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The	Tripartite	Model	of	Attitudes
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Affect
The	emotional	or	
feeling-based	
evaluation	of	an	
attitude	object.
E.g.	This	song	is	very	
pleasant	(positive	
affect).

Cognition
The	thought- or	fact-
based	evaluation	of	
an	attitude	object.
E.g.	This	song	is	too	
fast	(negative	
cognition).

Behaviour
The	past	and	
intended	physical	
manifestations	
toward	an	object.
E.g.	I	will	buy	this	
song	(positive	
intended behaviour).

• Three	distinct	attitudinal	components	have	been	found.
ü Attitudinal	responses	load	on	distinct	factors.



• Attitudes	towards	some	objects	have	been	found	to	rely	more	on	
affect	than	cognition	and	vv.

Attitudinal	Affect	vs.	Cognition
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Affect-based
⁃Marijuana	and	alcohol	
(experienced	users)
⁃Snakes,	literature,	and	maths

Both	components
⁃Capital	punishment
⁃Presidential	candidates

Cognition-based
⁃Capital	punishment
⁃Presidential	candidates
⁃Church



Priming	Method	– Affect	vs.	Cognition

• Priming	involves	the	presentation	of	a	stimulus	to	activate	an	idea,	
category,	or	feeling	(Step	1)	and	measure	the	effects	of	the	prime	on	
some	other	task	(Steps	2/3).	
ü Step	1	– prime	stimuli:	positive/negative	&	affective/cognitive	
persuasive	cues	(e.g.	messages	and	pictures).

ü Step	2	– target	stimuli:	attitude	objects,	like	maths	and	literature,		
Chinese	ideographs	(neutral	valence),	and	lemphurs	(fictitious	animals).

ü Step	3	– evaluation:	e.g.	scales	and	open-ended	lists.
⁃Affective	scalar	examples:	pleasant-unpleasant,	and	exciting-boring.
⁃Cognitive	scalar	examples:	useful-useless,	and	safe-unsafe.
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Priming	Stimuli	Examples

• Affective	priming	pictures	(target	stimulus:	Chinese	characters)
ü Five	different	female	faces	in	10	photographs:	5	positively-valenced	
(happy)	and	5	negatively-valenced	(sad)	expressions.

• Cognitive	priming	messages	(target	stimulus:	Chinese	characters)
ü Positive	valence:	the	Chinese	ideograph’s	strokes	were	described	as	
well-balanced	strokes	and	properly	proportioned.

ü Negative	valence:	the	Chinese	ideograph’s	strokes	were	as	thin	and	
brittle.
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Priming	Results	– Affect	vs.	Cognition

• Persuasive	appeals	are	more	effective	when	their	basis	(affective	/	
cognitive)	matches	the	basis	of	the	attitude	(affective	/	cognitive).
ü Affective	appeals	significantly	and	consistently	influence	affectively-
based	attitudes.

ü Cognitive	appeals	may	influence	cognitively-based	attitudes	non-
significantly.	
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Attitudinal	Methods	in	Sociolinguistic	Studies
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Direct	approach:	the	phonetic	
varieties	are	directly	evaluated.
ü Attitude	objects:	conceptual	accent	
labels,	or	vocal	samples.	E.g.	the	
label	‘a	Mancunian	accent’;	or	
Mancunian	accent	recording(s).

ü Evaluative	technique:	accent-
specific	questions.	E.g.	Is	this	accent	
pleasant?	How	would	you	rate	this	
accent’s	pleasantness?

Indirect	approach:	the	phonetic	
varieties	are	indirectly	evaluated.
ü Attitude	objects:	vocal	samples.	E.g.	
London	accent	recording(s).

ü Evaluative	technique:	no	accent	
specific	questions.	E.g.	Does	the	
speaker	sound	pleasant?	How	
would	you	rate	the	pleasantness	of	
what	you	heard?



Tripartite	Model	in	Accent	Attitude	Studies

• No	primary	study	has	examined	affect	and	cognition	in	relation	to	
accent-attitude	formation.

• No	distinction	among	affect,	cognition,	and	global	attitudes.
ü Global	attitudinal	traits	(e.g.	good-bad	and	favourable-unfavourable)	
have	been	applied	to	both	components.

• Affect	induction	only	via	negative	stimuli	accompanying	the	accents.
ü Equating	of	affect	with	negative	valence	(e.g.	white	noise,	aggressive	
speech,	and	disfluency).
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Tripartite	Model	in	Accent	Attitude	Studies

• Affect	has	been	examined	only	as	participant	moods.
ü Evaluation	scales	with	participant	moods	(e.g.	happy)	but	without	
affectively-based	traits	of	the	phonetic	varieties	(e.g.	pleasant).

• One	theoretical	account	of	language	attitudes	connects	them	to	the	
tripartite	model.
ü Affect-cognition	(and	behaviour)	distinction.
ü Language	attitudes	may	be	largely,	or	even	entirely,	affective	in	nature.
ü Affect	is	still	treated	as	participant	moods.
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Methodology

• Affective	priming	of	explicit/conscious	and	indirect	attitudes	towards	
non-novel/fictitious	attitude	objects	(British	accents)	using	
thematically	irrelevant	prime	stimuli.
ü Examination	of	how	constantly-changing	contextual	stimuli	modify	
sociolinguistic	perception/attitudinal	formation.

• Ten-minute	online	survey.

• 68	university	students,	aged	18-25,	UK-born/raised.
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Methodology:	Prime	Stimuli

• Affective	pictures	aimed	at	maximum	affective	priming	impact	via	
reduced	processual	demand.
ü Visual/pictorial	à pictures	are	processed	faster	than	words.
⁃Positive	prime	(PosP;	beach)
⁃Negative	prime	(NegP;	man	vomiting)
⁃Neutral	prime	(NeuP;	rolling	pin)

ü Shown	supraliminally	and	separately	from	the	target	stimuli	à no	
audio-visual	processing.

ü Thematically	irrelevant	à text-less	pictures	cannot	showcase	accents.
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Methodology:	Target	Stimuli

• Recordings	of	the	same	weather	forecast	performed	in	three	
phonetic	varieties:	Received	Pronunciation	(RP),	standard	Edinburgh,	
and	Birmingham.
ü Content	valence:	neutral,	with	‘bad’	and	‘good’	weather	information.	
ü Speaker:	male	professional	phonetician	(matched-guise	technique).

• Six	neutral	pictorial	target	stimuli	(NeuT):	e.g.	zipper	and	lamp.	
ü Presented	among	the	recordings	to	distract	the	participants	and	
represent	neutrally-valenced	target	stimuli,	unlike	the	accents.
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Methodology:	Evaluations

• Evaluation	of	speaker/weather	forecaster:
ü Eight	six-point	semantic	differential	scales	with	personality	traits	
(binary	ends	accompanied	by	adverb	‘extremely’).

ü Two	trait	dimensions:	solidarity	and	status.	
⁃Solidarity	traits:	pleasant–unpleasant,	sincere–insincere,	friendly–
unfriendly,	and	reliable–unreliable
⁃ Status	traits:	articulate–inarticulate,	certain–uncertain,	knowledgeable–
ignorant,	and	refined–unrefined.

ü Trait	and	dimension	choices	based	on:	(a)	previous	accent-attitude	
studies;	(b)	the	speaker's	profession;	and	(c)	the	Evaluative	Lexicon	(EL).
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Methodology:	Evaluations

• The	EL	contains	the	emotionality	scores	(0-9)	of	over	1.500	English	
words	from	millions	of	attitudinal	discourses	by	native-English	
speakers.
üMatching	of	solidarity	traits	to	higher	emotionality	scores	(affective)	
and	status	traits	to	lower	emotionality	scores	(cognitive).

ü E.g.	pleasant/unpleasant	=	5.73/5.21	vs.	knowledgeable/ignorant	=	
2.5/4.

• Evaluation	of	NeuT:	Directly	evaluated	on	six-point	‘extremely	
negative’	to	‘extremely	positive’	scales	(global	attitude	traits).
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3.	Prime	Stimulus:	Affective	Picture	(PosP, NegP, or	NeuP)

Study	Flow	Recap
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2.	Target	Stimulus:	Affective	Picture	(NeuT)	+	Evaluation

1.	Prime	Stimulus:	Affective	Picture	(PosP, NegP, or	NeuP)

4.	Target	Stimulus:	Recording	(RP,	Edin,	or	Birm)	+	Evaluation

5.	Prime	Stimulus:	Affective	Picture	(PosP, NegP, or	NeuP)

...



Results:	Intra–Varietal	Priming

• Birmingham:	overall,	the	solidarity	dimension,	and	the	trait	
‘pleasant’	were	rated	significantly	higher	post-PosP	than	post-NegP.
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Results:	Intra–Varietal	Priming

• RP/Edinburgh:	the	status	traits	‘sincere’	and	‘certain’	were	rated	
significantly	higher	post-PosP	than	post-NegP.

• No	other	significant	priming	influences.

• Only	attitudes	towards	the	Birmingham	variety	showed	extensive	
affective	priming:	overall,	solidarity,	and	trait	levels.

• A	general,	(non)significant	post-PosP	>	post-NegP	rating	tendency	
was	observed	within	each	variety.
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Discussion

• The	participants'	primed	emotions	contributed	to	their	accent	
evaluations,	whether	significantly	or	not.

• The	solidarity	evaluations	were	significantly	primed	for	Birmingham,	
the	non-standard	variety.

• Unlike	solidarity,	attitudes	towards	the	status	dimension	were	non-
significantly	primed.

• The	rigidness	of	the	attitudes	toward	the	status	dimension	contrasts	
the	primeability	of	the	attitudes	toward	the	solidarity	dimension.
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Discussion

• Significant	affective	priming	of	attitudes	toward	Birmingham	overall	
and	towards	the	solidarity	dimension.
ü Link	between	non-standardness and	solidarity	(affective	priming).

• Non-significant	affective	priming	of	attitudes	toward	RP/Edinburgh	
overall	and	toward	the	status	dimension.
ü Link	between	standardness and	status	(no	affective	priming).

• The	EL	matched	solidarity	traits	to	higher	emotionality	evaluations	
(affectively)	than	status	traits	(cognitive).
ü By	extension,	the	‘non-standardness/solidarity	&	standardness/status’	
binary	set	can	develop	to	include	affective	and	cognitive	attitude	bases.
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Discussion
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Standardness

Status

Cognitively-based	
Attitudes

Non-standardness

Solidarity

Affectively-based	
Attitudes



Conclusions	&	Future	Work

• Accent	attitudes	can	be	affectively	primed.

• (Non)standardness could	function	as	an	independent	variable	in	the	
affective/cognitive	formation	of	accent	attitudes.

Ø The	effect	of	cognitive	priming	will	be	operationalised	and	
contrasted	to	that	of	affective	priming.

Ø Thematically	relevant	but	indirect	primes	(i.e.	written	messages)	will	
be	employed.

Ø More	phonetic	varieties	will	be	included.
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