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Abstract: This study explored the effects of task and listeners’ linguistic background
on judgments of accentedness and comprehensibility in second language (L2) French.
Forty Spanish speakers of L2 French recorded a picture narrative and answered an
interview question. These audio samples were assessed by native French listeners with
(n¼ 10) and without (n¼ 10) knowledge of L2 Spanish using 1,000-point sliding scales
to evaluate accentedness and comprehensibility, as well as nine linguistic variables
targeting pronunciation, fluency, lexis, grammar, and discourse. In the picture narrative
task (cognitively less complex), accentedness could be distinguished from comprehensi-
bility at the level of the linguistic dimensions associated with each construct. While
accentedness was related to pronunciation and fluency (consonant and vowel errors,
intonation, speech rate), comprehensibility was additionally linked to lexis (accuracy,
richness), grammar (accuracy, complexity), and discourse richness. However, in the
interview task (cognitively more complex), both accentedness and comprehensibility had
similar linguistic profiles, associated with all nine linguistic variables. Listeners’ expe-
rience with L2 Spanish had little impact on listener ratings of accentedness or compre-
hensibility in both tasks. Findings are discussed in relation to L2 instruction and the role
of task complexity in targeting various dimensions of L2 accentedness and
comprehensibility.
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Introduction
The ability to successfully communicate in a
second language (L2) has become increas-
ingly important as interactions across cul-
tural and linguistic boundaries become
increasingly frequent. Within this larger
context, L2 communication is often equated
with speakers’ capacity to “pass” for a native
speaker or their ability to sound nativelike
(e.g., Jenkins, 2000). Levis (2005) de-
scribed this belief in terms of the nativeness
principle, referring to the reduction of a
speaker’s accent as being one of the goals
of language teaching. Nativeness (defined in
this manner) is typically measured through
listeners’ accentedness ratings, targeting
how strongly L2 speech is influenced by
the speaker’s native language (L1) or is col-
ored by other nonnative features (Derwing
& Munro, 2015).

According to Levis (2005), intelligibil-
ity and comprehensibility offer another
frame for understanding pronunciation. In-
telligibility refers to listeners’ actual under-
standing of L2 speech and is assessed
through listeners’ transcriptions of an utter-
ance (e.g., Munro & Derwing, 1999) or
their performance on cloze tests (e.g.,
Hayes-Harb, Smith, Bent, & Bradlow,
2008). Comprehensibility, which denotes
listeners’ perceived ease or difficulty in un-
derstanding a speaker’s L2 speech, is tradi-
tionally measured through listener-based
scalar ratings. Because comprehensibility
ratings are highly correlated with intelligi-
bility measures (Derwing & Munro, 2015),
comprehensibility is both a user-friendly
and a popular metric of understanding in
a broad sense (Levis, 2005) included in
various high-stakes assessment instruments
(e.g., the Test of English as a Foreign Lan-
guage [TOEFL], the International English
Language Test System [IELTS]). Focusing
on the constructs of intelligibility and com-
prehensibility shifts the emphasis from
nativelike speech to a focus on attaining
understandable speech.

Regardless of L2 speakers’ orientation
toward nonaccented speech or toward
intelligible or comprehensible performance,

a fundamental question for language re-
searchers and instructors wishing to help
their learners attain their goals is which
linguistic dimensions of L2 speech are asso-
ciated with accent and which are linked to
comprehensibility. This study explored this
question in L2 French. The specific goal was
to determine to what extent the pronuncia-
tion, fluency, lexis, and grammar dimen-
sions of speech might be associated with
L2 French speakers’ accentedness (global
measure of nativelikeness) andwhichmight
be uniquely linked to their comprehensibil-
ity (global measure of understanding)
across two tasks (a picture narrative and
an interview) for listeners who had
and did not have prior experience with
speakers’ L1.

Review of Literature

Linguistic Correlates of Accentedness
and Comprehensibility
Research has shown that even in the pres-
ence of a strong accent, L2 utterances can
still be fully understood (e.g., Derwing &
Munro, 2015). However, what is less obvi-
ous is whether accentedness and compre-
hensibility can be distinguished at the level
of the linguistic dimensions underlying
each construct. For instance, various mea-
sures of pronunciation and fluency have
been linked to the comprehensibility and
intelligibility of L2 speech, including stress
(Field, 2005), speech rate (Munro &
Derwing, 2001), pitch range and pausing
(Kang, Rubin, & Pickering, 2010), and
poor grammar and inappropriate lexical
choice (Fayer & Krasinski, 1987). Many
linguistic dimensions have also been asso-
ciated with L2 accentedness, including seg-
mental accuracy (Derwing, Munro, &
Wiebe, 1998), articulation rate (Baker &
Trofimovich, 2006), pitch range, stress,
and pausing (Kang, 2010). Trofimovich
and Isaacs (2012) investigated 19 linguistic
measures grouped under the categories of
phonology, fluency, lexis, grammar, and
discourse in an attempt to distinguish the
linguistic correlates of comprehensibility
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and accentedness. They showed that for
French speakers of L2 English, compre-
hensibility was linked to measures of pho-
nology, grammar, lexis, and discourse
whereas accentedness was uniquely associ-
ated with measures of phonology. In a fol-
low-up study targeting 120 Japanese
speakers of L2 English, Saito, Trofimovich,
and Isaacs (2016) reported that compre-
hensibility was linked to eight measures
across multiple linguistic categories
whereas accentedness was tied only to seg-
mental accuracy. These findings, albeit spe-
cific to L2 English, led to the conclusion
that accentedness and comprehensibility
could be distinguished at the level of the
linguistic dimensions underlying each con-
struct (see also Saito, Trofimovich, &
Isaacs, 2015).

However, because little research has
been carried out in languages other than
English, one question that remains unclear
is whether the linguistic correlates of com-
prehensibility, as distinct from those under-
lying accentedness, also differ for L2s other
than English. In a rare study targeting L2
German, O’Brien (2014) investigated the
association between the linguistic catego-
ries of phonology, fluency, lexis, and gram-
mar and the constructs of accentedness
and comprehensibility for learners of L2
German as evaluated by L2 German listen-
ers. In that study, comprehensibility and
accentedness were predicted by a broad
range of largely overlapping measures, sug-
gesting that at least where L2 listeners are
concerned, the linguistic independence of
accentedness from comprehensibility may
be less robust than previously thought. In
a recent accentedness and comprehensibil-
ity study targeting L2 French, Trofimovich,
Kennedy, and Blanchet (in press) showed
that for classroom learners of L2 French
assessed by native-speaking French listen-
ers, both constructs were associated with
intonation errors and pitch range, with
comprehensibility additionally linked to
fluency (longer speech runs, fewer hesita-
tions). However, the analyses included only
phonology and fluency measures of L2

speech, making it unclear how aspects of
lexis and grammar feed into both con-
structs. Thus, the ostensibly robust findings
from L2 English regarding the linguistic
correlates of accentedness and compre-
hensibility need to be extended to other
L2s to better understand whether the lin-
guistic signatures of both constructs are
specific to the target language.

Task Effects
The bulk of prior studies targeting the lin-
guistic correlates of accentedness and com-
prehensibility has one methodological
feature in common: the use of a single
task (picture narrative) in which L2
speakers describe a sequence of ordered
images.While this allows for direct compar-
isons of results (e.g., Munro & Derwing,
1999; O’Brien, 2014; Saito et al., 2015;
Trofimovich & Isaacs, 2012), this clearly
limits language educators’ understanding
of the extent to which L2 speakers’ perfor-
mance may differ across tasks, particularly
because studies have shown that speakers
pay attention to different linguistic dimen-
sions depending on the cognitive demands
of a speaking task (e.g., Long & Crookes,
1992; Robinson, 2005; Skehan, 2009). For
instance, according to Skehan’s (2009) lim-
ited capacity model, L2 speakers show
greater performance in accuracy or com-
plexity depending on the attentional resour-
ces that are required to process task content.
Similarly, Robinson’s (2005) cognition hy-
pothesis holds that different tasks may elicit
different types of linguistic output depend-
ing on such task characteristics as the avail-
ability of planning time or the requirement
to discuss abstract topics.

Most commonly, researchers have ex-
amined task effects on L2 production by
targeting grammar and vocabulary, gener-
ally reporting that task type influences the
accuracy and complexity of language output
(see Plonsky & Kim, 2016). To give a few
examples, Michel, Kuiken, and Vedder
(2007) observed that L2 speakers showed
greater grammatical accuracy and lexical
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complexity (fewer omissions, lexical and
syntactic errors, and more lexically diverse
speech) in a dialogic task than in a mono-
logic task in L2 Dutch. Similarly, R�ev�esz
(2011) found that L2 English speakers dem-
onstrated enhanced grammatical accuracy
and more varied lexis but also decreased
syntactic complexity in a more complex
task than in a simpler task.

To date, limited research has focused
on how task complexity may impact various
dimensions of L2 speech, with most prior
work targeting fluency. For example, L2
speakers show greater fluency when en-
gaged in dialogic tasks than in monologic
tasks (Ejzenberg, 2000), with picture
narratives eliciting speech rated as signifi-
cantly less fluent than language output
in monologic and conversational tasks
(Derwing, Rossiter, Munro, & Thomson,
2004). For segmental accuracy, Rau, Chang,
and Tarone (2009) reported task effects on
the production of /u/ (as in think) by speak-
ers of L2 English from China and Taiwan.
Word and passage reading were associated
with increased accuracy compared to less
formal tasks (interview, story retell).
Crowther, Trofimovich, Isaacs, and Saito
(2015) recently contrasted two speaking
tasks (an IELTS long-turn task and a TOEFL
iBT integrated task (see https://www.ets/
org/toefl/ibt/about), investigating which of
10 rated linguistic dimensions of L2 output
were associated with comprehensibility in
each task. Whereas the phonology and flu-
ency variables contributed to comprehensi-
bility in both tasks, the lexis, grammar, and
discourse variables showed stronger associ-
ations with comprehensibility in the more
complex task (the TOEFL iBT) than in the
simpler (the IELTS) task. However, to our
knowledge, no research has examined task
effects on linguistic variables associated
with accentedness vs. comprehensibility
for languages other than English.

Listener Effects
Because most human communication is di-
alogic in nature, both speakers and listeners

play an important role in the success of a
communicative exchange, particularly
where L2 speakers are involved. For this
reason, multiple studies have explored the
effects of matched vs. mismatched listeners’
and speakers’ L1 backgrounds on various
speech measures, including accentedness
and comprehensibility. For instance,
Munro, Derwing, and Morton (2006) did
not find strong effects of listeners’ L1 on the
comprehensibility and intelligibility of L2
speech, reporting small shared language
benefits for two of the four speaker and
listener groups. These mixed results align
with those of Major, Fitzmaurice, Bunta,
and Balasubramanian (2002), who found
that Spanish listeners benefited from receiv-
ing a lecture in Spanish-accented English
while Chinese listeners did not enjoy a
shared listener-speaker language benefit.
However, Kang, Vo, and Moran (2016),
who examined how listeners from multiple
language backgrounds evaluated the speech
of Vietnamese speakers of L2 English, re-
ported strong effects of both listeners’ L1
and the learning context (i.e., the pedagog-
ical focus in L2 instruction) on multiple
speech measures. In L2 German, O’Brien
(2016) found no major differences in ac-
centedness ratings between native and L2
German listeners; however, L2 listeners
provided harsher comprehensibility ratings
when compared to German listeners, likely
due to L2 listeners’ lower ability level.

While the effects of listeners’ L1 back-
ground on assessments of L2 speech are
complex and may depend on the specific
L1-L2 combinations of listeners and speak-
ers, the influence of listeners’ experience—
operationalized in terms of exposure to L2
speech, training in linguistics or phonetics,
or experience with speakers’ L1—has re-
ceived consistent research support. With
respect to listeners’ exposure to L2 speech,
Gass and Varonis (1984), for instance,
found that L2 speakers were more intelligi-
ble to native English speakers who were
familiar with particular accents, specific
speakers, and L2 speech in general. As
shown by Kennedy and Trofimovich
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(2008), English as a second language teach-
ers judged Mandarin speakers’ L2 English
speech as more intelligible, compared to
that of native-speaking listeners who had
little experience with L2 speech. Experi-
enced listeners with training in applied lin-
guistics and teaching experience also appear
to be more consistent than novice listeners
in their assessments of various dimensions
of L2 speech, including comprehensibility
and accentedness (Isaacs & Thomson,
2013), especially when evaluating less intu-
itive and more complex linguistic variables,
such as lexical and grammatical accuracy
(Saito et al., 2015).

Trained raters’ familiarity with the
speakers’ L1 may also lead to a bias in their
ratings, such that raters can show more
leniency toward the L2 speakers if raters
demonstrate some knowledge of the speak-
ers’ L1. For example, when comparing
raters with self-assessed extended exposure
vs. no exposure to speakers’ L1, Carey,
Mannell, and Dunn (2011) found that the
former group gave speakers higher ratings
on a pronunciation proficiency scale than
did the latter group. In addition, listeners
with a basic knowledge of L2 Spanish and
Chinese were shown to be more lenient
toward native speakers of Spanish and
Chinese when judging their L2 English
(Winke, Gass, & Myford, 2012). Xi and
Mollaun (2009) also demonstrated that
bilingual raters were more consistent in
assessing L2 English speakers on the
TOEFL iBT than were monolingual English
raters. In sum, in an investigation of listener
judgments of L2 speech, it would be crucial
to consider listeners’ familiarity with the
speakers’ L1 even if their familiarity and
knowledge of the L2 is not extensive.

The Current Study
In light of previous research, whose focus
has been nearly exclusively on speakers of
L2 English performing picture narrative
tasks, it is essential to look at the linguistic
correlates of accentedness and compre-
hensibility to understand to what extent

they differ for L2s other than English and
as a function of different speaking tasks and
listeners’ familiarity with the speakers’ L1.
To address this issue, the current study
examined the linguistic dimensions of ac-
centedness and comprehensibility for 40
native Spanish speakers of L2 French, tar-
geting nine rated linguistic variables in their
speech (spanning the domains of segmental
and prosodic accuracy and fluency aswell as
lexis and grammar complexity and accu-
racy) across two tasks (a picture narrative
and an interview) and for two sets of listen-
ers (those familiar with and unfamiliar with
Spanish). This study was guided by two
research questions:

1. To what extent do the linguistic corre-
lates of accentedness and comprehensi-
bility in L2 French differ as a function of
the speaking task performed?

2. To what extent do the linguistic corre-
lates of accentedness and comprehensi-
bility in L2 French differ as a function of
raters’ familiarity with the speakers’ L1
(Spanish)?

Method

Participants
The audio materials included 40 recordings
by native Latin American Spanish speakers
of L2 French (21 males, 19 females) from
Colombia (23), Venezuela (8), Ecuador (2),
Cuba (2), Mexico (2), Peru (1), Panama (1),
and Paraguay (1). The speakers were chosen
from Latin American countries with shared
aspects of L1 Spanish phonology, which
include the neutralization of the distinction
between /u/ and /s/ (seseo), the opposition
between /ʎ/ and /j/ (ye�ısmo), the aspiration
of /x/, and the weakening and elision of
voiced stop consonants between vowels
(Canfield, 1981). The speakers (Mage¼ 36.2
years, range¼ 24–51) all started learning
French after age 18 and had completed at
least a beginner-level L2 French course in
their home country. At the time of the
study, they had lived in Montreal, where
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French is themajority language, for a period
of 2 months to 22 years (M¼ 4.2 years) and
were students (18) in the Certificat en
franScais �ecrit pour non-francophones (certifi-
cate in written L2 French), first-year gradu-
ate students (8) in a French-medium
university, or full-time professionals (14)
living and working in a French-speaking
environment. Using a six-level proficiency
flow chart (White & Turner, 2005), the
speakers were rated by the first author as
representing a range of L2 French ability,
from intermediate to advanced (M¼ 4.03,
range¼ 1–6).

The raters included 20 native speakers
of Qu�ebec French (15 females, 5 males) who
hailed from francophone families, com-
pleted all their education in French, and
reported using French the majority of the
time daily (91%), including to communicate
with French speakers (82.5%). All raters
(Mage¼ 33.2 years, range¼ 24–44) were ex-
perienced in the sense that they were pursu-
ing an education or pedagogy degree at a
French-medium university and were thus
familiar with language learning and teaching
issues (e.g., Isaacs & Thomson, 2013;
Rossiter, 2009). Using a nine-point scale
(1¼not at all familiar, 9¼ very familiar),
they self-reported high familiarity with

foreign-accented French (M¼ 7.3, range
¼ 3–9) and specifically with Spanish-ac-
cented French (M¼ 5.3, range¼ 1–9). The
20 raters, who represented an otherwise rel-
atively homogenous group (see Table 1 for
background characteristics), were assigned
to two equal groups based on their self-
reported familiarity with L2 Spanish: those
with no knowledge of Spanish and those
who had taken a beginner-level course in
L2 Spanish as part of their university studies.
Thus the chief distinction between the two
groups was their experience taking an L2
Spanish course.

Tasks
For this study, the two tasks that were re-
corded by the speakers (the picture narra-
tive and the interview response) were
selected to examine the effects of the speak-
ing task on the linguistic correlates of
accentedness and comprehensibility. The
picture narrative task was based on two
short stories from Jiang, Green, Henley,
and Masten (2009), with images portraying
the same two characters (a father and his
young son baking a cake and going on a
fishing trip). The speakers recorded the two
narratives in sequence, in the same order,

TABLE 1

Raters’ Background Characteristics (Means and Standard Deviations)

Background variables No Spanish
(n¼ 10)

L2 Spanish
(n¼ 10)

L1 Qu�ebec French Qu�ebec French
Self-assessed experience in L2 Spanish — Intermediate
Gender (m/f) 4/6 1/9
Age 33.2 (5.18) 29.9 (6.14)
Daily use of French (0–100%) 89.0 (14.49) 93.0 (6.75)
Media use in French (0–100%) 61.0 (35.10) 68.0 (20.44)
Interactions with French speakers

(0–100%)
78.0 (28.21) 87.0 (8.23)

Familiarity with accented French 7.9 (1.10) 6.7 (1.94)
Familiarity with Spanish-accented

French
6.0 (2.75) 5.4 (1.84)
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and were given 30 seconds to look at the
images before narrating each story. The re-
cordings of the first story were used as prac-
tice files during the rating sessions (see
“Speech Rating” below), while the record-
ings from the second story served as the
target materials from this task. The speakers
also participated in an informal interview
with the first author, responding to the fol-
lowing prompt (originally in French):
“Now that you are living in Montreal,
what advicewould you give a friend of yours
living in your home country whowould like
to move to Montreal? What would you rec-
ommend that he or she do? What should he
or she expect?” The goal was to elicit spon-
taneous speech, as speakers were unlikely to
have experienced this topic through class-
room instruction. The interviewwas the last
task conducted, in order to reduce speakers’
anxiety and increase familiarity with the
interviewer.

According to Robinson (2001, 2007),
tasks can be distinguished in terms of their
complexity, associated with cognitive de-
mands imposed by the task design. In this
sense, the picture narrative appeared to be
less cognitively complex than the interview
response. The narrative task included a
restricted character set, such as a man, a
boy, and a policeman (þfew elements) and
a familiar theme (þprior knowledge); it
required the use of the present tense
(þhere and now), with speakers given 30
seconds of preparation time (þplanning
time). As the raters were familiarized
with the target images during the rating
sessions, they were also likely oriented to-
ward speakers’ expected use of target vo-
cabulary (e.g., Schmid & Yeni-Komshian,
1999), such as canne �a pêche (fishing rod).
Speakers (and raters) thus experienced lit-
tle linguistic and thematic freedom, being
restricted by the depicted content. In con-
trast, the interview response ostensibly im-
posed greater demands on the speaker and
the listener, with responses generally not
restricted to set topics or themes covered in
classroom instruction (–few elements) and
no preparation time available (–planning

time). This task also required speakers to
deploy hypothetical and/or conditional
structures as well as multiple temporal
references (–here and now), leaving
much freedom for them to decide how to
formulate their response and, most impor-
tant, what content to target, such as the
importance of speaking languages, the lack
of job opportunities, or respect for human
rights. This enhanced freedom for the
speaker to make various linguistic choices
in the interview task also likely made the
task of extracting meaning from speech
more complex for the rater, at least com-
pared to the picture narrative.

Speakers’ output from both tasks
(range¼ 32–660 seconds in duration)
was recorded using a digital voice recorder
(VN-8100PC), with all audio files subse-
quently matched for peak amplitude and
then truncated to include the first 30 sec-
onds of speech (excluding initial dysfluen-
cies), in line with prior research targeting
30- to 60-second speech samples (e.g.,
Crowther et al., 2015; Derwing, Munro,
& Thomson, 2008). All recordings were
also transcribed by the first author, adher-
ing to the following conventions to mini-
mize pronunciation and fluency as
possible confounds in judgments of lexis,
grammar, and discourse (Crossley, Sals-
bury, & McNamara, 2014): removing hes-
itation markers, spelling clues signaling
pronunciation-specific errors (e.g., bonjour
[bɔʒ̃uʁ] pronounced as bonyou [bɔnju] was
transcribed as the targeted word bonjour),
and punctuation to avoid transcriber influ-
ence. The resulting 80 audio files and 80
transcripts (40 speakers� two tasks)
served as stimuli for the 20 raters’
evaluations.

Speech Rating
The researcher (the first author) met each
rater twice in a quiet office within 2 to 4
weeks, with a minimum of 3 days between
the sessions. In the first session (2 hours),
each rater assessed the audio files from both
tasks (presented in counterbalanced orders
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in separate blocks) for accentedness and
comprehensibility. In the second session
(3 hours), each rater evaluated the audio
files (presented in counterbalanced blocks
by task) for four phonology and fluency
variables and then rated the transcripts
(again in separate counterbalanced blocks
by task) for five lexis and grammar mea-
sures (described in “Rated Categories” be-
low). All 80 audio files and 80 transcripts
were evaluated by the raters. The amount of
time needed by each rater varied as they
were not required to listen to the entire
excerpt when rating for accentedness and
comprehensibility, but they had the choice
to repeat the audio files as many times as
necessary and had the transcripts available
to them for as long as needed in the second
session. Before each set, raters were first
trained on the relevant variables, with con-
structs presented in training booklets with
examples. They then carried out five prac-
tice ratings to familiarize themselves with
the L2 speech (Bradlow & Bent, 2008), the
rating procedure, and the computer inter-
face. For the picture narrative, the practice
samples were drawn from the first (nontar-
get) narrative; for the interview response,
the practice samples included speakers’ re-
sponses to an unrelated question, originally
asked in French (What are the advantages
and disadvantages of the job you were prac-
ticing in your home country?).

For each set of audio- and transcript-
based ratings, the raters used custom-based
presentation software programmed in MAT-
LAB that featured 1,000-point scales with a
free-moving horizontal slider, initially ap-
pearing in the middle, with the left endpoint
representing the rating of 0 and the right
endpoint corresponding to the rating of
1,000. Each scale included a short descrip-
tion of the endpoints, with no numerical
markings shown for the raters (see Table 2
for brief descriptions of each measure and
scale endpoints). For all rating sets, all scales
were visible simultaneously on the computer
screen as simultaneous vs. consecutive scale
presentation producing little difference in
rating (O’Brien, 2016). In line with prior

research (e.g., Saito et al., 2015), for rating
accentedness and comprehensibility, raters
heard each file only once, since these repre-
sent relatively intuitive dimensions of
speech. However, raters could listen to
each recording multiple times to assess the
four phonology and fluency variables; they
were unable to record their rating until the
file was played once in full. For the five lexis
and grammar variables, each transcript re-
mained on the screen until the rater felt
satisfied with the assessments. Raters were
encouraged to use the whole scale range and
were told that even a slight movement of the
slider couldmake an important change in the
score. They were also informed that they
could change their ratings multiple times
until they proceeded to the next file or tran-
script. Each rater evaluated audio files or
transcripts within each block using a unique
randomization per rater.

Rated Categories
As shown in Table 2, the first set of rated
measures included the global ratings of ac-
centedness (defined in terms of how
strongly speakers’ speech was influenced
by their L1 or was colored by other nonna-
tive features) and comprehensibility (pre-
sented as the degree of ease or difficulty
with which raters could understand speak-
ers’ speech). For the set of phonology and
fluency ratings, raters evaluated speakers
using each speaker’s audio file for the fol-
lowing four variables (see Table 2):

1. Consonant errors, defined as errors at
the level of individual consonants. These
errors included phoneme substitutions
(e.g., essaminer instead of examiner [to
examine]), deletions (e.g., macher for
marcher [to walk]), or insertions (e.g.,
enfant pronounced as enfante [child]).

2. Vowel errors, defined as errors at the
level of individual vowels. These errors
also included phoneme substitutions
(e.g., processous instead of processus
[process]), deletions (agr�eable perceived
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TABLE 2

Rated Variables, Endpoint Descriptors, Measure Summary

(Translated from French)

Rated variable Left endpoint Right endpoint Summary

Global

Accentedness Heavily accented No accent at all How different a speaker
sounds from a native

French speaker
Comprehensibility Impossible to

understand
Easy to

understand
Ease or difficulty of

raters’ understanding of
L2 speech

Phonology and fluency

Vowel errors Frequent Infrequent or
absent

Errors in production of
individual vowels
within a word

Consonant errors Frequent Infrequent or
absent

Errors in production of
individual consonants

within a word
Intonation Unnatural Natural Appropriateness of pitch

moves within an
utterance, such as rising

tones in yes/no
questions

Speech rate Too slow or too
fast

Optimal Speakers’ overall pacing
and speed of utterance

delivery

Lexis, grammar, and discourse

Lexical
appropriateness

Many
inappropriate
words used

Consistently
uses appropriate

vocabulary

Speakers’ choice of
words to accomplish a

speaking task
Lexical richness Few, simple

words used
Rich and varied

vocabulary
Sophistication of the
vocabulary used by a

speaker
Grammatical

accuracy
Many grammar

errors
Absence of

grammar errors
Number of grammar
errors made by a

speaker
Grammatical

complexity
Simple grammar Elaborate

grammar
Sophistication of the
grammar used by a

speaker
Discourse

richness
Simple structure,

few details
Detailed and
sophisticated

Richness and
sophistication of the
utterance content
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as agrable [pleasant]), or insertions (esk-
ier for skier [to ski]).

3. Intonation, defined as the melody of
speech, with reference to natural fluctua-
tions of pitch across utterances. Natural
intonation patternswere exemplifiedwith
respect to the (expected) rising patterns in
yes/no questions (e.g., Souperas-tu �a la
maison demain? " [Will you be home for
dinner tomorrow?]), falling patterns at
the end of affirmative statements (e.g.,
Oui, je vais être �a la maison # [Yes, I will
be home]), or natural pitch moves in lon-
ger utterances (e.g., Oui, je vais être �a la
maison #. . . "mais jusqu’�a 7 heures# [Yes, I
will be home . . . but until 7 o’clock]).

4. Speech rate, defined as the overall speed
of the speech delivery. A low rating for
this measure would correspond to slow
and laborious speech delivery, full of
pauses and hesitations, or to speech
that is too fast to be comfortable to listen
to. A high rating would indicate that
speech flow is optimal for listening,
with speech delivered naturally.

For the set of lexis and grammar rat-
ings, raters evaluated speakers using each
speaker’s transcript for the following five
variables (see Table 2):

1. Lexical accuracy, defined as the appro-
priateness of words used by the speaker
to accomplish the task. Low lexical ac-
curacy includes incorrect or inappropri-
ate word usage as well as lexical
intrusions from other languages (e.g.,
Ils prennent l’arme pour shooter [They
take the gun to shoot], where shooter
was used in place of tirer [to shoot]).
Inappropriate word usage corresponds
to the use of more generic, extended
word meanings instead of more precise
lexis (e.g., Le petit garScon et son grand-
p�ere sont all�es pêcher dans l’eau [The little
boy and his grandfather went fishing on
the water], where �etang [pond] would be
more appropriate than l’eau [water]).

2. Lexical richness, defined as a range and
variety of words used by the speaker.

Poor lexical richness would correspond
to multiple repeated tokens of the same
word and the general absence of sophis-
ticated vocabulary (e.g.,Dans la premi�ere
image, on voit le garScon et dans la
deuxi�eme image, c’est encore le même
garScon [In the first picture, we see a
boy and in the second picture, it’s the
same boy], compared to L’enfant dans la
premi�ere image semble malheureux, alors
que le bambin suivant d�emontre de la joie
[The kid in the first picture looks sad,
while in the following one, the child
shows some happiness]).

3. Grammatical accuracy, defined as the
number of grammar errors concerning
individual words or longer units (such
as sentences) made by the speaker.
Grammar errors include errors of word
order (C’est une �ecole petite instead of
C’est une petite �ecole [It’s a school small]
instead of [It’s a small school]), conju-
gation (Il faut que je dis la bonne r�eponse
for Il faut que je dise la bonne r�eponse
[I have to say the right answer]), and
agreement (Ce sont des petits enfants
produced as Ce sont des petit enfants
[These are small children], that is, with-
out the liaison between the adjective and
the noun).

4. Grammatical complexity, defined as the
sophistication of the speaker’s grammar.
Raters were asked to attend to the use of
complex (subordinated) multiclause
utterances in place of multiple (coordi-
nated) structures. For example, Le petit
garScon allait �a la pêche alors qu’il voyait
son grand-p�ere au loin qui s’approchait
[The little boy was on his way to go
fishing while he saw his grandfather ap-
proaching in the distance] includesmore
elaborate structures, compared to the
same idea expressed in short, simple ut-
terances, as in Le garScon va �a la pêche . . .
le grand-p�ere est proche . . . il va aussi
pêcher [The boy goes fishing . . . the
grandfather is close . . . he is also going
fishing]).

5. Discourse richness, defined as the rich-
ness and coherence of speech content.
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Low discourse richness corresponds to a
simple narrative or a response that lacks
details and features an undeveloped
story structure. High discourse richness
corresponds to narratives or responses
with a high degree of detail and devel-
oped, sophisticated content.

Understanding of Rated Categories
and Rating Consistency
After completing each rating set, raters filled
out a posttask questionnaire (9-point
scales) to elicit data on their understanding
of the rated categories (1¼ je n’ai pas comp-
ris du tout [I did not understand at all],
5¼ neutre [neutral], 9¼ j’ai tr�es bien comp-
ris [I understood this concept well]) and the
ease with which these categories could be
applied (1¼ tr�es difficile [very difficult], 5¼
neutre [neutral], and 9¼ tr�es facile [very
easy]). Raters from both groups demon-
strated a clear understanding of all rated
categories (M¼ 8.32, range¼ 7.90–8.80)
and considered them easy to use
(M¼ 7.26, range¼ 6.20–8.40). As shown in
Table 3, high interrater consistency was

observed for the raters’ evaluations of
accentedness (Cronbach’s a¼ 0.94–0.95)
and comprehensibility (a¼ 0.91–0.94), as
well as for all rated linguistic categories,
with a values ranging between 0.75 and
0.93, in all cases exceeding the recom-
mended 0.70–0.80 benchmark (Larson-
Hall, 2010). Reliability values were thus
deemed sufficiently high for individual
raters’ assessments to be averaged for each
rater group, separately for each category.

Results

Global Ratings
The first analysis targeted the global ratings
of accentedness and comprehensibility
(summarized in Table 4), with the two
sets of ratings submitted to a three-way
ANOVA with repeated measurements for
dimension (accentedness, comprehensibil-
ity), rater group (with Spanish, no Spanish),
and task (picture narrative, interview
response). This analysis yielded no statisti-
cally significant main effects or interactions,
F< 3.01, p> 0.09, hr

2< 0.07, suggesting
that L2 speakers’ output across two tasks

TABLE 3

Rater Consistency (Cronbach’s a) for Rated Categories by Task

and Rater Group

Narrative Interview response

Rated variable No Spanish With
Spanish

No Spanish With
Spanish

Accentedness 0.94 0.95 0.95 0.95
Comprehensibility 0.91 0.91 0.94 0.93
Consonant errors 0.89 0.90 0.85 0.91
Vowel errors 0.89 0.91 0.90 0.91
Intonation 0.84 0.80 0.81 0.75
Speech rate 0.91 0.93 0.89 0.90
Lexical accuracy 0.86 0.87 0.89 0.85
Lexical richness 0.88 0.85 0.91 0.89
Grammatical accuracy 0.76 0.86 0.85 0.89
Grammatical

complexity
0.84 0.83 0.90 0.89
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elicited similar ratings of accentedness and
comprehensibility for raters with and with-
out knowledge of Spanish.

Rating of Linguistic Categories
The next analysis focused on the nine rated
linguistic dimensions of speech, as evalu-
ated by the two rater groups in picture
narratives and interview responses. Be-
cause the nine linguistic categories repre-
sented multiple and possibly overlapping
dimensions, it was first important to un-
cover potential underlying relationships
between them. Therefore, the rated dimen-
sions for the 40 speakers were submitted to
a principal component analysis (PCA) with
Oblimin rotation, carried out separately per
task for each rater group. The Kaiser–
Meyer–Olkin values (0.83–0.88) all ex-
ceeded the minimum of 0.60 recommended
by Hutcheson and Sofroniou (1999), who
interpreted the factorability of such corre-
lation matrixes as “meritorious” (p. 225).
Bartlett’s test of sphericity also showed
that correlations were high enough for
PCA: x2(36)¼ 413.50, p< 0.0001 (picture
narrative, raters with no knowledge of
Spanish), x2(36)¼ 516.05, p< 0.0001 (in-
terview response, raters with no knowledge
of Spanish), x2(36)¼ 359.28, p< 0.0001
(picture narrative, raters with L2 knowl-
edge of Spanish), and x2(36)¼ 460.75,
p< 0.0001 (interview response, raters
with L2 knowledge of Spanish).

The underlying dimensions obtained
from the PCA analyses in the picture

narrative task are summarized in Table 5.
In this task, there were two underlying
linguistic factors for raters with no knowl-
edge of Spanish (accounting for 82% of the
variance). The variables that loaded on the
first factor included consonant and vowel
errors, intonation, and speech rate; there-
fore, this factor was labeled phonology and
fluency. The remaining linguistic variables
—all measures of lexis, grammar, and dis-
course richness and accuracy—patterned
together; this factor was thus named lexi-
cogrammar richness and accuracy. For raters
with an L2 knowledge of Spanish, in the
picture narrative task the PCA revealed
three nonoverlapping factors (accounting
for a total of 89% of variance). Once again,
the measures of consonant and vowel er-
rors, intonation, and speech rate loaded on
the first factor, which was named phonology
and fluency. Three measures dealing with
lexicogrammar richness and complexity
(lexical richness, discourse richness, and
grammatical complexity) loaded on the
second factor, which was described as
lexicogrammar richness and complexity.
Finally, both measures of lexis and gram-
mar accuracy patterned together under the
third factor, which was termed lexicogram-
mar accuracy.

The underlying dimensions obtained
from the PCA analyses in the interview re-
sponse are summarized in Table 6. Unlike
the analyses targeting the picture narrative
task, the PCA output for the interview task
failed to distinguish separate underlying di-
mensions across the nine rated categories.

TABLE 4

Means (Standard Deviations) for Accentedness and Comprehensibility

(0–1,000 Scale)

Task Global measure No Spanish With Spanish

Narrative Accentedness 686 (238) 669 (224)
Comprehensibility 681 (171) 645 (191)

Interview response Accentedness 646 (246) 667 (250)
Comprehensibility 660 (211) 647 (215)
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In fact, for both groups of raters, all nine
linguistic categories formed a single factor,
in each case accounting for 77% (raters with
knowledge of Spanish) and 78% (raters with
no knowledge of Spanish) of the total
variance.

Linguistic Correlates of Accentedness
and Comprehensibility
The final analysis sought to determine the
possible linguistic correlates of accented-
ness and comprehensibility ratings in the
picture narrative and interview response

TABLE 6

Summary of PCA Solutions for Linguistic Variables by Task and Rater

Group in Interview Response

Rater group PCA factor Linguistic variable

No Spanish Phonology, fluency, lexis,
grammar, and discourse

Nine linguistic categories (total
eigenvalue¼ 7.04)

With Spanish Phonology, fluency, lexis,
grammar, and discourse

Nine linguistic categories (total
eigenvalue¼ 6.90)

TABLE 5

Summary of PCA Solutions (Factor Loadings) for Linguistic Variables by

Task and Rater Group in Picture Narrative

Rater group PCA factor Linguistic variable

No Spanish Phonology and fluency Consonant errors (0.99)
Intonation (0.87)
Vowel errors (0.85)
Speech rate (0.60)

Lexicogrammar richness
and accuracy

Grammatical complexity (1.02)
Lexical richness (0.97)
Discourse richness (0.86)
Lexical accuracy (0.73)
Grammatical accuracy (0.69)

With Spanish Phonology and fluency Vowel errors (0.97)
Consonant errors (0.82)
Intonation (0.73)
Speech rate (0.49)

Lexicogrammar richness and
complexity

Lexical richness (0.89)

Discourse richness (0.88)

Grammatical complexity (0.85)
Lexicogrammar accuracy Grammatical accuracy (0.84)

Lexical accuracy (0.76)

Note: All eigenvalues> 1.
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>tasks for each rater group. For this analy-
sis, Pearson correlations were computed
between the ratings of accentedness and
comprehensibility and the linguistic dimen-
sions yielded through PCA analyses, sepa-
rately per task and each rater group
(Bonferroni-corrected a¼ 0.004), with lin-
guistic factor scores derived through the
Anderson–Rubin method of obtaining non-
correlated factor values. Correlation analy-
ses for the picture narrative task are
summarized in Table 7. In this task, for
both groups of raters, accentedness was
uniquely associated with the phonology
and fluency factor whereas comprehensibil-
ity was tied with all the factors, which to-
gether encompassed measures of
phonology, fluency, lexis, grammar, and
discourse. In all cases, the associations

were medium to large in strength
(r� 0.50), based on Plonsky and Oswald’s
(2014) recommendations.

Correlation analyses for the interview
response task are summarized in Table 8. In
the interview task, a single factor encom-
passing all nine linguistic variables was sig-
nificantly correlatedwith both accentedness
and comprehensibility (with strong associ-
ations in both cases), although the strength
of the relationship was numerically larger
for comprehensibility (R2> 0.67) than for
accentedness (R2¼ 0.46).

Discussion
The aim of the current study was to investi-
gate whether the linguistic correlates
of accentedness and comprehensibility

TABLE 7

Pearson Correlations Between PCA Linguistic Factors and Accentedness

and Comprehensibility by Task and Rater Group in Picture Narrative

Rater group PCA factor Accentedness Comprehensibility

No Spanish Phonology and fluency 0.77� 0.57�

Lexicogrammar richness and
accuracy

0.25 0.58�

With Spanish Phonology and fluency 0.83� 0.83�

Lexicogrammar richness and
complexity

0.34 0.67�

Lexicogrammar accuracy 0.32 0.50�

Notes: �p < 0.001, a¼ 0.004.

TABLE 8

Pearson Correlations Between PCA Linguistic Factors and Accentedness and

Comprehensibility by Task and Rater Group in Interview Response

Rater group PCA factor Accentedness Comprehensibility

No Spanish Phonology, fluency, lexis,
grammar, and discourse

0.68� 0.84�

With Spanish Phonology, fluency, lexis,
grammar, and discourse

0.68� 0.82�

Notes: �p < 0.001, a¼ 0.004.
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depended on the demands of a speaking task
and raters’ familiarity with the speakers’ L1.
To explore task effects, L2 speakers’ lan-
guage production was compared across
two tasks that varied in the cognitive de-
mands that were imposed on speakers and
in the predictability of the speech content for
listeners, with the picture narrative task con-
sidered simpler than the spontaneous inter-
view response, using Robinson’s (2001,
2005, 2007) classification of task complex-
ity. To explore rater familiarity effects, lis-
tener judgments were analyzed for two
groups of raters, those who either did or
did not have (basic) knowledge of the speak-
ers’ L1 (Spanish). The results overall re-
vealed little influence of raters’ knowledge
of the speakers’ L1 but demonstrated strong
effects of task on the linguistic dimensions of
accentedness and comprehensibility in that
the distinction between accentedness and
comprehensibility was clearest in the picture
narrative but was blurred in the more com-
plex interview response.

Task Effects on L2 Accentedness and
Comprehensibility
The current study is among the first inves-
tigations conducted on L2 French focusing
on linguistic variables underlying listeners’
judgments of accentedness and compre-
hensibility. In the picture narrative task,
regardless of raters’ amount of familiarity
with speakers’ L1, accentedness was easily
distinguishable from comprehensibility in
that accentedness was uniquely associated
with the phonology and fluency dimension
of L2 speech while comprehensibility was
broadly linked to multiple dimensions,
spanning the categories of phonology, flu-
ency, lexis, grammar, and discourse. This
finding replicates prior research on L2
English using a similar picture description
task in which accentedness was found to be
more narrowly linked to phonology and
fluency but comprehensibility was addi-
tionally associated with lexis, grammar,
and discourse (Saito et al., 2015, 2016; Tro-
fimovich & Isaacs, 2012; Varonis & Gass,

1982). However, the current study revealed
a novel finding: The linguistic distinction
between accentedness and comprehensibil-
ity disappears in an interview task, again
regardless of listeners’ knowledge of speak-
ers’ L1.

At least one reason for the obtained
pattern of findings is that the relationship
between accentedness and comprehensi-
bility and the linguistic dimensions under-
lying each construct is task specific. That
is, the demands of a given speaking task
likely determine the degree to which vari-
ous linguistic resources matter for listen-
ers’ perception of accentedness
(nativelikeness) and comprehensibility
(ease of understanding). In terms of com-
prehensibility, the current findings empha-
size once again that the ease with which
listeners extract meaning from L2 utter-
ances is a matter of multiple linguistic
resources, regardless of speaking task
(Saito et al., 2015, 2016; Trofimovich &
Isaacs, 2012; Varonis & Gass, 1982). This
point about the ease of understanding be-
ing linked to more than just phonology
(pronunciation) is worth emphasizing
again to both L2 learners and their instruc-
tors, as it is often erroneously believed that
only fluency and error-free pronunciation
accuracy matter for comprehensible L2
speech.

However, what makes L2 speakers
sound accented appears to depend on the
demands of a speaking task. In a picture-
description task where speakers’ linguistic
output was clearly predictable for listeners
who also had access to the images prior to
rating, both in terms of the expected lexical
expression and to some degree grammatical
structure, listeners’ perception of accent
was largely a matter of phonology and
fluency. This task was less complex for
speakers—who had access to planning
time, followed a predetermined story struc-
ture, and made reference to depicted
objects, relationships, and actions; it was
also less complex for listeners—who had
clear expectations of the linguistic content.
Thus, what listeners chiefly considered as
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nativelike was based on the form of speak-
ers’ utterances (phonology, fluency). In
contrast, in a free-response situation such
as an interview, where speakers did not have
much support (e.g., in the form of images)
to structure their response and needed to
talk beyond the here-and-now, deploying
multiple linguistic resources, thus making
their speech less predictable for listeners,
assessments of accentedness were associ-
atedwithmultiple linguistic considerations.

In essence, complex speaking tasks
provide speakers with more linguistic free-
dom to make themselves understood using
multiple linguistic resources but these tasks
also make it more likely that issues of lexis
and grammar, in addition to being relevant
to comprehensibility, also contribute to lis-
teners’ assessments of L2 speakers’ accent.
Put differently, increased task demands re-
quire speakers—and to a certain degree also
listeners—to use all the linguistic resources
in their possession to express meaning and
be understood, which makes it harder to
distinguish between comprehensibility
and accentedness because multiple linguis-
tic categories of L2 speech become relevant
to each construct. Based onO’Brien’s (2014)
research with nonnative listeners, task com-
plexity clearly needs to be defined in refer-
ence to both speakers’ and listeners’
demands: A picture description task that
was considered simple for native-speaking
listeners here might have been more com-
plex to evaluate for nonnative listeners in
O’Brien’s study, which would explain why
L2 listeners in that study associated accent-
edness and comprehensibility with overlap-
ping linguistic dimensions.

Listener Experience Effects on
Linguistic Dimensions of Accent and
Comprehensibility
Despite prior research demonstrating that
listeners’ experience, which is typically de-
fined in terms of their exposure to L2 speech
or training in language-related disciplines,
matters for listener-based assessments of
speech constructs (Gass & Varonis, 1984;

Isaacs & Thomson, 2013; Kennedy & Tro-
fimovich, 2008; Saito et al., 2015; Winke
et al., 2012), there was no clear evidence in
this study of listener effects in terms of their
familiarity with speakers’ L1. In fact, listen-
ers with knowledge of Spanish and those
reporting no knowledge of Spanish were
similar in their global L2 ratings and in
the linguistic dimensions they associated
with these ratings. Of course, one possibility
is that the listeners with knowledge of Span-
ish were unclear or insufficiently familiar as
to how various features of Spanish could
make the L2 French speech of Hispanic
speakers more or less accented or compre-
hensible, which made them behave like lis-
teners with no prior knowledge of Spanish.
A more plausible explanation, however, is
that all listeners in this study were highly
familiar with the speech of Hispanic speak-
ers of L2 French. In fact, as shown in
Table 1, both listener groups were highly
aware of not only accented French but, most
important, Spanish-accented French, with
the group that reported no experience with
Spanish estimating their familiarity
with Spanish-accented French to be higher
(at a mean of 6.0) than the group with
knowledge of Spanish (5.4). Indeed, a
familiarity with Spanish-accented French
in Montreal may stem from a large propor-
tion of nonnative speakers being Hispanic
and may also be typical of raters studying
and working in the area of L2 pedagogy and
education.

This finding brings up an intriguing
possibility that naturalistic exposure to ac-
cented L2 speech may compensate for lis-
teners’ lack of formal language learning
experience in the speaker’s L1. Put simply,
what makes listeners experienced may in
large part be related to their exposure to
accented L2 speech (e.g., Gass & Varonis,
1984; Kennedy & Trofimovich, 2008), not
necessarily to their experience having
learned the L1 of the speaker (e.g., Carey
et al., 2011; Winke et al., 2012). Such an
explanation would be consistent with both
prior literature showing that listeners
rapidly adapt to and learn to cope with
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unfamiliar L2 accents (e.g., Bradlow &
Bent, 2008; Clarke, 2004) and that sharing
an L1 background with speakers does not
automatically confer advantages to listeners
(e.g., Major et al., 2002;Munro et al., 2006).
Put differently, the “experience” in experi-
enced listeners could to a large degree be a
matter of exposure to nonnative speech,
rather than training in linguistics and pho-
netics or knowledge of specific languages.
This interpretation of experience should be
targeted in future research in reference to
multiple variables as part of the complete
portrait of the listener, including listener
biases, stereotypes, social attitudes, and
strength of ethnic and cultural beliefs
(e.g., Brennan & Brennan, 1981; Gluszek
& Dovidio, 2010).

Implications and Conclusions
This study offers evidence to support previ-
ous research targeting L2 accentedness and
comprehensibility, extending the results of
prior research to languages other than L2
English. This is an important step as it
allows for a discussion of such broad con-
structs as L2 accentedness and compre-
hensibility with reference to a range of
possible L2s, which is different from initia-
tives targeting “criterial features” of learner
language—for example, in terms of gram-
matical, functional, and lexical features—
in a single L2—notably, English (e.g., Haw-
kins & Filipovi�c, 2012). From a theoretical
viewpoint, the findings point to a conclu-
sion that the relationship between accented-
ness and comprehensibility and the
linguistic dimensions contributing to each
construct is likely a dynamic one, shaped by
the demands of a given speaking task and its
impact on both the speaker and the listener.

In terms of practical considerations, the
current findings offer good news for lan-
guage learners. When it comes to using an
L2 in complex speaking tasks, there is little
distinction in terms of which dimensions of
L2 speech feed into listeners’ perceptions of
accentedness and comprehensibility. In
other words, whether their goal is accent-

free L2 speech or comprehensible L2 out-
put, learners will likely benefit equally from
a focus on various aspects of L2 speech
(targeting various aspects of phonology, flu-
ency, lexis, grammar, and discourse) during
complex speaking tasks. For language in-
structors, the current results imply that
free-response tasks, as opposed to more
structured activities, may encourage learn-
ers to draw on multiple linguistic resources
and as a result may enable learners to prac-
tice various aspects of L2 pronunciation,
lexicon, grammar, and discourse while
also allowing them to simultaneously
work on both their accent and compre-
hensibility. For instance, K–12, high school,
and postsecondary students—depending on
their proficiency level—may benefit from
interactions performed in a range of tasks,
from less to more complex ones. With a
focus on keeping learners motivated (van
Lier, 2014), simpler tasks could be struc-
tured around visual materials (digital or
paper-based) including photos and comic
strips, which learners could share with
each other, narrating real or imagined sto-
ries, as part of individual or group activities.
In more complex tasks, learners may work
on multiple linguistic dimensions within
the context of real-life task scenarios, such
as debating the best movie of the year or
participating in job interviews. Performing
such tasks in dyads would also enable learn-
ers to see whether they are successful in
their interaction (see Kaur, 2009, for vari-
ous signs of communication breakdowns),
which may provide a natural, conversation-
driven stimulus to repair speech. Learners
may also benefit from discussions of what
makes L2 speech more or less comprehen-
sible and accented, with the idea of raising
learners’ awareness of which linguistic di-
mensions of speech maymatter more or less
for successful performance in various
speaking tasks.

With the view of future research, it
would be important to investigate how non-
linguistic, affective, and social information
that is available to interlocutors in face-to-
face interaction—such as gestures, body
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language, speech style, and attitude—may
impact interlocutors’ perceptions of accent-
edness and comprehensibility in L2 speech.
Indeed, the monologic nature of L2 perfor-
mances that were investigated in the current
study (evaluated by listeners through audio-
recordings of speech, not through video or
authentic interaction) may not be fully rep-
resentative of speakers’ dialogic experiences
in real-life communication. Thus, it remains
crucial that L2 researchers pursue further
investigations of accentedness and compre-
hensibility in dialogic performance, with
the view of identifying the linguistic under-
pinnings of each construct. It is equally
important that researchers extend their cur-
rent work to L2s other than English so that
current research findings can be both tested
with and ultimately applied to speakers of
multiple L2s.
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