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Abstract This contribution investigates
the attitudes of Flemish first language
speakers towards Turkish-Flemish speak-
ers of Dutch as a second language. We
conducted a 2x2 x 2 speaker evalua-
tion experiment measuring the effects of
accent (native vs. Turkish), language vari-
ety (standard vs. colloquial) and name
(Flemish vs. Turkish) on attitudes vis-a-
vis male speakers of Belgian Dutch. Our
findings provide no consistent evidence
of a negative bias vis-a-vis Turkish names
in Flanders. While this result could be
attributed to a social desirability bias,
consistent downgrading of the Turkish
accent on Superiority provides an indi-
cation of the existence of an accent bias
that penalises ethnic minority accents in
competence-related judgements.

Keywords language attitudes, language
variation, accent bias, ethnic difference,
speaker evaluation experiment

1 Introduction

Article history

Received: August 30, 2022
Accepted: February 20, 2023
Online: July 4, 2023

Corresponding author
Moira Van Puyvelde, moira.vanpuyvelde@vub.be

Author contributions

Moira Van Puyvelde, conceptualisation, methodology, investigation, data
curation, writing - original draft, writing - review and editing; Sarah Van
Hoof, conceptualisation, methodology, investigation, writing - original
draft, writing - review and editing, supervision, funding acquisition; Chloé
Lybaert, conceptualisation, methodology, investigation, writing - review
and editing, supervision, funding acquisition; Koen Plevoets, formal
analysis, visualisation, writing - original draft

Copyright
© Author(s); licensed under Creative Commons Attribution 4.0. This allows
for unrestricted use, as long as the author(s) and source are credited.

Funding information
The authors received funding from the Department of Translation,
Interpreting & Communication of Ghent University

Conflicting interests
No competing interests.

Supporting information
Appendix

As elsewhere in western Europe, Flanders has known increased migration and interna-
tional mobility in the last few decades. Today, about 10 % of all Flemish inhabitants do
not have the Belgian nationality, and an additional 15.2 % are Belgians with a migrant
background (Statbel, 2022). In this context of growing ethnic and linguistic diversity,
ethnic minority groups often face discriminatory behaviour on the part of the majority
group, which is evidenced by ample research by scholars in sociology, labour economics
and personnel psychology. Heylen and Van den Broeck (2016), for example, investigated
the influence of ethnicity on a person’s chances on the Flemish housing market and found
that candidates with a Moroccan or Turkish name, especially males, less often received
an invitation for a house tour than candidates with a Flemish name after expressing
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their interest in the house via mail or telephone. As for employment, Baert et al. (2013)
demonstrated by means of so-called correspondence experiments that resumes signed
with a Turkish name received significantly fewer invitations for a job interview than
resumes of candidates with a Flemish name, even though both resumes were otherwise
identical. The potential role of language in such processes of discrimination, however,
remains understudied. To the best of our knowledge, Van der Bracht et al. (2014) is the
only study to have investigated language-based discrimination in Flanders. In their tele-
phone survey on the rental housing market in the cities of Antwerp and Ghent, they
found that candidates with an Arabic name who were proficient in Dutch and had no
noticeable accent were discriminated against as often as Arabic candidates with lower
proficiency in Dutch.

The question whether an accent, just like a name, can influence perceptions of ethnic
minority members is by no means trivial, since foreign accents are a common aspect
of second language acquisition (Flege et al., 1995; Weber et al., 2o11). Especially for
late L2 learners, mastering (near-)native pronunciation is a persistent difficulty (Bon-
gaerts et al,, 1997; Hyltenstam, & Abrahamsson, 2003; Dollmann et al., 2009). Although
foreign accents can hamper intelligibility (Dragojevic et al., 2017), they do not neces-
sarily hinder successful communication with L1 speakers (cf. Hansen Edwards, 2008;
Ramjattan, 2019). While accent strength has generally been found to correlate with neg-
ative attitudes towards non-native speech (Dragojevic et al., 2017; Gluszek, & Dovidio,
2010; Hendriks et al., 2021; Ryan et al., 1977; Simon et al., 2022), even mild non-native
accents that do not hamper intelligibility have been found to provoke negative atti-
tudes in native listeners. This downgrading is most consistent for status-related fea-
tures: in most experimental attitudinal studies, non-native speakers are considered
less credible (Lev-Ari, & Keysar, 2010) and less superior (Grondelaers, & Van Gent,
2019; Lindemann, 2003) than native speakers. In addition, the prestige or stigma that a
particular foreign language or a group of non-native speakers may be associated with
can also affect native speakers’ judgements of these accents and speakers. Especially
the foreign accents of speakers of languages which are labelled as “non-prestigious”
generally elicit negative evaluations (Lindemann, 2005; Torstensson, 2010). In West-
ern contexts, the latter type of accents mostly concerns non-Western accents such
as Arabic or Turkish, which are associated even less with status- or solidarity-related
traits (such as intelligence, power or friendliness) than Western accents such as French
or American English, instead provoking perceptions of speakers as “aggressive”, “anti-
social’, “low-skilled” and “unintelligible” (Grondelaers et al., 2015; Torstensson, 2010).
These negative attitudes towards foreign-accented speech can create a disadvantage
for L2 speakers in many aspects of their social life: their accents can prevent qualifi-
cation for high-status, well-paying job positions (Creese, & Kambere, 2003; Hosoda,
& Stone-Romero, 2010), and impact judgement in court hearings through stereotyp-
ical attributions on credibility and perceived guilt (e.g. Bayard et al., 2001; Rodman,
2002).
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Even though Flanders has an extensive tradition of sociolinguistic (and principally
experimental) research on attitudes towards endogenous language variation (i.e. the use
of Standard vs. non-standard Dutch), attitudes towards exogenous language use belong
to relatively uncharted waters. An example of a study conducted in the Flemish context
that does focus on the latter is Simon et al. (2022), who measured attitudes towards two
Chinese speakers with high proficiency in Dutch, and concluded that the speaker who
was rated as having a stronger (foreign) accent was also evaluated more negatively on
status and comprehensibility. Rosseel (2021) investigated attitudes of university students
and staff towards the requirement of a proficiency at CEFR level B2 for Flemish university
courses in Dutch, and in particular how successful they estimated participation in higher
education would be for L2 speakers of Dutch who represented CEFR pronunciation levels
By, B2 and C1. Overall, Rosseel found positive evaluations of all foreign-accented speakers’
chances of success in higher education, and a positive, albeit non-significant, trend in the
evaluations whereby an improved level of pronunciation led to increased appreciation
of the speakers’ language use.

Although exogenous accents mostly seem to provoke negative attitudes, and Flanders
seems to be no exception to that trend, some studies in the Flemish context have found
associations between certain exogenous accents used by ethnic minority members, many
of whom are not foreign but Flemish born, and a more “informal” or “modern” kind of
prestige. Grondelaers and Marzo (2022) investigated evaluations of Turkish and Ital-
ian Limburgian colloquial Dutch and Turkish and Italian-accented Citétaal, an urban
vernacular that is primarily used by the ethnically diverse Limburgian youth in the for-
mer mining area. These speech styles were compared to Limburgian-accented Standard
Dutch in a speaker evaluation experiment. Grondelaers and Marzo found that whereas
Italian and Turkish-accented colloquial speech scored lower than standard speech but
still positively on superiority (features such as “good grades” and “well-paid job”), Cité-
taal received negative scores on this dimension. On integrity (i.e. the features “sincere”,
“warm’, “friendly”), Italian Limburgian colloquial speech scored higher than all other
varieties. Both Italian and Turkish-accented Citétaal scored highest on dynamism, or
“streetwise prestige” (i.e. the features “cool’, “loud”, “provocative” and “tough”). While
the Italian and Turkish-accented colloquial speakers hovered around neutrality on this
dimension, standard speech scored negatively on dynamism. For Netherlandic Dutch,
Grondelaers et al. (2015) found that Moroccan speakers from Nijmegen and Amsterdam
were downgraded on status and beauty compared to native speakers from the same areas.
In Grondelaers and Van Gent's (2019) speaker evaluation experiment, which combined a
Dutch or Moroccan name with Moroccan, Limburgian and Randstad accents of varying
strengths, both the Moroccan names with a Moroccan accent and those without an
audible exogenous accent were categorically downgraded on superiority, leading to the
conclusion that unaccentedness does not compensate for the stigma of a Moroccan name
(Grondelaers, & Van Gent, 2019). Simultaneously, however, Moroccan-flavoured Dutch

” «

was found to reflect dynamism, in that it was associated with the traits “hip”, “tough”

VAN PUYVELDE ET AL. (2023), DUTCH JOURNAL OF APPLIED LINGUISTICS DOI10.51751/dujal12841


https://doi.org/10.51751/dujal12841

EXAMINING ACCENT BIAS TOWARDS TURKISH SPEAKERS OF DUTCH 4/27

and “cool”. In a follow-up-experiment that included female speakers, Grondelaers, & Van
Gent (2022) found that dynamism associations only pertain to male Moroccan-Dutch
speakers. Broad Moroccan accents were downgraded on superiority for both male and
female speakers, but female speakers with a Moroccan name and no audible Moroccan
accent were judged no less superior than the indigenous speakers without an audible
regional accent. Stereotypes can thus clearly play out differently for male vs. female
ethnic minority members.

Whereas evaluative differences between endogenous vs. exogenous accents have thus
far been little studied in Flemish experimental attitudinal research, the use of standard
vs. nonstandard varieties, marked by morphosyntactic, lexical and phonological differ-
ences, has in comparison received much more scholarly attention. The description of
Grondelaers and Marzo’s (2022) findings above already hinted at the distinction that
Flemish linguists make between Standard and Colloquial Dutch (Geeraerts, & Van de
Velde, 2013). The latter variety is in Flanders most often termed tussentaal (‘in-between
language’), as it is, in terms of its formal features, situated in between Standard Dutch
and the dialects. Colloquial Dutch has over the past few decades gained ground in both
the private and the public spheres (Absillis et al., 2012; Geeraerts, & Van de Velde, 2013;
Plevoets, 2008, 2013; Vandekerckhove, 2005) and has been shown to elicit different eval-
uations compared to Standard Dutch. Those studies demonstrate that while Standard
Dutch is still the overtly prestigious variety in Flanders, Colloquial Dutch is typically
associated with social attractiveness (e.g. Lybaert, 2017; Impe, & Speelman, 2007) and
dynamism (Grondelaers, & Speelman, 2013; Grondelaers et al., 2020; Rosseel et al., 2019).
It remains an open question whether the same associations for Standard and Colloquial
Dutch can be found when a speaker has an audible exogenous accent, since, as Rosseel
(2021, p. 225) notes, most attitudinal studies investigating differential perceptions of
native and non-native speakers have up to now focused on use of the standard language.

Indications that the use of standard vs. colloquial language by ethnic minority speakers
can lead to different perceptions are provided by Lybaert et al. (2022), who investigated
the influence of ethnicity (a Flemish vs. Moroccan name), a marker of religious affilia-
tion (wearing a hijab vs. not wearing one) and language variety (Standard vs. Colloquial
Dutch) on students’ evaluations of a female university teacher, but did not include accent
as a marker of ethnicity (although the speaker used a mild Antwerp accent to enhance the
naturalness of the speech samples). The authors found that university students evaluated
the hijab-wearing teacher with a Moroccan background who spoke the standard variety
more positively than her Colloquial Dutch speaking counterpart and all other guises
(without hijab and with a Flemish or a Moroccan name). Lybaert et al. hypothesised
that the veiled teacher’s proficiency in Standard Dutch “surprised” the students in that
they possibly held lower expectations with regard to her language use, which may have
led them to better appreciate her efforts to use the standard (Lybaert et al., 2022). These
results suggest that the use of Standard vs. Colloquial Dutch does influence attitudes
towards ethnic minority members, at least in the context of higher education and thus

VAN PUYVELDE ET AL. (2023), DUTCH JOURNAL OF APPLIED LINGUISTICS DOI10.51751/dujal12841


https://doi.org/10.51751/dujal12841

EXAMINING ACCENT BIAS TOWARDS TURKISH SPEAKERS OF DUTCH 5/27

for highly educated speakers (university lecturers). One could hypothesize that in less
formal, non-professional contexts, the use of a colloquial variety might lead to positive
perceptions of non-native speakers. Especially in situations where native speakers of
Dutch typically use colloquial features, knowledge of these features might be perceived
as an index of “social integration” on the part of foreign-accented speakers, in that it could
be interpreted as a sign of their effort and willingness to speak like the locals. Colloquial
Dutch might thus incite positive solidarity-related evaluations of those speakers.

The present study aims to contribute to the budding research on exogenous variation
in Flanders by conducting a speaker evaluation experiment examining the combined
influence of ethnicity, accent and variety on the attitudes of ethnic majority Flemings
towards non-native Dutch speech. The specific type of non-native Dutch speech we
will investigate is that of Turkish L2 speakers of Dutch. Together with Moroccans, Turks
constituted the largest part of the foreign guest workers who migrated to Belgium in the
post-WWII decades, as a result of which today these two groups still constitute the largest
non-EU ethnic minority communities in Belgium (Gsir et al., 2015; Kaya, & Kentel, 2008).
Turkish is thus a common exogenous accent in Flanders. Although empirical evidence on
the evaluation of this accent is as yet limited, Turkish is generally considered to represent
what Jaspers (2009) has called “plebeian multilingualism”: a type of multilingualism that
is associated with the multi-ethnic and mostly low-educated urban working classes, and
that is assumed to be non-prestigious and stigmatised (Blommaert, 2o11). In view of the
lack of empirical evidence on the evaluation of Dutch spoken by L2 speakers of Turkish
descent, our experiment was designed to study the combined effect of a speaker’s name
(Flemish vs. Turkish), accent (native vs. Turkish) and variety (standard vs. colloquial) on
the attitudes towards that speaker.

2 Method
2.1 Speech stimuli

We conducted a speaker evaluation experiment in which Flemish L1 speakers of Dutch
each evaluated 8 short speech clips (M = 19,75 s). In each clip, a speaker enacted a script
in which they gave directions to a nearby location. For an example, see Table 1.

As Table 1 shows, each script was rendered in a standard and in a colloquial version.
One morphosyntactic variable marked the difference between Standard and Colloquial
Dutch, viz. the second person singular pronoun, of which only unstressed subject forms
(standard je and colloquial ge) and object forms (standard je and colloquial u) were
included in the scripts (e.g. je/ge ziet de kerk recht voor je/u ‘you see the church right in
front of you’). For the colloquial subject pronouns in post-verbal position, we opted for
the enclitic forms which are endogenous in Antwerp and Brabantic, and also in many
East-Flemish dialects and regiolects, i.e. -de (which occurs after a voiced consonant or
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Table 1 Example of a script in the standard and colloquial variety

Variety Script Translation
Standard ~ We zijn nu in de Verbindingsstraat. Je neemt We are now in Verbindingsstraat.
Dutch de eerste straat rechts, de Sportpleinstraat. Dan  You take the first turning on the

loop je voorbij het sportplein en je neemt de right, Sportpleinstraat. Then you

eerste straat links. Dat is de Guido Gezellelaan. walk past the sports field and

Jeloopt tot het einde en aan de brasserie gaje  you take the first turning on the

naar links. Dan ben je in de Noordstraat en dan left. That is Guido Gezellelaan.

zie je de supermarkt aan de linkerkant. You walk straight on until you

reach the end of the street and at

Colloquial We zijn nu in de Verbindingsstraat. Ge neemt the café you go left. Then you are
Dutch de eerste straat rechts, de Sportpleinstraat. Dan in Noordstraat and you will see

loopte voorbij het sportplein en ge neemt de the supermarket on your left.

eerste straat links. Dat is de Guido Gezellelaan.

Ge loopt tot het einde en aan de brasserie gade

naar links. Dan zijde in de Noordstraat en dan

ziede de supermarkt aan de linkerkant.

vowel, e.g. gade ‘you go’) and -te (after a voiceless consonant, e.g. loopte ‘you run’) (De
Schutter, 1989, p. 17; Goeman et al., 2008, p. 50). We used 7 pronouns in all speech clips,
of which 3 were used in regular order and 4 in inverted order. We constructed the scripts
in such a way that we could bar all other potential linguistic variables which distinguish
Standard from Colloquial Dutch (such as inflected adnominals) from the sound clips, in
order to control for variation in the degree of non-standardness.

As mentioned before, we focus on attitudes towards foreign accents, which are often
very difficult to suppress and even persist when L2 learners reach advanced proficiency in
alanguage (e.g. Dollmann et al., 2009). In order to avoid confounding effects on partici-
pants’ attitudes towards the accents, we did not include typical L2 features (such as errors
against word gender) in the stimuli. We therefore deliberately constructed short speech
clips, containing sentences with simple sentence structure (e.g. no subordination) to
ensure that it is possible for an advanced L2 speaker to utter these speech clips without
making grammatical mistakes.

Two Flemish males who were L1 speakers of Belgian Dutch and two Turkish-Flemish
men for whom Dutch was their L2 each produced four clips on the basis of two different
scripts, which they enacted once in Standard Dutch and once in Colloquial Dutch. We
selected two speakers per accent to increase the reliability and generalizability of the
results. The speakers were extensively briefed on the importance of sounding natural
in the recordings. After recording ca. 10 versions of each fragment, the best versions
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were selected and edited (hesitations were edited out to minimise differences between
speakers). The final versions of each recording showed no audible traces of the editing
process. All speakers were recruited in East Flanders and had a high level of education
(bachelor or higher). Their ages ranged between 25 and 40. Both L1 speakers were born
in East-Flanders. One Turkish speaker was born in Flanders as a second generation Turk,
whereas the other was born in Turkey and learned Dutch at the age of 28 upon being
employed in East Flanders. The variety of Dutch that both Turkish speakers thus acquired
as an L2 was East Flemish.

Given the different ages at which the Turkish speakers acquired Dutch and their
different backgrounds (first vs. second generation Turk), the strength of their accents
could differ, as late learners typically exhibit stronger L1 accents in their L2 than early
learners (Piske et al., 2001). We therefore tested accent strength in an online survey
conducted among 18 respondents, who evaluated one Standard Dutch clip produced
by each of our speakers, i.e. four clips in total. Respondents were asked to indicate
what they thought the speakers’ native language was (1 = ‘Dutch’, 2 = ‘not Dutch’), and
whether they heard a foreign accent on a 7-point Likert scale (1 = ‘I don’t hear any for-
eign accent at all), 7 = ‘T hear a very strong foreign accent’). A chi-square test yielded
a significant association between the speaker’s ethnicity (Flemish or Turkish) and the
native language assigned to them by the respondents (Dutch or other) (x? = 23,063, df
=1, p < 0,01). The Flemish speakers were perceived significantly more often as L1 speak-
ers of Dutch than the Turkish speakers. A Friedman test (x2 = 29,008, df = 3, p < 0,01)
showed no significant difference in accent strength between the two Flemish speakers
(p = 0,949), nor between the two Turkish speakers (p = 0,333), although Flemish and
Turkish speakers differed significantly from each other (p < 0,01 for all combinations
of a Flemish and a Turkish speaker). Thus, we considered it safe to assume (1) that L1
and L2 speakers would be recognised accordingly in our experiment, and (2) that no
strong difference in accent strength among our L2 speakers would influence respondents’
attitudes.

2.2 Name pairs

Based on a list of first names common for boys born in 1985 and a list of common last
names provided by the Belgian statistics office Statbel, we composed eight Flemish names
and paired them with common Turkish names that sounded relatively similar. A pretest
measured the perception of these names as either Flemish or Turkish among 146 students
of Applied Linguistics at Ghent University. A Mann-Whitney U-test yielded a significant
difference regarding a name’s ethnicity for the probability that the name was actually
perceived as representative of that ethnicity (U = —9,971, df =10848,983, p < 0,01). The
four name pairs whose means had the most similar values were eventually used in the
experiment (Table 2).
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Table 2 Name pairs used in the experiment

Flemish name Turkish name
Jonas Ackaert Yunus Aksoy
Maarten Dhondt Mert Dogan

Bram Hermans Batuhan Korkmaz
Simon Callens Semih Kaplan

2.3 Measures

The speaker evaluation experiment was designed and administered using the online
survey tool Limesurvey (version 2.73). Listener-judges were instructed to listen to eight
people giving travel directions and to indicate on several scales what these people seemed
like to them. Respondents were assigned to one out of two scenarios, shown in Table 3.
In both scenarios all levels of each manipulated variable (accent: native and Turkish;
language variety: standard and colloquial; name: Flemish and Turkish) were included, but
the scenarios differed from each other in two respects (Table 3). The first is the combina-
tion of script and variety: each speaker gave two route descriptions per scenario, but used
standard language in one script and colloquial language in the other. The combination
switched between scenarios. The second difference is the ethnicity of the name assigned
to a specific speaker with each clip. Speakers who were assigned only Flemish names in
Scenario 1, were assigned only Turkish names in Scenario 2 and vice versa. This set-up
allowed us to make all the available combinations of accent, variety, script and name
without having participants rate all 16 speech clips, which would have resulted in a longer
experiment and thus increased the risk of acquiescence bias, i.e. the tendency to agree
with all statements despite their differing content, as a consequence of fatigue (Baxter et
al,, 2015). All respondents listened to each of the four speakers twice, once in Standard
Dutch and once in Colloquial Dutch. Although the order of the eight speech stimuli was
randomised to prevent order effects, we divided the speech clips into two groups of four
and kept the first clip in each group (grey in Table 3) constant, so that two clips by the
same speaker could not occur successively.

Listener-judges rated each speech clip on twelve 7-point Likert scales (ranging from
1 “I strongly disagree” to 7 “I strongly agree”). Each scale presented a statement about
the personality of the speaker. These personality traits were selected on the basis of the
three evaluative dimensions proposed by Grondelaers and van Gent (2019): Superiority,
Social Attractiveness (which they termed Solidarity), and Dynamism. For Superiority,
we selected the traits Intelligent (Intelligent), Highly-educated (Hoogopgeleid), Well-paid
(Goedbetaald) and A good leader (Een goede leider). For Social Attractiveness, the selected
traits were Reliable (Betrouwbaar), Likeable (Sympathiek), Helpful (Behulpzaam) and
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Table 3 Scenarios and combinations of variables used in the experiment

Scenario 1 Scenario 2
Script ~ Name Speaker Variety Script Name Speaker Variety
number number

1 Flemish name (FL) Native speaker (NS)1 ~ Standard Dutch (SD) 6 FL NS 2 SD
2 Turkish name (TU) NS 2 SD 5 TU NS1 SD
3 FL Turkish speaker (TS)1 Colloquial Dutch (CD) 8 FL TS 2 CD
4 TU TS 2 CD 7 TU TS1 CD
5 FL NS1 CD 2 FL NS 2 CD
6 TU NS2 CD 1 TU NS1 CD
7 FL TS1 SD 4 FL TS 2 SD
8 TU TS 2 SD 3 TU TS1 SD

Warm (Warm). Lastly, for Dynamism, we opted for Cool (Cool), Self-assured (Zelfverze-
kerd), Easy-going (Vlot) and Tough (Stoer).

After completing the rating scales, participants also filled in a short questionnaire
about their demographic profile, which contained questions about their gender, age,
regional origin, education level, their own and their parents’ nationality, and their home

language.
2.4 Respondents

In total 175 respondents participated in the experiment, of whom 45 were men and 130
women. All respondents were recruited online through social media and the researchers’
personal networks. 89 respondents completed Scenario 1 (24 men and 65 women) and
86 completed Scenario 2 (21 men and 65 women). All participants were L1 speakers
of Dutch and their ages ranged between 19 and 73 (average age of 52.04). 130 partici-
pants had spent (almost) their entire lives in East-Flanders; 45 participants reported
residency in other provinces (12 from West-Flanders, 16 from Antwerp, 7 from Flemish
Brabant and 8 from Limburg). The majority of participants, 115 in total, were highly
educated, i.e. had obtained a diploma from a higher education institute (83 with a
Bachelor’s degree, 31 with a Master’s degree and 1 with a PhD); the remaining 6o
participants ended their educational trajectory after graduating from either primary
(n = 6) or secondary school (n = 54). 16 respondents were enrolled in or completed
a language education program, while 159 were not. 5 respondents had a non-Belgian
nationality and 10 respondents were raised bilingually, speaking both Dutch and another

language.
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2.5 Analysis

In the analysis we focussed on the data of the 170 Belgian respondents. Preliminary
analyses revealed that the 5 non-Belgian respondents gave somewhat lower ratings on
the Social Attractiveness traits than the 170 Belgian respondents, but due to data scarcity
the uncertainty of that result was also very high as measured by the 95% confidence
interval. Hence, we decided to exclude the observations of the 5 non-Belgian respondents
from this analysis.

The analysis consisted of two main steps. First, we analysed the ratings on the person-
ality traits (i.e. 7-point Likert scales) with Factor Analysis using the standard Principal
Axis Factoring method with Varimax rotation, in order to reduce the dimensionality in
the data and determine which personality traits loaded onto the same factors. The scores
of the 170 respondents on these factors (computed by means of the Principal Factor
Solution — see Revelle, 2021) were subsequently analysed with a Mixed-effects Model.
Each of the factors, representing a specific evaluative dimension (see Section 3), was
the response variable and the 8 possible combinations of the two values of Variety (i.e.
standard vs. colloquial), Accent (i.e. Native vs. Turkish) and Name (i.e. Flemish vs. Turkish)
were the fixed effects, hypothesised to predict the factor scores. Six controlling variables
were added to these Mixed Models:

— Scenario: 1vs. 2 (see Table 3 above)

— Gender: Male vs. Female

— Age (numeric variable ranging between 19 and 73; see 2.4)

— Region (i.e. the five provinces; see 2.4)

— Education: Primary, Secondary, Bachelor, Master or PhD

— Language education: Yes if the respondent indicated to be enrolled in a language
education programme vs. No

Since each respondent rated eight stimulus fragments, our observations were grouped
per respondent. Therefore the ID of the respondents was included in the Mixed Model
as a random effect.

All statistical analyses were done in the statistical software R (R Core Team, 2022).
The Factor Analysis was performed with the R package psych (Revelle, 2021) and the
Mixed Models with the R package /me4 (Bates et al., 2015). P-values for the fixed effects
in the Mixed Models were computed by means of the R package /merTest (Kuznetsova
et al., 2017) and both marginal and conditional R? values for each Mixed Model were
obtained with the R package MuMIn (Barton, 2022). The results of the Mixed Models
were subsequently visualised using the R package effects (Fox, 2003).
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Figure 1 Scree plot of factor analysis

3 Results

The Factor Analysis revealed that three factors provided a well-fitting model for the
ratings on eleven traits. Self-assured scored high on two factors instead of one, hence
we excluded this trait from further analyses. Based on a visual examination of the scree
plot (Figure 1), the Factor Model was reduced to the first three factors. After applying the
Varimax rotation these three factors explain 64.5% of the total variance.

Figure 2 shows how the personality traits are related to the three factors, with the
digits representing the so-called loadings of the traits on the factors. It is clear that
the first factor PA1 represents the four Social Attractiveness traits Likeable, Helpful,
Warm and Reliable together with the trait Easy-going, which we originally classified
as a Dynamism trait. The second factor PA2 groups the four Superiority traits Highly-
educated, Well-paid, Intelligent and Leader. Finally, the third factor PA3 represents the
Dynamism traits Tough and Cool. Our factor model thus largely recovers the three dimen-
sions we had envisioned. Easy-going, which we selected as a Dynamism trait, appears
to be grouped together with Social Attractiveness traits. Of the four original traits we
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Figure 2 Relationships between eleven personality traits and three factors

selected for Dynamism, only Coo! and Tough make up the third factor, reducing it to a
specific “streetwise” or “macho” type of Dynamism (cf. Grondelaers, & Van Gent, 2019;
see discussion).

When analysing the respondents’ scores on PA1, Social Attractiveness, the combi-
nations of Variety, Accent and Name (i.e. the three-way interactions between them)
proved to have statistically significant differences and there was also a significant main
effect for Scenario (Marginal R? = 11.617 %, Conditional R? = 43.894%). None of the
other controlling variables were statistically significant; see Table 4 for a table of the
most important effects (and Table A.1 in the Appendix for all the estimated effects). The
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Figure 3 Estimated mean scores for Variety * Accent * Name on social attractiveness

estimated means for Variety, Accent and Name are visualised in Figure 3. Confidence
intervals that do not overlap indicate statistically significant differences. We see that
Standard Dutch spoken with a native accent is evaluated as less socially attractive if
the speaker has a Turkish name than if the speaker has a Flemish name, whereas the
opposite is true for Colloquial Dutch (i.e. comparing the first panel to the second panel).
When the accent is Turkish, a Turkish name is evaluated as more socially attractive
than a Flemish name for both Standard and Colloquial Dutch (i.e. the third vs. fourth
panel). The combination of a Turkish name and a Turkish accent is not downgraded
vis-a-vis the combination of a Turkish name and a native accent (for either variety),
but for Standard Dutch the Turkish name with either accent does score lower than the
combination of Standard Dutch with a Flemish name and a native accent. Furthermore,
the combination of a Flemish name and a Turkish accent receives the lowest scores of
all guises.

The difference between Scenario 1 and 2 on Social Attractiveness is shown in Figure 4.
On the whole Scenario 2 is evaluated as less socially attractive than Scenario 1, but the
difference appears to be only borderline significant. This effect is a consequence of having

VAN PUYVELDE ET AL. (2023), DUTCH JOURNAL OF APPLIED LINGUISTICS DOI10.51751/dujal12841


https://doi.org/10.51751/dujal12841

EXAMINING ACCENT BIAS TOWARDS TURKISH SPEAKERS OF DUTCH 14/27

0.2+

PA1 (Social attractiveness)
o
o
1

-0.1 1 r

-0.2 4

Scenario

Figure 4 Estimated mean scores for scenario 1and 2 (see Table 3) for social attractiveness

Table 4 Significant parameter estimates of mixed model for PA1 (social attractiveness)

Estimate Std. Error tvalue p-value Cl:2.5% Cl:97.5%

Intercept 0,776 0,375 2,072 0.040 0,066 1,486
Variety = Colloquial -0,424 0,077 -5,537 <0.001 —0,573 -0,274
Accent = Turkish -0,812 0,077 -10,619 <0.001 -0,962 —-0,663
Name = Turkish —0,408 0,077 -5336 <o0.001 -0,558 -0,259
Scenario = 2 —-0,255 0,095 —2,668 0.008 —0,435 —0,074
Variety = Colloquial X Accent = Turkish 0,506 0,108 4,677 <0.001 0,294 0,718
Variety = Colloquial X Name = Turkish 0,687 0,108 6,351 < 0.001 0,476 0,899
Accent = Turkish X Name = Turkish 0,923 0,108 8,535 < 0.001 0,712 1,135
Variety = Colloquial X Accent = Turkish X -0,869 0,153 -5,68 <0.001 -1,168 —-0,570
Name = Turkish
RE:ID 0,535 0,447 0,583
Error 0,705 0,676 0,732
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the same speaker operate under various guises. As Table 3 in 2.3 shows, the difference
between Scenario 1 and 2 is essentially that the same speaker (i.e. either a native speaker
or a Turkish speaker) switches varieties in his two scripts (i.e. Standard Dutch becomes
Colloquial Dutch and vice versa) and appears with names of a different ethnic origin
(i.e. Flemish names become Turkish names and vice versa). We do not have a plausible
explanation for this effect.

In the analysis of PA2, i.e. the Superiority dimension, only the interaction between
Variety, Accent and Name was statistically significant; none of the controlling variables
were (Marginal R? = 16.394 %, Conditional R? = 32.493 %). Table 5 and Figure 5 show the
most important effects (see table A.2 in the Appendix for all estimated effects). Standard
Dutch scores higher on Superiority than Colloquial Dutch for both a speaker with a
Flemish name and a native accent (first panel) and a speaker with a Turkish name and a
Turkish accent (last panel). In the other two combinations of accent and name, there
is no significant difference in the evaluations of the two varieties. For both varieties,
we find clear evidence of downgrading of speakers with a Turkish name and a Turkish
accent compared to speakers with a Flemish name and a native accent, and compared
to speakers with a Turkish name and a native accent. Speakers with a Flemish name
and a Turkish accent (third panel) again receive the lowest scores (regardless of variety).
Finally, keeping the accent the same (i.e. comparing the first two panels with each other
and the last two panels with each other), there are no significant differences in how
either Standard Dutch or Colloquial Dutch is evaluated on Superiority when the speaker
has a Flemish name or when he has a Turkish name.

In the analysis of PA3, the Dynamism dimension, the three-way interaction between
Variety, Accent and Name was not statistically significant and neither were any of the
controlling variables. As a consequence, we refitted the model with the three-way
interaction decomposed into the three two-way interactions, i.e. between Variety and
Accent, between Variety and Name, and between Accent and Name, of which only
the interaction between Variety and Name was statistically significant (Marginal R2
= 8.665 %, Conditional R? = 43.287%). The results can be seen in Table 6 and Figure 6
(see Table A.3 in the Appendix for all estimated effects). Standard Dutch spoken by
someone with a Flemish name is evaluated as less dynamic than the combination
of a Flemish name with Colloquial Dutch, and than a Turkish name combined with
either variety. The latter three combinations themselves are evaluated more or less the
same, since the differences between them are not statistically significant. Overall, the
Turkish name received high ratings on this dimension, with no significant effect of
Variety.
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Figure 5 Estimated mean scores for Variety * Accent * Name on competence

Table 5 Significant parameters estimates of mixed model for PA2 (superiority)

Estimate Std.Error tvalue p-value Cl:2.5% CI:97.5%

Variety = Colloquial -0,383 0,083 —4,637 <0.001 -0,544 —0,221
Accent = Turkish -0,784 0,083 -9,504 <0.001 -0,946 —0,623
Name = Turkish -0,193 0,083 -2,335 0.020 —0,354 —-0,031
Variety = Colloquial X Accent = Turkish 0,195 0,117 1,674 0.095 —0,033 0,424
Variety = Colloquial X Name = Turkish 0,148 0,117 1,266 0.206 —0,081 0,376
Accent = Turkish X Name = Turkish 0,371 0,117 3,182 0.002 0,143 0,600

Variety = Colloquial X Accent = TurkishX —o0,353 0,165 -2,141 0.033 -0,676 —0,031
Name = Turkish

RE: ID 0,372 0,293 0,413

Error 0,761 0,729 0,790
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Figure 6 Estimated mean scores for Variety * Name on dynamism

Table 6 Significant parameter estimates of mixed model for PA3 (dynamism)

Estimate Std.Error tvalue p-value Cl:2.5% CI:97.5%

Variety = Colloquial 0,293 0,062 4,744 <0.001 0,172 0,414
Accent = Turkish —0,242 0,062 -3,923 <0.001 -0,363 -0,121
Name = Turkish 0,267 0,062 4,329 < 0.001 0,147 0,388
Variety = Colloquial X Accent = Turkish —0,074 0,071 -1,033 0.302 —0,213 0,066
Variety = Colloquial X Name = Turkish —0,202 0,071 -2,832 0.005 -0,341 —0,062
Accent = Turkish X Name = Turkish 0,059 0,071 0,823 0.411 —0,081 0,198
RE:ID 0,514 0,430 0,559
Error 0,657 0,630 0,683
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4 Discussion

The goal of this experiment was to gauge the combined influence of name, accent and
variety on speaker evaluations. Focusing on name-based biases first, we could not observe
any consistent downgrading of the Turkish name on any of the three dimensions. We
did find some significant differences between Flemish and Turkish names for the Social
Attractiveness dimension: Turkish names with a native accent were downgraded vis-a-
vis Flemish names with a native accent for Standard Dutch, but upgraded for Colloquial
Dutch. In addition, Turkish-named speakers, regardless of the variety or accent they
used, scored significantly higher on Dynamism compared to standard speakers with a
Flemish name. The latter finding is similar to that of Grondelaers and Van Gent (2019)
for Moroccan Dutch in the Netherlands: in their study, any Moroccan accent (regardless
of strength) was deemed more dynamic than indigenous (Limburg or Randstad) accents.
In contrast to their observation that Moroccan speakers were consistently downgraded
on Superiority on the basis of their Arabic names, however, our results suggest prima
facie that the Flemish participants in this study do not have such a bias against a Turkish
name. Another possibility, however, is that our respondents were aware of the fact that
name-based discrimination is socially unacceptable. Awareness of this issue among the
general public has been raised in recent years, e.g. by mediated debates on the use of
so-called correspondence tests and field experiments to measure discrimination on the
labour and housing market (see section 1). Awareness of the undesirability of name-
based discrimination may thus have caused our respondents to underreport negative
attitudes towards Turkish names.

Regardless of what may have caused the absence of a name-based bias, however, we
did find clear evidence of an accent bias, which penalises the exogenous accent. Whereas
on Social Attractiveness, a Turkish accent spoken by a speaker with a Turkish name was
not downgraded vis-a-vis a native accent spoken by a speaker with a Turkish name (nei-
ther for Standard nor Colloquial Dutch), the combination of a Turkish name, a Turkish
accent and Standard Dutch was downgraded vis-a-vis the combination of a Flemish
name, a Flemish accent and Standard Dutch. The accent bias is however clearest for the
Superiority dimension, on which the Turkish accent was categorically downgraded. This
finding is in accordance with the research overviewed in section 1, showing that foreign-
accented speech generally provokes negative evaluations on status-related traits. The
findings for Social Attractiveness and Dynamism moreover suggest that in Flanders the
Turkish accent does not carry a more informal or “covert” type of prestige.

Our respondents’ attitudes were most negative towards speakers with a Flemish name
and a Turkish accent, a combination which was consistently downgraded on both Social
Attractiveness and Superiority. It is possible that the Flemish name created the expecta-
tion of the speaker being an L1 speaker of Dutch and that divergence from this expectation
provoked negative reactions (cf. Language Expectancy Theory, see Burgoon and Miller,
1985 and Burgoon et al., 2002). In present-day Flanders, multilingual speakers of mixed
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ethnic descent are however increasingly less rare, and especially in urban, multi-ethnic
and multilingual contexts ethnic majority youth have been observed to adopt speech
patterns associated with their ethnic minority peers (Jaspers, & Van Hoof, 2017; a medi-
atised example of this phenomenon is provided by the TV series Grond, in which the
character JB is of Flemish descent and speaks a Moroccan-flavoured street slang). The
combination of a Flemish name and an exogenous accent are therefore not in se unreal-
istic. Nevertheless, the combination of a Flemish name and a Turkish accent was clearly
evaluated negatively by our respondents.

As for the impact of variety, we found that speakers with a Turkish name and a Flemish
accent are considered more socially attractive when speaking Colloquial Dutch than
when speaking the standard, whereas the reverse is true for speakers with a Flemish
name and accent. The latter finding contrasts with previous research, which found fairly
consistent associations between Colloquial Dutch and Social Attractiveness (e.g. Ghy-
selen, 2009, Impe, & Speelman, 2007; Lybaert, 2017). Our findings for Superiority do
show an upgrading of Standard Dutch vis-a-vis Colloquial Dutch, but this tendency only
reached significance for the Flemish speaker with a native accent and the Turkish speaker
with a Turkish accent. For Dynamism, we found the expected positive attitudes towards
Colloquial Dutch compared to the standard only in the Flemish-named speaker, with no
effect of Accent. The fact that Turkish-named speakers received positive evaluations on
Dynamism regardless of the variety they spoke, suggests that Turkish men are in general
thought of as “cool” and “tough”. We did not find a similar effect for the Turkish accent.

It can be noted that our factor analysis showed that only “cool” and “tough” clus-
tered as a separate, third dimension in this study (similar to Grondelaers and Van Gent’s
(2019) findings). Both traits are examples of what Grondelaers and Van Gent (2019)
called “macho Dynamism”. The other traits that we selected, viz. “self-assured” and “easy-
going”, which bear more resemblance to what Grondelaers and Van Gent call “yuppie
Dynamism’, appeared to be more closely related to the traditional status and social
attractiveness features in our study. The fact that we failed to categorise all traits we
originally selected as ‘dynamic’ under one dimension casts doubt on the assumption that
both types of traits can be viewed as a single evaluative dimension (Grondelaers, & Van
Gent, 2019, p. 10). More research seems needed to map the precise relation between the
two types of traits which have both been classified as “dynamic” in the literature.

A few caveats are in order when interpreting our results. We need to bear in mind that
in our speech clips a single feature marked the difference between Standard Dutch and
Colloquial Dutch, viz. the second person singular pronoun. Although that morphosyn-
tactic feature appeared to be salient enough to evoke differential evaluations, colloquial
language use in natural settings mostly includes multiple markers at once, as do most
attitudinal studies focusing on endogenous variation (cf. Grondelaers & Speelman, 2013;
Rosseel et al., 2019). It cannot be ruled out that for instance Dynamism associations are
typically triggered by other markers. It therefore remains to be seen if similar associations
as the ones we found in this study can be evoked when employing different markers, or
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several markers at once. In addition, it should be noted that we did not ask our respon-
dents to identify the ethnic background of the speakers they evaluated (cf. Lindemann,
2003 for a critique of this modus operandi). As a consequence, we cannot be certain that
the respondents in the speaker evaluation experiment recognised the names and the
accents as being of Turkish origin, and therefore can only attribute the associations we
found to the non-native, foreign character of the names and accents we deployed, and
not to their Turkish provenance specifically. Hence, no solid conclusions can be drawn
on the presumed stigmatised (or ‘plebeian’) character of the Turkish accent in Flanders
on the basis of these data.

5 Conclusion

In this paper, we presented a speaker evaluation experiment in which we investigated the
combined influence of name (Flemish vs. Turkish), accent (native vs. Turkish) and lan-
guage variety (standard vs. colloquial) on attitudes of Flemish ethnic majority L1 speakers
of Dutch towards other speakers of Dutch. In this experiment the Turkish accent was
evaluated as inferior to the native accent in terms of status, and did not carry the covert
prestige that is sometimes ascribed to the Dutch of ethnic minorities (cf. a Moroccan
accent in the Netherlands). In contrast to this accent bias, we found no consistent name-
based bias against Turkish speakers. Even though the latter finding could be the result of
a social desirability bias, these results suggest that L1 speakers of Dutch are less reluctant
to overtly differentiate between people on the basis of an exogenous accent than on
the basis of ethnic origin (as indexed by a name). Note that this finding holds for L2-
accented speakers who exhibit native-like grammatical control in Dutch and knowledge
of ‘endogenous), colloquial features, as the speakers in our stimuli did.

It remains an open question whether the accent bias found in this study could also
be retrieved in real-life settings in Flanders. Given the limited ecological validity of an
experiment such as ours, which tested fairly decontextualised stimuli in a lab setting,
our finding calls for further research investigating accent bias in more naturalistic con-
texts. Especially gatekeeping contexts such as job interviews, in which accent bias could
potentially pose a serious threat to ethnic minority members’ chances at success, merit
further attention in the Dutch-speaking language area (cf. Hosoda and Stone-Romero
(2010), Sharma et al. (2019) and Schmaus and Kristen (2021) for experimental studies on
accent bias in job recruitment contexts in the US, the UK and Germany respectively).

Finally, it remains uncertain whether the accent bias we found in this study was caused
by the foreignness of the accent in general, or by the Turkish accent in particular. Further
research is needed to get into view the impact of the recognisability of accents on speaker
evaluations and to answer the question whether accents which are categorised in the
literature as prestigious versus non-prestigious elicit different evaluations in the Dutch
language area as a whole, and in Flanders in particular (cf. Lindemann, 2003). As more
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languages and accents enter the Flemish linguascape as a result of migration, and the
number of L2 speakers of Dutch continues to grow, the social relevance of this type of
sociolinguistic research will only increase.
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Appendix

Table A1 All parameter estimates of mixed model for PA1 (social attractiveness)

Estimate Std.Error tvalue p-value Cl:2.5% CI:97.5%

Intercept 0,776 0,375 2,072 0.040 0,066 1,486
Variety = Colloquial —0,424 0,077 -5,537 <0.001 -0,573  —0,274
Accent = Turkish -0,812 0,077 -10,619 <0.001 -0,962 -0,663
Name = Turkish —-0,408 0,077 -5,336 <0.001 -0,558  -0,259
Scenario = 2 —-0,255 0,095 -2,668 0.008 -0,435 —0,074
Gender = Female 0,163 0,110 1,483 0.140 -0,045 0,372
Age 0,000 0,000 -1,371 0.172 —0,001 0,000
Region = E-FL -0,229 0,164 -1,392 0.166 -0,540 0,082
Region = Antw —0,009 0,245 -0,038 0.969 -0,474 0,455
Region = Brab —0,250 0,240 -1,042 0.299 —0,706 0,205
Region = Limb —0,247 0,339 -0,729 0.467 -0,890 0,395
Education = Secondary -0,290 0,285 -1,018 o0.310 -0,830 0,250
Education = Bachelor —-0,290 0,281 -1,032 0.304 -0,823 0,243
Education = Master —-0,501 0,294 -1,708 0.090 -1,057 0,055
Education = PhD —0,071 0,697 -0,102 0.919 -1,390 1,249
Languages = No 0,186 0,172 1,077 0.283 -0,141 0,512
Variety = Colloquial X Accent = Turkish 0,506 0,108 4,677 <o0.001 0,294 0,718
Variety = Colloquial X Name = Turkish 0,687 0,108 6,351 <0.001 0,476 0,899
Accent = Turkish X Name = Turkish 0,923 0,108 8,535 <0.001 0,712 1,135
Variety = Colloquial X Accent = TurkishX -0,869 0,153 -5,68 <o0.001 -1,168 -0,570
Name = Turkish
RE: ID 0,535 0,447 0,583
Error 0,705 0,676 0,732
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Table A2 All parameters estimates of mixed model for PA2 (superiority)

Estimate Std.Error tvalue p-value Cl:2.5% Cl:97.5%

Intercept 0,539 0,293 1,837 0.068 —0,017 1,096
Variety = Colloquial -0,383 0,083 —4,637 <0.001 -0,544 -0,221
Accent = Turkish -0,784 0,083 —9,504 <0.001 -0,946 -0,623
Name = Turkish -0,193 0,083 —2,335 0.020 -0,354 —0,031
Scenario = 2 0,135 0,074 1,82  0.071 -0,006 0,275
Gender = Female 0,031 0,085 0,368 0.714 —0,130 0,193
Age 0,000 0,000 -0,414 0.679 —0,001 0,000
Region = E-FL —0,224 0,128 -1,753 0.082 -0,465 0,018
Region = Antw -0,391 0,191 -2,049 0.042 —0,751 —0,030
Region = Brab —0,100 0,187 -0,537 0.592 —0,454 0,253
Region = Limb -0,374 0,263 -1,421 0.157 -0,874 0,125
Education = Secondary 0,257 0,222 1,16  0.248 -0,163 0,677
Education = Bachelor 0,395 0,219 1,807 0.073 -0,019 0,809
Education = Master 0,163 0,228 0,717  0.475 —0,269 0,596
Education = PhD —0,002 0,541 —0,004 0.997 —1,027 1,023
Languages = No -0,180 0,134 -1,344 0.181 -0,434 0,074
Variety = Colloquial X Accent = Turkish 0,195 0,117 1,674 0.095 —0,033 0,424
Variety = Colloquial X Name = Turkish 0,148 0,117 1,266 0.206 —0,081 0,376
Accent = Turkish X Name = Turkish 0,371 0,117 3,182 0.002 0,143 0,600
Variety = Colloquial X Accent = Turkish ~ -0,353 0,165 -2,141 0.033 -0,676 -0,031
X Name = Turkish
RE: ID 0,372 0,293 0,413
Error 0,761 0,729 0,790
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Table A3 All parameter estimates of mixed model for PA3 (dynamism)

Estimate Std.Error tvalue p-value Cl:2.5% Cl:97.5%

Intercept —-0,352 0,357 -0,987 0.325 -1,029 0,324
Variety = Colloquial 0,293 0,062 4,744 < 0.001 0,172 0,414
Accent = Turkish -0,242 0,062 -3,923 <0.001 -0,363 -0,121
Name = Turkish 0,267 0,062 4,329 < 0.001 0,147 0,388
Scenario = 2 0,111 0,091 1,215 0.226 —0,062 0,283
Gender = Female —0,035 0,105 -0,328 0.743 —0,234 0,165
Age 0,000 0,000 0,241 0.810 -0,001 0,001
Region = E-FL 0,367 0,157 2,341 0.020 0,070 0,664
Region = Antw 0,379 0,234 1,618 0.108 —0,065 0,823
Region = Brab 0,245 0,230 1,068  0.287 -0,190 0,680
Region = Limb 0,377 0,324 1,165 0.246 -0,236 0,991
Education = Secondary 0,224 0,272 0,823 0.412 -0,292 0,740
Education = Bachelor 0,101 0,269 0,375 0.708 —0,408 0,609
Education = Master -0,108 0,280 -0,384 0.702  -0,639 0,424
Education = PhD —0,490 0,665 -0,737 0.462 -1,751 0,770
Languages = No -0,228 0,165 -1,384 0.168 -0,540 0,084
Variety = Colloquial X Accent = Turkish ~ —0,074 0,071 -1,033 0.302 —0,213 0,066
Variety = Colloquial X Name = Turkish —0,202 0,071 -2,832  0.005 -0,341 —-0,062
Accent = Turkish X Name = Turkish 0,059 0,071 0,823 0.411 -0,081 0,198
RE: ID 0,514 0,430 0,559
Error 0,657 0,630 0,683
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