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INTRODUCTION

There has been some research in recent years which has atm
tempted to demonstrate the effect of needs, attitudes and stereotyped
beliefs on social judgements and perception (see, for}instance, Secord,
1959). One type of experimental design that highlights the role that
such factors play in perception consists of observing and comparing the
reactions of a subject when presented with the same stimulus under dif-
ferent labelling conditions. A technique which employs this sort of design
has been developed by Lambert, Hodgson, Gardner, and Fillenbaum (1960).
They compared a listener's evaluative reactions to the same individual
speaking in two languageé. In this case, different labels (languages) are
attached to the same stimulué (a personts voice)s A variation of this tech~
nique was employed by Anisfeld, Bogo, and Lambert (1962) in which two dif=-
ferent dialects in the same language were presumed to function as dis=-
tinctive labels,

In the Lambert et al, (1960) study, the recorded voices of four
near perfect male bilinguals speaking once in French and once in English
were played before two groups of listeners, The listeners consisted of
English and French Canadian second year college students from the Montreal
area, The students were asked to give their impressions of the personality
of each speaker. To do this, each speakerrwas rated on a number of desire-
able personality tfaifs, such as “dependability" and "“intelligence,™ on
six=~point scales anchored at one end by "wery little" and at the other
end by "very much." The listeners were unaware that they were hearing
four spéakers speaking once in each language., All eight voices delivered

the same message,
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The differences(D) between the English and French guises of
each speakér on each of the personality traits were noted for each listener,
with account taken of the direction of the difference (plus for English and
minus for French)., For instance, for Speaker A on the trait of intelligence,
a score of 43 for a given listener indicates that this listener judged Speaker
A to be 3 points higher along the intelligence dimension when speaking in
English than when speaking in French, In view of the fact that the message
was the same for all eight voiées and that the same speaker was used for
both guises, it was felt that discrepancies of this type might reflect the
influence of attitudes toward English and French Canadians on the evaluative
Jjudgements of the listener,

The results of this study showed that both English and French Cane
adian listeners evaluated the English voices more favorably than the French
voices. This, coupled with the fact that there were generally low cor=
relations between attitude measures and evaluative reactions,led the aunthors
to interpret their findings as reflecting the existence of community-wide
stereotyped attitudes of English and French Canadians in the Montreal area.

Studies employing the matched guise technique like the present
one are primarily interested in exploring the variations in ifnpressions of
personality that can be attributed to the dialectical characteristics of
a speaker's voice., Dialectical here refers to those features of speech which
identify the linguisticecultural group of the speaker., However, other feat-
ures of spe€ech may also play a role in the formation of a listenert's im-
pression. Previous investigation (see Licklider and Miller, 1951,1p.1076£,
or Kramer, 1962, 1963) suggests that the vocal or phonological features of

a speaker'!s voice play a role in the formation of a listener's impression,



In general, it has been found that although a listenerts judgements of a
Speaker's personality are not very accurate, listeners-often agree that a
speakervpossesses a given set of traits. Recently, Kjeldergaard (1963)

has attempted to determine the effect that two vocal characteristics, rate
and loudness, have on impressions of personality. A third factor in speech
which plays a role is the content of the passage spoken, Markel and Roblin
(1963) have demonstrated that the emotional affective content of the message
affects a listener's evaluation of the speaker. Thus, how much of a trait
a listener will atﬁribute to a speaker will depend on the dialectical and
vocal chafacteristics of speech as well as the content of the message.

It is not inconceivable, however, that when a person switches from
one 1anguage to another some of the vocal characteristics of his speéch also
change, in addition to the switch in language. Thus, a person may not only
be rated less intelligent by an English Canadian when he speaks in French
Jjust because he is speaking in French, but also because he actually "sounds"
less intelligents To gu&rd against this source of error, only‘speakérs who-
habitually used both languages in similar contexts in the two linguistic
communities were employed in the present study, and the assumption was made
that the vocal characteristics of the speakers! voices involved in the forme
ation of personality impressions remain unchanéed when different languages
were employed by the speakers.

The effect of content is essentially ignored in the present study
since the same message was employed by all speakers, However, the other
two factors were free to exercisé an effect. If variations in personality
impressions attributable to dialectical factors in voice reflect attitudes

towards the cultural groups represented by the speakers, as the results



of other studies have suggested, then a comparison of the relative roles
that dialectical and vocal factors play should cast some light on the
strength of these attitudes. For instance, if one were to find that vocal
factors play a relatively more important role than the dialectical factors,
one might conclude that attitudes towards the cultural groups under con=-
sideration are not very strong. The relative strengths of these two fac-~
tors can be determined without meésuring each directly. The present study
does this by comparing the number of differences in impression attributable
to switches in language with the number of differences in impression at-
tributable to a change of speakers.

Inspection of the procedure of the Lambert et al. (1960) study re=-
veals the following L points which became the basis for the present study.

1. Subjects = The English and French Canadian listeners were
roughly equated on educational level and age. However, the English group
consisted of both males and females, while the French group was comprised
of males only.

2, Sex of voices = Only male speakers were employed,

3. Auspices - The study was presented to the English listeners
by two of the authors, both of whom were known to the students. In the case
of the French listeners, it was presented by a priest connected with the
college, and by the first author who, while fluent in French, had a notice=
able English accent,

L. Dialect of the speakers = Three of the speakers spoke Canadian

French in their French guise, while the fourth spoke Parisian French. There
was some indication that the Parisian French was evaluated in a different

fashion than the Canadian French., Also, there were wide variations in the



kind of Canadian French spoken., One speaker, for instance, used a low
class Canadian French as spoken in the "bush." All English guises, however,

were characteristically middle class Mohtreal Canadian Englishe



AIM OF THE PRESENT STUDY

The present study was designed to map out, by means of the matched
guise techhique, the views that English and French Canadians hold of each
other and of the Continental French, keeping in mind the following questions:
1) will female listeners exhibit the same sort of comparative evaluations
as male listeners, 2) will male speakers show the same pattern of comparative
evaluations as female speakers, 3) will comparative evaluations to English
and Canadian French speakers differ from those to English and Continental
French speakefs, and L) are personality impressions of a speaker as re=
vealed by the matched guise technique primarily a function of the phonological
or vocal characteristics of the speaker!s voice, or do the dialectical char=
acteristics play a larger role? The design of the study included a control
for bias of the auspices, and in the selection of the speakers careful at-
tention was taken so that their English and French guises were characteristic

of the educated middle class,
METHOD

Procedure ’

Tape recordings of 8 perfectly bilingual speakers reading a 1-1/2
minute paséage of philosophical prose once each in both French and its trans-
lated English equivalent were made, These recordings were then played to
English and French Canadian second yeér college students from the Montreal
area., The listeners were asked to evaluate each of the 16 voices on 18
personaiity traits on six-point scales, anchored at one end by %“very little®
and at the other end by "very much."™ The traits, written in their positive

form, were: intelligence.(intelligehce), dependability (digne de confiance),



anbition (ambition), courageousness (courageux), kindness (bonté), height
(taille), affectionateness (affectueux), sense of humor (sens de lthumour),
self-confidence (confiance en soi), sociability (sociabilité), 1ikéability
(aimable), good looks (attrait physique), conscientiousness (consciencieux),
entertainingness (jovialité), character (caractére), leadership (apte a
diriger), religiousness (pieux), and sincerity (sincere).

To facilitate the presentation of the results, the 18 personality
traits were grouped under three logical headings: 1) competence, which
included intelligence, ambition,.self—confidence, leadership, and courageousw=
ness; 2) integrity, which included dependability,‘sincerity, character,

conscientiousness, and kindness; 3) social attractiveness, which included

sociability, likeability, entertainingness, sense of humor and affectionate,
Religiousness, good looks, and height were not included in the above cate-
gories since they did noﬁ clearly fit into any of them.,

The experimenters introduced the study as an experimental inves-
tigation of the extent to which people can make accurate judgements about
a person from his voice alone. They were told that the two languages were
being used to enlarge the scope of the study. There was no evidence that
the listeners became aware they were actually héaring the voices of 8 people
speaking once each in both languages.

Each voice was rated on a separate page in the test booklet dis-
tributed to the listeners. In order to prevent the formation of a habitual
mode of response, four different orders of traits were used., The 16 voice
rating sheets in each listenert's booklet contained four copies of each of
the four different orders of traits arranged in a random fashion, The last

3 pages of the test booklet contained a personal questionnaire designed to
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determine the listeners'economic status, age and degree of bilinguality.

Subjects

Eighty English Canadian and ninety-two French Canadian first year
college students from Montreal served as listeners, Bach set contained
roughly the same number of males and females, making four groups of listeners
in all. The average ages were for male English Canadians 18,9 years, for
female English Canadians 17,5 years, for male French Canadians 17.3 years,
and for female French Canadians 17.6 years. With few exceptions all listeners
were Catholic, which contrasts with the first'study in which the English
listeners were predominantly Protestant and Jewish,
Auspices

Two male experimenters were employed. The study was presented to
the English listeners in English and to the French listeners in French,
A graduate student at McGill University presénted the study to half of the
English listeners and half of the French listeners, while a graduate student
at the Université de Montréal (a genuine French Canadian) presented the
study to the rest of the listeners. The listeners were told by each B
that the study was part of the ongoing research of the psychology department
at his university. Originally, it had been planned to carry out a separate
analysis on each BE's listeners. However, since the N was quite small and
inspection revealeé no differenbe; the experimenters! groups were combined.
Speakefs

Eight speakers were employed. In the English guises, all speakers
spoke what would be éccepted as middle class Montreal English without a
French accent. Four of the speakers were males and four were females, In

the French guises, two males and two females spoke genuine, uncaricatured



middle class Canadian French, while the other two males and two females
spoke good educated French that would be immediately identified by a French
speaking person as the kind of French spoken in France, In effect, then,
there were four different categories of speakers which could be identified
by sex and kind of French spoken in the French guise: male FC (French Can-
adian), female FC, malé FF (French French) and female FF, English Canadians,
French Canadians and French nationals were used as Jjudges in order to meet
the above specifications. The voices were presented to all listeners in
the same order. It wasbso érranged that the first eight voices on the

tape were the English and French guises of four of the speakers, one from
each of the four categories. In each set of eight voices, the French and

English guises of any one speaker were maximally separated,
RESULTS

In the analysis, the four categories of speakers, as well as the
four groups of listeners, were kept distinct, The algebraic differencesof
the ratings between the English and French guises of each speaker on each
of the personality traits were recorded for each listener, A plus was
assigned to differences favoring the English guise, a minus for the French
guise., In each group of listeners, on each personality trait, and for
each speaker category, the difference séores were summed over both speakers,
and t-tests were applied to see if the difference scores departed signifi-
cantly from zero. In this way, the significance of difference between the
two language guises (hereafter called guise differences) could be tested,

Since we were also interested in differences between speakers,
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two other analyses were carried out. First of all, the above difference
scores were summed over each speaker separately, for each group of listeners,
on each personality trait yielding guise differences for each individual
speaker, One could then see if the same pattern of guise differences oc~
curred for both speakers in a given category. Secondly, the raw data was
combined in a fashion that yielded the possibility of testing for "speaker
differences." This was done for each personality trait by combiniﬁg, within
each category, the English and French ratings of one speaker, and subtracte
ing this result from the combined English and French ratings of the other
speaker. These difference scores were summed over all listeners in each
group for each trait. To determine if these difference scores departed
significantly from zero, i~tests were then applied. rThe significance of
difference between the two speakers in each category (speaker differences)
could be tested in this manner, If the dialectical characteristics of speech
play the relatively larger role in the formation of personality impressions
of a speaker, we would expect to find the same pattern of guise differences
for both speakers in a given category, as well as fewer significant speaker
differences than guise differences,

Tables 1, 2, 3, and L present the values of t for guise differences
on each trait for each individual speaker for the four groups of listeners,
Tables 5, 6, 7, and 8 present the t valﬁes for guise and speaker differences
for each of the four categories of speakers on the 18 traits for the four

groups of listeners,

SPEAKER DIFFERENCES
It is clear from Tables 1, 2, 3, and L that there is a considerable

lack of agreement in listeners! impressions between the two members of each



of the four pairs of speakers. There are slightly fewer significant guise
differences in common than there are significant opposing guise differences,
Furthermore, considering only the sign of the guise differences irrespective
of whether or not they are significant, it is evident that there are roughly
the same number of agreements between the two members of each of the four
pairs of speakers as there are disagreements,.

Looking at each individual speaker category, there is a tendency
for more sign agreements than disagreements to occur between the two females
in the FC category, and more sign disagreements than agreements to occur
between the two females in the FF category. The number of agreements and
disagreements are very nearly equal in the two male speaker categories,

From Tables 5, 6, T, and 8 it is clear that there are, with one
exception, almoét twice as many significant speaker differences than guise
differences in each speaker category and listener group. There also appears
to be a consistent trend for both English and French Canadian listeners to
rate the same speaker in any given category above the other speaker in that

category.

GUISE DIFFERENCES: EVALUATIVE REACTIONS OF ENGLISH CANADIAN (EC) LISTENERS
Generally speaking, EC listeners viewed the female speakers more
favorably in French and the male speakers more favorably in English.

English vs. French Canadian female speakers - EC female listeners

rated the FC female speakers as being more intelligent, ambitious and self=-
confident, but shorter than their English counterparts, EC male listeners
rated the FC female speakers as being more intelligent, ambitious, self=

confident, dependable, courageous and sincere, Thus, English Canadians ap-



parently view FC females as being more competent. EC male listeners also
view the FC female as having more integrity.

English vs, French Canadian male speakers -~ The male speakers

did not fare so well in their French guise. EC female listeners rated

the male speakers in English as taller, more likeable, affectionate, sincere,
and conscientious and as possessing more character and a greater sense of
humor than the same speakers in their FC guises. EC male iisteners rated
these speakers in English as taller, more kind, dependable and entertaining,.
It appears, then, that FC male speakers are viewed as lacking integrity

and as being less socially attractive by the EC females and to a less

marked extent the EC males,

English vs. French French speakers - In contrast to the EC-FC

comparisons, English Canadians made very few distinctions between the EC
‘and FF speakers, This is especially so with EC male listeners who viewed
FF women as more self=-confident and as possessing more leadership, but
showed no difference between EC and FF males except on height and religiouse
ness. The EC female listeners rated FF females higher on sociability and

self-confidence and the FF males lower on height, likeability and sincerity.

GUISE DIFFERENCES: EVALUATIVE REACTIONS OF FRENCH CANADIAN (FC) LISTENERS

FC listeners showed more significant guise differences than did
the EC listeners. Except for the tendency of FC female listeners to rate
FC males over EC males, French Canadians in general rated FF guises higher
and FC guises lower than their matched English guisess

English vs. French Canadian female speakers -~ FC female listeners

rated FC females as more religious but as shorter, and less intelligent,
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ambitious, dependable, kind, likeable, affectionate, entertaining, good-
looking, and as possessing less leadership than the EC female. FC male
listeners presented a similar pattern. They viewed the EC female as taller,
andimore intelligent, self-confident, courageous, sincere, sociable, likeable,
affectionate, entertaining, better looking, and as possessing more leader-
ship, character, and sense of humor, but as less religious, The results
suggest that French Canadians view EC women as being more competent, socially
more attractive and as possessing more integrity than FC women.

English vs, French Canadian male speakers =~ Reactions of FC

female listeners differed considerably from those of FC male listeners in
this category. FC female listeners rated the FC maleé higher on ambition,
self-confidence, entertainingness, and sense of humor. FC male listeners,
however, rated the EC males higher on intelligence, leadership, character
and height.

English vs, French French female speakers = FF female speakers

were rated higher by both male and female FC listeners., FC female listeners

rated FF females higher on intelligence, self-confidence, good-looking,
leadership, character and height, but lower on religiousness, DMale listeners
rated FF females higher on intelligence, ambition, self-confidence, courageous and
good looks., It appears that French Canadians generally view FF women as Being
more competent than EC women,

English vs. French Trench male speakers - Male and female FC

listeners both rated FF males higher than EC males, but on different patterns
of traits. TFC female listenere rated FF males higher on intelligence, am-
bition, self-confidence, character and good looks, while FC male listeners
rated FF males higher on ambition, sociability, likeability, affectionate,

and sense of humor, FC females apparently view FF men as being more com-




1)
petent, while FC males view them as being more socially attractive.

DISCUSSION

SPEAKER DIFFERENCES R

V-If stereotyped attitudes towards linguistic cultural groups play
an importaht role in the formation of impressions of personality, then
speakers within a category should show similar patterns of guise differ=-
ences. The results, however, revealed that speakers within the same cate-
gory differed widely in the patterns of guise differences they presented,
For instance, considering male EC-FF comparisons, EC male listeners viewed
Cru more favorably in English and Rue more favorably in French. With res~
pect to female EC-FC comparisons, these same listeners viewed Lap more
favorably in French but showed no difference between the two guises for Bou.
These findings cast some doubt on whether the same pattern of guise differ-
ences noted in Tables 5, 6, 7 and 8 would have been found if other bilingual
speakers had been used with the same listeners,

Besides differing on the patterns of guise differences they pre-~
sented, speakers within a category differed in another fashion, It is
evident from the results that both EC and FC listeners tended to rate the
same speaker in both guises more favorably than the other speaker. This,
plus the fact that there were more speaker differences than guise differ-
ences (Tables 5, 6, 7 and 8) suggests that listeners, in forming an ime
pressioh of a speaker's personality, depend more on the vocal and phone
ological characteristics of voice than on the dialectical characteristics;
both, however, play a role. It may be that these findings reflect the

instructional set given the listeners - to ignore all other factors except



the speaker's voice in judging his personality. Or, these findings may be !
an indicatibn that attitudes held by these particular listeners towards

each other and the European French are, comparatively speaking, not very
strong. More research with different speakers and other listeners is

needed to explore these possibilities.

GUISE DIFFERENCES: ENGLISH CANADIAN LISTENERS

Differences between male and female listeners' evaluational reactions -

The results presented in Tables 5, 6, 7 and 8 reveal no“striking listener-
sex differences. In 5l cases out of a total of 72, there was no difference
between male and female listeners! comparative evaluational reactions to
the speakers., There were 48 cases in which both sexes showed no difference
between the French and English guises and 6 cases in which they showed dif-
ferences favéring the same guise. In only 18 cases did one sex show a dif=-
ference and the other sex did not, and there were no cases in which one sex
favored one guise while the other sex favored the other guise.

Differences between EC-FF and EC-FC comparisons ~ The fact that

English Canadians showed relatively‘few differences between EC and FF guises,
while they did show a sizeable number of differences between EC and FC guises,
suggests that English Canadians can and do make a distinction between the

two varieties of French, One possibility is that English Canadians may be
less involved emotionally and motivationally with FF people, and therefore
less concerned or interested in them. Under these conditions it would not

be very important for English Canadians to distinguish between themselves

and the European French., In contrast to the local French populace, it appears
that FF people are neither downgraded nor taken as potential social models

to any great extent,
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Differences between evaluational reactions to male and female

speakers ~ There were Li5 cases out of a total of 72 in which comparative
evaluations to male speakers did not differ from those to female speakers,
In Ly of those cases the listeners showed no differences between the two
guises, while in just one case did the listeners show the same difference
for male and female speakers. In 26 cases listeners showed a difference
for one sex but not the other, and in one case the listeners showed a dif-
ference favoring one guise for one sex, and the other guise for the other
sex. Nevertheless, on those traits which did show significant guise difw=
ferences, EC listeners (with only two exceptions), rated the female speakers
in the French guises higher and male speakers in the same guises lower
than their English-speaking counterparts.

The tendency to rate FC male speakers lower than EC male speakers,
noted in previous studies, is probably the expression of a negative pre=-
Judice towards French Canadians, This tendency apparently does not gen=
eralize to female speakers. One pbssibility why this negative prejudice
is selectively directed toward FC males may be that FC males are more
salient sources of frustration to English Canadians. FC males are certainly
better known than FC females as the power figures who control local and
regional governments, Another possibility is that it may be more_acceptable
to direct negatively prejudiced feelings towards the male members of a group
than towards the female members., It may be that only under conditions
of intense hatred would negative féelings be expressed towards females,

A third possibility, not incompatible with the first two, may be that the

increased attractiveness of FC women in the eyes of EC males is partly a
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result of her inaccessibility. A reaction to this on the part of EC females
may lead them to upgrade the FC female also, Further research is necessary
to examine these possibilities,

To test the notion that the unfavorable view of FC males is a
reflection of a negative prejudice towards French Canadians, several pilot
studies have been carried out., In one of these studies, it was reasoned
that the unfavorable attitude that English Canadians hold toward French
Canadians should make it less likely that English Canadians would be per=-
suaded by or accept ideas from French Canadians. Two English Canadian
speakers were found who could imitate the style of'English spoken by middle
class French Canadians in Montreal, This style of English, of course, has
a distinct French Canadian flavor, They recorded, once in their regular
unaccented Montreal English and once in their French Canadian style English,
a passage purporting to be an exéerpt from a defense attorney;s summary
statement to the jury in support of a client accused of bank fobbery. These
passages Were played to several comparable groups of English Canadian high
school students who evaluated the guilt of the client and the ability of
the lawyer. Some classes heard the argument in regular English and others
in the accented English,

The prediction was upheld in the case of one of the speakers,

The 1istenérs found the defense attorneyt's argument less convincing and
the defendant more likely to be guilty when the lawyer spoke with a French
Canadian accent in his English, However, no differences in the guilt of
the client or the ability of the lawyer were noted between the unaccented
and accented presentations of the other speaker, There was some evidence

that the first speaker had a thicker accented English than the second speaker.
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This may account for the fact that the prediction was upheld for the
first speaker only., While further research is needed, it seems reasonably
clear that dialectical variations in speech affect potential social inter=-

action as well as perception,

GUISE DIFFERENCES: FRENCH CANADIAN (FC) LISTENERS

A glance at Tables 5, 6, 7 and B'reveals that the pattern of
comparative evaiuational reactions for French Canadians is more complex
than those for English Canadians., It is apparent that just what sort of
pattern is obtained depends on the sex of listener, the kind of comparison
being made (EC vs., FC or EC vs, FF), and the sex of the speakers, For this
reason the results of the French Canadian listeners will be discussed in
a different fashion,.

Two findings in particular provide important suggestions for a
more careful social psychological study of relations between English and
French Canadians., In the first place, there is a tendency for French Can-
adians to rate FF guises higher and FC guises lower than their matched Enge-
lish guises. The one exception occurred when female listeners rated FC
male speakers over EC male speakers, The pattern of evaluations presented
suggests that French Canadians view their own linguisticecultural group
as inferior to both the EC and FF groups. It is not unlikely to presume
that, under these circumstances, French Canadians would be prone to take
either of these other groups as models for changes in their own manners of
behaving (including speech styles) and in basic values,

In the second place, with respect to EC-FC comparisons, it is
evident that FC male listeners rated both the male and female members of

their own linguistic~cultural group lower than they rated the corresponding
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members of the EC group, FC female listeners, on the other hand, rated
FC male guises higher and FC female guises lower than their matched English
guises., The tendency to see their own group as inferior in comparison to
the EC group is more marked among FC males who apparently do not value
any features of representatives of the FC group, which were examined in
this study. The fact that the female listeners favored the FC male guise
suggests that they may place more value on French Canadian culture and thus,
may play, in effect, an important role in its preservation, It is likely
that this preference for French Canadian values by females is passed on
in their own families through language, religion and tradition.

On the other hand, comparison of the results of this study (data '
collected in 1962) with those of Lambert et al, (1960) suggests that there
may be a trend on the part of male French Canadians towards viewing their
own group as less inferior in comparison to the EC group. In the 1960
study (data collected in 1958=59), it was found that FC males viewed EC
males as taller, better looking, and as possessing more leadership, ine
telligence, self-confidence, dependability, ambition, sociability, character
and likeability. In the present study, FC males attending the same classical
college viewed EC males as superior on only four traits: height, intelligence,
leadership and character. Notably absent are ambition and self=-confidences,
These changing views that the French Canadian male has of himself are cer=
tainly in accord with the rapid social change that has occurred recently

in the Province of Quebec and with the rise in French Canadian nationalism,

The matched guise technique appears to be a valuable indicator of such changes.

EVALUATTONAL REACTIONS AS UNCONTAMINATED ATTITUDES

One of the weaknesses of most paper and pencil attitude questionm
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naires lies in the fact that the respondent becomes immediately aware of the
experimenter's purpose. Once the respondent becomes aware, he may inhibit
the expression of his true feelings if he believes that they fall too far
away from some cultural norm. Forced choice techniques help to correct
this but they still encounter the problem of transparency from the Ss!
point of view., No evidence was found that indicated any of the Ss used

in the present study became aware of its true purpose, It seems, then,
that attitudes as measured by the matched guise technique are not contame
inated by the listener's awareness of the real purpose of the experimenter,
Therefore, it is reasonable to believe that the matched guise technique
furnishes the investigator with a purer measure of attitude,

If this were the case, one might expect to find, for instance,
that attitudes as measured by the indirect matched guise technique do not
agree with attitudes as measured by some more direct questionnaire method.
The Lambert et al, 1960 study lends some support to this notion since it
found relatively low correlations between comparative evaluational reactions
and several direct paper and pencil attitude measures, More support comes
from another study completed after the present one in which French Canadian
college students from Quebec City evaluated the personalities of the speakers
employed in the present study. They then rated on L sheets, similar to
those used for evaluating the speakers, how, in their opinion, they thought
that most French Canadiané would respoﬁd if asked to give their general
impressions of English and French Canadians, both male and female., The
results for»é group of male listeners (average age = 16,3) are presented
in Table 9., The tendency to rate both male and female speakers higher in

the EC guises than in the FC guises is again evident. However, the pattern
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presented when attitudes are measured more directly is quite different.
Here it is evident that FC females are preferred over EC females and the
tendency to downgrade FC males has given way to a tendency to downgrade
EC males, Evidence of a similar nature comes from a study by Lambert,
Anisfeld, and Yeni=Komshian (1963) done in Israel, Again, there were
large discrepancies between attitudes as measured by the two methods,

If attitudes as measured by the matched guise technique are un-
contaminated by the listener's awareness, then it follows that attitudes
measured in this fashion shoﬁld be better predictors of behavior in situ-
ations where one suspects prejudice is operating than attitudes measured
in a more direct fashion. This idea could be easily tested‘by measuring

attitudes with both methods and then correlating each with the reactions

to a French Canadian accented lawyer as described in the pilot study above,
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SUIMMARY

English and French Canadian college students in Montreal
rated the personality characteristics of several bilingual speakers
on a tape recorder. The speakers read a standard passage once in Enge
lish and once in either Canadian French or Buropean French, The listeners
were unaware they were hearing the same speaker more than once, There
were four categories of speakers with two speakers in each category: 2
males and 2 females who spoke Canadian French in the French guise, and
2 males and 2 females who spoke”European French in the French guise,
Comparisons between the two guises and between the two speakers in each
category were made for each trait., The results revealed that (1) both
dialectical and vocal characteristics of veice play a role in the forme
ation of personality impressions of the speakers with the vocal char-
acteristics playing the more important role and (2) sex and language
background of the listeners as well as sex of the speaker and kind of
comparison being made (English vs. Canadian French or English vs, European
French) affect comparative evaluational reactions to the speakers. Sev-
eral hypotheses were offered to explain the guise differences obtained

and suggestions were made for further research,



Traits

Competence
Intelligence
Ambition
Self«confidence
Leadership
Courageousness

Integrity
Character
Dependability
Conscientiousness
Sincerity
Kindness

Social

~ Atfractiveness
Sociability
Likeability
Affectionate
Entertainingness
Sense of humor

Height
Good Looks
Religiousness

Table 1

English Canadian Female Listeners (1)

Female Speakers

EC vs, FC
LAP BOU
“2057(2) —073
'3.I§ -066
"‘I‘E; "2.29
~3400 NIV
=1s3 ~1,12
"3.06 1.02
T.55 = .37
-2413 2,35
'Io?j 063
2.33 .0

051 '3007
009 "'IOE9
1.73 =175
1516 “'2.36
039 ‘ITBE
33 L5
no - pBl
"1.00 hand .86

EC vs. TF
MON TRE
had 072 e ¢2l
-~ s 65 - e 95
-2426 =1.75

06 "2007

- 009 "l
2459 =1432
I.8L .10
- 038 - 050
oBh ~~030
29 1.30
- 059 '"2077
- 422 W11
009 - 057
059 ’3:91
- -hS - 009
-o82 2,0l
.10 "'2 .36
00 - .250

Male Speakers

- 37

BC vs, FC
CLE cQu
1,26 212

027 N
1,10 - 31
lo?h - 037

08)4 oo

1,65 2,86

11 Y ()
2,02 2,38
2085 1092

- o111 2,73
kel .67 1.20

e .02

e T.60

oL1 3459
3,02 3470

"1.02 3;’49
T.02

EC vs,.

CRU

FF
RUE

"'1.65
-1,8L
-2,48

21

~-1,19
- 09
- oho
1.Lk6
78

.18
1.09

.51

«0
1065

2,46
+26
- 038

1l =~ Positive entries indicate that English gulses are evaluated more favorably than French, and minus

entries indicate a more favorable evaluation for French guises,

2 ~ Underlined entries are significant at the .05 level, two-tailed E—tests.
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Table 2

English Canadian Male Listeners (1)

Female Speakers Male Speakers
Traits EC vs., FC EC vs. FT EC vs. FC EC vs. FF
LAP BOU MON TRE CLE cou CRU RUE
Competence ; , ] _
Intelligence -1,88(2) 1,03 = JTh  =2,01 13 (9 3410 295
Ambition =511 1,09 - 6L =2,52 La27 1.7 1479 2493
Self=confidence L0 - ,10 -~ 58 DB ~1,15 .5 3,08 3.8
Leadership "ic E? 098 - W9l -3 .EO oh9 069 3061 -3 ;2
Courageousness ~3,05 - 27 J2  ~I,08 «56 0 230 -3 430
Integrity
Character - W45 - ,12 08  -1,53 .09 89 2,15  -4.10
Dependability ~2495 - ,10 26  =1,48 2429 1,45 2,06 -3,10
Conscientiousness ~3.31 1,60 Ll o0 PN »50 1.0 -1,93
Sincerity 337 - 221 ol =1,12 RN w0 2.7h =3.25
Xindness Ol .62 - .19 2,43 1.20 1.76 T.09 -~ o712
Social S
Attractiveness ,
Sociability , - WU7 -1.25 97  =2,61 - Gl 2,00 1.56 -1,85
Likeability «5l 29 31 - - 62 2.4l 2,09 =2,39
Affectionate .72 0 1.66 - 55 - 452 7.01 - o7l ~1,65
Entertainingness - 87 =67 2,10 =2,70 S 2,92 330 = L5
Sense of humor - .09 -1,.51 T.LL 2,11 ~1,90 1,67 - 493 .15
Height "'2th 3065 o?o lll—l9 1007 3008 2.70 086
Good Looks T.36 .95 1,95 =1,83 -1.54 2,89 .09  -1,11
Religiousness ~2.33 o 79 -1,01 1,52 1.28 -1, -1,91 ~-330

1 - Positive entries indicate that English guises are evaluated more favorably than French, and minus
entries indicate a more favorable evaluation for French guises.

2 = Underlined entries are significant at the .05 levél, two—tailed.}rtests.
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Traits

Comgetenée

Intelligence
Ambition
Self~confidence
Leadership
Courageousness

Integrity
Character
Dependability

Conscientiousness

Sincerity
Kindness
Social

Attractiveness

Sociability
Likeability
Affectionate

Entertainingness

Sense of humor

Height
Good Looks
Religiousness

1 - Positive entries indicate that English guises are evaluated more favorably than Trench, and minus
entries indicate a more favorable evaluation for French guises,

2 ~ Underlined entries are significant at the ,05 level, two~tailed t-tests,

French Canadian Female Listeners (1)

Female Speakers

Table 3

EC vs. IC EC vs, TF
LAP BOU MON TRE
- .36 3.66(2) A2 =3,66

o713 1.62 1.77 =569
1,80 2479 1,09 =5,86
1039 ;olﬂ 031 "g.SE

- Wli3 Do 2,73 =2,30

06h 5003 loh2 —h.9l

-9l 3400 2,12 - .65
- 078 1193 -~ . - chB
- 078 3030 077 .0
-2,28 2,21 6L 1,55

110 3.26 2,02 ~2,51
2006 3.22 EQOI - .2
3-89 an9 1018 036
2023 3033 Z.hO ”3030
§nE6 308i 019 “303I
1-53 1-67 - .21 ”3oho
2,19 6,23 1.22 O,

""3. "'2030 3’16 »

EC vs.

CLE

- 438
-1'17
-lohB
hll 73
- -77

-1,10
.85
1.36
.95
- alh

~1.12
~1.66
- 426
-2,21
”2078
- .9

31
~1415

Male Speakers

rc

cou

- 059
"2.32
-2,89

- .89

"1'20
had .61
"l‘hé

1.57

"~t30
- 65
1.50
- W77
’lozh

.76
- 085
~1,13

EC vs.

CRU

“3025
- ohz

- 093
- 058
~1.50

-2'70

= e

FF
RUE

-1,05
=3,10

"'l '83
51
$22

.10

1.39
"'l.é?
69

-Sa-



Traits

Competence
Intelligence
Ambition
Self~confidence
Leadership
Courageousness

Integrit
Character
Dependability
Conscienticusness
Sincerity
Kindness

Social

Attractiveness
Sociability
Iikeability
Affectionate
Entertainingness
Sense of humor

Height
Good Looks
Religiousness

French Canadian Male Listeners (1)

Female Speakers

EC vs, TC
LAP BOU
19 5418(2)
2,18 7L
lahl 1.09
lah9 ho83
36 2,00
030 2.11
20h8 2059
. 1.67
Bl 1,18
3435 W61
2,67 = .37
02 1,25
e 19 23
3480 0
E:EE "1005
0 3,7
5,12 3402
- 07 Ll

Table Iy

EC vs, FF
MON TRE
- 239 =3,82
029 =Je

- oh? =lle
2.65 "'3.22
I-E? “ioH;
2,50 =5,08

ogl “-l73
W21 -2,55
078 T~ e

= 009 - 03h
1.28 "3.96
2453 =
2936 “1057
2068 “2056
20;6 -l
2,28  =2,90
loE; “le

08 W19

Male Speakers

EC vs., FC
CLE cou
1,30 2,3l

‘97 - 07E

- 036 1017
1,81 3425
1,32 .0
1.h47 1.99

.08 2,50
1,31 0

o111 2,12

~1.64  I.T8

~2430 1,03

—2036 .71

-~ e 1.82

~3458  1.36
'“I‘29 - 009

.68 3eli3

- ol? 0E9

- .51 .52

EC vs, FF
CRU RUE
“1059 ‘10h5
3,02 - .58

056 ‘3019
1.50 1.3L
- 036 035
~ o566  =1,.2L
n56 - o9h
1.58 .09
lo;h - 026
$32 35
-3 .00 -1,12
bl - -95
“3-5; - 090
~le - 026
‘2089 ‘1029
1,22 23
-3027 .60
“Lle - 055

1 - Positive entries indicate that English guises are evaluated more favorably than French, and minus

entries indicate a more favorable evaluation for French guises,

2 = Underlined entries are significant at the ,05 level, two-tailed t-tests,



Table 5

Male EC = FC Category

Traits Guise Differences (1) Speaker Differences(2)
French Listeners English Listeners French Listeners - English Listeners
Males Temales Males . Females Males Females Males Females

Competence »

“InteIlligence 2.LL(3) -0.62 0492 1,09 ~li.62 ~11459 -2, 77 =lis15
Ambition 0407 -2,05 1,68 0,52 ~T7 00 ~[135 -3.08 -3.95
Self=confidence 0.2} ~7.59 ~0.53 0.6L ~5.50 SN -L.L& -5.2
Leadership 3,12 ~1.77 0472 1.19 =543 ~lie ~lie =1}
Courageousness 0,97 ~0.96 Oel1l 0.6L ~2480 -I.04 -0.78 ~0.1L

Integrity
Character 228 -1,82 0,56 2,68 " =l1.56 5,96 ~1.70 -1.,1h
Dependability T.LG -0,07 2,77 0.55 ~2.16 -0.72 0.77 -0,60
Conscientiousness 0.98 0,58 T.83 3.13 ~0,52 ~1,26 =-1.,40 -1.37
Sincerity 1,79 0,07 0.60 3,18 ~1,11 2,90 ~0,36 ~0,83
Kindness ~0,22 0,75 2,02 T.77 ~1,28 -0.7h 0.53 0.89

Social .

Attractiveness '

Sociability ~1,02 -1,65 0,86 0.1hL -5,28 =L.95 ~l4.36 ~7.27
Likeability -1.50 -l.7hL 0,96 2,95 ~lie ~L1e39 ~3,13 ~24¢3
Affectionate 0,76 0.55 1.17 2.55 -L,I5 -1,83 ~-I1,6T ~2.57
Entertainingness ~1,95 -2,15 2,53 l.13 6,19 ~11,60 ~}.13 5410
Sense of humor -0,95 -2.53 -0,19 2,09 5,21 ~3423 ~3.35 6,17

Height 2.83 -0,08 2,69 L.16 0,61 0,11 ~1,69 -1,h8

Good Looks 0.I5 0.15 0.67 T.31 ~-6.86 -5.80 -5.,02 -6,51

Religiousness ~0,13 ~1,40 -0,15 0.L46 1,02 0.17 0.13 1.77

1 - Positive entries indicate that English guises are evaluated more favorably than French,and minus entries
indicate a more favorable evaluation for French guises,

2 - Positive entries indicate that CLE was evaluated more favorably than COU, and minus entries indicate
a more favorable evaluation of CQU.

3 = Underlined entries are significant at the .05 level, .two~tailed L-tests.
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Table 6

Female EC ~ FC Category

Traits Guise Differences (1) . Speaker Differences (2)
French Listeners English Listeners French Listeners English Listeners
Males Females Males . Females Males Females Males Females
Competence
Intelligence 3.89(3) 2,06 ~3402 2437 8,13 ~2 422 3498 7495
Ambition 2498 T.52 -0.03 ~2.49 ~5.87 317 “I77 ~he62
Self-confidence TI.75 2486 =316 =249 ~0481 -5,01 =3.69  =0.,03
Leadership 3.84 o35 -~0,68 -1,99 : - ~11.60 34048 “5e7
Courageousness 1.63 2.0L ~2,17 ~-1.7h 5,17 ~2,82 N ~11439
Integrity
Character 1050 3058 ~0,93 ~1,30 =6 461 : "50)49 -l 72 -2.5h
Dependability 3453 1.78 ~2.40 1,05  =2,07 -L.I0 ~1,33 -2.98
Conscientiousness 1.08 0.93 -1.50; 0.17 wllol2 -0,08 ~1,87 -1,9%
Sincerity l.hih 2417 -3477 ~1,06 -1,51 ~0,13 -2.25 ~2410
Kindness 2459 0u21 0.69 1.9 -2,77 -1,97 -1, -2,19
Social
LtTractiveness
Sociability 1.72 2,6l ~1,09 ~1.77 -7.60 -4 47 ~7e25  =5459
Likeability 2437 3459 069 = =0,82 ~T«50 <[ .16 5,19 ~Bel3
Affectionate 2.89 L.67 0,64 0,00 ~54008 L0 57 =371
Entertainingness 203 3293 -1,09 ~1,35 ~T+02 ~I57 -5,L3 ~7.
Sense of humor 1,90 123 -1,12 ~1.29 ~7.80 ~0.27 =547 ~5,53
Height 2.2 2.57 10143 3079 ")—1085 -2089 "3-93 "‘2062
Good looks G.57 TS 1.92 ~0.27 ~54,29 =542 ~Te33 ~5.72
Religiousness ~2 405 3,77 ~1e25 ~1.2k 0,00 w0, 1,15 1,36

1 - Positive entries indicate that English guises are evaluated more favorably than French, and minus entries
indicate a more favorable evaluation for French guises,

2 -~ Positive entries indicate that Lap was evaluated more favorably than Bou, and minus entries indicate a more
favorable evaluation of Bou,

3 =~ Underlined entries are significant at the ,05 level, two-tailed E-tests.
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Traits

Competence
Intelligence
Ambition
Self-confidence
Leadership
Courageousness

Integrity
Character
Dependability
Conscientiousness
Sincerity
Kindness

Social

Attractiveness
Sociability
Likeability
Affectionate
Entertainingness
Sense of humor

Height
Good Looks
Religiousness

Table 7

Male EC ~ FF Category

Guise Differences (1)

French Listeners
Females

Males

“109h

"2oho(3)

—T.i9
1,62
0,00

-1l.33
=0,06
0,82
0469
0,L3

~3416
”EOIY
“30 7
"1.20
“205h

0,72
"'1 QS].
"1'12

"2.70
- 033
~2403
-0.72
"1.29

2,12
~0,86
"'l.l)_l.
~0,23

0,00

~0,38
-0,23
=L,71
-1,11
‘Ochh

0,56
'3-01
0.38

English Listeners
Males Females

=0,67 0,11
"l. 83 -‘0 3 6)4
“0078 -lth

~0,60 0409
~0,55 1,50
“1021 1.90
~0.52 1.23
‘Oﬂsh loSh
0,00 3446
Ook2 .9k
04,13 04,06
—OQhB 2.11
-1.66 .
~041l 0457
—Ooh3 1052
2,Ll 2,63
0,06 0439
-3.83 0,06

Speaker Differences (2)

French Listeners
Males = Females

L.15 2,83
0.57 3498
1.59 1,52
2499 2,70L
=-1,02 3023
he53 2,94
2421 «99
3412 2,72
T:EE ~Lle
0,38 1,47
-0,68 1,42
-IQSh 2076
“h089 609;
=ie 7 —0.62
=ile 0.73
w1402 ~0e21
2,75 lieLi9
Tl 9 6033

English Iisteners
Males TFemales

8.21 Tels7
[.91 3.06
[;,88 3e35
o27 3478
Lo 77 Lis56
3,22 2438
3e71 3613
«09 \Je
-0,21 =200
3454 ~1.53
177 1,6l
-0425 ~1,85
04,00 0425
-O.ho "'0096
0459 0452
3.7k 2,06

* ~Lle
————

1 ~ Positive entries indicate that English guises are evaluated more favorably than French, and minus
entries indicate a more favorable evaluation for French guises,
2 - Positive entries indicate that RUE was evaluated more favorably than CRU, and minus entries indicate
a more favorable evaluation of CRU. ;
3 = Underlined entries are significant at the ,05 level, two-~tailed t~tests.
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Traits

Competence
Intelligence
Ambition
Self=~confidence
Leadership
Courageousness

Integritz
Character
Dependability
Conscientiousness
Sincerity
Kindness

Social
Attractiveness
Soclability
Likeability
Affectionate
Entertainingness
Sense of humor

Height
Good looks
Religiousness

1l - Positive entries indicate that English guises are evaluated more favorably than French, and minus

Table 8

Female EC = FF Category

Guise Differences (1)
French Iisteners

Males

=3407(3)
"3»66
"BQEB
“I069
- ngh

-1,98
~-0482
=173

0.23
"‘0.18

-1,81
-1,07

0457
—0051
-0,10

~0,30
=2,97
0.L1

Females

"2 Q06
-Io9g
‘5088

~L.07
~0,20

"’2.98

~0.78
0,78
1;82

~0.20
1,03
0499
~0.h5
-1.52

"2096
-2.98

English Listeners
Males Females

"1.69 —0.61
"1079 ‘1007
2,07 2470
"‘m -1.1;0

-T:7§ -1028
~0,99 0.76
~0465 1.70
0433 ~0,62
“Ooh7 0.06
1.33 1.02
“1029 ”2009
“0.13 -lle
0085 "Oohs
-O.h; —1.09
=0,19 =0,430
1.5k 0,60
~0e1ly ~1.63
0.43 -0,36

entries indicate a more favorable evaluation for French guises.
2 « Positive entries indicate that Mon was evaluated more favorably than Tre, and minus entries indicate
a more favorable evaluation of Tre,

3 = Underlined entries are significant at the ,05 level, two~-tailed Ertests.

. Speaker Differences (2)

French Iisteners
Males Females

1082 3026
3433 5,09
2,96 LL57
39k {+00
EO;B *
2,87 531
Oali7 1,89
2437 2,97
0.70 .
-0,06 0,00
1.39 3468
1.60 BT
-1.66 "1.20
~0,20 1,92
"1065 1061
1,88 1.87
1.93 3.80
"Ooo? ;I:IE

English Listeners
Males Females

2,00 1.33
1,86 1.25
3elily 3437
3436 .86
o13 2.22
3elily 0,65
1,05 1,05
1,86 1.1h
3.0k =039
-l “'1032
2,02 1.39
6.99 -0.10
-1.73 -1.L8
1,76 0.20
0,07 0,30
~0.95 -3.02
-'0015 ‘m
2,03 Oe3L

=o€~



Table 9

College des Jesuites (1)

Traits Voice Evaluation Direct Attitude Measure
EC vs, FC EC vs. FC EC vs. FC EC vs. FC
Female Male Female Male
Competence ’ ,
Intelligence 1.63 2.27(2) -2,53(3) W35
Ambition 3432 I.12 ' W11 3.8l
Self-confidence 2493 2.1h . 1.51 T1o5L
Leadership 1,20 1.50 o31 T.12
Courageousness 2001 2,11 ~La72 - -Le7
Integrit
Character 2,61 .70 ~11,10 - W62
- Dependability 1,03 2.85 ~3,91 -1.85
Conscientiousness .87 - #3 =2, 2423
Sincerity 1,27 2,22 -5,00h ~3.3
Kindness 089 . lad 0I3 - 01 "'; l§8
Social :
Attractiveness . '
Sociability 1.7h .3h =297 ~2.73
Affectionate .13 - Ji6 ~5.19 ~Te
Entertainingness 3.9 .62 =505 -3433
Sense of humor N 57 ' : ~2.90 241
Height 1.38 2,88 33 - W51
Good Looks 7.2 50 -5,63 ~L,70
Religiousness -2, -2,61 -7 ~249

1 -~ Positive entries indicate that English guises are evaluated more favorably than French, and minus
entries indicalte a more favorable evaluation for French guises,

2 = Underlined entries are significant at the .05 level, two-tailed t-tests,

3 - Positive entries indicate a more favorable view for English Canadians, and minus entries indicate a
more favorable view for French Canadians.
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