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Sammanfattning 

Tvåspråkighet är idag ett globalt fenomen som påverkas av olika faktorer såsom migration och 

utbildning eller av politiska och geografiska skäl. Detta har lett till både individuell och social 

tvåspråkighet, vilket gynnar en ökning av kommunikativa möten mellan infödda och icke 

infödda talare av ett visst språk.  

Denna situation har bidragit till en ökning av studier om andraspråksinlärning, varav en del  har 

fokuserat på infödda talares perception och förståelse av icke inföddas tal. I synnerhet har det 

rört sig om studier av perception och effektivitet i kommunikationen genom analyser av tre 

dimensioner; brytning, begriplighet och uppfattbarhet. Trots att dessa tre aspekter har studerats 

intensivt finns det mindre kunskaper om effekten av det semantiska sammanhanget på dem. Till 

vår kännedom finns det hittills bara två studier där man har analyserat effekten av det 

semantiska sammanhanget på infödda talares bedömning av de tre dimensionerna genom att 

använda läst skriftligt material. Därför bidrar denna uppsats till forskningen om påverkan av 

det semantiska sammanhanget på dessa tre dimensioner genom att använda auditivt stimulus 

med spontant tal av icke infödda talare.  

I denna uppsats redovisas resultaten på uppgifter om brytningsgrad, begriplighet och 

uppfattbarhet av 40 infödda talare av svenska. Resultaten visade att lyssnarnas upplevda 

begriplighet påverkas av ytterligare kontextuell information. Lyssnarnas som var försedda med 

extra kontextuellt stöd upplevde det icke infödda talet som betydligt enklare att förstå än de 

lyssnare som inte fick den ytterligare visuella informationen. Vidare visade resultaten att 

brytningsgrad och upplevd begriplighet påverkas av lyssnarnas förståelse av det icke infödda 

talet.  

Slutligen visar denna uppsats på svårigheterna att studera effekten av det semantiska 

sammanhanget på lyssnarnas svar på brytning, begriplighet och uppfattbarhet med spontant tal 

av icke infödda talare. Resultaten tyder på att det behövs mer forskning om hur det semantiska 

sammanhanget påverkar uppfattningen av det spontana icke infödda talet.  

 

Keywords: accentedness, perceived comprehensibility, comprehension, intelligibility, 

semantic context, additional contextual information, communicative effectiveness.   
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Abstract 

Bilingualism is nowadays a worldwide phenomenon due to different factors such as migration, 

education or political and geographical reasons. These factors have led to both individual and 

social bilingualism, which favor an increase of communicative encounters between native and 

non-native speakers of a certain language.    

The above situation has contributed to a growth of studies on second language acquisition. 

Some of these studies have focused on native speakers’ perception and understanding of the 

non-native speech. More specifically, perception and effectiveness of communication through 

the analysis of three dimensions; accentedness, comprehensibility, and intelligibility. Although 

these three constructs have been intensively studied, little is known about the effect of semantic 

context on them. To our knowledge, just two studies have analyzed the effect of semantic 

context on native speakers’ judgments of the three dimensions by using read material. 

Therefore, this thesis extends the research on the influence of semantic context over these three 

dimension when the auditory stimulus corresponds to spontaneous non-native speech.  

In this thesis, the results on accentedness, comprehensibility, and intelligibility tasks of 40 

native Swedish speakers are presented. The findings showed that listeners’ perceived 

comprehensibility of the non-native speech is affected by the use of additional contextual 

information. That is, the listeners who were provided with additional visual information 

perceived the non-native speech as significantly easier to understand than those listeners who 

did not receive the extra contextual support. Furthermore, the results showed that accentedness 

and comprehensibility perception of the listeners is influenced by their actual understanding of 

the non-native speech.  

Finally, this thesis proves the difficulty of studying the effect of semantic context on listeners’ 

response to accentedness, comprehensibility, and intelligibility when using spontaneous non-

native speech. The results indicate that more research on how semantic context influences the 

perception of extemporaneous non-native speech is needed.  

 

 Keywords: accentedness, perceived comprehensibility, comprehension, intelligibility, 

semantic context, additional contextual information, communicative effectiveness.   
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1   Introduction 

Bilingualism is a common and increasing worldwide phenomenon. Different factors such as 

migration, education or political and geographical causes lead to individual or social 

bilingualism. Most countries are, officially or not, bilingual and it is difficult to find countries 

where their citizens speak just one language. When those do exist, it is due to geographical or 

political isolation (Grosjean 2010:6). The situation in Sweden is not different to the global 

panorama. According to the Swedish government, approximately 15% of Sweden’s population 

is born abroad (Regeringen 2013), out of the 9.5 million of total population (Statistiska 

centralbyrån 2013). This worldwide state of affairs contributes to linguistic diversity and 

consequently to a more frequent communication between native and non-native speakers of a 

certain language.  

The reality mentioned above has contributed over the past decades to an increase in the number 

of studies focused on second language learners from different approaches. Some research in the 

field of second language acquisition and language learning has centered on native speakers’ 

perception and understanding of the non-native speech. Perception and effectiveness of 

communication between native and non-native speakers have been usually addressed through 

the analysis of three dimensions; accentedness, comprehensibility, and intelligibility (Behrman 

and Akhund 2013:1567). These three constructs have been intensively assessed both 

individually, combined, and together with other factors such as speaker background or 

segmental phenomena. Taken together, the results of those studies have revealed that several 

features in the non-native speech as well as speaker and listener background may influence 

native speakers’ perception and understanding when they are presented with non-native speech. 

Despite the numerous studies carried out, to date, just four studies have examined the influence 

of semantic context on native speakers’ judgments of accentedness, comprehensibility, and 

intelligibility. Furthermore, to our knowledge, just two of them have studied the three 

dimensions in conjunction by using English read material. These two studies have shown that 

“degree and type of semantic information available to the listener when deciphering an 

utterance” (Kennedy and Trofimovich 2008:461) significantly affects listeners’ response; as 

less degree of semantic context, the non-native speech is perceived as more foreign accented, 

more difficult to understand, and less intelligible (Kennedy and Trofimovich 2008; Behrman 

and Akhund 2013). 

 

The purpose of this thesis is to examine the effect of semantic context on native listeners’ 

response to accentedness, comprehensibility, and intelligibility, but using non-read material and 

Swedish as the target language. To evaluate the role of semantic context in the three dimensions, 

Swedish native speakers were presented with a Swedish extemporaneous narration spoken by 

a native speaker of Spanish.  

 

The rest of the thesis is organized as follows. Section II presents the background and research 

questions. In section III, a description of the method is provided. The results are shown and 
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explained in section IV. Finally, the thesis ends with discussion and conclusions in section V 

and VI respectively.    

 

 

 

2   Background  

One characteristic feature of second language acquisition is the difficulty to achieve native or 

native-like second language ultimate attainment.  This is especially true for learners whose 

exposure to a second language (L2) has been after puberty or in adulthood. Although late 

learners can show different degrees of L2 proficiency, and therefore present individual 

variations, all tend to exhibit several L2 features which make them easily identifiable as non-

native speakers of a certain language.  Despite these speech features that certainly appear to be 

very difficult to avoid and/or change, even if the speaker is aware of them, one of the main 

goals for second language learners is to be able to communicate effectively with native 

speakers. Nevertheless, diverse features in the L2 speech together with other external factors 

non-related to the speech itself can negatively affect communication.  The study of effectiveness 

in communication between native and non-native speakers as well as native speakers’ 

perception of the L2 speech has been normally addressed based on three dimensions; 

accentedness, comprehensibility, and intelligibility (Behrman and Akhund 2013:1567). 

These three constructs, accentedness, comprehensibility, and intelligibility, have been 

interpreted and analyzed in several ways using different techniques. However, a significant 

number of studies have described and assessed them according to Munro and Derwing (1995a). 

Following Munro & Derwing (1995a:291), accentedness refers to how strong a foreign accent 

is perceived. In other words, “accentedness is the listener’s perception of how closely speaker’s 

pronunciation approaches that of a native speaker” (Behrman and Akhund 2013:1567). Ratings 

of accentedness have been usually obtained by using Likert-type scales in which the listener is 

asked to circle the number on the scale that most closely fits the degree of perceived foreign 

accent. Comprehensibility is defined by the authors as the listener’s subjective estimation of the 

difficulty in understanding an utterance or a speech (Munro & Derwing 1995a:291). That is, 

“this dimension is a judgment of difficulty and not a measure of how much actually gets 

understood” (Derwing and Munro 2008:478).  Although different techniques have been used, 

ratings of comprehensibility have also been usually obtained by using Likert-type scales. The 

listener is asked to circle the number on the scale that most closely fits the degree of perceived 

difficulty in understanding an utterance. Intelligibility is defined by Munro & Derwing 

(1995a:291) as the extent to which a particular utterance is actually understood by the listener. 

Intelligibility scores have been obtained by presenting the listeners with words or utterances 

and asking them to write the speech stimuli in standard orthography. The number of words 

correctly transcribed corresponds to the intelligibility score.   

 

In this thesis, the definition of accentedness used is the same as in Munro & Derwing (1995a). 

However, the dimensions of intelligibility and comprehensibility are approached following 
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Smith (1992). Smith (1992) defines intelligibility as word/utterance recognition, describing 

comprehensibility as being at a higher level of understanding than intelligibility. 

Comprehensibility is defined as word/utterance meaning and consequently, it refers to the 

extent to which the message is actually understood by a listener (Smith 1992:76). 

 

In the following subsections, the results of different studies that have investigated the factors 

that affect listeners’ response to accentedness, comprehensibility, and intelligibility will be 

presented as well as results regarding the relation between those three dimensions. Finally, 

studies based on the impact of semantic context on listeners’ perception of the L2 speech will 

be addressed.  

 

 

2.1 Factors affecting accentedness 

2.1.1 Speaker background 

One approach from which the dimension accentedness has been assessed is taking into account 

the age of acquisition of the L2. Several researchers have found that the age of acquisition is a 

robust predictor of the degree of perceived accent when native speakers of a certain language 

are presented with non-native speech (Flege 1988; Flege and Fletcher 1992; Flege, Frieda, and 

Nozawa 1997; Flege, Munro, and MacKay 1995; MacKay, Flege, and Imai 2006; Moyer 1999; 

Munro, Flege, and Mackay 1996; Piske, Mackay, and Flege 2001; Tahta, Wood, and Lowenthal 

1981; Thompson 1991). The previous mentioned studies have also centered on the influence of 

other factors. For example, length of residence, motivation, amount and type of L2 input, range 

of presented samples, and amount of first language (L1) and L2 use. 

In Thompson’s (1991) study, native speakers of Russian who had English as L2 were evaluated 

in terms of accentedness by native speakers of English. The results showed that the age of 

arrival to the L2 country was the factor that affected the degree of perceived foreign accent the 

most. Other factors that were found to affect accentedness, although to a much lesser extent, 

were gender, self-estimated ability to mimic, and overall L2 proficiency. Another study by 

Flege, Munro, and MacKay (1995), revealed that age of arrival was the strongest predictor for 

pronunciation accuracy. In addition, other factors such as length of residence, gender of the 

speaker, and specially, amount of L1 and L2 use exerted effects on the degree of perceived 

foreign accent. Likewise, Munro, Flege, and Mackay (1996) found that perceived foreign accent 

increased in conjunction with the age of arrival to the L2 country.  

In order to analyze the role of L1 use in the perceived foreign accent, Flege, Frieda, and Nozawa 

(1997) recorded two groups of native speakers of Italian reading several sentences in English. 

Both groups had the same age of arrival to the L2 country (almost 6 years old), but significantly 

different self-reported use of their L1 (36%-3%). Although the speakers’ age of arrival was 
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during childhood and their mean length of residence in Canada was 34 years, the English native 

speakers’ evaluations revealed that both groups had detectable foreign accent. In addition, the 

group that reported more amount use of L1 was perceived as more foreign accented than the 

group that did not use Italian as often. That is, the native speakers of Italian that frequently used 

their L1 were rated with higher scores of accentedness by the English native speakers. However, 

those higher scores could be interpreted as caused by a less frequent use of the L2 and not by a 

more frequent use of the L1.  Similar results were found in MacKay, Flege, and Imai’s (2006) 

study where the strongest factor affecting the degree of perceived foreign accent was age of 

arrival to the L2 country. Native speakers of Italian whose exposure to English started early in 

life were perceived as less foreign accented than subjects whose age of arrival was relatively 

late in life. Moreover, the early learners rated as non-foreign accented were those whose L1 use 

was infrequent. In a like manner to the previous study, these results could be caused by a more 

frequent L2 use rather than a frequent L1 use. The study by Piske, Mackay, and Flege (2001) 

showed that both the age of L2 learning and the amount of L1 use affected the perceived degree 

of foreign accent. On the other hand, length of residence, gender, and self-estimated L1 ability 

were not found to exert effect on overall L2 pronunciation accuracy (Piske, Mackay, and Flege 

2001:191). Another study by Flege and Fletcher (1992) revealed that the age of L2 acquisition 

and length of residence were significantly correlated with accent ratings. Furthermore, the 

authors observed that when L2 utterances were interspersed among utterances spoken by native 

speakers, listeners rated the L2 speech as more foreign accented than when the sample only 

contained L2 utterances. A posterior study by Flege, Birdsong, Bialystok, Mack, Sung, and 

Tsukada (2006) revealed that the age of arrival was the only predictive factor for accentedness 

ratings since the length of residence did not have an impact on listeners’ judgments. 

 

  

 

2.1.2 Types of stimuli and segmental features 

Several studies have assessed the role played by different types of stimuli such as spontaneous 

and read material when native speakers judge the accentedness of L2 speech. Some researchers 

have found that material read by non-native speakers is perceived as less accented than 

spontaneously produced speech (Beebe 1987 in Munro and Derwing 1994:256; Dickerson and 

Dickerson 1977 in Munro and Derwing 1994:255; Wenk 1979 in Munro and Derwing 

1994:255). Despite the mentioned studies, other researchers have not found support for the 

claim that material read by L2 speakers is more accurately produced than spontaneous speech 

(Hammond 1982 in Munro and Derwing 1994:255-256; Oyama 1976 in Munro and Derwing 

1994:256; Thomson 1991). In a more recent study, Munro and Derwing (1994) did not find 

support for the claim that read material by L2 speakers is perceived as more foreign accented 

than extemporaneous speech.   

Another group of studies related to native speakers’ perception of foreign accent have focused 

on segmental and prosodic phenomena. Some of these studies have revealed that phonemic and 

phonetic production accuracy, deviation in segmentals, and syllable structure in non-native 
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pronunciation correlate significantly with accentedness ratings (Anderson-Hsieh, Johnson, and 

Koehler 1992; Cunningham-Andersson and Engstrand 1989; Derwing and Munro 1997; Munro 

and Derwing 1995b; Riney and Flege 1998; Riney, Takada, and Ota 2000; Wayland 1997). 

Moreover, it has been found that the judgments of native speakers on non-native pronunciation 

are influenced by different supra-segmental phenomena, as well as speech rate or pause 

frequency and duration (Anderson-Hsieh, Johnson, and Koehler 1992; Chen 2010; Cutler, 

Dahan, and van Donselaar 1997; Munro and Derwing 1998, 2001; Trofimovich and Baker 

2006).  

 

In order to examine the relation between the properties of the speech stimuli presented to native 

speakers and their response to L2 speech, some digital manipulations of the stimuli have been 

used. Magen (1998) analyzed the effect of various phonetic and phonological factors on the 

global perception of accentedness. Native Spanish speakers who presented strong accent in 

spoken English, but were fluent, recorded a list of utterances. Those original sentences and 

sentences edited acoustically were then presented to native speakers of English who were 

instructed to rate accentedness. The results revealed that the edited sentences were rated 

significantly less foreign accented than the original ones. The authors concluded that segmental 

and supra-segmental factors, such as syllable structure, lexical and phrasal stress, final /s/ 

deletion, and consonant manner contributed to the listeners’ perception of accentedness. In a 

study by Munro & Derwing (2001) the speaking rate of utterances produced by L2 speakers 

from different linguistic backgrounds was manipulated. The results of the study revealed that 

L2 utterances accelerated digitally were rated as less foreign accented than the original ones. In 

a posterior study by MacKay, Flege, and Imai (2006), however, these findings were not 

supported. That is, a speed up in the speaking rate did not make the native listeners rate the L2 

speech as less accented.  

 

Another approach applied to analyze the effect of non-segmental factors on the detection of 

foreign accent has been the use of content-masking procedures. This technique allows the 

removal of segmental and semantic markers of non-nativeness leaving other aspects of the 

speech unaffected (Munro, Derwing, and Burgess 2010:627-628). In Munro (1995), it was 

shown that native speakers of English were able to identify which sentences were spoken by 

native speakers of Mandarin or English when the presented speech was low-pass filtered. The 

results suggested that the listeners used differences in speaking rates, intonation patterns, and 

timing in order to effectuate their judgments. In another study by Munro, Derwing, and Burgess 

(2010) native speakers of English were presented with backwards speech from which 

considerable segmental and prosodic information had been removed.  This study revealed that 

the native speakers were able to distinguish between native and non-native speech when it was 

presented backwards in all conditions. That is, for all the L2 speakers and for speech samples 

containing from 1 to 36 words. When pitch variation and speaking rate were removed, and 

temporal integrity was extremely changed, the native speakers’ sensitivity was significantly 

lower. The authors concluded that listeners’ judgments were influenced by temporal properties, 

pitch, and voice quality.  
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2.1.3 Perceived comprehensibility, comprehension, and listener’s attitude 

Some studies have focused on the role of the listener as an important agent for the 

communication between native and non-native speakers.  These studies have revealed that 

listeners’ attitudes and beliefs may be crucial for the understanding of L2 speech.  For example, 

in Rubin’s (1992) study, native English speakers were presented with two spoken speech 

samples previously recorded by a female native speaker of English and were instructed to rate 

accentedness, and complete a comprehension test about the lecture. While the listeners heard 

the speech, half of them saw a projected photograph of a Caucasian European woman, whereas 

the other half saw a picture of a Chinese woman. Rubin observed that comprehension scores 

were lower when listeners saw the Chinese woman than when they saw the picture of the 

European. Moreover, accent was perceived as more foreign accented and less standard. The 

results suggested that the expectation of an accent negatively affects comprehension and 

perceived accent. Another example of the role of the listener in the understanding of non-native 

speech is the study of Lindemann (2002). Lindemann (2002) explored how listeners’ attitude 

about non-native accent influence perceived and actual comprehension of L2 speech. In order 

to evaluate this relationship, native speakers of Korean and English were instructed to complete 

a map task. Their collaborative behavior and the performance of the map task were evaluated 

through an objective assessment. The results showed that native speakers of English with more 

negative attitudes towards Koreans perceived their communication as unsuccessful, although 

the commended task was successfully completed.  

 

 

2.2 Intelligibility, comprehensibility, and L2 speech 

2.2.1 Grammar, discourse patterns, noise conditions, and segmental features 

Intelligibility of L2 speech has been shown to be affected by several factors. For example, 

Varonis and Gass (1982) observed that grammar and pronunciation affected the comprehension 

in English native speakers when they were presented with L2 speech. In Tyler’s (1992) study, 

it was found that, apart from grammar and pronunciation, discourse-level patterns such as 

lexical discourse markers, syntactic incorporation, and lexical specificity interacted to influence 

the comprehension of a lecture produced by a native speaker of Chinese. 

Noise conditions have also been found to impact on the intelligibility of non-native speech. 

Wilson and Spaulding (2010) analyzed the effect of noise and speech intelligibility on listeners’ 

comprehension and processing time of Korean accented English. True/false English sentences 

produced by high and moderate-intelligible native speakers of Korean, and native speakers of 

English were presented to English native listeners under three different noise conditions. The 

results revealed that comprehension was worse when the speech was produced by the non-

native speakers. Comprehension was worse too when the degree of background noise increased, 

especially for the non-native speech. In fact, modest background noise did not affect the 



7 
 

comprehension of utterances produced by the native speakers. Ferguson, Jongman, Sereno, and 

Keum (2010) compared the results of young adults and old adults (+60 years old) under 

different noise conditions, being all of them native English speakers. The intelligibility of 

English words was significantly better when they were spoken by an English native speaker 

than when a non-native speaker did. Moreover, the results showed that the old adults were not 

more affected by the non-native speech than the young adults. In other words, the intelligibility 

of the presented foreign accented words was not more difficult for the old adults than for the 

young adults. 

 

As mentioned in the previous section, several studies have shown that segmental and supra-

segmental phenomena affect native speakers’ judgments of foreign accented speech. In addition 

to accentedness ratings, these segmental and supra-segmental phenomena have been found to 

influence native speakers’ intelligibility and comprehensibility ratings. Munro and Derwing 

(1995b) examined the influence of phonetic errors (segment deletion, insertion, and 

substitution), phonemic errors, grammatical errors, and goodness of intonation on native 

speakers’ judgments of accentedness, comprehensibility, and intelligibility performance. 

Native speakers of Mandarin were recorded describing a comic strip from which several 

utterances were presented to native speakers of English.  The results revealed that 70% of the 

listeners showed significant correlation between phonemic, phonetic, and grammatical errors, 

and the native speakers’ ratings of accentedness. This correlation was lower for the 

comprehensibility scores, especially for phonemic and phonetic errors (44% and 11% of the 

listeners respectively). Segmental errors were, thus, found to be more determining for the 

listeners’ perception of foreign accent than for the perceived comprehensibility. Finally, 

correlation between intelligibility and phonemic, grammatical errors, and goodness of 

intonation was seen for very few listeners. In a posterior study by Derwing and Munro (1997) 

based on the above research, less significant correlations between native speakers’ scores and 

phonemic, phonetic, and grammatical errors were found. The authors hypothesized that the 

cause of these results was that the L2 speech contained a greater overall number of errors. In 

the research conducted by Anderson-Hsieh, Johnson, and Koehler (1992) it was shown that 

deviance in segmentals, prosody, and syllable structure affected listeners’ ratings of 

accentedness. Prosody, however, had the strongest effect on perceived foreign accent and 

perceived comprehensibility. Regarding the actual understanding of L2 speech, Anderson-

Hsieh and Koehler (2006) observed that deviation in prosodic phenomena proved to be the 

variable that most affected comprehension. In a more recent research, Zielinski (2008) 

presented English utterances spoken by native speakers of Mandarin, Korean, and Vietnamese 

to native English speakers. The L2 features that became more difficult to transcribe 

orthographically when listeners executed the intelligibility task were analyzed. Zielinski 

observed that the listeners, in attempting to identify a word produced by the L2 speaker, 

consistently relied on the speaker’s syllable stress pattern, and in particular much more on 

segments in strong syllables than in weak ones (Zielinski 2008:69). 

 

Other studies have centered on the role of speech rate and temporal properties of the L2 speech. 

For instance, in the study carried out by Munro and Derwing (1998) the effect of speaking rate 
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on listeners’ evaluations of native and foreign-accented speech was examined. Native speakers 

of Mandarin were instructed to read passages in English at a normal rate and at a slower rate. 

The results revealed that the native speakers rated the slower passages as more accented and 

less comprehensible than the passages read at a normal rate. In a second experiment, the speech 

was modified using a software that slowed the speech. The results showed that whereas the new 

listeners preferred some speeded up passages, the slowed passages were not preferred by any 

of the native speakers. Munro and Derwing (2001) confirmed the findings in the previous study 

when comparing three speech rates; slow, natural, and fast. It was shown that speaking rate 

affected accentedness and comprehensibility ratings. The fast stimuli were rated as easier to 

understand than the natural. In turn, the fast and natural stimuli were rated as easier to 

understand than the slow ones. In addition, the fast stimuli were perceived as significantly less 

foreign accented than the natural and the slow ones. Accentedness and comprehensibility 

ratings were, therefore, affected by the extremes. Munro and Derwing (1998, 2001) concluded 

that it is improbable that slowing down non-native speech may positively influence listeners’ 

perception of comprehensibility and degree of foreign accent. In fact, it may lead to worse 

ratings. Nevertheless, a small increase in speaking rate for non-native speakers may be 

beneficial (Munro and Derwing 2001:464-465). In the study by Anderson-Hsieh and Koehler 

(2006) it was shown that when the speaking rate was increased, comprehension was greatly 

reduced for speakers with a strong foreign accent. That is, the speaking rate was shown to be 

crucial for the comprehension of heavily accented non-native speakers. Tajima, Port, and Dalby 

(1997) used digital manipulation in order to examine the link between speech stimuli and 

intelligibility scores. Short phrases in English spoken by native speakers of Chinese where 

modified in order to correct the duration of acoustic segments to make them more native-like. 

The native speakers’ productions were modified too in order to adjust them to Chinese speakers’ 

timing. The results revealed that after the temporal correction the intelligibility of sentences 

spoken by the non-native speakers improved significantly. In turn, the intelligibility of modified 

sentences spoken by the native speakers of English declined significantly after the temporal 

adjustments. These results indicated that temporal properties of the speech play a role in 

listeners’ intelligibility.  

 

 

2.2.2 Listener factors 

A group of studies have examined the effect of listener’s familiarity with non-native speech on 

native speakers’ performance on the intelligibility task.  Some studies have found that 

familiarity with L2 speech can improve listeners’ intelligibility. Gass and Varonis (1984) found 

that familiarity with non-native speech in general, familiarity with a non-native accent in 

particular, and familiarity with a particular non-native speaker facilitated listeners’ 

comprehension of the foreign accented speech (Gass and Varonis 1984:81). In the study by 

Wingstedt and Schulman (1984), a group of listeners was presented with foreign accented 

utterances and was asked to repeat what they had understood. After that, they were presented 

with a list of isolated words that had to be identified. By contrast, another group of native 
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speakers was only presented with the word list. The results indicated that the listeners who were 

exposed to the accented utterances, and therefore were familiar with the accent, comprehended 

better the presented words. In a study by Clarke (2000) native speakers of English listened to 

English sentences produced by native speakers of Chinese and Spanish. After this first listening 

session, sentences spoken by the same L2 speakers and by new Spanish/Chinese speakers were 

presented to the listeners who completed a word intelligibility test. The results showed that 

word intelligibility was better for the L2 speakers presented in the first session but did not affect 

the perception of the new L2 speakers, indicating that familiarity with a particular foreign 

accented speaker facilitates intelligibility, although this benefit is not extended to other L2 

speakers with the same foreign accent. Bradlow and Bent (2003) compared the accuracy in 

understanding foreign accented speech between two groups of native speakers who participated 

as listeners. The results indicated that the listeners who heard sentences recorded by multiple 

non-native speakers with the same linguistic background (native speakers of Mandarin), and 

consequently were provided with more L2 stimuli, performed better at understanding an 

unfamiliar L2 speaker than the listeners who were presented with a single Mandarin speaker of 

English.  However, the listeners were not better at understanding another L2 speaker with a 

different L1 from the previously exposed, indicating that in order to facilitate the understanding 

of L2 speech it is required to be exposed to that specific foreign accent.  In the study by Burda, 

Overhake, and Thompson (2005) old adults (+60 years old) transcribed sentences produced by 

native speakers of English, Taiwanese, and Spanish. The results indicated that transcriptions’ 

accuracy in the second listening round was worse for words, but better for sentences. The 

authors concluded that familiarity with the L2 speech and stimuli’s length may influence 

transcription accuracy. Kennedy and Trofimovich (2008) compared the performance on the 

intelligibility task of experienced listeners (teachers of English as a second language with at 

least three years of experience) and unexperienced listeners (listeners who reported little 

previous exposition to L2 speech). The results indeed revealed that the experienced listeners 

were more accurate in their transcriptions than the unexperienced listeners, but their 

accentedness and comprehensibility ratings did not differ. In contrast to the mentioned studies, 

the results from the investigation by Munro and Derwing (1995a) did not show any effect of 

familiarity on listeners’ response to accented speech. In their study, self-reported exposure to 

non-native speech (regular contact vs. little or no contact with L2 speakers) was not found to 

have an influence on mean accent ratings, mean comprehensibility ratings or transcription 

scores.  

Another group of studies have focused on the intelligibility of foreign accented speakers when 

listener and speaker have the same or different language background. Some studies have found 

that intelligibility of L2 speech is improved when speaker and listener have the same L1. This 

advantage has been referred to as “matched interlanguage speech intelligibility benefit” (Bent 

and Bradlow 2003:1600).  Bent and Bradlow (2003) observed that for non-native listeners, 

speech corresponding to a relatively high proficient non-native speaker with the same L1 was 

as intelligible as a speech produced by a native speaker of English. The authors inferred that L2 

speech is more intelligible than native speech to non-native listeners, whereas native speakers 

find L2 speech less intelligible than L1 speech. Other studies have obtained similar results and 
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have supported the claim that non-native speakers are more intelligible for L2 listeners from 

the same native language background than for native speakers (Hayes-Harb, Smith, Bent, and 

Bradlow 2008; Imai, Walley, and Flege 2005; Stibbard and Lee 2006). Despite the support that 

some investigations have shown to the matched interlanguage speech intelligibility benefit, 

other researchers did not observe such advantage. In the study by Munro, Derwing, and Morton 

(2006) 40 native speakers of Cantonese, Japanese, Mandarin, and English evaluated utterances 

in English produced by native speakers of Cantonese, Japanese, Polish, and Spanish. The results 

revealed that “listeners did not consistently exhibit intelligibility benefit for speech produced 

in their own accent” (Munro, Derwing, and Morton 2006:111).  However, a certain advantage 

for intelligibility was found for the native speakers of Japanese when they listened to other 

Japanese speakers. These results are similar to Major, Fitzmaurice, Bunta, and 

Balasubramanian (2002). In this study, native speakers of Chinese, Japanese, Spanish, and 

English read short passages in English. Native speakers of those languages where told to answer 

some questions related to the lecture in a comprehension test. The results indicated that the 

native and non-native speakers of English performed significantly worse when the speaker was 

a non-native English speaker. Nevertheless, the native speakers of Spanish performed 

significantly better and the native speakers of Chinese performed significantly worse when the 

speech was produced in their own accent. The authors concluded that L2 speech is only 

sometimes better understood when listener and speaker have the same linguistic background. 

In contrast, in the study by Smith, Hayes-Harb, Bruss, and Harker (2009) the matched 

interlanguage speech intelligibility benefit was not found at all. German listeners found words 

spoken by native English speakers more intelligible than words produced by German speakers 

of English. In addition, German speakers of English did not perceive the words spoken by other 

German speakers of English more intelligible than did native speakers of English.  

 

 

 

2.3 Accentedness, comprehensibility, and intelligibility 

As shown in previous sections, the dimensions of accentedness, comprehensibility, and 

intelligibility have been investigated from numerous approaches, but usually each dimension 

has been addressed either together with other factors or in combination with another dimension. 

However, in the studies by Derwing and Munro (1997), and Munro and Derwing (1995a, 

1995b) the relationship among those three constructs has been examined.  

Munro and Derwing (1995b) recorded 10 native speakers of Mandarin and two native speakers 

of English describing a comic strip. Native speakers of English were instructed to rate several 

sentences for accentedness and comprehensibility, and transcribe the utterances in order to 

assess intelligibility. Although the results showed that the non-native utterances were highly 

intelligible and mostly perceived as easy to understand, the listeners usually rated them as 

moderately or highly accented. The authors pointed out that, “the presence of a strong foreign 

accent does not necessarily result in reduced intelligibility or comprehensibility” (Munro and 

Derwing 1995b:303). Consequently, accent ratings were not found to be reliable as a predictor 
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of perceived comprehensibility. On the other hand, perceived comprehensibility was a better 

predictor for intelligibility accuracy (listener’s actual understanding of an utterance) than accent 

ratings were. These results were confirmed in the study by Munro and Derwing (1995a) where 

20 native speakers of English listened to utterances spoken by native speakers of English and 

Mandarin. The listeners were instructed to assign true/false judgments, transcribe each 

statement, and rate accentedness and comprehensibility. The results showed that highly 

intelligible and easily comprehensible utterances could be perceived as heavily accented. These 

two mentioned studies by Munro and Derwing (1995a, 1995b) revealed that strong accents did 

not necessarily preclude complete intelligibility of L2 speech or reduce its comprehensibility. 

For most of the listeners, a significant correlation was found between intelligibility and 

perceived comprehensibility, and between accent and perceived comprehensibility, but only a 

moderate correlation between the three dimensions. The authors concluded that accentedness, 

comprehensibility, and intelligibility were related dimensions but at the same time partially 

independent. A posterior study by Derwing and Munro (1997) replicated again the above 

results. In this research, the accent ratings were found to be harsher than the perceived 

comprehensibility ratings. In addition, the comprehensibility ratings were found to be harsher 

than the intelligibility scores. The three dimensions thus were not equivalent but appeared to be 

clearly related (Derwing and Munro 1997:11). The findings by Munro and Derwing (1995a, 

1995b), and Derwing and Munro (1997) showing that strong foreign accent does not impede 

intelligibility have been supported by other researchers. Flege, Takagi, and Mann (1995) found 

that English words containing liquid consonants spoken by Japanese speakers where fully 

intelligible, although the utterances were rated as heavily accented. The same results were 

obtained in Munro, Flege, and Mackay (1996) who examined native English listeners’ ratings 

on accentedness and intelligibility scores when English words spoken by native speakers of 

Italian were presented. Hayes-Harb and Watzinger-Tharp’s (2012) study confirmed the 

previous results at word and sentence level. The results indicated that strong foreign accented 

stimuli do not imply reduced intelligibility. Moreover, the most heavily accented non-native 

speakers were, sometimes, perceived as highly intelligible subjects. 

 

In addition to the findings described above, Munro and Derwing (1995a) also found that 

sentences spoken by native speakers were verified as true/false significantly faster than 

sentences spoken by non-native speakers. Furthermore, utterances spoken by non-native 

speakers and L2 utterances perceived as difficult to understand, required more processing time 

than utterances spoken by native speakers or L2 utterances rated as easy to understand. No 

significant correlation between accentedness ratings and processing time was found, but 

processing time was correlated with comprehensibility ratings. These results, in conjunction 

with the results from Munro and Derwing (1995b), led the authors to hypothesize that the lack 

of congruence between perceived comprehensibility ratings and very successful transcriptions 

indicates that some accented but perfectly intelligible utterances might demand more processing 

time in order to be understood. This extra effort and processing time may lead listeners to assign 

lower scores in the comprehensibility rating. That is, native listeners perceive and rate these 

utterances as more difficult to understand. This hypothesis that native speakers may require 

additional processing resources when deciphering accented utterances has also been 
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corroborated by Schmid and Yeni-Komshian (1999), and Bürki-Cohen, Miller, and Eimas 

(2001) who observed that processing of native and non-native speech present differences. 

Furthermore, Weil (2003:8) found that listeners’ “perceptual effort” was higher for foreign 

accented utterances. 

 

 

 

2.4 The effect of semantic context on accentedness, 

comprehensibility, and intelligibility 

As formerly seen in previous sections, native listeners’ perception and response to L2 speech 

is influenced by a wide range of factors. Native speakers’ judgments on accentedness, 

comprehensibility, and intelligibility has been shown to be affected by several features of the 

L2 speech, conditions of stimuli presentation, and the background of both native listeners and 

non-native speakers. Although the relationship between non-native speech and accentedness, 

comprehensibility, and intelligibility has been extensively studied, little is, however, known 

about the effect of semantic context on those three dimensions. To date, just four studies known 

to us have explored the influence of semantic context on listeners’ response when they are 

presented with non-native speech.  

Gass and Varonis (1984) investigated the effect of familiarity with the topic on native speakers’ 

comprehension of L2 speech. Two native speakers of Japanese and two native speakers of 

Arabic were recorded reading The North Wind story (a short fable about a contest between the 

north wind and the sun to decide which of them is stronger), and two sets of sentences. The first 

set of sentences was thematically related to the story, whereas the second set was unrelated but 

“readily interpretable as a function of real-world knowledge” (Gass and Varonis 1984:68). Each 

recording included the set of related sentences, the story, and the set of unrelated sentences. 

However, the order of the related and unrelated sentences varied with respect to the story. The 

listeners were instructed to write down the first set of sentences, write a summary of the story, 

and again transcribe the second set of sentences. The results showed that the related sentences 

were always transcribed more accurately when they were presented in the post-text condition. 

That is, the sentences were significantly better understood when the listeners were provided 

with a context and therefore, they were familiarized with the topic. In the pre-text condition, 

the comprehension of the unrelated sentences was better. The authors suggested that a topic 

based on non-real world experience (e.g., The North Wind) is more difficult to understand than 

information about the real world, since for the latter, listeners can use their experience and 

knowledge to interpret the message. The authors concluded that familiarity with the topic 

greatly facilitates listeners’ comprehension.  

 

In another research conducted by Schmid and Yeni-Komshian (1999) the influence of foreign 

accent and target predictability on mispronunciation (MP) detection was investigated. Two 

English native speakers and two non-native speakers were recorded reading several English 

utterances. Each sentence contained a MP in word-initial position and a high or low predictable 
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final word. Native speakers of English were presented with the stimuli and were instructed to 

detect the mispronunciation as quickly as possible. The results indicated that the detection of 

MPs was faster and significantly more accurate for the utterances produced by the native 

speakers than for the utterances spoken by the non-native speakers. For the non-native speakers, 

the listeners were faster and more accurate in detecting MPs when the foreign accent was from 

mild to moderate than when it was strong (accuracy of 82% and 62% respectively). Finally, 

MPs were detected faster and more accurately for the predictable sentences. That is, predictable 

information from the preceding words (e.g., The bomb exploded with a plast, being plast a 

mispronunciation of blast) against non-predictable information (Tom wants to know about the 

gake, being cake replaced by gake). It was observed, therefore, that the listeners used the 

available semantic context when deciphering non-native utterances (Kennedy and Trofimovich, 

2008:463).  

 

Kennedy and Trofimovich (2008) explored how semantic context, “degree and type of semantic 

information available to the listener when deciphering an utterance” (Kennedy & Trofimovich 

2008:461), affected the measures of accentedness, comprehensibility, and intelligibility. Native 

speakers of Mandarin and English were recorded reading three lists of sentences with 

decreasing degree of contextual support. The sentences from the first list were true-false 

sentences that were “meaningful and had a known (real-world) context” (Kennedy and 

Trofimovich 2008:466) (e.g., June is the first month of the year or In the winter, the snow is 

green). The second list contained semantically meaningful sentences (e.g., A new plan makes 

John nervous). These sentences were meaningful, but presented an unknown context to the 

listener. The last list contained semantically anomalous sentences which were meaningless, 

although they were completely correct at a grammatical level (e.g., Fake Charles finished the 

happy garage). For these sentences, listeners could only rely on syntax because the semantic 

context was not available to interpret the utterance. The results showed that semantic context 

had no effect for the L1 speakers on any of the semantic dimensions. For the L2 speakers, the 

semantic context affected accentedness, comprehensibility, and intelligibility ratings. True-

false sentences were rated as the least accented, the easiest to understand, and the most 

intelligible ones. On the other hand, the semantically anomalous sentences were rated as the 

most accented, the hardest to understand, and the least intelligible ones. The semantically 

meaningful sentences obtained ratings that were between the other two semantic dimensions.  

 

The last study that has explored the factor of semantic context is that by Behrman and Akhund 

(2013). This work used adapted sentences from Kennedy and Trofimovich’s (2008) 

investigation for each of the three semantic dimensions; true-false sentences (e.g., Sometimes 

animals live in caves or Most horses have sixteen eyes); semantically meaningful sentences 

(e.g., Three fans visited a famous stadium); and semantically anomalous sentences (e.g., The 

refrigerator ran across the field or The girls ate the rocks for dinner). The speakers in this study 

were native Spanish speakers who were divided into three groups according to their degree of 

foreign accent (mild, moderated, and strong). The results confirmed Kennedy and 

Trofimovich’s (2008) findings that less semantic context implied stronger perceived foreign 

accent, harder comprehension, and less intelligibility, but only when the utterances were 
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produced by the L2 speakers who presented a strong accent. As in Kennedy and Trofimovich 

(2008), the results demonstrated that native speakers, in addition to phonetic and phonotactic 

features, access available semantic information when they are presented with non-native speech 

(Behrman and Akhund 2013:1576). 

 

 

 

2.5 Research questions  

The findings of the presented related work have shown that semantic context plays a significant 

role in how native listeners perceive and decode non-native speech. The results have revealed 

that listeners access available semantic information in order to understand the L2 speech. 

Semantic context, therefore, influences listeners’ perception of accentedness, 

comprehensibility, and intelligibility accuracy when they are presented with utterances 

produced by non-native speakers. The referred studies, nevertheless, have only made use of 

pre-created and isolated English sentences, which were read by L2 speakers. Consequently, 

these utterances were all prepared in advance by native speakers of English and did not contain 

any kind of error, besides reader’s non-native pronunciation.   

The aim of the present thesis is to add and expand this research, investigating the effect of 

semantic context when the L2 stimulus corresponds to extemporaneous speech. As mentioned 

in Behrman and Akhund (2013:1576), although the previous studies have shown that the use of 

reading material is very useful to control errors produced by second language speakers, these 

types of stimuli do not reveal how semantic context affects accentedness, comprehensibility, 

and intelligibility in spontaneous speech. Because most communicative situations between 

native and non-native speakers occur in discourse, it may be crucial to assess the influence of 

semantic context on the three dimensions of communicative effectiveness using 

extemporaneous L2 speech.  

 

The main research question pursued in this study concerns whether semantic context will affect 

native listeners’ response to accentedness, comprehensibility, and intelligibility when the L2 

speech is an extemporaneous narration. In the current study, a native speaker of Spanish 

described in Swedish the four final cartoons from a comic strip that depict unexpected and non-

conventional events (anomalous semantic context).  

 

Following the evidence obtained about semantic context, three hypotheses were tested:  

 

H1: A group of native listeners that are presented with additional visual information before 

hearing the story will perceive the L2 speech as less foreign accented than a group of listeners 

that are presented with no additional visual information. 
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H2: A group of native listeners that are presented with additional visual information before 

hearing the story will perceive the L2 speech as easier to understand than a group of listeners 

that are presented with no additional visual information. 

 

H3: A group of native listeners that are presented with additional visual information before 

hearing the story will transcribe the utterances from the L2 speech more accurately than a group 

of listeners that are presented with no additional visual information. 

 

 

 

 

3   Method  

3.1 Listeners 

The listeners in this study were 40 native speakers of Swedish (24 women and 16 men), most 

of them students at Stockholm University. More specifically, 33 listeners were undergraduate 

students of different disciplines, one was a master student, two others were teachers/researchers 

of a non-linguistic related subject at Stockholm University, and the rest of the participants had 

other occupations. The listeners were between the ages of 19 and 43 years (mean age= 26.75), 

and all reported no use of other language than Swedish during childhood. All participants were 

born in Sweden but one who was born in Chile and adopted by Swedish speaking parents at the 

age of two months. Most of the participants in this study were raised in Stockholm or other 

nearby cities, except a few who grew up in other regions of Sweden. However, all of them were 

currently living in Stockholm or surrounding areas. In addition, most of them had never lived 

in other country than Sweden except for eight listeners who lived abroad for a period of 1 to 5 

years (mean years= 3) and always after the age of seventeen. More exactly, five of them resided 

in English speaking countries, two in Japan, and one in Norway.  

For the purpose of this experiment, it was preferable that the listeners had not studied Spanish 

at school in order to minimize possible effects of the familiarity with this language on the results 

because the L2 speaker in this thesis has Spanish accent in spoken Swedish. The Spanish 

language, nevertheless, is very popular and vastly offered at almost all Swedish schools and 

academies as a modern language. Consequently, some participants who did study Spanish were 

included in this thesis as long as they rated their language skills as low. This information and 

other basic data were collected on each listener through a language background questionnaire. 

The entire listener questionnaire is provided in the Appendix. In the questionnaire, 

administrated after the experiment, the participants answered the question Vilka andra språk 

kan du förutom svenska? (Which languages do you speak besides Swedish?). The participants 

used a visual six-point scale to evaluate their language proficiency with endpoint labels of 

0=Inte alls (Not at all) and 5=Mycket bra (Very good). As previously introduced in this section, 

the participants who marked from 0 to 2 (1= mycket lite/very low and 2=lite/a little) for Spanish 

where included in the present study. Twenty of the subjects reported that they had never studied 
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Spanish and consequently they had no Spanish language knowledge at all. Twelve participants 

reported having very low knowledge of Spanish and eight participants reported having little 

knowledge of Spanish. In addition, all listeners did study English from grade three since it is a 

mandatory subject in the compulsory education and most of them did study an additional 

language, mainly French, German, or as mentioned, Spanish. Out of the 40 participants, 35 

listeners reported being fluent in English and the remaining five reported having good language 

skills in English. Six participants reported being fluent or having good knowledge of a third 

language; French (three subjects), Japanese (two subjects), and sign language (one subject).  As 

part of the language background questionnaire, the listeners were asked about their exposure to 

non-native speakers of Swedish through the question Umgås du med människor som har 

utländsk brytning när de pratar på svenska? (Do you spend time with people who have foreign 

accent when they speak Swedish?). The participants used a visual five-point scale with endpoint 

labels of 0=Aldrig (Never) and 5=Mycket ofta (Very often). Seventeen of the listeners reported 

they have contact with non-native speakers of Swedish very often or quite often, twenty-one of 

them to have only little or very little contact, and two listeners reported that they do not have 

any contact with non-native speakers at all. The participants who marked from label 2 to 5 were 

asked to indicate the native language of the non-native Swedish speakers they spend time with. 

The majority of the listeners reported having contact with three or more different foreign 

accents in spoken Swedish, independently of their level of exposure. The native languages most 

frequently mentioned were English (18 participants), Spanish (14), Arabic (13), German (10), 

Finnish (7), and Persian (7).  

None of the listeners reported any hearing problems, although formal hearing tests were not 

conducted. Nor reading or writing problems were reported either. All listeners were volunteers 

and did not receive any economic compensation in exchange for their participation in the 

experiment. 

 

 

3.2 Speaker 

The speech sample used in this thesis was extracted from a previous research conducted by 

Abrahamsson (2012) where speakers were instructed to describe a short comic strip. The 

subjects in Abrahamsson’s study were 200 native speakers of Spanish who had Swedish as a 

second language and represented different ages of L2 acquisition (AO from 1 to 30). All the 

participants’ length of residence in Sweden at the time of the study was at least 15 years. The 

speaker was selected among 200 speech samples taking into account the results of Behrman 

and Akhund (2013), which pointed out that semantic context was an important factor for 

speakers with strong accents, whereas for speakers with a mild accent semantic context had 

little effect on accentedness, intelligibility, and comprehensibility (Behrman and Akhund 

2013:1574). According to this, a male speaker who moved to Sweden as an adult and who 

exhibited a strong accent in spoken Swedish was chosen. Besides the strong accent, the speaker 
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was selected considering the narrative quality and coherence as well as avoiding samples 

containing some paralinguistic features such as laughter or coughing during the speech. Since 

the narrated story is spontaneous speech, some grammatical errors were expected and were not 

modified in order to preserve the original content. All listeners were presented with the same 

speech sample to prevent differences in individual characteristics among different speakers, for 

instance, prosody, speech rate or grammatical errors. 

 

 

3.3 Test instruments and stimuli  

3.3.1 Test instruments 

As seen in the literature review, most of the previous research has defined the constructs of 

accentedness, comprehensibility, and intelligibility following Munro & Derwing (1995a:291); 

accentedness refers to how strong a foreign accent is perceived by the listener. 

Comprehensibility is defined by the authors as the listener’s subjective estimation of the 

difficulty in understanding an utterance or a speech. Finally, intelligibility refers to the extent 

to which a particular utterance is actually understood by the listener. In this thesis, as previously 

stated, the definition of accentedness is the same as in Munro & Derwing (1995a), but the 

dimensions of intelligibility and comprehensibility are approached following Smith (1992). 

Intelligibility is defined as word/utterance recognition and comprehensibility as word/utterance 

meaning. Consequently, comprehensibility is at a higher level of understanding than 

intelligibility, referring to the extent to which the message is actually understood by a listener 

(Smith 1992: 76). 

The test instruments used in this thesis are the same as those employed in previous studies that 

have examined how different factors influence measures of accentedness, comprehensibility, 

and intelligibility of non-native speech (e.g., Behrman and Akhund 2013; Derwing and Munro 

1997; Kennedy and Trofimovich 2008; Munro and Derwing 1994,1995a,1995b; Munro, 

Derwing, and Morton 2006; Smith 1992). 

Accentedness and comprehensibility. For accentedness and comprehensibility tasks, the 

participants were provided with a sheet containing two visual nine-point scales they had to 

complete immediately after hearing the story. For the accentedness rating, the listeners were 

asked to grade how strong the speaker’s foreign (i.e., non-Swedish) accent was. The participants 

used a visual nine-point scale with endpoint labels from 1= Ingen utländsk brytning alls (No 

foreign accent at all) to 9=Mycket stark utländsk brytning (Very strong foreign accent). 

Numbers in between represented intermediate degrees of foreign accent.  The 

comprehensibility measurement consisted of a comprehensibility rating and a summary of the 

story. For the comprehensibility rating (perceived comprehensibility), the listeners were asked 

to grade how difficult it was to understand the speech. The participants used a visual nine-point 

scale with endpoint labels from 1=Inga som helst problem att förstå (Not difficult to understand 
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at all) to 9=Extremt svårt att förstå (Extremely difficult to understand). Again, numbers in 

between represented intermediate levels of difficulty. For the second part of the 

comprehensibility task, the listeners were instructed to write a summary of the story and were 

asked to summarize it as accurately as possible according to the information provided by the 

speaker. The function of the summary task was to measure the extent to which the story narrated 

by L2 speaker was actually understood. 

Intelligibility. For the intelligibility measurement, the listeners were told to listen to the speech 

a second time, but divided into six sentences that could be played up to three times if they 

needed it. The listeners were instructed to listen to each sentence and then, after hearing it, to 

write it down as exactly as possible in a sheet provided by the experimenter.  

 

 

3.3.2 Stimuli 

Auditory stimulus. The speech sample used in the present work was elicited from 200 speech 

samples included in the study by Abrahamsson (2012). The speech sample was recorded by a 

male native Spanish speaker who exhibits a strong accent in spoken Swedish. The speaker 

narrates a short comic strip that consists of 8 cartoons. In the first cartoons, there is a man and 

a girl who build a snowman on a winter day. When the snowman is built, they decorate it with 

a carrot, a hat, and a broom. The sun shines strong and the snowman melts, which makes the 

girl cry. Because of this, they decide to build the snowman again. In the fifth cartoon the 

snowman is built and the man has an idea. Then, in the next cartoon, the man and the girl carry 

the snowman into the house. In the seventh cartoon, there is a woman in the kitchen who notices 

that there are many food items on the kitchen table and on the floor. Finally, in the eighth 

cartoon the woman opens the fridge and gets very surprised when she finds the snowman in 

there.   

Considering the aim of the present study, the speaker’s description corresponding to the four 

first cartoons was eliminated for the listening session. The only auditory stimulus presented to 

all the listeners was the second part of the speech sample, which is a description of the last four 

cartoons. The original content of this part was preserved with no modifications. The only 

modifications effectuated were cutting some long pauses between phrases to make the sample 

shorter and the speech more fluid. After these adjustments, the duration of the auditory stimulus 

was 42.58 seconds. As previously mentioned, for the intelligibility task the speech was divided 

into six sentences or fragments. No deliberate control of sentence duration or number of words 

was carried out. Instead, utterances were kept as natural as possible and subordinate clauses 

were not split in order to have more logical and natural speech fragments. Sentences varied in 

length from 5 to 16 words (mean number of words= 10.16). Each sentence was between 3.37 

and 11.05 seconds long (mean= 6.59 seconds). As stated previously, inasmuch the narration is 

spontaneous, it contained both grammatical and pronunciation errors but no lexical errors. The 

transcription of the auditory stimulus is provided in the Appendix.  
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Visual stimulus. In the recording session, carried out in Abrahamsson’s (2012) study, the 

speaker was not instructed to give a name to any of the characters appearing in the comic strip. 

However, the speaker, by his own choice, referred to the man as pappa (dad), the girl as Sara, 

and the woman as mamma (mom). Thus, this extra information had to be included as part of the 

visual stimulus. The visual stimulus was presented through a computer and consisted of the first 

four cartoons from the comic strip with the title Pappa, Sara and snögubben (Dad, Sara, and 

the snowman). The visual stimulus is provided in the Appendix. 

 

 

 

3.3.3 Semantic context 

As seen in the background section, the only two studies known to us that have examined the 

effect of semantic context on listeners’ response to accentedness, comprehensibility, and 

intelligibility have been carried out by Kennedy and Trofimovich (2008) and Behrman and 

Akhund (2013). In those studies, the semantic context, “degree and type of semantic 

information available to the listener when deciphering an utterance” (Kennedy and Trofimovich 

2008:461), was provided by three lists of sentences spoken by the L2 speakers with decreasing 

degree of contextual support:  true/false, semantically meaningful, and anomalous sentences.  

In the current thesis, the L2 speech used (the extemporaneous narration of the second part of 

the comic strip) belongs to the third semantic dimension defined by Kennedy and Trofimovich 

(2008) and Behrman and Akhund (2013).  That is, it is considered semantically anomalous 

since it depicts unexpected and non-conventional events. As this L2 speech is the only auditory 

stimulus presented to all the listeners, its semantic context is extended with the visual stimulus. 

This visual stimulus, provided to half of the listeners before hearing the L2 speech, is considered 

as additional information about the content of the story and therefore as extra contextual 

support. The argument behind this procedure is that the listeners who see what happens at the 

beginning of the story will have more context to rely on, helping them to better understand the 

development of events and consequently, to better understand the anomalous L2 speech.  

 

 

3.4 Procedure  

The experiment was conducted with each participant individually in a quiet environment. Each 

listening session lasted about 15-20 minutes. At the beginning of the session, the participants 

were informed of some formalities in relation with the study; a short description of the study, 

the anonymity of their personal data, and their consent to be included in the study. The listeners 

were asked to sign the document if they agreed with the provided information. The participants 

were presented with the stimulus played through a computer and high-fidelity headphones. The 

experiment consisted of five tasks, always performed in the same order: (1) accentedness rating, 
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(2) comprehensibility rating, (3) summary of the story, (4) sentences transcription, and (5) 

filling in the listener questionnaire. This specific order was designed to minimize the possible 

influence of these different tasks on the listener’s answers. Tasks (1) and (2) were placed at the 

beginning given that they are subjective measures (listener judgments) and the listener’s first 

impression was required. On the other hand, tasks (3) and (4) were placed at the end because a 

good or bad performance on these tasks could affect accentedness and comprehensibility 

ratings.  

In order to assess the effect of the semantic context on accentedness, comprehensibility, and 

intelligibly, the listeners were randomly assigned to one of two conditions, which differed only 

in terms of stimuli presentation: one group (20 listeners) was exposed to the additional visual 

information and the other group (20 listeners) was not. The listeners from group one were 

presented with the first four cartoons from the comic strip with the title Pappa, Sara and 

snögubben (Dad, Sara, and the snowman). They were instructed to press the spacebar on the 

keyboard in front of them after they considered that the visual material was understood, and by 

doing that, start listening to the speaker narrating the rest of the story. The listeners from group 

two were not presented with the additional visual information (i.e., neither the title of the story 

nor the four first cartoons) and just listened to the auditory stimulus. This second group of 

listeners was told that they would hear someone explaining the second half of a story.  

Both groups could just listen to the speech sample once and were instructed to complete tasks 

(1), (2), and (3) immediately after hearing the story. The listeners were provided with two 

sheets: one containing the accentedness and comprehensibility visual scales, and the other to 

write the summary of the story. Once they had completed these two sheets, the listeners 

proceeded to task (4). The subjects were told to listen to the speech sample again but divided 

into six sentences. Each sentence could be played up to three times. They were instructed to 

listen to each sentence and then to write it down, as exactly as possible on the provided sheet. 

The listeners were asked to guess if they were not sure about what the speaker said. However, 

they were allowed to leave empty spaces drawing a line for a blank for the words they could 

not guess. In addition, they were also informed that spelling and punctuation did not matter 

(Berhrman & Akhund, 2013:1571). The experiment sheets are provided in the Appendix.  

At the end of the session, the listener questionnaire was administered and listeners completed 

it using the sheet with which they were provided. The purpose of the questionnaire was to gather 

information about their personal data and linguistic background. Listener questionnaire is 

provided in the Appendix.  
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4   Results 

4.1 Semantic context and accentedness 

Taking into account the data from all the subjects who participated in the experiment, the mean 

rating for accentedness (perceived degree of foreign accent) was 6.85. Looking into the ratings 

distribution, it was observed that the listeners did not use all the score range available on the 

visual nine-point scale. Scores 1 (No foreign accent at all), 2, and 5 were not selected by any of 

the listeners. Similarly, score 3 was only chosen by two listeners and score 9 (Very strong 

foreign accent) was selected by three listeners.  

The analysis of the accentedness ratings for the two different listening conditions (additional 

contextual information vs. non-additional contextual information) revealed that the groups did 

not differ significantly from each other. As can be seen in Figure 1, the group that received the 

additional contextual information (ACIG), and therefore had more context to rely on, obtained 

a mean rating of 6.95. The non-additional contextual information group (NACIG), the group 

that was not presented with the visual information before hearing the L2 speech, obtained a 

mean rating of 6.75. Student’s t-Test was run to assess the difference between these two mean 

values, showing no statistical significance (p= 0.64). The global accentedness ratings and the 

accentedness mean value for each group revealed that most of the listeners tended to agree on 

their perception of how strong the foreign accent was. Moreover, these results indicate that the 

additional contextual information presented to the ACIG did not affect their perception of 

degree of foreign accent.   

 

 

Figure 1. Mean ratings of the strength of foreign accent assigned to the L2 speaker by the ACIG 

and the NACIG (1= No foreign accent at all; 9= Very strong foreign accent) 
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4.2 Semantic context and comprehensibility 

4.2.1 Perceived comprehensibility  

The perceived comprehensibility ratings (how difficult it was to understand the speech) 

assigned by the ACIG and the NACIG presented some differences. The mean value of 

perceived comprehensibility for the ACIG was 4.15 whereas the mean value for the NACIG 

was 5.25, as shown in Figure 2. Student's t-Test revealed that the difference between these two 

means was statistically significant (p= 0.046). That is, the L2 speech was perceived as more 

difficult to understand for those listeners that were not presented with the additional visual 

information than for the listeners that could see the four first cartoons and the title of the story 

before hearing the L2 speech.  

 

 

Figure 2. Mean ratings of the strength of perceived comprehensibility assigned to the L2 speech 

by the ACIG and the NACIG (1= Not difficult to understand at all; 9= Extremely difficult to 

understand) 

 

 

4.2.2 Comprehension 

The analysis of the listeners’ performance on the summary task revealed that 25 subjects wrote 

a perfect summary (0 errors) or summarized the story with just one mistake. An error was 

defined as a misunderstanding of a concept/event present in the L2 speech or its omission. The 

common errors for those listeners who made only one mistake are as follows: 
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 Misunderstanding that the idea of carrying the snowman into the house was Sara’s idea 

when, actually, it was the father’s idea (3 listeners). 

 Misunderstanding of the third cartoon; the listeners did not understand that the father 

and Sara took the food items from the fridge in order to make room for the snowman. 

Instead, the listeners interpreted that the mother came from the supermarket and put the 

food items on the kitchen table before storing them in the fridge (4 listeners). 

 One listener wrote that the mother thought “it was ok” to find the snowman in the fridge. 

Nevertheless, the L2 speaker does not say anything about it (1 listener). 

 Omission of information about the third cartoon; the mother going into the kitchen (3 

listeners). 

 Omission of information about the first cartoon; the father having an idea when they 

finish the snowman (1 listener).  

 One listener misunderstood that the speaker is one of the protagonists of the story (1 

listener).  

 Omission of the information about the fourth cartoon; the mother opening the fridge and 

getting very surprised when she finds the snowman (1 listener).  

On the other hand, 15 listeners made multiple mistakes (two or more errors) or were not able 

to write a coherent summary. For the listeners who made multiple errors, these mistakes were 

a combination of the errors listed above and the following ones: misunderstanding of the female 

protagonist name, misunderstanding of the last cartoon, and omission of the second cartoon. 

The results on the quality of the summaries are presented in Figure 3.  

 

 

Figure 3. Distribution of listener summary task performance for ACIG and NACIG  
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As can be seen in Figure 3, although the number of listeners who wrote a perfect summary or a 

very good summary in the ACIG (14 listeners) is higher than in the NACIG (11 listeners), the 

difference between them is small. A similar result is seen for the listeners who made multiple 

errors or wrote an incoherent summary; 7 listeners in the ACIG and 8 listeners in the NACIG.   

Grouping the listeners by summary performance, independently of whether they received the 

additional information before hearing the L2 speech or not, it was found that listeners who 

wrote a perfect or a very good summary rated the accent of the L2 speaker with lower scores 

(mean= 6.52) than listeners who made multiple errors or wrote an incoherent summary (mean= 

7.4). Student's t-Test revealed that the difference between these two mean values was 

statistically significant (p= 0.041). These results indicate that the listeners who better 

understood the content of the story narrated by the L2 speaker perceived him as less foreign 

accented than the listeners who did not understand the L2 speech as accurately. For perceived 

comprehensibility, the mean value for the first group (perfect summary or very good summary) 

was 4.08, whereas the mean value for the second one (multiple errors or incoherent summary) 

was 5.73.  The difference between these two means reached statistical significance (p= 0.003). 

That is, the listeners who wrote a better summary rated the L2 speech as easier to understand 

than those listeners whose summary performance was worse.  

 

 

4.3 Semantic context and intelligibility 

The intelligibility scores, the accuracy of the listeners’ transcriptions when the speech was 

divided into six sentences, were obtained by counting the number of words correctly transcribed 

on the intelligibility task. The highest score that the listeners could obtain was 61. The results 

on intelligibility revealed that the intelligibility scores were very high independently of the 

exposure to the additional visual information (the first four cartoons from the comic strip and 

the title of the story). Figure 4 illustrates the mean intelligibility scores for the two listening 

conditions. The mean intelligibility score of the ACIG was 57.6 (the lowest score in this group 

was 52 and the highest was 60) and the mean intelligibility score of the NACIG was 57 (the 

lowest score in this group was 46 and the highest 60). Student's t-Test showed that the difference 

between these two means was not statistically significant (p= 0.43). These results indicate that 

the additional information about the story did not help the ACIG group to perform better on the 

intelligibility task.  
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Figure 4. Mean intelligibility scores for the listeners from the ACIG and the NACIG (total 

number of words transcribed correctly) 

   

Clustering the listeners by their performance on the summary task, independently of whether 

they received the additional information before hearing the L2 speech or not, did not show any 

effect on intelligibility. Student's t-Test revealed that the difference between the intelligibility 

mean values (57.64 for the group of listeners who wrote perfect and very good summaries and 

56.66 for the group of listeners who had multiple errors and incoherent summaries) was not 

statistically significant (p= 0.25). 

 

 

4.4 Correlation analysis of variables   

A Pearson correlation was run to assess the relationship between the ratings of accentedness 

and perceived comprehensibility for the ACIG. The results revealed a weak-moderate positive 

correlation between the two variables (r (18) = 0.39, p= 0.046). These results point out that the 

more difficult to understand was the speech perceived, the stronger was the perceived foreign 

accent of the L2 speaker. For the NACIG, the coefficient of Pearson correlation between 

accentedness and perceived comprehensibility was even higher than for the ACIG, showing a 

moderate positive correlation (r (18) =0.47, p= 0.02). This suggests that the lack of additional 

contextual information leads to a stronger correlation between those two variables.  

For the group that was presented with the additional visual information (ACIG), a Pearson 

correlation was computed in order to assess the relationship between accentedness and 

intelligibility. The results showed a weak positive correlation of 0.37. However, a posterior 

Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient revealed that this correlation did not reach 

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

ACIG NACIG

In
te

lle
gi

b
ili

ty
 S

co
re

Mean Intellegibility Scores 



26 
 

statistical significance (r (18) = 0.37, p= 0.056). For the group of listeners that did not see the 

visual stimulus (NACIG), a statistically significant moderate negative correlation between the 

perceived comprehensibility ratings and the intelligibility scores (r (18) = -0.42, p= 0.03) was 

found. These results indicate that for the group of listeners that only heard the L2 speech, when 

the L2 speech was perceived as more difficult to understand, the number of words correctly 

transcribed was lower. By contrast, this did not occur for the group of listeners that was 

presented with the four first cartoons from the comic strip and the title of the story.   

Finally, for the listeners whose summary contained multiple errors (two or more errors) or wrote 

an incoherent summary, independently of the listening condition, a moderate positive 

correlation between accentedness and perceived comprehensibility (r (18) = 0.43, p= 0.028) 

was found. These findings indicate that for the listeners who presented a worse performance on 

the summary task, and consequently worse understanding of the L2 speech, as stronger was the 

perceived foreign accent, the more difficult the L2 speech was to understand. However, this 

correlation between accentedness and comprehensibility was not obtained for the listeners who 

wrote perfect and very good summaries, showing a very good understanding of the L2 speech.  

 

 

5   Discussion 

As seen in the background section, to date, only two studies known to us have examined the 

effect of semantic context on native listeners’ response to accentedness, comprehensibility, and 

intelligibility when presented with non-native speech. Because these two studies only used 

written material read by non-native speakers, the aim of this thesis was to expand this research 

by investigating how semantic context affects native listeners’ response on the three dimensions 

of communicative effectiveness when the stimulus corresponds to naturally occurring L2 oral 

discourse. In the light of the findings reported in the literature review, three hypothesis were 

stated: the first hypothesis (H1) predicted that the ACIG would perceive the L2 speech as less 

foreign accented. The second hypothesis (H2) assumed that the ACIG would perceived the L2 

speech as easier to understand. The last hypothesis (H3) presumed that the ACIG would 

transcribe the utterances from the L2 speech more accurately.  These hypothesis were tested by 

presenting to Swedish native speakers an extemporaneous narration based on a comic strip 

spoken by a native speaker of Spanish. In order to assess the role of semantic context, one group 

was provided with additional visual information before hearing the story, thus, investigating if 

this extra contextual support would influence their response to the anomalous L2 speech. 

In the following section the findings in relation with the hypotheses will be discussed. First, the 

hypotheses will be examined in conjunction with the results obtained, evaluating the findings. 

After that, implications of these results will be addressed. Finally, the chapter ends with 

limitations of the present study and future work. 
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5.1 Hypotheses and findings 

5.1.1 Hypothesis 1 

The first hypothesis (H1) stated that the group of native listeners who were presented with the 

additional contextual information (ACIG) before hearing the story would perceive the L2 

speech as less foreign accented than the group of native listeners that only were presented with 

the L2 speech (NACIG). This hypothesis, however, was not confirmed. The accentedness task 

results showed that the listeners from the two groups did not differ in their judgments since the 

mean values for accentedness were almost identical. In other words, the additional contextual 

information did not make the listeners perceive the L2 speech as less foreign accented. The 

comparison of the accentedness ratings in each group and between groups revealed that the 

listeners tended to agree on the degree of perceived foreign accent. These results support 

previous studies where it was found that native speakers of a certain language usually agree on 

the accentedness ratings given to the non-native speaker (Brennan and Brennan 1981; Derwing 

and Munro 1997; Flege and Fletcher 1992).  

The reason that the additional contextual information did not influence the accentedness ratings 

assigned by the listeners in unknown. It could be hypothesized that the visual information that 

the ACIG received did not offer the expected contextual support that could lead the subjects to 

rate the L2 speaker as less foreign accented. As stated previously, the effect of semantic context 

has only been studied by using isolated sentences read by L2 speakers. Those sentences were 

prepared in advanced by native speakers of English and did not contain any type of grammatical 

or syntactical error. Therefore, the only prominent L2 feature in these utterances was the 

pronunciation/accent of the non-native speaker. In the present thesis, however, the entire speech 

was spontaneously produced by the L2 speaker, containing different errors and typical features 

of naturally occurring discourse. Accordingly, if this contextual support provided by presenting 

the visual information exerted any effect on listeners’ response, its impact could be modified 

or reduced by other factors from the L2 speech itself.  For instance, factors such as frequency 

of deviance in segmental phenomena, prosody, syllable structure, speech rate, pause frequency 

and duration, grammatical and phonemic errors, and even listeners’ expectation of an accent 

have been found to correlate significantly with global accentedness ratings (e.g., Anderson-

Hsieh, Johnson, and Koehler 1992; Cunningham-Andersson and Engstrand 1989; Derwing and 

Munro 1997; Magen 1998; Munro and Derwing 1995b; Munro and Derwing 1998, 2001; Rubin 

1992).  

 

5.1.2 Hypothesis 2 

The second hypothesis (H2) predicted that the ACIG would perceive and rate the L2 speech as 

easier to understand than the NACIG, which was confirmed by the data. The Swedish native 

speakers who were presented with the visual information before hearing the story perceived the 

L2 speech as easier to understand. On the other hand, native listeners who listened to the L2 

speech without seeing the four first cartoons from the comic strip and the title of the story rated 
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the L2 speech as harder to understand. These findings suggest that the perception of difficulty 

in understanding the speech varied according to the listening condition. In other words, the 

speech was perceived as more difficult to understand when the listeners were not presented with 

the additional information and hence, had less context to rely on in order to comprehend the 

story they had heard. The fact that the listeners in ACIG rated the L2 speech as easier to 

understand than the NACIG is consistent with previous studies where it was found that less 

semantic context implies that L2 utterances are perceived as more difficult to understand 

(Behrman and Akhund 2013; Kennedy and Trofimovich 2008).  

In addition, the results showed that the number of perfect and very good summaries (one error 

summaries) did not differ significantly between the ACIG and the NACIG.  Although the 

results, overall, indicated that the additional information presented to one of the groups did not 

exert a significant effect on the performance of the summary task, it was found that in the 

NACIG most of the listeners who wrote a summary that contained two or more error fell in the 

category named as “incoherent summary” whereas just one listener from the ACIG did. Hence, 

it might be stated that the absence of additional contextual information may lead to a higher 

number of listeners who presented a really poor understanding of the L2 speech.   

The reason that the summary task was not better performed by the ACIG is indeterminate. One 

explanation could be that the visual additional information presented to one of the groups was 

not enough to guarantee a better understanding of the L2 speech. Although the first four 

cartoons could provide to the ACIG a certain context, information about the characters, and 

place, the visualization of the cartoons did not make possible to predict any event from the rest 

of the story since those were unexpected. The result was, consequently, that the additional 

visual information did not play the expected role because, in general, it did not facilitate the 

actual understanding of the story by the ACIG. In addition to that, other factors from the 

extemporaneous L2 speech may have modified the effect on the listeners’ response exerted by 

the additional visual information provided.  For instance, several factors such as grammatical 

errors, discourse-level patterns, prosodic phenomena, and syllable stress pattern have been 

found to affect native listeners’ comprehension of L2 speech (Anderson-Hsieh and Koehler 

2006; Tyler 1992; Varonis and Gass 1982; Zielinski 2008). Another aspect about the 

presentation of the visual information is that listeners were not required to verbalize what was 

understood from the first four cartoons in order to verify that they comprehended the events 

depicted. Therefore, we cannot be completely sure that all the listeners from the ACIG 

deciphered correctly the visual information from the comic strip. In addition to that, the 

summary task itself and the correction process could have affected the results as well. In order 

to write a good and accurate summary, besides understanding the story, some individual 

aptitudes or factors such as the ability to distribute and present data, memory to recall 

information, and motivation to complete the task are needed. Therefore, those factors could 

influence the final product. That is, a listener could understand the information but deliver it in 

an inappropriate way. Similarly, since the omission of information was counted as an error, it 

could be possible that the listeners understood a concept or event spoken by the L2 speaker, but 

they forgot to write it down.  
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It was observed that the listeners who wrote a perfect or a very good summary rated the L2 

speech as significantly easier to understand and less foreign accented than the listeners who 

presented multiple errors (two or more errors) or wrote incoherent summaries. Furthermore, 

Student's t-Test run on accentedness and perceived comprehensibility variables showed a 

stronger statistically difference in the mean values of the perceived comprehensibility than 

those of accentedness between the two groups. That is, the perceived comprehensibility was 

found to be more connected to the listeners’ performance on the summary task than the 

accentedness ratings were. These results are consistent with the findings of Munro and Derwing 

(1995a, 1995b) who observed that perceived comprehensibility was a better predictor for 

intelligibility accuracy (the actual understanding of the L2 speech) than were accent ratings. 

Although the results in this thesis may indicate that the rating scale for perceived 

comprehensibility is a good predictor of subjects’ understanding, some listeners showed 

absence of accordance between the perceived comprehensibility ratings and the actual 

understanding. For example, eight of the fifteen listeners who wrote an incoherent summary or 

with multiple errors, rated the perceived comprehensibility with scores from 2 to 6, six listeners 

rated the perceived comprehensibility with the score 7, and only one listener marked the score 

8. Furthermore, the score 9 was not chosen by any of the listeners. This indicates that the 

listeners who performed worse on the summary task, sometimes, rated the L2 speech as 

relatively or moderately easy to understand, but their summary revealed that, actually, they did 

not fully understand the narrated story.  

Taken all the results together, it can be observed that there is a lack of congruence between the 

comprehensibility ratings and the summary task. On the one hand, listeners from the NACIG 

rated the L2 speech as more difficult to understand than the ACIG. On the other hand, the 

summary performance, in general, did not evidence a better understanding for the listeners that 

were presented with the additional visual information since 14 listeners in the ACIG and 11 

listeners in the NACIG wrote a perfect or a very good summary. This lack of congruence might 

be explained following the reasoning of Munro and Derwing (1995a, 1995b).  It could be 

hypothesized that the absence of additional contextual information might make the listeners in 

the NACIG to need more processing time in order to decipher the L2 speech. Hence, the 

listeners may take into account the processing time when rating the comprehensibility of the 

non-native speech. Although the information is finally understood, these additional processing 

resources that the NACIG require may lead those listeners to rate the L2 speech as harder to 

understand.  

The listeners from both ACIG and NACIG who wrote perfect or one error summaries rated the 

L2 speech as significantly easier to understand and less foreign accented than the listeners who 

performed worse on the summary task (multiple errors and incoherent summaries). These 

results are partially consistent with the findings of Kennedy and Trofimovich (2008) and 

Behrman and Akhund (2013). In both studies, it was found that semantic context influenced 

listeners’ response to accentedness, comprehensibility, and intelligibility. That is, what was 

more difficult to understand, due to the degree of semantic context provided, was rated as more 

difficult to understand on the comprehensibility scale. In turn, what was more difficult to 

understand was rated as more foreign accented (Kennedy and Trofimovich 2008:477). In this 
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thesis, the additional visual information has just been found to affect the perceived 

comprehensibility because the accentedness ratings, the summary performance, and the 

intelligibility scores did not present significant differences between the two contextual 

conditions. However, the actual understanding of the information impacted on listeners’ 

perception of comprehensibility and accentedness. For the listeners from both contextual 

groups, what was in fact worse understood (worse performance on the summary task) was rated 

as more difficult to understand but also as more foreign accented, indicating that the listeners 

seem to take into account their own degree of understanding when judging non-native speech. 

Therefore, the “actual understanding” of information may be itself an important factor of 

influence on the perception of accentedness and comprehensibility when native speakers are 

presented with L2 speech. This supposition coincides with the findings of Varonis and Gass 

(1982) who claimed that “the main factor involved in judgments of pronunciation was overall 

comprehensibility or easy of interpretation” (Varonis and Gass 1982:127). 

Accentedness and perceived comprehensibility were repeatedly found to be moderately 

positively correlated.  First, this correlation was found in both the ACIG and the NACIG, the 

correlation being stronger in the latter group. Moreover, for the group of listeners whose 

summary contained multiple errors or was an incoherent summary, a moderate positive 

correlation was found as well. This positive correlation between accentedness and perceived 

comprehensibility coincides with Munro and Derwing’s (1995a, 1995b) results. The authors 

observed that accentedness and perceived comprehensibility ratings were positively correlated 

for almost all of the listeners, “indicating that strong accent tended to be associated with reduced 

comprehensibility” (Munro and Derwing 1995a:301). In this thesis, however, this correlation 

was not found among listeners who wrote a perfect or one error summary.  The reason might 

be that these listeners rated the L2 speech as less foreign accented and as easier to understand 

than the listeners with worse summary task performance.  

 

 

5.1.3 Hypothesis 3 

The third hypothesis (H3) predicted that the ACIG would transcribe the utterances from the L2 

speech more accurately than the NACIG. This hypothesis, however, was not confirmed because 

the ACIG and the NACIG obtained very similar scores on the intelligibility task. Both groups 

of listeners were able to identify and transcribe between 93.4 % and 94.4 % of the total number 

of words from the sentences in which the L2 speech was divided. These results indicate that the 

additional visual information did not imply a better performance on the intelligibility task for 

the ACIG. The construction of the third hypothesis was based on the results from the previously 

mentioned studies by Kennedy and Trofimovich (2008) and Behrman and Akhund (2013), 

which examined the effect of semantic context on the three dimensions of communicative 

effectiveness. The definition of intelligibility in those studies, however, does not agree with the 

one in this thesis. In the referred studies intelligibility is defined as the actual understanding of 

the message spoken by the L2 speaker. In this thesis, intelligibility is defined following Smith 
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(1992) who describes intelligibility as word/utterance recognition. Because the named studies 

found that all three dimensions were affected by the semantic context, it was thought that 

intelligibility would follow the same trend, as it is defined in this thesis. However, due to the 

difference in the definition of the intelligibility construct, the results on the intelligibility task 

obtained in this work cannot be compared with the findings from the investigations by Kennedy 

and Trofimovich (2008), and Behrman and Akhund (2013) but with Smith (1992). In the study 

by Smith (1992) it was found that the listeners obtained high intelligibility scores when they 

were presented with the L2 speech. That is, the presented stimuli were highly intelligible since 

listeners were able to correctly recognize a high percentage of the intelligibility test items. On 

the other hand, the average of correct answers was lower on the comprehension test. Smith 

concluded that the intelligibility task is easier than the comprehensibility task because 

comprehensibility requires a higher level of understanding. The results obtained in this thesis 

support these findings. As previously mentioned, both the ACIG and the NACIG obtained 

remarkably high scores on the intelligibility task, whereas just 25 subjects were able to 

summarize the L2 speech perfectly or with only one error. Therefore, word recognition 

(intelligibility) appeared to be easier for all the listeners than comprehensibility (the actual 

understanding of the L2 speech) due to the deeper understanding of information required by the 

latter task. In addition to that, the general ratings obtained in this thesis for accentedness and 

perceived comprehensibility for both the ACIG and the NACIG confirm the results of Munro 

and Derwing (1995a, 1995b), and Derwing and Munro (1997) who found that the accent ratings 

tended to be harsher than the perceived comprehensibility ratings (Derwing and Munro 

1997:11). 

A statistically significant moderate negative correlation between the perceived 

comprehensibility ratings and the intelligibility scores was found for the NACIG, indicating 

that the more difficult to understand was the speech perceived, the lower the intelligibility 

scores were (the number of words correctly transcribed was lower). These results are similar to 

the findings of Munro and Derwing (1995b) who found a negative correlation between these 

two variables. The authors suggested that “listeners’ perceived comprehensibility ratings tended 

to reflect their actual understanding of the utterances, measured by their ability to write down 

exactly what they had heard” (Munro and Derwing 1995b:298). In this thesis, however, the 

intelligibility task did not measure listeners’ actual understanding, but word/utterance 

recognition. Following the reasoning of Munro and Derwing (1995b) it might be stated that 

listeners’ perceived comprehensibility ratings could reflect their ability to recognize the 

words/utterances they had heard. That is, if the L2 speech was perceived as difficult to 

understand it could be due to the fact that the words/utterances spoken by the L2 speaker were 

difficult to recognize and therefore, to transcribe. For the ACIG, the mentioned negative 

correlation between perceived comprehensibility and intelligibility was not found probably 

because the L2 speech was perceived as significantly easier to understand than for the NACIG.   

 

 



32 
 

5.2 Implications of the study 

In section 5.1.2, it has been shown that the results obtained in this thesis coincide with the 

findings of Kennedy and Trofimovich (2008), and Behrman and Akhund (2013). The 

mentioned authors found that read utterances which contained less semantic context led 

listeners to perceive the L2 speech as more difficult to understand. In the present work, these 

results are confirmed at discourse level. This is, when listeners were provided with additional 

contextual information to rely on before hearing the story spoken by a non-native speaker of 

Swedish, the L2 speech was perceived as significantly easier to understand. In addition to that, 

an important implication of this study is that it evidences the difficulty to investigate the effect 

of semantic context on accentedness, perceived comprehensibility, actual understanding, and 

intelligibility using extemporaneous L2 speech, as explained later on in the next section. 

Moreover, the current work demonstrates the necessity to find different methods to explore the 

effect of semantic context on the three dimensions of communicative effectiveness when the 

L2 speech corresponds to naturally occurring discourse.   

In the studies of Kennedy and Trofimovich (2008), and Behrman and Akhund (2013) the 

semantic context was the cause of different degrees of perceived accentedness and 

comprehensibility, and intelligibility scores. Less semantic context led to a worse understanding 

of the L2 utterances, those were perceived as more foreign accented, and more difficult to 

understand. Although in this thesis the semantic context was only found to affect perceived 

comprehensibility, the listeners from both the ACIG and the NACIG who wrote a worse 

summary rated the L2 speech as more difficult to understand and as more foreign accented than 

the listeners who better summarized the story. This might suggest that the listeners’ actual 

understanding of the L2 speech impacted on their perception of comprehensibility and 

accentedness. Thus, it seems to indicate that the actual understanding of a certain information 

plays a role in listeners’ perception of L2 speech.   

Finally, another implication of the current work is related to the difference between the 

intelligibility scores and the comprehension results (summary task). Most of the studies named 

in this thesis that have examined listeners’ response to accentedness, comprehensibility, and 

intelligibility have used isolated utterances as stimuli material. As previously mentioned, in 

those studies, intelligibility has been defined as listeners’ actual understanding whereas in this 

thesis, following Smith (1992), intelligibility refers to word/utterance recognition.  As it can be 

seen in the results, there is a clear contrast between the intelligibility scores and the 

comprehension results because all the listeners performed well on the intelligibility task but not 

in the summary task. Therefore, the results indicate that there is a difference between the 

constructs of intelligibility and comprehensibility, supporting Smith’s (1992) reasoning that 

comprehension requires a higher level of understanding than intelligibility.  
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5.3 Limitations and further research  

Although the current study gives support to the fact that additional contextual information helps 

listeners to perceive an anomalous L2 speech as easier to understand, it has several limitations. 

First, as mentioned in the discussion section, the kind of material used to examine the listener 

response to the L2 speech could have influenced the results. The visual additional information 

presented to one of the groups may not be appropriate to work as contextual support. The four 

first cartoons might provide some information to the listeners about the story they had heard, 

but this visual context may not be sufficient because it makes impossible to predict the 

anomalous and unexpected content. On the other hand, the speech was spontaneously produced 

by the L2 speaker with no modifications carried out in order to adjust any of its features. 

Because of that, the speech contained different kind of errors and typical features from naturally 

occurring speech that could have affected the listeners’ response. Another aspect about the 

presentation of the visual information is that the listeners in the ACIG were not required to 

verbalize what was understood from the first four cartoons and therefore, we cannot be 

completely sure that they comprehended the events depicted.  

The second limitation is the construction of the summary task and the correction process. The 

best way to examine listeners’ actual understanding would be through a comprehension test. 

That is, after hearing the story the listeners would be presented with several open questions 

about the story they heard and would be asked to answer them. By using a comprehension test, 

the experimenter is able to ask for each important fact that appears in the story, being sure that 

the listener will be able to write the answer if the requested information was understood. In the 

present study, however, it was not possible to use a comprehension test due to the short duration 

of the auditory stimulus, which lasted 42.58 seconds. With a so short L2 speech, the formulated 

questions would provide too much information about the story. Therefore, a summary task was 

used instead. Nevertheless, the use of this summary task arises doubts regarding its own 

correction. Besides the actual understanding of the story, writing a summary demands other 

abilities such as retention and recall capacity, writing skills, and motivation. The omission of 

information by some listeners, for instance, could be caused by oversight and not due to 

misunderstanding of information from the L2 speech.  

A third limitation is related to the use of a story as stimulus. In the previous studies that have 

examined the effect of semantic context on accentedness, comprehensibility, and intelligibility 

the stimuli used were isolated sentences presented one after the other. Each sentence had its 

own semantic context and sentences had no relation at all with each other. In the current thesis, 

however, the auditory stimulus was a story with beginning, body, and end. It is indeed true that 

a story consists of different sentences, but those are related to each other since they are presented 

together and there is a plot development. Although the sentences from the story are considered 

semantically anomalous, there is an argument that connects them. Hence, the story itself could 

become a context to the listener: the first sentence could serve as a context in order to prepare 

the listener to the next sentence, which adds new information that, in turn, is the context for the 

next sentence, adding other information and so on. Consequently, it might be hypothesized that 

the story, as a context itself, was not as anomalous as it was thought. In addition to that, the 
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listeners were told that they would hear someone explaining a story, which could work as a 

context as well. People is usually open to accept fantastic situations or events in certain contexts 

since, from childhood, everybody is more or less used to hear stories where strange or magical 

phenomena take place. Considering that, a father and a girl who decide to put a snowman in a 

fridge to prevent that it smelts might not sound that weird after all. The difficulty of studying 

the semantic context in extemporaneous speech is to find or create a discourse that contains 

semantically anomalous sentences but that at the same time does not become artificial. In the 

study of Kennedy and Trofimovich (2008) some of the semantically anomalous sentences were: 

bloody Zack costs a north zone, a dark nail zaps a ready reason, long Fred throws a lazy town, 

a shapely shop gives a healthy fire, a Chinese park sings a metal diet, and a zigzag shampoo 

hides a roomy vitamin. Those sentences are undoubtedly anomalous but nobody would use 

them in a normal discourse because they do not have any meaning and therefore, they would 

not be formulated in a real conversation. In the study of Behrman and Akhund (2013), the 

anomalous sentences were quite different from those in the research of Kennedy and 

Trofimovich (2008). Some sentences used were: the refrigerator ran across the field, the girls 

ate the rocks for dinner, she spread warm socks on her slice of bread, the kangaroo would 

sometimes write all day, the desk walked across the street, and the towels made an excellent 

soup. These sentences are anomalous but, in my opinion, they cannot be considered as 

anomalous as the sentences used in Kennedy and Trofimovich’s (2008) research. Behrman and 

Akhund’s (2013) sentences have meaning and could be perfectly taken from a fairy tale, a 

fantasy book or from a cartoon series. Thereby, would those semantically anomalous sentences 

have the same effect embedded in a context of a story? 

 

Taking into account the reasoning above, the question that arises is; how can the semantic 

context be examined using L2 spontaneous speech? Reconsidering the story material used in 

this thesis, one way would be to present the narration of the first four cartoons, which could be 

considered as more rational, to one group of listeners and the four final cartoons to the other 

group of listeners. By doing that, we eliminate the additional visual stimulus that has just been 

found to exert an effect on the perceived comprehensibility. However, this would not eliminate 

the hypothetic semantic context given by the story itself. Moreover, variations in the speech 

regarding grammatical errors or prosodic differences, speaking rate, and pauses could affect the 

results. Since most L2 speakers, besides accent, present deviance in several features from 

typical native speakers, the effect of semantic context and the effect of those features could 

merge and affect listeners’ perception. One solution to this issue could be to proofread the L2 

speech, letting the L2 speaker to read an improved version of his own speech. In this way, the 

effect of these grammatical and syntactical errors made by the L2 speaker could be measured. 

Furthermore, other elements such as pauses, speaking rate, and prosody could also be 

manipulated to measure their effect on listeners’ response.  In spite of these suggestions, new 

formulas and auditory stimuli need to be found in order to examine the effect of semantic 

context on accentedness, comprehensibility, and intelligibility when listeners are presented with 

naturally occurring L2 discourse.    
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A different interesting approach for further research would be to study the effect of semantic 

context on accentedness, comprehensibility, and intelligibility when listeners are not native 

speakers of the target language. First, the influence of semantic context could be examined 

when the speaker is a native speaker of the target language, but the listeners are not. A second 

listening condition could assess listeners’ response when the speaker is a non-native speaker of 

the target language and the listeners are not either, using one group of listeners with the same 

linguistic background as the L2 speaker and another group from different linguistic background. 

Finally, another aspect to explore in the future is the role of semantic context and listener’s 

familiarity with non-native speech in native speakers’ response to accentedness, 

comprehensibility, and intelligibility. For instance, if exposure to non-native speech or 

familiarity with a specific foreign accent exerts any effect on the three dimensions of 

communicative effectiveness. 

 

 

6   Conclusions 

The current study has examined the effect of semantic context on accentedness, 

comprehensibility, and intelligibility when native speakers of Swedish were presented with 

extemporaneous semantically anomalous L2 speech. In order to assess the influence of semantic 

context, two listening conditions consisting of different degrees of contextual information were 

prepared; one group of listeners were presented with additional visual information before 

hearing the story (ACIG) whereas the other group only could hear the L2 speech (NACIG). The 

analysis of the results from the four tasks has revealed significant differences between the two 

groups regarding the perceived comprehensibility. It was found that listeners who were 

provided with extra contextual support perceived the L2 speech as significantly easier to 

understand than those listeners who did not receive the additional visual information. 

Nevertheless, none of the other hypotheses were confirmed. That is, accentedness ratings, 

summary task performance, and intelligibility scores of the listeners from the two contextual 

conditions did not differ. Even though, and in the light of the results obtained in the present 

work, several conclusions can be drawn.  

The actual understanding of the story by the listeners influenced their perception of 

accentedness and comprehensibility. Listeners from both contextual conditions (ACIG and 

NACIG) who performed better on the summary task perceived the L2 speech as less foreign 

accented and easier to understand than listeners who wrote poorer summaries. These results 

may indicate that listeners might take into account their own degree of understanding when 

judging non-native discourse.  

For listeners from both contextual conditions, a significant difference between the performance 

on the summary task and the intelligibility scores was found.  Listeners who wrote summaries 

containing multiple error or those who wrote incoherent summaries did not transcribe the L2 



36 
 

speech worse than listeners who performed better on the summary task. Consequently, when 

the auditory stimulus corresponds to a story instead of isolated sentences, it might be stated that 

intelligibility works as word/recognition as mentioned by Smith (1992) and not as actual 

understanding.  

Finally, the fact that the semantic context was not found to have an influence on the 

accentedness ratings, the summary task, and the intelligibility as contrary to previous studies, 

indicates that more research focused on extemporaneous L2 speech is needed.  
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Appendix 1: Consent   

 

Masteruppsats om infödda lyssnares upplevelse av begriplighet, 

uppfattbarhet och brytningsgrad hos andraspråksinlärares tal 

 

Beskrivning av studien 

Den här studien är ett examensarbete på master nivå genomfört av Marta Quevedo Rodríguez, 

masterstudent vid Centrum för tvåspråkighetsforskning, Institutionen för svenska och 

flerspråkighet, Stockholms universitet. Syftet med studien är att undersöka infödda svenska 

lyssnares upplevelse av begriplighet, uppfattbarhet och brytningsgrad hos andraspråksinlärares 

tal. Studien består av två delar: för det första lyssnande av tal, och för det andra en enkät som 

du fyller i.  

 

Sekretess 

All information kommer att vara anonym i studien och alla personuppgifter kommer enbart att 

hanteras av författaren. De insamlade data kommer enbart att användas till, och vara tillgänglig 

för, forskning.  

 

Frivillighet 

Genom att skriva under nedan ger du ditt samtycke till att vara med i studien enligt villkoren 

ovan. Deltagande i studien är helt frivilligt och du kan när som helst dra dig ur studien.  

 

Namnförtydligande: …………………………………………… 

Underskrift: ……………………………………………………. 

 

 

Har du frågor om studien kan du kontakta författaren på maqu7454@student.su.se 

 

 

 

mailto:maqu7454@student.su.se
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Appendix 2: Additional visual information  

 

The additional visual information presented to the ACIG before hearing the rest of the story 

told by the L2 speaker.  

 

Pappa, Sara och snögubben 

 

   
 

 

 

 

Rest of the comic strip: 
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Appendix 3: Transcription in standard orthography of the L2 speech  

 

När det var färdigt den lilla papa tyckte att en stålande idé som sade till Sara. Och självklart 

hon blev jätteglad. Både pappa och Sara tar med sig snögubbe till huset. När mamma kom till 

köket såg att bordet var fyllt att matvaror och det fanns också på golvet. Hon blev så överraskad 

när hon öppnade kylskåpet och såg den snögubbe.   
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Appendix 4: Experiment sheets 

 

1. Bedömning av talarens brytning 

Efter att ha lyssnat på talaren ska du ange din bedömning av hans brytning genom att använda 

skalan nedan.  

1= Ingen utländsk brytning alls  

9= Mycket stark utländsk brytning 

 

1----------2----------3----------4----------5----------6----------7----------8----------9 

Ingen utländsk                           Mycket stark 

brytning alls                                                                                                      utländsk brytning  

  

  

 

2. Bedömning av begriplighet 

 

DEL A  

Efter att ha lyssnat på talaren ska du ange din bedömning av talets begriplighet genom att 

använda skalan nedan.  

OBS! Med begriplighet menas hur lätt eller svårt talet har varit att förstå.  

1= Inga som helst problem att förstå 

9= Extremt svårt att förstå 

 

1----------2----------3----------4----------5----------6----------7----------8----------9 

Inga som helst                                            Extremt svårt 

problem att förstå                                                                                                    att förstå  
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DEL B 

Din uppgift är att göra en sammanfattning av delen av historien du har nyss hört. Försök att 

sammanfatta historien så noggrant som möjligt enligt talarens berättelse.  

 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………. 
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3. Uppfattbarhet 

Med uppfattbarhet menas i vilken utsträckning talarens tal faktiskt hörs/uppfattas av lyssnaren.  

Här kommer du att lyssna på talet igen och din uppgift är att skriva ner vad du hör ord för ord. 

Skriv ner talet så noggrant som möjligt och försök gissa när du inte är säkert på det som talaren 

säger. Du kan dock göra ett streck när du inte kan gissa. Stavning och interpunktion spelar ingen 

roll. 

 

1- 

 

 

 

2- 

 

 

 

3- 

 

 

 

4- 

 

 

 

5-  

 

 

 

6- 
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Appendix 5: Listener questionnaire  

 

Bakgrundsinformation 
 

 

1- Kön:  

 Kvinna   

 Man     

 

2- Ålder: ………. 

 

3- Högsta avslutade utbildning: 

 Grundskola  

 Gymnasium 

 Universitet/högskola 

 Övrigt ……………………………………………………. 

 

4- Yrke: ………………………………………………………… 

 

5- Är du född i Sverige?  

 Ja, jag är född i Sverige. Ange orten ……………………………………….  

 Nej, jag är inte född i Sverige.  

o Ange land ………………………………………………………….. 

o Ange vid vilken ålder du kom till Sverige ………………………... 

 

6- Är du uppväxt i Stockholmsområdet?  

 Ja.  

 Nej. Ange orten ……………………………………………………………. 

o Ange vid vilken ålder du bosatte dig i Stockholm ………………… 

 

7- Har du bott på andra orter än Stockholm? 

 Ja. Ange vilka och hur länge du bodde där. 

……………………………………………………………………………… 

 Nej. 

 

8- Har du bott i ett annat land? 

 Ja. Ange vilket land. Hur gammal var du när du flyttade dit och hur länge bodde 

du där? 

…………………………………………………………………………………. 

 Nej.  

 



49 
 

9- Har du något hörselproblem? 

 Ja. Ange problemet …………………………………………………………….. 

 Nej. 

 

10-  Har du läs- eller skrivsvårigheter? 

 Ja. Ange problemet 

……………………………………………………………… 

 Nej.  

 

Språkbakgrund 

 

1- Vilket är ditt modersmål? (Språket som talades hemma med föräldrar och syskon). 

 Svenska. 

 Annat. Ange viket eller vilka ………………………………………………… 

 

2- Har du talat på något annat språk än svenska under din uppväxt? (Till exempel, med 

andra släktingar). 

 Ja. Ange vilket eller vilka ……………………………………………………… 

 Nej.  

 

3- Språk som du aktivt har läst: (Det betyder att du har läst språket som ämne) 

 I grundskolan. Ange vilket/vilka och hur länge 

…………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………

……………… 

 I gymnasiet. Ange vilket/vilka och hur länge 

…………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………

……………… 

 På universitetet. Ange vilket/vilka och hur länge 

…………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………

……………… 

 Övrigt (till exempel, språkskola/privatlektioner/studieförbund). Ange 

vilket/vilka och hur länge 

…………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………

………………................................................................................................... 
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4- Vilka språk kan du förutom svenska?  Använd skala nedan för att självvärdera dina 

språkkunskaper.  

 

 Engelska.  

 

0---------------------1--------------------2--------------------3--------------------4--------------------5 

Inte alls          Mycket lite               Lite                Ganska bra                Bra              Mycket  bra                                         

 

 

 

 Spanska. 

 

0---------------------1--------------------2--------------------3--------------------4--------------------5 

Inte alls          Mycket lite              Lite                Ganska bra                Bra              Mycket  bra                                         

 

 

 Franska. 

 

0---------------------1--------------------2--------------------3--------------------4--------------------5 

Inte alls          Mycket lite               Lite                Ganska bra                Bra              Mycket  bra                                         

 

 

 

 Tyska.  

 

0---------------------1--------------------2--------------------3--------------------4-------------------5 

Inte alls          Mycket lite                Lite               Ganska bra                 Bra          Mycket  bra                                         

 

 

 Övriga. Ange språk ……………………….. 

 

1-----------------------2-----------------------3-----------------------4-----------------------5 

            Mycket lite           Lite      Ganska bra                  Bra                 Mycket  bra 
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5- Umgås du med människor som har utländsk brytning när de talar på svenska? 

 

1-----------------------2-----------------------3-----------------------4-----------------------5 

          Aldrig               Mycket lite          Lite                    Ganska ofta         Mycket  ofta 

 

 Om du har markerat från 2 till 5:  

 

o Vilket modersmål har de du umgås med? 

……………………………………………… 

…………………………………………………………………………………

………… 

o Vad har du för relation till dem? (pga. jobbet, universitetet, flickvän/pojkvän 

osv.)……………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………. 

 

 

Tack så mycket för din medverkan!! 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Stockholms universitet / Stockholms University 
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