. Finally, for dynamism (H1c), the SAE accent
was not evaluated significantly different than the Indian accent but was evaluated, as
predicted, as more dynamic than the Nigerian accent (see Table 1).
The multivariate test for introduction of nationality and L1 (RQ1) was not
significant, Wilks’ Λ = 1.00, F(3, 649) = 0.54, p = .66, partial η2 = .00, meaning
there were no significant differences in evaluations based on whether speakers
introduced their nationality and L1 or not. The multivariate test for sex (RQ2) was
significant, Wilks’ Λ = .98, F(3, 649) = 5.07, p = .002, partial η2 = .02. Only solidarity
differed significantly based on the speaker’s sex, with higher scores for female (M =
5.26, SE = 0.05) than male speakers (M = 5.03, SE = 0.05), F(1, 650) = 9.74, p = .002,
partial η2 = .02.
Although not initially hypothesized, we found a significant interaction between
accent and speaker’s nationality and L1 introduction on status and dynamism,
but not solidarity, Wilks’ Λ = .95, F(6, 1298) = 5.85, p < .001, partial η2 = .03;
with F(2, 651) = 9.61, p < .001, partial η2 = .03 for status; and F(2, 651) = 8.31,
p < .001, partial η2 = .03 for dynamism. For the Indian (M = 5.08, SE = 0.08) and
Nigerian (M = 4.72, SE = 0.07) speakers, evaluations of status were significantly
higher when the speaker introduced their nationality and L1 vs. when they did
not (M = 4.95, SE = 0.07 for Indians; M = 4.34, SE = 0.07 for Nigerians). This
pattern was reversed for SAE speakers (see Figure 1; M = 5.57, SE = 0.07 when
speakers introduced their nationality and L1 vs. M = 5.84, SE = 0.08 when
nationality and L1 were not introduced). Dynamism was also significantly higher
when the speaker with a Nigerian accent introduced their nationality and L1
(M = 4.23, SE = 0.10, compared to no introduction, M = 3.78, SE = 0.10), but
lower when the SAE speaker did the same (see Figure 2, M = 4.55, SE = 0.10
when nationality and L1 were introduced vs. M = 5.87, SE = 0.10 for no
introduction of nationality and L14).
Additionally, we found a significant interaction effect between accent and speaker
sex, Wilks’ Λ = .98, F(6, 1298) = 2.15, p = .046, partial η2 = .01, with F(2, 651) = 3.03,
p = .049, partial η2 = .01 for dynamism, but not for status or solidarity. Dynamism
perceptions were significantly higher for Nigerian (M = 4.07, SE = 0.10) and Indian
male speakers (M = 4.66, SE = 0.09), but lower for the SAE male speaker (M = 4.58,
SE = 0.10), compared to the same language female speakers (M = 3.93, SE = 0.09 for
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Figure 1 Interaction of accent and introduction of nationality and L1 on status.

the Nigerian female, M = 4.53, SE = 0.10 for the Indian female, and M = 4.85, SE =
0.09 for the SAE female; see Figure 3).
Discussion
This study examined language attitudes toward SAE and non-SAE accented speakers
(i.e., Indian and Nigerian). Findings indicated that SAE speakers were rated higher
on status than non-SAE speakers, which is consistent with previous studies (e.g.,
Dragojevic & Giles, 2014). These results add evidence that standard language
varieties are attributed more status than nonstandard varieties, possibly because of
the socioeconomic prestige accorded to standard speakers. Findings suggest that
ideologies about correct and incorrect forms of pronunciation, associated with
education and media (Dragojevic et al., 2013), may be at work for SAE listeners.

Figure 2 Interaction of accent and introduction of nationality and L1 on dynamism.
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Figure 3 Interaction of accent and speaker sex on dynamism.

The interaction effect we found between nationality and L1 and speakers’ accent
on evaluations of status and dynamism points toward a more complex picture. For
non-SAE speakers, introducing nationality and L1 increased perceptions of status,
whereas the opposite occurred for SAE speakers. Since SAE speakers are, by defini
tion, native speakers of English, introducing their nationality and L1 may have
sounded awkward to listeners. It is also plausible that, despite their accents, nonSAE speakers were rated higher when their L1 was mentioned because participants
may have recategorized non-SAE speakers as ingroup members (i.e., by introducing
English as their L1) but did not need to recategorize SAE accented speakers. The
common identity model (Gaertner & Dovidio, 2009), which posits that prejudice
toward outgroup members can be reduced not by eliminating the categorization
process but by redirecting its forces to produce more positive outcomes, can also
explain these findings.
Perceptions of dynamism, which examine activeness/expressiveness of a speaker,
were particularly interesting in the case of Nigerian accented speakers. SAE speakers
were attributed more dynamism than Nigerian accented speakers. So, when examining
accents alone, this study confirmed past findings. However, as the interaction effect
revealed, Nigerian accented speakers were rated higher when nationality and L1 were
introduced than when it was not, whereas the opposite was true for SAE speakers.
Thus, something else beyond accent appears to have influenced perceptions of dyna
mism, especially given that vocal expressiveness has complex effects on perceptions
(Lavan et al., 2019). The introduction of nationality and L1 in the case of Nigerian
speakers may have cued racial categorization and triggered stereotypes of Black people,
particularly in relation to expressiveness. For instance, past research has found that
Black-primed biracial participants were rated as sounding more Black than White-
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primed biracial participants (Gaither et al., 2015). Therefore, how Nigerian accented
speakers are evaluated may also operate in more nuanced ways. The addition of this
group in our study constitutes a contribution to literature on language attitudes and
suggests interesting dynamics to examine further in future research.
Surprisingly, Indian accented speakers were rated higher on solidarity than SAE
speakers, meaning participants found these speakers as more socially attractive than
SAE speakers. This is a novel finding and may be due to university students’
increased exposure to and familiarity with Indian accented speakers in fields such
as STEM (Congressional Research Service, 2019), which may be promoting more
social attractiveness. This finding suggests that non-SAE accents are not always
necessarily perceived less favorably than SAE accents.
Our results also revealed that female speakers were attributed more solidarity than
male speakers, which is consistent with past findings that female speakers were rated as
friendly compared to male speakers (Callan & Gallois, 1983). Perhaps the pitch of
female speakers, being higher than male speakers and more soothing (Dolliver, 2010),
influenced evaluations. However, speaker sex interacted with accent on evaluations of
dynamism, suggesting a more refined outcome: male speakers with non-SAE accents
were rated higher on dynamism than females, but the female SAE speaker was rated
higher on this dimension than the male SAE speaker. Because the dynamism dimen
sion measures how active a speaker sounds, it is plausible that differences in speakers’
voice characteristics may have influenced dynamism e-val-u-a-tion. Speakers’ person
ality traits may have influenced the production of speech samples, particularly because
we did not control for such traits. Consequently, personality could have affected how
active or passive speakers were perceived to be.
Finally, the findings did not reveal significant differences based on the combined
categorization of speakers’ nationality and L1. Perhaps the operationalization of the
ingroup-outgroup distinction was not salient to participants. Respondents in our
study had difficulty identifying correctly whether speakers introduced their nation
ality and L1 or not. Future research could employ a different way of manipulating
nationality and L1. We believe it represents an interesting case of discordant
information regarding the ingroup (same L1) and outgroup (different nationality)
status of non-SAE speakers. However, our design confounded nationality and L1
status, which is an important limitation as it does not allow delineating the effects of
each, individually. Thus, future research ought to manipulate these aspects
separately.
In addition, our verbal stimuli only used one speaker and sex per accent. Future
studies should investigate attitudes toward a wider range of speakers with different
accents. Furthermore, relatively familiar nonstandard accents were chosen for eva
luation, which may have impacted solidarity results. Participants may have pre
viously interacted with Indian and/or Nigerian accented speakers, resulting in
more favorable evaluations of solidarity. Finally, this study relied on university
students, which could limit the generalizability of results, as students may have
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greater exposure to non-SAE accents via international students and faculty on their
campuses.
Our findings generated interesting questions that can be pursued in future
research. More investigations could explore the evaluations of regional accents
within a geographical location, assessing how these may differ from nonstandard
national accents. Additionally, the role of affect should be examined in future
research to determine what emotions nonstandard accents trigger and how these
emotions impact the evaluation of nonstandard accented speakers. The study’s
findings also have several implications for intergroup communication. Our find
ings indicate evaluations of nonstandard accents are not always negative. Glob-ali-za-tion has likely influenced familiarity with and attractiveness of nonstandard
accents. In addition, social categories intersect with and influence language atti
tudes. Evaluations of non-SAE speakers are not based solely on accent but are also
influenced by speakers’ sex and the interaction of accent and speakers’ nationality
and L1, which suggest more complex processes occur when listeners evaluate
accented speech. Future research should inquire into other social categories that
play a major role, in addition to accents, in the evaluation of non-SAE speakers.

Notes
1.

2.
3.

4.

Initial consenting sample was 937, but incomplete responses, duplicate answers, and those
that failed attention verification questions were eliminated. A post-hoc power analysis using
G*Power 3.1.9.6 for this sample indicated .99 power.
Missing data accounted for the remaining percentage up to 100%.
Notably, participants had a harder time recognizing the Nigerian accent when no introduc
tion of the speaker’s nationality and L1 was provided (69.1% accuracy) vs. when such an
introduction was included (85.8% accuracy).
The Indian differences were not significant, M = 4.58, SE = 0.10 for introduction, and M =
4.61, SE = 0.10 for no introduction.
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