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The present study investigated the role of first and second language fluency in subjective
judgments of linguistic, social and professional competence of adult bilinguals in a military
setting. We examined the use of five types of speech marker, commonly referred to as
hesitation phenomena, among ten Francophone officer-cadets in their native and second
language, English. The results confirmed the experimenters' a priori classification of the
subjects as high or low fluency speakers. Anglophone and Francophone peer judges of various
levels of proficiency in their second language listened to a tape assembled of fifteen second
segments of each subject's speech production in the native and second language and completed a questionnaire composed of ten scales evaluating the subjects in three domains:
linguistic, social, and professional. The results showed that the eighty-six judges evaluated
the subjects more positively in their native than in their second language guises in all three
areas. High fluency speakers were evaluated more highly than low fluency speakers. Judges
reactions were shown to vary as a function of their degree of bilingualism and their minority
versus majority group membership.

In the present study we investigate the role of first and second language fluency
in subjective judgments of linguistic, social and professional competence of adult
bilinguals in a Canadian military setting. Our study was prompted by the observation that important individual differences in second language fluency can be
noted among speakers whose knowledge of the target language, as measured by
a variety of language tests, is comparable. We were interested in exploring some
of the aspects of speech style thought to be major components of fluency and we
hypothesized that some characteristics associated with a subject's perceived lack
of fluency in his second language might also be found to characterize his/her
mother tongue speech.
In discussing fluency, Fillmore (1979) suggests four criteria upon which a native
speaker is judged to be fluent in his own language. They are: the ability to talk
at length with few pauses, the ability to talk in coherent, reasoned and "semantically dense" sentences, the ability to have something to say in a wide range
of contexts, the ability to be creative and imaginative in language use. While all
of the above factors may influence judgments of the second language learner's
fluency, previous studies have shown that individual differences in the use of
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speech markers may provide the listener with clues to the social, psychological
and biological characteristics of the speaker and play an important role in social
interaction (Giles, Scherer & Taylor 1979). The markers selected for investigation
in the present study—repetitions, cut-offs, repair conversions, "uhs" and transitions—were adapted from Schegloff's (1979) description of mechanisms for selfrepair within a conversation. Individual differences in the frequency of occurrence
of these speech markers are proposed as an important component of fluency in
the second language (Albrechtsen, Henriksen & Faerch 1980; Lepicq 1980).
We chose to conduct our study within the well defined setting of two Canadian
military colleges. From an experimental point of view this presented many advantages. It provided access to a large pool of bilinguals from whom to select our
speaker subjects and judges. In addition, it allowed for a high degree of congruency
between speakers, judges, the topics to be discussed in the speech samples and
the criteria which served as the basis for the evaluation of our speakers. Furthermore, since the explicit evaluation of competence and performance in the
domains of language and professional activities is a regular feature of military
life, our study of language attitudes appeared authentic and congruent with ongoing practices. Ryan (this issue) has discussed the importance of these factors
in language attitude research.
The military setting was also of interest from a sociolinguistic point of view.
Coming under the jurisdiction of the federal Government of Canada, the military
establishment is, by virtue of the Official Languages Act, committed to the use
of both official languages—English and French—and to the development of bilingual proficiency in its personnel. The College from which our speaker-subjects
were chosen is located in the province of Quebec. As a result of recent provincial
legislation (cf. d'Anglejan 1983) the sole official language of the province is French.
Sixty percent of the students at the College are French native speakers. Although
the provincial language policy does not attribute official status to English, nor
does it encourage Francophones to become bilingual, Quebecers who enter the
military must take immediate steps to master a criterion level of English and it
is clear that knowledge of the language will have direct repercussions on career
opportunities within the military establishment. In spite of federal policies designed to increase the use of French throughout Canada, in areas outside Quebec
the language of work is likely to be English. Indeed, according to a recent report
of the Commissioner for Official Languages (1982), when they are not in the
majority, Francophones are hesitant to use French as the language of work even
in areas designated bilingual because they believe this will prove detrimental to
career advancement and might be perceived as imposing French on their English
speaking colleagues. Francophone military personnel may thus expect to carry
out many of their professional duties in English. Clearly, their ability to use the
language will have important repercussions on evaluations of their competence
as they carry out their duties alongside native speakers.
The empirical study to follow was designed to address the following questions:
1) What role does the use of speech markers play in the speech style of second
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language learners which makes some subjects sound more fluent than others
when other indices of language proficiency show them to be equivalent?
2) How important are these elements of discourse in the evaluation of second
language skills by native speakers?
3) Do these variations in language fluency influence judgements of social desirability and professional competence?
4) Are these individual differences in fluency found in the subjects' native
language speech or are they specific to second language production?
Our description of the study will deal with two sets of data. The first, related to
the use of speech markers will be summarized briefly. The second, dealing with
subjective reactions to second language fluency will be the main focus of this
paper.

Method
Speaker subjects. The ten subjects who provided the speech data for this study
were native speakers of French who had studied English for at least five years in
Quebec high schools prior to enrolling in the military college in Quebec. All were
males, between the ages of 19 and 21. Control of these variables was important
since it has been shown that sex and age influence both the rate of speech and
the frequency and rate of silent pauses. There is an increase in the rate of speech
and a decrease in the frequency and length of pauses with increasing age up to
adulthood when these features of fluency become a stable feature of an individual's
speaking style (Kowal & O'Connell 1980). The choice of subjects in their third
year of attendance at the college was motivated by several factors pertaining to
language use, status and socio-economic background. Many studies have confirmed the link between variable language behavior and social class. In the present
study, it was felt that attendance at the military college would have had an
equalizing effect on all subjects. Cadets wear uniforms, share living accommodations and receive the same income. By the third year, many experiences in
military training, sports, and social events have been shared and students are
beginning to assume roles of responsibility for the administration of the college.
We propose that the notion of the linguistic market (Bourdieu & Boltanski 1975),
rather than social class per se provides a more accurate index of the importance
of the prestige form of the language for these speakers. This notion was adapted
in a study which ranked individuals according to the importance of standard or
educated language for economic activity (Sankoff & Laberge 1978). This system
of ranking reflects the fact that teachers, receptionists and actors speak a more
standard variety than others in the same social class. A subjective ranking of the
importance of the standard variety of language for future officers in the Canadian
military places our subjects high on the linguistic market scale. In their leadership
roles many of the duties require public speaking in formal situations such as
teaching, explaining procedures or giving speeches in the first or second language.
The standard educated register of the native or second language is appropriate on
these occasions.
In terms of their second language proficiency, test scores (Canada Forces Language
Test) showed all ten subjects to have attained the intermediate or 'functional'
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level as a result of their formal and informal language learning experiences. However, in spite of their comparable test scores, subjects were perceived to vary in
their ability to manage certain elements of discourse, making some sound more
fluent than others. On the basis of the first author's observations of their oral
fluency over a period of several months in test situations, in classrooms, and in
informal contexts, five high fluency (HF| and five low fluency (LF) subjects, having
similar language proficiency scores were identified.
Speech samples. The ten subjects were requested to tape record their own speech
while interacting with a peer in three different situations: English planned (EP),
French unplanned (FU) and English unplanned (EU). Since fluency has been shown
to be sensitive to context (Ochs 1979) we chose to include two contexts characteristic of those in which subjects might actually be called upon to perform
professionally in their first or second language. In the first (EP) subjects v/ere
asked to teach a skill or present new information to a peer on a topic of mutual
interest in English. Typical of the topics chosen were "radio procedures for flying",
'how to ride a motorcycle' and 'the importance of surveying for engineers'. In the
second (FU) and third situations (EU) subjects were interviewed in their first and
second language by native speaker peers on topics relevant to life at the military
college (e.g. opinions concerning the admission of female cadets, difficulties encountered in learning to pilot a plane, etc.) The interviewer was instructed to
allow the subject to express himself as fully as possible. The interviews were
spontaneous, closely resembling the real-life situations in which the subjects are
interviewed every six months for professional assessments. They frequently use
language in situations approaching the formal end of the formal-informal spectrum. The investigators were not present at any of the recording sessions in order
to avoid what Labov (1972) has referred to as 'the observer's paradox'. He suggested
that subjects should be studied interacting with their own families or peer group
in order to elicit the most natural variety of speech for a given situation.

Speech marker data analysis. In order to validate our a priori classification of the
subjects as high or low fluency speakers, their differential use of speech markers
in their first and second languages was analyzed. The number of occurrences of
speech markers in the three situations (EP, FU, EU) was compiled from fiveminute samples of speech in each situation. The speech markers were classified
according to type: [uh, repeats, transitions, repair conversions and cut offs). Both
progressive and regressive types of repair were examined. It was hypothesized
that speakers who use prepositioned repairs (progressives), or markers placed
before the repair, that do not require a reorganization of the expectation of what
is to follow, would be perceived to be more fluent than those who used postpositioned repairs (regressives). Repeats and uhs are progressive and forward moving,
while cut-offs and repair conversions are postpositioned and cause a syntactic
readjustment on the part of the listener. The following examples from the data
of the present study illustrate the various types:
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Cut-offs. The cut-off mechanism (typically a glottal or other stop) operates in
within-the-word initiation of repair such as:
(1) -a hun/hundred feet (01,11-36) where the cut-off is followed by the production
of the same word, or in the next example where the cut-off is followed by
a different word.
(2)-pur/good instrument (01,11-94).
Repeats. Intonation contributes to an accurate distinction between repeats which
are self-repairs and those which are intensifiers. Only semantically insignificant
repeats were included in this analysis. The following are examples of the repeat
category.
(3) -t'a beau travailler comme un, comme un pas bon (07, IH-8).
(4) -like, uh, all kinds of, uh, all kinds of little, uh, regulation they did this (06IV-15).
In number 4, the unfilled pause, uh, signals the beginning of the repair. This flag
or cue frequently indicates to the listener that a self-repair will follow. (Jordan
and Fuller 1975; Shimanoff and Brunak 1977).
Repair Conversions. This type of repair modifies an element of speech that has
been produced. Frequently the speaker starts out with a search for a missing
element and the problem is resolved by repairing another element or changing
the turn so far. Examples are:
(5) It's like, it was kind of a preparatory year (06, IV-25).
(6) c'est que, c'est tse, c'est parce que (07, 111-66).
As a matter of fact, example number 6 contains two repair conversions.
Uhs. These occur in speech as pause fillers and also as part of the repeat or repair
conversion mechanism. Number 7 is an example of uh used as a pause filler while
numbers 8 and 9 are examples of repeats and repair conversions respectively.
When uhs were part of repeats and repair conversions they were tabulated as
repeats and repair conversions. Uhs were recorded as such when they appeared
in isolation which was most frequently in transition relevance places.
(7) if we uh increase the angle (02, 11-64).
(8) pour uh pour nous autres (01, 111-34).
(9) He was, uh, we were playing together (01, IV-96).
The four categories of speech marker that have been described are all instances
of self-initiated repair. In this study they have been examined within the units
of a speaker's turn. There are rules for the turn-taking system within a conversation such that the speaker is normally entitled to complete the unit type he
had set out to produce at the beginning of his turn whether it be a sentence,
phrase, clause or word. The units have this quality of projectability (Sacks, Schegloff, Jefferson 1974) which is important for the smooth allocation of turns. Within
the organization of conversations there are transition relevance places where a
change of speaker would most likely occur, as shown in the following examples:
(10)you've got to try to meet her, uh, well, down where you are (09, II-9).
(ll)tu montres qu'est-ce que t'es capable de faire puis euh tu recoltes ce que
t'as seme, tse (tu sais) (07, III-7).

Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 5, No. 2, 1983

218

The occurrence of transition markers was compared to self-repair types within
units: cut-offs and repair conversions (postpositioned) and uh and repeats which
are prepositioned and progressive. It would seem that transition markers would
be less disturbing to the listener and would therefore not be a negative factor in
evaluating fluency. While the first four types all occurred in the same positions
and were contrasted for the presence or lack of progressivity, the last category,
transitions, was compared to the four repair types for location: within the unit
or in a transition relevance place. It was hypothesized that those who seemed
intuitively to be more fluent would use transition markers rather than speech
markers within the units. In an analysis of progressivity and regressivity only,
transitions were calculated with the former category. Other pause fillers such as
O.K., you know, and tu sais were tabulated as transitions when they occurred in
transition relevance places.
Statistical analysis of speech marker data.1 The following statistical analyses were
performed on speech marker frequency data tabulated from five-minute segments
of speech:
1) A three-way analysis of variance of the use of the five speech markers in
the three contexts (EP, FU, EU) by the two fluency groups (HFS and LFS).
2) Correlation coefficients among 15 vectors representing the five types of
speech markers in three contexts (EP, FU, EU) where n = 10 speakers. The
matrix of correlations thus obtained served as a heuristic pattern recognition
device and was examined for consistent patterns of positive or negative
correlations (arbitrarily set at > .20 or < -.20) among marker types across
the three speech contexts.
These results are shown in Fig. 1 and Table 1. They will not be discussed in detail
here owing to a lack of space. However a full discussion of the analyses and the
results can be found in Olynyk (1983). The significant findings can be summarized
as follows:
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Figure 1. Patterns of positive (r > .20) and negative (r < -.20) correlations of
marker types across three situations. + = positive correlation, - = negative
correlation, blank otherwise.
Type of Marker
Situation
uh
EP—English planned
R—repeat
FU—French unplanned
T—transition
EU—English unplanned
CO—cut-off
R.C—repair conversion

Average Number of Occurrences
EP
FU
EU

LFS
HFS
LFS
HFS
LFS
HFS

uh
18.00
25.20
11.80
11.60
22.80
20.00

R

T

18.40
24.60
16.60
23.80
24.00
27.00

24.60
31.60
23.80
25.20
28.60
35.00

R.C.
12.80
10.40
13.20
8.80
17.40
10.40

CO.

3.60
2.60
1.40
1.80
4.40
5.60

Three-Way Analysis of Variance
Sum of
Squares

DF

Mean
Square

F

Signif
of F

11930.38
82.14
11021.27
826.97

7
1
4
2

1704.34
82.14
2755.32
413.49

26.94
1.30
43.55
6.54

.00*
.26
.00*
.00*

two-way interaction
fluency class X type of marker
fluency class X situation
type of marker X situation

908.08
498.23
72.36
337.49

14
4
2
8

64.86
124.56
36.18
42.19

1.03
1.97
.57
.67

.43
.10*
.57
.72

three-way interaction
fluency class X situation

166.37
166.37

OO
00

20.80
20.80

.33
.33

.95
.95

13004.83
7592.00
20596.83

29
120
149

448.44
63.27
138.23

7.09

.00

Main effects
fluency class (LFS vs HFS)
type of marker
situation (EP vs FU vs EU)

EXPLAINED
RESIDUAL
TOTAL

Table 1: Statistical Analysis of Speech Marker Data
1. Those subjects categorized as less fluent used more regressive type speech
markers than those categorized as more fluent, whereas the more fluent
speakers used more markers of the progressive type.2
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1. The more fluent speakers used proportionately more transition markers.
3. The profile for the occurrence of all types of speech marker was similar for
the individual in his native and second language.
4. There was an increase in the frequency of occurrence of speech markers in
t h e different c o n t e x t s : French u n p l a n n e d (FU) < English planned
(EP) < English unplanned (EU).
5. Whereas it was expected that more speech markers would occur in the
speech of LFS, the HFS had ten percent more. While the difference is not
significant it is clear that it is not the frequency of occurrence per se, but
the category of speech- marker which is of importance.
These results served to confirm our a priori groupings of high and low fluency
speakers.

fudges. A total of 86 male judges were chosen among English-speaking, Frenchspeaking and bilingual officer cadets at a military college in an English-speaking
province. The judges were similar to the speaker subjects in age, sex, level of
education and social class. For purposes of the analysis, the judges were placed
in seven different categories according to mother tongue and level of second
language proficiency. Listening comprehension test scores of four and over classified the judge as bilingual English (BE) or French (BF). Those who obtained a
score of three were placed in the good English (GE) or good French (GF| group.
The fair English (FE) and fair French (FF) groups were composed of judges who
rated two on the listening test. The only Francophone judge with a score of one
was classified with the FF group. There were seven monolingual English speaking
(ME) judges with very limited proficiency in French. The following summarizes
the number of judges in each group:
BE
BF
GE
GF
FE
FF
ME
9
24
10
17
14
5
7

Materials. A stimulus tape was assembled consisting of randomly ordered 15
second segments of each subject's speech taken from the French and English
interviews (FU and EU). The criteria for selection of the segment were that the
content be as neutral as possible and that the speech style be representative of
the subject's usual manner of expressing himself. To ensure that the judges would
understand the rating procedure, instructions were given in both English and
French, and a test speaker, an Anglophone speaking English, was placed at the
beginning of the tape. Judges then listened to ten subjects speaking English and
French in an adaptation of the matched-guise technique (Lambert 1967). Judges
were unaware that they were hearing the same speaker twice. After each segment,
a one-minute pause allowed the judges to complete the questionnaire.
Six different tapes were prepared to control for factors of fatigue or diminishing
interest for those speakers occurring at the end of the tape. To guard against the
comparison of each subject with the preceding speaker, the language of the guise
alternated between English and French.
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Questionnaire. The questionnaire (Appendix A) consisted of ten scales, eight of
which were taken from the Canadian Forces Personnel Evaluation Report for
Officers, Section 7, Comparative Assessment, for evaluating on the job performance. Items 9 and 10 were added for purposes of the study. Each scale measures
judgements of professional competency (1, 2, 5, 7, 8, 9), social desirability (4, 10),
or language ability (3, 6). The five positions on the scale provide the judges with
the option of indicating whether they completely agree, agree, have no opinion,
disagree, or strongly disagree with the statement. To discourage judges from
answering in a habitual manner, statements 3, 4, 7 and 10 were expressed in the
negative.

Procedure for questionnaire data collection. For purposes of administration, six
groups of approximately 15 judges were formed. Each group was informed that
they were to hear a tape presenting 21 different speakers of English and French
from one of the other military colleges. Each judge received a booklet of 21
identical rating sheets. They recorded their mother tongue and listening comprehension test score on the first page. The time and place chosen for the data
collection served to recreate an authentic situation for the evaluation of cadets.
Questionnaire data analysis. The questionnaire data were analyzed as follows.
Each of the speaker's two guises was treated as a separate speaker. The questionnaires from the seven categories of judge (BE, BF, GE, GF, FE, FF, ME) were
considered separately. The questions within each topic area (linguistic, professional, and social) were also treated separately, so that a total of 7 x 3 = 21
separate sets of responses were considered for each speaker. So as to avoid prejudging the complex possibilities of interaction among judges' native language,
judges' degree of bilingualism, language guise, speakers' fluency, and topic area,
the first analysis to be carried out was an exploratory data analysis, of the multidimensional type. Within each of the 21 sets of responses, a comparison was
made of the ratings assigned to each pair of speakers. This comparison consisted
of taking the absolute value of the difference between a judge's evaluation of one
speaker and the other and summing these differences over all judges in the given
group and over all questions in the given topic area. The results take the form of
21 separate matrices called 'dissimilarity matrices' of 20 rows and 20 columns,
having non-negative entries, zero on the diagonals and being symmetric about
the diagonal.
These matrices were used as input to the INDSCAL program (Carroll and Chang
1970) which carries out 'multi-dimensional scaling with individual differences'.
The output from this analysis is a two-dimensional (or higher dimensional if
desired) configuration of 20 points summarizing insofar as is mathematically
possible, the pattern of similarities among speakers contained in the input matrices. In addition, the analysis provides the weight of each of the original matrices
on each of the two or more output dimensions representing the extent to which
that dimension accounts for the data in that particular matrix. As will be seen,
the output in INDSCAL, a purely heuristic procedure, is highly suggestive of
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certain tendencies in the data set. As a next step in the analysis, these tendencies
were tested directly by returning to the original data.

Results
Multidimensional scaling. The results of the multidimensional scaling are summarized below, followed by an analysis of the INDSCAL results.
a) In a two-dimensional analysis 26% and 15% of the variance is explained
by two dimensions. Figure 2 portrays the position of the speakers in this
two-dimensional analysis.
b) On the first axis the English guises are generally situated to the right and
the French guises to the left. Thus, judgments of skills depend most strongly
on the language of the guise. Hence we call this the language guise axis.

2nd axis

H

H

O

French guise

D English guise
Figure 2. The position of speakers in a two-dimensional INDSCAL analysis.
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c) The second axis seems to differentiate the guises according to the fluency
of the speaker, irrespective of language. Thus in regard to English guises
there are three high fluency speakers (HFS) and one low fluency speaker
(LFS) above the axis while below there are four LFS and two HFS. In French
there are four HFS and three LFS above and one HFS and two LFS below.
Those speakers who do not behave as their cohorts on this axis were found
to be atypical in regards to speech rate (see Olynyk 1983).
d) As shown in Table 2 there is a high degree of carry-over on the fluency axis
but not the language choice axis. This is to say that the evaluation of the
subjects speech production, interpreted as the quality or fluency of the
speaker, is similar in his first and second language. There is little carryover on the first axis because here the judge places most importance on
subjects speaking their native language. In other words, the judges consistently evaluate speakers to be better in their native language and therefore
different from their second language guises.
e) Figures 3 and 4 display in a linear representation the weights accorded by
the program to each of the 7 groups of judges with respect to the two axes.
The bilingual English (BE) judges place little importance on the first dimension (language guise) in judging speakers (Fig. 3). The monolingual English (ME) place a lot of weight on this dimension. The French judges show
that reverse pattern: the bilingual French (BF) place more importance on
language choice than the fair French (FF). The above holds true for each of
the three categories of judgment: language ability, social desirability, and
professional competence. The questions having to do with language ability
weigh most heavily on this (language guise) axis and it is here that the ME
judges are most sharply distinguished from the BE judges. The professional
competence judgments weigh less heavily, and the social desirability least
on this axis especially for English judges.
f) With respect to all types of judgments, on the second axis (speaker fluency),
it is the BE judges who place much importance on fluency while the ME
place little (Fig. 4). The French judges fall in the mid range with respect to
all three types of judgments and do not differ greatly according to second
language skills (BF, GF, or FF) though there is a slight trend for the more
bilingual ones to place more weight here.

Confirmation of INDSCAL results. The INDSCAL results indicated a number of
tendencies which warranted further investigation. The first result to be investigated in more detail was the effect of guise language on the evaluations of each
group of judges. Table 3 juxtaposes results for the native and second language
guises, summed over all ten speakers, and displays their differences. As illustrated
in Fig. 5, this confirms the language effect suggested by INDSCAL (Fig. 3). Indeed,
those Anglophone judges who are more competent in their second language,
French, place less weight on language, whereas the Francophone judges who are
more competent in their second language, English, place more weight here.
The second tendency suggested by INDSCAL is the parallel effect of speaker
fluency among both Anglophone and Francophone judges. This is confirmed in
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Table 4, which contrasts the judgments on the HFS with those on the LFS. Here
the effect is even clearer than with INDSCAL. In fact Fig. 6 shows the increasing
weight placed on fluency by both more bilingual Francophone and Anglophone
judges, more clearly than Fig. 4.
Though the INDSCAL results and those from the comparisons of average ratings
confirm each other to a large extent, there are a number of differences. For example
the weights assigned by monolingual English judges (ME) in INDSCAL (Fig. 4)
do not correspond to the differences in their mean judgments of HFS and LFS on
the second axis (Fig. 6). To what can this be attributed? It should be emphasized
that INDSCAL was not given any information about the language guise or speaker
fluency—it simply grouped the speakers according to the judgment data (Fig. 2).
That there is a systematic difference in terms of language guise and another in
terms of speaker fluency is an interpretation we are led to make on examining
the groupings which result from the analysis. These groupings reflect in a dramatic
way language guise and speaker fluency differences, but are not completely determined by them (e.g. as mentioned above, speech rate appears to influence
perceptions of fluency). On the other hand, in comparing mean judgments, we
make explicit use of the native versus second language (Fig. 5) and HFS versus
LFS (Fig. 6) distinctions. This is why we cannot expect an even stronger resemblance between the two analyses.
In summary, as the degree of bilinguality of the English judges increases, the
weight placed on the language guise axis decreases, while the converse is true of
their French counterparts: with increasing levels of bilinguality French judges
place greater weight on the language of the guise. As for speaker fluency, both
the more bilingual Anglophone judges (BE) and the more bilingual Francophones
(BF) place increasing weight on this factor.

Subjects
1-17
9-11
8-14
5-16
3-13
15-19
7-10
4-18
12-20
2-6

Average:

Difference in Position
on First Axis

Difference in Position
On second axis

.30
.35
.63
.52
.07
.25
.62
.10
.44
.21
.37

.05
.16
.37
.27
.07
.10
.37
.12
.18
0
.17

Table 2: Difference Between Degree of Carry-over on Language Guise (First Axis)
and Speaker Fluency (Second Axis)
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\
\

FL

French
English

M—Monolingual judges
F—Fair judges
G—Good judges
B—Bilingual judges
M

F

G

Judge's L2 competence

Figure 3. Importance of language guise axis for different types of judges in evaluations of language, social desirability, and professional competence.

Judge's L, and category of judgment

FL French, Language
FS French, Social
FP French, Professional

EL English, Language
ES English, Social
EP English, Professional
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g

French

5

s

English

"3

o
6

2
M—Monolingual judges
F—Fair judges
G—Good judges
B—Bilingual judges

M

F

G

B

Judge's L2 competence

Figure 4. Importance of speaker fluency axis for different types of judges in evaluations of language, social desirability, and professional competence.
Judge's L, and category of judgment

FL French, Language
FS French, Social
FP French, Professional

EL English, Language
ES English, Social
EP English, Professional
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Topic
ME

GF

BF

GE

FF

FE

Social
29.28
25.36
3.92
28.93
24.00
4.93
26.98
22.75
4.23
27.68
25.95
1.73
28.60
25.90
2.70
28.53
28.27
.26

BE

25.06
24.83
.23

Language
34.41
23.28
11.13
32.90
24.77
8.13
33.19
25.80
7.39
32.55
25.21
7.34
31.10
25.00
6.10
33.21
27.21
6.00
28.90
23.99
4.81

Professional
30.64
25.21
5.43
29.09
25.36
2.73
28.69
25.11
3.58
28.68
25.25
3.43
26.84
24.95
1.89
28.79
25.90
2.89
25.99
24.13
1.86

Total
94.33 L,
73.85 L,
20.48
90.92 L,
71.14 L,
16.78
88.86 L,
73.66 L,
15.20
88.91 L,
76.41 L,
12.50
86.54 L,
75.85 L,
10.69
90.53 L,
81.38 L,
9.15
79.95 L,
72.95 L,
7.00

Judge's Native Language and Level of Proficiency
in the Second Language
BE—Bilingual English speaker
BF—Bilingual Francophone
FE—Fair English speaker
FF—Fair Francophone
GE—Good English speaker
GF—Good Francophone
ME—Monolingual English speaker
Table 3: Effect of the Guise Language on Judgments in the Three Different Categories of Question
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Figure 5. Effect of the language of the guise (L, or L,| on judgments of M (Monolingual|, F (Fair), G (Good), and B (Bilingual) judges.

Judge's L, and category of judgment

FL French, Language
FS French, Social
FP French, Professional

EL English, Language
ES English, Social
EP English, Professional
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Topic
BE

BF

GE

ME

Social
26.29
23.55
2.74
26.04
23.77
2.27
27.57
26.06
1.51
27.64
27.00
.64

FE

GF

FF

29.63
27.20
1.43
27.84
25.09
2.75
28.10
26.40
1.70

Language
28.72
24.12
4.60
31.52
27.51
4.01
31.10
26.66
4.44
31.40
26.49
4.91
31.71
28.71
3.00
29.92
27.75
2.17
28.40
27.70

Professional
26.43
23.69
2.74
27.76
26.04
1.72
27.92
26.02
1.90
28.85
27.00
1.85
27.84
26.85

Total

.99

5.42

.70

.07

LFS
HFS
10.08
LFS
HFS
8.00
LFS
HFS
7.85
LFS
HFS
7.40
LFS
HFS

27.43
27.02
.41

LFS
HFS
5.33

26.43
26.36

LFS
HFS
2.47

Judge's Native Language and Level of Proficiency
in the Second Language
BE—Bilingual English speaker
BF—Bilingual Francophone
FE—Fair English speaker
FF—Fair Francophone
GE—Good English speaker
GF—Good Francophone
ME—Monolingual English speaker
Table 4: Contrast in the Judgments on HFS with LFS on Speaker Fluency Among
Groups of Judges
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Figure 6. Contrast in the judgments on HFS with LFS on speaker fluency among
M (Monolingual), F (Fair), G (Good), and B (Bilingual) judges.

Judge's L, and category of judgment

FL French, Language
FS French, Social
FP French, Professional

EL English, Language
ES English, Social
EP English, Professional

To conclude, the overall results of the data analyses can be summarized as follows:
1. Judges ratings of the high fluency speakers were relatively higher than those
of the low fluency speakers, irrespective of language.
2. All subjects were evaluated more positively in their native language than
in their second language.
3. The ratings of the subjects varied as a function of the judge's native language
and level of proficiency in the second language.

Discussion
Overall Results. At first glance our questionnaire data seem to contradict previous
studies in the Canadian setting (e.g. Lambert 1967, 1970; Lambert et al. 1960)
which showed speakers of the majority language, English, to be evaluated higher
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than their French counterparts on qualities such as intelligence, physical attractiveness, competence, and social desirability. In the above studies the matchedguise technique presented the listener with samples of balanced bilinguals reading
identical material in the formal setting of a school or university classroom. The
present study differs from these in several important respects: 1) stimuli were
samples of speech not reading; 2) the subjects speaking in English were clearly
Francophone non-native speakers and 3) the study was conducted with the welldefined context of a military college using congruent subjects, judges, and evaluation criteria. In the present study both English and French judges rated all
French native language speakers, more positively than speakers of the second
language, English, as shown in Table 3 and Fig. 3. Furthermore, it was among
those Anglophones who were the least competent (ME) in their second language
that the tendency to rate speakers more favourably in French was most pronounced. Can we conclude that French has more status than English at the present
time? In spite of federal policies to encourage bilingualism, and in particular to
extend the use of French in English Canada, this does not seem a reasonable
explanation. We believe the profile of results must be examined in the light of
the varying second language competence of the judges, as well as the specific
setting and stimuli of the present study. As noted above, previous studies presented balanced bilingual speakers who were indistinguishable from native speakers, whereas the English guises in the present study were clearly those of second
language speakers whose interlanguage represents an intermediate level of English
which is the required standard for officer cadets. It has been pointed out that in
most cases, second language learners do not attain the level of balanced bilinguals
and therefore the non-fluent bilingual is more representative of the real world
(Segalowitz and Gatbonton 1977). Judges in previous studies evaluated English
speakers higher than French speakers when all were perceived as native speakers.
The research design was effective in evoking ethnic stereotypes. However, the
objectives and the design of the present study were different.
Ryan, Giles and Sebastian (1982) have proposed a two-dimensional framework
for the study of the evaluation of speakers on the basis of speech style. The first
dimension concerns the social status of the language in a given society. The second
relates to the concept of ingroup-outgroup solidarity, proposing that judges will
favor ingroup speakers, perceived members of their own ethnolinguistic group.
The following factors in the context of a study may influence the listener: the
institutional setting of the experiment, the group identity of the speakers, the
social status of the speakers, the language of the experiment, the formality of the
experimenter, the topic of the speech samples, as well as the dependent variables.
In addition, the listeners may vary in the degree of importance placed on interpersonal versus intergroup factors in judging the speakers.
The institutional setting—a military college in an English-speaking province—
in which our attitudinal data were gathered, the majority position of English as
the language of work in Canadian and military settings, as well as the goals of
bilingualism in the military colleges, might have been expected to influence the
judges to rate the English guises higher than the French guises. Participants were
aware of the group identity, social status and language of the speakers. The for-
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mality of the experimenter was congruent with the military setting, as was the
topic of the speech samples. The dependent measures, ten scales measuring linguistic, social, and professional criteria, encouraged respondents to evaluate the
subjects on the basis of interpersonal (competent, intelligent) rather than intergroup (co-worker) advantaged criteria. Judges clearly appear to have responded
not in terms of ethnic stereotypes or an intergroup norm but in terms of a perceived
interpersonal status norm appropriate to the setting. Speakers are evaluated more
positively in their native language than in the second language on the status
dimension involving personal characteristics related to professional success. This
holds true in spite of that fact that English, their second language, has traditionally
been the more prestigious language, particularly in the domain of work.
A recently borrowed construct from the field of psychology, the negative affect
mechanism, has been proposed (see Ryan this issue) as an alternative to explanations based on ethnic stereotypes in studies investigating negative evaluations
of Spanish-accented English. The two acknowledged sources of inspiration for
this mechanism are: the Byrne and Clore reinforcement-affect model of evaluative
responses (Byrne 1969; Clore and Byrne 1974) and the ideas advanced by Lott and
Lott (1972, 1974). The assumptions of the model are that most stimuli present
in the environment can be characterized as rewarding or punishing and that
rewarding stimuli arouse positive affect whereas punishing stimuli arouse negative affect. Neutral stimuli associated with rewarding stimuli will, through a
classical conditioning process, trigger positive affect and thus be positively evaluated whereas neutral stimuli associated with punishing stimuli will similarly
trigger affect and thus receive a negative evaluation. It is suggested that the
application of this model would predict that speakers of nonstandard varieties of
language would be negatively evaluated by speakers of the standard form because
the interlanguage of these speakers would increase problems of understanding
and possibly create problems in interpersonal communication or compliance with
directions. These problems would be aggravated in low redundancy experimental
conditions such as the present study which requires judges to make evaluations
on the basis of audio-tape recordings alone. The risk of misunderstanding in
activities associated with goal attainment such as giving or receiving information
in a professional setting would predict an unfavourable evaluation of the nonstandard speaker through association with punishing stimuli. In the present study,
the nonstandard variety is, of course, English spoken by second language learners
and we are proposing that the negative-affect mechanism may help explain the
lower evaluations of the English guises.

Fluency. On the question of fluency, similarities in the use of speech markers in
the native and second languages had been expected since previous studies have
shown that the profile for pauses and hesitations is carried over from one language
to the other, with an increase in the frequency and length of various types of
hesitation in the second language (Deschamps 1980, Raupach 1980). Our results
suggest that the presence of these components of fluency in the native and second
language influences all groups of judges in their evaluations. The implications of
this finding for the evaluation of second language learners will be discussed in
the section devoted to the broader implication of the study.
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Diffetences among groups of judges. An important difference among the groups
of judges should be recalled. Due to the fact that English and French speakers on
the tape were identified as native speakers of French and were easily recognized
as such, the Francophone judges, as members of a minority group, might have
been influenced by the solidarity factor in their evaluations, whereas this is not
a consideration for the majority group, Anglophone judges. The monolingual
English (ME) judges were most extreme in evaluating subjects more favorably in
their native language than in their second language (Fig. 3). This group had a low
tolerance level for English spoken as a second language and evaluated speakers
higher in French although their comprehension was extremely low. This group
would have interacted least with the target group. Why was this evaluation so
high? Clearly there is no single obvious explanation for this phenomenon but we
will consider several plausible interpretations. This pattern of judgments could
be based on the fact that the speaker sounded more confident and fluent in his
native language, one of the factors related to the use of speech markers (Williams
1973). In addition, these judges were probably not affected by any type of annoyance or irritability when listening to the French segments because they would
not have decoded the language and therefore would not have been negatively
influenced in their evaluations of the French guises. The judges own low level
of competence in the second language may also be related to their reactions to
the speakers' bilinguality. Their downgrading of second language speakers may
be a result of their own lack of success in learning a second language. Indeed,
their own attempts may have been hampered by negative attitudes, related to
ethnocentrism or resentment of the federal government's bilingualism policy.
Having been unwilling, or unable, to achieve any degree of mastery of French,
these judges' negative evaluations may reflect a lack of empathy with second
language speakers and a certain degree of irritability at having their native language spoken as an interlanguage. Their ratings may convey a desire to minimize
the importance of bilingualism.
At the bilingual level of competence in the second language, BE, these Anglophone
judges who have little reason to be threatened by bilingualism place less importance on the language guise factor. In other words they accept bilingualism and
they judge subjects more similarly in their native and second language. This
confirms the findings of a study of children's reactions which found that bilingual
subjects rated speakers more similarly in their two languages than monolinguals
(Genesee and Holobow 1978). The investigators suggest that bilinguals have a
better sense of identity with both groups. The suggestion that second language
competence indicates a positive attitude towards the target language group (Genesee and Holobow 1978; Gatbonton 1975) is supported by the judgments of the
BE in the present study but not the BF. In our explanation of the dissimilarities
between these Anglophone and Francophone judges' reactions, we propose that
the minority position of the Francophone is the single most important influence
on his higher evaluation of the French speakers. The BF judges' reaction is stronger
on social attractiveness than professional competence and is probably an expression of in-group solidarity with the French speakers. Due to the fact that they
have attained a high level of proficiency in the second language, these judges may
feel their own language threatened in a minority situation. In addition, this group
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might have been negatively influenced in their evaluations by their ability to
perceive any errors in the interlanguage of the English guises. The judges, in this
instance, were more proficient in their second language than the subjects. Finally,
recent legislation by the Quebec government to establish French as the language
of work in Quebec, and the federal Official Languages Act which created bilingual
positions in an attempt to enable Francophones to work in French in designated
bilingual areas, may have encouraged the bilingual Francophone to express his
preference for the use of his native language in his professional life. This group
would probably have experienced first-hand some of the negative consequences
of working in a second language.
In contrast with the BF judges, the Francophone group with the least proficiency
in their second language (FF) may have been positively influenced in their judgements of the English guises by their own lack of bilinguality. Working as they
do in a military establishment in English Canada, their low level of second language proficiency would probably be experienced as a distinct handicap. Bilingualism could scarcely be dismissed as unimportant as might be the case for the
Anglophone monolingual in the same setting.
In regards to fluency judgments (fig. 6) all bilingual judges rate HFS higher than
judges who are less competent in the second language. The fact that these judges
are better able to determine the quality of the second language guises would place
them at an advantage over less competent groups who may have encountered
difficulty in comprehending one of the languages. Listening to the HFS would
have produced less strain on the bilingual judges than decoding the speech of the
LFS and would therefore have influenced judges to rate these guises more favorably.
Broader Implications of the Findings. The results of our study have raised some
important issues with respect to the field of second language teaching and testing
and the individual who must perform professionally in a second language. In
regards to the first issue, several questions should be addressed. Our results suggest
that a testee's speech production in an oral interview situation is indicative of
his least fluent variety of interlanguage. For this reason, the ratings should be
considered with caution. We suggest that the evaluation of second language proficiency by means of an interview should comprise only a small portion of the
total assessment of a subject's oral skills. In judging the fluency of the second
language speaker or learner, the examiner should be aware of the speaker's fluency
in his native language. A subject who hesitates and repeats frequently in his
native language will probably transfer this pattern to his second language speech
production. Standards applied by evaluators in rating fluency are often vague and
are frequently based on comparisons between the subject's speech performance
and that of an ideal native speaker.
The second important issue concerns the evaluation of the competence of individuals who must perform professionally in a second language. Our findings
showed that individuals were judged to be professionally, linguistically and so-
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cially more competent in their first language. Furthermore, majority group bilinguals rated individuals more similarly in the native and second language, whereas
majority group monolinguals were most extreme in judging native language speakers more favorably. These findings suggest that in the Canadian setting, Anglophones should be aware of the potential negative bias in their assessment of
Francophones who perform professional duties in their second language. Likewise,
Francophones who are only functional in English should be aware of the possible
negative impact their use of the second language in professional life might have
on Anglophone supervisory personnel. They might be encouraged by these findings to use French wherever possible in carrying out their duties. Further studies
of minority and majority groups in a variety of professional settings need to be
undertaken before these findings can be generalized to other situations. However,
the results suggest important directions for future research.

Notes
1. We thank Nguyen Ba Truong for carrying out the ANOVA and INDSCAL computations.
2. The marginality of the significance level (p = .10) for the two-way interaction (fluency
class x type of marker) shown in table 1 appears to be due to the use of superfluous
distinctions within the regressive and progressive categories of marker (df = 4). Indeed,
if the ANOVA is repeated contrasting progressives (including transitions) vs regressives
only, the interaction between fluency class and marker category becomes unequivocally
significant (df = 1, p = .008). The mean scores for the progressive vs regressive markers for the two fluency classes are as follows:
Progressives
Regressives
HFS
74.7
13.2
LFS
62.9
17.6

Appendix A
Group
Professional Rating Form

When we hear a person speak we all make certain judgments about the personality
and character of the individual. Rate each speaker on the tape by placing an X in
the appropriate space after the following ten statements. In each case you are
asked whether you agree or disagree with the description given. Use the full range
of the scale and avoid using the "No Opinion" column whenever possible. Work
quickly. It's your first impression that counts.
1. Analyzes problems or situations well.
No Opinion
Strongly
Agree
Agree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

2. Accepts responsibilities and duties.
Strongly
Agree
No Opinion
Agree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree
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3. Does not express himself well in writing.
Strongly
Agree
No Opinion Disagree
Agree

Strongly
Disagree

4. Has difficulty working with others.
Strongly
Agree
No Opinion
Agree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

5. Can make decisions.
Strongly
Agree
Agree

No Opinion

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

6. Expresses himself well orally.
Strongly
Agree
No Opinion
Agree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

7. Makes insufficient plans and preparations.
Strongly
Agree
No Opinion Disagree
Agree

Strongly
Disagree

8. Applies job knowledge and skills.
Strongly
Agree
No Opinion
Agree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

9. Is a high achiever in academic studies.
Strongly
Agree
No Opinion
Agree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

10. Is not well-liked by his peers.
Strongly
Agree
No Opinion
Agree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

