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Abstract

Dutch speakers with a non-standard accent (both regional and non-native) are evaluated worse
than standard Dutch accented speakers. Studies are now starting to combat this prejudice.
Perspective-taking as a prejudice control for non-native accented speakers has proven successful
(Weyant, 2007; Hansen, Rakic¢ & Steffens, 2014). However there is no study investigating a
prejudice control for Dutch regional accents. This present study investigated the introduction of a
narrative, enabling that same perspective-taking, as prejudice control for regionally accented
speakers in a hirability setting. In a 2 (perspective: taken or not taken) x 2 (accent: Standard or
Brabants) between-subject design, a 136 Dutch native speakers evaluated applicants on the
variables: warmth, dynamism, competence, status, hirability, and perceived understandability.
Findings confirm the negative evaluation of regional accented speakers. Accented speakers were
assessed worse on all variables except warmth. Warmth was evaluated similarly between
regionally accented and standard accented speakers, despite regionally (and non-native) accented
speakers being assessed better on warmth in previous research. This study failed to implement
perspective-taking by the means of a narrative as prejudice control, but does see potential in
using narratives as prejudice control for non-standard accented speakers.

Introduction
A recent interview from BNNVARA (a Dutch broadcasting association) showed that people who
have a job in Western Holland (the Randstad) try to hide their regional accent. They do
so because they would be thought of as dumb when speaking with an accent, other than the
Randstad accent (Ronde, 2020). One of the interviewees told a story about being uninvited to
speak on national radio, because of his accent. Furthermore, the article discusses the current
television standard. People with a non-Randstad accent tend to be subtitled, whilst people with
an accent closer to the Randstad are not. For example, a strong Amsterdams accent (a city in the
Randstad) will not receive subtitles, while a strong Brabants accent will. Both accents
subjectively have a similar difficulty level of understanding. The article suggests that
understandability does not play a part in deciding what type of accent is subtitled. It seems that
status contributes to the difference between a Randstad and a non-Randstad accent. Ronde’s
(2020) examples at least suggest that non-standard accentedness is not as accepted as standard
accentedness (Randstad accent).

The closest to a standard accent in the Dutch language, is the accent most heard on
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television and radio: the Randstad accent. In previously used terminology the difference in status
between the standard and non-standard accent is more clearly apparent. General Civilized Dutch
(Algemeen Beschaafd Nederlands) was a term used to describe Standard Netherlandic Dutch.
The terminology was initially changed to General Dutch (Algemeen Nederlands) and later to
Standard Dutch (Standaard Nederlands). The reason for the change was that it depicted non-
standard accents as uncivilized. Despite the use of different names, the status of non-standard
Dutch seems unchanged. Just as vague as ‘Standard Dutch’ is the term ‘Randstad accent’. The
Randstad accent is mostly used in the most urbanized area in the Netherlands, the Randstad.
Within this Randstad area there are many accents, the four main ones being Amsterdams,
Rotterdams, Utrechts and Haags (accents from the cities of Amsterdam, Rotterdam, Utrecht, and
The Hague). Even though these terms are vague, isolating a version of the Randstad accent (not
associated with socio-economical urban speech) and using a milder still identifiable version of
accented speech offers a way to study perception and evaluation of accented speech
(Grondelaers, Van Hout and Steegs, 2010). This redefining of accents is combined with a
hirability scenario. In a hirability scenario the content should be assessed rather than the accent
or language skills, this takes away the (stigmatized) social group associations (Roessel, Schoel &
Stahlberg, 2019). To determine attitude towards a speaker, multiple variables are required
(Grondelaers et at., 2010). The variables warmth, dynamism, competence, status, hirability, and
perceived understandability are frequently used to measure attitude of speakers (Fuertes,
Gottdiener, Martin, Gilbert & Giles, 2012). Using this method, standard accented speakers were
seen as more competent, whilst Southern regionally accented speakers (Vlaams and Limburgs)
were seen as more social (Heijmer & VVonk, 2002). There were similar results between native
and non-native speakers. Non-native speakers were seen as more superior on the dimension
warmth, but less superior on the dimensions: dynamism, competence, status, hirability, and
perceived understandability (Fuertes et al., 2012; Roessel et al., 2019).

However there are ways to combat this prejudice. Previous research (Grondelaers et al.,
2010), confirmed that the evaluation of Dutch regional accents is different for each Dutch
regional accent. But also, that having an accent changes your opinion on both similar and
different accents Grondelaers et al. (2010). Therefore having a person envision themselves as
having an accent could alter opinions about accented speakers. Perspective-taking has proven to

be a possible way to create this sympathy and reduce prejudice (Roessel et al., 2019).



Perspective-taking is the ability to empathize, envisioning oneself in someone else’s body and
trying to understand what their vision is on the matter at hand and how they feel (Weyant, 2007).
Previously, non-native stereotypes were reduced after participants wrote an essay while trying to
envision oneself as a non-native speaker (Weyant, 2007). Similarly, perspective-taking was
applied by having a person talk to a non-native speaker, before assessing them, causing
participants to think ‘I am like you’ rather than ‘if I were you’ (Hansen et al., 2014). Both
resulted in a more positive assessment of the non-native speaker. However writing an essay or
having a talk seems impractical as different methods of implementing perspective-taking are
available.

Another possible way of implementing perspective-taking is narratives. A narrative can
be a powerful means of persuasion (de Graaf, Hoeken, Sanders, and Beentjes, 2009).
Furthermore, narratives offer a way to render attitudes more consistent with a story, and a way to
transport someone into a different world (de Graaf et al., 2009). This second attribute of a
narrative, transportation, is similar to perspective-taking, the ability to empathize. However
narratives offer more possibilities for the implementation of perspective-taking than writing does
in reducing stereotypes.

Even though combating non-native stereotypes is possible through perspective-taking, it
remains unclear whether regional stereotypes can be reduced in a similar fashion. Non-native and
regional stereotyping have proven to show a lot of similarities in judgment, especially when
looking at Southern accents. Most research covers Limburgs, rather than Zeeuws or Brabants.
Native/standard speakers are seen as more competent, whilst non-native/regional speakers are
seen as more social (Heijmer & VVonk, 2002).

Therefore this study implemented perspective-taking in the form of a narrative to reduce
prejudice towards regionally accented speakers of Brabants. Perspective-taking takes place by
reading a narrative in the I-form, rather than a narrative in the she-form. The usage of an I-form
is similar to Weyant’s (2007), who used the I-form to strengthen the manipulation of
perspective-taking. This way transportation, empathy, and blurring of distinctions between
perceptions of the self and members outside the group will be created in the I-form. The she-
form narrative however is still used to see if there would be prejudice towards the speaker, due to
perspective-taking not being primed. This adopting of identity was pretested, based on the study
of de Graaf et al. (2009).



The identities that had to be adopted consisted of a Brabants speaker or a Randstad
speaker. This is similar to Grondelaers et al. (2010) who also used a Southern accent, Limburgs,
and Randstad. In this study, Brabants was however chosen instead of Limburgs for multiple
reasons. Brabants is chosen due to the unfamiliarity caused by the preference in researching
Limburgs. Brabants is also stereotypically associated with friendliness and fun/outgoingness
(gezelligheid) (Swanenberg, 2006). This characteristic is not generally associated with job
applications, making the standard Randstad accent seem more fitting in this scenario due to the
more formal setting. This fun/outgoingness (gezelligheid) seems to have similarities with
warmth.

Warmth is one of the variables used to measure the attitude towards the speaker. Previous
research showed that the accented speaker showed more warmth than the standard speaker
(Heijmer & Vonk, 2002). It is likely that the Brabants speaker will also show more warmth than
the Randstad speaker. Warmth is how the perceiver thinks of the person, in the terms of
friendliness or trustworthiness. This correlates to the stereotype of Brabants speakers being
friendly and fun/outgoing (Swanenberg, 2006).

Despite showing similarities with warmth, dynamism offers more assessment of the
speaker regarding how ‘modern, hip or trendy’ the speaker is (Grondelaers, van Hout & van
Gent, 2019). Additionally, this variable is relevant as it showcases how the speaker may feel less
confident (despite this not being measured), but also how the speaker’s confidence can affect
others’ opinions of them. Unlike warmth, standard speakers are often assessed better on
dynamism, than non-standard speakers (both non-native and regional) (Fuertes, 2012,
Grondelaers et al., 2019).

However, attitude is not solely determined by warmth and dynamism. Attitude is
determined by multiple variables (Grondelaers et al., 2010). The other variables: ‘dynamism,
competence, status, hirability, and perceived understandability’ are also assessed better when the
speaker is a standard accented speaker. Competence entails attributes as ‘intelligent” and
‘ambitious’. It is relevant, because accented speakers tend to be stereotyped as uneducated. Take
for instance being uninvited due to people being informed about the speaker’s accent. This
shows the influence of competence on prejudice.

Status, used in Fiske, Cuddy, Glick and Xu (2002), shares a likeliness with competence,

where competence shows if someone is good in their work, status shows, for example, how well



educated the person is. This links to the before mentioned article where someone was thought of
as dumb, because they spoke with a certain accent.

All these negative associations impact the hirability of accented speakers. Therefore
hirability is measured. This variable indicates the chances of hiring an applicant. It is often used
in combination with the hirability scenario, which creates an emphasis on the importance of the
content of what is said by the speaker (Roessel et al., 2019).

Even though the content of what the speaker is saying is being emphasized, perceived
understandability is still measured. Research on non-native accents has shown that they are
perceived as less understandable (Deprez-Sims & Morris, 2010). This was either due to
legitimate judgments of the person’s lesser communication skills. Or due to discrimination,
because people tend to have a hard time separating accent from communication skills. Both of
these judgments make perceived understandability a possible mediator of the relationship
between accent and hiring.

All of these variables combined result into the following two questions:

Research Question (RQ): To what extent can perspective-taking be applied as intervention to

reduce the negative assessment of a regional accent?

Sub-question (SQ): To what extent are speakers with a Brabants accent assessed less positively

on the variables dynamism, competence, status, hirability, and perceived understandability and

more positively on warmth than people with a Randstad accent?



Method
Figure 1. This model shows the independent variables: accent and perspective and their connection with
the dependent variables warmth, dynamism, competence, status, hirability, and perceived

understandability.

RQ —> Warmth
Perspective > Dynamism
> Competence
SQ > Status
Accent > Hirability
> Understandability
Material

This study uses the variable ‘accent’ as the nominal, independent variable and it consists of 2
conditions, the Randstad accent and Brabants accent. Two recordings of speakers were used non-
standard accented (Brabants) and one standard accented (Randstad). The recordings used in this
study were created to be as similar as possible, with the only difference being the accents used,
one with the Randstad and one with the Brabants accent. The recordings consist of a short story
of the applicant describing who she is and why she is qualified for the job. The computer
program Audacity was used to make audio fragments as similar as possible, audio technical wise
(volume was increased, because it was hard to hear even at the max volume of the survey

software, Qualtrics).



To stand out from previous studies, which mainly used male voices, this study only used
female voices (Grondelaers et al., 2019). Using male and female voices would create an
extraneous variable and an unnecessary influence on the participants; this is supported by
Nelson, Signorella, and Botti (2016), who showed that the sex of the speaker has influence on
attitude towards the speaker.

The aim of this study is to introduce some sort of prejudice control on the assessment of
regionally accented speakers. The speaker will be applying for a job as an operational manager
as this position does not require the employee being ‘well-spoken’. The narratives consisted of
two short stories: one from the perspective of the applicant, and one from the perspective of an
innocent bystander, in this case a secretary who welcomes the applicants. The I-form narrative
consisted of the solicitant talking to her husband, after the interview. She tells him that it went
well, despite being a bit nervous. The she-narrative consisted of the secretary talking to her
husband about welcoming the applicant and that she thought that the applicant was a bit nervous,

but that she had heard that the conversation went well.
Pretest

A pretest conducted to select the best, most similar sounding speakers and to test if transportation
was primed. The accent needed to be recognizable and not too strong as this could jeopardize
understandability and consequently influence judgment (Carlson & McHenry, 2006), or too
weak because it is important that the accents and voices (characteristics, as too low) are
recognized (Grondelaers et al., 2019). The voice characteristics were measured on four 7-point
Likert scales anchored by “totally agree-totally disagree” “The speaker talks...”: “fast”, and
“lively” and “The speaker voice is”: “pleasant” and “hard” (Mai, Hoffmann & Muller, 2009).

To make sure perspective-taking/transportation was primed, this pretest measured
“perceived understandability”, “perceived accent strength”, “transportation” and “region

recognition”.



“Perceived understandability” was measured following Dalle and Inglis (1989) (used in
Hendriks, van Meurs and Groot, 2017), and consisted of four 7-point Likert scales anchored by
“totally agree-totally disagree”: “I have to listen very carefully to be able to understand the
speaker”, “The speaker speaks clearly”, “The speaker was difficult to comprehend”, “I don’t
understand what the speaker means”.

“Perceived accent strength” was measured using two 7-point semantic differential,
following Mai et al. (2009) (used in Hendriks, Van Meurs and Behnke. 2019) with the statement
“I find the accent of the speaker standard/strongly regional...” anchored by “totally agree-totally
disagree”.

Lastly, “region recognition” was measured according to Grondelaers et al. (2019), here a
norm of being recognized by at least 50% of at least 10 listeners rather than a scale was used.
This means the speakers/accents were seen as recognized when over 50% recognized them
correctly. And this was questioned by the questions: “What region/ provincie(county) do you
think the speaker is from” anchored by a multiple choice menu (including no idea).

Ultimately, both the recording and the narrative were tested using a 7-point Likert scale
with the items: “I find the fragment...” “complete”, “realistic”, and “believable” anchored by
“totally agree-totally disagree”. The narratives were also tested on transportation by four
questions, based on de Graaf et al. (2009) rated on four 7-point Likert scales ranging from
“totally agree-totally disagree”: “When I had been reading for a while, it seemed as if I had
become the applicant in my thoughts”, “In my imagination it was as if i was the applicant”, “I
had the feeling I went through what the applicant went through”, and “During reading it seemed
as if [ experienced the events that happened to the applicant along with her”.

The pretest was conducted on/with 19 participants, each was asked to listen to all (eight,
four with a standard accent and four with a Brabants accent) audio fragments and to read all
narratives. These narratives consisted of two shorter stories (one with an I-perspective and one
with a She-perspective) and two longer narratives (one with an I-perspective and one with a She-
perspective) (see Appendix 1, narratives pretest). After each fragment, participants were asked to
rate the fragment on the corresponding scales. The second standard accented speaker was rated
the best, least regional (M = 1.95, SD = 1.47), most standard Dutch (M=5.74, SD=1.52) and
recognized as Western Netherlandic by 68.4%. For the Brabant accented voice, the fourth voice

was chosen, because it was: the most regional (M=5.32, SD=1.45) and recognized as Noord-



Brabants (68.4%) or Southern Netherlandic (78,9%). The voice characteristics of voice Standard
2 and Brabants 4 are compared (see Table 1). The t-test on for “talking fast”, shows that
Brabants 4 (M =3.89, SD =1.48) talks faster (t (18) = 3.88, p <.001) than Standard 2 (M =2.32,
SD =1.15). The t-test on for “talking lively”, shows no difference (t (18) = 1.80, p = .088).
between Brabants 4 (M =3.79, SD =1.27) and Standard 2 (M =4.63, SD =1.64). The t-test on the
“hardness” of the voice, showed Brabants 4 (M =5.42, SD =0.96) was significantly harder (t (18)
= 10.49, p <.001) than Standard 2 (M =2.42, SD =1.07). The t-test on the “pleasantness” of the
voice, showed Standard 2 (M =5.79, SD =1.08) was more pleasant (t (18) = 9.29, p <.001) than
Brabants 4 (M =3.05, SD =1.07).

Table 1. The means and standard deviations (in brackets) of voice characteristics (fast,
lively, hard, pleasant) per speaker (1 = Totally disagree, 7 = Totally agree).

Only “Talking lively” was not significant.

Speaker Talking Fast Talking Lively Hard Voice Pleasant Voice
M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)
Standard 1 4.37 (1.77) 4.68 (1.29) 4.26 (1.28) 5.16 (1.02)
Standard 2 2.32 (1.16) 4.63 (1.64) 2.42 (1.07) 5.79 (1.08)
Standard 3 4.68 (1.49) 4.53 (1.26) 3.84 (1.02) 4.74 (0.93)
Standard 4 3.74 (1.33) 4.37 (1.21) 3.37 (1.11) 4.84 (0.96)
Brabants 1 5.00 (1.20) 4.74 (1.45) 453 (1.26) 4.05 (1.35)
Brabants 2 2.00 (1.16) 2.32 (1.25) 3.47 (1.58) 3.21(0.92)
Brabants 3 3.58 (0.90) 3.79 (1.23) 3.84(1.17) 4.11 (1.24)
Brabants 4 3.89 (1.49) 3.79 (1.27) 5.42 (0.96) 3.05 (1.08)

The narratives showed a significant effect in transportation between short narrative first person
(F(1. 18) = 227.5, p<.001) Bonferroni correction; M=3.62, SD=1.42) and short narrative third
person (p<.001, Bonferroni-correction; M=1.70, SD=.81), while the long narratives showed no
significant effect between first and third person, which would indicated that there is no
transportation or perspective taking happening. Due to the findings of the pretest the shorter

narratives were chosen (for more informative see Table 2).



Table 2. The means and standard deviations (in brackets) of transportation per narrative.
Accompanied with a description to clarify which are first/third person and which are

short/long (1 = Totally disagree, 7 = Totally agree).

Narrative Description Transportation
M (SD)
Narrative 1 First person, short 3.62 (1.42)
Narrative 2 First person, long 3.85 (1.46)
Narrative 3 Third person, short ~ 1.70 (0.81)
Narrative 4 Third person, long  2.67 (1.51)

Main experiment
Participants

This study was conducted amongst 166 participants; however, 30 entries have been removed as
they did not fully fill out the survey, resulting in a total of 136 participants. The age of the
participants ranged from 18 to 82 years (M=32.19, SD =15.40), and was equally distributed
amongst the four conditions (F (3, 132) = .818, p = .486). The group consisted of 61% women
and 39% men, who were equally distributed amongst the four conditions (x* (3) = 1.74, p =
.627). Level of education varied from a basic level of education (basisonderwijs) to a university
level of education (wetenschappelijk onderwijs). The level of university of applied sciences
(HBO) was the most common (25.7%). The levels of education were also equally divided
amongst the conditions (5° (12) = 10.00, p = .616).

Participants were also asked about their own accent and asked to judge their accent on a
scale of regional and standard accentedness. There were no significant unequal distribution
between the judgments of own standard accentedness (M=3.99, SD =1.86, F (3,132) = .16, p <
.925) and own regional accentedness (M=3.63, SD =1.89, F (3, 132) = 3.24, p <.024 with a
Bonferroni-correction p > 0.05 showing no significance).

Participants were also asked if they had experience in interviewing (applicants for a
function), and if they had experience with job interviews (as in being an applicant). The amount
of experience in interviewing tended to be more negative (M=3.53, SD =2.40) and the amount of
experience with being an applicant was more positive (M=5.01, SD =1.84). Both the experience
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in interviewing and the experience with job interviews were equally distributed amongst the
conditions, interviewing (F (3,132) =.13, p <.941) and applying (F (3,132) = 46, p <.708).

Design

A 2x2 between participants design was used to test two accents, Randstad and Brabants, and two
perspectives, with perspective-taking and without perspective-taking. Each participant heard
either a Randstad or Brabants accent speaker/applicant and read a text, which did or did not

implement perspective-taking.
Instrumentation

To begin, age was measured using an open question asking “what is your age?”, followed by
“what is your nationality” with the choices “Dutch” or “other”.

Then competence was measured with eight 7-point Likert scales anchored by “totally
disagree-totally agree” (based on Heijmer & Vonk, 2002): “The speaker sounds
responsible/diligent/skillful/tenacious/intelligent/sharp/accurate/handy”.

Status was measured with three 7-point Likert scales anchored by “totally disagree-totally
agree” (based on Fiske et al., 2002 used in Roessel et al., 2019): “This person is
prestigious/successful/well educated”.

Warmth was measured with six 7-point Likert scales anchored by “totally disagree-totally
agree” (based on Fiske et al., used in Hendriks et al., 2019): “The speaker sound friendly/good-
natured/sincere/trustworthy/warm/well-intentioned”.

Dynamism was measured with three 7-point Likert scales anchored by “totally disagree-
totally agree” (based on Fuertes et al., 2012): “This person is lively/enthusiastic/talkative”.

Hirability was measured with five 7-point Likert scales (based on Roessel et al., 2019):.
First of a set anchored by “totally disagree-totally agree” “The speaker sounds qualified for the
function/qualified as operational manager/motivated: and “I would recommend the speaker for
the job”. And secondly the question: “What is your general impression of the applicant?”
(ranging from very negative to very positive).

Then a manipulation check similar to the pretest took place measuring: “perceived
comprehensibility”, “perceived accent strength”, and “region recognition” (see heading pretest

for scales)
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Lastly some more demographic information was asked by three multiple choice
questions. Firstly, “what is your sex” anchored by “male/female/something else/I prefer not to
say”. This was followed by “what is the highest level of education you attended?” anchored by
“basic/vbo,mavo,vmbo/havo/vwo/mbo/hbo(propedeuse)/hbo/wo(propedeuse)/wo(bachelor)/wo(
master/different, namely...). Then the participant was asked “In which provincie/county do you
live?”” anchored by all the provincies/counties of the Netherlands and the option “prefer not to
tell”. Also own accentedness was measured with the two 7-point Likert scales anchored by
“totally disagree-totally agree”: “I speak with a strong standard accent/regional accent”. And
finally participants were asked if they had experience applying/judging applicants with the two
7-point Likert scales anchored by “totally disagree-totally agree”: “I have experience

applying/judging applicants”.
Procedure

Our experiment was spread online through our own social media accounts, the platforms being
Whatsapp, Facebook and Instagram. A short message was written inviting people to enter our
research and to share. Entering was done by clicking the link found at the bottom of our spread
message. The pretest ran from the 8" till the 12" of May and the main experiment ran from the
19" till the 26™ of May and participants participated individually.

At the beginning of the experiment a message was displayed (see Appendix 2, the
message of the survey). The estimated time was about 5-10 minutes, but the survey was
completed in 6 minutes and 29 seconds (on average with a standard deviation of 207 seconds).

After continuing, participants had to confirm that they are older than 18-years and are
Dutch nationals. After these two demographic questions participants would listen to a fragment
with a standard/non-standard accented speaker. Half of the participants read a narrative on screen
“from” the applicant, whilst the other half read a story of a secretary, who welcomes the
applicants when they enter the building (see Appendix 3, narratives main experiment).

More demographic questions were asked consisting of questions about their sex,
education, working experience, experience in interviewing applicants for a job, experience in
taking job interviews, and if the participants have an accent themselves. To bring the survey to a
close a brief message was displayed expressing gratitude for participating (see Appendix 4, End

of the survey) . (For more information about the questions see instrumentation)

12



Statistical Testing

For the statistical test a two-way variance analysis was chosen, because the study uses a between
subject design with 4 groups/conditions (standard/non-standard accent and with/without
perspective-taking) and there is expected to be interaction between perspective-taking and
accent. A Cronbach’s alpha was used to measure internal consistency and a chi—square (with a
Bonferroni-correction when needed) and an analysis of variance to see if participants with

certain demographics were equally spread amongst conditions.

Results
Warmth

A two-way analysis of variance did not show a significant main effect of perspective on warmth
(F (1, 132) < 1), and no interaction between accent and perspective (F (1, 132) = 2.28, p =.134).
The two-way variance analysis of accent and perspective on warmth showed a significant main
effect of accent on warmth (F (1,132) = 2.44, p = .120). Speakers with a standard accent (M =
5.12, SD = 0.97) were not rated significantly better or worse than speakers with a Brabants
accent (M = 5.36, SD = 0.79). For more information about means and standard deviations and
how they relate to other variables see Table 3 (on page 15).

Dynamism

A two-way analysis of variance did not show a significant main effect of perspective on
dynamism (F (1, 132) < 1), and no interaction between accent and perspective (F (1, 132) = 1.97,
p =.163). The two-way variance analysis of accent and perspective on dynamism showed a
significant main effect of accent on dynamism (F (1, 132) = 6.96, p =.009). Speakers with a
standard accent were rated better on dynamism (M = 4.70, SD = 1.14), than speakers with a
Brabants accent (M = 4.11, SD = 1.45). For more information about means and standard

deviations and how they relate to other variables see Table 3 (on page 15).
Competence

A two-way analysis of variance did not show a significant main effect of perspective on
competence (F (1, 132) < 1), and no interaction between accent and perspective (F (1, 132) =

1.61, p =.204). The two-way variance analysis of accent and perspective on competence showed
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a significant main effect of accent on competence (F (1,132) = 21.86, p <.001). Speakers with a
standard accent were rated better on competence (M =5.19, SD =.79), than speakers with a
Brabants accent (M = 4.55, SD =.78). For more information about means and standard
deviations and how they relate to other variables see Table 3.

Status

A two-way analysis of variance did not show a significant main effect of perspective on status (F
(1, 132) < 1), and no interaction between accent and perspective (F (1, 132) = .436, p = .489).
The two-way variance analysis of accent and perspective on status showed a significant main
effect of accent on status (F (1, 132) = 41,48, p <.001). Speakers with a standard accent were
rated higher on status (M =5.29, SD = 0.81), than speakers with a Brabants accent (M = 4.21,
SD =1.12). For more information about means and standard deviations and how they relate to

other variables see Table 3 (on page 15).
Hirability

A two-way analysis of variance did not show a significant main effect of perspective on
hirability (F (1, 132) < 1), and no interaction between accent and perspective (F (1, 132) = 1.64,
p =.202). The two-way analysis of variance with accent and perspective as factors on hirability
showed a significant main effect of accent on hirability (F (1, 132) = 20.67, p <.001). Speakers
with a standard accent were rated higher on hirability (M = 5.38, SD = 0.80), than speakers with
a Brabants accent (M = 4.65, SD = 1.07). For more information about means and standard

deviations and how they relate to other variables see Table 3 (on page 15)..
Perceived Understandability

A two-way analysis of variance did not show a significant main effect of perspective on
perceived understandability (F (1, 132) < 1), and no interaction between accent and perspective
(F (1, 132) < 1). The two-way variance analysis of accent and perspective on perceived
understandability showed a significant main effect of accent on perceived understandability (F
(1, 132) = 10.87, p <.001). Speakers with a standard accent were rated better on perceived
understandability (M = 5.96, SD = 0.86), than speakers with a Brabants accent (M =5.46, SD =
0.84). For more information about means and standard deviations see Table 3 (on page 15).
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Table 3. This table shows the mean, standard deviation and total mean and standard

deviation of the five variables perceived understandability, hirability, status,

warmth, dynamism, and competence for every condition (1 = Totally disagree, 7

= Totally agree).

n Warmth Dynamism  Competenc  Status Hirability ~ Perceived
M (SD) M (SD) e M (SD) M (SD) Understand
M (SD) ability
M (SD)

Brabants
Firstperson 27 5.26(1.01) 4.35(1.57) 4.65(0.76) 4.16(1.05) 4.79(0.96) 5.50 (0.75)
Third person 28  4.99(0.93) 3.88(1.31) 4.45(0.80) 4.26(1.19) 4.51(1.16) 5.42(0.94)
Total 55 512(0.97) 4.11(1.45) 455(0.78) 4.21(1.12) 4.65(1.07) 5.46(0.84)
Standard
Firstperson 43 5.27(0.88) 4.62(1.24) 5.12(0.82) 5.35(0.78) 5.32(0.79) 5.97(0.91)
Third person 38  5.46 (0.67) 4.78(1.02) 5.27(0.76) 5.22(0.85) 5.44(0.80) 5.95(0.81)
Total 81 5.36(0.79) 4.70(1.14) 5.19(0.79) 5.29(0.81) 5.38(0.79) 5.96 (0.86)
Total
Firstperson 70 526 (0.93) 4.51(1.38) 4.94(0.82) 4.89(1.06) 5.11(0.89) 5.79(0.87)
Third person 66  5.26 (0.82) 4.40(1.22) 4.92(0.87) 4.81(1.11) 5.05(1.07) 5.73(0.90)
Total 136 5.26 (0.87) 4.46(1.30) 4.93(0.85) 4.85(1.08) 5.08(0.98) 5.76(0.88)

Manipulation check

Perceived Accent strength

A two-way analysis of variance did not show a significant main effect of perspective on

perceived accent strength (F (1, 132) < 1), and no interaction between accent and perspective (F

(1, 132) = 2.93, p =.089). The two-way variance analysis of accent and perspective on perceived

accent strength showed a significant main effect of accent on perceived accent strength (F(1,

132) = 42,46, p <.001). Speakers with a standard accent were rated higher on perceived accent
strength (M = 4.40, SD = 1.54), than speakers with a Brabants accent (M = 2.71, SD = 1.44). For

more information about means and standard deviations see Table 4.



Table 4. This table shows the mean, standard deviation and total mean
and standard deviation of Perceived Understandability and
Perceived Accent Strength for every condition (1 = Totally
disagree, 7 = Totally agree).

n Perceived Accent Strength

M (SD)

Brabants

First person 27 4.87 (0.97)
Third person 28 4.29 (1.65)
Total 55 4.57 (1.38)
Standard

First person 43 2.44 (1.18)
Third person 38 2.55 (1.08)
Total 81 2.49 (1.13)
Total

First person 70 3.38 (1.06)
Third person 66 3.29 (1.11)
Total 136 3.33 (1.68)

Region Recognition

Region recognition was split into the variables region (Northern, Eastern, Southern, Western
Netherlandic) and county (provincie). The county of the standard accent was recognized
correctly (Noord-Holland, Zuid-Holland, Utrecht or no idea) by 65.4% of the participants, and
the county of the Brabants accent was recognized correctly (Brabants) by 67.3% of the
participants. Both counties of accents were recognizable (3° (1) = .05, p = .824). The standard
accent was recognized by 75.3% of the participants as a Western accent (which is correct), while
the Brabants accent was recognized as a Southern accent (which is correct) by 69.1%. Both

regions of the accents were recognizable (y° (1) = .64, p = .424).
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Discussion

The results indicate that a narrative as a tool to implement perspective-taking does not reduce
prejudice towards Brabants accented speakers. Brabants speakers are assessed worse than
Randstad speakers on dynamism, competence, status, hirability, and perceived understandability.
Additionally, Brabants being a Southern Dutch accent was thought of to be assessed better on
warmth than the Randstad accent, due to the association of Brabants with friendly, fun/outgoing
(Swanenberg, 2006). However, there is no difference in the assessment of a Brabants speaker
and a Randstad speaker on warmth. Indicating that positive associations of warmth with

Southern accent Limburgs (Heijmer & Vonk, 2002), do not transfer to Southern accent Brabants.

Perspective-taking

This research shows no reduction in prejudice towards regionally accented speakers by enabling
perspective-taking with the use of a narrative. When perspective-taking was applied, Brabants
accented speaker’s assessment was similar to Randstad accented speakers. The evaluation of
Randstad accented speakers maintained more positive than the assessment of Brabants accented
speakers. Contrary to previous studies where perspective-taking was applied by writing an essay
or talking to a non-native speaker to combat non-native accented prejudice (Weyant, 2007;
Hansen et al., 2014).

A possible reason for the Brabants speakers being assessed identically with and without
perspective-taking is that perspective-taking might not have been primed. However it is unsure
that perspective-taking was primed. Due to the pretest already containing a manipulation check,
the main experiment seemed to not necessarily need a manipulation check. To improve the
results of this study, a second manipulation check would offer more insight on how a narrative
affects participant’s perspectives on accented speakers. Explicitly stating that the participants
have to imagine themselves as the speaker helps to activate perspective-taking. Weyant (2007, p
708) asked participants to write about “what they thought a day in the life of the speaker might
be like” and Hansen et al. (2014, p 71) explicitly stated “to imagine that they were helping in a
recruitment process at their workplace”. Hansen et al. (2014) made the participant think ‘I am
like you’ (I being the participant and you the non-native accented speaker), rather than ‘If [ were

you’. This relationship between speaker and participant created by both Weyant (2007) and
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Hansen et al. (2014) is perhaps closer than the one created in the current study. The current study
used narratives, combined with questions about the speaker. The questions in this study’s survey
about the speaker might create a distance between the participant and the speaker counteracting
perspective-taking.

Another explanation as to why perspective-taking may not have worked is the difference
in accents. Both Weyant (2007) and Hansen et al. (2014) reduced prejudice towards non-native
accents compared to native accents. This study used native standard and regional accents. Non-
native accents are, according to Roessel et al. (2019, p. 23), “likely less tied to one’s identity than
natively spoken varieties”.

While previous research has focused on non-nativeness or regional accentedness, these
results demonstrate that there might be a bigger difference between non-native accentedness and
regional accentedness than thought before. It is also unclear what impact explicitly telling the
participant to envision themselves as the speaker might have on perspective-taking.

This study shows a possible difference in both: non-native versus regional accentedness,
and explicitly telling or not telling the participant to take the perspective of the speaker. The
generalizability of the results is limited by the absence of a manipulation check of perspective-
taking. The narratives chosen from the pretest were the most effective in applying perspective-
taking; it remains unclear if it was equally effective in the main experiment. Knowing if
perspective-taking was enabled would indicate a clearer difference in combating non-native
accented or regionally accented prejudice. A manipulation check in the main experiment could
show if narratives are not fit to combat prejudice. Despite the absence of the manipulation check
this study still shows different, more practical possibilities to implement perspective-taking.
Furthermore, this study showed the lack of research in the relationship between accents and the
implementation of perspective-taking.

An implication of this study on future research is that narratives should be taken into
consideration to combat non-native accentedness. Perspective-taking has proven to effectively
combat non-native accented prejudice. The methods that have been previously effective in
combating non-native accented prejudice could be used to combat regional accented prejudice.
This research can be used as a stepping stone for further research required to establish the

difference in assessment of regional accents compared to non-native accents. Ultimately it is
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important to study the impact of explicitly telling someone to take perspective, compared to

subconsciously.
Assessment of the speaker

In line with previous research the Southern Netherlandic regional accent, which was in this case
Brabants, is overall assessed worse than the Standard or Randstad accent (Heijmer & Vonk,
2002). Heijmer and Vonk (2002) still found a more positive evaluation of Limburgs on the
dimension ‘social’. Social shows similarities to warmth. For warmth assesses how the perceiver
thinks of the speaker, in the terms of friendliness or trustworthiness. And ‘social’ assessed for
instance ‘honesty’ and ‘Outgoing and fun’ (gezellig) (Heijmer & Vonk, 2002). This difference in
appreciation might be due to Brabants being associated less with warmth than Limburgs.

Another difference is the usage of a female speaker. Grondelaers et al. (2019) showed
that the least difference in warmth is present between a Randstad and Southern speaker when the
speaker is a female with a weak accent. The same study showed that different variables such as
dynamism and superiority still remained largely in favor of the Randstad speaker, and that
females are assessed as having less superiority compared to males. The usage of a female
speaker in this study compared to the usage of a male speaker in Heijmer and Vonk (2002) might
clarify the difference in appreciation.

This research establishes that Brabants speakers, rather than Southern accented or
Limburgs speakers, are experiencing prejudice. Not only are Brabants speakers experiencing
prejudice on similar variables as Limburgs speakers, positive stereotypes experienced by
Limburgs speakers such as warmth were not present with the Brabants speaker. What influence
the sex of the speaker has on evaluations remains ambiguous. But it is clear that there is a
difference between the assessment of female accented speakers of Randstad and Brabants accent.

The generalizability of the results is limited due to the scope of this study. This study
sought ways to combat prejudice and not to clarify the different types of prejudice. To establish
this difference in appreciation, research must be done to explore the difference in evaluation of
male and female speakers of Brabants. Additionally, further research is necessary to indicate the

difference in prejudice between Southern accents, such as Brabants and Limburgs.
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Conclusion

The purpose of this study was to answer the questions: (RQ) ‘To what extent can perspective-
taking be applied as intervention to reduce the negative assessment of a regional accent?’ and
(SQ) ‘To what extent are speakers with a Brabants accent assessed less positively on the
variables dynamism, competence, status, hirability, and perceived understandability and more
positively on warmth than people with a Randstad accent?’. To answer these questions, a
quantitative research was conducted with 136 participants, asking their opinion on speakers with
a Brabants and Randstad accent.

The main research question investigates the extent to which perspective-taking by the
means of a narrative can be applied as prejudice control. Perspective-taking had no significant
effect on all variables used to assess the speaker. This means that speakers are not assessed better
or worse when perspective-taking is primed, compared to when it is not primed. Perspective-
taking does not impact attitude towards both Randstad and Brabants speakers. Ultimately, using
a narrative to enable perspective-taking does not reduce negative assessment of a regional,
Brabants accented speaker.

The sub-question examines how Brabants speakers were assessed on warmth, dynamism,
competence, status, hirability, and perceived understandability compared to Randstad speakers.
Brabants speakers were expected to be assessed better on warmth. However, the results of
warmth show no significant difference between the assessment of Brabants or Randstad speakers
when it comes to warmth. This means that both speakers are perceived at the same level of
warmth. The other variables present in the sub-question all suggest a better assessment of
Randstad speakers. This part of the sub-question is supported. The Randstad accented speaker is
assessed better than a Brabants accented speaker on dynamism, competence, status, hirability,
and perceived understandability. Thus there is still prejudice towards regionally accented,
Brabants, speakers.

Overall this study indicates that Brabants accented speakers are assessed worse than
Standard accented speakers on dynamism, competence, status, hirability, and perceived
understandability. Despite the assumption that Brabants speakers would be better assessed on
warmth than Randstad speakers, warmth shows no significant difference between standard and
accented speakers. To conclude, this study finds that altering the assessment of a Brabants or

regionally accented speaker by reading a short narrative, which primes perspective-taking
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(supposedly), is not possible. Further research must therefore be done to examine the difference
between non-native accents and regional accents, but also between regional accents, such as the

Southern Brabants and Limburgs accent.
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Appendix
Appendix 1, Narratives pretest

Short I-perspective, narrative 1

“Ik had zoals je weet vandaag dat sollicitatiegesprek. Ik was wel zenuwachtig, maar ik denk dat
het wel goed is gegaan. Ik had een goed gevoel bij het bedrijf en voelde meteen een klik. Ze
zeiden dat ze over twee weken zouden laten weten of ik ben aangenomen. 1k hoop echt dat ik die
baan krijg.”

Long I-perspective, narrative 2

“Ik had zoals je weet vandaag dat sollicitatiegesprek. Ik kwam binnen bij Company Innovators
en daar werd ik ontvangen door een secretaresse. Ik werd door de secretaresse vriendelijk
begeleid naar een wachtruimte. Voor mijn gevoel was ik veel te vroeg, maar ik was bang om te
laat te komen. Na even gewacht te hebben was ik uiteindelijk aan de beurt. 1k heb een gesprek
gevoerd met de werkgever. Ik was zenuwachtig, maar ik denk dat het wel goed is gegaan. 1k had
een goed gevoel bij het bedrijf en voelde meteen een klik. Ze zeiden dat ze over twee weken
zouden laten weten of ik ben aangenomen. Ik hoop echt dat ik die baan krijg.”

Short She-perspective, narrative 3

“Mira komt thuis na haar werk en vertelt haar man dat er die dag sollicitatiegesprekken waren
voor de nieuwe functie van operationeel manager. Ze vertelt dat ze de sollicitanten begeleidde
naar het gesprek. Ze vond dat de sollicitanten zenuwachtig waren, maar hoorde dat de
gesprekken goed verlopen waren. Over twee weken horen ze of ze het zijn geworden.”

Long She-perspective, narrative 4

“Mira komt thuis na haar werk en vertelt haar man dat er die dag sollicitatiegesprekken waren
voor de nieuwe functie van operationeel manager. De sollicitanten waren naar haar mening wat
te vroeg en leken een beetje zenuwachtig. Ze probeerde de sollicitanten op hun gemak te stellen
door een kort praatje met ze te maken. Vervolgens begeleidde ze de sollicitanten naar het
gesprek. Ze vond dat de sollicitanten sympathiek over kwamen en ze hoorde dat de gesprekken
goed verlopen waren. Het was een lange dag, maar wel een productieve dag vol gesprekken.
Over twee weken horen de sollicitanten of ze het zijn geworden.
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Appendix 2, The message of the survey

U wordt uitgenodigd om deel te nemen aan een onderzoek dat wordt uitgevoerd door vijf
communicatie- en informatiewetenschappen studenten van de Radboud Universiteit, onder
begeleiding van Dr. B.C. Hendriks. De vragenlijst bestaat uit het beoordelen van een
audiofragment, waarna u een kort verhaaltje leest. Daarna zullen enkele demografische vragen
worden gesteld. Het invullen van de vragenlijst kost ongeveer 5-10 minuten.

Op de volgende pagina zal het eerste audiofragment weergegeven worden. Het is belangrijk dat u
de audiofragmenten goed kunt horen, dus zorg ervoor dat u zich in een rustige omgeving

bevindt. Het luisteren met een hoofdtelefoon of oortjes bevordert de geluidskwaliteit. Alle
audiofragmenten en verhaaltjes staan op een aparte pagina. Om verder te gaan kunt u rechtsonder
op het pijltje klikken. U kunt hierdoor niet meer terug naar de vorige pagina. Er zijn geen goede
of foute antwoorden, beantwoordt de vragen naar uw eigen idee.

Vertrouwelijkheid
De gegevens die verzameld worden aan de hand van deze vragenlijst zullen uitsluitend gebruikt
worden voor onze bachelor scriptie. Uw gegevens zullen volledig anoniem worden bewaard.

Vrijwilligheid
Deelname aan dit onderzoek is geheel vrijwillig. U kunt op elk gewenst moment uw deelname
stoppen. Daarbij worden de ingevulde gegevens direct verwijderd.

Toestemming
Door op het pijltje rechtsonder de pagina te klikken bevestigt u dat u bovenstaande informatie
gelezen hebt en vrijwillig meedoet aan dit onderzoek.
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Appendix 3, Narratives main experiment

I-form

“lk had zoals je weet vandaag dat sollicitatiegesprek. Ik was wel zenuwachtig, maar ik denk dat
het wel goed is gegaan. Ik had een goed gevoel bij het bedrijf en voelde meteen een klik. Ze
zeiden dat ze over twee weken zouden laten weten of ik het ben geworden. Ik hoop echt dat ik die
baan krijg.”

She-form
“Mira komt thuis na haar werk en vertelt haar man dat er die dag sollicitatiegesprekken waren
voor de nieuwe functie van operationeel manager. Ze vertelt dat ze de sollicitanten begeleidde

naar het gesprek. Ze vond dat de sollicitanten zenuwachtig waren, maar hoorde dat de
gesprekken goed verlopen waren. Over twee weken horen ze of ze het zijn geworden.”

Appendix 4, End of the survey
Bedankt voor de tijd die u heeft genomen om aan deze enquéte deel te nemen.

Uw antwoord is geregistreerd.
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