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[bookmark: _Toc6472611]Abstract
Language attitude research is mainly concerned with the opinions, beliefs, stereotypes and prejudices that speakers hold with respect to certain language or speech varieties (Garrett, 2010). In doing so, it involves investigating how cognitive processes, which include stored beliefs about languages or speech varieties, within one’s mental lexicon result in an act of being positive or negative about a certain speech variety or language (Cargile, Giles, Ryan, & Bradac, 1994; Kristiansen, Garrett, & Coupland, 2005). Simply put, language attitude research explores how behavioural input such as stereotypes and beliefs might lead to behavioural output such as language variation and change processes (Garrett, 2010; Oppenheim, 1982). 
Using an attitudinal approach, the present study examines how the historical background of Makkah city within the Hijaz region and the rapid urbanization of Saudi Arabia affected the make-up of the social structure and led to a dichotomous dialect situation in Hijaz. Thus, two main dialects have emerged in the Hijaz region: the urban Bedouin Hijazi dialect and the Hadari Hijazi dialect. I adopted an integrated approach where I used direct and indirect measures to study Hijazi Saudi attitudes towards dialect variation in Hijaz.
Three research questions are addressed:
RQ1: What do Hijazi people perceive to be occurring linguistically in Hijaz?
RQ2: What are the most common characteristics that are associated with the urban Bedouin Hijazi and Hadari Hijazi dialects, and what are the dimensions behind the observed characteristics?
RQ3: How do Hijazi people identify urban Bedouin Hijazi and Hadari Hijazi? Do they rely on linguistic factors or metalinguistic factors in the identification of dialects?
Findings were discussed and compared to studies in the field of language attitude research (Garrett, Williams, & Evans, 2005a; Giles, 1970; Ladegaard, 1998; Stewart, Ryan, & Giles, 1985), socio-phonetic research (Hay & Drager, 2010; Hay, Nolan, & Drager, 2006; Niedzielski, 1999), Hijaz region historical research (Bianchi, 2004; Munt, 2014; Tagliacozzo & Toorawa, 2015), migration and urbanization in Saudi Arabia research ( Weston, 2011; Wilson & Graham, 2016), and dialectology research in SA (Alrumaih, 2002; Alahmadi, 2016; Ingham, 1971, 1982). 
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[bookmark: _Toc6472616]Chapter 1: Introduction
[bookmark: _Toc6472617]1.1. Introduction
Throughout history, Saudi Arabia (SA), and the Hijaz region in particular, has captured the attention of many researchers, politicians, religious people, and even economists (Al-Farsy, 1990; Cordesman, 2003; Weston, 2011). There are two main reasons why SA has attracted such a high degree of interest. The first reason is that two of the most sacred cities in the Islamic world are located in the Hijaz region (i.e. Western SA): Makkah and Al-Madina (Weston, 2011; Wilson & Graham, 2016). Most significantly, pilgrimage, which is one of the five pillars of Islam, is performed in Makkah every year at a specific time and date. Therefore, Makkah city in particular and the Hijaz region in general is one of the most cosmopolitan regions in SA. The fact that many pilgrims overstay in Hijaz has affected the societal make-up of Hijaz society over many generations. 
[bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_LyK5Q5S7raJ8fRAjMfy6j]The second reason is the fact that after the discovery of oil in 1938, the country became one of the top oil-producing countries (Albatel, 2005; Weston, 2011). According to OPEC, SA is ranked in second place worldwide for its reserves of crude oil (OPEC, 2017). Since the oil boom, the country has witnessed massive urbanization (Al-Hathloul & Mughal, 1999; Al-Hathloul & Mughal, 2004). Although the economic, social and cultural impact of pilgrimage itself boosted the urbanization process, the impact on the country’s development was revealed very slowly compared to the development resulting from the discovery of oil (Al-Farsy, 1990).
The discovery of oil in SA attracted external migration to Hijaz, mostly consisting of overstayed pilgrims, and the internal migration of people from rural to urban centres in Hijaz, mainly for economic reasons (Al-Hathloul & Edadan, 1993). Therefore, the pilgrimage to Makkah and the discovery of oil in SA have significantly contributed to the salient division between two social groups in Hijaz. The first group consists of urban Bedouin Hijazi (henceforth UBH) people in the Hijaz region who originally dwelled in rural areas and settled in urban centres in Hijaz after the oil boom (Al-Jehani, 1985, 1990; Nahedh, 1989). The second group mainly consists of overstayed pilgrims in Hijaz who came from different ethnic groups around the Islamic world and settled in Hijaz. This group is called the Hadari Hijazi (henceforth HH) group (Al-Jehani, 1985, 1990; Nahedh, 1989). Such a division in the societal make-up of Hijaz resulted in a powerful dichotomous language ideology in relation to two Hijazi dialects: the UBH dialect and HH dialect. Therefore, this thesis reports on an empirical investigation of the extent to which the ideological positions of the UBH and HH dialects could affect Hijazi people’s perceptions towards the two dialects. 
The thesis is structured as follows. Chapters 1–4 review the historical and empirical literature from SA, the Arab world and internationally that is related to language regard. Chapter 1 provides a brief introduction and states the thesis problem. Chapter 2 reviews the historical, religious and economic factors that played a significant role in the social and linguistic division in the Hijaz region. Chapter 3 reviews the dialect research in the Arab world in general and in Saudi Arabia in particular. Furthermore, it sheds some light on the factors that affected how dialects have been classified in the Middle East. Chapter 4 reviews literature on language regard, covering three main areas: language attitude research, folk linguistic research and research on perceptions of speech sounds.
Chapter 5 details the main methodological approaches applied in the study, involving the application of direct and indirect measures. The main method is a questionnaire design, where four main direct measures were used: a keyword technique, multiple-choice technique, semantic differential scale technique and finally voice allocation technique. Regarding the indirect measure, I applied the matched guise and verbal guise techniques. Chapter 6 provides a detailed account of the demographic variables in the study, including: gender, age, place of birth, places lived, marital status, education level, social group, mother’s social group and spouse’s social group.
Chapters 7–12 present the analysis and discussion for each research question. Chapter 7 answers RQ1 by undertaking a broader analysis of the linguistic situation. Direct questions were asked about the perceived dominant dialect in Hijaz, the differences perceived between the two dialects, the linguistic aspects that differentiate the two dialects from each other, the perceived resemblance between the HH dialect and other Arabic dialects, the effects of dialect contact on each other’s dialect, and finally on intermarriage between the two social groups. The data were processed via Chi-square tests. Chapter 8 discusses the RQ1 results. The findings are reported in the context of the historical and economic factors discussed in Chapter 2 together with research studies in the Saudi context, which were discussed in Chapter 3.
Chapter 9 answers RQ2 by moving on to tap into overt stereotypical attitudes towards the two dialects. By presenting the two dialects conceptually, I examine the most common characteristics that are associated with the UBH and HH dialects. The latent dimensions behind the observed characteristics are revealed. Language attitude research has the potential to reveal the evaluative dimensions behind the observed attitudes which might confirm or contradict stereotypical assumptions in the research context (Kristiansen et al., 2005). Data were processed via factor analysis, paired T-tests and a one-way analysis of variance test (ANOVA). Chapter 10 discusses the results from RQ2, which are reported in relation to research on language regard. 
Chapter 11 answers RQ3 by moving on to reveal more deep-rooted stereotypical views. I was interested in ascertaining whether Hijazi people can identify UBH and HH dialects as distinctive dialects. If so, what are the factors that affect their perceptions: linguistic or metalinguistic factors? Also, I was interested in revealing how UBH and HH dialects are rated when participants are provided with voice stimuli. Data were processed via a Chi-square test, a one-way analysis of variance test (ANOVA) and a one-way repeated measure ANOVA. Chapter 12 discusses results from RQ3 in relation to research on perceptions of speech sounds and research on language attitudes. 
Chapter 13 summarizes the key findings in the study, demonstrates the contribution of the study, discusses the limitations of the study and concludes by suggesting areas of future research. 


[bookmark: _Toc6472618]Chapter 2: Historical background of Hijaz region and Saudi Arabia
[bookmark: _Toc511728071][bookmark: _Toc6472619]2.1	Introduction 
In this chapter, I will provide a detailed discussion of, first, the impact of pilgrimage on the emergence of a dichotomous dialect situation in the Hijaz region. In order to do so, I will investigate the history of Makkah in general, and the Hajj in particular. Second, I will examine the effects of the oil boom on changing the Hijazi social structure. In doing so, I will examine the emergence of Saudi Arabia (SA), followed by a detailed discussion on the discovery of oil and its effects on the urbanization process, which caused internal and external migration to increase sharply and affected the societal make-up of Hijaz. The chapter concludes with an account of the salient linguistic differences between the two dialects. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472620]2.2.	Geography of the Hijaz region 
Hijaz is the western region of SA and covers a large geographical area in the country. See the following map in Figure 2.1.
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc522527325][bookmark: _Toc522628156][bookmark: _Toc522628274][bookmark: _Toc522628374][bookmark: _Toc6472976]Figure 2.1: Saudi Arabia map.
(Adapted from from Einstein, 2006)
As can be seen in the above map, the Hijaz region is located in western SA; the main cities in Hijaz are Makkah, Al-Madina and Jeddah. The first main religious city is Makkah and is located at the heart of the Hijaz region. According to the General Authority for Statistics (2010) in SA, the population of Makkah totalled 1,684,408 in 2010.[footnoteRef:1] Historical records[footnoteRef:2] maintain that Makkah population has dramatically increased over the years (Al-Farsy, 1990) as the city has attracted internal and external migration throughout history; see sections 2.13 and 2.14 below.  [1:  According to the General Authority of Statistics in SA, the last updated statistics for the Mecca population were surveyed in 2010. Later, the authority published statistics for the Mecca population combined within the population of other cities within the Mecca district region, which includes other cities and towns around Mecca. Therefore, I could not find updated statistics for Mecca after 2010. ]  [2:  I could not find statistics and figures from the SA government specifying the population size in the past to compare the 2010 population with the population in the past. The reason for this is simply that the General Authority of Statistics in SA calculated the population size according to administrative district in the country in the past rather than the city population. That is, the Mecca population was added to the population of other cities that fall into the same administrative region as Mecca. 
] 

[bookmark: _Toc511661361]Al-Madina is the second religious city in Hijaz; it is located in the northern area of the Hijaz region. Al-Madina is considered as a spiritual and sacred city by all Muslims because it contains the tombs of Prophet Muhammad and his companions (Ochsenwald, 1984, p. 39). Moreover, it contains the second holy mosque in the Islamic world, which was built by Prophet Muhammad. The population of Al-Madina was 11,832,205 in 2010 (General Authority for Statistics, 2010). 
The third main city in Hijaz is called Jeddah. It is a coastal city and is the main port in Hijaz. It is the second largest city in SA after the capital Riyadh and is the most populated city in Hijaz with a population of 3,457,794. One of the main reasons why the city is most populated in the region is due to the rapid economic growth in Hijaz (Al-Bassam, 2012).
[bookmark: _Toc6472621]2.3.	Historical background of Makkah city
Makkah city has an extended and significant history. Two main historical eras played a significant role in its history. The first era started about 2000 BC, when Allah[footnoteRef:3] ordained Ibrahim to travel from Jerusalem to Makkah to build the Kaaba and to remind people of Allah’s existence (Al-Ken, 1995; Bianchi, 2013; Khan, 2015). Prophet Ibrahim built the Kaaba “as a place of refuge and security for believers in God, but after him, the Kaaba became a pantheon full of statues for idol worship” (Al-Ken, 1995, p. 23). Allah said in his sacred book (the Qur’an), “And [mention, O Muhammad], when We designated for Abraham the site of the House, [saying], "Do not associate anything with Me and purify My House for those who perform Tawaf and those who stand [in prayer] and those who bow and prostrate” (Quran 22:26, translated by KSU electronic Moshaf project). Gabriel showed Ibrahim the right location for the Kaaba. Ibrahim and his son Ismael laid the foundations of the Kaaba in submission to Allah and proclaimed the Hajj to all mankind. Prophet Ibrahim’s footprints[footnoteRef:4] from building the Kaaba have been preserved until the present day, which adds to Makkah’s sanctity and holiness.  [3:  Allah is the Arabic word for God]  [4:  When Prophet Ibrahim was building the high side of the Kaaba, he brought a large stone and stood on it and his son Ismael handed him the stones for building the Kaaba (Bianchi, 2004; Peters, 1994). When Prophet Ibrahim stepped onto the large stone, his feet went inside it because it was full of clay. “God made the stone underneath Ibrahim’s feet into something like clay so that his foot stuck on it. That was a miracle” (Peters, 1996, p. 6). His footprints have been preserved in the stone until the present time. It was a miracle given to Ibrahim that his footprints would be preserved for people as a sign of his initial efforts in building the Kaaba (Peters, 1996, p. 6). The place where his footprints are kept is called “Maqam Ibrahim”. It is located a very short distance away from the Kaaba.] 

After Prophet Ibrahim’s era, people distorted the Hajj ceremonies; they misbehaved during the rituals and everything was mostly forgotten except the existence of the Kaaba. Pagans were found everywhere around the Kaaba; as a result, people started worshiping pagans instead of Allah. Arabs were seeking Makkah in order to worship pagans, and pilgrimage was being performed for pagans around the Kaaba, not for Allah as originally preached by Prophet Ibrahim; as a result, Makkah became a pagan pilgrimage site. Arabs changed the pilgrimage rites and deviated from monotheism to Paganism (Khan, 2015; Munt, 2015; Tagliacozzo & Toorawa, 2015; Taylor, 2011).
The second era starts with the birth of Islam. Prophet Muhammad was chosen by Allah to be his last messenger and to preach Islam. He had been sent to preach Islam and to remind people of the monotheism that Ibrahim preached in the land of Makkah when so many people deviated from the prophet Ibrahim’s message. Prophet Muhammad was born in Makkah in AD 570 and died in Al-Madina in AD 632 (Peters, 1994). 
During Prophet Muhammad’s era, Allah ordained all Muslims to follow and obey the following five obligatory pillars, or obligations, that each Muslim should fulfill as they formulate the Islamic faith; these are as follows:
· The testimony of faith.
· Prayer.
· Giving Zakat (support of the needy).
· Fasting in the month of Ramadan.
· The pilgrimage to Makkah. 
The last pillar is by no means the main factor that helped to populate Makkah city over the years but contributed massively to attracting Muslims to visit, work and settle in Makkah (Bianchi, 2013; Peters, 1994). Therefore, in section 2.4 below, I will discuss in detail how the historical and religious significance of Hajj contributed dramatically to shaping the societal make-up of the Hijaz region. 
Overall, from Prophet Ibrahim’s era to Prophet Muhammad’s era, Makkah has been attributed with a high level of holiness and sacredness. First, Makkah is the location for the holy mosque, “which was built around a central courtyard containing the Kaaba. The Holy mosque served as a gathering place, school, and centre for social occasions of all sorts” (Ochsenwald, 1984, p. 24). Second, Prophet Muhammad was born in Makkah where the preaching of Islam started. Third, the Holy Quran was given to Prophet Muhammad in Makkah via Gabriel (Bianchi, 2004). Fourth, during Prophet Muhammad’s era, Allah ordained all Muslims to pray towards the Kaaba in Makkah. Nowadays, nearly one and a half billion Muslims, from Morocco to Indonesia, pray five times a day facing the Kaaba in Makkah (Tagliacozzo & Toorawa, 2015). Fifth, both Prophet Ibrahim and Prophet Muhammad have been ordained to call for Hajj to Makkah. Moreover, Muslims visit Makkah throughout the year to perform another ritual which was first called by Prophet Muhammad. It is called Umrah, and is somewhat similar to Hajj in terms of rituals, though it can be performed at any time of the year, while Hajj has to be performed at a specific time of the year (Bakalla, 2002; Munt, 2014). 
Thus, from looking in depth at the history of Makkah, it is evident that the holy mosque gives it historical and religious significance, along with Hajj which is performed by millions of Muslims each year. In the following section I will discuss the Hajj to Makkah and its effects on external migration. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472622]2.4.	The Hajj to Makkah in the Islamic era and its effects on external migration
The Hajj was made obligatory for all Muslims in AD 630 (Al-Ken, 1995, p. 30). Thus, Prophet Muhammad was ordained to take the rituals of Hajj and reoriented them so they were performed in the correct way. Within Muslims’ mental image, the Hajj rituals are very strongly connected to Prophet Ibrahim’s family suffering[footnoteRef:5] during their life in Makkah.  [5:  The story begins when Allah ordered Ibrahim to leave his home and travel towards a sacred land called Becca; in old times Mecca was called Becca. His wife Hagar accompanied him on his journey, together with their little baby Ismael. When they reached Mecca, Allah asked Prophet Ibrahim to leave Hagar and their baby Ismael and he returned to Jerusalem  (Peters, 1996, pp. 5–6). At that time, Mecca was more like a desert without water or plants. When Prophet Ibrahim left Mecca and was far away from his family, he looked back at Mecca and prayed: O Lord! I have settled some of my offspring in a barren valley by Your Sacred House so that they would perform the Prayer. O Lord, make the hearts of some people yearn towards them and provide them with fruits for which they would give thanks (Quran 14: 37). Ibrahim left a little food and drink with Hajar in the very barren area, but she shortly ran out of food and drink. She was breastfeeding her little baby so she needed water and food for them both to survive. In that wild place, Hagar felt desperate and started crying. She ran back and forth between two mountains in the holy mosque area, climbing a mountain and looking down in hope to find anyone who could help her and her little baby, who was extremely thirsty. On the seventh occasion she heard a voice in the holy mosque area. When she reached the area, she found the angel Gabriel hitting the ground until pure water came out, called Zamzam water. Zamzam water saved the lives of Hagar and her little baby (Campo, 2015). In addition, the water turned the valley into a more fertile one, which led to people from the neighboring areas settling there. It is important to mention that part of the Hajj rites involves going back and forth between the two mountains in the holy mosque area; that is, Muslims were told to do so to remember the suffering and the absolute submission to Allah’s will of Ibrahim’s family (Peters, 1996, pp. 4–5). Thus, when performing Hajj, Muslims every year remember the suffering of Prophet Ibrahim’s family and their submission to the will of God. Later on, when Ismael was young enough Ibrahim returned to Mecca because he was asked by Allah to build the Kaaba with the help of his young son (Peters, 1996, pp. 4–5). 






] 

The same original rites, time and place of Hajj have endured since Prophet Muhammad determined them 14 centuries ago (Bianchi, 2013, p. 33). The Hajj takes place at a certain and fixed time of the year in Makkah. It occurs in the last month of the lunar calendar, which is called “the Hajj month”. It takes place from the 8th date to the 13th date of the Hajj month (Al-Ken, 1995, p. 31). It is performed once in a Muslim’s lifetime, but if they cannot manage it physically or economically, they can be excused from taking part (Bianchi, 2004; Peters, 1994). 
The Hajj duty is confirmed as compulsory in the Qur’an and its benefits have also been mentioned in the Qur’an:
And proclaim to the people the Hajj [pilgrimage]; they will come to you on foot and on every lean camel; they will come from every distant pass - That they may witness benefits for themselves and mention the name of Allah on known days over what He has provided for them of [sacrificial] animals. So eat of them and feed the miserable and poor (Quran 22: 27–28, translated by KSU electronic Moshaf project).
[bookmark: _GoBack]The verse above implies that the Hajj has many benefits to Muslims. I will discuss some of the most significant benefits of Hajj to demonstrate how these benefits encourage Muslims around the globe to visit Makkah and perform Hajj. Spiritually, all sins are redeemed for those who perform the Hajj perfectly and with good morals. The Prophet said, “Whoever performs Hajj for Allah's sake only and does not have sexual relations with his wife, and does not do evil or sins; then he will return (after Hajj free from all sins) as if he were born anew” (Al-Bukhari, 1997, p. 346). Accordingly, Muslims try to be more patient and tolerant, committing no sins and behaving properly (Al-Ken, 1995; Bianchi, 2004).
Behaviorally, the Hajj represents the largest annual peace conference, where millions of pilgrims meet with each other. They are asked to behave in harmony and peace with each other because, as previously mentioned, if they behave properly and restrain themselves from committing sins, then the reward is that all their sins will be redeemed and forgiven (Bianchi, 2004). Such a reward is an extremely valuable one, each pilgrim struggles to achieve it by behaving peacefully with other pilgrims in the days of Hajj. Pilgrims are also asked by Allah to treat the environment well; that is, the environment is protected and it is strictly forbidden to fell a tree or kill an animal in the area of the holy mosque (Al-Ken, 1995; Munt, 2014).
Socially, Bianchi (2013, p. 33) argues “beyond its eternal role as Islam’s most profound religious experience, the Hajj now reflects and energizes powerful forces of social revolution, global community, and poetic imagination”. Hence, one of the most distinguishing aspects of Hajj is the way in which people gather together. Pilgrims from around the globe gather in Makkah and start performing the Hajj ceremonies communally (Taylor, 2011, p. 268). In the Hajj, Muslims witness equality and human brotherhood. They wear the same clothes (Bianchi, 2004). All people, black or white, Arabs or non-Arabs, Turks or Hindis, are all the same; that is, people from many different nations under one religion perform the same ceremonies communally and wear the same clothes (Bianchi, 2004; Tagliacozzo & Toorawa, 2015). Consequently, they do not feel any regional, social or ethnic differences. They meet each other and discuss their news and affairs until they get acquainted with each other. Moreover, such a communal focus gives the pilgrims “an opportunity to engage with fellow Muslims and to see the faith as encompassing one brotherhood and sisterhood of all believers” (Taylor, 2011, p. 267).
There used to be Arabic markets in the Hajj season. These markets were not only used for commercial benefits, but were also used for social and communal purposes (Bianchi, 2004). During these markets, there used to be presenters from each tribe[footnoteRef:6], who would tell the public about the political and social views of each tribe, and express issues affecting their tribe and trying to find a solution for their problems (Al-Ken, 1995, p. 139). [6:  Tribe means a social division of a large number of people who are connected with each other according to their genealogical ties; each tribe is ruled by a leader. They share the same customs and dialect. ] 

Economically, the Hajj was and still is a significant avenue of trade. This is because pilgrims from all over the Islamic world used to bring with them goods that can be sold in the Hajj market (Al-Ken, 1995). Financially, the Hajj benefits not only pilgrims but also citizens of Hijaz who can buy and sell goods to pilgrims. Furthermore, historically, when pilgrims met with each other, they would start to discuss commercial affairs and made business deals with one other; sometimes such relations led them to establish companies. As a result, they became familiar with how to deliver goods from one country to another (Peters, 1996, p. xxii). 
During the Hajj, different tribes and ethnic groups meet each other. Thus, linguistically, people are able to hear different languages and dialects. It is important to note that the Quraish tribe were custodians of the Kaaba before and after the Prophet Muhammad era; therefore, every tribe had to communicate with the Quraish tribe in their dialect (Peters, 1996). As a result, dialect contact was very apparent in that era, and even those who did not speak Arabic were urged to learn Arabic to communicate with custodians of the Kaaba (Al-Ken, 1995, p. 39). Thus, throughout history, Makkah witnessed seasonal linguistic contact with foreigners from different Arabic dialects or even different languages such as Turkish, Indian, Indonesian and so on. 
All the above-mentioned benefits encourage pilgrims to seek Makkah and perform the Hajj. Though the Hajj ritual is obligatory only once in a Muslim’s life, its benefits to Muslims life drive them to perform it even more than once in their lifetime. 
As the annual influx continues to Makkah, the issue of overstayed pilgrims has increased over time. One of the main reasons for the overstaying phenomenon in Makkah is related to economic affairs. As previously mentioned, Hijaz is a significant avenue for trade wherein business and job opportunities are available even before the economic prosperity in SA, which will be discussed in section 2.8. below. It is important to note that some pilgrims suffer from poor income in their home countries (Ochsenwald, 1984). Some pilgrims were forced to even sell their return travel tickets to obtain sufficient money for food and accommodation (Ochsenwald, 1984). Therefore, the poverty resulting from pilgrimage motivated the pilgrims to settle in Hijaz to work and make a living (Chiffoleau, 2015). Furthermore, some pilgrims were educated people and skilled workers. In contrast, the original people of Hijaz (i.e. rural Bedouins) worked in herding and farming (Ochsenwald, 1984). Therefore, even the pilgrims who were not very poor preferred to stay in SA, as they were able to make a better living than in their home Countries. The most settled population in Hijaz had skilled jobs, working, for example, as carpenters, locksmiths, dyers and jar-makers, tailors, judges, bakers, teachers, and engineers. They also worked in jobs that depended on pilgrimage. Interestingly, those settlers who worked in different occupations formed their surnames from the name of their craft (Al-Ansari, 1970). For example, settlers who were part of the dying profession gave themselves the surname Al-Sabag (‘Dyer’). Table 2.1 provides some examples of the identical association between the settlers’ surnames and their occupations (e.g. carpenter in Arabic is najar and the occupation is nijarah).






	Surname in 
Arabic 
	Translation in English 
	Surname in 
Arabic

	Al-Najar
	Carpenter
	النجار

	Al-Sabag
	Dyer
	الصباغ

	Al-Khyat
	Tailor
	الخياط

	Al-Gadi 
	Judge
	القاضي

	Al-Mo’alim
	Teacher 
	المعلم

	Al-Mohandis
	Engineer
	المهندس


[bookmark: _Toc6473039]Table 2.1: Examples of settlers’ surnames according to their occupations. 
As the number of settled pilgrims in Hijaz increased, some governments such as the Dutch, Russian and Algerian governments put strict regulations on pilgrims, requiring them to submit financial proof of their expenses and covering their round trip to Makkah before starting their journey (Chiffoleau, 2015).
Al-Ansari (1970) mentions that a large group of settlers settled in the Hijaz region between 1700 and 1800, showing that people were settling there before the discovery of oil in SA, which was in 1938, see section 2.9 below. Simply put, even before the discovery of oil, Hijaz attracted many Muslims to settle there for two reasons: to live in the two most sacred cities in the Islamic world, and to take part in trade with pilgrims. In the following section, I will discuss briefly how overstayed pilgrims started to change the Hijazi social structure. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472623]2.5.	The different societal groups in Hijaz
There are two main societal groups in Hijaz urban centres[footnoteRef:7] (Al-Jehani, 1990). The first social group is called urban Bedouin Hijazi. This social group originated from the Arabian Peninsula and chose to settle in interior Hijaz (Al-Jehani, 1990; Nahedh, 1989) The Arabian Peninsula was originally inhabited by Arab tribes who were genealogically tied (Ingham, 1986). Arabian Peninsula tribes have two main characteristics. First; they are very strict regarding intermarriage rules as tribe members are not allowed to intermarry with non-tribal members. This is to maintain the pure blood line of the tribes, which allows them to retain their tribal genealogy for generations (Nahedh, 1989). Second, they are characterized by their loyalty and affinity to their tribes (Nahedh, 1989). The Hijaz region has many large tribes such as Harb, Juhaina, Otaiba and Quraish. The Harb tribe is the most widespread and dominant one in the area (Rutter, 1931). It has been considered as “the largest gainers” from trade money in Hijaz (Ochsenwald, 1984, p. 32). Historical records indicate that Hijaz tribes mainly lived in rural places where they mainly worked in farming and herding. They started to settle in urban centres after the emergence of economic prosperity in the country (Al-Jehani, 1985).  [7:  The scope of the thesis is to investigate attitudes towards Hijazi dialects in urban centres; therefore, I am only going to focus on the societal make-up in cities within Hijaz.] 

The second main social group consists of settlers or newcomers to Hijaz, mainly overstayed pilgrims (Al-Jehani, 1990; Nahedh, 1989). This settler group is called Hadari Hijazi. They settled mainly in urban centres in Hijaz: Makkah, Jeddah and Al-Madina. This group is characterized by the incorporation of different ethnic groups from all around the Islamic world, such as Egypt, Yemen, Indonesia, India, Iraq, Levant, Turkey, Tunisia, China, Algeria, and Afghanistan. Interestingly, some settlers’ surnames carry their original nationality, such as: ‘the Egyptian’, ‘the Yemeni’, ‘the Indonesian’, ‘the Indian’, ‘the Iraqi’, ‘the Levantine’, ‘the Turkish’, ‘the Tunisian’, ‘the Chinese’, ‘the Algerian’ and ‘the Afghan’ (Al-Ansari, 1970).
In sections 2.13 and 2.14, I will discuss in detail how the changes in the economic situation in SA encouraged, on the one hand, more Bedouins to settle in urban centres in Hijaz, and on the other hand, more pilgrims to overstay in the region for economic reasons, which resulted in a sharp dichotomous social situation in the Hijaz region, creating a salient dialect division. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472624]2.6.	Hijaz before the emergence of the SA state 
[bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_JdgQftp4dVxpXOL55Awv2]Following Prophet Muhammad’s era, the Hijaz region has been ruled by different rulers and empires throughout history.[footnoteRef:8] Before the emergence of SA, Hijaz was governed by the Ottoman Empire (Ochsenwald, 1984). “[T]he core of the Hijaz was defined by the Ottoman Empire as the holy cities of Makkah and Al-Madina” (Ochsenwald, 1984, p. 10). Therefore, some Turkish people started to move from Turkey to settle in Hijaz to be close to the holy cities in Hijaz. As a result, this era has significantly marked Hijaz linguistically as linguistic contact with two different languages occurred in Hijaz (i.e. Arabic and Turkish). Such contact resulted in many words being borrowed from the Turkish language; these words are still used to date in the Hijazi dialect.[footnoteRef:9]  [8:  Following Prophet Muhammad’s era, Hijaz was governed by Rashidun Caliphates, who were the companions and successors of Prophet Muhammad, from 632 until 661. Then, it was ruled by the Umayyad Caliphates from 661 until 750. After the collapse of the Umayyad state, Hijaz was ruled by Abbasid Caliphates from 750 until 1258. Then, it was ruled by an Islamic country called Mamluk from 1425 until 1453 (Ochsenwald, 1984).]  [9:  See Alahmadi (2015) for a list of loan words from the Turkish language into Hijazi dialects.  ] 

[bookmark: _Toc511728072][bookmark: _Toc6472625]2.7.	The emergence of the SA state
SA was established in 1932 by King Abdul-Aziz Al Saud, although efforts to unite the whole kingdom date back to 1744; ancestors of King Abdul-Aziz attempted to unify the kingdom, but these efforts were not successful until 1932. Historians normally divide the history of SA into the following three phases (Al-Ken, 1995; Vassiliev, 2000; Wynbrandt, 2010):
1- First Phase (1788–1824)
2- Second Phase (1843–1891)
3- Third Phase (1902–present)
During the three phases, King Abdul-Aziz and his ancestors went through a series of wars of conquest to unify the kingdom in 1923. During the third phase, the country has witnessed rapid urbanization (the embassy of the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia, n.d.). This is attributed to the discovery of oil, where the wealth coming from oil revenue has helped the country to develop in all governmental sectors. In the following section, I will discuss how the discovery of oil affected the urbanization process over a short period of time. 
[bookmark: _Toc511728073][bookmark: _Toc6472626]2.8.	The discovery of oil in SA
The story of oil dates back to 1933 when King Abdul-Aziz formed a contract with the American company Standard Oil of California (SOCAL) to investigate oil in the country (Kultgen, 2014). After five years of investigating and searching for oil, the company found tremendous amounts in the Eastern region; the amounts found even exceeded the predicted quantities (the embassy of the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia, n.d.). In the following year, the country started to export crude oil. In 1940, SOCAL associated with other companies in the USA and was renamed the Arabian American Oil Company (ARAMCO) (the embassy of the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia, n.d.). In 1980, a huge transformation in the oil industry of SA occurred when the Saudi government assumed full ownership of ARAMCO, renaming it Saudi ARAMCO. The latter company discovered new vast amounts of oil in regions that had not been investigated before such as southeast Riyadh city (the embassy of the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia n.d.). 
Over a short period, the country became one of the world’s top ten producers of oil and had one of the highest reserves of oil in 1960. According to Central Intelligence Agency (CIA), in the year 2016 SA was ranked second among the top oil-producing countries (see Table 2.2). 
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[bookmark: _Toc6473062]Table 2.2: Worldwide crude oil production (barrels/day). 
(Adapted from Central Intelligence Agency, 2016)
After discovery of oil, there was a need to build a whole new infrastructure in the country, as no nation has improved without developing a hard and a soft infrastructure[footnoteRef:10]. The wealth coming from oil revenue helped the country to afford expanses for building infrastructure. In the following section, I will discuss briefly how infrastructure helped even the new settlement in SA in general and Hijaz region in particular.  [10:  Hard infrastructure refers to large physical networks such as roads, bridges etc. Soft infrastructure refers to the institutions needed to sustain quality of life such as universities, hospitals etc. ] 

[bookmark: _Toc511728074][bookmark: _Toc6472627]2.9.	Development of the country’s infrastructure
Improvements in the education, transportation, communication, technology and health systems are the fundamental features of the country’s infrastructure (Al-Hathloul & Mughal, 1999, 2004). A huge amount of wealth is needed for the infrastructure to develop. Vassiliev (2000) argues that “the motive forces behind the changes lay outside Arabia and were caused by the global switch of the twentieth-century economy to a new source of power – oil” (Vassiliev, 2000, p. 312). As a result, the country attempted to plan for a bright future by introducing new systems and improving existing ones. In the following sections I will briefly discuss the main systems, each of which contributed to the formation of the country’s infrastructure, which contributed to boost settlement in SA in general and Hijaz in particular. 
[bookmark: _Toc511728075][bookmark: _Toc6472628]2.10.	The economic system 
Before the discovery of oil, the country was mostly dependent on limited agriculture and trade from pilgrims (Hamdan, 1990, p. 12). However, the income from the aforementioned resources was relatively moderate since the Saudi land is not wholly suitable for agriculture; only in some parts of the country, such as the central and the western parts, is the land suitable for agriculture (Al-Farsy, 1990). Moreover, there was not a high amount of trade from pilgrims because the number of pilgrims in the past was much smaller than in the present day. After the discovery of oil, the economy changed from one completely dependent on pilgrimage income and limited agriculture to one that is mostly dependent on industry (Al-Hathloul & Edadan, 1993; Hamdan, 1990). 
The first industrial transformation in the country consisted of building refineries for crude oil so that the country could export crude oil along with the more expensive refined oil (Kultgen, 2014). Another facet of the industrial revolution was characterized by the loans the government gave to investors. The government started to offer interest-free loans to Saudi investors to start their projects (Hamdan, 1990). As a result, industrial prosperity was apparent after the discovery of oil. On the other hand, the old sources of income such as agriculture were not neglected. The government attempted to construct a well-formed infrastructure for agriculture to provide all the facilities needed by farmers. The construction of roads, importing modern technology for use by the agricultural sector and building training schools for farmers all helped the agricultural sector to produce a better income (Hamdan, 1990, p. 21).
The government realized that it should not rely on exporting crude and refined oil as the sole source of power and income (Albatel, 2005; Hamdan, 1990). Therefore, it launched the Saudi Arabian Basic Industries Corporation (SABIC) in 1977 (Al-Farsy, 1990). The company manufactured a variety of products such as petrochemicals, iron, steel and other products that are totally dependent on oil. 
[bookmark: _Toc511728076][bookmark: _Toc6472629]2.11.	The educational system 
Before the discovery of oil, there was no formal education in SA except for learning in mosques, where children, both boys and girls, could memorize the Qur’an and learn the Arabic language (Hamdan, 1990, p. 23). After the discovery of oil, the government attempted to meet the society’s need for education, and established a formal education system in 1953 (Al-Farsy, 1990). To account for the shortage of school teachers, the country started to hire contracted teachers from other Arabian countries such as Egypt, Jordan, Syria, Lebanon and Palestine (Hamdan, 1990, p. 25). In the subsequent years, the number of contracted teachers increased; in 1960, for example, the government hired 2,000 contracted teachers from Egypt, Jordan, Sudan and Iraq (Hamdan, 1990). The number increased tenfold within ten years in line with the increased demand for education. Therefore, the government responded by launching the “Saudization process”, where the main goal was to decrease the number of foreign teachers by training a new generation of Saudi teachers. Thus, in 1973, the government built 14 training colleges for primary school teachers, and two colleges for intermediate and high school teachers (Vassiliev, 2000, p. 433). The courses taught in schools focused on both traditional religious teaching and modern scientific teaching (Hamdan, 1990, p. 23). As a result, the educational system went through tremendous changes since it changed both qualitatively and quantitatively. Furthermore, the number of pupils increased along with the number of well-trained Saudi teachers. 
[bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_PA8HkECztfGugGYKDiA8O]Another facet of the educational prosperity was that the government built colleges and universities to promote higher education. Subsequently, in 1970, the government started to send Saudi students with high-grade BA qualifications abroad to study (Hamdan, 1990; Yamani, 1996). In 2010, King Abdullah (i.e. the former king of SA) launched a huge scholarship programs that granted a large number of scholarships to Saudi students in all specialties to other institutions all over the world every year. Nowadays, the scholarship program is in huge progress under King Salman’s government (i.e. the present king of SA). According to the Ministry of Education (n.d.), in 2017, 114,518 sponsored students study abroad. These sponsored students who study abroad have helped the country’s development process and in the present day they continue to contribute to the development process. 
It is important to note that when the formal education system was first introduced in 1953; schools were only built in the main cities (Hamdan, 1990, p. 59). Therefore, the privilege of pursuing formal education in cities was one of the motivations for rural Bedouins to move to urban centers to provide their children with education. 
The education system is gender segregated in SA (Hamdan, 2005; Yamani, 1996). It is a “cultural norm” that is applied in all governmental sectors, including the education sector (Hamdan, 2005; Yamani, 1996). In schools and universities, male and female students taught separately in different buildings. Some universities combine the buildings into a single campus, but each campus is still dedicated to a single gender. 
[bookmark: _Toc511728077][bookmark: _Toc6472630]2.12.	The transportation and communication system
The transportation system has witnessed huge improvements in the oil era. Cars, ships and air travel were introduced and were made accessible to people (Al-Farsy, 1990). To facilitate car journeys the government built multilane motorways along with agricultural roads to facilitate the process of easily travelling between cities by car. 
The improvement of the transportation and communication systems was one of the main factors that helped the nomads and Bedouins to have social contact with settlers and helped the country to be more open to change through its connections with the outside world (Hamdan, 1990, p. 51). Prior to the discovery of oil, SA had been almost completely isolated from the outside world except for the Hijaz area, where people had seasonal contact with pilgrims every year (Al-Bassam, 2012; Hamdan, 1990; Wilson & Graham, 2016; Wynbrandt, 2010). 
Until quite recently, a trip to SA in general and Makkah in particular was a very dangerous and hard journey. The pilgrims made a massive sacrifice to perform pilgrimage (Tagliacozzo & Toorawa, 2015). They endured a very dangerous trip and passed through many areas which were unknown to them and sometimes they even faced inhospitable people throughout their journey to Makkah (Al-Ken, 1995, p. 36). During the medieval era and through to the nineteenth century, the pilgrims used to leave their homes and pay an amount of money to join commercial camel caravans for the sake of security (Tagliacozzo & Toorawa, 2015). These commercial caravans were not necessarily heading to Makkah. Thus, the pilgrims’ main aim while they were travelling in the commercial caravans was to find other Hajj caravans heading to Makkah. Hence, the journey to SA was not easy and involved hardship and suffering (Al-Ken, 1995, p. 37). 
During the oil era, a global festival occurred with the introduction of air travel in the 1940s. The Saudi government launched its first national airline in 1945 with a fleet of only three planes, and gave it the name SAUDIA. The government built the first airport in Jeddah to facilitate the pilgrims’ journey to Makkah, since Jeddah is only 70 km from Makkah (Hamdan, pp. 52–53). Nowadays, there are 16 airports in the country with six international airports.
The introduction of air travel facilitated the pilgrims’ visits to Makkah in particular and SA in general. Every Muslim now has the opportunity to visit Makkah, in a much easier way than was the case previously. The number of pilgrims has increased dramatically; Bianchi (2015) provides the following illustration: 
The number of overseas hajjis going to Makkah every year jumped rapidly from about 150,000 in the 1950s and 300,000 in the 1960s to 700,000 in the 1970s and 900,000 in the 1980s. By 1995, their number regularly exceeded one million, and throughout the twenty-first century it has climbed steadily to roughly 1.8 million (Bianchi, 2015, p. 132).
Bianchi (2015) explains how the number of hajjis (i.e. pilgrims) increased dramatically after the introduction of air travel worldwide. The negative consequence of this, however, is that the increased number of pilgrims resulted in enormous congestion in Makkah. Also, the number of international migrants to SA reached a total of 10,185,900 in 2015, and the total number of immigration detainees surprisingly reached a total of 250,000 per year (Global Detention Project, 2016). Therefore, the government has recently attempted to specify the number of pilgrims permitted from each country (Al-Ken, 1995). The following two photographs of the Holy Mosque in Makkah illustrate the dramatic increase in the number of pilgrims over the course of the twentieth century. 
[image: mage result for mecca in the past]
[bookmark: _Toc522527326][bookmark: _Toc522628157][bookmark: _Toc522628275][bookmark: _Toc522628375][bookmark: _Toc6472977]Figure 2.2: The Holy Mosque in AD 1900.
(Adapted from Philip, 2013)
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[bookmark: _Toc522527327][bookmark: _Toc522628158][bookmark: _Toc522628276][bookmark: _Toc522628376][bookmark: _Toc6472978]Figure 2.3: The Holy Mosque in 2017. 
(Adapted from the Holy Mosque in Makkah, 2017)
The above two photographs illustrate how visiting Makkah is now much easier than before. In the following section, I will discuss how after the oil boom the country was subject to two types of immigration: internal and external immigration. This will be followed by a discussion of how immigration affected the make-up of Saudi society in general and Hijazi Saudi society in particular. 
[bookmark: _Toc511728078][bookmark: _Toc6472631]2.13.	Internal migration 
The improvement of the country’s infrastructure has contributed massively to encouraging Bedouins to migrate to urban centers. After the discovery of oil, rural Bedouins in most parts of the country started to migrate from rural to urban areas. The main motivation underlying the migration was to seek work and obtain a better income than that available from farming and herding as the economic system had rapidly improved and there was a greater need employment in the workforce (Al-But’hie & Saleh, 2002; Al-Hathloul & Edadan, 1993). Furthermore, as previously mentioned, the availability of formal education in urban centers was a factor motivating Bedouins to settle in cities (Hamdan, 1990, p. 59).
It was not easy for the nomads to change their lifestyle and become urbanized. To encourage them to do so, the government offered positions for rural Bedouins in the armed forces and the police with good salaries, which encouraged them to leave their tribes behind and head to the cities. The government offered very good salaries for the aforementioned positions, which were higher in relative terms than what the Bedouins earned from farming and herding in rural parts of the country. Moreover, the Saudi royal family allocated subsidies to the tribes as compensation for the income they lost from “raids and caravan dues” (Vassiliev, 2000, p. 423).
Another facet of the Saudi government efforts was that the government started Bedouin settlement projects in large cities (Al-Hathloul & Edadan, 1993). The entire infrastructure needed for such settlements was provided by the government, such as hospitals, schools, a water supply and electricity service, as previously mentioned in section 2.9. As a result, Bedouins began to prefer living in urban cities rather than in rural places (Al-But’hie & Saleh, 2002). They found that the quality of life was much better in all aspects, such as the economic, social and medical aspects (Hamdan, 1990, p. 61).
To encourage the contact of rural Bedouins with settlers, in the 1950s and 1960s the government encouraged cars to be sold to the Bedouins, so that they could use cars and trucks instead of camels as a means of transport to urban centers. Meanwhile, the government offered numerous grants and gifts to the Sheiks (i.e. ruler) of the tribes, so they could buy trucks and cars for the members of their tribes (Vassiliev, 2000, p. 422). 
In regard to ARAMCO’S efforts to encourage settlement, the company employed the rural Bedouins to fulfil two types of positions: first, as guides in the desert on oil extracting investigations; second, as unskilled workers such as drivers to work in its two main branches; in Dharan city (i.e. in Eastern province) and in Jeddah city (i.e. in Western province). While the most important positions in ARAMCO were held by contracted workers, at the same time ARAMCO needed a large workforce, which could not be brought from outside the country. Since the positions to be filled by the workforce did not need education or experience, ARAMCO attempted to recruit rural Bedouins to fulfil positions such as guards, drivers and electricians. Later on, ARAMCO set up particular schools and training courses to improve the workforce so that they could hold more specialized positions. It is important to mention that the salary that ARAMCO gives its workers is relatively high because the company’s profits are high and have exceeded the predicted profits level (Hamdan, 1990; Vassiliev, 2000).
In 1950, 26.1% of ARAMCO’s positions were held by skilled workers who earned more than officials, policemen, and six times that of the other unskilled workers in the country. In 1971, 83% of ARAMCO’s staff were Saudis; remarkably, 59.4% were geologists, engineers, technicians, doctors, and laboratory assistants. Thus, the number of skilled workers increased dramatically (Vassiliev, 2000, p. 425).
[bookmark: _Toc511728079][bookmark: _Toc6472632]2.14.	External migration 
The oil discovery in SA in 1938 resulted in more rapid urbanization in all aspects of life (Cordesman, 2003; Wynbrandt, 2010). Such rapid urbanization required skilled workers and educated people to work in the agricultural, educational, and industrial sectors (Hamdan, 1990, p. 21). At that time, SA attracted many skilled and unskilled workers from both Arab and non-Arab origins to work and settle in the country (Al-But’hie & Saleh, 2002; Hamdan, 1990; Saleh, 1995; Vassiliev, 2000).
With regards to the Hijaz region, it presented a golden opportunity for pilgrims to stay there and work since its native population were not able to hold skilled positions. Thus, the settlers contributed to the population increase in the Hijaz region and particularly in Makkah, Jeddah, and Al-Madina (Al-Bassam, 2012). 
At that time, obtaining Saudi nationality was much easier than it is nowadays. In 1953, the Ministry of Interior Affairs (1953) announced that all citizens and their families who were born in SA or who had stayed and served the country for a long time had the right to be granted Saudi nationality. Therefore, a large number of pilgrims preferred to settle in Hijaz and became Saudi nationals. 
Regarding the external immigrant ethnic groups, in the 1950s and 1960s, immigrants were mainly of Arab origin such as from Egypt, Yemen and the Levant (Al-Ansari, 1970). In the 1970s, immigrants of Arab origin accounted for 75% of the total number of immigrants: 23% were of Asian and African origin, while 2% were from Europe (Vassiliev, 2000, p. 458). 
To conclude this section, following the discovery of oil, external migration consisted of two groups of migrants. The first group consisted of foreigners who came to SA in search of work and then settled in the Kingdom. The second group consisted of pilgrims who came to Makkah to perform pilgrimage and then did not return to their home countries because it was easy to find work in SA, and their salaries were sometimes higher than what they would earn in their home countries (Al-Wahid, 1992; Chatty, 2006; Vassiliev, 2000). Thus, these two groups fall under the category of economic migrants, whose main aim was to search for work.
As the number of external immigrants increased, the population grew markedly in SA after the oil boom (Albatel, 2005; Cordesman, 2003; Wilson & Graham, 2016). In the following section, I will discuss how population growth was affected massively by the number of immigrants entering the country. 
[bookmark: _Toc511728080][bookmark: _Toc6472633]2.15.	Effects of migration on population growth 
In 1973, three decades on from the discovery of oil, the total Saudi population was only 6.8 million (Cordesman, 2003). The population later grew markedly as the country started to prosper in all sectors. Figure 2.4 illustrates how the non-Saudi population along with the Saudi population grew massively a short period after the discovery of oil. 
[image: opulation Growth - Saudis vs. Non Saudis]
[bookmark: _Toc522527328][bookmark: _Toc522628159][bookmark: _Toc522628277][bookmark: _Toc522628377][bookmark: _Toc6472979]Figure 2.4: Population growth in SA (1975–2014).
[bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_KfGwFqs3NKtTe5b2tx1Ng](Adapted from (Ministry of labour and social development-Kingdom of Saudi Arabia, 2016)
As can be seen from the above figure, in 1975 the population was roughly 7 million and by 2014 it reached 32 million, with a marked increase in the number of non-Saudi citizens as well. This can be explained by the fact that, as discussed earlier, a short period of time after the discovery of oil, the resulting economic growth and the need for a workforce attracted more workers to settle in the country. 
Makkah city in the Hijaz region was the most popular among all other cities in SA as a destination for non-Saudi migrants (Al-Bassam, 2012). This is likely to be because, as discussed earlier, Makkah was the arrival point for pilgrims from all over the Islamic world to perform pilgrimage. For these pilgrims Makkah was a place to reside, worship and work; therefore, most did not want to go back to their home countries (Al-Gabbani, 2009). In 2000 the Saudi government granted an amnesty for illegal migrants to voluntarily leave the country; it was no surprise that most of the illegal immigrants who left the country were from Makkah (Bchir, 2008). 
According to the last updated statistics from General Authority of statistics (2010), in 2010, 60% of the Saudi population is found in four cities: Makkah, Al-Madina, Jeddah and Riyadh. Interestingly, three of the aforementioned cities are located in the Hijaz region. Along Makkah and Al-Madina, Jeddah is another urban centre in Hijaz, see section 2.2 above. As elsewhere in SA, where the economic development led to the building of new infrastructure, there were job opportunities available in Jeddah which attracted more overstaying pilgrims to work and settle in the city. 
As a result of the population increase which was driven initially by external migration, a dichotomy between urban Hijazi Bedouins, those who came from rural areas in Hijaz to settle in cities, and foreign settlers became very apparent. Therefore, the social structure in SA in general and Hijaz in particular has changed entirely. In the following section, I will highlight the changes in the social structure of Hijazi Saudi society. 
[bookmark: _Toc511728081][bookmark: _Toc6472634]2.16.	Changes in SA social structure: from a rural to urban society
The transformation from a basically rural to urban society was extremely rapid in SA (Cordesman, 2003; Vassiliev, 2000). Such a transformation affected the social structure of the largely feudal-tribal society in the state. With the advent of oil, the number of rural people decreased sharply because a large number of them moved to cities to work and they are no longer characterized as rural people, instead they are called urban people. 
[bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_VMVFB20sucNCSurqf55UV]According to the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO) estimates in 1965, Twitchell (as cited in Vasseliev, 2000, p. 421) calculated that 12% of the state population were settled peasants, 22% were urban-settlers and 66% were nomads. Nowadays, according to the United Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs (United Nations, 2014), the Saudi social structure has remarkably changed from rural to urban one, see the following figures. 
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[bookmark: _Toc522527329][bookmark: _Toc522628160][bookmark: _Toc522628278][bookmark: _Toc522628378][bookmark: _Toc6472980]Figure 2.5a and b: Country profile, Saudi Arabia.
Source: United Nations (2017)
Figure 2.5a illustrates the size of the rural and urban population in SA when compared to the total population of the country. The urban population increased dramatically and the rural one decreased sharply. Figure 2.5b shows the percentage of the urban population in SA when compared to the urban population in Western Asia and Asia. It is evident that the urban population in SA exceeds the urban population of other Countries in Western Asia and over the major area of Asia more broadly. 
It is important to note here that the Hijazi social structure has undergone change throughout history, as reviewed in section 2.5. Yet, the discovery of oil and rapid urbanization in the country enhanced the changes in the Hijazi social structure. Therefore, as I mentioned in the introduction, pilgrimage together with the discovery of oil are the two main factors contributing to radical change in Hijaz society. In the following section, I will discuss how the urbanization process enhanced the salient division between the UBH and HH social groups.  
[bookmark: _Toc6472635][bookmark: _Toc511728082]2.17.	Changes in Hijaz social structure: emergence of social and linguistic dichotomy 
Hijaz has witnessed a large amount of internal and external migration. Internal migration consisted of rural Bedouins who moved from rural to urban centers such as Makkah, Jeddah and Al-Madina. External migration mostly consisted of pilgrims who settled in Hijaz. 
As urban centers in Hijaz received a large number of external immigrants and rural Bedouins, a social dichotomy between the two groups has become one of the most distinctive features of the Hijaz social structure. Al-Hathloul and Edadan (1993, p. 36) state that “Historians have recorded that the urbanised population of Hijaz and the nomadic Bedouins of interior Hijaz led contrasting ways of life”. This means that historical and economic changes in the region affected the social structure and led to a more salient division between UBH and HH social groups. 
Even though nomadic Bedouins settled in urban centres in Hijaz, they preserved their sense of unity and kinship (Cordesman, 2003). They apparently practiced a pattern of behavior characterized by mutual assistance to differentiate themselves from the newcomers (i.e. settlers). Therefore, ideologically each group has differentiated itself from the other group in different aspects, such as their customs, norms, dialects and even their surnames. 
[bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_DFdgDBVNi5BW1TfJxx5Iy]From a sociolinguistic perspective, the dialect situation in Hijaz is a very significant one. This is because two different dialects are spoken by two different social groups living within the same region, or the same city, or even within the same location (Alhazmi, 2017; Al-Jehani, 1990; Al-Jehani, 1985; Nahedh, 1989). In other words, the two dialects are social rather than regional varieties. One of the dialects is called UBH (sometimes called a tribal Hijazi dialect), which represents the dialect of those Bedouin groups who originally lived in rural areas of Hijaz; after the economic changes in SA, they moved into urban center such as Makkah, Jeddah and Al-Madina (Al-Jehani, 1985). The other dialect is called HH which represents the dialect of all settlers in Hijaz; no matter where they come from or their origin, they all speak the same dialect (Al-Jehani, 1985). Although the settler group consists of many ethnic groups, they formulated a mutually understandable dialect that indexes their identity. I am interested in investigating the two dialects from an attitudinal approach, as to my knowledge they have not been studied on a comparative basis before. It is important to note that the HH dialect has sub-regional varieties; that is HH spoken in Makkah is slightly different than HH spoken in Jeddah. However, it is beyond the scope of the present study to investigate regional varieties of the HH dialect.  
The Hijazi context embraces a complex social structure which includes people with diverse demographic backgrounds (Alahmadi, 2015, 2016; Al-Jehani, 1990; Alzaidi, 2014; Omar, 1975). Some of them are male and others female. Some of them might have been born inside Hijaz or outside it. Some of them might live their whole lives inside Hijaz, while others live there for a part of their lives. Also, in light of the earlier discussion about the improvement of the educational system in SA, see section 2.11, it might be the case that people with different levels of education are found in Hijaz. Furthermore, as with any other society, different generations might live in Hijaz: young, middle-aged and old people. When it comes to different social groups in Hijaz, the dichotomy found in the Hijaz social structure is, as previously mentioned, its most distinctive feature (Alahmadi, 2015). Furthermore, if we suppose that intermarriage occurred between the two groups, the mother’s social group and the spouse’s social group are yet other indicators of demographic diversity in the Hijaz region. 
The UBH dialect differs from the HH dialect in different linguistic aspects such as phonology and lexicon, and sometimes the two dialects even differ in their style of speaking. Ingham (1971) claims that the Makkan dialect, which is a sub-dialect of the HH dialect, differs from the UBH dialect and the former resembles other Arabic dialects spoken in “Egypt, the Sudan, and parts of the Levant” (p. 273). Although the scope of the present study does not extend to investigating dialect production, in order to understand the main different linguistic aspects between the two dialects I have reviewed the literature on UBH and HH dialect production, and synthesized the most salient differences and similarities between them in what follows. 
It is worth mentioning that the Arabic language is used in two forms. One is the formal form of the language, which is used in writing, education, the media and formal contexts in general. It is called Modern Standard Arabic (Alghamdi, 1998) and is “based on Classical Arabic in terms of lexicon, syntax, morphology, semantics and phonology” (Alghamdi, 1998, p. 4). The other form is the informal usage of the language, which is used in everyday life; it consists of the spoken Arabic dialects (Alghamdi, 1998; Biadsy, Hirschberg, & Habash, 2009). 
Therefore, I reviewed the main phonological differences between the two dialects, then, I compared them to Modern Standard Arabic (henceforth MSA) to find out whether there are any similarities between the dialects in question and MSA, see Table 2.3 below. In order to do so, I reviewed three dialect studies on the UBH dialect, HH dialect and MSA (Al-Jehani, 1985; Ingham, 1971; Ryding, 2005). 
	[bookmark: _Toc522527392][bookmark: _Toc522628804][bookmark: _Toc522628968]UBH dialect
	HH dialect
	MSA

	θ
	s، t
	θ

	ð
	z, d
	ð

	ðˤ
	z, dˤ
	ðˤ


[bookmark: _Toc6473063]Table 2.3: The main phonological differences between the two dialects compared to MSA, according to three above-reviewed production studies. 
As can be seen from the above table, the HH dialect is more likely to contain fricative alveolar sounds, while the UBH dialect is more likely to use fricative dental sounds. Compared to MSA, the UBH dialect seems to reflect the MSA phonological system in terms of these sounds.
Al-Jehani (1985) claims that the realization of fricative dental sounds is the most salient linguistic variable for UBH speakers, while the realizations of fricative alveolar and sibilant sounds are the most salient linguistic variables for HH speakers, more details of Al-Jehani study will be given in Chapter 3, section 3.3.2. In this regard, Labov (1972) distinguished between three types of linguistic variables. The first type comprises stereotypes, which include highly salient linguistic variables that bear conscious social awareness. The second type comprises markers, which include linguistic variables that can be differentiated according to speech style and often occur at the unconscious level. The third type comprises indicators, which include linguistic variables that occur within group membership. This type of linguistic variable does not change according to style, and occurs at the subconscious level. Regarding the linguistic variables among Hijazi dialects, it is argued that fricative dental sounds for UBH speakers and dental and sibilant sounds for HH speakers are the most salient features which occur at the conscious level of awareness  (Al-Jehani,1985); therefore, this type falls under the stereotype category according to Labov’s typology. 
[bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_ZE8u2olExq8XfOuwm8RRT]Most of the consonants are similar in the two dialects except for those mentioned above. For example, the standard Arabic /q/ is reflected by /g/ in the HH dialect (Abu Mansour, 2011) and in the UBH dialect as well, e.g. gamar /ɡamar/ (i.e.moon). As for the differences between the two dialects, there is a slight difference in the pronunciation of [r] between the two dialects as UBH speakers usually pronounce it as [r] while HH speakers are much more inclined to pronounce it as [ɾ]. 
[bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_3qzzoKB2Ph3uXYChPKEmO]Regarding the differences in vowel quality between the two dialects, the HH dialect pronounces the vowel /a/ as /u/ in word-initial position. For example, /muxadh/ (i.e. pillow) as opposed to /maxadh/ in the UBH dialect; /murtabah/ (i.e. mattress) as opposed to /martabah/ in the UBH dialect; and /mukmasah/ (i.e. vacuum cleaner) as opposed to /mukmasah/ in the UBH dialect (Omar, 1975).[footnoteRef:11] [11:  The linguistic description given in Omar (1975) only applies to the HH dialect and the book did not include any linguistic illustration of the UBH dialect. ] 

[bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_wts4iTxJrt7RceVYaTD0I]Regarding the morphological differences between the two dialects, one of the most salient differences is exemplified by the use of the definite article. The UBH dialect uses /ʔal/ for the definite article, while the HH dialect uses /ʔil/ (Ingham, 1971). Furthermore, in the HH dialect, the present progressive tense is marked by the prefix /bi/ or /gaːʕid/ as in /biyidrus/ or /gaːʕid yidrus/, which means ‘he is studying’ (Omar, 1975). In the UBH dialect, the same tense is marked by the initial prefix /y/ or /t/ depending on the gender
The two dialects differ even in their usage of words. Some words are more likely to be used by urban Bedouins while others are more likely to be used by Hadari Hijazis. However, to my knowledge, no study has to date investigated the lexical variation between the two dialects. Previous research was much more inclined to investigate phonological and morphological aspects of the HH dialect (Ingham, 1971), or to only compare phonological aspects between the HH and UBH dialects (Al-Jehani, 1985). 
As I am part of that community, I am going to list, from my experience, the different uses of words between the two dialects. It is important to note that the use of lexicon strongly differs between the two dialects. I will not be able to list all the different words in the thesis as it is beyond the scope of the study; instead, I have chosen the most frequent and noticeable differences between the two dialects. Table 2.4 illustrates some of the differences found between the two dialects in terms of their word usage.

	UBH
	HH
	Translation in English

	[yimkim]
	[balkin]
	maybe

	[kiyis]
	[zambyil]
	bag

	[kafwu]
	[ʕafa:rim]
	well done

	[harah]
	[zuqa:q]
	lane

	[mit̩raɡah]
	[ʃa:ku:ʃ]
	hammer

	[alħiːn]
	[daħiːn]
	now

	[wiʃ ʔsmak]
	[ayʃ ʔsmak]
	What is your name?

	[ʔaba/ʔabyi]
	[ʔabɡ́a]
	I want


[bookmark: _Toc6473064]Table 2.4: Some vocabulary differences between the UBH and HH dialects. 
As for style of speaking, research has shown that style of speaking is another aspect that differentiates the HH dialect from UBH (Al-Jehani, 1985), more particularly in the formal usage of the language. Al-Jehani found that HH speakers assimilate more fricative alveolar sounds if the context shifts from informal to formal. More details about this study will be given in Chapter 3, section 3.3.2. 
Analysing the differences in linguistic aspects (i.e. phonological, lexical, grammatical or morphological) between the two dialects is beyond the scope of the present study, so I cannot give a clear and detailed picture of how the two dialects differ linguistically. The focus of the present study is on investigating participants’ perceptions of the extent to which Hijazi people believe the two dialects are different, and in which linguistic aspects they think the two dialects differ. 
The two social groups can be differentiated not only by their traditions, norms, lifestyle and dialects, but can also be differentiated by their surnames. According to anecdotal evidence,[footnoteRef:12] most Hijazi people from all generations can easily spot the origin of a Hijazi person from their surnames. This is because foreign settlers’ surnames mostly refer to a craft that the settlers adopted when they settled in Hijaz and that their ancient family had worked in, as mentioned in section 2.4. Or sometimes settlers’ surnames indicate their nationality (i.e. the country where they originally come from), as described in section 2.5. Therefore, it is easy for Hijazi people to identify HH based on their surnames. As for the urban Bedouin Hijazi, technically speaking, Bedouin surnames mostly start with an [ɑːl] sound. Furthermore, Bedouin surnames are easily recognized by not only social groups in Hijaz but by all Saudis in the country, as they refer to the name of the tribe the Bedouins descended from. This is due to the strong genealogical ties that connect tribe members to their own original tribe (Ingham, 1982, 1986).  [12:  This is anecdotal as, to my knowledge, no research has been conducted in this area.] 

In the Saudi context, there is a stereotypical view of the Hijazi dialect. The majority of both outsiders and insiders to the Hijaz community refer to the HH dialect when talking about the Hijazi dialect. This happens even in the media; e.g., talk shows, YouTube videos and TV series in which the Hadari dialect is called the Hijazi dialect, neglecting that there is another Hijazi dialect: UBH. 
As previously mentioned, the HH social group is a mixture of Egyptian, Levantine, Yemeni, Sudanese, Turkish and many other different ethnic groups. In the present study, I am very interested in revealing Hijazi participants’ opinions regarding the similarity of the HH dialect with other Arabic dialects where the HH originally came from. It is not part of this study to ask participants about the resemblance between the HH dialect and other languages such as the Turkish language, as this is beyond the scope of the present study. The focus is instead on the perceived resemblance between dialects, not languages. 
To sum up, in order to reveal the overt and covert stereotypical views toward the two dialects, a broader analysis of the linguistic situation of the two dialects has to be undertaken, especially if there is an obvious shortage of resources or research that describes the linguistic situation of the two dialects. Therefore, the first research question in the present study focuses on investigating what Hijazi people perceive to be occurring linguistically in Hijaz.
In order to reveal and understand the linguistic situation, direct questions were asked about the perceived dominant dialect in Hijaz, the differences perceived between the two dialects, the linguistic aspects that differentiate the two dialects from each other, the perceived resemblance between the Hadari dialect and other Arabic dialects, the effects of dialect contact on each other’s dialect, and finally the intermarriage phenomenon between the two groups as the latter phenomenon might play a significant role in understanding why certain attitudes emerge in a certain way. For more details of the methodology used for this part of the study, see Chapter 5, section 5.5.2.2. 
Having revealed a broader picture of the linguistic situation in the region, I will move on to tapping into overt stereotypical attitudes towards the two dialects, as the two dialects have a complex historical background driven on the one hand by the historical significance of the region and on the other hand by economic changes in the region as well. Therefore, I am interested in revealing the most common characteristics that are associated with the UBH and HH dialects, and to reveal the dimensions behind the observed characteristics. Revealing the latent dimensions behind the observed characteristics of the two dialects will be invaluable for the present study. Broader latent dimensions can confirm or contradict the ideologically dichotomous nature of the two dialects which emerged from historical, religious, economic and social changes in the Hijaz region. For more details of the methodology used in this part of the study, see Chapter 5, section 5.5.2.3.
After revealing the overt stereotypical attitudes with regard to the characteristics of each dialect, the focus will move to revealing more deep-rooted stereotypical views. In other words, I am interested to ascertain whether Hijazi people can identify UBH and HH dialects as distinctive dialects. If so, what are the factors that affect their perceptions: linguistic or metalinguistic factors? For more details of the methodology used in this part of the study, see Chapter 5, section 5.5.2.4.
[bookmark: _Toc511728083][bookmark: _Toc6472636]2.18.	Conclusion 
This chapter has provided religious, historical, economic and social background information on SA in general and the Hijaz region in particular. Furthermore, factors that affected the urbanization process have been examined in detail. It is evident that oil wealth and its consequences, such as the new professions in the cities and the higher standard of city life, along with the new modes of transportation (i.e. air travel) (Hamdan, 1990; Vassiliev, 2000), led to rapid urbanization in the country. The urbanization process occurred over a very short period of time and affected all aspects of life. The social aspect of change was a complicated one and resulted in creating different identities within the social structure of SA (Al-Hathloul & Mughal, 1999). With regard to the Hijaz region, on the one hand the historical significance of the region prompted pilgrims to settle in Hijaz, on the other hand, the rapid urbanization in SA prompted rural Bedouins to settle in urban centres and it even attracted more pilgrims to settle in Hijaz. As a result, a dichotomous social structure has emerged in the Hijaz region. The research questions of the present study have been chosen to investigate to what extent the aforementioned factors affect people’s perceptions and attitudes towards their dialect. In the following chapter, I will review the main dialectology studies in a literature review of studies conducted on SA. 

[bookmark: _Toc6472637]Chapter 3: The dialect situation in Saudi Arabia
[bookmark: _Toc411431469][bookmark: _Toc512432004][bookmark: _Toc512432195][bookmark: _Toc6472638]3.1.	Introduction
The Arabic language is widely spoken in the Middle East. It is spoken in different regional varieties across the Arabic world (Alghamdi, 1998; Holes, 1990). However, few researchers have investigated the Arabic dialect situation, and it is still difficult to find studies that cover all aspects of dialectology in the area. Thus, dialect research is a young field in the Arab world in general and in SA in particular (Prochazka, 1988). 
In this chapter, I will review the most relevant literature on Arabic dialects, and will then examine in more depth the research on Saudi dialects. Most significantly, I will illustrate the main factors that affected dialect classification which focuses on certain areas and neglects others.
[bookmark: _Toc6472639]3.2.	Geography of Arabic countries and SA
The following map in Figure 3.1 illustrates the geographical spread of the Arabic language.
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc411438367][bookmark: _Toc512432005][bookmark: _Toc512432196][bookmark: _Toc522527330][bookmark: _Toc522628161][bookmark: _Toc522628279][bookmark: _Toc522628379][bookmark: _Toc6472981]Figure 3.1: Arab world map. 
(Adapted from Economist Intelligence Unit, 2010)
The coloured areas on the map indicate Arabic-speaking countries. As can be seen from the above figure, 21 countries in the Middle East speak the same language. Thus, the Arabic language is spoken across a very wide and diverse geographical area. Therefore, there has been a tendency to classify Arabic dialects according to their geographical locations (Biadsy et al., 2009, p. 55). 
Biadsy et al. (2009, p. 55) classified Arabic dialects geo-linguistically into the following regions: 
1. Gulf Arabic (GLF), which includes the dialects of Kuwait, Saudi Arabia, Bahrain, Qatar, United Arab Emirates and Oman. 
2. Iraqi Arabic (IRQ) is the dialect of Iraq. In some dialect classifications, Iraqi Arabic is considered a sub-dialect of Gulf Arabic. 
3. Levantine Arabic (LEV) includes the dialects of Lebanon, Syria, Jordan and Palestine. 
4. Egyptian Arabic (EGY) covers the dialects of the Nile valley: Egypt and Sudan. 
5. Maghrebi Arabic covers the dialects of Morocco, Algeria, Tunisia and Mauritania. Libya is sometimes included.    
[bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_m0gWlR6bInZEU3AZOpYF0][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_vx6CiD4mk2U711f1QUVdx]Thus, Saudi Arabia (SA) has been classified under Gulf Arabic. As can be seen from Figure 3.1, the Gulf Arabic countries are very close to each other in geographical terms. It is important to note that some Arabic dialects are spoken by minority groups in areas that are adjacent to Arabic countries but which are no longer under Arab authority and in which there is no official status for Arabic. For example, in Asia, Arabic dialects are spoken in some parts of northern and southern Iran, some parts of Afghanistan (Balkh), some parts of Uzbekistan and some parts of southern Turkey. In Africa, Arabic dialects are spoken in some parts of northern Nigeria, Mali and Chad. In the Mediterranean, the Maltese Arabic dialect is spoken in Malta in Spain (Holes, 2004; Watson, 2012). In Andalusia, Arabic used to be widely spoken but the language died out after the Arab state was invaded, “leaving rich historical documentation of a once vibrant-language” (Watson, 2012, p. 852).
Johnstone (1967) attempted to represent a narrower classification that focuses only on the Arabian Peninsula. Johnstone (1967) classified the dialects of the Arabian Peninsula, including that of SA (see Figure 2.1). He stated that the dialects there could be roughly classified into four groups:
· (a) North Arabian (including the Syrian desert, western Iraq, the whole of Najd as far south as the tribal dira of the Al-Murra on the northern edge of the Empty Quarter and the Gulf). 
· (b) Hijazi (Red Sea littoral from the Gulf of Aqaba to the borders of north Yemen). 
· (c) South-western Arabian (the Yemens, including the Hadramawt, Dhufar). 
· (d) Omani (modern Oman, excluding Dhufar) (Johnstone, 1967, pp. 1–3). 
The following map in Figure 3.2 illustrates the locations of the aforementioned dialect classifications. I have drawn lines around the approximate dialect areas that have been classified by Johnstone (1967) as a way to provide a visual representation of the main regional varieties in the Arabian Peninsula. 
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc522527331][bookmark: _Toc522628162][bookmark: _Toc522628280][bookmark: _Toc522628380][bookmark: _Toc411438368][bookmark: _Toc6472982]Figure 3.2: A map of the dialect classifications in the Arabian Peninsula.
(Adapted from Einstein, 2006) 
As can be seen from the above two maps, the Arabic language has many regional varieties, but as noted in Chapter 2, section 2.17, all Arabic dialects are classified as reflecting informal usage of the Arabic language, while MSA dialect is the formal and standard variety. Thus, on the one hand, Arabic is spoken with different regional varieties; on the other hand, the MSA dialect is the only formal variety of Arabic which is used in the broadcast and print media, education and all formal contexts. However, MSA has never been a mother tongue for Arab people because their mother tongue is the dialect that is related to their region (Alghamdi, 1998; Biadsy et al., 2009). The present research will focus on two Arabic varieties: UBH and HH, which are spoken varieties of the Arabic language and are not derived from the MSA dialect. 
The dichotomy found between MSA and spoken Arabic dialects resulted in many researchers investigating this phenomenon and researching the differences between the two forms (Alghamdi, 1998; Biadsy et al., 2009). Alghamdi (1998) pointed out that MSA contains six vowels: “/a/, /i/, /u/, /a:/, /i:/, /u:/” (p. 4). Three of these are short vowels and three are long. Alghamdi investigated whether the aforementioned vowels stay the same or differ in spoken Arabic dialects. Fifteen informants representing different dialects were chosen from three Arabic countries: five from SA, five from Sudan and five from Egypt. The Saudis were from Najd (the central region in SA), the Egyptians were from Cairo (the capital city), and the Sudanese were from Khartoum (the capital city). The informants were given six CVC syllables, and they were asked to read them. Their speech was recorded and analysed afterwards. The results revealed that in terms of vowel duration, the following long vowels /a:/, /i:/, /u:/ tended to be more than twice as long in all three dialects than in MSA. To sum up, Alghamdi (1998) proved that variation is found between the Arabic vowel system in MSA and the Arabic vowel system in spoken Arabic dialects. The main variation revealed is the realization of long Arabic vowels, which tend to be longer in spoken Arabic dialects than in MSA. 
Albirini (2011) investigated the functions of codeswitching between MSA and dialectal Arabic. He analysed video and audio extracts from political and religious lectures and football commentaries. The dialects in the extracts were mainly from Egyptian, Levantine and Gulf Arabic. The results revealed that codeswitching between MSA and dialectal Arabic was used to fulfil a social function. For instance, MSA was more likely to be used in serious and significant situations. On the other hand, for less serious and complex issues then dialectal Arabic was more likely to be used. 
[bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_SGGhDqbHudNXjPaEvqIdr]Prior to examining the main factors that affected dialect classification in the Arab world in general and SA in particular, I will discuss briefly how the present study fits into the field of Arabic sociolinguistics in general. Arabic sociolinguistics is a growing field and it has recently gained more interest in relation to most aspects of sociolinguistics. First, studies have investigated code-switching between Arabic dialects and MSA (see Albirini, 2011; Eid, 1988; Mejdell, 1999). Second, studies have investigated effects of gender in relation to language variation and change in Arabic dialects (see Abu-Haidar, 1989; Al-Muhannadi, 1991; Altorki & El-Solh, 1988). Third, studies have investigated language variation and change in Arabic dialects (see Al-Azraqi, 1998; Al-Jehani, 1990; Alzaidi, 2014; El Salman, 2016). The latter aspect is related to a certain extent to the present study. Explanations for language variation and change in Arabic dialects have been based on objective factors such as urbanization (see Al-Jehani, 1985; Holes, 1995), which will be discussed in section 3.3.2. below using an objective framework. However, such studies only explain the factors related to language variation and change and do not predict linguistic change. Language attitude research provides a backdrop for predicting language variation and change. Few studies have investigated language variation and change in Arabic dialects from the perspective of subjective norms (i.e. language attitude studies) (see section 3.3.2 below). Therefore, the present study will further enhance the body of research on language variation and change in Hijazi dialects by explaining what determines and defines Hijazi people’s attitudes towards their dialects and how their attitudes provide a prediction of language variation and change in the Hijaz area. It is important to note that the chapter will only review the relevant studies on language variation and change in Arabic sociolinguistics as other aspects of Arabic sociolinguistics are not relevant to the present study.
Dialect classification in the Arabian Peninsula in general and SA in particular has been affected by many factors that have directed the way that dialects are researched in the region. In the following sections, I will highlight the main influences on Arabic dialectology. 
[bookmark: _Toc411431473][bookmark: _Toc512432007][bookmark: _Toc512432198][bookmark: _Toc6472640]3.3.	Factors that affected dialect classification in the Arab world and SA
Many complicating factors have affected the way in which researchers investigated the dialect situation in the Middle East. The most dominant factors relate to the traditional background of the Arabian Peninsula, which resulted in dialect research classifying dialects according to the genealogy or tribe in which the dialect is spoken. The second factor relates to the modernization that the Arabian Peninsula has witnessed recently, and how this has influenced dialect classification in terms of a focus on how urbanization has influenced dialect variation and change in the region. In the following sections, I will demonstrate each factor separately. 
[bookmark: _Toc411431474][bookmark: _Toc6472641][bookmark: _Toc512432008][bookmark: _Toc512432199]3.3.1.	Traditional nature of the Arabian peninsula and its influence on classification
As noted in Chapter 2, section 2.5, the Arabian Peninsula is “the home of all Arab tribes” (Longva, 2006, p. 171). It has been inhabited by Bedouins and nomads who are genealogically related, where membership of a particular tribe gains a sense of ideological prominence for tribe members (Longva, 2006). The genealogical nature of tribal members of the Arabian Peninsula has direct relevance to regional varieties in the region, prompting researchers to investigate how genealogy can affect the dialects spoken by the tribes (Ingham, 1982, 1986). 
There are many large tribes in the Arabian Peninsula. They spread in all parts of Arabia, for example, the Dhafir tribe is considered to be one of the largest tribes in the north-east of the Arabian Peninsula (Ingham, 1982). Geographically, it stands between the dialect of the Shammar to the north and Mutair to the south (Ingham, 1982, p. 274). The Dhafir tribe originated in the Hijaz region (i.e. located in the western region of the Arabian Peninsula), and then the tribe moved eastward to occupy a large region of Eastern Arabia. Ingham (1982) observed that the linguistic patterns of the Dhafir tribe are noticeably different from neighbouring dialects, such as that of the Mutair tribe and Shammar tribe, while the linguistic patterns of the Dhafir tribe are very similar to those found in Hijazi tribes. For example, Ingham (1982, p. 249) observed that “The form of the second masculine singular suffix is -ak [-ak] rather than -ik [-ik]”. The following example illustrates the similarity between the dialect of the Dhafir and Hijazi tribes.
Example 1
Harb dialect in Hijaz: 
'asrak' your generation',
 lak 'to you'.
Dhafir dialect: 
ysallmunak 'they will hand you over', 
rizgak 'your sustenance' (Ingham, 1982, p. 249). 
The above two examples from the dialects of the Harb and Dhafir tribes illustrate how both geographically distant dialects share a similar linguistic feature in the form of the second masculine singular suffix [-ak]. However, Ingham could not find a similarity in the use of the suffix [-ak] between the dialect of the Dhafir tribe and those of other neighbouring tribes such as Shammar and Mutair. Thus, Ingham concluded that the original geographical location of the tribes (i.e. Hijaz) is responsible for the linguistic similarity revealed between the dialects of the Dhafir and Harb tribes. Ingham tried to account for the linguistic similarities and differences among tribes by using the theory of linguistic diffusion. The theory incorporates two sub-theories: “family tree theory” and “wave theory” (Ingham, 1982, p. 245). On the one hand, the family tree theory regards dialect as being genetically transferred from one generation to another, with all generations sharing the same homeland. On the other hand, wave theory sees geographical location as the main reason for linguistic diffusion; that is, the theory attributes the similar linguistic features among dialects to common geographical spaces. Ingham argued that the Dhafir tribe falls under the “family tree theory” because speakers of the Dhafir tribe speak differently to and do not share dialect features with their direct neighbours, the Mutair tribe from Eastern Arabia (p. 245).
Another example of a significant tribe in the Arabian Peninsula is the Al-Murra tribe. As previously mentioned, Johnstone (1967) classified this dialect under the North Arabian dialect group. The Al-Murra tribe is located in the southern part of the Najd region (the central region of SA). The tribe has many direct neighbours such as the Ajman, Dawasir and Awamir tribes. Ingham endeavoured to study the linguistic features of the Al-Murra tribe and its neighbours using notes and tapes of historical narratives from informants as the main instruments in the study. It is important to note that Ingham (1986) attempted not only to study the linguistic features of the Al-Murra dialect, but also to compare it with its neighbouring dialects. Ingham observed that the linguistic patterns of the Al-Murra dialect and the Ajman dialect (Al-Murra’s neighbour to the north) are very similar and in some cases identical, while the linguistic patterns of the Al-Murra dialect and other neighbouring dialects are noticeably different. Ingham (1986, p. 278) gives the following example to illustrate the similarities between the aforementioned dialects as opposed to other neighbouring dialects in Najd. 
[bookmark: _Toc512432200]Example 2
[bookmark: _Toc512432010][bookmark: _Toc512432201]Al-Murra and Ajman dialects 
/Kan/ “if”
/Kalb/ “dog”
[bookmark: _Toc512432011][bookmark: _Toc512432202]Other neighbouring dialects
/ʧan/ “if”
/ʧalb/ “dog”
As can be seen from the above example, the reflex of classical “kaf” remains as /k/ in the Al-Murra and Ajman dialects (Ingham, 1986, p. 278). While  in the neighbouring dialects of Ajman and Awamir, it is pronounced as the reflex of /ʧ/.
Ingham (1986, p. 271) attempted to attribute the reason for the similarity observed between the Al-Murra and Ajman dialects to genealogical reasons, since both tribes are genealogically uniform. In other words, (Ingham, 1986) claimed that the similar observed linguistic patterns between the Al-Murra and Ajman dialects are not due to their adjacent geographical locations, because the Al-Murra tribe has many other direct neighbours without similar linguistic patterns to these neighbouring dialects. Therefore, (Ingham, 1986) attributed the similarity to genealogical factors; that is, both the Al-Murra and Ajman tribes came from one ancestor and one place, which is south-western Arabia (Najran region). 
In a similar vein, El Salman (2016) compared the use of sounds in the Bedouin dialect spoken in two Arabic countries, SA and Jordan. The researcher attempted to examine the “peculiarity of the Bedouin dialect regardless of the place where it is used” (El Salman, 2016, p. 20). The study involved comparing the two sounds in the Bedouin dialect in the places specified: the /ʤ/ variant of the (Q) variable, and the /ts/ variant of the (K) variable. The interview sample consisted of 48 old Bedouin informants; 24 were from SA, while 24 were from Jordan. The results revealed that old Bedouins produced the two sounds similarly in SA and Jordan. El Salman attributed such a similarity between the two groups to their belonging to the same tribe and sharing the same genealogical ties. 
Regarding the Hijaz region, as noted in Chapter 2, section 2.5, it has many large Bedouin tribes, which attracted researchers to investigate the dialect production of Bedouin tribes in the region. The Harb tribe, which is one of the largest in the region, has gained the attention of many researchers who are interested in investigating its dialect (Al-Hazmy, 1975). Al-Hazmy (1975) attempted to describe and analyse the dialect of the Harb tribe in SA in terms of its phonology, morphology, lexical features and syntax. Al-Hazmy chose candidates from two regions in SA: the western region as representative of Hijaz, and the central region as representative of Najd. The data were collected orally using a tape recorder before being transcribed phonologically. One of the more significant findings to emerge from this study is that the Harb dialect in Hijaz (Hijazi group) is very similar to the Harb dialect in Najd (Najdi group) with a very slight difference in morphology (p. 232). Thus, the Harb dialect is essentially a uniform dialect, regardless of its spread. I can conclude that Al-Hazmy (1975) confirms what (Ingham, 1982, 1986) and El Salman (2016) revealed when investigating dialects variation change in the aforementioned tribes; that is, dialect is a marker of tribal identity even if the tribe moved to distant geographical locations and was exposed to different linguistic patterns, as tribes still attempt to conserve the features of their original dialects. 
In light of the previous findings, using an attitudinal approach, I have the opportunity to test the validity of the tribal/Bedouin dialect being used as an identity marker regardless of the place in which it is used. To put this another way, my focus in this study is to investigate whether or not the UBH dialect is perceived as a distinctive dialect from the HH dialect, notwithstanding that urban Bedouin tribes moved from rural areas of Hijaz and settled in urban centres where they can be in direct contact with a different dialect from their own.
[bookmark: _Toc6472642][bookmark: _Toc512432012][bookmark: _Toc512432203]3.3.2.	Modern influences on dialect classification
In the last 60 years, the Middle East has witnessed rapid urbanization and massive social changes (Holes, 1995). One of the main facets of urbanization is exemplified by the shift from agriculture to industry in the employment sector. Therefore, the move from a rural population to a city population was very apparent. As a result, the concept of “urban primacy” has been given much more importance, “that is, one city, usually the capital city, it’s much larger than its rivals” (Holes, 1995, p. 271). I discussed the urbanization process in SA thoroughly earlier in the thesis; see Chapter 2.
Linguistically, such rapid development in the Middle East in general and the Arabian Gulf in particular affected the dialect situation. In other words, the rapid development encouraged new dialect features to emerge in city dialects, which bestowed prestige on these dialects. As a result, such prestigious Arabic dialects are regarded as “national standard dialects” (Holes, 1995, p. 285). This means that the region has witnessed dialect variation and change where one dialect is perceived as more prestigious and standard than others. Similarly, Johnstone (1965, p. 238) attributed language change to rapid economic development in the area, which affected the “old-fashioned words” and dialects. 
Hence, the urbanization in the region led many researchers to focus their research on two main objectives: first, investigating reasons for language variation and change (Holes, 1995), and second, recording and describing linguistic aspects of Arabic dialects before they disappear alongside describing the emergence of new dialect patterns, and describing linguistic aspects of the new Arabic dialects that emerged after the urbanization process (Al-Azraqi, 1998; Holes, 1990). In the following sections, I will review the major studies in the area that were concerned with the first objective. 
Holes (1995) investigated the reasons behind the emergence of new dialect patterns in the Arabic-speaking Middle East. He examined three case studies to uncover the dynamics of language change in the region. The locations of the three case studies are as follows:
· Manama, the capital of Bahrain.
· Amman, the capital of Jordan.
· Baghdad, the capital of Iraq.
One of the most significant findings to emerge from this study is that urbanization was the main factor that led to the emergence of new dialect patterns in the Middle East. Another finding revealed that city dwellers seems to have the most dominant and standard dialect as they represent urbanization, political importance and form a large number in size, while old Arabic dialects are spoken in certain parts of countries as a way of showing communal identity and harmony (Holes, 1995, p. 285). 
With regard to the Hijaz region, Alahmadi (2015) investigated reasons for lexical variation in the urban Makkan dialect. Alahmadi claims that Makkah city has experienced an annual influx of people for pilgrimage over its history, and such seasonal dialect contact has affected language variation and change in the Makkan dialect, particularly in terms of lexical variation. 80 participants, for whom the Makkan dialect is their mother tongue, were recruited for the study. The researcher used a questionnaire as the main method in the study; a picture stimulus was provided next to each questionnaire item, and participants were asked to provide a name for the picture provided. The results revealed that the urban Makkan dialect went through lexical variation and change, and the sole reason for this was borrowing words from other languages due to annual contact with pilgrims. One of the most significant results revealed was that the borrowed words were mostly taken from the Turkish language, along with other languages. Alahmadi attributed this to two reasons: first, Hijaz was governed by the Ottoman Empire before the emergence of SA; and second, Makkah receives millions of pilgrims each year, which results in borrowing new words from other languages. 
With regard to the second objective, which concerns describing and recording dialects, there has been an attempt to describe and record Arabic dialects in terms of syntax; for instance, Al-Azraqi (1998) investigated the basic syntactic structure of the southern dialect of SA (Abha City, in particular). Similarly, Watson (1993) gave a detailed account of the syntactic relationships in the San’ani dialect (i.e. one of the Yemeni dialects), including: predication, complementation, attribution, negation, coordination and supplementation. The author gathered the data from a transcribed corpus for San’ani speech for both male and female San’ani speakers. In a similar vein, Watson (2002) described and recorded the following two Arabic dialects: Cairene (i.e. one of the Egyptian dialects) and San’ani, in terms of morphology, word stress, syllable structure and lexical phonology. Holes (1990) described and recorded Arabic dialects in terms of syntax, morphology, phonology, idiophones and interjections. He discussed the range of Arabic dialects spoken in Iraq, Kuwait, Bahrain, Qatar, the United Arab Emirates and the eastern region of SA (Al-Hasa). Furthermore, Prochazka (1988) attempted to record linguistic patterns in SA dialects. He focused mainly on lexicon, phonology and morphology such as verb inflection and verb suffixation. 
As previously mentioned earlier in Chapter 2, section 2.3, Makkah city has a significant value historically and religiously; therefore, many studies have focused on describing and recording features of the Makkan dialect. Bakalla (2002) described and recorded a sub-dialect variety of the HH Hijazi Makkan dialect, Almisfalawiyyah, in terms of its syntax, morphology, stress placement and parts of speech. The data was gathered from five Makkan informants who speak the Almisfalawiyyah dialect. Bakalla (2002, p. 181) revealed that Almisfalawiyyah contains other dialects of the Arabic language because of the cosmopolitan nature of the Makkan context. He called this dialect “the secret language” of Makkah because it is a result of the interaction between the original inhabitants of Makkah and the “Gusts of God” (p. 182). Bakalla mentioned that this sub-dialect of Makkan dialect is almost extinct nowadays. 
Another study related to the HH Hijazi Makkan dialect is Ingham’s work (Ingham, 1971). Ingham aimed to provide a detailed account of the phonology and morphology of the dialect while also comparing it to other Saudi dialects. Data was collected from excerpts from a television series called “Mishgas”. Phonological and morphological features were observed and analysed thoroughly using a tape recorder. Ingham’s findings revealed that Makkan speech resembles dialects spoken in Egypt, Sudan and the Levant. In other words, the Makkan dialect shares some of its phonological and morphological features with other Arabic dialects. Ingham attributed the phonological and morphological similarities to Makkah’s cosmopolitan nature, where different ethnic groups from different parts of Arabia resided in Makkah, as previously discussed in Chapter 2, section 2.5 (Ingham, 1971). Although Ingham’s research proved some linguistic similarities between the HH Makkan dialect and other Arabic dialects, more research is needed to tap into Hijazi attitudes towards such similarities. In other words, having confirmed such similarities by a descriptive analysis, incorporating information on Hijazi’s perceptions and attitudes would be an invaluable asset to provide an in-depth understanding of the Hijazi dialect situation. Therefore, the present study offers the opportunity to confirm whether or not HH Hijazi is perceived to be similar to other Arabic dialects through adopting an attitudinal approach. 
Al-Jehani (1985) investigated factors behind language variation in Makkah city. In order to do so, he examined the production of Makkan dialects[footnoteRef:13] in social context to ascertain whether there is a correlation between linguistic variation in Makkah and the following extra-linguistic factors: style, ethnicity, education and age. The main method used in the study was an interview. Al-Jehani (1985) interviewed 27 HH participants and 11 UBH participants from different age groups and education levels. The findings revealed that Makkan dialect speech is structured and affected by the above-mentioned factors. First, the HH speakers in the interview were more likely to be affected by the style factor; when the context changes from informal to formal, they tended to shift the fricative alveolar sounds, which are stereotypical features of HH speech, to fricative dental sounds, which are stereotypical features of the UBH dialect. Second, ethnicity of the speaker has a greater effect on linguistic variation in Makkah. UBH participants were likely to use fricative variants in their speech, while HH participants were more likely to use sibilant variants in their speech. Third, regarding the education factor, Al-Jehani found that it only affected HH speakers as more educated speakers tend to be more likely to use fricative variants in their speech than was the case for less educated participants, who were more likely to use sibilant variants frequently in their speech. Regarding the age factor, the researcher found that it notably affected the UBH speakers, as “the realization of the fricative variants was found to be the highest in the speech of the elderly, less in the speech of the middle aged and the least in the speech of the young” Al-Jehani (1985, p.137) concluded that his findings imply that future linguistic change in progress might occur in the two dialects in Makkah: UBH and HH. He predicted that the HH social group might be more likely to adopt the fricative variant in their speech, while young UBH speakers might adopt sibilant variants in their speech.  [13:  Al-Jehani (1985) referred to the two dialects as nomad and sedentary dialects, which are equivalent to the UBH and HH dialects, respectively, in the present study. ] 

The previous research cited above mostly focused on phonological, lexical, structural and morphological aspects of SA dialects, while investigating Saudi people’s attitudes and perceptions has been mostly neglected. One of the few studies concerning Saudi people’s perceptions towards their dialect was conducted by Alrumaih (2002). The researcher conducted a perceptual dialectology study where he investigated the perceptions of Najdi participants (i.e. inhabitants of the Central region) towards their region and other dialect regions in SA. Alrumaih’s study was a nationally based study that covered all regions in SA. He applied the main methods used in perceptual dialect research, including a draw-a-map task and a semantic differential scale, in a questionnaire method, following previously used methods in perceptual dialectology (see Inoue, 1999; Montgomery, 2007; Preston, 1999b). The results revealed that participants drew on a blank map five dialect regions in the country where they think people speak alike: Northern region, Southern region, Central region, Eastern region and Western region (i.e. Hijaz). Interestingly, Alrumaih (2002, p. 32) comments that: “The region most often labelled with regional words was the Western region with the mostly recurrent label ‘the leftovers,’ on the map (i.e., settlers who came originally on a pilgrimage and then settled in the country)”. This means that Najdi people stereotypically perceive all dwellers in Hijaz as settlers. Regarding the rating task that included the semantic differential scale, Alrumaih included two labels in the scale, correct and pleasant, to be tested in relation to the five-dialect region, and the researcher also included MSA. The results of the rating task revealed that Najdi participants rated their dialect as highly correct compared to other SA dialects but as less correct when compared to MSA. This implies that Najdi participants feel linguistically secure when they compare their dialects to other regional varieties in SA, but not to MSA. 
Regarding the Hijaz context, although much attention has been given to investigating linguistic aspects of Hijazi dialects, very little attention has been given to language attitude research. Alahmadi (2016) investigated attitudes towards the Makkan Hijazi dialect. She surveyed only one location in Hijaz: Makkah city. 80 Makkan participants were recruited for the study whose main dialect is Makkan Hijazi dialect. The Makkan participants’ attitudes were elicited using a Likert-scale questionnaire. The findings revealed that generally Makkan Hadari were positive about their dialect. The participants held the view that Makkan Hadari should not only be used in Makkah city, but should be used everywhere. Furthermore, they were clear that there is a strong correlation between the Makkan HH dialect and Hijazi culture, that is, the Hijazi dialect contributed towards the emergence of the Makkan HH dialect. Finally, most participants showed a strong affiliation to their dialect by confirming that being a speaker of the Makkan Hijazi dialect is better than being a speaker of any other dialect. This is a significant study as it is the only piece of research, to my knowledge, that investigates attitudes towards the Makkan HH dialect. Therefore, the study goes some way towards enhancing our understanding of the HH dialect in the Hijaz region. However, the study lacks a representation of attitudes towards the other Makkan dialect, the urban Bedouin Hijazi dialect. Therefore, further research is needed to compare the two main dialects in Hijaz, using a more robust methodology. Furthermore, in light of Alahmadi’s findings, more research is needed to test the validity of her findings, that is, whether or not Hadari participants feel positive about their dialect. 
The literature presented above provides solid evidence that dialect research in Saudi dialects in general, and Hijazi dialects in particular, is mostly focused on the linguistic aspects of the dialects. In contrast, on the whole, language attitude research on the Hijazi dialects has received little attention. The present study bridges this gap in the literature by investigating language attitudes in Hijazi dialects. I have developed a methodology to obtain robust findings through tapping into both overt and covert stereotypical assumptions that might potentially be driven by the ideological nature of the social groups in Hijaz. 
[bookmark: _Toc411431477][bookmark: _Toc512432013][bookmark: _Toc512432204][bookmark: _Toc6472643]3.4	Conclusion
This chapter has provided an account of the dialect situation in the Arabic world in general and SA in particular. The dialect classification has been mainly affected by the urbanization process in the Middle East, where the society maintained its traditional culture when the modern civilization emerged. Tradition and modernity has affected the dialect situation in the region and led researchers to focus on either recording or describing linguistic aspects of the old dialects and newly emerging dialects or even investigating reasons for language variation and change. It is evident that language attitude research on the Arabic language is far less developed than in the Western dialectology tradition. The remaining questions that need to be investigated are how Hijazi people perceive traditional and new varieties in the region and how their perceptions are related to the historical, religious, social and economic changes that occurred in the region. 
I contend that investigating Hijazi attitudes towards Hijazi dialects is of invaluable benefit. Most significantly, in the light of the research reviewed in Chapter 2 and 3, it is important to ascertain to what extent the historical background of the Hijaz region, along with the urbanization process in the country, affect the stereotype and ideology associated with Hijazi dialects. This can be revealed through a robust methodology that taps into overt and covert stereotypical assumptions towards dialects in the region. 
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[bookmark: _Toc6472644]Chapter 4: Language attitudes research
[bookmark: _Toc509646839][bookmark: _Toc510004001][bookmark: _Toc510025756][bookmark: _Toc6472645]4.1.	Introduction
This chapter reviews the research on “language regard”. Language regard is “a cover term for all approaches to the study of non-specialist belief about and reaction to language use, structure, diversification, history and status” (Preston, 2011, p. 10). The approaches undertaken in the study of language regard are varied, from language ideology, language attitudes to folk linguistics. 
In this chapter, my main concern is to review the relevant studies on language regard, which covers research about language attitudes and how attitudes towards a dialect or a language might have a direct interaction with language production and language comprehension. The latter includes cognitive processes such as language attention, noticing, perception and classification (Preston, 2011, p. 9). 
Regarding language attitudes, I will review the broad approaches found in the literature for studying attitudes towards language or language varieties (e.g. Garrett, 2010; Garrett et al., 2005a, 2005b). Then, I will take a closer look at how language or language varieties are presented in language attitude studies. The mode of presentation of language varieties mainly adopts either a conceptual or vocally presented approach. This will be followed by an examination of the main methods in the field, together with its relative concerns. 
In terms of language perceptions, first, I will review the work on perceptual dialectology and how it informed the language attitude approach adopted in the present study. Second, I will review the main research that has investigated perceptions of speech sounds, and how they can be affected by social information. Overall, research on language regard will inform the present study by distinguishing what has been done from what needs to be done.
[bookmark: _Toc509646840][bookmark: _Toc510004002][bookmark: _Toc510025757][bookmark: _Toc6472646]4.2.	Defining attitude 
Attitude has been a core concept in social psychology (Perloff, 1993), and gained much more interest among sociolinguists when Labov (1966) initiated his research on the social stratification of speech communities. Labov (1966) investigated how the change in the New York City social structure had strongly affected the New York City dialect and attitudes towards it. Since then, attitude has been treated as a “core concept in sociolinguistics” (Garrett, 2010, p. 19) because peoples’ attitudes towards language play a significant role in the language change process (Labov, 1972; Preston, 1999a). For example, Kristiansen (2009) studied attitudes towards language varieties in Denmark, which pointed to a pattern where language variation and change in Denmark was directed by subconscious attitudes and beliefs in the country. 
Although attitude is widely researched in social psychology and sociolinguistics, “defining the concept is by no means straightforward” (Garrett, Coupland, & Williams, 2003, p. 2). Many researchers in various fields, including psychology and sociology, have attempted to define the concept of “attitude”. Among these researchers, Oppenheim (1982, p. 39) defines attitude by providing an account of what is an attitude, why attitude is difficult to define, and how attitude can be observed; thus, an attitude is: 
a construct, an obstruction which cannot be directly apprehended. It is an inner component of mental life which expresses itself, directly or indirectly, through such more obvious processes as stereotypes, beliefs, verbal statements or reactions, ideas and opinions, selective recall, anger or satisfaction or some other emotion and in various other aspects of behavior. 
The above definition implies that attitude is a psychological construct which has an inherited and intangible latent nature. Therefore, it can only be observed via its behavioural outcomes, through which one can observe others’ attitudes towards a specific object.   
Oppenheim’s definition points to the structure of an attitude, indicating that there are three components of attitude: cognition, affect, and behaviour (Garrett, 2010; Garrett et al., 2003; Kristiansen et al., 2005). Kristiansen et al. (2005, p. 15) labelled the structure of an attitude a “tripartite model” as it contains three components. They claim that the model can provide a beneficial exploratory understanding of data and that it serves as “a basis for critical commentary” (Kristiansen et al., 2005, p. 16). I will illustrate the three components of attitude (i.e. the tripartite model) in the following sections. 
First, cognition is viewed as one of the most indispensable components of attitude, in that attitude involves cognitive processes as it contains stored beliefs about the world within one’s mental lexicon. Also, cognition involves any relationship an individual assumes between objects in the world (Cargile et al., 1994). 
In language attitude research, Garrett (2010) provides an example of how cognition plays a role in creating relationships between objects; he assumes that a standard language variety is mostly associated with people holding high-status jobs. Kristiansen et al. (2005) state that numerous contributions have been made to the language attitude field over the last three decades in terms of revealing cognitive relationships between evaluative attitudinal dimensions and speech varieties or speakers. I will discuss the implications of the evaluative dimensions for the language attitudes field in detail in section 4.7.3.
The second component is affect, where attitudes constitute feelings toward the attitude object (Cargile et al., 1994; Kristiansen et al., 2005). Such feelings can be positive or negative, optimistic or pessimistic, favourable or unfavourable. 
In language attitude studies, the act of being positive or negative about a certain speech variety or language implies that an individual has an emotional orientation. The issue of the extremes of affect is widely debated, that is, to what extent the affect is located on the negative or positive side (Garrett, 2010; Garrett et al., 2003; Kristiansen et al., 2005). In the language attitude field, researchers have attempted to resolve this issue by applying various methods to measure the grading of affect, which I will discuss in section 4.4.  
Behaviour is the third component of attitude structure. It has been widely discussed that behaviour can be an input or output (Garrett, 2010; Garrett et al., 2003; Kristiansen et al., 2005). For example, a positive attitude towards a new language is considered as an input factor. This positive attitude could lead to high achievement in learning the new language; thus, the product or the outcomes of learning that new language are interpreted as the output (Garrett et al., 2003). Another example is that a positive attitude towards another language could lead to borrowing words from that language; this implies that the behaviour is interpreted as an input. If the person uses the same borrowed words in his/her daily speech, this could be interpreted as an output (Kristiansen et al., 2005). In other words, you can witness language attitude behaviour in two ways, either through a willingness towards learning a variety or a language, which is considered a reflection of a positive attitude towards the variety or language, or by perceiving the outcome of learning that new variety or language in one’s production.
Having discussed the nature of attitude and its three main components, in the next section I will turn to discuss two other terms that seem to be strongly connected to language attitude research: social stereotypes and language ideology. 
[bookmark: _Toc509646841][bookmark: _Toc510004003][bookmark: _Toc510025758][bookmark: _Toc6472647]4.3.	Social stereotypes and language ideology 
Garrett (2010, p. 32) argues that “cognitive processes in language attitudes are likely to be shaped by the individual and collective functions arising from stereotyping in relations between social groups”. This means that people tend to divide the world into social groups; members of one social group share the same characteristics and features as others within his/her group. As a result, social stereotypes can be driven by biases, where members of a group can favour their own social group over the other (Kristiansen et al., 2005). From the social science perspective, Tajfel (1974) coined social identity theory, which involves analysing the attitudes of the in-group and out-group towards each other. Tajfel (1974) emphasizes the idea that the group to which a person belongs gives him/her a sense of identity and individuality, and furthermore that a member of a group seeks to enhance the status of his/her group as a means of increasing his/her own confidence and self-esteem. In order to enhance their status even further, members of a group tend to emphasize similarities among them and over-stress differences between their own social group and other social groups. 
In a similar vein, in the language attitudes field, stereotypical attitudes towards a certain language or dialect inherently include cognitive processes which can be shaped by “beliefs about a speaker, their group membership and can lead to assumptions of attributes of those members” (Garrett et al., 2003, p. 3). Such beliefs are not arbitrary, since they emerge systematically from the way a speaker speaks, including style of speaking, linguistic forms and so on. It is strongly claimed that social stereotypes are influenced by the concept of language ideology, where stereotypes are affected by “the system of beliefs that maintains, triggers, and directs such discrimination” (Garrett, 2010, p. 33). This means that on the face of the issue, stereotypes act like ideology, but in reality, stereotypes derive their assumptions from language ideology since the latter is a macro system that divides the world into groups according to their socio-culturally shared features. It is important to note that even though social stereotypes and language ideology are conceptually similar, they come from different fields. Social stereotypes come from social psychology, while language ideology comes from linguistic anthropology (Garrett, 2010; Garrett et al., 2003). The present study will be much more inclined to focus on social psychology as “language attitude research can be seen as one set of methodological options for studying language ideologies” (Garrett, 2010, p. 35).
The notion of stereotypes in language attitudes plays a significant role in shaping and directing one’s own judgment towards a specific dialect or language. Furthermore, it is of great significance for researchers aiming to understand reasons for language variation and change. Therefore, it has been widely researched in language attitude studies (Garrett et al., 2005a; Giles, 1970; Ladegaard, 1998; Stewart et al., 1985). Hence, the investigation of stereotypical assumptions and the macro ideological system of Hijazi Saudi dialects will help the researcher in the present study to examine the underpinning and sustaining factors that led to dialect variation and change in the region. 
[bookmark: _Toc509646842][bookmark: _Toc510004004][bookmark: _Toc510025759][bookmark: _Toc6472648]4.4.	Methodological approaches in language attitude research 
In language attitude research, the nature and reality of attitudes elicited from participants is the focus of debate (Garrett et al., 2005b; Kristiansen et al., 2005; Labov, 1982). The issue is that, on the one hand, in real life people tend to sometimes conceal their attitudes and not provide their real attitudes; rather, they reveal attitudes they think they have to expose. On the other hand, sometimes people might indicate their real attitudes during their social life (Garrett, 2010; Garrett et al., 2003; Kristiansen et al., 2005). Therefore, language attitude research attempts to find approaches where attitudes can be best elicited through direct or indirect methods. As a result, two main approaches have emerged in the process of measuring language attitudes: the direct and the indirect approach. 
[bookmark: _Toc509646843][bookmark: _Toc510004005][bookmark: _Toc510025760][bookmark: _Toc6472649]4.4.1.	Direct approach
The direct approach relies heavily upon questioning informants using direct questions to evaluate language; this type of question is explicit and directed at one point, and aims to elicit overt attitudes (Garrett, 2010). In information processing theory, this type of direct questioning is called “controlled processing” (i.e. conscious processing) (Garrett et al., 2005a, p. 40). Where respondents are aware of the purpose of the research, therefore, their responses are controlled and delivered intentionally (Garrett et al., 2005a). From the social psychology perspective, Devine (1989) argues that personal beliefs can only be activated if the person is aware of the conscious attention surrounding him/her, while stereotypes and prejudice can be activated automatically without involving conscious attention. This means that the direct approach, which implies controlled processing, is often adopted when the research purpose is to elicit personal beliefs and prejudice. Moreover, social stereotypes are better elicited through automatic processing (i.e. unconscious processing); the latter will be discussed in section 4.4.2 below. Other researchers argue that the direct approach is much better inclined to reveal social ideologies that are confined to categories rather than revealing stereotypical assumptions, which are more likely to be elicited using indirect measures (Bishop, Coupland, & Garrett, 2005; Kristiansen, Garrett, & Coupland, 2005 ). What distinguishes the direct approach from the indirect one is that the researcher is able to easily elicit the attitude rather than the researcher being involved in inferring the attitude (Garrett et al., 2003). 
The direct approach has been widely used in language attitude research (Garrett, Bishop, & Coupland, 2009; Garrett et al., 2005b; Giles, 1970). Garrett et al. (2009) investigated attitudes towards the Welsh language in three Welsh communities: Wales, North America, and Patagonia. They used a questionnaire as the main method of data elicitation. The questionnaire included two parts; one part included open-ended questions about participants’ perceptions, knowledge and feelings towards the Welsh language. The other part included close-ended questions using the Likert scale. The results revealed that members of all three communities demonstrated a positive affiliation towards the Welsh language as they are dedicated to supporting the Welsh language. Furthermore, members of all three communities report that they are motivated to participate in activities that are related to Welsh culture as a way to enhance the Welsh culture and language. 
The direct approach can even involve studies that include a conceptual presentation of regional varieties/languages (Garrett et al., 2005b; Kristiansen et al., 2005). In a conceptual presentation, participants are asked to rate labels for certain regional varieties/languages on a semantic differential scale, where they imagine or conceptualize the language without being exposed to real language samples (i.e. vocal representation) (Bishop et al., 2011). In section 4.5.1 below, I will discuss in detail conceptual approaches and their implications for language attitude research.
Although the direct approach has informed many language attitude studies, attitudes, as previously mentioned, have a complex latent nature that cannot only be elicited directly. In other words, as previously discussed in section 4.4, attitudes can be delivered indirectly through covert stereotypes and beliefs, where the researcher needs to infer the attitude. 
To sum up, the direct approach has succeeded in eliciting overt attitudes, but has failed to elicit covert attitudes. This is another matter of significance as covert attitudes consist of stereotypes, which is a core issue in language attitude studies. Therefore, the indirect approach is of great interest to many researchers in the language attitude field.
[bookmark: _Toc509646844][bookmark: _Toc510004006][bookmark: _Toc510025761][bookmark: _Toc6472650]4.4.2.	Indirect approach 
The indirect approach asks informants subtle and somewhat deceptive questions that induce “more private emotional and conceptual reactions” (Garrett et al., 2005a). Garrett et al. (2005a, p. 41) define it as “one resource for hindering or preventing respondents from giving conscious attention to the matter being researched”. This means that the indirect approach attempts to divert respondents’ attention from conscious to automatic attention. It conceals the real purpose of the research; hence, participants do not feel pressured to express attitudes they think they have to reveal, instead revealing their attitudes naturally.
According to information processing theory, the indirect approach involves automatic processing (i.e. unconscious processing) (Garrett et al., 2005a). Automatic processing is useful for extracting social stereotypes as these are formed ahead of personal beliefs and are often resistant to change (Garrett et al., 2005a). Therefore, the way in which stereotypes are elicited must not make informants aware that the real purpose of the question is to elicit social stereotypes. 
The indirect approach can be applied through the “matched guise” technique and its variant, the “verbal guise” technique (Garrett et al., 2003). In the matched guise technique, researchers use the recorded speech of one person imitating multiple accents. Informants may think that the recorded speech is provided by many speakers, but in reality there is only one speaker (Garrett, 2010, p. 53). Thus, in the matched-guise technique participants think that the task is an attitude-rating one, while in reality they are rating the accent or dialect of the speaker. The verbal-guise technique uses the recorded speech of multiple speakers. Each variety of language is thus represented by one speaker (Garrett, 2010, p. 41, 42). 
Many researchers have conducted studies using the matched-guise technique to elicit attitudes about language (Giles, 1970; Huygens & Vaughan, 1983). A study by Giles (1970) applied the matched-guise technique. In the study, different English accents (i.e. Received Pronunciation [RP], French, Irish, South Welsh, Northern English, Indian, Italian, Somerset, North American, Cockney, German, Birmingham) were recorded and presented to 177 school students. Informants were told that the various accents were spoken by different speakers, but in reality, they were performed by only one speaker. Using a scale of 1 to 7, students rated how strongly they associated each accent with three adjectives: pleasant, prestigious, and comfortable. RP and two foreign accents (French and North American) were rated as highly prestigious, and even more prestigious than British regional accents (Giles, 1970). RP, French-accented English and Irish English achieved high scores in the pleasant category. Finally, RP, American English and French-accented English were associated with the greatest level of comfort (Giles, 1970). The most noticeable pattern from Giles’s study was that RP had the highest rating on all three scales: pleasant, prestigious and comfortable. Giles (1970) attributed the highly rated RP result to UK language ideologies which favoured the standard language accent over other accents. Giles’s study will be revisited in section 4.5.1, as the study incorporates a conceptually presented approach with the aforementioned vocally presented approach.
Another study of interest is by Ladegaard (1998, p. 183). He studied “the nature of the national stereotypes based on the concept of class-consciousness in Denmark”. Ladegaard stated that the cross-cultural communication literature in Denmark always shows that people are not conscious of the social class hierarchy in the country. He wanted to test whether this is a stereotypical view or whether people are actually aware of social class and class-consciousness. Based on an indirect attitudinal approach (i.e. a matched-guise technique), the results of his study reveal that Danish participants are aware of the social class hierarchy, in contrast to what has been illustrated in the literature. Ladegaard (1998, p. 190) argued that “indirect attitude measures of some form seem to have certain advantages in terms of eliciting the biased views held by members of one social group toward members of another”. Ladegaard’s study confirms the theoretical assumption underlying the dynamics of the indirect approach, that is, indirect measures are effective in eliciting covert stereotypes. 
While the above studies relied on the matched-guise technique, (Stewart, Ryan, & Giles, 1985) conducted a study in the United States using the verbal-guise technique. In this study, two different speakers each recorded versions of RP and standard American English. Ratings of the accents were based on two dimensions: social status and social attractiveness. Respondents rated the RP accent high on social status but low on social attractiveness. Remarkably, respondents assigned higher social status to RP than they did to their own dialects. 
A larger-scale study (Bayard, Weatherall, Gallois, & Pittam, 2001) investigated the attitudes of Americans, Australians and New Zealanders towards the following three English varieties: American English, Australian English and New Zealand English. Participants were recruited from the United States, Australia and New Zealand. Based on the verbal-guise technique, participants were asked to rate the aforementioned dialects on a six-point semantic differential scale for 22 characteristics. The results were processed through factor analysis where four dimensions were uncovered: power, competence, solidarity and status. The results point towards a pattern where American and Australian participants are positive about their dialect unlike the New Zealand participants. 
In the Arab context, El-Dash and Tucker (1975) conducted an attitudinal study in Egypt, using the verbal-guise technique, where each of the following varieties were spoken by different speaker: Classical Arabic, Egyptian colloquial Arabic, American English, British English and Egyptian English. The findings revealed a noticeable hierarchy to the aforementioned language varieties. In terms of status-associated evaluation of intelligence, Classical Arabic speakers were ranked in first place, followed by Egyptian English speakers. In terms of status-associated evaluation of leadership, both Classical Arabic speakers and Egyptian English speakers were ranked the highest, while American English speakers were ranked immediately below speakers of Classical Arabic and Egyptian English. The results of the study therefore indicate that there is an obvious hierarchy in the language varieties in Egypt, with Classical Arabic always coming first, followed by Egyptian English, then American English, and finally British English and Egyptian colloquial Arabic. 
Incorporating both direct and indirect approaches in a single study is a highly successful strategy in language attitude research. Many researchers have used both techniques to measure language attitudes (Garrett, 2010; Giles, 1970). To my knowledge, the present study is among the first attempts to incorporate an integrated approach where direct and indirect measures are applied to tap into the overt and covert stereotypical assumptions held by Hijazi Saudi people about Hijazi dialects. Furthermore, the present study will contribute to the wider field of language attitude research by revealing whether results from both approaches are comparable, as suggested in Giles’s study (1970), or whether they are contrastive such as Kristiansen’s study (2009).
[bookmark: _Toc509646845][bookmark: _Toc510004007][bookmark: _Toc510025762][bookmark: _Toc6472651]4.5.	Presentation of attitude objects in language attitude research 
Language attitude researchers are always concerned with the best way to present questions to participants to ensure that the responses they give are what the researcher is really seeking to elicit (Kristiansen et al., 2005). Therefore, the mode of presentation of the dialect or language under investigation varies between studies, in accordance with the research objectives. 
Some researchers have adopted another type of direct approach, involving a conceptual mode of presentation of language or variety labels, where researchers ask participants to rate the language/variety labels in attitudinal scales (Bishop et al., 2005; Garrett et al., 2005b). 
There is yet another mode of presentation, where the language or regional variety is presented vocally, using matched and verbal-guise techniques; see section 4.4.2 above. In other words, participants are asked to listen to certain voice samples and then to complete a rating attitudinal task (Giles, 1970; Stewart et al., 1985). Notwithstanding the fact that research can be presented in different modes, some researchers incorporated more than one mode of presentation, as in the study by Giles (1970) where he incorporated a vocally presented task (i.e. matched-guise technique) with a conceptually presented one. In the following sections, I will demonstrate in detail the two main modes of presentation of language varieties, conceptually presented studies and vocally presented studies, as they have contributed widely to the contemporary field of language attitudes.
[bookmark: _Toc509646846][bookmark: _Toc510004008][bookmark: _Toc510025763][bookmark: _Toc6472652]4.5.1.	Conceptually presented approach 
As previously mentioned, conceptual-approach studies rely heavily on the participants’ conceptualization of the language or variety provided (Bishop et al., 2005). Kristiansen et al. (2005, p.21) argue that what distinguishes this approach from the socio-phonetic one is that “respondents are not left to listen to a recording in the hope that they will realise that it is meant to represent a particular variety”. 
Giles (1970) is a study of interest where the conceptual approach was used. Giles (1970) incorporated the conceptual approach with the matched-guise technique, as mentioned earlier in section 4.4.2. In one part of the study where the matched-guise technique was applied, participants listened to voice samples representing a variety of English accents including RP, regional accents and foreign English accents. In the other part of the study, Giles provided a list of names of the same English accents provided in the vocal part of the study, but this time conceptually presented with only their names to participants. He asked participants to rate the accents on three attitudinal scales: pleasant, prestigious and comfortable within a seven-point semantic differential scale; the same scales had been used with the vocal part of the study (i.e. matched-guise technique). The results of the conceptual part of the study revealed a very similar pattern to the results from the socio-phonetic part (i.e. matched-guise technique) in that a high correlation was found when each scale result was compared to its equivalent. For the pleasant scale, the correlation value recorded was +0.79; for the comfort scale, the correlation value was +0.87; for the prestigious scale, the correlation value was +0.88. 
Similar to the above conceptual study, the BBC (2005) conducted a project to reveal language variation and change across UK dialects. Prior to the project, a preliminary study had been carried out online, through which 5,010 participants (all over the age of 15) answered a questionnaire. Participants were asked to rate two scales; prestige and social attractiveness, for 34 English accents, which were presented conceptually (Garrett, 2010, p.172). Then, they were asked to rate the accents in accordance with two attitudinal scales, prestige and social attractiveness (i.e. social attractiveness is comparable to the pleasantness dimension in Giles’s above study), on a seven-point semantic differential scale. 
The results from the BBC study revealed a similar pattern to Giles’s (1970) study. Bishop et al. (2005) compared the two studies and investigated the motivations underlying the comparable patterns. Notwithstanding the fact that there was a 35-year gap between the two studies, Bishop et al. (2005) found four similar patterns in the two studies. First, they found that RP English was highly rated in the dimensions tested in both studies (i.e. social attractiveness and prestige). Second, they found that Birmingham and Liverpool accents were rated low with regard to these two dimensions. Third, they found that other ethnic accents, such as West Indian, Asian and Afro-Caribbean dialects, were rated very low on both dimensions. Fourth, Scottish-accented English was rated high on both prestige and social attractiveness. Bishop et al. (2005) attribute the homogeneity of the results across two different generations to the ideological positions the English participants hold towards the different accents in the UK. One noticeable difference revealed between Giles’s study and the BBC study is related to the preference for regional varieties by some regional groups. Scottish, Welsh and Northern England participants showed a pattern where they favour their regional varieties over other varieties. 
In a similar vein, Kristiansen (2009) investigated language attitudes towards regional varieties in Denmark. The study incorporated two parts: the first consisted of a conceptual presentation of regional varieties, while the second incorporated vocally presented varieties, based on a matched-guise technique. The results revealed that the preference was always for a local variety when participants were presented with conceptual names of varieties, while different results emerged when varieties were presented vocally, as the preference was for the modern Copenhagen variety. Kristiansen (2009) argues that the methodological approach undertaken in the study accounts for the different results. In other words, the direct method inherently reveals the macro ideological system at the conscious level of participants’ cognitive system, while the indirect method (i.e. matched-guise technique) delivers more overt stereotypes at the subconscious level of informants’ mental processes. 
So far, the discussion has focused on the researcher providing concepts of language varieties to participants, but in some studies participants are asked to write down language varieties by relying on their own experience and memory. Garrett et al. (2005b) investigated attitudes from undergraduate students from the UK, the USA, Australia and New Zealand towards each other’s English varieties. The method for the study was a two-part questionnaire. In the first part of the questionnaire, students were asked to write down the name of English varieties spoken around the world apart from their own variety. In the second part of the questionnaire, the researchers used a keyword technique where participants were given a free-adjective questionnaire and were asked to jot down characteristics about the dialects in question; see section 4.7.3 below for more details about the keyword technique. Findings from the conceptual part of the study revealed that four English varieties were mentioned frequently: UK English, US English, Australian English, and New Zealand English. 
The use of conceptually presented varieties has also been used in perceptual dialectology , where participants were asked to conceptualize the language varieties either by writing them down or by placing the varieties on a given map (Inoue, 1999; Montgomery, 2007; Preston, 1999a; Sibata, 1999). I will illustrate perceptual dialectology research in detail in section 4.8 below. 
On the one hand, the conceptual approach has been criticized for its failure to use neutral labels that are free of implicit associations with a national label, specific race, ethnic group or social group. This means that the label itself might indirectly affect participants’ attitudes toward the dialect or language (Bishop et al., 2005; Kristiansen et al., 2005). Furthermore, Bishop et al. (2005) criticized the approach, as in some cases it might lead participants to provide ambiguous stereotypes when the labels are not explicit and clear. On the other hand, the conceptual approach is “arguably a powerful and ‘clean’ method”, as it can tap into overt stereotypical assumptions (Bishop et al., 2005, p. 131). Furthermore, it can reveal ideological categories which help the researcher to understand how stereotypes are formulated (Kristiansen et al., 2005).
In the light of the previous discussion, I maintain that the conceptual approach is a powerful method to start with to reveal a broader picture of how language ideology might be bounded to certain groups. Following this, researchers can tap into more covert stereotypical assumptions by applying other types of indirect measures; see section 4.4.2. Therefore, in the present study, I will use the conceptual approach for two reasons: first, to reveal a broader picture of how language ideology in the Hijaz region might affect Hijazi Saudi attitudes towards the dialects in Hijaz; and second, to reveal the evaluative dimensions behind the overt perceived stereotypical assumptions. For more details on how the dimensions will be uncovered, see section 4.7.3. In the next section, I will discuss the other mode of presentation, which relies on varieties being vocally presented to participants. 

[bookmark: _Toc509646847][bookmark: _Toc510004009][bookmark: _Toc510025764][bookmark: _Toc6472653]4.5.2.	Vocally presented approach; socio-phonetic research
The main mode of presentation in vocally presented studies is presenting real voice samples to participants via recordings. The voice samples can be presented through the matched-guise technique or its variant, the verbal-guise technique, as discussed earlier in section 4.4.2. The main purpose of the aforementioned techniques is to rate the voice sample against predetermined labels within a scale. The findings from the scale ratings can then be generalized to the regional variety or the language the speaker is presenting. 
It is important to note that both of these techniques have their advantages; for example, they allow researchers to perform necessary assessments of opinions of language based on such variables as status and social attractiveness (Garrett, 2010, p. 57). As a result, researchers can infer causes of language variation and change. Second, they have helped researchers to study the correlation between “socio-linguistics and social psychology of language” (Garrett, 2010, p. 57). Understanding of such correlations would benefit researchers in revealing stereotypical assumptions in language attitudes. 
As with any other research methods, potential limitations can be found in the matched-guise and verbal-guise techniques. Thus, both the matched-guise and the verbal-guise technique also have flaws. Two of the most problematic issues associated with the matched-guise technique are that, first, it is difficult to find a speaker who can imitate another accent in a very realistic way (Labov, 1972; Preston, 1996). Second, providing voice samples to participants and asking them to rate them does not guarantee that the participants cognitively recognize where the voice sample comes from (Kristiansen et al., 2005); this means that if the researcher assumes that a certain voice sample represents a certain place or region, this might not be the case with the participants as they may assume a different origin for the voice sample (Preston, 1989). Third, inauthentic accents may lead to inaccurate exemplification (Garrett, 2010; Dennis R. Preston, 1996). On the other hand, use of the verbal-guise technique is not always feasible because it is not easy to find a speaker who uses the dialect that people encounter in their daily lives (Garrett, 2010, p. 58). 
The matched-guise technique and its variant might be powerful methods to tap into covert stereotypes (Ladegaard, 1998). In the present study, in order to reveal such unconscious attitudes, I will incorporate the use of the verbal-guise technique with the matched-guise technique, focusing on their power to reveal how evaluative profiles are assessed when participants are exposed to voice samples. The matched-guise technique and its variant are criticized by Preston (1989) due to their lack of contextualization. In other words, Preston claims that it is not guaranteed that respondents will rate the same dialect the researcher has questioned them about. Therefore, he argues that the task should be contextualized by asking participants where they think the voice sample comes from, which will allow the researcher to ascertain whether participants cognitively recognize the same voice sample the researcher asked about. In the present study, I aim to overcome the matched-guise technique and its variant limitations by incorporating the voice allocation technique with the matched-guise technique and its variants to enable more robust findings to emerge. 
In the discussion so far, I have identified the main approaches used in language attitude studies (direct and indirect). Following this, I have reviewed the mode of presentation for language varieties in previous studies, considering conceptual and vocal (socio-phonetic) approaches. I will now turn to review the main methods that have been used in language attitude research and their relative components such as the rating scale used in questionnaires. 
[bookmark: _Toc509646848][bookmark: _Toc510004010][bookmark: _Toc510025765][bookmark: _Toc6472654]4.6	Data collection methods in language attitude 
	research 
Henerson, Morris, and Fitz-Gibbon (1987) constructed a clear dichotomy between methods in language attitude research. On the one hand, they placed interviews, polls and surveys under the “word of mouth” technique. On the other hand, they placed questionnaires and attitude-rating scales under the “written response” technique. As for the “word of mouth” technique, Garrett et al. (2003) argue that polls are seldom used in language attitude research. Also, they argue that surveys should be integrated with focus-group interviews. As for the written response technique, Garrett et al. (2003) argue that rating attitude scales are an integral part of questionnaires; therefore, they should be sub-categorized under questionnaire type. On the whole, questionnaires and rating attitude scales have been widely used in language attitude research (e.g. Bayard et al., 2001; Garrett, Bishop, & Coupland, 2009; Garrett et al., 2005b; Giles, 1970; Paltridge & Giles, 1984). In the following section, I will discuss how they proved to be successful in both direct and indirect measures.
[bookmark: _Toc509646850][bookmark: _Toc510004012][bookmark: _Toc510025767][bookmark: _Toc6472655]4.6.1.	Questionnaire
The questionnaire method is widely used in language attitude research and has been more preferable to interviews as it has a number of potential advantages. First, the researcher can reach a large number of respondents simultaneously (Dörnyei, 2007; Garrett et al., 2003; Henerson et al., 1987). Compared to interviews, it is maintained that questionnaires are more reliable, as during interviews, the researcher might unintentionally ask interviewers slightly different questions to each other. In contrast, with questionnaires, the questions are uniform, even if the questionnaire is distributed to different locations and at different times (Garrett et al., 2003; Henerson et al., 1987)
Questionnaires can include open-ended questions, where the respondents are asked to provide a few words to answer the question. Also, questionnaires can include close-ended questions, where respondents are asked to circle or tick the answer in a yes/no (i.e. true/false) format, multiple-choice format, or a rating-scale format (Dörnyei, 2007). The latter has been widely used in language attitude research as scales lend themselves well to sophisticated statistical analysis (Garrett, 2010). The yes/no or multiple-choice format only provides nominal and ordinal data and lacks interval data (Garrett, 2010). As rating scales have made their own contribution to the field, I will illustrate their types, advantages and disadvantages in section 4.7 below. 
Open-ended questions can also be elicited with a keyword technique questionnaire, where respondents are asked to jot down keywords that best describe the language or regional varieties of concern (Garrett et al., 2005b); see section 4.7.3 for more details on the technique.
As for close-ended data, questionnaires are mostly used to obtain quantitative data. As can be seen throughout the chapter, the use of questionnaires has been applied in many studies, some adopting the direct approach and others using the indirect approach. Also, other studies have been presented conceptually or vocally 
[bookmark: _Toc509646851][bookmark: _Toc510004013][bookmark: _Toc510025768][bookmark: _Toc6472656]4.6.2.	Online questionnaires
With the advent of technology, questionnaires can be conducted using web-based procedures (Dörnyei, 2007). Internet-based questionnaire help researchers to conveniently access a large number of participants, as was the case with the BBC project mentioned above in section 4.5.1. The number of participants in this project was 5,010, which is a relatively large number that cannot be easily reached with the paper format. Furthermore, the BBC project could obtain demographically diverse participants, and this was an advantage compared to Giles’s (1970) study. 
An online-based study of interest was conducted by Pearce (2009), where he recruited 1,600 respondents across north-east England. He used an online questionnaire, where he asked respondents to rate 51 locations in England according to the degree of similarity and difference to the respondents’ dialects. Pearce (2009) argued that his study, with the online-based questionnaire, could reach a large number of participants. Furthermore, due to the use of the web-based procedure, the demographic diversity and geographical distribution found in the study is an advantage over other perceptual dialectology studies. Most significantly, Pearce (2009, p. 169) claims that “the relatively high number of respondents makes the study less representationally questionable than some previous research in PD”(i.e. perceptual dialectology). The large number of participants is thus one of the claims that can support the representativeness of the results, which in turn can suggest that the results are generalizable. 
[bookmark: _Toc509646852][bookmark: _Toc510004014][bookmark: _Toc510025769][bookmark: _Toc6472657]4.7.	Rating scales in language attitude research 
The rating scale is a technique used to test the attitude object within a scale of gradual points. In language attitude research, three types of scales have been used as an integral part of questionnaires: Thurstone scale, Likert scale, and semantic differential scale. I will discuss the usage, advantages and disadvantages of each scale in the sections below. 
[bookmark: _Toc509646853][bookmark: _Toc510004015][bookmark: _Toc510025770][bookmark: _Toc6472658]4.7.1.	Thurstone scale 
Oppenheim (1992) illustrates that four steps have to be followed when using the Thurstone scale. First, the researcher needs to collect statements about the variety or language under study; the statements can be collected either from a pilot study of from the literature. Second, the researcher needs to consult people to act as judges to evaluate the statements in an 11-point answer format: 1 indicates the least favourable statement, while 11 indicates the most favourable. Thus, judges indicate their strength of attitude towards each statement. At this point, the average rating from the judges for each statement is calculated and given to each single statement. Third, the researcher administers the scale where each statement includes, within the 11-point answer format, the average rating. The average rating was given previously by judges, but it is not written next to statements. Then, the respondents are asked to rate the statement from 1 (least favourable) to 11(most favourable). Fourth, the average rating for each statement checked is computed to determine the participants’ attitude. 
Oppenheim (1992) argues that developing and administering the Thurstone scale requires a great deal of time and effort as piloting the scale forms a substantial part of developing the scale. Furthermore, Oppenheim (1992) contends that this type of scale is culturally sensitive in that it cannot be used cross-culturally as participants in the main study need to be comparable to judges in the pilot study. 
[bookmark: _Toc509646854][bookmark: _Toc510004016][bookmark: _Toc510025771][bookmark: _Toc6472659]4.7.2.	Likert scale 
In the Likert scale, the researcher collects statements about the language or dialect concerned, either from a pilot study or from previous literature (Oppenheim, 1992). The statements gathered should include a five-point scale where 1 indicates the least favourable attitude (strongly disagree) and 5 indicates the most favourable. Then, ideally, the researcher needs to pilot the scale to reveal the effectiveness of the statements gathered (Oppenheim, 1992). Afterwards, the researcher administers the scale and each single response has its own score, which can be calculated statistically in the analysis stage. The Likert scale has been favoured over the Thurstone scale as the former is less laborious (Garrett et al., 2003; Oppenheim, 1992). However, the Likert scale has been criticized due to it taking a long time for participants to answer. The Likert scale is composed of different scales and each scale is associated with a statement (i.e. strongly agree, agree, disagree, etc). The participant is asked to carry out some mental processes in order to respond, which might increase the time spent answering the questionnaire items (Garrett, 2010).
[bookmark: _Toc6472660][bookmark: _Toc509646855][bookmark: _Toc510004017][bookmark: _Toc510025772]4.7.3.	Semantic differential scale 
This type of rating “need only involve using equidistant numbers on a scale (e.g. 1 to 7) with semantically opposing labels applied to each end” (Garrett, 2010, p. 55). This means that the scale has to be bounded with two opposing labels such as: bad/good; rich/poor. Prior to administering the semantic differential scale, the researcher has to be very mindful of the choice of characteristic labels to be rated in the scale (Garrett et al., 2003). This is because measurements from such a scale can contribute to language attitude theory by revealing dimensions behind the labels. 
The decision over which labels or characteristics to use in the semantic differential scale is subject to debate. Garrett (2010, p. 56) recommended using one of the three suggestions: first, labels can be used from previous studies. Zahn and Hopper (1985) investigated the dimensions behind language attitudes. They collected scale labels from previous literature. Then they administered the questionnaire to 600 participants. Zahn and Hopper (1985) analysed the results with factor analysis, which revealed three dimensions behind all labels in the scale: superiority, attractiveness and dynamism. Their work made a significant contribution to the field of language attitudes, as they not only revealed participants’ attitudes but also the dimensions behind observed attitudes were uncovered; these dimensions have been used widely by subsequent researchers in the field. However, the dimensions revealed from previous research such as the one above might be problematic if used in other contexts in the world as they are not naturally universal, and might be ambiguous or not even salient to participants from different contexts (Garrett et al., 2003). Similarly, empirical evidence can be found in Kristiansen's study (2001). He conducted a verbal-guise study on 16–18-year-old Danish secondary school students to reveal their attitudes towards the Danish standard languages. Findings of his study revealed that the widely used status versus solidarity dimensions were not of much significance to Danish participants, while superiority versus dynamism seemed to be of much importance to them. 
Second, labels can be elicited from a preliminary study by giving a panel of people a free-adjective questionnaire and asking them to suggest labels for the dialects concerned; examples of such a preliminary study can be found in the study by Price, Fluck, and Giles (1983). They conducted a study on 64 pre-adolescent Welsh students to reveal their attitudes toward the Welsh language and other English varieties. They used the matched-guise technique where one speaker was speaking three different varieties: RP English, Welsh-accented English and Welsh language. Then, students were asked to rate the speaker on a semantic differential scale. The labels on the scale had been extracted from 31 pre-adolescent Welsh students in a pilot study, where the students were asked to jot down the characteristics of four speakers speaking different accents that they would listen to afterwards: “Birmingham, Somerset, South Welsh and R.P. accented” (Price et al., 1983, p. 154). Afterwards, the researchers selected the most frequently associated scales with Welsh and RP English, which was the focus of their main study. Garrett (2010) argues that collecting labels from the pilot study gives the researcher more confidence as the labels are meaningful to the respondents. 
Garrett et al. (2005a) called the above the “keyword technique”, where researchers collect immediate and direct responses from participants. They argue that the keyword technique should not only be confined to the use of piloting scales but also could yield greater insights if answers are analysed qualitatively. In other words, they suggest that the technique can be used “as a primary rather than just a preliminary” method (Garrett et al., 2005b, p. 216). They argue that, in some cases, the keywords given by participants reveal a large number of adjectives that cannot be gradable to be inserted in the scale, and cannot be removed as they contain valuable stereotypical assumptions about the variety or language under question.
The third option is to use a mixture of labels from the literature and labels arrived at through preliminary research; see the study by Nesdale and Rooney (1996). Thus, this involves incorporating labels used in the literature with new labels that a researcher collects from a pilot study. 
On the whole, semantic differential scales are a useful way of eliciting spontaneous and unconscious judgements from respondents because such judgements reduce the level of mental processing, which can sometimes lead respondents to base their answers on social popularity and biases (Garrett, 2010; Henerson et al., 1987). Most importantly, they are very useful when administered with a piloted keyword technique as they provide more authentic and reliable findings. Furthermore, semantic differential scales lend themselves to sophisticated statistical analysis as they provide interval data (Garrett et al., 2005a). They can be analyzed throughout factor analysis as in Zahn and Hopper (1985) or through cluster analysis as in Garrett (2010). 
[bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_IK4CBWA2AqD6SF5jGsXK4]Garrett et al., (2003) argues that semantic differential scales imply that the adjectives to be included in the scale have two features: antonymy and gradability. The adjective has to have an antonym nature to be placed at the beginning and the end of the scale. Furthermore, for an adjective to have two opposites, it must have grades in between these opposites. Linguistically, there are some types of adjectives that do not have the nature of an antonym and grading; therefore, some adjectives cannot be placed in the scale. Similarly, Maegaard (2005) argues that the scales confine the researcher to provide bipolar adjectives; this poses a problem, as some adjectives do not inherently contain a less or more value. Therefore, Maegaard (2005) used an open-ended data response with the verbal-guise technique rather than a semantic differential scale. Open-ended data provides more details about stereotypical assumptions. 
Notwithstanding the limitations of semantic differential scales, I argue that semantic differential scale would have direct implications if it is used with piloted adjectives as they would reveal reliable findings. 
As for the present study, I conducted the research using the questionnaire method, as it has been widely used in the field. I used the semantic differential scale as an integral part of the questionnaire. The adjectives in the questionnaire were obtained using the keyword technique. The rationale for adopting the semantic differential scale is that this type of scale will bring the most reliable and valid findings if they are used with the keyword technique. Furthermore, the interval data from the scale will allow me to run a sophisticated statistical analysis to reveal the latent variables behind the observed variables.
The main purpose of the present chapter is to review the most relevant research on language regards, and perceptual dialectology is yet another branch of folk linguistics that falls under the domain of language regard research. In the following section, I will review the most relevant perceptual dialectology research and its direct implications for language attitude research. Furthermore, I will review most of the pioneering work in the field and how it has informed studies on language attitudes. 
[bookmark: _Toc509646856][bookmark: _Toc509646930][bookmark: _Toc510025773][bookmark: _Toc6472661]4.8.	Perceptual dialectology research in language regard
Perceptual dialectology is a branch of the wider field of folk linguistics, which is defined as the study of “the views and perceptions of those who are not formally trained experts in the area being investigated” (Garrett, 2010, p. 179). Thus, folk linguistics is concerned with the opinions and perceptions of people who are not trained in language studies. The field of perceptual dialectology “represents the dialectologist’s-sociolinguist’s-variationist’s interest in folk linguistics” (Preston, 1999b, p. xxv). The aim of the field is to answer these four questions related to dialect variation: 
· “What do non-specialists have to say about variation?
· Where do they believe it comes from? 
· Where do they believe it exists? 
· What do they believe its function is?” (Preston, 1999b, p. xxv). 
Perceptual dialectology therefore examines perceptions only from the point of view of non-linguists (Garrett, 2010, p. 179). 
Language attitude studies have been investigated prior to contemporary perceptual dialectology. Both disciplines have concerned about non-linguists’ views including attitudes and perceptions of dialect areas. Thus, both language attitude studies and contemporary perceptual dialectology have similar aims, while the difference exists in their methodological concerns (Preston, 1999). That is, language attitude studies use interviews and questionnaires on one hand, and on the other hand contemporary perceptual dialectology use maps as its main instrument to elicit attitudes and perceptions. Consequently, Preston, (1989, p. 4) argues that it is not enough to elicit attitudes and perceptions of people of a certain variety in structured interviews, questionnaires or even by the use of matched-guise technique; instead, such questions must be contextualized to achieve the best possible results. One way of contextualizing questions is to give informants a map of the area under investigation and then ask them to convey their perceptions, attitudes and beliefs on the map. Another way of contextualizing questions is to ask participants to identify the origin of voice sample they listen to. In other words, (Preston, 1989) argues that rating a sound is not adequate but the researcher needs to make sure that participants are aware of the sound origins on the map. Perceptual dialectology therefore applies the use of geographical maps; such contextualization will expand the research on language attitudes. As a result, the contemporary research of perceptual dialectology arose to overcome some of the above-mentioned deficiencies of the language attitude studies. 
To sum up, first, the value of language attitude studies to the field of perceptual dialectology research lies in their ability to help researchers reveal the dialect images that are created within informants’ minds. Such images can then lead researchers to understand the way certain dialect areas are perceived. Second, the value of perceptual dialectology research to the field of language attitudes lies in its ability to contextualize the voice samples by asking participants where the voice samples come from. In the following section, I will give a brief overview of the most relevant perceptual dialectology research. 
Evans (2013) conducted a perceptual study in Washington State to investigate peoples’ perceptions of language varieties. 125 female respondents and 104 male respondents were recruited for the study. Informants had been given three main tasks to complete: first, to draw lines around areas where people spoke differently within Washington State; second, to label the ways of speaking in perceived different areas within the state; and third, to give an example of the differences found in each variety. 
Findings revealed that Washington residents perceive three different patterns of language varieties within the state. First, urban areas were identified as different where educated people were most concentrated. Second, the distinction between urban/rural varieties was explicit: people from the eastern side of the state were described as adopting rural and farming lifestyles and were labelled as “country” (Evans, 2013, p. 286). Third, the comments and labels given by informants suggest that Washington possesses a reasonable level of linguistic security, since many respondents describe the linguistic variation in the state as “standard”, “normal”, or “normal English” (Evans, 2013, p. 284). Evans asserts that her study revealed a detailed account of perceptions, because her study was a regionally based one that asked informants only about their perceptions of their region, not the whole country or neighbouring regions. Focusing respondents’ attention on their own region would therefore lead to more accurate and detailed results than those that have been found in earlier studies. 
A similar regionally based study was conducted by (Bucholtz, Bermudez, Fung, Edwards, & Vargas, 2007) in California to investigate Californians’ perception of dialect areas in California. The sample was undergraduate students at the University of California, Santa Barbara. Respondents were asked to complete two tasks: first, label dialect areas in California on a map; second, answer survey questions, which included open-ended questions designed to elicit respondents’ opinion of the places in California where they thought people spoke the best English and the places where people spoke the worst English. The study revealed that the most frequently labelled areas were Northern California and Southern California. Respondents labelled the Northern Californian dialect as Standard English, while the Southern Californian dialect was considered broken English (referring to incorrect or awkwardly structured English, usually spoken or written by non-natives). Moreover, the majority of respondents commented that people spoke the best English in Northern California, while people spoke the worst in Southern California. 
Another two studies of interest conducted by Preston. The aim of the two studies was to investigate perceptions towards regional varieties in the USA (Preston, 1999a). Preston incorporated a language attitude approach within a perceptual one. In the first study, which was conducted in (1986–87), the researcher asked informants to label dialect areas in the USA. In the second study (1996), he carried out another study on Michigan participants but this time he combined the results he obtained from the previous study “with the more classic language attitude research model” (Preston, 1999a, p. 361). He used the labels that informants gave in the first study and combined them in a language attitude model by asking students to rate the characteristics, which were first collected from students’ perceptions in 1986–87, of northern and southern regions in USA. He used a semantic differential scale (based on the characteristics of US dialects he collected in a previous study). Results revealed that in the early study, he found that Michiganders rated their dialect as the most pleasant and most correct, and the southern dialect as less correct and less pleasant. In Preston’s latest study, Michiganders rated their dialect high on factor one (standardness), which includes characteristics under the correctness theme, but slightly lower on factor two (friendly), which includes characteristics under the pleasantness theme. Significantly, they rated the southern dialect higher on factor 2 (friendly), while they rated the same dialect as less pleasant in the first study. Preston stated that “the South actually did significantly better than the local area in three key characteristics of the affective factor group (factor group 2 – friendly, casual and down to earth)” (Preston, 1999a, p. 396). Thus, there is a considerable difference between Michiganders’ perceptions in the early study and the latter study towards their local dialect and the southern dialect.
Preston provided a possible interpretation for the change in peoples’ perceptions between the early and the later study; first, he assumes that “the global label ‘pleasantness’ does not as subtly elicit the attitudes along this dimension” (Preston, 1999a, p. 369). This “dimension” refers to all characteristics under factor 2, which is labelled “friendly”. Second, he argues that the difference in the age of respondents might have had its own effect in terms of respondents perceiving the data differently. Although in both studies the participants were of a young age, the first study took place in 1986–87, and the second study took place in 1996. Preston argues that although the age of the respondents was similar, there is the potential that “respondents of the late 1990s may behave differently from those of the late 1980s” (Preston, 1999a, p. 369).
In the following section, I will review another type of research that is related to language regard, that is, socio-phonetic research, focusing mainly on the research conducted that investigates factors affecting speech perception. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472662][bookmark: _Toc509646859][bookmark: _Toc510004018][bookmark: _Toc510025776]4.9.	Socio-phonetic research on language regard 
One of the methods Preston (1999b) proposed for contemporary perceptual dialectology was dialect identification, where informants were asked to identify the origin of a recorded voice sample. The justification for the method is to contextualize the question, as mentioned in section 4.8 above. Some studies used the dialect identification technique, which proved successful (e.g. Montgomery, 2007) as respondents were actually aware of the origins of the voice sample on the map. However, a study by Boughton (2006) in France revealed that more than half of the participants failed to identify the speakers’ home areas. Boughton (2006) commented that this failure might have been due to a failure to answer the question literally, since most students answered the question by naming a city or a wider region, while the researcher asked them to identify the region rather than the city itself. 
Along with placing the voice with its origin, more recent studies in perceptions of speech focus on the effects of metalinguistic factors on speech perceptions of voice samples. The purpose of such research is to test whether the speech perception of a speaker is confined to “phonetic processing of the speech signal” or whether it extends to using other peripheral and metalinguistic factors to identify the regional variety or the language of the speaker (Niedzielski, 1999, p. 63). The metalinguistic factors can be social information (Hay & Drager, 2010; Hay, Nolan, & Drager, 2006; Niedzielski, 1999), dialect background information (Willis, 1972) and prior exposure to certain phonemes in a language (Hay et al., 2018).
Niedzielski (1999) tested the extent to which social information might affect participants’ perceptions in a voice placement task. 41 Detroiter participants were recruited for the study. They listened to 50 sentences and were requested to focus their attention on a particular vowel within a certain word in each sentence; then they were asked “to choose from a set of computer-resynthesized vowels the tokens that they felt best matched the vowels they heard in the speech of a fellow Detroiter” (Niedzielski, 1999, p. 64). Half of the participants were told that the speaker was from Detroit and that was done by writing the Michigan label on the answer sheet. The other half were told that the speaker was from Canada, by writing the Canadian label on the answer sheet. Niedzielski manipulated the nationality of the speaker because he wanted to find out whether social information such as the speaker’s nationality affects participants’ perceptions. The results revealed that for the first half of the participants who had been given the Canadian label, participants chose the raised variant /aw/ tokens which is spoken by the speaker. The diphthong /aw/ is a stereotypical feature of the Canadian dialect. Surprisingly, the other half of the participants, who had been given the Michigan label, did not choose the raised variant tokens, even though the same speaker was presented to both groups. This is because Michiganders do not use the diphthong /aw/ in their speech. Thus, Niedzielski (1999) argues that her study made strong claims on the effects of social information on speech perceptions. 
In a similar vein, Hay et al. (2006) conducted a similar experiment to Niedzielski (1999) but in a different location. 49 New Zealanders were recruited for the study. They were provided with number of sentences read by a New Zealand English speaker. All sentences were written in the answer sheet, and participants were asked to pay attention to a particular word with a certain vowel in each sentence. Then, they were asked to match the vowels they listened to with those from a synthesized vowel continuum. Half of the participants were provided with an answer sheet with a New Zealander label written on it. The other half were presented with an Australian label written on the answer sheet. It should be noted that there is a significant difference between Australian and New Zealand dialects in terms of “the realization of the vowel, /I/, which is raised in Australian English and is centralized in NZE” (Hay et al., 2006, p. 354). Results of the experiment revealed that when the word Australian appeared on the answer sheet, participants were more likely to choose the raised variant /I/ than the other group of participants with the New Zealand label. Similarly, the latter group were more likely to choose the central variant /I/, as it is a feature associated with New Zealanders’ speech, as previously mentioned Hay et al. (2006) echoes Niedzielski's, 1999 findings in that both studies confirmed that the exposure to social information of the speaker can affect the participants’ perceptions. 
The two previous studies used similar techniques, involving manipulating speakers’ labels. Hay and Drager (2010) used yet another trigger, which is bringing objects in the location of the experiment to test weather objects in the room have effects on participants’ perceptions of the speech sample provided. In other words, Hay and Drager (2010, p. 870) “tested explicitly the degree to which orienting an individual toward a region could influence perception”. In order to do this, they used an experiment where they asked 26 New Zealander participants to match the vowels they listened to, which were produced by a New Zealand male speaker, “to vowels from a synthesized continuum which ranged from raised and fronted Australian-like tokens to lowered and centralized New Zealand-like tokens” (p. 865). The manipulation that Hay and Drager (2010) applied was in relation to participants’ exposure to the research setting; this was done by manipulating objects in the room in which participants were tested. Two groups of participants were given the same experiment but under different conditions. When the first group was tested, Australian stuffed kangaroos were placed on the desk in front of participants. The other group was exposed to the same experiment but this time the stuffed kangaroos were replaced by New Zealand stuffed toy kiwis on the front desk. The researchers did not draw the participants’ attention to the relation between the toys on the front desk and the listening task. Results revealed that the group that were exposed to the stuffed kangaroos were more likely to choose tokens that are mostly associated with Australian English. On the other hand, the group who were exposed to stuffed kiwis were more likely to choose the tokens associated with New Zealand English. Hay and Drager (2010) argue that there is strong correlation between social concepts and phonetic details of the speaker; the two together can strongly influence speech perceptions. 
Hay, Drager and Gibson (2018) tested the extent to which the previous exposure of participants to certain phonemes could affect their perception. They tested perceptions towards New Zealand English r-sandhi in three different locations in New Zealand. Some participants had a high level of previous exposure to the variant, while others did not. The results revealed that “greater experience with r leads to increased expectation of r” (Hay et al., 2018, p. 47). As a result, the increased expectation leads participants to have even more precise perceptions towards the variant as well. 
Nevertheless, in the light of the confirmatory results presented by (Hay & Drager, 2010; Hay, Nolan, & Drager, 2006; Niedzielski, 1999), showing that speech perceptions are strongly affected by metalinguistic factors, more research is needed to ascertain whether and to what extent these results are generalizable to the Hijazi Saudi context. Therefore, I will adopt a method where I can test the effects of metalinguistic factors on the perceptions of the speech sample. 
To sum up, I will incorporate a verbal-guise and a matched guise method from language attitude research with a voice allocation method, with an experimental procedure, from perceptual dialectology, proposing that both language attitude research and perceptual dialectology can greatly benefit from using each other’s methodologies
[bookmark: _Toc411431489][bookmark: _Toc509646860][bookmark: _Toc510004019][bookmark: _Toc510025777][bookmark: _Toc6472663]4.10.	Conclusion
In summary, this chapter has reviewed the principal research in language regard. In language attitude studies, the chapter has demonstrated evidence of how successful broad methodological approaches (direct and indirect) are at studying language attitudes (Cargile et al., 1994; Garrett, 2010; Stewart et al., 1985). This evidence informs the present study, which will integrate both direct (represented by a conceptual approach) and indirect measures (represented by a vocally presented approach). 
Most significantly, the significance of discovering latent variables, represented as the evaluative dimensions, in language attitude research and its direct implication to research (Garrett et al., 2005b; Garrett et al., 2009; Zahn & Hopper, 1985), informs the present study to contribute to theory and practice in Saudi dialect research by discovering the evaluative dimensions relative to language attitudes in the Saudi context.
Regarding perceptual dialectology studies, the chapter has provided an overview of the field and how it has informed language attitude research. I adopted a method from perceptual dialectology research to integrate with the language attitude study. In other words, the perceptual dialectology research has informed the present study, in contextualizing the language attitude study by asking informants to allocate the origins of the voice samples. 
The chapter has also reviewed the main speech perception studies, confirming how speech perception is affected by social information related to the speaker and how prior exposure to the language in context might affect the speech perceptions of participants. 
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[bookmark: _Toc6472664][bookmark: _Toc502746048]Chapter 5: Methodology
[bookmark: _Toc6472665][bookmark: _Toc502746049]5.1.	Introduction 
[bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_oWoVa7Mr8e1Sop67VHO6l][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_2MAGaHUj0B9GnKgxNM7MI]In the context of the literature I reviewed in Chapter 2 and 3, the Hijaz region in western Saudi Arabia (SA) seems to be a linguistically salient region. Many studies have researched language variation and change research in Hijaz, with the focus mainly being on production studies (Al-Hazmy, 1975; Alzaidi, 2014; Al-Jehani, 1985, 1990; Ingham, 1971). However, very few studies have attempted to investigate language attitudes in the region, where the focus is mainly on perceptual studies (Alahmadi, 2015, 2016). Therefore, I designed a robust methodology to answer three key questions in the present research that will enrich the perceptual studies on the Hijaz region.
First, as the region has been observed as a prominent linguistic region and there is an obvious shortage of information on Hijazi people’s attitudes towards the linguistic situation in Hijaz, RQ1 attempts to fill this gap by asking direct questions of the sociolinguistic situation in Hijaz from the point of view of Hijazi people. Second, the characteristics of UBH and HH dialects in Hijaz and the dimensions underlying the language attitudes towards them has suffered from an apparent lack of research; therefore, I constructed RQ2 to fill this gap. Third, as UBH and HH are salient dialects in Hijaz, assessing the level of awareness regarding speakers being able to linguistically distinguish the two dialects is a valuable asset to provide a full and rich picture of Hijaz language attitudes. Hence, I designed RQ3 to evaluate how the two dialects are distinguished. Thus, this chapter presents the methodology used to answer the following research questions:


RQ1: What do Hijazi people perceive to be occurring linguistically in Hijaz?
RQ2: What are the most common characteristics that are associated with the UBH and HH dialects, and what are the dimensions behind the observed characteristics?
RQ3: How do Hijazi people identify UBH and HH dialects? Do they rely on linguistic factors or metalinguistic factors in the identification of dialects? 
In order to address the aforementioned research questions, I designed a survey to elicit quantitative data on attitudes towards Western Saudi dialects from a population of UBH and HH participants in SA. In order to achieve the purposes of the research, a different questionnaire design was used to address each research question. In order to answer RQ1, I used a close-ended multiple-choice questionnaire. For RQ2, I used a free-adjective questionnaire and a rating-scale questionnaire. For RQ3, I used a voice allocation task and voice rating task. By examining in detail the questionnaire types applied to address each research question, and illustrating the motivations for the use of each questionnaire type, this chapter will introduce the basic methodological design used to answer the research questions of the study. 
Before I start presenting the methodology, I will provide a brief overview of the pilot study I conducted prior to the present study. I will demonstrate how the pilot informed the main study and how a radical change occurred between the approaches used in the pilot study and the approaches used in the main study. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472666]5.2.	Pilot study: An overview, results and recommendations
Perceptual dialectology research attracted me to investigate Western SA, as it is a significant region in SA, as mentioned in Chapter 4. The previous research I consulted was an introduction to SA dialect variation, and it contextualized my perceptual dialectology investigation. The dialect situation in Saudi Arabia (SA) is controlled by many historical and religious factors. Therefore, it is important to investigate the dialects of SA perceptually in order to analyse the effects of the aforementioned factors on people’s perceptions towards Saudi dialects. 
As can be seen (see Chapter 4, section 4.8), many studies have been conducted in the field of perceptual dialectology in a variety of contexts. However, only a few of the studies have focused on the context of Arabic dialects. It could, therefore, be considered unexpected that throughout the development of perceptual dialectology, studies on Hijazi Arabic dialects have not been conducted. I have chosen to focus on the dialects in the Western region of SA (i.e. the Hijaz region) in my perceptual study. 
I chose three instruments to elicit data in the Western Saudi context (i.e. the Hijaz region), which have been used widely in the literature (Boughton, 2006; Evans, 2013; Montgomery, 2007, 2012). They were as follows: a draw-a-map task, a degree of difference task, a voice placement task, and an area rating task. Each instrument was used to answer one of my research questions. The questions were:
1. Where do the Hijazi Saudi Arabs (residents of the Western region) believe the dialect areas exist in Hijaz?
2. Do respondents believe that Makkah, Jeddah, and Rabigh dialects (varieties of Hijazi dialects) are the same or different from each other?
3. Do the respondents have the ability to recognize where the voice samples come from, and what are the respondents’ ratings of the voice samples?
Data was collected from three cities in the Western region of SA: Makkah, Jeddah, and Rabigh. The female section at three universities in the aforementioned cities were visited: Umm Al-Qura University in Makkah, King Abdul-Aziz University in Jeddah, and King Abdul-Aziz University in Rabigh. All of the study participants were female students from the English department. I could not access the male section as the education system is gender segregated in SA (see Chapter 2, section 2.11). The students ranged in age from 18 to 24. A total of 23 students were recruited: eight from Jeddah, seven from Makkah, and eight from Rabigh. The pilot study was conducted in the summer of 2014. 
In the draw-a-map task, general questioning was used to elicit data and I made the task open so that the students could perceive any dialect in Hijaz and then locate it on the map. 
Overall, in the draw-a-map task, I found that the participants were able to perceive three main dialects in the Western region: Makkah, Jeddah, and Al-Madina. Other regional varieties were also perceived, such as Rabigh, Taif, and Yanbu, but the perceptions were not as high in percentage terms as the aforementioned dialects. See Figure 5.1 for a map of the location of cities in SA, and Figure 5.2 for the results of a final composite map.
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc6472983]Figure 5.1: Location of cities in SA.
(Adapted from Einstein, 2006)
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc522527332][bookmark: _Toc522628163][bookmark: _Toc522628281][bookmark: _Toc522628381][bookmark: _Toc6472984]Figure 5.2: A composite map of dialect areas in Hijaz. 
In the degree of difference task, the respondents were asked to rate the similarities and differences among the dialects spoken in Makkah, Jeddah, and Rabigh. The ratings were on a scale of 1 to 4 with 1 = same, 2 = a little different, 3 = different, and 4 = unintelligibly different. The results revealed that the majority of participants from Makkah and Jeddah regarded their dialects as displaying few differences from each other, and most of them considered the Rabigh dialect as being different from their own. On the other hand, 73% of informants from Rabigh perceived the dialects spoken in Makkah and Jeddah as being little different from their own dialect. 
In the voice placement task, five speakers using five different Saudi dialects were chosen to talk about one topic, the weather in SA. Three speakers represented three dialects that are spoken in the Western region, which is the focus of the study, one speaker represented the Central region, and the other speaker represented the Eastern region (see Figure 2.2 in Chapter 2). Thus, the respondents were provided with recordings from five dialects spoken within SA, including the Western region, and they were asked to match only the Western region dialects with their sites of origin on the map. The results revealed that the most distinguishable regional variety was that of Makkah, which had a percentage recognition rate of 82%, followed by Jeddah and finally Rabigh. 
In the area rating task, two labels were used (correct and pleasant) ranging from 1 to 10. After the students heard the voice samples from many regions in SA, they were asked to rate the voices from only one region, the Western region. Thus, not all of the voice samples from SA were included in the rating tasks; only the sample from the Western region was included. Most of the students struggled to understand the adjective “pleasant” used in the task. However, the results obtained from this task revealed a perceptual hierarchy that was remarkably well observed: the dialect of Makkah was always perceived as the most distinctive, followed by Jeddah and finally Rabigh. 
Two major limitations arose when piloting the methodology, which greatly informed the present study. First, for all of the three data collection tasks, some participants asked me an essential question, that is, in which dialect area should we include Makkah or Jeddah, or even Rabigh; is it UBH Hijazi or HH Hijazi? Although not all participants asked this question, this does not guarantee that others had not thought of such an ambiguous issue. In other words, geographical perceptions of regional varieties were less significant to some participants than perceptions of dialect variation in a single region, as there is a clear dichotomy between the UBH and HH dialects found in each Hijaz city. Therefore, I argue that investigating perceptual dialectology in the Hijaz region has to be conducted at a national and broad level, comparing it to all other regions in SA, rather than investigating the area regionally. One such study that took a national approach is the work done by Alrumaih (2002) (see Chapter 3, section 3.3.2), who conducted a perceptual study across the whole of SA. In this research, Hijaz was perceived as one of the dialect areas on the SA map. This is because, as discussed in Chapter 2, the Hijaz region has an ideologically complex nature which directly affected Hijazi people’s perceptions of dialects within the region being related to social groups rather than regional places. The above-mentioned limitation led me to consider investigating perceptions towards UBH and HH dialects in the Hijaz region from an attitudinal perspective. The present study still focuses on the Hijaz region but the approach is significantly different, which also affected the methodology. Simply put, rather than investigating the perceptual dialectology of the whole region, I only focus on the dialect dichotomy between the UBH and HH dialects within the whole region, which involves attitudes toward the dialects and perceptions towards the speech of each dialect. Further details on the development of the methodology will be provided throughout the chapter. 
The second limitation that arose in the pilot study was related to the choice of adjectives in the rating task. The adjective “pleasant” did not work in the Saudi context, that is, many students did not understand what these words imply. This is because I have taken these evaluative dimensions from studies conducted in other parts of the world such as the Western context. Therefore, these labels were not meaningful to Saudi participants who came from a completely different context. This means that what works in one context (i.e. the Western world) may does not work in another context (i.e. the Saudi context). However, I struggled to find an evaluative dimension in Arabic dialectology studies, and to my knowledge, no study has been conducted on the evaluative dimensions in Saudi dialectology in particular and in Arabic dialectology in general. Therefore, I decided to adhere to Garrett’s (2010) suggestion, see Chapter 4, section 4.7.3, which involves discovering the evaluative dimension scales that are relevant to the research context. Most significantly, discovering evaluative dimension scales can inform theory and practice in Saudi dialect research. See section 5.4 below for information on the development of a methodology for the scale dimensions. 
Having discussed the pilot study and its limitations, in the next section, I will begin to outline the population and sampling of the final methodology. 

[bookmark: _Toc502746050][bookmark: _Toc6472667]5.3.	Population and sampling 
The population of the study included all UBH and HH Hijazi Saudis aged 18 years old and over. This particular population was chosen because the purpose of the research was to test the perceptions of the aforementioned social groups towards their own dialect and the other group’s dialect. A single-stage sampling design is used for this population, where accessing and sampling the population occurs simultaneously. This meant that I did not need to select certain participants from the available sample in the research procedure. With regard to sampling techniques, I will discuss these fully in association with each questionnaire format throughout this piece of research. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472668]5.4.	Approaches in the study
In the present study, I adopted an integrated approach where I used both a direct and indirect approach to study Hijazi Saudi attitudes to dialect variation in Hijaz. My approach uses methods from language regards including language attitude research, perceptual dialectology and perceptions of speech sound research, and I propose that those fields can greatly benefit from using each other’s methodologies. The integrated approach will help the present study to obtain a rich picture of language attitudes in Hijaz, where different parts of the findings from different approaches can be compared to discover whether there are similar patterns.
The direct approach is used in five sections in the questionnaire. First, as I discussed in Chapter 2, section 2.17, I struggled to find research-based sources describing the linguistic and social situation of the two dialects in the Hijaz region as little research has been conducted in this context. I decided to include a section in the questionnaire where direct questioning is used to tap into the general sociolinguistic situation in the region, such as the studies conducted by Garrett et al. (2005b), Garrett et al. (2009) and Giles (1970), which were discussed in Chapter 4. This broad and general attitude paves the way for the other parts in the study. In order to achieve this purpose, I included a close-ended item questionnaire, with a multiple-choice technique; further details will be given below in section 5.5.2.2.  
Second, the need for rating Hijazi dialects is of great importance for studying language variation and change in the Saudi context. The dialects can be rated against different labels on the sematic differential scale. Since taking ready-made labels from previous research constituted a major limitation in the pilot study, see section 5.2 above, I therefore adopted a direct approach using a keyword technique followed by a semantic differential scale to reveal how Hijazi dialects are perceived by Hijazi participants. 
The keyword technique, where participants jot down dialect characteristics, is widely used in language attitude research (Garrett et al., 2005a, 2005b; Price et al., 1983), as the technique has proved to be very successful in eliciting overt and explicit attitudes. Furthermore, the results from the keyword technique have proved to be reliable when inserted as labels in a semantic differential scale as the labels will be meaningful to participants. Garrett et al., (2005a) suggested that when the keyword technique is associated with the semantic differential scale, this will result in more robust and reliable findings. In order to apply the keyword technique, I provided a small panel of people with a free-adjective choice questionnaire. The most frequently occurring adjectives were selected to appear in the final questionnaire (see section 5.5.1 below). 
Third, I used a conceptual approach where Hijazi dialects are presented conceptually and I then asked participants to rate the dialects using the extracted labels from the keyword technique on a semantic differential scale. The conceptual approach is used widely in language attitude research (Garrett et al., 2005b; Giles, 1970), and has proved to very be successful in eliciting overt stereotypical assumptions that participants hold about certain languages or dialects. Therefore, I decided to use the conceptual approach to reveal how the ideology of the Hijaz region can affect participants’ attitudes towards dialect variation in Hijaz. In other words, before tapping into more covert stereotypes, which will be addressed using the indirect approach, I wanted to reveal the macro-picture of Hijaz ideology and whether or not stereotypes are driven by ideological categories, as discussed in Chapter 2. 
Fourth, as previously mentioned, the present study adopts methods from perceptual dialectology. The method is categorized under the direct approach, where I asked participants to listen to voice samples and write down the social group of each voice sample. The rationale for incorporating a method from perceptual dialectology in a language attitude study is to compensate for language attitude limitations, as argued by Preston (1989); see Chapter 4, section 4.8. Preston argued that providing voice samples to participants and asking them to rate them does not guarantee that the participants cognitively recognize where the voice sample comes from. Therefore, prior to the rating task, I asked participants to answer the voice allocation task first, to ensure they are aware of the social group they are rating. 
Fifth, I applied yet another technique from socio-phonetic perceptions to the voice allocation task. The technique distracts the listener with social information around the listener; see the discussion on the technique in Chapter 4, section 4.9. The technique has recently gained much interest in socio-phonetic perception research as it has revealed how metalinguistic factors can affect people’s perceptions of voice samples. Hence, I wanted to reveal whether or not metalinguistic factors can affect Hijazi people’s perceptions of voice samples recorded by Hijazi people; see section 5.5.2.4.1. below. 
As for the indirect approach, I used a matched-guise technique and its variant the verbal-guise technique, where I asked participants to rate the voice samples against some of the labels taken from the keyword technique. As discussed above, both aforementioned techniques have been used widely and successfully in language attitude research (Giles, 1970; Huygens & Vaughan, 1983; Montgomery, 2007; Stewart et al., 1985). The techniques offered deep insights into people’s attitudes towards languages or language varieties as they tap into more covert stereotypes. Therefore, such techniques will benefit the present study greatly as they might be able to reveal the unconscious and overt stereotypical assumptions Hijazi participants hold towards dialects in Hijaz. Furthermore, patterns emerging from the results of the indirect approach can be compared to those of the direct approach. Therefore, the integrated approach can deliver a vivid and rich picture of the language variation and change in Western SA (i.e. the Hijaz region).  
Many studies in socio-phonetic perception research have incorporated a voice placement task with a rating one (Boughton, 2006; Montgomery, 2007). In other studies, a voice allocation task is incorporated within an experiment to test the effects of metalinguistic factors (Hay et al., 2006; Hay & Drager, 2010; Niedzielski, 1999). However, none of the studies, to my knowledge, have incorporated all of the above in a single task. The present study, as far as I am aware, is the first study to attempt to incorporate the aforementioned three techniques in one question to reveal the effects of metalinguistic factors on speech perception on the one hand and to uncover the ratings toward voice samples where participants have undergone a distraction process (see section 5.5.2.4. below) 
[bookmark: _Toc6472669]5.5.	Methods in the study 
I used a questionnaire as the main method in the study. As discussed in the literature review, questionnaires have proved to be successful in language attitude studies (Cargile et al., 1994; Garrett et al., 2005b, 2009; Montgomery, 2007; Paltridge & Giles, 1984). 
I designed two separate questionnaires; one for piloting the labels to be included in the final questionnaire, based on the keyword technique. The other was used in the final methodology where it addressed the three research questions mentioned. Thus, different sections were designed to address different research questions. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472670]5.5.1.	First questionnaire: Free-adjective questionnaire
I adopted a direct approach where I used the free-adjective questionnaire based on keyword technique. I administered the questionnaire in an online survey format, where I asked participants to label the top five characteristics they associate with each dialect. The data were used as variables to be tested in the actual questionnaire in the next stage of the research process. 
[bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_SW8MYueGLc7E]The sampling technique I used in the free-adjective questionnaire was the quota sampling approach. It is a type of non-probability sampling where the resulting sample shares the same characteristics as the target population. Dörnyei (2007, p. 98) summarizes quota sampling as follows:
We start off with a sampling frame and then determine the main proportions of the subgroups defined by the parameters included in the frame. The actual sample then is selected in a way as to reflect these proportions, but within the weighted subgroups no random sampling is used but rather the researcher meets the quotas by selecting participants he/she can have access to.
In the current research, quota sampling was used to construct the sample for the free-adjective questionnaire. The quota for the sampling frame in this piece of research was 18 UBH and HH respondents from the Hijaz region in Western SA. In other words, I deliberately chose 18 female UBH and HH Saudis aged from 18 to 52 (see Table 4.1). I sent them the questionnaire in the Arabic language via WhatsApp instant messages along with the consent form in February 2016. I selected a comparable number of respondents from both subgroups (i.e. HH and UBH) and distributed the questionnaire to them online. It is female participants because they were more convenient to recruit as all my friends are female. Thus, a total of 18 Saudi participants from both social groups were selected for the free-adjective questionnaire. 


	[bookmark: _Toc522527393][bookmark: _Toc522628805][bookmark: _Toc522628969]Social group
	Number of participants
	Gender
	Age

	UBH
	9
	Female
	Over 18

	HH
	9
	Female
	Over 18


[bookmark: _Toc6473065]Table 5.1: Number and age of participants in the free-adjective questionnaire.
This is a methodology chapter but, exceptionally, I am going to include the results for the free-adjective questionnaire in this chapter because they form the basis of the actual questionnaire in the research. The results from the free-adjective questionnaire revealed a total of 22 characteristics for both dialects (i.e. UBH and HH). Eleven characteristics were perceived as the most common ones associated with the UBH dialect and 11 characteristics were perceived as the most common ones associated with the HH dialect. Table 4.2 illustrates all of the UBH and HH dialect characteristics obtained from real participants in the free-adjective questionnaire. 
	UBH dialect characteristics
	HH dialect characteristics

	1. Difficult to understand the meaning of it words
	1. Understandable

	2. Sounds correct
	2. Similar to other Arabic dialects

	3. Serious
	3. Common in towns

	4. Signifies tribal loyalty
	4. Some of the letters are not produced from the proper sound targets

	5. Traditional
	5. Spoken with a soft voice

	6. Masculine
	6. Modern

	7. Difficult to imitate
	7. Easy to imitate

	8. Closer to Modern Standard    
    Arabic (MSA)
	8. Feminine

	9. Poetic dialect (i.e. used in poetry)
	9. Practical

	10. Popular in the countryside
	10. Prestigious

	11. Distinctive 
	11. Easily understood by Arabs other than Saudis


[bookmark: _Toc522527394][bookmark: _Toc522628806][bookmark: _Toc522628970][bookmark: _Toc6473066]Table 5.2: Participants’ perceptions towards UBH and HH dialects.
I included all of the above characteristics in the final questionnaire designed to obtain data from a more heterogeneous set of participants in the next data collection stage. This means that the free-adjective questionnaire sets up the preliminary data to be tested and confirmed in the next data collection stage. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472671]5.5.2.	Final questionnaire 
As previously mentioned, the final questionnaire consists of different sections; each section addresses different research questions. Thus, the structure for the questionnaire includes four sections; the first section covers the background questionnaire and the remaining three sections are designed to answer the three research questions. Appendix 1 contains a copy of the final questionnaire. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472672]5.5.2.1.	Section 1: Background questionnaire
The first section consists of a background questionnaire with the following categorical independent variables: gender, age, place of birth, places lived, place of birth, marital status, education, social group, mother’s social group, spouse’s social group.
The rationale to include the aforementioned demographic variables in the background information questionnaire is because I wanted to ascertain whether any of the demographic variables have an effect on participants’ perceptions of dialect characteristics as Hijaz is described as the most cosmopolitan region in SA, including people from many diverse social backgrounds; see Chapter 2, section 2.5. 
I included the spouse’s social group as an item in the background information questionnaire because if intermarriage between the two social groups occurred, then it is important to find out whether any differences or resemblance between the spouse’s social group and the participant’s social group would have an effect on participants’ attitudes and perceptions towards the two main Hijazi dialects (i.e. urban UBH and HH dialects). 
I included the mother’s social group as another item in the background questionnaire. This is because I wanted to find out whether any difference or resemblance between the mother’s social group and the participant’s social group would have an effect on participants’ attitudes and perceptions towards the two main Hijazi dialects. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472673]5.5.2.2.	Section 2: Closed-ended items; multiple choice 
This section of the questionnaire answers RQ1.This research question focuses on eliciting responses about the background information of the two dialects. I adopted a direct approach where I asked participants ten direct questions with a number of choices. For more details on the questions, see Appendix 1. 
The background information I am interested in investigating in the present study is, for example, to ascertain whether or not the Hijazi dialect stereotypically refers to the HH dialect, and to investigate Hijazi participants’ perceptions regarding the dominant dialect in Hijaz. Furthermore, I am interested in revealing participants’ perceptions regarding the effects of social contact on the two groups: does it result in intermarriage between the two groups, has social contact between the two groups caused them to speak each other’s dialect, and have they been affected linguistically by each other’s dialect? All these direct questions were posed in the present study to pave the way to elicit more deep-rooted stereotypical attitudes towards the two dialects. See Appendix 1 for a copy of the questionnaire. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472674]5.5.2.3.	Section 3: Rating scale
This section of the questionnaire answers RQ2. For this stage, I designed a questionnaire based upon the preliminary results from the free-adjective questionnaire. I mixed all of the characteristics for both dialects obtained from the free-adjective questionnaire data together and used them as items to be tested in the actual questionnaire. I adopted an indirect approach with conceptual presentation of dialect names; UBH and HH. I asked participants to rate each dialect using the perceived characteristics from the previous stage. The purpose of mixing the characteristics of both dialects together as questionnaire items was to examine whether or not these characteristics are stereotypically associated with these dialects. 
The questionnaire was divided into two sections. In the first section of the questionnaire I included the 22 dependent categorical variables (i.e. dialect characteristics), which I extracted from the free-adjective questionnaire into a rating scale to be tested. In this section, I only asked participants to rate the UBH dialect against the 22 characteristics. I gave participants the following instruction: 
Please think of the UBH dialect in the Hijaz region, and check off how each characteristic applies to the UBH dialect. There are two opposing labels provided with each characteristic (most, least).
In the second section of the questionnaire, I used the same version of the above questionnaire; the only difference was in relation to the dialect to be tested. In the first section of the questionnaire I asked participants to rate the UBH dialect, while in the second section I asked participants to rate the HH dialect by giving them the following instruction: 
Please think of the HH dialect in the Hijaz region, and indicate how each characteristic applies to the HH dialect. There are two opposing labels provided with each characteristic (most, least).
I decided to use a semantic differential scale rather than other types of scales discussed previously, see Chapter 4, section 4.7.3 for many reasons. First, a semantic differential scale can trigger the participants in the present study to produce more spontaneous judgements; such judgements reduce the level of mental processing. Second, the semantic differential scale delivers interval data, which can enable the researcher to run sophisticated statistical analysis to obtain more reliable and authentic findings (Garrett, 2010; Henerson et al., 1987). The results from this section were processed via different procedures, using factor analysis to reveal the dimensions underlying the perceptions of dialect characteristics. For further details on the data procedures, see Chapter 9.
[bookmark: _Toc6472675]5.5.2.4.	Section 4: Voice allocation and rating task
[bookmark: _Toc502746062]This section of the questionnaire answers RQ3. In this section, I adopted direct and indirect approach where participants were provided with a questionnaire, and I used voice allocation and voice rating tasks to elicit their responses while answering the questionnaire items. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472676]5.5.2.4.1.	The voice allocation task
In the voice allocation task, the participants were asked to listen to different speakers from the UBH and HH social groups and then they were asked to assign the speakers to either the UBH or HH social groups. 
As a preliminary step, I collected speaker recordings prior to commencing the data collection stage. I sent WhatsApp instant messages to 10 friends and relatives, six of whom were female, and four of whom were male. I asked them the following:
I am going to study perceptions of Hijazi people according to real speakers from the Hijaz region. I would like to ask you to participate in the study by recording your voice while you are talking about the weather in Saudi Arabia (SA). I have chosen you to be the speakers in the study because I believe you represent a good accent of either the UBH or HH dialect. I want you to complete either one of the following tasks or two of them. Do whatever is convenient to you. The tasks are as follows: 
Recording your voice while talking about the weather in SA in the accent of your own dialect.
Recording your voice while talking about the weather in SA in the accent of the other dialect. E.g. if you are UBH, use the HH accent, and vice versa.
Please find attached the information sheet with the main points to cover when you are talking about SA weather. If you are willing to participate, record your voice using the recorder provided in WhatsApp instant messages, and then send your recording back to me, along with a signed consent form. 
Nine participants were willing to participate, and sent me their recordings together with the consent form. When I went back to SA to start collecting data, the first task I did upon my arrival was to present all the voice samples to a panel of native speakers, and asked that they select the samples that best represented each dialect. They were people who were accessible to me when I started the fieldwork in SA and were selected on this basis. The panel consisted of two females aged 39 and 52, and one male aged 62. Overall, they decided that four female speakers and one male speaker should be included in the study, excluding the remaining speakers. 
It is important to note that I chose an approach where I let speakers talk freely about the weather, as opposed to giving them a fixed written text to read from. The rationale behind this is that it allows speakers “to talk more spontaneously in their normal speech” (Garrett, 2010, p. 63). Speaking spontaneously in the SA context would trigger the speakers to speak their own dialects. Research has revealed that Arabic speakers have a tendency to switch from dialectal Arabic to MSA if they feel the topic or the context is formal (Albirini, 2011). Similarly, Huygens and Vaughan (1983) used the same technique when they asked the speakers to give directions to go from one place to another. 
In the data collection stage, two parts of the questionnaire were designed: the first part was dedicated to the voice allocation task, while the second part was dedicated to the rating task (see section 3.5.4.1). In the first part, I asked the participants the following question: 
Listen to the following speaker and think of his/her origin; then indicate his dialect in the table provided. 
	Voice sample
	UBH social group
	HH social group

	Voice sample 1 (the surname of the speaker)
	
	


The most significant purpose of this task is two-fold: first, to allow participants to cognitively recognize where the voice sample comes from. Thus, before they rate the voice sample, they need to do some mental processing to connect the voice sample to its origin. The second purpose was trying to deceive the participant by manipulating the surname of some speakers in two instances and the dialect of the speaker in one instance. The purpose for doing so was to ascertain whether participants tend to stereotype when they get to know the surname of the speakers, or if they really rely on the linguistic data provided by the speaker through his/her dialect. I decided to include the surname of the speaker as a metalinguistic factor because it is very common for Hijazi people to infer the social group of the speaker from his/her surname, along with their dialect. For more details, see Chapter 2, sections 2.4 and 2.5. Furthermore, the research on the effects of social information in socio-phonetic speech has been widely used and proved successful (Hay & Drager, 2010; Hay et al., 2006; Niedzielski, 1999); see Chapter 4, section 4.9. Therefore, I developed a methodology to test the extent to which Hijazi people can identify the original social group of the speaker; do they rely on the dialect of the speaker or the surname of the speaker?
The order in which the voice samples were presented is illustrated below; the first four voice samples follow a verbal-guise technique and the last voice sample follow matched-guise technique.
Voice sample 1: real HH voice sample, with a real surname written on the questionnaire answer sheet.
Voice sample 2: real UBH voice sample, with a real surname written on the questionnaire answer sheet.
Voice sample 3: real HH voice sample, with a UBH surname (the speaker’s surname was manipulated).
Voice sample 4: real UBH voice sample, with a HH surname (the speaker’s surname was manipulated).
Voice sample 5: real HH voice sample (speaking the UBH dialect), with a HH surname.
As can be seen from the above, the speaker’s surname was real in the first and second voice samples. In the third and fourth voice samples, the surname was manipulated. In the fifth voice sample, the dialect itself was manipulated rather than the surname of the speaker. The latter is a real HH speaker imitating the UBH dialect. The rationale for doing so was to test whether participants can detect the social group of the speaker when he is trying to cover his real identity by imitating the other dialect’s accent.  
[bookmark: _Toc502746063][bookmark: _Toc6472677]5.5.2.4.2.	The voice rating task
The voice rating task is a follow-up task to the voice allocation task. I chose the four most frequently labelled characteristics in the free-adjective questionnaire from the RQ2 results and included them in a rating-scale questionnaire. I could not include all the characteristics from the RQ2 results as it would have been a tedious task for participants to rate 22 characteristics for each speaker. Therefore, I only chose the most frequent ones. Thus, after the participants listened to each voice sample, they were asked to rate the voice of the speaker they just listened to against four characteristics taken from results of the free-adjective questionnaire: two characteristics were perceived as characteristics of the UBH dialect and the other two were perceived as characteristics of the HH dialect. The four characteristics were provided in a questionnaire format with a semantic differential scale from 1 to 5, with opposing labels, least and most. The following table illustrates the rating task for voice sample 1. The whole questionnaire is presented in Appendix 1. 

How would you rate the speech of the voice sample provided in the recording?
                                Least________________________________Most
	
Serious
	
1
	
2
	
3
	
4
	
5

	
Similar to other Arabic dialects
	
1
	
2
	
3
	
4
	
5


	
Traditional
	
1
	
2
	
3
	
4
	
5

	
Modern
	
1
	
2
	
3
	
4
	
5



[bookmark: _Toc522527395][bookmark: _Toc522628807][bookmark: _Toc522628971][bookmark: _Toc6473067]Table 5.3: Sample of the questionnaire design for the rating task.
As can be seen from the above sample, respondents were asked to rate the voice of the speaker in regard to the above characteristics, with 1 representing the least agreement with the characteristics and 5 representing the most agreement. I decided that the scale should include five points because I wanted it to be compatible with the scale I used in the second part of the questionnaire (the rating-scale questionnaire). Therefore, the participants might be more familiar with it. 
I selected the rating task as one of the methods in the current study because it would allow respondents to rate both the language and the speakers (Garrett, 2010, p. 55). This differs from the rating task in the questionnaire for research question 2, where I asked participants to rate both dialects relying on their imagination, based on conceptual approach, without providing them with listening triggers. Furthermore, the rating task allowed me to compare participants’ perceptions when they were provided with dialect names conceptually in section 3 of the questionnaire to participants’ perceptions when they were provided with a listening trigger in this part of the questionnaire. It should be noted that the participants were asked to rate the dialect (i.e. either UBH or HH) in section 3 of the questionnaire, while in this section of the questionnaire the participants were asked to rate the speech of one representative speaker of the dialect of concern.
[bookmark: _Toc6472678]5.6.	Ethical considerations
Participants were provided with an information sheet that includes a summary of the research, and were given a consent form to sign. The consent form was included at the beginning of the questionnaire, so if the participant was willing to give their consent, then they could carry on answering the questions. The project has been ethically approved via the School of English ethics review procedure. The 
University’s Research Ethics Committee monitors the application and delivery of the university’s ethics review procedure across the university. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472679]5.7.	Conclusion
This chapter has presented the basic methodological design used in the study. I designed a final questionnaire which includes three different types of questionnaires. Each type of questionnaire served a purpose in the study. The questionnaire types included in the final questionnaire are: multiple-choice questionnaire, rating-scale questionnaire and finally an allocation-type questionnaire incorporated with a rating-scale questionnaire.
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[bookmark: _Toc6472680]Chapter 6: Social background variables, administration of questionnaire and sampling techniques
[bookmark: _Toc6472681]6.1.	Introduction
This chapter presents information on the following demographic variables: gender, age, place of birth, places lived, marital status, education level, social group, mother’s social group and spouse’s social group. Furthermore, the chapter illustrates the sampling techniques used in the study
[bookmark: _Toc6472682]6.2.	Frequency distribution of gender
	Gender
	Number

	Female
	373

	Male
	276

	Total
	649


[bookmark: _Toc522527396][bookmark: _Toc522628808][bookmark: _Toc522628972][bookmark: _Toc6473068]Table 6.1: Number of participants according to gender group.
Table 6.1 illustrates that roughly half of the population (57%) are female participants and the other half consists of male participants (43%).
[bookmark: _Toc6472683]6.3.	Frequency distribution of age
	[bookmark: _Toc522527397][bookmark: _Toc522628809][bookmark: _Toc522628973]Age
	Number 

	18–24
	189

	25–34
	145

	35–44
	174

	45–54
	107

	55–64
	  30

	Over 65
	   4

	Total
	649


[bookmark: _Toc6473069]Table 6.2: Number of participants according to age group.
Table 6.2 illustrates the age groups in the sample, with participants ranging from 18 to over 65 years old. The 18–24 age group contains the largest number of participants (189 participants). This is the youngest age group and 148 of these participants were recruited to complete the paper-based questionnaire. They are BA degree university students in their first year of study and high school students in their last year of study. Therefore, because this age group was systematically chosen, this age group has obvious homogeneity. The second largest age group is the 35–44 age group, with 173 participants. The third largest age group is the 25–34 age group with 144 participants. Following this is the 45–54 age group with 107 participants. The 55–64 age group only includes 30 participants. Finally, the age group with the smallest number of participants was the 65 years old and older group, with only four participants. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472684]6.4.	Frequency distribution of place of birth
	[bookmark: _Toc522527398][bookmark: _Toc522628810][bookmark: _Toc522628974]Place of birth
	Number 

	Inside Hijaz
	587

	Outside Hijaz
	 62

	Total
	649


[bookmark: _Toc6473070]Table 6.3: Number of participants according to their place of birth.
Table 6.3 illustrates that the majority of the population (587 participants) was born in Western Saudi Arabia (SA), in the Hijaz region in particular. On the other hand, only 62 participants were born outside the Hijaz region, although they are originally Hijazi, either UBH Hijazi or HH Hijazi. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472685]6.5.	Frequency distribution of participants’ place of residence in the last ten years
	[bookmark: _Toc522527399][bookmark: _Toc522628811][bookmark: _Toc522628975]Places lived in the last ten years
	Number 

	Inside Hijaz
	638

	Outside Hijaz
	   9

	Total
	649


[bookmark: _Toc6473071]Table 6.4: Number of participants living inside or outside Hijaz in the last ten years.
As can be seen from Table 6.4, an overwhelming majority of the population (638 participants) lived in Hijaz for the whole or part of the last ten years, and only nine participants lived outside the Hijaz region in the last ten years. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472686]6.6.	Frequency distribution of marital status
	[bookmark: _Toc522527400][bookmark: _Toc522628812][bookmark: _Toc522628976]Marital status
	Number 

	Married
	472

	Single
	156

	Divorced
	 16

	Widowed
	   5

	Total
	649


[bookmark: _Toc6473072]Table 6.5: Number of participants according their marital status.
Table 6.5 demonstrates that more than half of the population is married, and roughly less than one-third is single. A few participants are divorced and only five participants are widowed. 

[bookmark: _Toc6472687]6.7.	Frequency distribution of education level
	[bookmark: _Toc522527401][bookmark: _Toc522628813][bookmark: _Toc522628977]Education level
	Number 

	Primary
	   1

	Intermediate
	   7

	Secondary
	189

	Diploma
	  31

	Bachelor
	276

	Master
	118

	PhD
	  27


[bookmark: _Toc6473073]Table 6.6: Number of participants according to their education level.
As can be seen from Table 6.6 above, the majority of the participants are highly educated holding BA, MA, or PhD degrees. 276 of the participants hold BA certificates. 171 participants have secondary school certificates, and most of this particular population are completing their BA degrees, since 150 have been surveyed at university. 118 participants hold MA degrees, while only 31 hold diploma degrees. A small proportion of 27 participants completed their PhD studies. Finally, a very few participants have a low level of educational attainment (intermediate and primary levels), with one participant having only completed primary education and seven participants having an intermediate level of education.
[bookmark: _Toc6472688]6.8.	Frequency distribution of social group
	[bookmark: _Toc522527402][bookmark: _Toc522628814][bookmark: _Toc522628978]Social group
	Number 

	UBH
	323

	HH
	326

	Total
	649


[bookmark: _Toc6473074]Table 6.7: Number of participants according to their social groups.
Table 6.7 shows that almost half of the population is from the UBH group (323 participants) and the other half is from the HH social group (326 participants). Each social group therefore has an almost equal and significantly large population size in the sample. Although part of the questionnaire was distributed randomly, the overall number of participants from each group is statistically very similar. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472689]6.9.	Frequency distribution of mother’s social group 
	[bookmark: _Toc522527403][bookmark: _Toc522628815][bookmark: _Toc522628979]Mother’s social group
	Number 

	UBH
	311

	HH
	316

	Other
	  22

	Total
	649


[bookmark: _Toc6473075]Table 6.8: Number of participants according to their mother’s social group.
Table 6.8 above illustrates that the population size is roughly the same in the two groups. A total number of 310 participants have mothers from the UBH group, while 317 participants have mothers from the HH social group.
[bookmark: _Toc6472690]6.10.	Frequency distribution of spouse’s social group
	[bookmark: _Toc522527404][bookmark: _Toc522628816][bookmark: _Toc522628980]Spouse’s social group
	Number 

	UBH
	228

	HH
	244

	Single
	156

	Widowed
	   5

	Divorced
	  16

	Total
	649


[bookmark: _Toc6473076]Table 6.9: Number of participants according to their spouse’s social group.
Table 6.9 demonstrates that the total population is roughly the same in each spouse’s social group. A total number of 228 participants have a spouse from the UBH social group while 244 participants have a spouse from the HH social group. I have excluded the single, divorced and widowed participants from the comparison in the figure above, since there is no need to include them in the comparison when they did not give an answer to this particular question (they left it blank). 156 participants are single, 16 participants are divorced and 5 participants are widowed. 
[bookmark: _Toc502746052][bookmark: _Toc6472691]6.11.	The administration of the questionnaire 
The questionnaire was first administered in a group-administered paper-based format followed by an online-based format. The latter format compensated for the limitations I encountered with the paper-based questionnaire. 
[bookmark: _Toc502746053][bookmark: _Toc6472692]6.11.1.	The group-administered questionnaire 
The paper-based format was administered to a group of participants who are female students aged 18 and over from two different locations; at Umm Al-Qura University in Makkah city in SA and at the 10th female secondary school in Jeddah city. Prior to my visit to SA, the first step was to make appointments with people in charge. I made the following two appointments to attend. The appointments were as follows: 
On 22-03-2016, I met the head of the medicine school at Umm Al-Qura University. I discussed with her the research purpose. She was very helpful, but she said she could not offer me classes until her students finish their mid-term exams, which would be on 31-03-2016. I preferred not to wait because my stay in SA was very short and I had to start collecting my data as soon as possible. 
On 24-03-2016, I met the head of the English language centre at Umm Al-Qura University. In the meeting, we discussed the aims and the purpose of the research. I showed her all the official papers and she was pleased to make appointments for me with her students. She gave me the following classes to attend and to conduct the study: 
On 27-03-2016: general English class (101) held by one of the lecturers of the English language centre delivered to students from the information technology department. 
On 28-03-2016: general English class (101) held by one of the lecturers of the English language centre and given to students from the physics department.
On 31-03-2016, I made an appointment with the head teacher of the 10th high school in Jeddah city. On the same day, she offered me some time to test her students.
It was convenient for me to meet with the head of the English language centre and the head teacher of the 10th high school and it was easy to find quick appointments with them. My stay in SA was only for 18 days. It should be noted that the students recruited for the study are naïve and do not know much about variation in Arabic. This was ideal because one of the purposes of this study is to elicit ordinary people’s perceptions about UBH and HH dialects in Hijaz. Following the above appointments, I started conducting my research. I gave all participants a consent form to sign and an information sheet to read and keep. No one seemed offended or withdrew their participation from the study. Subsequently, they received a paper copy of the questionnaire. It is important to note that there is an opportunity for participants to leave some parts blank in the paper-based questionnaire, since I cannot have control over them to complete the whole questionnaire, unlike the online-based questionnaire, see section 6.11.2 below. 
There were three drawbacks I faced when administering the paper-based questionnaire. First, it was not easy to access male participants at Umm Al-Qura University and male participants in secondary school, because the education system in SA is gender segregated. Therefore, to access the male group I would need to send a male representative on my behalf to administer it in the male section of the university and of the school. In order to do so, I needed to do some paperwork before I got the approval from the male section. As a result, this would take more time to manage as my trip was only short-termed. This drawback has been compensated by using the same questionnaire in an online survey format. Second, the sample for the paper-based format lacks heterogeneous demographics: all of the participants I accessed were from Umm Al-Qura University in their first year of a BA degree, roughly aged from 18–20 years old, and female secondary school students in their last year of study at school, aged 18-19. Therefore, the online survey could also compensate for this particular limitation. Third, in the paper-based questionnaire, though I asked students to complete all questions, they had the opportunity to leave some of the test items not completed. Therefore, a few students left some answers with no data given in some parts of the background questionnaire and in other parts of the questionnaires as well. All three aforementioned drawbacks have been overcome with the use of the online-based questionnaire. 
[bookmark: _Toc502746054][bookmark: _Toc6472693]6.11.2.	The online-based questionnaire 
The online survey format was designed in the same way as the paper questionnaire. I used Polldaddy software as the main instrument for the online questionnaire. It is free online survey software from the creator of WordPress. Polldaddy was easy to use for the researcher and the participants, and the survey results were uploaded offline. Thus, an identical version to the paper-based questionnaire was designed in Polldaddy.
The rationale for using the online-based questionnaire is as follows; first, the online-based questionnaire enabled me to compensate for the restricted access to male participants in administering the paper-based questionnaire. Second, it also facilitated access to a more heterogeneous group of informants. Third, data collected from the Internet was easy for me and took less time and effort for me. This meant that I could collect data from participants living in the research context (i.e. Hijaz region) without having to travel back to SA. Fourth, the possibility of missed data has been minimized by the administering of the online questionnaire as I ensured that each questionnaire item was compulsory, meaning that participants had to fill in the answer to be able to proceed to the next page. 
[bookmark: _Toc502746064][bookmark: _Toc6472694]6.12.	Sampling technique for the paper-based and online-based questionnaires
I used the consecutive sampling technique with the paper-based questionnaire. Consecutive sampling is an example of non-probability sampling in which the researcher selects all accessible participants to him/her, who must share characteristics with the target population (Creswell, 2014). The data collection process for the paper-based questionnaire required me to conduct the data collection in SA. Therefore, I needed to go back to the country to conduct the research at a certain time. The accessible participants, or the ones that were convenient for me to access, were female students at Umm Al-Qura University and female students at the 10th secondary school. The sample for the paper-based questionnaire consists of 150 female Hijazi students from two locations in Hijaz region; Makkah and Jeddah. All of the selected participants share similar characteristics and traits with the population: they are Saudi, Hijazi, UBH or HH, and aged 18 years old and over. 
[bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_tt8EwqfNs4Zp][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_ZqLRi2bXqWr3]In the online-based questionnaire, I used random sampling as the main sampling technique. It is one of the key techniques in the probability method. Samples in this technique are selected on a random basis. “The assumption underlying this procedure is that the selection is based entirely on probability and chance” (Dörnyei, 2007, p. 97). As a result, the subjectivity of the sample selection is highly minimized with this sampling technique. I found this technique to be very useful for the sampling process of the online questionnaire for two reasons. First, random sampling enables access to all demographic groups (Flower, 2009), which is something that I could not achieve fully with the paper-based questionnaire, where male participants could not be accessed. Second, the random sampling technique enabled different age groups and diverse education levels to be accessed. Third, it decreases the possibility of bias in the research because the selection was entirely random (Meyerhoff, Schleef, & MacKenzie, 2015). I designed a copy of the paper-based questionnaire online using Polldaddy software. Then, I distributed the questionnaire online via Facebook, Twitter, and WhatsApp instant messages. Thus, the sampling process for the online questionnaire was conducted randomly. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472695]6.13.	Exclusion processes
In the paper-based questionnaire, two participants were excluded; one of these participants provided fairly arbitrary responses while the other participant did not answer part of the questionnaire. Thus, a total of 148 questionnaire papers were included in the final analysis 
In the online-based questionnaire, 33 questionnaire papers were excluded because 14 of the respondents were not Saudi and the remaining 20 were Saudi but were neither UBH Hijazi nor HH Hijazi. Thus, a total of 501 questionnaire papers were included in the analysis.  Overall, the final figure of people analysed was 649.  
[bookmark: _Toc6472696]6.14.	Conclusion 
This chapter has summarized the frequency distribution of all demographic variables included in the study. See Table 6.10 below for a summary of the complete subject pool in the present study. Also, the chapter described how participants were recruited and how the questionnaire was administered. Having described the demographic variables, sampling techniques and administration of the questionnaire, in the following chapter I will begin to present the results of the first research question.
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	[bookmark: OLE_LINK1]Gender
	Age
	Place of birth
	Places lived
	Marital status
	Education level
	Social group
	Mother’s social group
	Spouse’s Social group

	Category
	No.
	Category
	No.
	Category
	No.
	Category
	No.
	Category
	No.
	Category
	No.
	Category
	No.
	Category
	No.
	Category
	No.

	Male
	276
	18-24
	189
	Inside Hijaz
	587
	Inside Hijaz
	638
	Married
	472
	Primary
	1
	UBH
	323
	UBH
	311
	UBH
	228

	Female
	373
	25-34
	145
	Outside Hijaz
	62
	Outside Hijaz
	9
	Single
	156
	Intermediate
	7
	HH
	326
	HH
	316
	HH
	244

	
	
	35-44
	174
	
	
	
	
	Divorced
	16
	Secondary
	189
	
	
	Other
	22
	Single 
	156

	
	
	45-54
	107
	
	
	
	
	Widowed
	5
	Diploma
	31
	
	
	
	
	Widowed
	5

	
	
	55-64
	30
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Bachelor
	276
	
	
	
	
	Divorced
	16

	
	
	Over 65
	4
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Master
	118
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	PhD
	27
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


[bookmark: _Toc6473077]Table 6.10: Summary of subject pool.
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[bookmark: _Toc6472697]Chapter 7: Results chapter for RQ1
[bookmark: _Toc6472698]7.1.	Introduction
This chapter presents findings from RQ1. The basic sample consists of 649 participants; see Table 6.10 in Chapter 6 for further details on the subject pool. The results from the questions are presented in tabular format. I conducted chi-square tests on the data elicited for each question to reveal the effects of the following demographic variables on the data:  gender, age, place of birth, places lived, marital status, education level, social group, mother’s social group and spouse’s social group. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472699]7.2.	Q1: What does the Hijazi dialect refer to?
Participants were asked to provide information on their perceptions of what dialect they think the Hijazi dialect refers to. This question was designed to reveal whether there are any stereotypical attitudes underlying participants’ perceptions. For more details on the purpose of this particular question, see Chapter 2, section 2.17. Participants were provided with three choices: UBH dialect, HH dialect, and both dialects. The results revealed that the majority of participants perceived that the Hijazi dialect refers to the HH dialect. See Table 7.1. 
	[bookmark: _Toc522527405][bookmark: _Toc522628817][bookmark: _Toc522628981]The Hijazi dialect refers to
	Raw frequency 

	UBH dialect
	  39

	HH dialect
	529

	Both dialects
	  81


[bookmark: _Toc6473078]Table 7.1: Participants’ selection of the choices provided in Q1. 
As illustrated in Table 7.1, 529 participants perceived that the Hijazi dialect refers to the HH dialect, and only 39 participants perceived that the Hijazi dialect refers to the UBH dialect. The remaining 81 participants perceived the Hijazi dialect as referring to both of the other two dialects. For more details on the subject pool, see Table 6.10 in Chapter 6.
In order to measure the effects of the following demographic variables on the data: gender, age, place of birth, places lived, marital status, education level, social group, mother’s social group and spouse’s social group, I conducted a series of chi-square tests in IBM SPSS (version 23). The chi-square test “compares the observed frequencies or proportions of cases that occur in each of the categories, with the values that would be expected if there was no association between the two variables being measured” (Pallant, 2013, p. 225). I selected this test over other statistical tests because it enables exploration of the relationship between two categorical variables (i.e. gender and social group dialect) that contain two or more categories. In contrast, other types of statistical tests need one categorical variable (i.e. gender) to be compared with another continuous variable (i.e. modern characteristic). 
The findings revealed that gender is the only demographic variable that seemed to affect the results, which I will illustrate in the next section.
[bookmark: _Toc6472700]7.2.1.	Effects of demographic variables on the data
The results from the chi-square tests revealed that gender was the only demographic variable to have a significant effect on the results. Table 7.2 illustrates the significance value. 
	[bookmark: _Toc522527406][bookmark: _Toc522628818][bookmark: _Toc522628982]
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	18.980a
	2
	.000

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	
	

	a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 16.59.


[bookmark: _Toc6473079]Table 7.2: Chi-square test results for gender demographic variable.
Before examining the details provided in Table 7.2, it is important to check whether or not the assumption of the chi-square test has been violated. The chi-square test assumes that the “minimum expected cell frequency” should be 5 or greater (Pallant, 2013, p. 227). As can be seen from the table footnote, the chi-square test did not find any cell that violated this assumption; all the cells in the current data have an account greater than the minimum expected value of 16.59.
The Pearson chi-square value should be examined if the variable has more than two categories. SPSS includes other types of tests such as the Fisher exact test or continuity correction if the variable only has two categories. In the above example, the data includes more than one variable, so the Pearson chi-square test is the most suitable. The results show that the p value is p>.001, which is statistically significant. For a breakdown of the results, SPSS can be used to generate a crosstabulation showing the count and percentage data for each answer. This can be used in order to locate where the difference lies; the results are presented in Table 7.3.
	
	The Hijazi dialect refers to
	Total

	
	UBH dialect
	HH dialect
	Both
	

	Gender
	Male
	Raw frequency
	8
	246
	22
	276

	
	
	% within Gender
	2.9%
	89.1%
	8.0%
	100.0%

	
	
	% of Total
	1.2%
	37.9%
	3.4%
	42.5%

	
	Female
	Raw frequency
	31
	283
	59
	373

	
	
	% within Gender
	8.3%
	75.9%
	15.8%
	100.0%

	
	
	% of Total
	4.8%
	43.6%
	9.1%
	57.5%

	Total
	Raw frequency
	39
	529
	81
	649

	
	% within Gender
	6.0%
	81.5%
	12.5%
	100.0%

	
	% of Total
	6.0%
	81.5%
	12.5%
	100.0%


[bookmark: _Toc522527407][bookmark: _Toc522628819][bookmark: _Toc522628983][bookmark: _Toc6473080]Table 7.3: Gender-Q1 crosstabulation. 
Table 7.3 shows that within the gender group, 8.3% of females stated that the Hijazi dialect referred to the UBH dialect, with a comparable figure of only 2.9% for the male participants. 75.9% of females and 89.1% of male participants stated that the Hijazi dialect referred to the HH dialect. More females (9.1%) than males (8.05%) stated that the Hijazi dialect referred to both HH and UBH dialects.  
[bookmark: _Toc6472701]7.3.	Q2: What is the dominant dialect in Hijaz?
The participants were asked to choose from three alternatives regarding what is the dominant dialect in the Hijaz region: UBH dialect, HH dialect, and no dominant. The results revealed that the HH dialect was perceived as the most dominant dialect in Hijaz. See Table 7.4. 
	[bookmark: _Toc522527408][bookmark: _Toc522628820][bookmark: _Toc522628984]The dominant dialect in Hijaz
	Raw frequency 

	UBH dialect
	109

	HH dialect
	294

	No dominant
	246


[bookmark: _Toc6473081]Table 7.4: Participants’ selection of the choices provided in Q2. 
Table 7.4 shows that 294 participants selected the HH dialect as the most dominant dialect in the Hijaz region, while 109 participants selected the UBH dialect. Furthermore, 246 participants indicated that there is no dominant dialect in the Hijaz region. To reveal which demographic variables affected the above results, I ran a series of chi-square tests; I will present the results in full in the next section. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472702]7.3.1.	Effects of demographic variables on the data 
Chi-square tests revealed that the following demographic variables affected the data for the above-mentioned question: gender, social group, mother’s social group and spouse’s social group. I will start by discussing the gender demographic variable. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472703]7.3.1.1.	Gender demographic variable 
The chi-square test results revealed that there is a significant difference between the male and female gender groups. See Table 7.5. 
	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	7.243a
	2
	.027

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	
	

	a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 46.35.


[bookmark: _Toc522527409][bookmark: _Toc522628821][bookmark: _Toc522628985][bookmark: _Toc6473082]Table 7.5: Chi-square test results for gender demographic variable.
The table footnote in Table 7.5 shows that the chi-square assumption is not violated by the data. The p value is p<.027. Table 7.6 illustrates where the difference lies between the two groups.
	
	The dominant dialect in Hijaz is
	Total

	
	UBH dialect
	HH dialect
	No dominant
	

	Gender
	Male
	Raw frequency
	38
	118
	120
	276

	
	
	% within Gender
	13.8%
	42.8%
	43.5%
	100.0%

	
	
	% of Total
	5.9%
	18.2%
	18.5%
	42.5%

	
	Female
	Raw frequency
	71
	176
	126
	373

	
	
	% within Gender
	19.0%
	47.2%
	33.8%
	100.0%

	
	
	% of Total
	10.9%
	27.1%
	19.4%
	57.5%

	Total
	Raw frequency
	109
	294
	246
	649

	
	% within Gender
	16.8%
	45.3%
	37.9%
	100.0%

	
	% of Total
	16.8%
	45.3%
	37.9%
	100.0%


[bookmark: _Toc522527410][bookmark: _Toc522628822][bookmark: _Toc522628986][bookmark: _Toc6473083]Table 7.6: Gender-Q2 crosstabulation. 
In comparing the results from male and female participants within the gender factor, it seems that female and male participants share a consensus in perceiving the HH dialect as the dominant dialect in Hijaz. However, the data counts show that males selected this dialect as dominant slightly less frequently than did females; they were more likely to select the option of no dominant dialect than were females. Thus, the overall pattern shows that both gender groups perceived the HH dialect as the dominant one, with 47.2% of female participants selecting the HH dialect and a comparable proportion of 42.8% of the male participants selecting the HH dialect. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472704]7.3.1.2.	Social group demographic variable 
The chi-square test results revealed that the two social groups differed significantly in terms of their answers to the above question. See Table 7.7. 
	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	112.854a
	2
	.000

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	
	

	a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 54.42.


[bookmark: _Toc522527411][bookmark: _Toc522628823][bookmark: _Toc522628987][bookmark: _Toc6473084]Table 7.7: Chi-square test results for social group demographic variable.
Table 7.7 illustrates that the p value is <.001, which shows a significant difference. The remaining question is to ascertain where the difference lies between the two groups, which will be illustrated in Table 7.8. 
	
	The dominant dialect in Hijaz is
	Total

	
	UBH
	HH
	No dominant
	

	Social
group
	UBH
	Raw frequency
	105
	119
	99
	323

	
	
	% within Social group
	32.4%
	36.7%
	30.9%
	100.0%

	
	
	% of Total
	16.2%
	18.3%
	15.4%
	49.9%

	
	HH
	Raw frequency
	4
	175
	147
	326

	
	
	% within Social group
	1.2%
	53.8%
	44.9%
	100.0%

	
	
	% of Total
	0.6%
	27.0%
	22.5%
	50.1%

	Total
	Raw frequency
	109
	294
	246
	649

	
	% within Social group
	16.8%
	45.3%
	37.9%
	100.0%

	
	% of Total
	16.8%
	45.3%
	37.9%
	100.0%


[bookmark: _Toc522527412][bookmark: _Toc522628824][bookmark: _Toc522628988][bookmark: _Toc6473085]Table 7.8: Social group-Q2 crosstabulation.
As can be seen from the above table, two patterns emerged from the results. The first one is that the two social groups share a consensus that the HH dialect is the most dominant dialect in Hijaz since 36.7% of the UBH participants chose the HH dialect, and 53.8% of the HH participants chose the HH dialect in response to this question. Second, 32.4% of UBH participants chose the UBH dialect, while only 1.2% of HH participants chose the UBH dialect. Similarly, a greater proportion of HH participants attributed dominance to their own dialect (53.8%) than UBHs did to the HH dialect (36.7%). 
[bookmark: _Toc6472705]7.3.1.3.	Mother’s social group demographic variable
The chi-square test revealed that the groups within the mother’s social group demographic variable selected different answers to each other. See Table 7.9.
	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	79.188a
	4
	.000

	N of Valid Cases
	648
	
	

	a. 1 cells (11.1%) have expected Count less than 5. The minimum expected Count is 3.50.


[bookmark: _Toc522527413][bookmark: _Toc522628825][bookmark: _Toc522628989][bookmark: _Toc6473086]Table 7.9: Chi-square test results for mother’s social group demographic variable.
As can be seen from the table footnote in Table 7.9, only one cell has an expected Count less than 5. However, the assumption is not violated. Pallant (2013) suggests that if more than 25% of cells have an expected Count less than 5, then the assumption will be violated. In the above results, only one cell violates the assumption with a percentage of 11.1%. The Pearson chi-square test revealed a significant p value of p<.001. See Table 7.10 for a breakdown of the results.  




	
	The dominant dialect in Hijaz is
	Total

	
	UBH
	HH
	No dominant
	

	Mother’s social group
	UBH
	Raw frequency
	93
	125
	93
	311

	
	
	% within mother’s social group
	29.9%
	40.2%
	29.9%
	100.0%

	
	
	% of Total
	14.4%
	19.3%
	14.4%
	48.0%

	
	HH
	Raw frequency
	13
	162
	141
	316

	
	
	% within mother’s social group
	4.1%
	51.3%
	44.6%
	100.0%

	
	
	% of Total
	2.0%
	25.0%
	21.8%
	48.8%

	
	Other
	Raw frequency
	2
	7
	13
	22

	
	
	% within mother’s social group
	9.5%
	33.3%
	57.1%
	100.0%

	
	
	% of Total
	0.3%
	1.1%
	1.9%
	3.2%

	Total
	Raw frequency
	108
	294
	246
	649

	
	% within mother’s social group
	16.7%
	45.4%
	38.0%
	100.0%

	
	% of Total
	16.7%
	45.4%
	38.0%
	100.0%


[bookmark: _Toc522527414][bookmark: _Toc522628826][bookmark: _Toc522628990][bookmark: _Toc6473087]Table 7.10: Mother’s social group-Q3 crosstabulation. 
As can be seen from Table 7.10, a similar pattern emerged to that of the social group demographic variable. First, the HH dialect was perceived as the most dominant dialect by participants whose mothers are from the UBH and HH groups. With regard to the other group in the third row, I am not going to illustrate the results as the origin of this group is unknown. Second, participants whose mothers are from the UBH social group were more positive about their dialect; the same applies to participants whose mothers are from the HH group. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472706]7.3.1.4.	Spouse’s social group
Chi-square tests revealed that the different groups within the spouse demographic variable had different perceptions in response to the question. See Table 7.11.


	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	58.928a
	4
	.000

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	
	

	a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected Count less than 5. The minimum expected Count is 29.73.


[bookmark: _Toc522527415][bookmark: _Toc522628827][bookmark: _Toc522628991][bookmark: _Toc6473088]Table 7.11: Chi-square test results for spouse’s social group demographic variable.
Table 7.11 shows that the difference between groups is significant with a p value of p<.001. Most importantly, the chi-square assumption is not violated, as illustrated in the table footnote. For a breakdown of the results, see Table 7.12. 
	
	The dominant dialect in Hijaz is
	Total

	
	UBH
	HH
	No dominant
	

	Spouse’s social group
	UBH
	Raw frequency
	63
	90
	75
	228

	
	
	% within Spouse’s social group
	27.6%
	39.5%
	32.9%
	100.0%

	
	
	% of Total
	9.7%
	13.9%
	11.6%
	35.1%

	
	HH
	Raw frequency
	8
	118
	118
	244

	
	
	% within Spouse’s social group
	3.3%
	48.4%
	48.4%
	100.0%

	
	
	% of Total
	1.2%
	18.2%
	18.2%
	37.6%

	
	Single, divorced, widow/
widower
	Raw frequency
	38
	86
	53
	177

	
	
	% within Spouse’s social group
	21.5%
	48.6%
	29.9%
	100.0%

	
	
	% of Total
	5.9%
	13.3%
	8.2%
	27.3%

	Total
	Raw frequency
	109
	294
	246
	649

	
	% within Spouse’s social group
	16.8%
	45.3%
	37.9%
	100.0%

	
	% of Total
	16.8%
	45.3%
	37.9%
	100.0%


[bookmark: _Toc522527416][bookmark: _Toc522628828][bookmark: _Toc522628992][bookmark: _Toc6473089]Table 7.12: Spouse’s social group-Q2 crosstabulation. 
Table 7.12 shows that within the spouse’s social group variable, three groups are included: UBH, HH, and a third group consisting of any other participants whose spouse are neither UBH or HH. The latter group is not the focus of the study; therefore, I will only present results from the first and second groups: UBH and HH, respectively. The results illustrated in the table above point to the same pattern revealed in the social group and mother’s social group demographic variables. The HH dialect was perceived as the most dominant dialect, and each social group was positive about their dialect. Within the spouse’s social group, 27.6% of UBH participants selected the UBH dialect while only 3.3% of the HH spouse’s social group selected the UBH dialect. On the other hand, 48.4% of participants from the HH spouse’s social group selected the HH dialect, while 39.5% of the UBH spouse’s social group selected the HH dialect. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472707]7.4.	Q3: What is the degree of difference between the two dialects?
Participants were asked to indicate the degree of difference between the two dialects. They were given four choices: same, a little different, different, and completely different. The results revealed that the majority of participants perceived the two dialects as different. 
	The degree of difference
	Number

	Same
	  10

	A little different
	  37

	Different
	308

	Completely different
	294


[bookmark: _Toc522527417][bookmark: _Toc522628829][bookmark: _Toc522628993][bookmark: _Toc6473090]Table 7.13: Participants’ selection of the choices provided in Q3.
Table 7.13 illustrates that 308 participants perceived the two dialects as different from each other. A similarly large number of participants, 294, perceived the two dialects as completely different. 37 participants perceived the dialects as a little different, while only 10 participants perceived them as similar dialects. Overall, 504 participants out of a total of 649 perceived the two dialects as different to completely different from each other. 
I conducted a series of chi-square tests and the results revealed that none of the demographic variables affected the data. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472708]7.5.	Q4: What distinguishes the HH dialect from the UBH dialect?
Participants were asked to choose from different alternatives the linguistic aspects that makes the HH dialect different from the UBH dialect. The linguistic aspects in the choices were: words, sounds, style of speaking, see Chapter 2, section 2.17 for more details on the linguistic distinctions between the two dialects.  Participants were given the chance to select more than one aspect if they wanted to. See Table 7.14.
	What distinguishes the HH dialect from the UBH dialect?
	Number

	Sounds
	132

	Style of speaking 
	  21

	Words 
	  51

	Words, style of speaking
	49

	Sounds, words 
	134

	Sounds, style of speaking 
	  55

	Sounds, words, style of speaking
	207


[bookmark: _Toc522527418][bookmark: _Toc522628830][bookmark: _Toc522628994][bookmark: _Toc6473091]Table 7.14: Participants’ selection of the choices provided in Q4.
As can be seen from Table 7.14, some participants tended to choose only one linguistic aspect while others chose more than one. In terms of a single linguistic aspect, sounds appear to be the most significant linguistic aspect that distinguishes the two dialects, since it was chosen 132 times. In terms of a combination of aspects, sounds, words and style of speaking seem to be the most noteworthy aspects that differentiate the two dialects linguistically. I conducted a series of chi-square tests; the results showed that none of the demographic variables seem to have an effect on the data. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472709]7.6.	Q5: What are the Arabic dialects that the HH dialect is similar to?
Participants were asked to provide answers concerning the perceived resemblance of the HH dialect to other Arabic dialects. They were given five choices for the other Arabic dialects that the HH dialect could be similar to: Egyptian Arabic, Yemeni Arabic, Levantine Arabic, Sudanese Arabic. Also, I asked them to select more than one dialect if they thought that would best answer the question. For the fifth choice, I gave them free space to write down any other dialect not mentioned above. Also, I asked them to select more than one dialect if they thought that would best answer the question. See Table 6.15.
11 participants wrote Turkish language in the fifth choice (i.e. other). The answers were removed as the question provided only asked participants about the Arabic dialects that are similar to HH dialect, while the Turkish language is not classified as an Arabic dialect; it is a completely different language. See Table 7.15.
	HH dialect is similar to the following Arabic dialect(s)
	Number

	Egyptian
	204

	Levantine
	  68

	Egyptian, Levantine 
	244

	Egyptian, Yemeni and Sudanese
	133


[bookmark: _Toc522527419][bookmark: _Toc522628831][bookmark: _Toc522628995][bookmark: _Toc6473092]Table 7.15: Participants’ selection of the choices provided in Q5.
Table 7.15 illustrates that 244 participants chose a combination of Egyptian and Levantine Arabic as the dialects most similar to the HH dialect. The second most selected choice was Egyptian Arabic on its own, which was chosen by 204 participants. Furthermore, 133 participants perceived the following three dialects as similar to the HH dialect: Egyptian, Yemeni and Sudanese. Finally, 68 participants perceived Levantine Arabic as the most similar dialect to HH. It is clear from the pattern above that Egyptian Arabic was perceived as the most similar dialect to HH as three times more participants chose this dialect compared to Levantine Arabic.
[bookmark: _Toc6472710]7.6.1.	Effects of demographic variables on the data 
I ran a series of chi-square tests which revealed that three demographic variables affected the data: social group, mother’s social group and spouse’s social group. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472711]7.6.1.1.	Social group demographic variable 
The results revealed that the two social groups, UBH and HH, had different perceptions regarding the dialects that resemble the HH dialect. The p value can be found below in Table 7.16.
	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	101.921a
	3
	.000

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	
	

	a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected Count less than 5. The minimum expected Count is 33.95.


[bookmark: _Toc522527420][bookmark: _Toc522628832][bookmark: _Toc522628996][bookmark: _Toc6473093]Table 7.16: Chi-square test results for social group demographic variable.
Table 7.16. illustrates that the Pearson chi-square results revealed that the p value is <.001, which is a significant value. Table 7.17 illustrates where the difference lies. 







	
	HH is similar to other Arabic dialects
	Total

	
	Egyptian
	Egyptian, Levantine
	Egyptian, Yemeni, Sudanese
	Levantine
	

	Social group
	UBH
	Raw frequency
	91
	161
	22
	49
	323

	
	
	% within Social group
	28.1%
	49.7%
	6.8%
	15.4%
	100.0%

	
	
	% of Total
	14.0%
	24.8%
	3.4%
	7.7%
	49.9%

	
	HH
	Raw frequency
	113
	83
	111
	19
	326

	
	
	% within Social group
	34.8%
	25.5%
	34.2%
	5.5%
	100.0%

	
	
	% of Total
	17.4%
	12.8%
	17.1%
	2.8%
	50.1%

	Total
	Raw frequency
	204
	244
	133
	68
	649

	
	% within Social group
	31.4%
	37.6%
	20.5%
	10.5%
	100.0%

	
	% of Total
	31.4%
	37.6%
	20.5%
	10.5%
	100.0%


[bookmark: _Toc522527421][bookmark: _Toc522628833][bookmark: _Toc522628997][bookmark: _Toc6473094]Table 7.17: Social group-Q5 crosstabulation. 
Table 7.17 shows how each social group’s perceptions differ. First, within social groups, the HH participants perceived the Egyptian Arabic dialect to be the most similar dialect to the HH dialect (34.8%), and were more likely to have this perception than the UBH participants were (28.1%). Second, the UBH participants perceived a combination of Egyptian and Levantine Arabic dialects to be very similar to the HH dialect (49.7%), and were more likely to have this perception than the HH participants were (25.5%). Third, 34.2% of HH participants perceived their dialect as similar to Egyptian, Yemani and Sudanese Arabic dialects, while only 6.8% of UBH participants perceived it to be similar to the aforementioned dialects. Fourth, UBH participants perceived the HH dialect as more similar to the Levantine Arabic dialect (15.4%), and were more likely to select this option than the HH participants (5.5%). 
The results for the mother’s social group and spouse’s social group have a very similar pattern to the above results for the social group demographic variable (see Appendix 2).
[bookmark: _Toc6472712]7.7.	Q6: To what extent do UBH people speak the HH dialect?
Participants were asked to answer the above question by selecting from four choices: always, sometimes, rarely and never. The results showed that nearly half of the participants perceived that UBH speakers sometimes speak the HH dialect. Also, nearly one-third of participants confirmed that UBHs rarely speak the HH dialect. See Table 7.18.
	To what extent do UBHs speak the HH dialect?
	Number

	Always 
	  21

	Sometimes
	314

	Rarely
	207

	Never 
	107


[bookmark: _Toc522527422][bookmark: _Toc522628834][bookmark: _Toc522628998][bookmark: _Toc6473095]Table 7.18: Participants’ selection of the choices provided in Q6.
Table 7.18 illustrates that, first, 21 participants perceived UBHs to always speak the HH dialect. Second, 314 participants supposed that UBHs sometimes speak the HH dialect. Third, 207 participants perceived UBHs to rarely speak the HH dialect. Fourth, 107 participants perceived UBHs to never speak the HH dialect. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472713]7.7.1.	Effects of demographic variables on the data 
The chi-square test revealed that three demographic variables affected the results: social group, mother’s social group and spouse’s social group. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472714]7.7.1.1.	Social group demographic variable
The chi-square test revealed that the two social groups gave different answers to the question provided. See Table 7.19. 
	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	190.552a
	3
	.000

	Likelihood Ratio
	205.039
	3
	.000

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	
	

	a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected Count less than 5. The minimum expected Count is 10.48.


[bookmark: _Toc522527423][bookmark: _Toc522628835][bookmark: _Toc522628999][bookmark: _Toc6473096]Table 7.19: Chi-square test results for spouse’s social group demographic variable.
The above table illustrates that the p value is significant <.001. See Table 7.20 for a breakdown of the results. 
	
	To what extent do UBH speak HH dialect
	Total

	
	always
	never
	rarely
	sometimes
	

	Social
group
	UBH
	Raw frequency
	20
	66
	166
	71
	323

	
	
	% within Social group
	6.2%
	20.4%
	51.2%
	22.2%
	100.0%

	
	
	% of Total
	3.1%
	10.2%
	25.6%
	11.1%
	49.9%

	
	HH
	Raw frequency
	1
	41
	41
	243
	326

	
	
	% within Social group
	0.3%
	12.6%
	12.6%
	74.5%
	100.0%

	
	
	% of Total
	0.2%
	6.3%
	6.3%
	37.3%
	50.1%

	Total
	Raw frequency
	21
	107
	207
	314
	649

	
	% within Social group
	3.2%
	16.5%
	31.9%
	48.4%
	100.0%

	
	% of Total
	3.2%
	16.5%
	31.9%
	48.4%
	100.0%


[bookmark: _Toc522527424][bookmark: _Toc522628836][bookmark: _Toc522629000][bookmark: _Toc6473097]Table 7.20: Social group-Q7 crosstabulation. 
The above table illustrates that, first; within social groups, 6.2% of UBH participants perceived UBHs to always speak the HH dialect, while 0.3% of HH participants had the same perception. Second, 20.4% of UBH participants perceived UBHs to never speak the HH dialect, while 12.6% of HH participants held a similar perception. Third, 51.2% of UBH participants thought that UBHs rarely speak the HH dialect, while 12.6% of HH participants answered similarly. Fourth, 74.5% of HH participants perceived UBHs to sometimes speak the HH dialect, while a smaller percentage of UBH participants provided the same answer (22.2%). Overall, the results revealed that more HH participants considered UBHs to speak the HH dialect than the UBHs believed about themselves. 
The chi-square test results for mother’s social group and spouse’s social group revealed the same pattern to the above with a slightly different number of participants. Participants whose mothers are from a HH origin and participants whose spouse is from a HH origin also perceived UBHs to speak the HH dialect at a higher frequency than did the other UBH mother and spouse groups. See Appendix 2 for the Chi-square test results for mother’s social group and spouse’s social group demographic variables.
[bookmark: _Toc6472715]7.8.	Q7: To what extent do HH people speak the UBH dialect?
Participants were asked to provide their perceptions about how often HHs speak the UBH dialect. See Table 7.21. 
	To what extent do HHs speak the UBH dialect?
	Number

	Always 
	  21

	Sometimes
	  89

	Rarely
	178

	Never 
	361


[bookmark: _Toc522527425][bookmark: _Toc522628837][bookmark: _Toc522629001][bookmark: _Toc6473098]Table 7.21: Participants’ selection of the choices provided in Q7.
The above table illustrates that, first; 21 participants perceived HHs to always speak the UBH dialect. Second, 89 participants perceived HHs to sometimes speak the UBH dialect. Third, 178 participants perceived that HH people rarely speak the UBH dialect. Finally, 361 participants perceived that HH people never speak the UBH dialect. Overall, the results indicate that the majority of participants thought that HH people rarely or never speak the UBH dialect. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472716]7.8.1.	Effects of demographic variables on the data
I conducted a series of chi-square tests and the results revealed that the following demographic variables affected the results: gender, social group, mother’s social group and spouse’s social group. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472717]7.8.1.1.	Gender
The chi-square test revealed that the answers of male and female participants to the above question differed from each other. See Table 7.22. 
	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	8.749a
	3
	.033

	Likelihood Ratio
	9.005
	3
	.029

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	
	

	a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected Count less than 5. The minimum expected Count is 8.93.


[bookmark: _Toc522527426][bookmark: _Toc522628838][bookmark: _Toc522629002][bookmark: _Toc6473099]Table 7.22: Chi-square test results for spouse’s social group demographic variable.
Table 7.22 shows that the p value is <.033 with a corrected value of 8.74. Table 7.23 illustrates where the difference lies between the two gender groups.






	
	To what extent do HH speak UBH dialect
	Total

	
	always
	never
	rarely
	sometimes
	

	Gender
	Male
	Raw frequency
	8
	157
	85
	26
	276

	
	
	% within Gender
	2.9%
	56.9%
	30.8%
	9.4%
	100.0%

	
	
	% of Total
	1.2%
	24.2%
	13.1%
	4.0%
	42.5%

	
	Female
	Raw frequency
	13
	204
	93
	63
	373

	
	
	% within Gender
	3.5%
	54.7%
	24.9%
	16.9%
	100.0%

	
	
	% of Total
	2.0%
	31.4%
	14.3%
	9.7%
	57.5%

	Total
	Raw frequency
	21
	361
	178
	89
	649

	
	% within Gender
	3.2%
	55.6%
	27.4%
	13.7%
	100.0%

	
	% of Total
	3.2%
	55.6%
	27.4%
	13.7%
	100.0%


[bookmark: _Toc522527427][bookmark: _Toc522628839][bookmark: _Toc522629003][bookmark: _Toc6473100]Table 7.23: Gender-Q8 crosstabulation. 
The results from Table 7.23 indicate that a higher proportion of females than males perceived HH to speak UBH. Thus, within gender, first, 3.5% of females perceived HH to always speak the UBH dialect, while 2.9% of males perceived HH to always speak the UBH dialect. Second, 16.9% of females perceived HH to sometimes speak the UBH dialect. Third, 44.7% of females perceived HH to never speak the UBH dialect, while a slightly higher proportion males gave this response to the same question (56.9%). Fourth, 24.9% of females perceived HH to rarely speak the UBH dialect, while a higher percentage of males (30.8%) gave the same response to this question. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472718]7.8.1.2.	Social group 
The chi-square test revealed that the two social groups differed significantly in terms of their perceptions. See Table 7.24. 



	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	32.839a
	1
	.000

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	
	

	a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected Count less than 5. The minimum expected Count is 10.48.


[bookmark: _Toc522527428][bookmark: _Toc522628840][bookmark: _Toc522629004][bookmark: _Toc6473101]Table 7.24: Chi-square test results for social group demographic variable.
Table 7.24 illustrates that the p value is <.001, which indicates that the difference between groups is significant. For breakdown of the results, see Table 7.25.
	
	To what extent do HH speak UBH dialect
	Total

	
	always
	never
	rarely
	sometimes
	

	Social
group
	UBH
	Raw frequency
	19
	161
	82
	61
	323

	
	
	% within Social group
	5.9%
	49.7%
	25.3%
	19.1%
	100.0%

	
	
	% of Total
	2.9%
	24.8%
	12.6%
	9.6%
	49.9%

	
	HH
	Raw frequency
	2
	200
	96
	28
	326

	
	
	% within Social group
	0.6%
	61.5%
	29.5%
	8.3%
	100.0%

	
	
	% of Total
	0.3%
	30.8%
	14.8%
	4.2%
	50.1%

	Total
	Raw frequency
	21
	361
	178
	89
	649

	
	% within Social group
	3.2%
	55.6%
	27.4%
	13.7%
	100.0%

	
	% of Total
	3.2%
	55.6%
	27.4%
	13.7%
	100.0%


[bookmark: _Toc522527429][bookmark: _Toc522628841][bookmark: _Toc522629005][bookmark: _Toc6473102]Table 7.25: Social group-Q8 crosstabulation. 
Table 7.25 illustrates that, within social group, first, 5.9% of UBH participants perceived HHs to always speak the UBH dialect, while 0.6% of HH participants had the same perception. Second, 49.7% of UBH participants perceived HHs to never speak the UBH dialect, while 61.5% of HH participants had the same perception. Third, 25.3% of UBH participants considered HH participants to rarely speak the UBH dialect, whereas 29.5% of HH participants selected the same answer. Fourth, 19.1% of UBH participants assumed that HH participants sometimes speak the UBH dialect; however, only 8.3% of HH participants selected the same answer. Overall, the general pattern that can be deduced from the above results is that the HH participants’ perceptions indicate that they speak the UBH dialect less frequently than is perceived by the UBH participants. 
The mother’s social group and the spouse’s social group demographic results revealed the same pattern as the above. See Appendix 2 for Chi-square test results for mother’s social group and spouse social group demographic variables. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472719]7.9.	Q8: When does intermarriage start to happen between the two social groups?
In the above question, participants were provided with two choices: in recent times, in the past. The findings revealed that the majority of participants perceived intermarriage to have recently occurred. See Table 7.26. 
	The beginning of intermarriage 
	Number

	In recent times
	563

	In the past
	  86


[bookmark: _Toc522527430][bookmark: _Toc522628842][bookmark: _Toc522629006][bookmark: _Toc6473103]Table 7.26: Participants’ selection of the choices provided in Q8.
As can be seen, 563 participants perceived intermarriage to be a recent phenomenon, while only 86 participants perceived that it happened in the past. I conducted a series of chi-square tests; the results showed that none of the demographic variables seem to affect the data. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472720]7.10.	Q9: Is intermarriage acceptable among UBHs?
In the above question, the participants were provided with four choices: strongly agree, agree, disagree and strongly disagree. The findings revealed that the majority of participants did not consider intermarriage to be an acceptable phenomenon among UBHs (see Table 7.27).
	Intermarriage is acceptable among UBHs
	Number

	Strongly agree
	  32

	Agree
	122

	Disagree
	380

	Strongly disagree
	115


[bookmark: _Toc522527431][bookmark: _Toc522628843][bookmark: _Toc522629007][bookmark: _Toc6473104]Table 7.27: Participants’ selection of the choices provided in Q9.
As can be seen from Table 7.27, only 32 participants strongly agreed with the statement provided above, while 122 participants agreed. However, 380 participants disagreed that intermarriage is acceptable among UBHs, which is a dramatic increase. Finally, 115 participants supported the latter result by selecting the choice strongly disagree. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472721]7.10.1.	Effects of demographic variables on the data
The chi-square test revealed that three demographic variables affected the data: social group, mother’s social group and spouse’s social group. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472722]7.10.1.1.	Social group
The two social groups were significantly different in terms of their answers to the question provided. Table 7.28 illustrates that the p value is <.001, while Table 7.29 shows where the difference lies between the two groups.
	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	23.130a
	1
	.000

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	
	

	a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected Count less than 5. The minimum expected Count is 15.98.


[bookmark: _Toc522527432][bookmark: _Toc522628844][bookmark: _Toc522629008][bookmark: _Toc6473105]Table 7.28: Chi-square test results for social group demographic variable.
	
	Is intermarriage acceptable among_ UBH
	Total

	
	agree
	disagree
	strongly agree
	strongly disagree
	

	Social
group
	UBH
	Raw frequency
	39
	210
	12
	62
	323

	
	
	% within Social
group
	12.0%
	64.8%
	3.7%
	19.4%
	100.0%

	
	
	% of Total
	6.0%
	32.4%
	1.8%
	9.7%
	49.9%

	
	HH
	Raw frequency
	83
	170
	20
	53
	326

	
	
	% within Social
group
	25.5%
	52.3%
	6.2%
	16.0%
	100.0%

	
	
	% of Total
	12.8%
	26.2%
	3.1%
	8.0%
	50.1%

	Total
	Raw frequency
	122
	380
	32
	115
	649

	
	% within Social
group
	18.8%
	58.6%
	4.9%
	17.7%
	100.0%

	
	% of Total
	18.8%
	58.6%
	4.9%
	17.7%
	100.0%


[bookmark: _Toc522527433][bookmark: _Toc522628845][bookmark: _Toc522629009][bookmark: _Toc6473106]Table 7.29: Social group-Q5 crosstabulation. 
Table 7.29 demonstrates that, within social groups, first, 12.0% of UBH participants agreed that intermarriage is acceptable among UBHs, while the proportion is nearly double for HH participants, with 25.5% of the latter agreeing that intermarriage is acceptable among UBHs. Second, 64.8% of UBH participants disagreed with the idea that intermarriage is acceptable among UBHs, whereas 52.3% of HH participants also disagreed. Third, only 3.7% of UBH participants strongly disagreed that intermarriage is acceptable among UBHs while 6.2% of HH participants strongly agreed. Finally, 19.4% of UBH participants strongly disagreed on the intermarriage phenomenon, while 16.0% of HH participants strongly disagreed. Generally, the results indicate that the significant difference found in the proportions occurs because UBHs are less supportive of the intermarriage phenomenon than the HH participants. 
The mother’s social group and the spouse’s social group results showed the same pattern, where the UBH participants did not demonstrate strong agreement on intermarriage while the HH participants were more in agreement. See Appendix 2. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472723]7.11.	Q10: Is intermarriage acceptable among HH people?
The same question as the previous one was asked but the focus this time was on HH people. Contrary to the results to the previous question, the findings revealed that the majority of participants perceived the intermarriage phenomenon to be acceptable among HH people. See Table 7.30. 
	Intermarriage is acceptable among HHs
	Number

	Strongly agree
	  65

	Agree
	456

	Disagree
	107

	Strongly disagree
	21


[bookmark: _Toc522527434][bookmark: _Toc522628846][bookmark: _Toc522629010][bookmark: _Toc6473107]Table 7.30: Participants’ selection of the choices provided in Q10.
Table 7.30 demonstrates that, first, 65 participants strongly agreed that intermarriage is acceptable among HH people. Second, 456 participants agreed with the statement in the question. Third, 107 participants disagreed, and finally, 21 participants strongly disagreed. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472724]7.11.1.	Effects of demographic variables on the data
The chi-square test revealed that three demographic variables affected the results: social group, mother’s social group and spouse’s social group. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472725]7.11.1.1.	Social group
The chi-square test results revealed that the two social groups differed at the p level, as illustrated in Table 7.31. Table 7.32 demonstrates Count and percentage data for each social group’s answers to the question.

	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	133.077a
	1
	.000

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	
	

	a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected Count less than 5. The minimum expected Count is 10.48.


[bookmark: _Toc522527435][bookmark: _Toc522628847][bookmark: _Toc522629011][bookmark: _Toc6473108]Table 7.31: Chi-square test results for social group demographic variable.
	
	Is intermarriage acceptable among HH
	Total

	
	agree
	disagree
	strongly agree
	strongly disagree
	

	Social
group
	UBH
	Raw frequency
	163
	96
	54
	10
	323

	
	
	% within Social
group
	50.3%
	29.6%
	16.7%
	3.4%
	100.0%

	
	
	% of Total
	25.1%
	14.8%
	8.3%
	1.7%
	49.9%

	
	HH
	Raw frequency
	293
	11
	11
	11
	326

	
	
	% within Social
group
	90.2%
	3.4%
	3.4%
	3.1%
	100.0%

	
	
	% of Total
	45.1%
	1.7%
	1.7%
	1.5%
	50.1%

	Total
	Raw frequency
	456
	107
	65
	21
	649

	
	% within Social
group
	70.3%
	16.5%
	10.0%
	3.2%
	100.0%

	
	% of Total
	70.3%
	16.5%
	10.0%
	3.2%
	100.0%


[bookmark: _Toc522527436][bookmark: _Toc522628848][bookmark: _Toc522629012][bookmark: _Toc6473109]Table 7.32: Social group-Q11 crosstabulation. 
Table 7.32 shows that, within social groups, first, 50.3% of UBH participants agreed that intermarriage is acceptable among HH people, while 90.2% of HH participants agreed with this statement. Second, 29.6% of UBH participants disagreed with the statement in the question provided, while 3.4% of HH participants disagreed with it. Third, 16.7% of UBH participants strongly agreed on the intermarriage phenomenon, while only 3.4% of HH participants strongly agreed. Finally, 3.4% of UBH participants strongly disagreed on the statement in the question provided, while 3.1% of HH participants strongly disagreed. Overall, HH participants seemed more supportive of the idea that intermarriage is acceptable among HH than UBH were. The results for mother’s social group and spouse’s social group showed the same pattern as the above. See Appendix 2.
[bookmark: _Toc6472726]7.12.	Conclusion
This chapter has enhanced the background information provided on the Hijaz region, as all of the questions asked in this part of the study mainly focused on eliciting answers about participants’ sociolinguistic perceptions about the region. To sum up, the HH dialect was perceived as the most representative reference for the Hijazi dialect. Furthermore, the HH dialect was selected as the most dominant dialect in Hijaz. Participants perceived the the UBH and HH dialects as being different from each other. The two dialects were perceived as different in all linguistic aspects provided in the choices: sounds, words and style of speaking. Another significant result indicated that the HH dialect was perceived to be most similar to the Egyptian Arabic dialect. In terms of dialect contact, more HH participants perceived UBHs trying to speak the HH dialect than HH participants perceived HHs trying to speak the UBH dialect. Socially, intermarriage between the two groups was perceived to have occurred in recent years rather than in the past. Moreover, participants observed that the intermarriage phenomenon is more acceptable among the HH community than among the UBH community. 
With regard to the effects of demographic variables on the data, the results revealed that a systematic pattern emerged in the results. In other words, the social group demographic variable was foregrounded when the question involved social or linguistic queries about the two groups. This means that the two groups attempt to deliver the most suitable answers for their own group. 
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[bookmark: _Toc6472727]Chapter 8: Discussion chapter for RQ1
[bookmark: _Toc515415556][bookmark: _Toc515610177][bookmark: _Toc6472728]8.1.	Introduction 
The chapter begins with a brief summary of the results followed by a reflection on the following themes revealed by the findings: effects of Hijazi social ideology on participants’ perceptions on the dominance of the HH dialect; the perceived dichotomous dialect situation; the perceived similarity between the HH dialect and other Arabic dialects; perceived effects of dialect contact; perceptions on intermarriage between the two social groups; the systematic emergence of social group patterns in the results; and finally, the effects of the gender demographic variable. The chapter concludes with generalizations and implications of the research, together with a discussion of the contribution of the findings to dialect research on the region. 
[bookmark: _Toc515415557][bookmark: _Toc515610178][bookmark: _Toc6472729]8.2.	Summary of results
The present study has revealed several interesting findings. First, the HH dialect was stereotyped as a dialect representing the whole Hijaz region, and was also perceived as the most dominant dialect in Hijaz. Second, both the UBH and HH dialects were perceived as very different or completely different from each other. This is supported by a further result which revealed that the HH dialect differs from UBH in terms of the following linguistic aspects: dialect sounds, words, and style of speaking. Third, a further result revealed that a number of Arabic dialects were perceived as similar to the HH dialect. Egyptian was perceived to be the most similar, followed by Levantine and then by the Sudanese and Yemeni dialects. Fourth, with regard to the effects of dialect contact between the two social groups, the results revealed that UBH speakers were perceived as embracing the HH dialect in their speech to a greater extent than was the case with HH participants and the UBH dialect. Fifth, with regard to intermarriage, HH people were perceived as accepting intermarriage with people from the UBH social group to a greater extent than UBH accepting intermarriage with HH people. Regarding the point in time in which intermarriage started to occur, most participants perceived intermarriage to have started to occur in recent times rather than in the past. Sixth, the participants’ social group, and their mother’s and spouse’s social group seems to have had significant and systematic effects on the results. The gender variable also affected the results, but its effects emerged in only a few instances and did not maintain a systematic pattern in the data. 
[bookmark: _Toc515415558][bookmark: _Toc515610179][bookmark: _Toc6472730]8.3.	Effects of Hijazi social ideology on participants’ perceptions of the dominance of the HH dialect
As stated above, the HH dialect was perceived as being the dominant dialect in Hijaz and the reference point for the Hijazi dialect. On the face of the issue, one might take the view that the above results are driven by stereotypical assumptions participants hold towards the HH dialect. However, I would argue that the results are more likely to reflect language ideology in the region, which shapes participants’ perceptions of stereotypes regarding the HH dialect. The direct approach adopted in this part of the study has the potential to reveal the macro language ideological system that is reflected in language attitudes, enabling a full understanding to be obtained of how certain stereotypes are driven by language ideology. Kristiansen et al. (2005) argue that the direct approach is powerful in revealing language ideology through which the researcher can interpret how stereotypes are formed. 
Returning to discuss the above-mentioned results, three possible interpretations can be put forward: the first interpretation will be discussed in relation to the reason why the UBH dialect was neither strongly perceived as a reference point for the Hijazi dialect nor as a dominant dialect in the region. The reason for this might be due to the resemblance between the UBH dialect and other Bedouin dialects in SA; as discussed in Chapter 2, section 2.17, therefore, it is not treated as a distinctive dialect in the Hijaz region. In other words, it may be the case that should UBH speakers in Hijaz belong to the same tribes that dwell in other parts of SA, and that these Bedouin groups may share similar dialects. Therefore, the UBH dialect is not perceived as a reference point for the Hijaz dialect or even as the dominant dialect in the region as the dialect is spoken throughout SA. 
This interpretation is supported by the results obtained by Ingham (1986, p. 271). Ingham found that Bedouin people in SA always share the same dialect if they belong to the same tribe, even if they move to distant geographical places. Ingham (1986, p. 271) found that there is a great deal of linguistic similarity between the Al-Murra and Ajman tribes, which are located adjacent to each other in the southern part of the Najd region. An example of the linguistic similarities found between the two tribes is that reflexes of classical “kaf” remain as /k/ in the Al-Murra and Ajman dialects, while it has undergone changes in the other neighbouring dialects. Although the two tribes have many neighbours, their dialects have not been affected by their dialect neighbours. Ingham attributed the reason for the similarity found between the two dialects to their genealogical ties, as they derive from a single ancestor, originally from south-western SA (i.e. Najran region). Another similar finding was revealed by Al-Hazmy (1975), who found that the dialect of the Harb tribe, a sub-dialect of UBH dialect spoken in the Hijaz region, is very similar to the Harb tribe dialect spoken in the Najd region (i.e. central region) in almost all linguistic aspects including phonology, lexicon, structure and with a slight difference in morphology[footnoteRef:14].   In other words, although the tribe members are geographically distant they maintain the same dialect.   [14:  For more details on the linguistic similarities between the two Bedouin dialects, see Al-Hazmy's (1975) thesis, where he provided a detailed analysis on the similarities between the Harb dialect in Najd and Hijaz. ] 

It is important to note that the present study differs from the above-mentioned studies in the approach taken. The above studies examined similar patterns between dialects in their dialect production, while the present study instead focuses on dialect perceptions. Therefore, I believe that due to the resemblance between the UBH dialect and other tribal/Bedouin dialects in SA, the former is not perceived as the main representative and dominant dialect in Hijaz as the same dialect might be spoken in other parts of SA. 
The second interpretation is related to perceiving the HH dialect as the dominant and the reference dialect in Hijaz. The HH dialect is a new dialect that emerged from settlers; most significantly, as discussed in Chapter 2, section 2.17, the settlers came from all different parts of the Islamic world and contributed different features to the dialect, that have resulted in the dialect being different and distinctive from all other dialects in SA. The results seemed to reveal a tendency among Hijazi people to relate the newly emerging dialect of the region to the settlers dwelled in. Interestingly, one can conclude that Hijaz is the settlers’ homeland. Thus, the dialect of the settler’s group is stereotypically referred to using the place name (i.e. Hijaz). The results are broadly consistent with Alrumaih’s (2002) perceptual study, where he investigated dialect regions in SA by examining Najdi participants’ (i.e. central region nationals) perceptions. One of the interesting findings that emerged from his study was that the Hijaz region sterotypically was one of the top regions associated with a frequently written regional label, “settlers”. This means that even outsiders to the Hijaz region, central region participants in Alrumaih’s (2002) study, sterotypically associate the Hijaz region with the settlers group, while neglecting other social groups in Hijaz. This stereotypical association, from insiders and outsiders to the Hijaz region, shows how the language ideology of the HH dialect is not only confined to residents of Hijaz but is rather extended to outside of Hijaz, where sterotypical assumptions about the dialect take the form of HH being perceived as the only Hijazi dialect in the region. 
A final possible interpretation concerning HH dialect perceptions is related to the Saudi media. The Saudi media most often represent the HH dialect as the main reference point for the Hijazi dialect, through TV series, YouTube videos and shows. A very popular Saudi satirical comedy called “Tash ma Tash”, which ran for 19 seasons (1992 to 2011), depicted the Hijazi image as a person speaking pure HH dialect. In the series, the Hijazi character is always referred to as the Hijazi person, specifically from Jeddah city, and when the character speaks he immediately adopts an HH accent, which I would argue reflects a stereotypical view of the Hijazi dialect image always being attached to the HH dialect. Thus, this could be another factor that prompted participants to stereotypically refer to the Hijazi dialect as the HH dialect. 
Montgomery (2012) examined how proximity could affect participants’ perceptions towards dialect areas in Northern Great Britain. Montgomery conducted fieldwork on two instances. The first took place in 2004 in the North of England and the second took place in 2009 on the Scottish–English border. One of the significant results revealed from both studies was that the Greater Manchester dialect area was recognized as a prominent dialect area, though the area was not stigmatized in previous perceptual dialectology literature such as the work by Inoue (1996). Montgomery (2012) attributed this to the effect of cultural prominence where Greater Manchester “became a focal point for many in the country. It has remained significant in the national consciousness, playing host to the 2002 Commonwealth Games and now the destination of many relocated BBC jobs from London” (p. 659). As a result, the region has gained much more attention in the print media. Thus, I might conclude that the media in general, could have potential enhancing effects on participants’ perceptions regarding the salience of particular dialects. 
[bookmark: _Toc515415559][bookmark: _Toc515610180][bookmark: _Toc6472731]8.4.	The dichotomous dialect situation
The majority of participants perceived the two dialects as different; a further finding revealed that participants related the difference between the two dialects to sounds, words and style of speaking. The present perceptual results confirms the results from a production study conducted by Al-Jehani (1985), which revealed that the two dialects differ in their phonology and style of speaking; see Chapter 3, section 3.3.2. 
I would argue that this is an expected result as it demonstrates how the two dialects belong to different language ideological systems. The language ideology of the UBH dialect is simply an outcome of the system of beliefs that directs people to stereotypically differentiate it from the other dialect, and the same applies to the HH dialect. In order to understand the language ideology of the two dialects, we need to look back to their birth. As discussed in the literature review, see Chapter 2, section 2.13, the UBH dialect emerged with internal migration movements, where rural Bedouins settled in Hijaz cities, mainly for economic reasons (Hamdan, 1990; Vassiliev, 2000). On the other hand, the HH dialect is a new dialect formulated by a group of settlers, and emerged after external migration to the Hijaz region (Alahmadi, 2015). Hence, the settlers who came from different ethnic groups have bestowed some linguistic features on the HH dialect (Alahmadi, 2015, 2016; Al-Jehani, 1985, 1990; Nahedh, 1989). As a result, one might conclude that the two dialects have different language ideologies which have apparently affected the way in which the dialects are perceived. 
These findings are consistent with Ingham’s production study  (1971). Ingham found that linguistically there is a clear difference between a sub-HH dialect, the Makkan dialect, and other Saudi dialects; see Chapter 2, section 2.17 for more details on the different linguistic aspects of the two dialects. In this aspect, I would argue that the two dialects are different, as has proved by the above-mentioned production study and the present perception study. 
[bookmark: _Toc515415560][bookmark: _Toc515610181][bookmark: _Toc6472732]8.5.	The perceived similarity between the HH dialect and other Arabic dialects
Egyptian and Levantine Arabic dialects were perceived as the most similar dialects to the HH dialect, followed by the Egyptian Arabic dialect, then by a combination of Egyptian, Yemeni and Sudanese Arabic dialects, and finally the Levantine Arabic dialect. Prior to discussing the results, it would be useful to revisit Biadsy et al.’s (2009, p. 55) geo-linguistic dialect classification, which I illustrated in Chapter 3, section 3.2. The researchers classified Arabic dialects into five main dialects: Gulf Arabic (i.e. dialects of Kuwait, Saudi Arabia (SA), Bahrain, Qatar, United Arab Emirates and Oman), Iraqi Arabic (i.e. Iraqi dialect), Levantine Arabic (dialects of Lebanon, Syria, Jordan, Palestine), Egyptian Arabic (dialects of Egypt and Sudan) and finally Magrabi Arabic (i.e. dialects of Morocoo, Algeria, Tunisia and Mauritania); see Figure 3.2 in Chapter 3. I would argue that this dialect classification can help to interpret why the results emerged in a certain pattern. This is because the researchers took geography into consideration when formulating their classification. Likewise, the results of the present study can be interpreted from a geographical point of view. 
Overall, it seems that the group of dialects perceived as similar to the HH dialect are dialects of neighbouring countries to SA, see Arab world map, Figure 3.1 in Chapter 3. First, Egypt and Sudan are geographically located at the western border of SA; although the Red Sea separates SA from Egypt and Sudan, the countries are connected via many ports. Second, one of the Levantine countries (i.e. Jordan) is located at the northern border, and the remaining Levantine countries are adjacent to Jordan. Third, Yemen is located at the southern border. Therefore, I would argue that the geography and location of the previously mentioned countries made the external migration of this particular group of settlers convenient and less stressful. Overall, the results are consistent with the background information on the region, which indicates that settler groups were mainly from Arab countries and areas such as Egypt, the Levant, and Yemen (Al-Ansari, 1970; Vassiliev, 2000). Therefore, the settler group dialect is perceived to have similar linguistic features to the settlers’ original dialects that are spoken in places such as Egypt, the Levant, Yemen, and Sudan. 
One might wonder why none of the dialects from the Gulf countries (i.e. Oman, Qatar, Bahrain, Kuwait, and the United Arab Emirates) on the eastern border of SA, or Iraq on the northern border of SA, were perceived to be similar to the HH dialect. It would seem that the external migration to SA was not comprised of settlers in Hijaz from Iraq and the Gulf countries. This is supported by the fact that I did not find any official data or resources on the background to Hijaz mentioning any settlers from these countries, and on the other hand, the results have confirmed that the Arabic dialects spoken in Iraq and on the eastern border of SA (i.e. Gulf countries) are not perceived as similar to the HH dialect. One might wonder then why people from these countries did not migrate to the Hijaz region. The reason is straightforward and clear, that is, all Gulf countries and Iraq experienced a similar economic situation to that of SA. According to the head of the data services department at OPEC (Al-Zayer, 2007), SA along with Iraq and the Gulf countries hold a considerable amount of the world’s oil reserves. Therefore, similar to the situation in SA, I would assume that citizens in these countries benefitted from and served the development process in their countries. 
The results revealed a very significant pattern in which the Egyptian dialect was chosen as the most similar dialect to the HH dialect by 204 participants, and when other Arabic dialects were chosen, the Egyptian dialect was selected in combination with them. A possible interpretation for this result is that it might be the case that the majority of settlers in Hijaz are of Egyptian origin, although statistically there is a clear lack of census/official figures of Hijaz settlers. Sell (1988) attributed the high number of Egyptian migrants to other countries to the fact that the country is overpopulated,[footnoteRef:15] and the government’s failure to fulfil the country’s employment needs. Therefore, Egyptians seek migration predominantly to find jobs. In 1982, according to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs in Egypt in (Sell, 1988), the majority of Egyptian migrants chose rich Arab countries as their main destination. Regarding the oil-rich Arab countries, according to CIA, Saudi Arabia, Iraq and Kuwait are among the top ten oil-producing countries, see Table 2.1 in Chapter 2. Notwithstanding this claim, I could not find clear statistics on the number of Egyptian migrants who entered SA after the oil boom, although, as I suggested above, according to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs in Egypt, Egyptian migrants chose SA as one of their top destinations. Thus, it would seem that the majority of migrants to Hijaz are Egyptians; therefore, this group of settlers bestowed the highest proportion of linguistic features on the HH dialect. [15:  According to ‘World Population Prospects - Population Division - United Nations’, n.d., Egypt is greatly overpopulated. The population was 44,099,142 in 1980. It reached 99,375,741 in 2018. The population is estimated to reach 153,433,492 in 2050. ] 

[bookmark: _Toc515610183][bookmark: _Toc515610184][bookmark: _Toc515610185][bookmark: _Toc515415562][bookmark: _Toc515610186][bookmark: _Toc6472733]8.6.	Perceived effects on dialect contact 
The results revealed a very significant pattern, where UBH speakers were perceived as more likely to speak the HH dialect than HH speakers were perceived to speak the UBH dialect. There are two possible interpretations for this finding: first, the UBH participants were perceived to be more likely to be affected by the other dialect group. The reason why UBHs are willing to speak the HH dialect might be due to the modernity of the HH dialect as it is a new and modern dialect in the region. However, we are not yet certain of the characteristics of the HH dialect (the results for both dialect characteristics will be discussed in Chapter 10). I would contend that the current results can only be fully understood in conjunction with revealing the perceived characteristics associated with both dialects; therefore, I will revisit this finding in Chapter 10, section 10.6.
Remarkably, Bedouin people in the present study were perceived to speak the HH dialect sometimes, while Ingham’s research (1982, 1986) revealed that members of Bedouin tribes such as Dhafir, Al-Mura and Ajman seemed to be conservative in their dialect features even when they were scattered around Arabia; that is, speakers of Bedouin tribes have not been affected by the dialects of other neighbouring tribes and used linguistic conservatism as a marker of dialect identification. However, the evidence from the present study would suggest that Bedouins are nowadays less conservative in their dialects and more open to change than was the case earlier. In other words, it seems that Bedouins are attempting to free their dialect from the inherited genealogy that connects them to their tribe by accepting the adoption of other people’s dialects. However, the evidence from the present study does not show the nature of the linguistic change the UBH seem to adopt: whether they codeswitch in certain situations or whether they style shift whenever appropriate. Therefore, more research on the production of the dialect is needed to reveal whether UBH are bi-dialectal or if they use a mixed dialect. 
The other interpretation of this finding relates to the HH group demonstrating a strong affiliation to their dialect. It might be the case that this group sees their dialect as part of their culture and identity, which they feel a strong relationship with. Again, a full understanding of the HH dialect culture and identity will be obtained when I discuss the results of perceived dialect characteristics of HH dialect in Chapter 10, section 10.6. In line with the present study, Alahmadi (2016) conducted an attitudinal study on the Makkan HH dialect, and her results showed a very similar pattern whereby Makkan HH participants showed “their desire to use and preserve their dialect” (p. 253). Furthermore, one of the interesting results in Alahmadi’s work is that Makkan HH participants attributed the rise of the HH dialect to its culture, which seems to be the reason why participants in the present study are not affected by dialect contact with the UBH group. 
[bookmark: _Toc515415563][bookmark: _Toc515610187][bookmark: _Toc6472734]8.7.	Intermarriage between the two social groups
Intermarriage between the two social groups was mostly perceived to have occurred in recent years, but what is especially interesting is that intermarriage is perceived to be much more acceptable among the HH group than the UBH group. Regarding the occurrence of intermarriage in recent years, I would argue that this is an expected finding as the UBH society is conservative across the whole Arabian Peninsula, and the issue of retaining and maintaining genealogy is a dominant aspect of Bedouins’ beliefs (Ingham, 1986; Nahedh, 1989). To put it another way, the only way in which tribes can prosper and endure is through marriage with other tribal members to maintain the same genealogy, otherwise the tribe cannot retain its genealogical ties. Therefore, it can be understood why it took a long time for intermarriage to occur, since it was not easy for a conservative society such as the Saudi one to change unless the change happened gradually and over time. 
I will now turn to discuss the intermarriage finding in relation to the result discussed above about perceptions of dialect contact. First, the UBH group was perceived to be adopting the HH dialect sometimes, while at the same time rejecting intermarriage with them. Second, the HH group was perceived to be rejecting adoption of the UBH dialect, while they are welcome to intermarry with UBH members. These findings seem to contradict the findings regarding language contact. The most likely explanation for such a contradictory result is that the UBH group have attempted to modernize their lifestyle by speaking a new city dialect (i.e. the HH dialect) but at the same time they want to retain their traditional identity by maintaining their genealogy with other tribal members. This might mean that UBHs start to separate their dialect from the genealogical issues they were preoccupied with in the past; that is, the dialect might not be regarded as an identity marker of their genealogy. This contrasts with past studies conducted by Al-Hazmy (1975), El Salman (2016), and Ingham (1982, 1986), where the dialect production of different tribal dialects confirmed that Bedouin tribal dialects preserved their linguistic behaviour regardless of where they were spoken. 
Second, the HH group use their dialect as an identity marker and at the same time are willing to intermarry with UBH group as the latter is a symbol of traditional identity, which the HH group might be looking for as an assertion of their identity in the Saudi society. 
[bookmark: _Toc515415564][bookmark: _Toc515610188][bookmark: _Toc6472735]8.8.	Systematic emergence of social group patterns in the results
Participants’ social group, and their mother’s and spouse’s social group, affected the results significantly, specifically affecting the findings for six out of ten questions included in this part of the study. The findings are characterized by all three social groups having a combined systematic effect, resulting in participants having positive attitudes towards the dialect of their social group. In other words, there seems to be a strong association between the participants’ social group, mother’s social group and spouse’s social group demographic variables. As stated in Chapter 2, section 2.17, the main purpose of including the participants’ mother’s and spouse’s social groups along with the social group of participants was to see if the mother’s or spouse’s social group have a different effect on the results compared to the participants’ social group. The pattern that emerged points to the homogeneity of results from the participants’ social group, and the mother’s and spouse’s social groups, that is, for participants of the same social group, those with the same mother’s and spouse’s group have a consensus on being positive about their own dialects. Looking at the data more closely, it is evident that each social group has more positive attitudes about its in-group than is the case for the attitudes of the out-group towards them. To give an example, regarding the dominant dialect in Hijaz, the overall results reveal that the HH dialect is the dominant dialect, but on closer analysis 16% of UBH participants perceived the UBH dialect as the dominant one, while only 0.6% of the HH participants perceived the UBH dialect as the dominant dialect; a similar pattern emerged with regard to the HH dialect but with larger percentages. One interpretation of this finding is that each social group is positive about their own dialect. It could be argued that the direct approach I adopted reveals how language ideology affects people’s attitudes towards their dialects. 
In line with many established studies, the local variety is always prioritized in people’s perceptions (Demirci & Kleiner, 1999; Kristiansen, 2009). Kristiansen (2009) conducted a study on Danish adolescents to reveal the extent to which conscious and unconscious attitudes support patterns of language variation and change in the country. In order to reveal the conscious attitudes, Kristiansen (2009) adopted a direct approach where participants were presented conceptually with all of the dialect names in Denmark and were asked to rank “the dialects they like the best” in a dialect chart (Kristiansen, 2009, p. 177). Results for the ranking task uncovered “local patriotism” where the local dialect is always preferred. Similarly, in the present study, each social group preferred their own dialect, but what distinguishes my results from Kristiansen’s results is that the latter revealed a pattern whereby all social groups prioritize their local dialect as one of the most preferred dialects. In the present study, a pattern emerged whereby the preference is revealed when looking closely at the in-group and out-group results through the social demographic variables. In other words, on the face of it, the result points to a preference for one dialect over the other, but when splitting the results for the two social groups, the pattern seems to point to a preference for participants’ own social group dialect. 
The above discussion indicates that participants’ attitudes emerged in a systematic way. In other words, when UBH participants were asked about their perceptions of their dialect, they gave their dialect a higher mean score than did the HH group. Similarly, when HH participants were asked about their perceptions of their dialect, they gave their dialect a higher mean score than did the UBHs. The most likely explanation for this systematic pattern may be attributed to the direct approach adopted in this particular part of the study. Demirci and Kleiner's (1999, p. 281) results support my results; when they used a task involving direct questioning to elicit perceptions towards Turkish dialects, age and gender-related patterns emerged systematically. 
In contrast, Labov (1972, p. 146) claims that language attitudes “do not emerge in a systematic form if respondents are questioned directly about dialects”. It can be argued, contrary to Labov’s claim, that a social group-related pattern did systematically emerge in the current results when the participants were questioned directly about their dialect attitudes. It should be noted that Labov made a general point that does not hold in different linguistic and social situations. In other words, the general statement Labov made cannot be generalized in the present research context, which demonstrates that this particular Hijazi society uses different dialects defined by linguistic usage according to social groups. Thus, it seems that that in this sort of setting and this particular society, structured and systematic attitudes could emerge when people are questioned directly.
[bookmark: _Toc515415565][bookmark: _Toc515610189][bookmark: _Toc6472736]8.9.	The effects of gender on the results
The effect of gender demographics is shown relatively less frequently than is the case for the above-mentioned social groups. First, the female group perceived the HH dialect as the dominant dialect in Hijaz. Before I interpret this result, it is important to address the question of what is the feature that the HH dialect maintains that attracts the female group to hold such perceptions. Revisiting the background information in Chapter 2, it is evident that the HH dialect is a new and modern dialect that exemplifies modern culture in the region. The modernity of the dialect derives from a group of characteristics, all of which contribute to the meaning of modernity in participants’ mental processes. Therefore, I would argue that the perception of the HH dialect as the dominant dialect evident in female perceptions is attributed to the dialect containing a feature that might be preferable to women. On the face of the issue, this feature seems to be the modernity of the dialect, though there may be other characteristics that the dialect possesses which attract the female group; this will be revealed in the next chapter, where a full analysis will be provided regarding the cognitive processes of the stored beliefs about the modernity of the HH dialect within participants’ mental lexicon. Trudgill (1972) argues that linguistically the female group always prefers prestigious language; if prestigious characteristics are perceived as one of the characteristics that contribute to the modernity of the HH dialect, then I can confirm Trudgill’s claim in regard to the way women interpret and perceive the dialects. It should be noted that Trudgill (1972) worked in a different context (i.e. UK) and different community (English participants), although he did find that women tend to prefer to use prestigious language and that might be the case in the results of the present study. 
Second, the male group perceived that Hijazi dialect refers to the HH dialect. This result can be interpreted by looking at the most associated characteristics for HH dialect, revealed in the results of the keyword technique in Chapter 5, section 5.5.1. Here, it can be seen that the HH dialect was described as a feminine dialect. Thus, it might be the case that the male group attempts to confront an in- and out-group issue by excluding a ‘feminine’ dialect which is spoken by HH people from their own group. 
Third, the male group’s perceptions regarding the extent to which the HH people speak the UBH dialect seem to point towards a pattern where they rarely perceive the HH group as speaking the UBH dialect more frequently than the female group. This result can be explained with reference to the gender-segregation issue in Saudi Arabia, as illustrated in Chapter 2, section 2.11. Gender segregation means that the male group are more likely to encounter and interact with their male counterparts. Thus, I might conclude that the HH male group were perceived as rarely adopting the UBH dialect. On the other hand, the female group encounter more HH female members of society who seem to be adopting a UBH dialect more frequently than is the case with the male group. Simply put, I would argue that participants’ perceptions are confined to applying to a single gender group rather than applying to both groups as SA society is predominantly gender segregated. 
[bookmark: _Toc515415566][bookmark: _Toc515610190][bookmark: _Toc6472737]8.10.	Conclusion 
This chapter can be concluded with two main points: first, with the generalizations that can be made from the present results; and second, with the implications of this study on the Hijazi dialect situation. Regarding the generalizations, although this study has a sociolinguistic purpose, the findings suggest that this approach would also be beneficial in other linguistic fields as well as fields from other sectors such as social and linguistic anthropological fields. This is because this part of the study incorporates a broader analysis of the linguistic situation in the region. As has been revealed and discussed, general attitudes regarding the dialect situation in general and a relative social issue, intermarriage, have paved the way for other aspects of investigation in the thesis. Similarly, regarding researchers from other fields, the findings of the present study can be used to gain a broad understanding of the linguistic situation in the region. Researchers can then move on to narrow their research according to their research purpose. It must be kept in mind that the perceptions towards the linguistic situation in the Hijaz region have not been investigated to date; therefore, the findings could have remarkable significance as they can inform research practice in SA in general and in the Hijaz region in particular. 
These findings can make a considerable contribution to the understanding of the macro language ideological systems in the Hijaz region. In this respect, a dichotomous language ideology appears to be in operation between two dialects, with the HH dialect being perceived as the most dominant in the region. This dialect is perceived to be distinguished from the UBH dialect in different linguistic aspects, while at the same time it is perceived as a similar dialect to other Arabic dialects. Most interestingly, the Bedouin social group seems flexible in adopting the HH dialect. On the contrary, they do not seem to be very flexible when it comes to intermarriage with the HH group; a reverse pattern was revealed for the HH social group. 
As can be seen, the findings discussed above set the scene for the overall perceived linguistic situation in the region, which can pave the way for further and more in-depth investigations of the two dialects. Having revealed the results for the broad linguistic situation in Hijaz, I can now move on to investigate the perceived characteristics of the two dialects and to confirm whether or not the perceived characteristics are driven by the language ideology that has been uncovered in this chapter. 
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[bookmark: _Toc502437221][bookmark: _Toc6472738]Chapter 9: Results chapter for RQ2
[bookmark: _Toc502437222][bookmark: _Toc6472739]9.1.	Introduction 
This chapter presents the results for RQ2. The results are presented in sequential order. I will begin by presenting how the results were refined, in which a reliability test was the main data processing tool used to refine the data. Following this, I will present the data-reduction results, where all of the collected data were reduced to two-factor solutions through factor analysis procedures. Having identified the factors, I deliberately separated the raw data according to participants’ social groups, and then embedded factors within the data for each dialect that were perceived by the two separate participants’ social groups. Then, I will present a comparison of the results derived from paired t-tests, which compared the mean score of each factor in each dialect with its equivalent in the data on the other dialect. Finally, I will conclude the chapter by presenting the effects of demographic variables on the results. By examining the results derived from refining, reducing and comparing the data, this chapter will demonstrate how a consensus regarding perceptions of each dialect by each group clearly emerged.
[bookmark: _Toc502437223][bookmark: _Toc6472740]9.2.	Overview of data analysis stages
The data analysis process consisted of several stages: reliability test, factor analysis, one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) and paired t-tests. Each stage had its own effect in refining and cleaning the data. First, the reliability test was used to refine the data to achieve internal consistency. Second, factor analysis was applied for two purposes: to combine characteristics that pattern together and group them into separate factors, and to reveal the dimensions or the themes behind the perceived characteristics. Third, ANOVA was used to reveal whether the social background of the participants had any effects on the results. Finally, paired t-tests were conducted to compare participants’ perceptions towards factors within each dialect and to compare equivalent factors in the two dialects. 
As previously mentioned, the preliminary data collected from the free-adjective questionnaire formed the basis for this data collection stage. In this data collection stage, new questionnaire format was designed to include all of the perceived characteristics and were then distributed to participants. As previously mentioned in Chapter 6, section 6.11, the questionnaire was administered in two stages; group-administered paper-based questionnaire and online-based questionnaire. Afterwards, the data collected from the two stages were combined into one Excel spreadsheet to prepare them for data processing. The data collected at this stage went through four procedures. Each procedure played a significant part in arriving at the major findings presented at the end of the chapter. All of the procedures are sequentially ordered; this means that each procedure was a pre-requisite for the one that follows.
[bookmark: _Toc502437224][bookmark: _Toc6472741]9.3.	Data-refining results: Reliability test
I inserted all characteristics in the scale into IBM SPSS (version 23) to start processing them. In the reliability test, I wanted to make sure that variables in the scale have internal consistency, and that they are measuring the same underlying construct (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1974; Pallant, 2013). By ensuring that this is the case, the items in the factor analysis (the next stage of the data processing) are more likely to have factorability. Two statistical approaches have been used in the literature to measure the internal consistency of scale items: the split-half technique and Cronbach’s Alpha technique. In the current analysis, I applied the Cronbach’s Alpha technique. Cronbach’s Alpha “represents the proportion of total variance in a given scale that can be attributed to a common source” (DeVellis, 1991 as cited in Pett, Lackey, & Sullivan, 2003, p. 16). This means that Cronbach’s Alpha technique estimates how closely related the items in the scale as a group. I chose the Cronbach’s Alpha technique over the split-half technique because it not only measures scale reliability but also provides “the average of all possible split-half reliability coefficients that can be obtained from a given set of items in a scale” (Pett et al., 2003, p. 17).
Pallant (2013, p. 89) recommends that any item that is negatively worded in the scale should be reversed “to help prevent response bias”. As mentioned earlier, a semantic differential scale was used in the questionnaire. Scores for each item can range from 1 (least) to 5 (most). A negatively worded item in the questionnaire is (some of the letters are not produced with the proper sound target) see Appendix 1, for a copy of the questionnaire.  I reversed the scores for only this item, because high scores in this item indicate a negative attitude towards this characteristic. However, if for example we take another item such as the item distinctive, high scores in this item indicate a positive attitude towards this characteristic. I used SPSS (version 23) to test the reliability of the scales in this study.
	
	
	N
	%

	Cases
	Valid
	1298
	100.0


[bookmark: _Toc522527437][bookmark: _Toc522628849][bookmark: _Toc522629013][bookmark: _Toc6473110]Table 9.1: Case processing summary.
As can be seen from Table 9.1, that the number of participants is doubled because they were given two questionnaires, one for the UBH dialect and the other for the HH dialect. 
At this stage, my main concern was to test the reliability of the items in each scale. I kept re-running the analysis for the reliability test many times until I reached a reasonable Cronbach’s Alpha value. I will now illustrate the findings of the first analysis obtained from the reliability test. Table 9.2 illustrates the Cronbach’s Alpha value obtained the first time I ran the analysis before removing any item from the scale.
	Cronbach’s Alpha
	Cronbach’s Alpha Based on Standardized Items
	N of Items

	.549
	.586
	22


[bookmark: _Toc522527438][bookmark: _Toc522628850][bookmark: _Toc522629014][bookmark: _Toc6473111]Table 9.2: Reliability statistics. 
As can be seen from Table 9.2 above, the Cronbach’s Alpha value for the data from both dialects is .549. However, ideally it should be above .7 (Pallant, 2013, p. 104). In other words, if the Cronbach’s Alpha value is lower than .7, then the internal consistency of the items is not satisfactory. This problem can be solved by deleting items that negatively affect the internal consistency of the items in the scale. In the next section, I will demonstrate in detail how and why this can be achieved. See Table 9.3 for the item-total statistics for the data on both dialects. 
	
	Scale Mean if Item Deleted
	Scale Variance if Item Deleted
	Corrected Item-Total Correlation
	Squared Multiple Correlation
	Cronbach’s Alpha if Item Deleted

	Similar to other Arabic dialects
	64.2039
	87.816
	.090
	.479
	.551

	Traditional
	63.7744
	82.648
	.343
	.380
	.512

	Sounds Correct
	64.0116
	81.217
	.409
	.465
	.502

	Feminine
	64.4651
	89.422
	.057
	.490
	.555

	Distinctive
	63.0054
	85.479
	.265
	.226
	.525

	Understandable
	63.5667
	82.375
	.442
	.422
	.503

	Prestigious
	64.1496
	80.469
	.466
	.484
	.495

	Common in towns
	63.7938
	87.684
	.084
	.658
	.553

	Signifies tribal loyalty
	63.4938
	87.240
	.140
	.195
	.542

	Modern
	64.1736
	83.962
	.278
	.583
	.521

	Easy to imitate
	63.8054
	86.627
	.195
	.402
	.534

	Masculine
	64.0171
	86.971
	.174
	.354
	.537

	Practical
	63.9814
	80.769
	.492
	.453
	.494

	Closer to MSA
	64.3023
	82.593
	.367
	.410
	.509

	Understandable to other Arabs
	64.0884
	84.275
	.247
	.364
	.525

	Serious
	64.1256
	91.547
	-.028
	.574
	.569

	Spoken with a soft voice
	64.2574
	90.368
	.009
	.643
	.564

	Popular in countryside
	64.1853
	92.525
	-.075
	.649
	.583

	Difficult to imitate
	64.3341
	91.040
	.012
	.270
	.559

	Poetic
	64.2194
	89.068
	.046
	.600
	.559

	Difficult to understand
	63.7767
	91.146
	.009
	.277
	.560

	Recoded not proper sounds
	64.1481
	90.334
	.035
	.307
	.557


[bookmark: _Toc522527439][bookmark: _Toc522628851][bookmark: _Toc522629015][bookmark: _Toc6473112]Table 9.3: Item-total statistics. 
In Table 9.3 above, the corrected item-total correlation values reveal the degree to which each item correlates with the total score. Any item that has a value of less than .3 is considered to have very low internal consistency in the scale; that is, it may measure something different from the main purpose of the scale. Pallant (2013, p. 104) recommends that if the overall Cronbach’s Alpha value is less than .7, as is the case in Table 9.2 above, then items with values less than .3 have to be removed from the scale until a higher overall Cronbach’s Alpha value is obtained. The effect of deleting each item from the scale is displayed in the last column in the above table (Cronbach’s Alpha if Item Deleted). It is clear that deleting some items results in a dramatic increase in the Cronbach’s Alpha value. Returning to Table 9.2, the Cronbach’s Alpha value is only .549, and it is highly recommended that the value should be over .7. Therefore, I deleted the top seven items that affect the scale negatively to increase the Cronbach’s Alpha value. These items are are: serious, softness, popular in countryside, difficult to imitate, poetic, difficult to understand, [recoded] not proper sounds. The effects of deleting these items from the scale are shown in Table 9.4.
	Cronbach’s Alpha
	Cronbach’s Alpha Based on Standardized Items
	N of Items

	.724
	.729
	15


[bookmark: _Toc522527440][bookmark: _Toc522628852][bookmark: _Toc522629016][bookmark: _Toc6473113]Table 9.4: Reliability statistics.
Table 9.4 shows that the Cronbach’s Alpha value increased to an acceptable level of reliability of .724, and the number of items in the scale decreased to 15, since 7 items were deleted from the scale. Thus, only 15 items in the scale were applied in the next stage of data analysis. The items in the scale are now ready to be processed in factor analysis which I will illustrate in the following section.
[bookmark: _Toc502437225][bookmark: _Toc6472742]9.4.	Data-reduction results: Factor analysis 
[bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_ujJDxYAiVdAa][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_xi37GR79Kw7r][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_bdCWo9vg86k6]Factor analysis is a technique used to structurally analyze variables to reveal the interrelationships among them (Pett et al., 2003, p. 2). Afterwards, factor analysis implements a reduction process on the observed variables. In other words, only variables that seem to be inter-correlated are grouped together to form a factor that has common characteristics (Conway & Huffcutt, 2003; Pallant, 2013; Pett et al., 2003). Tabachnick & Fidell as cited in Pett et al. (2003, p.3) define a factor as “a linear combination or cluster of related observed variables that represents a specific underlying dimension of a construct, which is as distinct as possible from the other factors included in the solution”. This means that factor analysis used to describe variance only among correlated items in the scale which formulates a unified dimension.  Factor analysis is very beneficial in the data processing for this piece of research for many reasons; first, it reduces the number of data. Second, it groups characteristics that share common meaning in meaningful factors. Third, it reveals the dimensions behind observed characteristics. Fourth, mean scores for factors obtained can be processed in paired t-tests and ANOVA. Factor analysis has been widely used in language attitude studies (e.g. Garrett et al., 2003; Preston, 1999a; Zahn & Hopper, 1985) and it has proved to be successful in revealing the latent dimensions behind the observed characteristics. 
[bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_OygxqEylqnZW][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_MdTalX05DCpA][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_uUU1iP11SD6V]When a researcher intends to use factor analysis, a number of decisions has to be taken and most of them may involve the researcher sense of subjectivity (Conway & Huffcutt, 2003; Pallant, 2013; Pett et al., 2003; Reio Jr & Shuck, 2015). Thus, although factor analysis is a statistical method, the researcher point of view needs to be present in some decision when conducting the analysis (Reio Jr & Shuck, 2015). Therefore, Reio Jr & Shuck (2015, p. 12) suggest “steps must be taken to improve the quality of the decision making associated with conducting EFAs if sound theory building and research related to statistical method is involved”.
[bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_91khE6NaGnGz]In the light of the current research, I have followed three main decisions, which are widely relied on in the literature suggested by many researchers (Conway & Huffcutt, 2003; Pallant, 2013; Pett et al., 2003; Reio Jr & Shuck, 2015) to obtain meaningful factors. The three decisions are; checking the appropriateness of the data for factor analysis, extracting the factors, and rotating and interpreting the factors. I will illustrate techniques and results emerged for each step in the following sections.  
[bookmark: _Toc6472743]9.4.1.	Checking the appropriateness of the data for factor analysis
[bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_p2WpevMywmLR][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_MnWErOM88CvM][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_tBzSQ5fyxCH4]In the first step, I had to make sure that the data I obtained was suitable for factor analysis to be run. In doing so, I had to check two main issues to determine the factorability and suitability. First, a large sample size has to be available. (Tabachnick & Fidell , 2007, p. 613) commented that “it is comforting to have at least 300 hundred cases for factor analysis”. Treiblmair and Filzmoser as cited in Reio Jr & Shuck (2015, p. 15) argue that large samples are always preferred with the use of factor analysis since the occurrence of error is minimized and results are more generalizable. Recently, a rule of thumb participant-to-variable ratio has emerged and many researchers argue that it is more useful for analysis than the sample size rule (Reio Jr & Shuck, 2015). Participant-to-variable ratio ranges from 5:1 to 10:1, that the ratio of participants to each single variable has to be at least 10:1. In the current study, 649 participants took part in the study. On one hand, it is a good sample size that is sufficient for factor analysis to be conducted. On the other hand, the participant-to-variable ratio is 30:1 which a very sufficient amount to run the factor analysis.
[bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_WGXYKcdAI50d][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_LAFZKLoHpH5W]The second issue that has to be considered is related to “the strength of intercorrelations among the items” (Pallant, 2013, p. 190). To make sure that the relation among items is fairly good, SPSS includes two types of statistical test. The first test is called The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure. The KMO index ranges from 0 to 1. To make sure that a good factor analysis is being conducted, the minimum value obtained should be .6. (Pallant, 2013, p. 190) advises that if the minimum value of the data is less than .6, then factor analysis is not an appropriate analysis method for the variables. 
[bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_yba3g7WIdUo5]The second test is called Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity. It checks whether some of the variables are somehow similar to each other or redundant, so that any redundant variables can be eliminated, resulting in a reduced number of factors. In other words, if the correlation among the variables is high, then the number of factors will supposedly be very low. “Bartlett’s test of Sphericity should be significant (p<.05) for the factor analysis to be considered appropriate” (Pallant, 2013, p. 190). 
In the current study, the data of both dialects have been proven to be appropriate for factor analysis, with a value of .882 in the KMO test, and a value of p<.000 in the Bartlett’s test, which is an extremely significant result. See Table 8.5. 
	Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy
	.882

	Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity
	Approx. Chi-Square
	6496.377

	
	Sig.
	.000


[bookmark: _Toc522527441][bookmark: _Toc522628853][bookmark: _Toc522629017][bookmark: _Toc6473114]Table 9.5: KMO and Bartlett’s test results.
[bookmark: _Toc6472744]9.4.2.	Extracting the factors
[bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_c3eN110tyJtT]The main purpose of the second step is to reduce the number of factors through conducting factor extraction. The extraction process “begins with providing an initial estimate of the total amount of variance in each individual item that is explained by the factors we are about to extract” (Pett et al., 2003, p. 4). This means that each characteristic in each factor will be given a rough estimate for its shared variance within the factor that it belongs to. This explained variance is called variable communality. Communality values range from 0 to 1; a value of 0 indicates that the variance within the item is not explained by the extracted factor (i.e.  the item does not have any common characteristics with other items within the factor and it is not strongly connected with them). A value of 1 indicates that all of the variance within the item is described by the extracted factor. 
	Variables
	Initial
	Extraction

	Traditional
	.352
	.445

	Correct
	.389
	.483

	Feminine
	.392
	.430

	Distinctive
	.206
	.439

	Understandable
	.406
	.486

	Prestigious
	.472
	.536

	Common in towns
	.590
	.678

	Signifies tribal loyalty
	.160
	.192

	Modern
	.570
	.656

	Easy to imitate
	.345
	.375

	Masculine
	.264
	.278

	Practical
	.447
	.498

	Closer to MSA
	.360
	.478

	Understandable to other Arabs
	.351
	.370

	Similar to other Arabic dialects
	.437
	.453


[bookmark: _Toc522527442][bookmark: _Toc522628854][bookmark: _Toc522629018][bookmark: _Toc6473115]Table 9.6: Communalities.
As can be seen from Table 9.6, after extraction, most of the items have a communality value above .3, which according to Pallant (2013) and Pett et al. (2003) is very moderate. Two items have a value lower than .3: tribal loyalty and masculine. This means that these two items share little with the factors they are attached to. Another issue is raised by Norris & Lecavalier (2010, p.11); they argue that if the communality values after extraction vary greatly from their initial values, “the interpretation of the solution can also vary greatly”. However, the above table shows that the extraction estimates do not vary greatly from their initial estimates. 
Having ascertained that the communality estimates are fairly good, the next step is to extract the factors. Many approaches are used in the literature to extract factors, such as: principal component analysis, principal Axis factoring, image factoring, maximum likelihood factoring, alpha factoring, unweighted least squares and generalized least squares. The method I used to extract the factors is called principal axis factoring (PAF). I chose the PAF method over other extraction methods because it reveals the underlying structure of variables, while for example principal component analysis only reduces the number of variables without interpreting their underlying structure (Conway & Huffcutt, 2003, p. 150). In the light of my current research, I attempt to investigate the dimensions behind observed variables to guide theory and practice in regards to dialect attitudinal studies in the region. Thus, since I have particular theory or research in mind, I believe that PAF should be the extraction method because it reveals the latent constructs undergirding the observed variables. Therefore, PAF might be more applicable and constructive in my research than other extraction methods. 
[bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_Ui4h7luyQYct][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_3QLwXSVfgDLl][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_vxdtJOcjKMCn]After extracting the factors, the researcher needs to decide whether to keep the number of factors as it is or to find a solution to reduce the number of factors. Conway & Huffcutt (2003) and Reio Jr and Shuck (2015) argue that choosing the number of factors to retain is a very vital decision and a researcher has to consult research background to decide on the best number of factors that can represent research findings which can inform theory building. Overall, it is up to the researcher to decide on the solution that best fits the research purpose (Pallant, 2013, p. 190). After extracting the initial factors, Pallant (2013, p. 191) summarizes the researcher's task in two points; “the researcher needs to find a simple solution with as few factors as possible; and [there is a] need to explain as much of the variance in the original data set as possible”. 
[bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_NVQzH0ZHXd2A][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_kTrCoqVIkNLt][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_zPMyF5UgPT6S]A number of factor retention rules are available to help the researcher to choose the number of factors to retain. The approaches used in the current study are: The eigenvalue greater than one rule (Kaiser, 1958), scree plot (Cattell, 1966) and parallel analysis (Horn, 1965). I have used more than one retention rule because each rule has its own limitation and the use of more than one can compensate for any limitation found in a single rule (Fabrigar, Wegener, MacCallum, & Strahan, 1999).
[bookmark: _Toc6472745]9.4.2.1.	First technique: Kaiser’s criterion
[bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_pNMTtbPSTm65][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_nArz18pxoMgH]Kaiser’s criterion for choosing factor numbers is one of the most common techniques used for factor retention. In Kaiser’s criterion, only factors with an eigenvalue of 1 or more than 1 are retained in the results. “The eigenvalue of a factor represents the amount of the total variance explained by the factor” (Pallant, 2013, p. 191). This means that these factors have a greater contribution to the variance than the factors with eigenvalues less than 1 (Pett et al., 2003, p. 27). The following table illustrates the eigenvalues of all the factors extracted.
	Factor

	Initial Eigenvalue
	Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings
	Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings

	
	Total
	% of Variance
	Cumulative %
	Total
	% of Variance
	Cumulative %
	Total

	1
	4.609
	30.729
	30.729
	4.114
	27.424
	27.424
	4.001

	2
	2.675
	17.835
	48.564
	2.120
	14.135
	41.558
	2.435

	3
	1.124
	7.493
	56.057
	.564
	3.762
	45.320
	1.040

	4
	.814
	5.425
	61.482
	
	
	
	

	5
	.789
	5.258
	66.740
	
	
	
	

	6
	.714
	4.762
	71.502
	
	
	
	

	7
	.642
	4.279
	75.781
	
	
	
	

	8
	.585
	3.901
	79.682
	
	
	
	

	9
	.541
	3.606
	83.288
	
	
	
	

	10
	.506
	3.372
	86.660
	
	
	
	

	11
	.478
	3.186
	89.846
	
	
	
	

	12
	.440
	2.934
	92.780
	
	
	
	

	13
	.399
	2.661
	95.441
	
	
	
	

	14
	.351
	2.343
	97.784
	
	
	
	

	15
	.332
	2.216
	100.000
	
	
	
	


[bookmark: _Toc522527443][bookmark: _Toc522628855][bookmark: _Toc522629019][bookmark: _Toc6473116]Table 9.7: Total variance explained. 
The eigenvalues for each variable are shown in Table 9.7 above. As can be seen, only the first three components have eigenvalues of 1 or more. Thus, according to Kaiser’s criterion, only the first three factors should be retained. They share a total of 45.320% of the variance. I argue that this should not be a suitable solution for two reasons. First, Kaiser’s criterion is often criticized for generating too many factors when there is a possibility to obtain a reduced number of factors (Pallant, 2013; Pett et al., 2003). This means that it might be possible for the data to yield fewer factors. Therefore, I decided to examine more than one technique and choosing the solution “that gives a high proportion of variance accounted for or that gives the most interpretable solution” (Conway & Huffcutt, 2003, p. 151). This means the solution is preferably contains high variance that interprets meaningful factors.
Second, background information on the region indicates a dichotomous language ideology between the UBH and HH dialect. In other words, the background information reveals that there is a clear dialect dichotomy in the region. Therefore, a two-factor solution is more applicable to my results. In order to establish whether the dichotomy found in the background information is actually supported by the data, in the following section, I used the scree plot technique to investigate whether there is any possibility of reducing the number of factors. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472746]9.4.2.2.	Second technique: Scree plot test
Another way of interpreting the output is by using the scree plot technique. A scree plot is an approach that “involves plotting each of the eigenvalues of the factors and inspecting the plot to find a point at which the shape of the curve changes direction and becomes horizontal” (Pallant, 2013, p. 191). In other words, factors above the elbow indicate that they contributed the most to the variability of the data; therefore, they have to be kept, while factors below the elbow have to be eliminated because they demonstrated a relatively low value of variability. Scree plot is criticized because there is not clear cut point in the scree in which researchers can claim that this is the point of decision. 
The scree plot test separates factors according to their shared variance. The factor that has the most shared variance assumes a horizontal shape, while if the factor contributes very little to the total variance, the shape of the scree changes to vertical. See Figure 9.1. 
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc522527333][bookmark: _Toc522628164][bookmark: _Toc522628282][bookmark: _Toc522628382][bookmark: _Toc6472985]Figure 9.1: Scree plot test. 
Figure 9.1 displays that two factors seem to be above the elbow, which means that factors 1 and 2 demonstrate the most variability in the above figure. Pallant (2013) recommends that only components or factors that make a change to the shape of the plot should be retained. 
Pett et al. (2003, p. 30, Chapter 4) comments that “it is often necessary to use subjective judgment to determine where the discontinuity of the eigenvalues occurs”. Accordingly, the researcher has to consider the research background when determining the number of factors and whether the research data needs to be represented with many or a few factors. Other authors argue that if the change in the curve is not clear in the scree plot, then the researcher can re-run a couple of factor analysis solutions with a fixed number of factors for each solution, until the researcher reaches a solution where he or she can observe a change in the curve (Pedhazur & Schmelkin, 1991; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). In the example above, although the change in the curve is somewhat obvious, there might be potential for the change in the curve to happen in the third plot, since it also represents a slight change in the shape. Therefore, the decision taking for number of factors retained is not straightforward with the scree plot technique. Hence, it is highly recommended finding a solution that can compensate for drawbacks of Kaiser’s criterion and scree test. This means a smaller number of factors and objective selection. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472747]9.4.2.3.	Third technique: Parallel analysis 
[bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_qZ8AqFTnfsc5][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_OwC46Al7zhKp][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_PAHGzKHSv79q]Parallel analysis is a statistical program developed by Watkins (2000). It “involves comparing the size of the eigenvalues with those obtained from a randomly generated data set of the same size” (Pallant, 2013, p. 191). This means if the eigenvalue of the random data is greater than the eigenvalue from the actual data, then the factor has to be removed, and if the eigenvalue of the random data is smaller than the one in the actual data, then the factor has to be retained. Many authors argue that parallel analysis is much more accurate than Kaiser’s criterion, since the latter is more likely to generate too many factors (Hubbard & Allen, 1987; Pallant, 2013; Zwick & Velicer, 1986). Furthermore, Conway and Huffcutt (2003) and Reio Jr and Shuck (2015) argue that parallel analysis is the most accurate among all other factor retention rules. Hence, when parallel analysis was applied to the research data, it proved to be more accurate for obtaining a reduced number of factors, in contrast to Kaiser’s criterion. 
Table 9.8 illustrates the random eigenvalues from the random data in parallel analysis, and Table 9.9 gives a comparison between the eigenvalues from the random data and the eigenvalues from the actual data obtained in total variance explained, see Table 9.8 and 9.
	Eigenvalue
	# Random Eigenvalue
	Standard Dev.

	1
	1.1852
	.0198

	2
	1.1430
	.0167

	3
	1.1157
	.0136

	4
	1.0877
	.0125

	5
	1.0634
	.0108

	6
	1.0413
	.0117

	7
	1.0186
	.0112

	8
	1.9961
	.0100

	9
	0.9764
	.0105

	10
	0.9572
	.0109

	11
	0.9331
	.0106

	12
	0.9107
	.0116

	13
	0.8857
	.0125

	14
	0.8600
	.0157

	15
	0.8261
	.0187


[bookmark: _Toc522527444][bookmark: _Toc522628856][bookmark: _Toc522629020][bookmark: _Toc6473117]Table 9.8: Parallel analysis results for the data from both dialects. 
	Component number 
	Actual eigenvalue from dialects data
	Criterion value from parallel analysis
	Decision

	1
	4.114
	1.1852                                   
	accept

	2
	2.120
	1.1430
	accept

	3
	  .564
	1.1157
	reject


[bookmark: _Toc522527445][bookmark: _Toc522628857][bookmark: _Toc522629021][bookmark: _Toc6473118]Table 9.9: Comparison of eigenvalues from the dialect data and criterion values from parallel analysis. 
As can be seen from Table 9.9 above, the parallel analysis results are on the one hand different from those obtained from Kaiser’s criterion. The latter test tended to generate three factors while parallel analysis generated only two-factor solutions. On the other hand, the results are the same as those obtained from the scree plot in terms of the number of factors to retain. In light of the solutions I obtained from each criterion, I would argue that the two-factor solution is the best one for the current research as this was indicated by two of the three tests (the scree plot test and parallel analysis). I can now argue that the two-factor solutions are not only driven by the background information of the region, but they are also driven by the data itself. Following this decision I was able to re-run the analysis and instruct the extraction method to select two factors.
In sum, three techniques were applied to the data to decide on the number of factors to retain. First, when using Kaiser’s criterion three factors were generated (see Table 9.7). Second, with the scree plot technique two factors were generated. Third, similar to the solution obtained from the scree plot technique, the parallel analysis test created two factors. The solution from the scree plot and parallel analysis seems to be the most suitable for the present research as the two-factor solutions were approved by two techniques, scree plot and parallel analysis, while the three-factor solutions were approved by only Kaiser’s technique. Although the three-factor solutions delivered more variance than the two-factor solutions, these were suitable for use in the present study due to being approved and revealed by two techniques. 
Overall, the decision on the number of factors that researchers choose to retain must not only depend on statistical guidelines, but also needs to depend on the theoretical coherence of the factors and the original goals of the research (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1974; Pedhazur & Schmelkin, 1991). In other words, the factors need to be easy to interpret and need to represent the background information and initial conceptualization of the research. As previously mentioned, a two-factor solution for the current data seems to have much more factor interpretability and practicality. 
[bookmark: _Toc502437226][bookmark: _Toc6472748]9.4.3.	Factor rotation and interpretation
[bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_FmDe8SOngnFF][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_DmHOICqtD6iJ][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_pDBwDpIsOYG2]After determining the number of factors, the next step to implement was to attempt to understand what they represent. Factor rotation is the process of clumping similar variables together, without affecting the underlying solution (Conway & Huffcutt, 2003; Pallant, 2013). Moreover, factor rotation attempts to avoid multiple loadings by loading each of the variables strongly in one factor (Thurstone as cited in Pallant, 2013, p. 182). Pedhazur and Schmelkin (1991, p. 612) summarize an ideal factor rotation as “one that results in a simple structure such that each [item] has a high, or meaningful, loading on one factor only and each factor has high, or meaningful, loadings for only some of the [items]”. 
[bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_YwI9y6F7epgc][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_qDmSHJuYSR8X][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_JnLjKowkT71Y]There are two main methods for factor rotation; oblique and orthogonal. Examples of oblique rotations are oblimin, quartimin, and promax. Examples of orthogonal rotations are: varimax, quartimax and equamax. Oblique rotation is best used when the factors extracted are correlated with each other. On the other hand, orthogonal rotation assumes that factors are not correlated with each other (Fabrigar et al., 1999). Therefore, Reio Jr and Shuck (2015, p. 19) argue that “if the factors are in reality correlated, orthogonal rotations can yield illusory solutions thereby threatening theory building, suggesting instead that oblique rotations are to be preferred”. As a result, the researcher has to be very careful when deciding the rotation method to be chosen. Tabachnick and Fidell (2007, p. 646) illustrate a very explicit and logical way for researchers to test whether orthogonal or oblique rotation is the best rotation method for factor analysis. The steps are illustrated in the following paragraph; 
Perhaps the best way to decide between orthogonal and oblique rotation is to request oblique rotation [e.g., direct oblimin or promax from SPSS] with the desired number of factors [see Brown, 2009b] and look at the correlations among factors…if factor correlations are not driven by the data, the solution remains nearly orthogonal. Look at the factor correlation matrix for correlations around .32 and above. If correlations exceed .32, then there is 10% (or more) overlap in variance among factors, enough variance to warrant oblique rotation unless there are compelling reasons for orthogonal rotation.
Following Tabachnick and Fiddell’s (2007) strategy for deciding on the factor rotation method, I tested the initial solution with Oblique rotation (i.e. promax). I re-ran the analysis with a fixed number of two factors, choosing oblique rotation. See Table 8.10 for the result obtained with oblique rotation.

	Factor
	1
	2

	1
	1.000
	-.268

	2
	-.268
	1.000


[bookmark: _Toc522527446][bookmark: _Toc522628858][bookmark: _Toc522629022][bookmark: _Toc6473119]Table 9.10: Factor correlation matrix.
As can be seen from Table 9.10 above, the correlation matrix is only -.286, which is less than .32. As a result, I needed to re-run the analysis to set up orthogonal rotation as the default method of rotation for my current data. An orthogonal rotation is preferable with this analysis since factor correlation is not driven by the data. As a result, the final solution was tested with orthogonal rotation (i.e. assuming factors are uncorrelated). 
[bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_jQfzTtVjvBI8][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_AizKzqrF3QKL]It is important to note that the loadings in each factor can be made even easier and simpler to understand by simplifying the presentation “so that the patterns of item-to-factor correlations in the factor structure matrix are more distinct” (Pett et al., 2003, p. 3). We can simplify the loadings in SPSS by directing the computer to suppress small coefficients under 0.4 in the coefficient display format. By doing so, only values that are strong are worth noting. On the other hand, if the values are not specified when running the analysis, the factor analysis will report all items in each factor, even those that are not worth noting (Pett et al., 2003, p. 4). It is important to note that by suppressing small values under 0.4 we are not deleting any of the items. All items are present in the calculation of communalities, and are present in the underlying analysis, but some items are absent in the loading. The reason for their absence is because I instructed SPSS to suppress small values under 0.4. Thus, any item with a value less than 0.4. is not going to show up in the component matrix. 
To sum up, so far, three decisions have been taken to proceed with the final analysis. The decisions taken are as follows:
· The extraction method is principal axis factoring.
· The number of factors to retain is two.
· The rotation method is orthogonal (i.e. quartimax). 
Table 9.11 provides a summary of the steps taken until I reached a final two-factor solution. 
	Reliability score
	Solutions 
	Extraction method 
	Criterion for extraction 
	No. of factors
	Total of variance(%)
	Rotation method

	 (.724) 


	The first solution
	Principal axis factoring method
	Eigenvalue of 1
	3 factors
	45.320%
	Oblique (promax) 

	
	The second solution
	Principal axis factoring method 
	Scree plot
	2 factors
	41.169%
	Oblique (promax)


	
	The third solution
	Not applicable 
	Parallel analysis
	2 factors
	41.169%
	Orthogonal (quartimax)


[bookmark: _Toc522527447][bookmark: _Toc522628859][bookmark: _Toc522629023][bookmark: _Toc6473120]Table 9.11: Summary of decisions and steps taken until the final two-factor solution was obtained.
Table 9.11 above illustrates five aspects: (1) the final reliability score that allows the data to proceed to factor analysis; (2) a summary of the three solutions the data went through until it reached the most applicable one; (3) the main extraction method in all solutions, which is the principal axis factoring method; (4) the criterion applied in each solution with an illustration of the variance obtained; (5) the alteration of the rotation method from oblique to orthogonal. 
In the following section, I will establish the final agreed-upon and justified solution obtained from factor analysis. The solution includes: total variance explained, factor matrix and rotated factor matrix. I will illustrate each finding in detail. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472749]9.4.4.	Final solution 
At this stage, I re-ran the analysis, taking into consideration all of the above decisions. The KMO test, Bartlett’s test and communalities estimates all remained the same as above (i.e. as in the initial solution) because the decisions taken did not affect the results of the tests that checked the appropriateness of the data to be run in factor analysis. This means that the data are still appropriate and that the modifications that took place after the preliminary tests and estimates (i.e. KMO, Bartlett’s and communalities). I will start by illustrating the shared variance obtained with the two-factor solutions. See Table 9.12. 
	Factor 

	Initial Eigenvalue 
	Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings 
	Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings

	
	Total
	% of Variance
	Cumulative %
	Total
	% of Variance
	Cumulative %
	Total 

	1
	4.609
	30.729
	30.729
	4.090
	27.266
	27.266
	3.952

	2
	2.675
	17.835
	48.564
	2.085
	13.903
	41.169
	2.609

	3
	1.124
	7.493
	56.057
	
	
	
	

	4
	.814
	5.425
	61.482
	
	
	
	

	5
	.789
	5.258
	66.740
	
	
	
	

	6
	.714
	4.762
	71.502
	
	
	
	

	7
	.642
	4.279
	75.781
	
	
	
	

	8
	.585
	3.901
	79.682
	
	
	
	

	9
	.541
	3.606
	83.288
	
	
	
	

	10
	.506
	3.372
	86.660
	
	
	
	

	11
	.478
	3.186
	89.846
	
	
	
	

	12
	.440
	2.934
	92.780
	
	
	
	

	13
	.399
	2.661
	95.441
	
	
	
	

	14
	.351
	2.343
	97.784
	
	
	
	

	15
	.332
	2.216
	100.000
	
	
	
	


[bookmark: _Toc522527448][bookmark: _Toc522628860][bookmark: _Toc522629024][bookmark: _Toc6473121]Table 9.12: Total variance explained. 
As can be seen from Table 9.12 above, the cumulative variance of the two factors is 41.169%, which is an acceptable value. Pallant (2013) recommends that the shared value is better when it is above 40%. This means that the value of shared variance for the current data is statistically acceptable. 
The two-factor components arrived at following all of the steps and decisions discussed above can be found in in Tables 9.13 and 9.14 below. Two tables are presented at this stage; one (Table 9.13) gives the initial factor results before rotation; and the other (Table 9.14) gives the results after rotation.
	
	Factor

	Variables
	1
	2

	Traditional
	
	.629

	Correct
	
	.671

	Feminine
	.601
	

	Distinctive
	
	

	Understandable
	.512
	.423

	Prestigious
	.605
	

	Common in towns
	.807
	

	Signifies tribal loyalty
	
	

	Modern
	.786
	

	Easy to imitate
	.597
	

	Masculine
	
	.406

	Practical
	.565
	.419

	Closer to MSA
	
	.597

	Understandable to other Arabs
	.601
	

	Similar to other Arabic dialects
	.665
	


[bookmark: _Toc522527449][bookmark: _Toc522628861][bookmark: _Toc522629025][bookmark: _Toc6473122]Table 9.13: Factor matrix (before rotation). 

	
	Factor

	Variables
	1
	2

	Traditional
	
	.671

	Correct
	
	.682

	Feminine
	.486
	-.408

	Distinctive
	
	

	Understandable
	.630
	

	Prestigious
	.690
	

	Common in towns
	.706
	-.411

	Signifies tribal loyalty
	
	

	Modern
	.757
	

	Easy to imitate
	.581
	

	Masculine
	
	.500

	Practical
	.679
	

	Closer to MSA
	
	.625

	Understandable to other Arabs
	.600
	

	Similar to other Arabic dialects
	.577
	


[bookmark: _Toc522527450][bookmark: _Toc522628862][bookmark: _Toc522629026][bookmark: _Toc6473123]Table 9.14: Rotated factor matrix.
When interpreting the loadings in each factor, it is important to understand what these numbers refer to. Pett et al. (2003, p. 3) provide some guidelines to better understand the underlying meaning under item-to-factor loadings:
.45 (20% shared variance): fair
.55 (30% shared variance): good
.63 (40% shared variance): very good
.71 (50% shared variance): excellent
Thus, when looking back at Table 9.14, we can deduce that in factor 1 two of the items (i.e. common in towns, modern) shared 50% of the variance. Three of the items (i.e. understandable, prestigious, practical) shared 40% of the variance, and two of the items (i.e. easy to imitate, similar to other Arabic dialects) shared 30% of the variance. Finally, only one item (i.e. feminine) shared 20% of the variance. 
As can be seen from Tables 9.13 and 9.14, factors after rotation are much easier to interpret as they contain fewer cases of multiple loadings. For example, when looking at the item practical, it had multiple loadings before rotation, while after rotation, it presented only within the factor that it had a strong relation to except for the items feminine and common in towns; in these cases, these items cannot be reported as part of factor 1 because it is negatively loaded. Thus, factor 1 is loaded with nine items, while factor 2 is loaded with four items. 
Another important issue to report in regard to the two-factor solution is that it seems from the above tables that two of the items (distinctive and tribal loyalty) do not have any value in the table, which means that they shared little variance with the factor, giving a value of less than 0.4. It is important to note that the aforementioned items are absent from the table because I instructed SPSS to suppress small values under 0.4. This means that they are present in the underlying structure but absent from the final results because their value is less than 0.4. Moreover, when looking back at the communality of the two items (see Table 8.6), it is evident that they have very low communality values compared to the other items. 
Most importantly, the two-factor solutions are very similar to the results obtained from the free-adjective questionnaire; see Table 5.2. in Chapter 5. In other words, what has been observed as characteristics of the UBH dialect in the free-adjective questionnaire are comparable to the results obtained from factor 1. Similarly, what has been observed as characteristics of the UBH dialect is comparable to the factor 2 results. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472750]9.4.5.	Naming the factors
Pedhazur and Schmelkin (1991) suggest that if items in the factor analysis were initially taken from people’s perceptions, then it would better for the researcher to go back to the original perceptions and to see if there is any relation between people’s perceptions and particular factors. Consequently, the researcher can name the factors according to the relation found between participants’ perception and factor components. Pett et al. (2003, p. 4) recommend that the researcher can deduce the factor name by looking at items that have high loadings in the factor, and then the researcher can identify a name that best represents all items in the factor. Thus, when looking at the results from factor analysis, it seems that the modern name best exemplifies the first factor for two reasons: first, the component modern has a high item-to-factor loading; second, all items in factor 1 come under one theme, which is modernity. Thus, factor 1 has been named Modern. In regard to factor 2, traditional seems the best representative name for the same reasons: high loading (i.e. it came second after correct, see Table 9.14 above) and good representation of other items in the factor. Hence, factor 2 has been named Traditional. Though correct has a higher loading than traditional in factor two, I name the factor traditional for two reasons; first, traditional best represents other items within factor 2 more than correct and second, traditional best represents the Hijazi dialects background information discussed in chapter 2.
It is evident that the finding that emerges from factor analysis indicates the dimensions underlying the dialect characteristics: modern and traditional. As previously mentioned, all dialect data from both social groups were combined and processed as a whole. This is because I wanted to reach a more generalizable result across all participants. There is a tendency in participants’ perceptions to split modern characteristics from traditional characteristics. The remaining question to be addressed is to determine to which dialect the modern factor is associated and likewise the traditional factors, or whether it might be the case that both dialects were perceived as modern and traditional equally. The results from the paired t-test will reveal the extent to which factors are associated with dialects. 
[bookmark: _Toc502437227][bookmark: _Toc6472751]9.5.	Data comparison results
Paired-samples t-tests are used when the researcher wants to test the mean scores for the same group but under two different occasions (Dörnyei, 2007; Pallant, 2013). In the current analysis, two occasions occurred with the same group of people (i.e. UBH and HH social groups). On the first occasion, the question in the questionnaire was as follows; 
What are the most common characteristics with the UBH dialect; choose from a scale from 1-5. 1 indicates the least, 5 indicates the most. 
In the second occasion, the same question is repeated but addressing HH dialect at this time. It is as follows:   
What are the most common characteristics with the HH dialect; choose from a scale from 1-5. 1 indicates the least, 5 indicates the most. 
Thus, data was collected from the same participants under two different occasions. In paired t-tests, I compared mean scores from each factor in each dialect with its equivalent in the other dialect. 
Paired t-tests were used to compare the mean score for each factor obtained above to its equivalent in the other dialect. Before proceeding with the paired t-tests, the combined data in the SPSS data file were transferred to two separate Excel spreadsheets. One spreadsheet combines all of the UBH and HH dialect data from the UBH group’s perceptions, and the other spreadsheet combines all of the UBH and HH dialect data from the HH group’s perceptions. Afterwards, I ran the paired t-tests twice, once only for the UBH participants and once for the HH participants. The following sections are structured according to the participants’ social group. I will start by presenting the findings on the two dialects from the UBH participants’ results.
[bookmark: _Toc502437228][bookmark: _Toc6472752]9.5.1.	Comparing the factor mean scores: UBH participants
In this section, I will compare the factor mean scores of the modern factor in the UBH dialect with its equivalent in the HH dialect. Similarly, I will compare the factor mean scores of the traditional factor in the UBH dialect with its equivalent in the HH dialect. Then, if any statistical significance emerges in the results, I will compare the factor score means to identify where the difference lies. Table 9.15 illustrates the significance values for each pair of factors (e.g. modern factor in the UBH dialect with the modern factor in the HH dialect).
	
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean
	

	
	
	
	
	Sig (2-tailed)

	Pair 1
	Modern factor (UBH dialect) – Modern factor (HH dialect)
	-.87980
	1.85810
	.03270
	.000

	Pair 2
	Traditional factor (UBH dialect)- Traditional factor (HH dialect)
	1.27978
	1.91936
	.04781
	.000


[bookmark: _Toc522527451][bookmark: _Toc522628863][bookmark: _Toc522629027][bookmark: _Toc6473124]Table 9.15: Paired-samples test for UBH participants.
As can be seen from Table 9.15 above, the significance values are illustrated in the last column (Sig. 2- tailed). This is the probability value that a researcher needs to look at when analysing findings from paired t-tests. The table above shows that the p value is (.000) for the two sets of pairs, which shows that they are significantly different. There is a significant value in the modern factor test scores in the UBH dialect data and HH dialect data. Likewise, there is another significant value in the traditional factor test scores in the UBH and HH dialect data. Generally, the results are clearly significant, and what is needed now is to identify where the high and low mean scores lie within each factor. In doing so, the mean scores for each factor need to be compared with their equivalent in the other dialect. See Table 8.16. 
	
	Mean
	N

	Pair 1
	Modern factor (UBH dialect)
	2.6763
	323

	
	Modern factor (HH dialect)
	3.5561
	323

	Pair 2
	Traditional factor (UBH dialect)
	3.7233
	323

	
	Traditional factor (HH dialect)
	2.4435
	323


[bookmark: _Toc522527452][bookmark: _Toc522628864][bookmark: _Toc522629028][bookmark: _Toc6473125]Table 9.16: Paired-samples statistics for UBH participants.
As can be seen from Table 9.16 above, the mean score for the modern factor in the HH dialect is 3.5561, which is clearly higher than its equivalent in the UBH dialect. Furthermore, the mean score of the traditional factor in the UBH dialect is 3.7233, which is higher than its equivalent in the HH dialect. Overall, the UBH participants perceived the HH dialect as modern and perceived the UBH dialect as traditional. It is important to note that the aforementioned results are representative of only UBH participants’ perceptions. In section 9.5.2. below, I will examine the results from HH participants’ perceptions; then I will be able to determine whether or not the results from the two social groups are comparable.
[bookmark: _Toc502437229][bookmark: _Toc6472753]9.5.2.	Comparing the factor mean scores: HH participants 
In this section, I will compare the factor mean scores of the modern factor in the HH dialect with their equivalent in the UBH dialect. I will follow the same steps with the traditional factor. Then, if the p value reveals any significance, I will compare the mean scores of each pair of factors to identify where the difference lies. Table 9.17 illustrates the significance values of each pair of factors. 
	
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean
	Sig (2-tailed

	
	
	
	
	

	Pair 1
	Modern factor (UBH dialect) – Modern factor (HH dialect)
	-1.43395
	1.81958
	.03197
	.000

	Pair 2
	Traditional factor (UBH dialect) – Traditional factor (HH dialect)
	.46420
	1.85698
	.04614
	.000


[bookmark: _Toc522527453][bookmark: _Toc522628865][bookmark: _Toc522629029][bookmark: _Toc6473126]Table 9.17: Paired-samples test for HH participants.
As can be seen from Table 9.17 above, the p value is .000 for the two pairs of factors, which shows that they are significantly different. This means that there is a significant difference in the modern factor mean scores between the UBH dialect data and the HH dialect data. Similarly, there is another significant difference in the traditional factor mean scores in the UBH and HH dialect data. Having revealed a significant difference between the two-factor scores within each pair, it is vital to find out where the highest and lowest scores lie. See Table 9.18.
	
	Mean
	N

	Pair 1
	Modern factor (UBH dialect)
	2.4034
	326

	
	Modern factor (HH dialect)
	3.8373
	326

	Pair 2
	Traditional factor (UBH dialect)
	3.3877
	326

	
	Traditional factor (HH dialect)
	2.9235
	326


[bookmark: _Toc522527454][bookmark: _Toc522628866][bookmark: _Toc522629030][bookmark: _Toc6473127]Table 9.18: Paired-samples statistics for HH participants.
As illustrated in Table 9.18, the mean score for the modern factor in the HH dialect is 3.8373, which is clearly higher than its equivalent in the UBH dialect data. The mean score of the traditional factor in the UBH dialect data is 3.3877, which is also higher than its equivalent in the HH dialect data. Overall, I can conclude that the HH participants perceived the HH dialect as modern and perceived the UBH dialect as traditional. In comparing this result with the previous one from UBH participants’ perceptions (see Table 9.18), it is evident that on the one hand, the HH dialect was perceived as modern by participants of both social groups (i.e. UBH and HH); on the other hand, the UBH dialect was perceived as more traditional by participants of both social groups. Overall, the paired t-tests uncover the uniformity of perceptions of each dialect by each social group. Having revealed the significant results from the paired t-tests, the remaining task is to find out which social background variable has the most effect on the mean factor scores. This question will be addressed in the next section by running a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) test in IBM SPSS.
[bookmark: _Toc502437230][bookmark: _Toc6472754]9.6.	Effects of social background on participants’ perceptions
I used one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) to examine whether there are any significant differences in the mean score of the dependent variables (i.e. continuous variable) with the independent variables. The dependent variable must be continuous in nature; in the current research, the dependent variable is the factors’ scores. The independent variable has to have three or more levels; in the current research, the social background is going to be the independent variable, such as; age, gender, education, place of birth, place of residence, social group, mother’s social group, spouse’s social group. For example, if we take one independent variable (i.e. education), you will find it contains many groups (i.e. primary, intermediate, secondary and so one). Therefore, the technique is called one-way (i.e. education) between groups (i.e. primary, intermediate, secondary and so on) ANOVA (Dörnyei, 2007; Pallant, 2013). 
[bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_DCYikBL5bmcl]In the current analysis, ANOVA is used to test if there is a difference in the factors’ mean scores for the social background of the participants. Thus, I will examine each factor separately with the demographic variables, then, if there is any significance in the results, the next step is to spot the difference by using post-hoc tests, which will help the researcher to find where the difference lies across categories of independent variables (i.e. age groups) (Pallant, 2013). 
Overall, in the following tests ANOVA will reveal if any of the demographic variables (gender, age, place of birth, places lived, marital status, education, mother’s social group and spouse’s social group) has an effect on participants’ perceptions. It should be noted that I did not include participants’ social group as one of the demographic variables to be tested in ANOVA because I already separated the current data according to participants’ social group. In other words, in each set of data only one social group is found, either UBH or HH; therefore, there is no need to include participants’ social group in the ANOVA test. Most importantly, the effect of participants’ social group has already been revealed in the paired t-tests above (see section 9.5.2), where the findings of each social group seem to point towards homogeneity of perceptions of UBH and HH dialects by both UBH and HH social groups.
Returning to the ANOVA test results, if the demographic variables were shown to have any effect, then I ran a post-hoc test to find out in which category (e.g. male or female) of the demographic variable (e.g. gender) the effect occurs. I then followed the same steps used on the factors in the paired t-tests. This means that, first, results will be again divided according to participants’ social group. One ANOVA test was applied to the data from the UBH participants, and another ANOVA test was run on the HH participants’ data. Second, within the data for participants’ social group, there are perceptions towards two dialects: UBH and HH, and within each dialect data is a two-factor solution. With regards to the results obtained through the ANOVA test, I will only present the significant results; all other results will be illustrated in Appendix 3.
[bookmark: _Toc502437231][bookmark: _Toc6472755]9.6.1.	Effects of demographic variables on both factors in UBH and HH dialects; from UBH participants
As previously mentioned, each factor within each dialect was treated as a dependent variable in the ANOVA test to be tested against each of the aforementioned demographic variables. I will begin with the modern factor in the UBH dialect data from UBHs’ perceptions. The only demographic variable that was found to have an effect on the modern factor scores is gender (see Table 9.19 below). 
	Gender
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	8.944
	1
	8.944
	.025

	Within Groups
	1138.760
	322
	1.760
	

	Total
	1147.704
	323
	
	


[bookmark: _Toc522527455][bookmark: _Toc522628867][bookmark: _Toc522629031][bookmark: _Toc6473128]Table 9.19: ANOVA statistics for gender demographic variable..
In Table 9.19, the only column I am interested in is the one marked Sig. (i.e. the p value), which reveals the degree of significance. When looking at the p value in the table above, it clearly represents a significant value (.025), which means that there is a robust difference in the mean scores for the modern factor across gender groups in the data for the two dialects.
The ANOVA test indicates that there is a difference in the results, but it does not show which group differs statistically from the other group. Therefore, post-hoc tests must be used to ascertain where the difference is located. With the gender demographic variable, I could not run the post-hoc test analysis because post-hoc tests need to have one independent variable (that is, gender in the above table), with three or more levels or distinct categories. In the above table, there are only two different categories (i.e. male and female). In this case, I could compare the mean scores for each category to identify where exactly the difference lies. See Table 9.20.
	Factor
	Gender
	Statistic
	Std. Error

	Modern factor in 
UBH dialect
	Male
	Mean
	1.8188
	.07518

	
	Female
	Mean
	2.0563
	.07152


[bookmark: _Toc522527456][bookmark: _Toc522628868][bookmark: _Toc522629032][bookmark: _Toc6473129]Table 9.20: Descriptive statistics for gender demographic variable. 
Table 9.20 presents descriptive statistics for the two categories, male and female, of the independent variable, gender. The most significant output that can be used to identify the difference between the two social groups is the mean value. As can be seen, the mean value for the male group is 1.8188, while it is 2.0563 for the female group. Accordingly, the two gender groups have different perceptions regarding the modernity of the UBH dialect. The female group perceives it more positively (i.e. as more modern) than does the male group. 
Running the ANOVA test with the traditional factor within the UBH dialect data did not reveal any significant difference in the results. Furthermore, running the ANOVA test with the modern factor within the HH dialect data did not reveal any significant difference in the results. 
With regards to the traditional factor within HH dialect, the scores of the places lived demographic variable seem to be significantly different between those who lived inside Hijaz and outside Hijaz. See Table 9.21 and 9.22.
	Places lived
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	6.897
	1
	6.897
	.043

	Within Groups
	963.059
	322
	1.678
	

	Total
	969.957
	323
	
	


[bookmark: _Toc522527457][bookmark: _Toc522628869][bookmark: _Toc522629033][bookmark: _Toc6473130]Table 9.21: ANOVA statistics for the places lived demographic variable.
	Factor 
	Places lived
	Statistic
	Std. Error

	Traditional factor in HH dialect
	Inside Hijaz
	Mean
	2.3823
	.05447

	
	Outside Hijaz
	Mean
	3.1818
	.40041


[bookmark: _Toc6473131][bookmark: _Toc522527458][bookmark: _Toc522628870][bookmark: _Toc522629034]Table 9.22: Descriptive statistics for the places lived demographic variable. 
Table 9.21 illustrates that the ANOVA result is statistically significant. Table 9.22 illustrates that the mean value for the group who lived inside Hijaz for the last ten years is 2.3823, while it is 3.1818 for the group lived outside Hijaz in the last 10 years. Accordingly, the two groups have different perceptions regarding the traditional factor of the HH dialect. The group lived outside Hijaz perceives it more traditional dialect than the group lived inside Hijaz. 
[bookmark: _Toc502437235][bookmark: _Toc6472756]9.6.2.	Effects of demographic variables on both factors in UBH and HH dialect; from HH participants
No significant differences were found for any factor within each dialect in the HH participants’ data. This supports the uniformity of HH participants’ perceptions towards the UBH and HH dialects. 
Table 9.23 summarizes all of the demographic variables that present significant results in relation to the dependent factors within each dialect.
	Demographics
	Participant group
	Dialect group
	Factor

	Gender
	UBH
	UBH
	Modern factor

	Places lived
	UBH
	HH
	Traditional factor


[bookmark: _Toc522527459][bookmark: _Toc522628871][bookmark: _Toc522629035][bookmark: _Toc6473132]Table 9.23: Summary of ANOVA results. 
As can be seen from Table 9.23 above, relatively few demographic variables have significant differences in their categories towards perceptions of each dialect. It is evident that the data seem to reveal a consistency in the perceptions of each dialect by most demographic variables.  
[bookmark: _Toc502437236][bookmark: _Toc6472757]9.7.	Conclusion 
This chapter has presented the results that were derived from refining, reducing and comparing the data. When refining the data, seven variables were removed from the scale because they are not internally consistent with other variables. In the data-reduction results, variables were divided into two separate factors: modern factor and traditional factor. In the comparison results, on the one hand, the modern factor has been proved to be associated with the HH dialect, as it was perceived as such by participants from both social groups (i.e. UBH and HH). On the other hand, the traditional factor is always associated with the UBH dialect, as it was perceived as such by the UBH and HH social groups. Moreover, a few demographic variables have effects on the factor scores, which suggests a homogeneity of perceptions from all participants across all demographic variables.
To sum up, two main findings have emerged: first, the modern characteristics of dialects were associated mostly with the HH dialect, and the traditional characteristics of dialects were associated with the UBH dialect. Second, the two dimensions behind the language attitudes in the region were revealed as follows: modern and traditional. The results of this research question will be discussed in depth in the following chapter, which will shed some light on the potential contribution and implication of the results.  
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[bookmark: _Toc503383070][bookmark: _Toc6472758]Chapter 10: Discussion chapter for RQ2
[bookmark: _Toc503383071][bookmark: _Toc6472759]10.1.	Introduction 
This chapter reflects on the main findings in relation to RQ2, discussing their implications for and contributions to research into the Saudi Hijazi dialect, as well as the broader field of research into language attitudes. The findings will be discussed by first referring to the background information of the Hijaz region, and they will then be related to the whole body of research conducted in the field of language attitude studies. 
The chapter begins with a brief summary of the main results obtained from RQ2. Second, it moves on to discuss the major findings of the present results, focusing on the revealed modern and traditional dimensions in the Hijazi dialect. Third, it discusses the stereotypical associations of dialects with modern and traditional dimensions. Fourth, with a closer look at the data, the discussion focused on the following three significant patterns: linguistic security of UBH participants, the homogeneity of the results and the in-group loyalties of both UBH and HH participants. 
[bookmark: _Toc503383072][bookmark: _Toc6472760]10.2.	Summary of results
The findings revealed a dichotomous pattern in respect to the conceptual dimensions that lie behind language attitudes in the region. This means that a clear modern/traditional dichotomy is apparent with a stereotypical association of the UBH dialect with the traditional factor and the HH dialect with the modern factor. 
The linguistic security of UBH speakers is yet another interesting pattern that shows why UBH dialect was rated highly in characteristics related to the linguistic security of a language/dialect. 
The homogeneity of the results across all participants in the study is another remarkable aspect of these findings. This means that participants from both social groups (i.e. UBH and HH) mostly associate the characteristics of modernity to the HH dialect, and the characteristics of traditionalism to the UBH dialect. 
The results revealed that both UBH and HH participants demonstrate a high level of in-group loyalty. In other words, the strongest perception of the modern/traditional dimensions comes from the groups themselves, as each group has a tendency to rate their group higher in both dimensions. 
The evidence from the effects of the demographic variables on the results confirms the homogeneity of results as only two demographic variables (i.e. gender and place of birth) affected the findings. 
[bookmark: _Toc503383073][bookmark: _Toc6472761]10.3.	Modern–traditional dichotomy/dimension 
In the context of the background information presented in Chapter 2, the findings are broadly consistent with the modern/traditional dichotomy in the region. Discussing the data deeply, it is evident that the dichotomy arises naturally from both the initial and final data. First, the data collected in the initial stage (i.e. the free-adjective questionnaire) revealed the presence of a modern–traditional dichotomy. In other words, participants had a tendency to explain the UBH dialect with a group of characteristics that appear to have a unified dimension. Similarly, the HH dialect has been described with another set of characteristics that seem to have a different unified dimension. At this particular stage, the make-up of each dimension was not revealed since further evidence with a large number of participants and more complex analysis was needed to confirm it. This was conducted in the subsequent data collection stage, and is illustrated in detail in Chapter 9.
Now, therefore, I move to discuss the results from the rating-scale questionnaire. The results at this stage revealed comparable results to the above. Similarly, the dichotomy again clearly arises, as revealed by the complex techniques of factor analysis, from the data in which there was a tendency to differentiate UBH dialect from HH dialect with, respectively, traditional and modern dimensions. Based on the background information regarding the region and the results obtained from this piece of research, I would argue that there is a strong correlation between the modern–traditional dichotomy and the religious, historical, economic and social influences discussed in Chapter 2.
With regards to the historical, religious and social aspects, the Hijaz region is the homeland of Islam, it has the most two sacred mosques in the Islamic world and thus it is the place to which all Muslims around the globe undertake pilgrimage (Bianchi, 2004, 2013; Chiffoleau, 2015). The Hijaz region, therefore, attracts a large number of Muslims, making it more cosmopolitan than any other region in Saudi Arabia (SA) (Alahmadi, 2015; Al-Ansari, 1970). In terms of how this is related to the dichotomy revealed in the results, after the discovery of oil in SA in 1938, as discussed in Chapter 2 (see section 2.17), pilgrims have had a high tendency to settle down in the region for both religious and economic reasons (Al-Jehani, 1985; Nahedh, 1989; Ochsenwald, 1984). As a result, a social dichotomy is found between the new settlers (i.e. HH social group) and original people of Hijaz (i.e. UBH social group) (Al-Jehani, 1985; Nahedh, 1989). Hence, historically, the Hijaz region combined two cultures; the traditional culture of SA as presented by the original citizens of the Hijaz region, and the cultures of other Islamic countries as presented by new settlers in Hijaz (Ochsenwald, 1984, p. 17).
From an economic perspective, the Hijaz region has witnessed rapid economic growth after the discovery of oil in SA, with Jeddah city being the  most economically advanced place in Hijaz (Al-Farsy, 2000). This economic growth has attracted a large number of migrants, especially to Jeddah, since many job opportunities are available in the construction of the infrastructure required to support this development (Al-Bassam, 2012).
The attitudinal consistency of the results in the present study in relation to background information, the free-adjective questionnaire results and the rating-scale questionnaire results echoes the results from two other attitudinal studies revealing consistent results: the first study was conducted by Giles (1970), while the second study was conducted by the BBC (2005). Bishop et al. (2005) compared the results of these two similar conceptual studies conducted 35 years apart. In the BBC study, the researchers replicated a conceptual study by Giles (1970). Giles investigated the evaluative reactions among young British people to 16 varieties of English. The BBC study investigated adult British perceptions towards 34 accent varieties in the UK. When they compared the two studies, they found very similar findings; on the one hand, there was a tendency to validate standard varieties in terms of prestige and social attractiveness dimensions and on the other hand ethnic varieties were rated less highly in all dimensions. Bishop et al. (2005) attribute the similarity of the results across the two different generations to the ideological positions the English participants hold towards the different accents in the UK. The remaining question that needs to be addressed is why such similar and fixed ideological assumptions have been revealed between the two studies towards the targeted English accents. Bishop et al. (2005, p. 152) argue that “the conceptual approach in this research seems to us to have led informants directly into the most abstract and most tightly structured language ideologies around accent variation in Britain”. Thus, as discussed in the literature (see Chapter 4, section 4.5.1), the conceptual approach is inherently targeted at tapping into overt and structured language ideologies, which might fail to deliver covert stereotypical assumptions. Therefore, Bishop et al. (2005) argue that other methodological approaches might lead to different findings from those obtained via the conceptual approach. Therefore, as discussed in the literature, I am going to incorporate a socio-phonetic approach into the present study to reveal deeper and more covert attitudes which the conceptual approach might have failed to tap into. 
Overall, the conceptual approach seems to be successful in generating comparable findings to those uncovered in the research on the background information in the region, which revealed structured language ideologies. However, I cannot be fully certain that such category-bounded attitudes would reveal the whole picture of Hijazi language attitudes, as more research is needed to uncover covert stereotypes free from category-bounded language ideologies. Therefore, in Chapter 12 I will have the opportunity to test the validity of the present findings by incorporating a socio-phonetic approach into the present conceptual approach. 
The social dichotomy is empirically found in other folk linguistics studies. Evans (2013) revealed a similar pattern in her study investigating peoples’ perceptions of language varieties in Washington. Her findings revealed that Washington residents perceive two different patterns of language varieties within the state. First, urban areas were identified as different where educated people were most concentrated. Second, the distinction between urban/rural varieties was explicit: people from the eastern side of the state were described as adopting rural and farming lifestyles and were labelled as “country” (Evans, 2013, p. 286). Such distinctions have not been “found in national perceptual dialect map surveys” (Evans, 2013, p. 281). Evans asserts that her study revealed a detailed account of perceptions since it was a regionally based study that asked informants only about their perceptions of their region, not of the whole country or of neighbouring regions. Focusing respondents’ attention on their own region is therefore argued to lead to more accurate and detailed results than those that have been found in earlier studies. 
In a similar vein, the current study is regionally based (i.e. only one region of SA is investigated), although the geographical distribution of the dialects is not investigated as it is beyond the scope of the current study, which is intended to be conceptual rather than perceptual. In terms of their findings, both the current study and that of Evans point toward a similar dichotomy; namely, the current study reveals a modern–traditional social dichotomy and Evans’ study reveals an urban-rural social dichotomy. It should be noted that Evans’s approach is different from that of the present study. Evans applied a perceptual approach where a draw-map task was used along with labelling ways of speaking in perceived different areas, while the present study relied on a conceptual approach. Notwithstanding the disparities in the approaches of the two studies, the language dichotomy appears to emerge in both studies’ results. The most likely interpretation for the similar results is two-fold; first, the direct measures applied in both studies, the perceptual approach in Evans’s study and the conceptual approach in the present study, are more likely to yield, respectively, a structured language ideology in the Washington state on the one hand, and the Hijaz region on the other hand. 
The second interpretation is related to the way people view the world. The similar dichotomy revealed in the two different studies with two different approaches might lead me to hypothesize that people have a tendency to conceptualize varieties into different groups according to their ideological positions in the research context. 
Having revealed and discussed the modern–traditional dichotomy, the association of dialect characteristics to modern and traditional dimensions needs further discussion, and this will be the subject of the next section. 
[bookmark: _Toc503383074][bookmark: _Toc6472762]10.4.	Stereotypical association of dialects to modern and traditional dimensions
The results revealed that the dialect characteristics are associated with both dimensions stereotypically. In other words, a group of characteristics are more likely to emerge in the traditional dimension that is highly associated with the UBH dialect, and the same applies to the HH dialect with the modern dimension, see Table 10.1. 
	
	Factor

	Variables
	1
	2

	Traditional
	
	.671

	Sounds correct
	
	.682

	Feminine
	.486
	-.408

	Distinctive
	
	

	Understandable
	.630
	

	Prestigious
	.690
	

	Common in towns
	.706
	-.411

	Signifies tribal loyalty
	
	

	Modern
	.757
	

	Easy to imitate
	.581
	

	Masculine
	
	.500

	Practical
	.679
	

	Closer to MSA
	
	.625

	Understandable to other Arabs
	.600
	

	Similar to other Arabic dialects
	.577
	


[bookmark: _Toc522527460][bookmark: _Toc522628872][bookmark: _Toc522629036][bookmark: _Toc6473133]Table 10.1: The rotated two-factor solution as revealed by FA. 
As can be seen from the above table, the HH dialect has been stereotypically associated with a fixed group of characteristics which encompass a modern theme, while the UBH dialect is stereotypically associated with another group of characteristics that reflect a traditional theme or dimension. The stereotypical association of dialect characteristics is comparable with the stereotypical attitudes revealed in the background information (Alahmadi, 2016; Al-Jehani, 1985; Nahedh, 1989).
Garrett (2010, p. 33) argues “social stereotypes tend to perpetuate themselves and be self-fulfilling, acting, like ideology, as a store of ‘common sense’ beliefs or filters through which information and social life generally is conducted and made sense of”. In the light of the current discussion, I argue that the stereotypical association of the UBH dialect as traditional and the HH dialect as modern act essentially like ideology because the stereotype is driven by the powerful ideological positions reviewed in Chapter 2. This means that the modern language ideology is built on the perceptions of the HH dialect; and the traditional language ideology is built on the perceptions of the UBH dialect. 
[bookmark: _Toc503383079][bookmark: _Toc6472763]10.5.	Linguistic security of UBH participants 
When looking at the mean scores of the traditional factor given to each dialect by each social group, it seems that, in respect to the traditional factor, the UBH participants give the UBH dialect a mean score of 3.72, while the HH participants give their dialect a mean score of 2.92 (see Table 10.2 below). With a closer look at the make-up of the traditional factor, it is evident that some of the characteristics in the factor give a strong indication of the linguistic security of the UBH dialect as perceived by the UBH group: see Table 10.3 below. 
	
	Traditional Factor mean score for UBH dialect 
	Traditional Factor mean score for HH dialect

	UBH participants
	3.72
	2.44

	HH participants
	3.38
	2.92


[bookmark: _Toc522527461][bookmark: _Toc522628873][bookmark: _Toc522629037][bookmark: _Toc6473134]Table 10.2: Mean scores of traditional factor within each dialect data.
	
	Factor

	Variables
	1
	2

	Traditional
	
	.671

	Sounds correct
	
	.682

	Feminine
	.486
	-.408

	Distinctive
	
	

	Understandable
	.630
	

	Prestigious
	.690
	

	Common in towns
	.706
	-.411

	Signifies tribal loyalty
	
	

	Modern
	.757
	

	Easy to imitate
	.581
	

	Masculine
	
	.500

	Practical
	.679
	

	Closer to MSA
	
	.625

	Understandable to other Arabs
	.600
	

	Similar to other Arabic dialects
	.577
	


[bookmark: _Toc522527462][bookmark: _Toc522628874][bookmark: _Toc522629038][bookmark: _Toc6473135]Table 10.3: The rotated two-factor solution as revealed by FA. 
As can be seen in Table 10.3, there are two characteristics that imply that the notion of linguistic security is perceived to be exclusively related to the UBH dialect, these are; correct and closer to Modern Standard Arabic (MSA). These characteristics indicate that the speakers of this dialect have the privilege of being linguistically secure. This result is also supported by the following production studies (Al-Jehani, 1985; Ingham, 1971; Ryding, 2005), mentioned in Chapter 2, section 2.17, where the evidence showed that UBH dialect is similar to MSA in some phonological sounds.
A possible interpretation that can be put forward to explain these findings. First, regarding Table 10.2, it seems to be the case that speakers of a dialect with a high level of linguistic security (i.e. the UBH dialect in the current study) do not focus on the modern dimension since their linguistic status gives them a sense of uniqueness. This result is supported by Preston’s study (1999a) of Michiganders, which revealed a high level of linguistic security through the assignation of a high average score for the status variable “correct”, although the Michiganders rated themselves at an approximate mid-point for “pleasantness”. In contrast, southern dialect speakers rated their dialect high on pleasantness and at an approximate mid-point for correctness. Hence, it seems that Michiganders have a high level of linguistic security; therefore, they focus their ratings on correctness. Southern dialect speakers do not have such linguistic security; hence they compensate for this by rating their dialect high on pleasantness. 
Similarly, Hartley’s (1996) study revealed that residents of Oregon displayed an even greater level of linguistic security by rating their dialect highly both in the correct dimension and the pleasant dimension. Another finding that is similar to the current result is in Evans (2013). Her study exposed that the comments and labels given by informants suggest that Washington possesses a reasonable level of linguistic security, since many respondents describe the linguistic variation in the state as “standard”, “normal”, or “normal English” (Evans, 2013, p. 284). 
It should be noted that the above three studies are different from the present study in their research design. The above studies adopted a perceptual approach, which has been discussed in Chapter 4, section 4.8, while the present study relied on an attitudinal approach. The perceptual approach adopted in the above studies generated attitudinal comments and ratings along with the perceptual results. A general point can be made here that both perceptual and attitudinal research complement each other; therefore, similar patterns can emerge from both fields as they are both targeted at eliciting folk linguistic views about language. 
[bookmark: _Toc503383078][bookmark: _Toc6472764]10.6.	The homogeneity of results 
One of the major findings revealed in Chapter 6 was the homogeneity of respondents’ perceptions, both across most demographic variables and across the mean factor scores as revealed by t-tests. The latter revealed a significant p value (.000) when each factor was compared with its equivalent in the other dialect data. This means there is a significant difference found between UBH and HH participants in respect to the modern dimension within the HH dialect data, and the traditional dimension within the UBH dialect data. 
One might argue that the homogeneity of these results is again strongly related to the ideological positions in the region that were discussed above, which yield a stereotypical pattern in participants’ attitudes towards dialect variation in the region. 
When looking at the modern factor rating, it is evident that the HH dialect has been rated homogenously high in the modern dimension, even though the make-up of this social group consists of people from widely different ethnic origins (i.e. the Levant, Egyptians, Sudanese, Iraqi, Yemeni, Indonesian, Malaysians, Turkish, etc.), as discussed in Chapter 2, section 2.5. The most likely explanation for the current result is that the positive attitudes that have been given to the HH dialect are because of the urbanization that this particular group has brought to the region, as discussed in Chapter 2 (see sections 2.4 and 2.14). Bishop et al. (2005, p. 151) argue that “Language attitudes research is a set of analytic procedures for exposing and reading language ideologies, and is not itself ideology-free”. Therefore, a positive ideological position for this particular group has emerged, which has been reflected in participants’ attitudes. Not in line with the present study, in Giles’ and the BBC’s studies, accents from other ethnic groups were rated low in terms of prestige and social attractiveness dimensions. 
Revisiting the results from RQ1 (see Chapter 7, section 7.6), it is evident that the perceived dialect contact between the two social groups delivered a pattern where UBH speakers were perceived as more likely to speak the HH dialect than HH speakers were perceived to speak the UBH dialect. I believe that the present result (i.e. the results from the current research question) can interpret why the HH dialect seems to be a favourable dialect for UBH speakers. The reason is simply that the modernity of the HH dialect establishes positive attitudes in UBH speakers’ mental image, which is reflected in their linguistic behaviour in terms of speaking the HH dialect. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472765]10.7.	In-group loyalties 
Another very significant result is revealed when comparing the mean scores of factors from the paired t-tests. The results revealed that both social groups indicate interesting patterns of in-group loyalties. Table 10.4 compares the mean scores of UBH and HH participants in respect to the modern factor within the UBH dialect, and the mean scores of the same participants in respect to the modern factor within the HH dialect.
	
	Modern Factor mean score for UBH dialect 
	Modern Factor mean score for HH dialect

	UBH participants
	2.67
	3.55

	HH participants
	2.40
	3.83


[bookmark: _Toc522628875][bookmark: _Toc522629039][bookmark: _Toc6473136]Table 10.4: Mean scores given to the modern factor in the UBH and HH dialect data from both social groups.
As can be seen from the above table that participants from both social groups (i.e. UBH and HH) considered the HH dialect to be more modern than the UBH dialect. Though, when comparing modernity perceptions among both groups of participants, it seems that the strongest perceptions towards the modern factor came from the groups themselves. In other words, the UBH participants attribute modernity to their dialect with a factor mean score of 2.67, compared to the HH participants’ assessment of the modernity of the UBH dialect, with a factor mean score of 2.40. On the other hand, the HH participants perceive their dialect as more modern than the UBH participants do. 
The remaining question that needs to be addressed is why UBH and HH participants show such significant patterns of in-group loyalty. As for UBH participants, one might assume that the rapid urbanization of SA in general and the Hijaz region in particular has helped UBH people to be more urbanized and to thus perceive their dialect as such. Particularly, after the discovery of oil in SA, nomads started to migrate from rural to urban areas, which helped UBH people rapidly to become more modern and to also perceive their dialect as such (Al-Bassam, 2012; Al-But’hie & Saleh, 2002; Al-Hathloul & Edadan, 1993). Thus, the evidence shows that the UBH dialect is competing in terms of modernity with the HH dialect. 
As for the HH participants, the modern nature of the dialect seems to be a unique feature of the HH dialect (Nahedh, 1989). Therefore, the HH participants are demonstrating their strong perception of the modernity of their dialect to distinguish their dialect from other regional varieties in Hijaz. 
Remarkably, a very similar pattern to the above one emerged when looking deeply at the results for the traditional factor from both social groups. See the following table: 
	

	Traditional Factor mean score for UBH dialect 
	Traditional Factor mean score for HH dialect

	UBH participants
	3.72
	2.44

	HH participants
	3.38
	2.92


[bookmark: _Toc522527463][bookmark: _Toc522628876][bookmark: _Toc522629040][bookmark: _Toc6473137]Table 10.5: Mean scores given to the traditional factor in the UBH and HH dialect data from both social groups.
It can be seen that participants from both social groups (i.e. UBH and HH) considered the UBH dialect to be more traditional than the HH dialect. Yet a closer look at the results reveal that the UBH participants perceived their dialect as more traditional, with a mean score of 3.72, than the HH participants, with a mean score 3.38. Likewise, the HH participants perceived their dialect as more traditional, with a mean score 2.92, than the UBH participants did, with a mean score 2.44. The in-group loyalty revealed in the traditional factor can be explained with two interpretations. First, notwithstanding the fact that UBH participants are challenging HH people regarding the issue of modernity, as revealed above, this does not prevent them from showing a strong affiliation towards their traditional identity, as they highly rated their dialect in the traditional factor more than the HH did towards it. Overall, it seems to me that both modernity and tradition are favourable to UBH participants as the former lets them pursue the modernity of the HH dialect and the latter enables them to greater assert their traditional identity. The traditional identity the UBH participants showed could have direct implications for how linguistically secure this particular group is, which I have discussed in section 10.5 above. 
As for the HH participants, the results might be explained by the idea that HH participants may perceive the traditional characteristics as an assertion of their identity in the community. This could be something they are looking for; therefore, they have perceived their dialect as more traditional than the UBH participants did. 
In line with the present study, the BBC (2005) study, where varieties were presented conceptually as in the present study, revealed a significant pattern of in-group loyalty on the part of Scottish, Welsh and Northern Ireland participants towards their own varieties. They rated their regional varieties higher than other varieties on the social attractiveness and prestige dimensions, even higher than RP English. Similarly, the preference for the local variety is also revealed in Kristiansen's study (2009, p.177), where Danish varieties were presented conceptually. The pattern revealed “local patriotism”, where local varieties were favoured over others. Overall, I will conclude by making a wider point that the in-group loyalty is related to how people view their own dialect or language within the world. Simply put, people have a tendency to favour their own language/varieties over others. 
This result is theoretically supported by the social identity theory (Tajfel, 1974), discussed in Chapter 4, section 4.3. Tajfel (1974) revealed that the group to which a person belongs gives him/her a sense of identity and individuality, and furthermore that a member of a group seeks to enhance the status of his/her group as a means of increasing their confidence and self-esteem. UBHs tend to apply social characterizations by putting themselves into the in-group and the HH in the out-group, and the same applies to the HH group. The UBHs are enhancing both the traditional and modern status of their dialect by rating it more highly than the HH do. The same applies to the HH participants in respect to their dialect. 
[bookmark: _Toc503383077][bookmark: _Toc6472766]10.8.	Effects of demographic variables in the results 
The findings from the ANOVA indicated that very few of the nine demographic variables that were tested against each factor within each dialect actually affected the factor results. Bearing in mind that in each dialect, two factors are found, thus a total of four factors were tested with each demographic variable, this meant that, overall, 36 demographic variables were tested across the four factors. Out of these 36 only two had a significant effect on the results (Table 10.6).
	Demographics
	Participant group
	Dialect group
	Factor

	Gender
	UBH
	UBH
	Modern factor

	Places lived
	UBH
	HH
	Traditional factor


[bookmark: _Toc522527464][bookmark: _Toc522628877][bookmark: _Toc522629041][bookmark: _Toc6473138]Table 10.6: Effects of demographics on modern and traditional factors.
First, with regards to the UBH dialect, the gender demographic affected the data with a significant value (.02). The female group statistically gave the UBH dialect a mean score of 2.05 on the modern factor, while the male group gave the UBH dialect a mean score of 1.81, which means that the female UBH group perceives the UBH dialect as more modern than traditional. This result might be explained by the idea discussed above, see section 10.7, that the UBH social group has been urbanized rapidly in the last 50 years and this accordingly affected the female UBH group to perceive their dialect as more modern than it is being traditional. The remaining question is why the male group has not been affected by the language ideology of the UBH dialect, which from the above result seems to encode a competing modernity to the HH dialect. It might be the case that female participants are more generous in their ratings by boosting the modernity rating of the UBH dialect. In line with the present study, in the BBC's (2005) conceptual study of attitudes towards regional accents in the UK, there was a tendency for female participants to give high ratings to regional accents in the following dimensions: prestige and social attractiveness. However, males gave noticeably lower ratings in the aforementioned dimensions. Though the two studies have been conducted in different contexts, I might conclude that women have a tendency to be more generous than men in their perceptions of language. 
Second, with regards to the HH dialect, the places that the UBH have lived in during the last ten years seemed to affect the data. Findings from this demographic variable revealed a significant value (.04). UBH participants who have lived outside Hijaz in the last ten years perceived the HH dialect as more traditional with a mean score (3.18) than those who lived inside Hijaz with a mean score (2.38). I would argue that the number of those who have lived outside Hijaz (i.e. just nine participants) in the last ten years cannot be comparable to those who have lived within Hijaz (i.e. 638 participants). See Chapter 6, section 6.5 for more detail on the social backgrounds of the participants. 
Accordingly, it can be concluded that there is a tendency among participants to perceive the UBH dialect as traditional and the HH dialect as modern. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472767]10.9 Different interpretation of the concept of prestige 
[bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_sgOQlTtCVNM1E3wJE5JZe]The association of the concept of prestige with certain dialects has been widely investigated in the Western literature (see Bishop, Coupland, & Garrett, 2005; Giles, 1970; Trudgill, 1972), and it is mostly associated with standard dialects such as RP. In the present research, one of the results reveals that prestige comes under the modern factor, where its power is derived from reflecting the modernity of the HH dialect. On another occasion, it was associated with the traditional factor to further enhance the traditional perception of the UBH dialect. However, it was more strongly associated with the modern factor than the traditional factor. It seems to be the case that prestige is a complicated concept and that it changes its meaning on the basis of the concept it is ideologically linked to.
[bookmark: _Toc503383081][bookmark: _Toc6472768]10.10.	Conclusion
How does this study illustrate the characteristics associated with both dialects, and whether or not such associations are prompted by stereotypical views? On the one hand, both UBH and HH participants believed the HH dialect to be associated with modern characteristics to a much greater extent than the UBH dialect. On the other hand, both UBH and HH participants associated the UBH dialect much more with traditional characteristics than they did the HH dialect. 
The other question that has to be addressed is related to revealing the dimensions behind the observed characteristics. Significantly, two main dimensions have been revealed: modern and traditional. These dimensions are a significant result which has direct practical relevance for theory and research into the linguistic situation of Saudi dialects, in particular, and the Arabic linguistic situation in general. As a researcher, when I started to investigate the dialect situation in the Hijaz region, I struggled to find a well-authenticated model on dimensions upon which to base my attitudinal study. One of the aims of this piece of research, therefore, was to inform the theory and practice of Saudi language attitudes studies. Accordingly, an implication of these findings is that the model with its evaluative profiles revealed in the study can be used in further studies of attitudinal concerns about dialects in the region. 
With regards to language attitudes studies more broadly, the findings can make a considerable contribution to the development and evaluation of attitudinal dimensions. First, the findings confirm that dimensions differ according to the context of the research since “language attitudes research into different populations cannot assume that the same set of universal dimensions will always be salient” (Garrett et al., 2003, pp. 52–53). Second, these results can inform the body of language attitude research as to the dichotomous situation in respect to social dialects in the Hijaz region in SA, which, to my knowledge, has not been studied before; as well how this dichotomous dimension has been driven by firm ideological positions that are reflected in the stereotypical dialect associations in the region. 
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[bookmark: _Toc6472769]Chapter 11: Results chapter for RQ3
[bookmark: _Toc6472770]11.1.	Introduction 
This chapter presents findings from RQ3. In this part of the study, five voice samples were played to participants. Participants were asked to identify the original social group of the speaker and then they were asked to rate the voice sample. For more details on the method, see Chapter 5, sections 5.5.2.4.1 and 5.5.2.4.2. The results will be presented in two sections focusing on the voice allocation task results (i.e. perceptual task) and the rating task results (attitudinal task). Data were processed differently according to the nature of each task. In the allocation task, data were processed using bar graphs and chi-square tests. In the rating task, data were processed with one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) and one-way repeated measure ANOVA.
The main purpose of this research study is to test whether participants rely on linguistic factors (i.e. dialect of the speaker) or metalinguistic factors (i.e. surname of the speaker) to perceive the speaker’s original social group (cf. Hay & Drager, 2010; Niedzielski, 1999). Furthermore, this part of the study aims to compare participants’ ratings when they are exposed to real linguistic triggers with their ratings and when they are given a conceptual scale to complete.
[bookmark: _Toc6472771]11.2.	Voice allocation task results (perceptual task)
In this task, the participants listened to five different speakers, each of whom was describing Saudi weather in general terms. Each participant was provided with an answer sheet containing a box with two choices for each voice sample. The participants were asked to assign the voice sample to one of two original social groups (UBH and HH). The speaker’s surname was written on the answer sheet. On some occasions, the speaker’s surname was changed, while on others it was not, as is shown in the following list: (see Appendix 6 for full phonetic transcription for voice samples; the salient UBH and HH features will be highlighted in the appendix).
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK2]Sample
	Male/Female
	HH/UBH
	Surname
	Dialect

	VS1
	Female
	HH
	Real
	Real

	VS2
	Female
	UBH
	Real
	Real

	VS3
	Female
	HH
	Manipulated
	Real

	VS4
	Female
	UBH
	Manipulated
	Real

	VS5
	Male
	HH
	Real
	Manipulated


[bookmark: _Toc6473139]Table 11.1: Presentation of voice samples.
Voice sample 1: female HH voice sample, with their real surname written on the questionnaire answer sheet.
Salient phonological features for VS1: 
· Realization of voiced plosive /d/, as a reflex of *ð  sound, in two instances.
· Realization of flap sound /ɾ/ in four instances.
· Realization of voiced /z/, as a reflex of *ð , in one instance.
Voice sample 2: female UBH voice sample, with their real surname written on the questionnaire answer sheet.
Salient phonological features for VS2: 
· Realization of the emphatic /ðˤ/ in two instances.
· Realization of the trill sound /r/ in two instances.
· Realization of the voiceless /θ/ in one instance.
Voice sample 3: female HH voice sample, with a UBH surname (the speaker’s surname was changed).
 Salient phonological features for VS3:
· Realization of the sibilant sound /s/, which is a variant of /θ/ in one instance.
· Realization of the flap sound /ɾ/ in seven instances.
· Realization of the emphatic voiced plosive /dˤ/, as a reflex of *ðˤ, in one instance.
· Realization of the fricative alveolar sound /t/ in one instance, which is a variant of /θ/.
Voice sample 4: female UBH voice sample, with a HH surname (the speaker’s surname was changed).
Salient phonological features for VS4:
· Realization of the fricative dental sound /ðˤ/ in one instance.
· Realization of the trill sound /r/ in three instances.
· Realization of the fricative dental sound /ð/ in two instances.
Voice sample 5: male HH voice sample (imitating the UBH dialect), with a HH surname.
 Salient phonological features for VS5:
· Realization of the fricative dental sound /θ/ in one instance.
· Realization of the fricative dental sound /ð/ in one instance.
In the following I will present the results of VS1 and VS3; both speakers in the experiments were from the HH social group. It should be noted that in the first sample participants were exposed to a real surname, while in the third sample the same participants were exposed to a manipulated surname. 
Following this, I will present the results of VS2 and VS4; both speakers in the experiments were from the UBH social group. These participants were also exposed to real and manipulated surnames, as above. 
Finally, I will present the results for VS5 separately as different test conditions applied to this sample. Here, the focus of manipulation was a linguistic factor (the speaker’s dialect) rather than a metalinguistic factor (the speaker’s surname).
[bookmark: _Toc6472772]11.2.1.	Voice sample 1 allocation task results 
In VS1, participants listened to a voice recording of a real HH speaker. The results revealed that a large number of participants were able to correctly identify the original social group of the speaker; see Table 11.2.
	The allocation result
	Number

	UBH social group
	   9

	HH social group
	640


[bookmark: _Toc522527465][bookmark: _Toc522628878][bookmark: _Toc522629042][bookmark: _Toc6473140]Table 11.2: Voice allocation results for voice sample 1.
As can be seen from the above table, 640 participants succeeded in correctly identifying the speaker’s social group. Only nine participants failed the allocation task. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472773]11.2.2.	Voice sample 3 allocation task results
On this occasion, the participants listened to a real HH speaker but with a manipulated surname. The results revealed a clear tendency among participants to correctly allocate the voice sample of the speaker regardless of the manipulated surname; see Table 11.3. 
	The allocation result
	Number

	UBH social group
	  51

	HH social group
	598


[bookmark: _Toc522527466][bookmark: _Toc522628879][bookmark: _Toc522629043][bookmark: _Toc6473141]Table 11.3: Voice allocation results for voice sample 3.
The VS1 results are comparable with those from VS3 as a large number of participants correctly identified the voice sample of the speaker by relying on the speaker’s dialect (a linguistic factor) rather than the speaker’s surname (a metalinguistic factor). It should be noted that the number of participants who did not give a correct answer increased marginally from VS1 to VS3.
I ran a series of chi-square tests on the VS1 and VS3 results; the results revealed that none of the mentioned voice sample results were affected by the social background of participants. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472774]11.2.3.	Voice sample 2 allocation task results
The participants listened to a real UBH speaker with a real surname. The results revealed that the majority of participants could easily allocate the social origin of the UBH speaker in VS2; see Table 11.4. 
	The allocation result
	Number

	UBH social group
	628

	HH social group
	  21


[bookmark: _Toc522527467][bookmark: _Toc522628880][bookmark: _Toc522629044][bookmark: _Toc6473142]Table 11.4: Voice allocation results for voice sample 2.
The majority of participants correctly allocated the original social group of the speaker. Only 21 out of 649 participants did not correctly perceive the social group of the speaker, which is a relatively very small number. Overall, the strongest trend was to provide a correct allocation.
[bookmark: _Toc6472775]11.2.4.	Voice sample 4 allocation task results 
In this task, participants listed to a UBH speaker with a manipulated surname. Interestingly, participants showed a very similar pattern to the above, that is, a large number of participants correctly identified the original social group of the speaker (i.e. UBH); see Table 11.5. 
	The allocation result
	Number

	UBH social group
	599

	HH social group
	 50


[bookmark: _Toc522527468][bookmark: _Toc522628881][bookmark: _Toc522629045][bookmark: _Toc6473143]Table 11.5: Voice allocation results for voice sample 4.
The above table shows that although the speaker’s surname was manipulated, many participants seemed not to be affected by the distraction, instead relying on the linguistic input in the experiment (the speaker’s dialect). 
[bookmark: _Toc6472776]11.2.5.	Effects of demographic variables on the allocation task 
I used a chi-square test of independence to explore the relationship between the demographic variables and allocation of the dialects to a social group. 
Regarding the voice samples tested, significant results are only found in VS2. I will illustrate the results from VS2 below.
[bookmark: _Toc6472777]11.2.5.1.	Chi-square test results for VS2 
The chi-square test revealed that the two participant groups differed in their allocation of VS2 to the speaker’s original social group; see Table 11.6. 
	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	5.920a
	1
	.015

	Continuity Corrrectionb
	4.889
	1
	.027

	a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected Count less than 5. The minimum expected Count is 10.48.
b. Computed only for a 2 × 2 table.


[bookmark: _Toc522527469][bookmark: _Toc522628882][bookmark: _Toc522629046][bookmark: _Toc6473144]Table 11.6: Chi-square test results for social group demographic variable (VS2).
As can be seen from the table footnotes, the chi-square test did not find any cell that violated the assumption; all the cells in the current dataset have an account greater than 10.48.
If a variable has two categories, the most important output that the researcher needs to look at is the p value in continuity correction in the column labelled asymptotic significance. The significance value needs to be .05 or less. The Pearson chi-square value should be examined if there are more than two categories within the variable. Table 11.6 shows that the corrected value is 4.889 with a p value of .027, which shows statistical significance. For a breakdown of the results, see Table 10.6.
	
	VS2
	Total

	
	UBH social group
	HH social group
	

	Social
group
	UBH
	Raw frequency
	319
	4
	323

	
	
	% within Social group
	98.5%
	1.5%
	100.0%

	
	
	% of Total
	49.2%
	0.8%
	49.9%

	
	HH
	Raw frequency
	309
	17
	326

	
	
	% within Social group
	95.1%
	4.9%
	100.0%

	
	
	% of Total
	47.6%
	2.5%
	50.1%

	Total
	Raw frequency
	628
	21
	649

	
	% within Social group
	96.8%
	3.2%
	100.0%

	
	% of Total
	96.8%
	3.2%
	100.0%


[bookmark: _Toc522527470][bookmark: _Toc522628883][bookmark: _Toc522629047][bookmark: _Toc6473145]Table 11.7: Social group–VS2 crosstabulation.
Table 11.7 displays the percentage of social groups who provided the correct answer in the VS2 task (i.e. identifying the speaker as belonging to the UBH social group). The percentage of UBH participants who chose the correct answer is displayed in the % within Social group column. 98.5% of UBH participants allocated the speaker’s voice to the correct social group. Only 1.5% failed to do so, and instead allocated the voice sample to the HH social group. 
Regarding the HH participants, 95.1% of participants allocated the speaker’s voice correctly to the UBH social group, while only 4.9% associated the voice sample incorrectly with the HH social group. Therefore, although the two social groups both overwhelmingly correctly perceived the original social group of the speaker in the voice sample, UBH participants outperformed HH participants in their correct allocations. This means UBH participants are better at allocating UBH speakers.
[bookmark: _Toc6472778]11.2.6.	Voice sample 5 allocation task results 
On this occasion, participants were exposed to a real HH speaker who spoke the UBH dialect and were provided with the real surname of the speaker. The results revealed that the majority of participants allocated the voice sample to UBH social group but there were many listeners who allocated it to HH social group; see Table 11.8. 
	The allocation result
	Number 

	UBH social group
	459

	HH social group
	190





[bookmark: _Toc522527471][bookmark: _Toc522628884][bookmark: _Toc522629048][bookmark: _Toc6473146]Table 11.8: Voice allocation results for voice sample 5.
Overall, the results from the five voice samples reveal that the participants had a tendency to rely on linguistic factors when perceiving the speaker’s original social group. Although a distraction to the recording in the form of a manipulated surname was applied in VS3 and VS4, this only affected the perceptions marginally. The VS5 results again confirm the significance of the linguistic factors that participants are exposed to. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472779]11.2.6.1.	Effects of demographic variables on the VS5 allocation task 
The chi-square test results revealed that two demographic variables had affected the allocation task: gender and participants’ social group. I will begin by presenting the results from the gender demographic variable. 
The two gender groups showed differences in the allocation task results. The female group allocated the speaker’s voice to the UBH social group more frequently than was the case for the male participants; see Tables 11.9 and 11.10. 

	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	4.531a
	1
	.033

	Continuity Corrrectionb
	4.167
	1
	.041

	a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 80.80.
b. Computed only for a 2 × 2 table.


[bookmark: _Toc522527472][bookmark: _Toc522628885][bookmark: _Toc522629049][bookmark: _Toc6473147]Table 11.9: Chi-square test results for the gender demographic variable (VS5).
As can be seen from the Table 11.9 footnote, the chi-square test assumption has not been violated as all the expected cells in the current results have an account greater than 80.80. Regarding the p value, since there are two categories in each variable, I need to examine the continuity correction value, which gives a p value of .041. Table 11.10 provides more details on the results from both gender groups. 
	
	VS5
	Total

	
	UBH social group
	HH
social group
	

	Gender
	Male
	Raw frequency
	183
	93
	276

	
	
	% within Gender
	66.3%
	33.7%
	100.0%

	
	
	% of Total
	28.2%
	14.3%
	42.5%

	
	Female
	Raw frequency
	276
	97
	373

	
	
	% within Gender
	74.0%
	26.0%
	100.0%

	
	
	% of Total
	42.5%
	14.9%
	57.5%

	Total
	Raw frequency
	459
	190
	649

	
	% within Gender
	70.7%
	29.3%
	100.0%

	
	% of Total
	70.7%
	29.3%
	100.0%


[bookmark: _Toc522527473][bookmark: _Toc522628886][bookmark: _Toc522629050][bookmark: _Toc6473148]Table 11.10: Gender–VS5 crosstabulation.
Table 11.10 shows that 66.3% of male participants allocated the voice sample to a UBH social group, while 33.7% allocated it to the HH social group. On the other hand, 74% of female participants allocated the voice sample to the UBH social group and 26% allocated it to the HH social group. 
Regarding the social group variable, the chi-square test results revealed that the difference between groups was statistically significant; this means that one group demonstrated a higher level of allocations than the other group. See Tables 11.11 and 11.12.  
	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	28.337a
	1
	.000

	Continuity Corrrectionb
	27.426
	1
	.000

	a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected Count less than 5. The minimum expected Count is 94.85.
b. Computed only for a 2 × 2 table.


[bookmark: _Toc522527474][bookmark: _Toc522628887][bookmark: _Toc522629051][bookmark: _Toc6473149]Table 11.11: Chi-square test results for social group demographic variable (VS5).
The Table 11.11 footnote shows that the chi-square assumption has not been violated, as 0 cells have an expected count less than 5. The p value is p<.001, which is highly significant. Table 11.12 presents a breakdown of the results. 
	
	VS5
	Total

	
	UBH social group
	HH social group
	

	Social group
	UBH
	Raw frequency
	260
	63
	323

	
	
	% within Social group
	80.2%
	19.8%
	100.0%

	
	
	% of Total
	40.1%
	9.9%
	49.9%

	
	HH
	Raw frequency
	199
	127
	326

	
	
	% within Social group
	61.2%
	38.8%
	100.0%

	
	
	% of Total
	30.7%
	19.4%
	50.1%

	Total
	Raw frequency
	459
	190
	649

	
	% within Social group
	70.7%
	29.3%
	100.0%

		Comment by Chris Montgomery: Maintain 
	% of Total
	70.7%
	29.3%
	100.0%


[bookmark: _Toc522527475][bookmark: _Toc522628888][bookmark: _Toc522629052][bookmark: _Toc6473150]Table 11.12: Social group–VS5 crosstabulation.
Table 11.12 indicates that 80.2% of UBH participants allocated the speaker’s voice to the UBH social group, and 19.8% allocated it to the HH social group. Regarding the HH participants, 61.2% allocated the speaker’s voice to the UBH social group, while 38.8% allocated it to the HH social group. Generally, HH participants’ proportion of allocations to the real social group of the speaker (38.8%) was higher than that of the UBH participants (19.8%). 
[bookmark: _Toc6472780]11.3.	Rating task results (attitudinal task)
After participants listened to the voice sample, and after they finished the allocation task, they were asked to rate the speaker on four evaluative scales (i.e. serious, similar to other Arabic dialects, traditional, modern) in a semantic differential scale, from 1 to 5. The selection of evaluative words was based on the free-adjective questionnaire in Chapter 5, section 5.5.1. I deliberately chose the evaluative words from the free-adjective questionnaire results because I wanted to compare participants’ perceptions in the conceptual study with this study. Further discussion on this part of the study will be provided in Chapter 12. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472781]11.3.1.	Procedures for analysing rating-scale results 
The rating-scale results were analysed by following three steps. In the first step, I compared the rating-scale results across all voice samples to uncover whether there is any difference among the rating scales. In order to do this, I applied a one-way repeated measure ANOVA to reveal whether there is a significant difference among the scales. If any difference was found, then a post-hoc test was conducted in IBM SPSS (version 23) to identify where the difference was located among the ratings. In the second step, I compared the results from all rating scales within each voice sample to reveal the highest and lowest ratings within each voice sample. In doing so, I compared the mean scores for all four rating scales (i.e. serious, similar to other Arabic dialects, traditional, modern) within each voice sample. In the third step, I examined the results concerning the perceptions of each social group within each rating scale. This means that I analysed each rating scale from two perspectives: the ratings of the UBH social group and the HH social group, to ascertain whether there is any difference in their perceptions. I visualized the latter step using box plots. 
The analysis began on a global scale and then was narrowed down to a more local scale. In other words, I started by comparing all ratings across all samples. Then, I compared all ratings within each voice sample. Finally, I compared the ratings of the two social groups within each voice sample. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472782]11.3.1.1.	Step 1: Comparison across all voice samples
In this step, I compared all of the rating scales across the samples. The presentation of the results will begin with the first rating scale: the serious characteristic scale. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472783]11.3.1.1.1.	‘Serious’ scale
In order to process the data for the serious scale across samples, I used a one-way repeated measure ANOVA to reveal whether any significance is found among the ‘serious’ scales across samples. A one-way repeated measure ANOVA is used when each participant is exposed to the same question two or more times. This is the case in the current experiment, where participants were asked the same rating question five times; each time the question was associated with a different voice sample. The one-way repeated measure ANOVA tests for statistically significant difference at the p value of 0.05. If a difference is found, the post-hoc test will identify where the difference lies. Before presenting the current results, it is important to confirm whether or not the one-way repeated measure ANOVA assumption is violated. The assumption is called the sphericity assumption, and “requires that the variance of the population difference scores for any two conditions are the same as the variance of the population difference scores for any other two conditions (an assumption that is commonly violated)” (Pallant, 2013, p. 271). Thus, the assumption requires the variance to be almost identical among rating scales. See Table 11.13 for the test of sphericity results for the serious scale across the samples.
	Within-Subjects Effect
	Mauchley’s W
	Approx Chi-Square
	df
	Sig.

	Serious
	.736
	198.493
	9
	.000


[bookmark: _Toc522527476][bookmark: _Toc522628889][bookmark: _Toc522629053][bookmark: _Toc6473151]Table 11.13: Test of sphericity for the serious characteristic across the samples. 
The above table shows that the assumption is violated as the p value is <.001, which means that the variance found among all serious rating scales across the samples is significantly different. Although the assumption is violated, it is possible to examine the multivariate test output from the Greenhouse-Geisser text. See Table 11.14. 
	
Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	Sig.

	Serious
	Sphericity Assumed
	1352.385
	4
	338.096
	.000

	
	Greenhouse-Geisser
	1352.385
	3.446
	392.400
	.000


[bookmark: _Toc522527477][bookmark: _Toc522628890][bookmark: _Toc522629054][bookmark: _Toc6473152]Table 11.14: Within-subject tests for the serious characteristic across the samples.
In this table, the p value in the Greenhouse-Geisser test is <.001, which is statistically significant. This means that a difference lies somewhere among the rating scales. It will be revealed with the post-hoc test results presented in Table 11.15. 
	 (I) Serious
	(J) Serious
	Mean Difference (I-J)
	Std. Error
	Sig.b
	95% Confidence Interval for Differenceb

	
	
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound

	1
	2
	-.693*
	.064
	.000
	-.872
	-.514

	
	3
	.351*
	.052
	.000
	.205
	.497

	
	4
	-1.253*
	.066
	.000
	-1.438
	-1.067

	
	5
	-1.225*
	.067
	.000
	-1.412
	-1.038

	2
	1
	.693*
	.064
	.000
	.514
	.872

	
	3
	1.045*
	.060
	.000
	.876
	1.214

	
	4
	-.559*
	.058
	.000
	-.721
	-.397

	
	5
	-.532*
	.067
	.000
	-.720
	-.343

	3
	1
	-.351*
	.052
	.000
	-.497
	-.205

	
	2
	-1.045*
	.060
	.000
	-1.214
	-.876

	
	4
	-1.604*
	.070
	.000
	-1.800
	-1.408

	
	5
	-1.576*
	.072
	.000
	-1.780
	-1.373

	4
	1
	1.253*
	.066
	.000
	1.067
	1.438

	
	2
	.559*
	.058
	.000
	.397
	.721

	
	3
	1.604*
	.070
	.000
	1.408
	1.800

	
	5
	.028
	.057
	1.000
	-.132
	.188

	5
	1
	1.225*
	.067
	.000
	1.038
	1.412

	
	2
	.532*
	.067
	.000
	.343
	.720

	
	3
	1.576*
	.072
	.000
	1.373
	1.780

	
	4
	-.028
	.057
	1.000
	-.188
	.132


[bookmark: _Toc522527478][bookmark: _Toc522628891][bookmark: _Toc522629055][bookmark: _Toc6473153]Table 11.15: Post-hoc test results for serious characteristic across the samples.
Table 11.15 reveals that almost all of the voice sample ratings are different to each other, as shown in the column Sig in the above table. The only two similar rating scales are found between VS4 and 5. Table 11.16 provides more details about the mean scores of the serious scale across the samples. 
	
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	N

	Serious VS1
	2.0786
	1.16732
	649

	Serious VS2
	2.7720
	1.22616
	649

	Serious VS3
	1.7273
	1.14040
	649

	Serious VS4
	3.3313
	1.31573
	649

	Serious VS5
	3.3035
	1.35355
	649


[bookmark: _Toc522527479][bookmark: _Toc522628892][bookmark: _Toc522629056][bookmark: _Toc6473154]Table 11.16: Descriptive statistics for the serious characteristic across the samples.
As can be seen from the table above, the mean score for VS4 is the highest (3.33). VS5 has the second highest mean score, with a very slight decrease from VS4 (3.30). In third place comes VS2 with a mean score of 2.77. Finally, the mean scores for VS1 and 3 are noticeably reduced: 2.07 and 1.72, respectively. Overall, UBH speakers’ voices (i.e. including VS5 as the speaker who imitated the UBH dialect) were perceived as more serious than the HH speakers’ voices. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472784]11.3.1.1.2.	Similar to other Arabic dialects scale 
For the similar to other Arabic dialects scale, I followed the same procedures applied in the previous scale. Thus, I started to analyse the data by testing the sphericity assumption, which revealed that the assumption is violated; see Table 11.17. Then I ran the Greenhouse-Geisser multivariate test to reveal whether there is any significance difference among the scales; see Table 11.18. Subsequently, I conducted a post-hoc test to uncover where the difference lies. Finally, I will compare the mean scores across the samples. 
	Within-Subjects Effect
	Mauchley’s W
	Approx Chi-Square
	df
	Sig.

	Similar to other Arabic dialects
	.714
	217.746
	9
	.000


[bookmark: _Toc522527480][bookmark: _Toc522628893][bookmark: _Toc522629057][bookmark: _Toc6473155]Table 11.17: Test of sphericity results for the similar to other Arabic dialects characteristic across the samples.
	
Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	Sig.

	Similar to other Arabic dialects
	Sphericity Assumed
	222.285
	4
	55.571
	.000

	
	Greenhouse-Geisser
	222.285
	3.325
	66.854
	.000


[bookmark: _Toc522527481][bookmark: _Toc522628894][bookmark: _Toc522629058][bookmark: _Toc6473156]Table 11.18: Within-subjects test for the similar to other Arabic dialects characteristic across the samples.
As can be seen above, Table 11.17 indicates that the sphericity assumption is violated as the p value is <.001. Hence, Table 11.18 illustrates that the Greenhouse-Geisser is <.001, which means that a significant difference is found among the ratings. Table 11.19 below illustrates the exact location of the difference found among the scales. 
	(I) Similar to other Arabic dialects
	(J) Similar to other Arabic dialects
	Mean Difference (I-J)
	Std. Error
	Sig.b
	95% Confidence Interval for Differenceb

	
	
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound

	1
	2
	.686*
	.064
	.000
	.506
	.865

	
	3
	.319*
	.048
	.000
	.184
	.454

	
	4
	.675*
	.062
	.000
	.499
	.851

	
	5
	.260*
	.058
	.000
	.098
	.423

	2
	1
	-.686*
	.064
	.000
	-.865
	-.506

	
	3
	-.367*
	.059
	.000
	-.532
	-.201

	
	4
	-.011
	.046
	1.000
	-.141
	.119

	
	5
	-.425*
	.051
	.000
	-.568
	-.282

	3
	1
	-.319*
	.048
	.000
	-.454
	-.184

	
	2
	.367*
	.059
	.000
	.201
	.532

	
	4
	.356*
	.057
	.000
	.196
	.516

	
	5
	-.059
	.055
	1.000
	-.212
	.095

	4
	1
	-.675*
	.062
	.000
	-.851
	-.499

	
	2
	.011
	.046
	1.000
	-.119
	.141

	
	3
	-.356*
	.057
	.000
	-.516
	-.196

	
	5
	-.414*
	.046
	.000
	-.544
	-.285

	5
	1
	-.260*
	.058
	.000
	-.423
	-.098

	
	2
	.425*
	.051
	.000
	.282
	.568

	
	3
	.059
	.055
	1.000
	-.095
	.212

	
	4
	.414*
	.046
	.000
	.285
	.544


[bookmark: _Toc522527482][bookmark: _Toc522628895][bookmark: _Toc522629059][bookmark: _Toc6473157]Table 11.19: Post-hoc test results for the similar to other Arabic dialects characteristic across the samples.
As can be seen from the above table, the ratings for VS2 and 4 are not different from each other as the p value is 1.000. Likewise, the ratings for VS3 and 5 are also not different from each other since the p value is 1.000. On the other hand, all of the remaining scales are different from each other. For more details on the mean scores of the rating scales, see Table 11.20 below. 

	
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	N

	Similar to other Arabic dialects VS1
	3.4931
	1.15351
	649

	Similar to other Arabic dialects VS2
	2.8074
	1.22784
	649

	Similar to other Arabic dialects VS3
	3.1741
	1.14620
	649

	Similar to other Arabic dialects VS4
	2.8182
	1.20605
	649

	Similar to other Arabic dialects VS5
	3.2327
	1.21961
	649


[bookmark: _Toc522527483][bookmark: _Toc522628896][bookmark: _Toc522629060][bookmark: _Toc6473158]Table 11.20: Descriptive statistics for the similar to other Arabic dialects characteristic across the samples.
As can be seen from the above table, VS1 has the highest mean score while VS2 received the lowest rating. A closer look at the results above show that VS1, 3 and 5 received higher ratings than VS2 and 4. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472785]11.3.1.1.3.	Traditional rating scale
For the traditional scale, I started to analyse the data by first applying a one-way repeated measure ANOVA and then ascertaining the p value by conducting a multivariate test. See Tables 11.21 and 11.22 below.
	Within-Subjects Effect
	Mauchley’s W
	Approx Chi-Square
	df
	Sig.

	Traditional
	.768
	170.470
	9
	.000


[bookmark: _Toc522527484][bookmark: _Toc522628897][bookmark: _Toc522629061][bookmark: _Toc6473159]Table 11.21: Test of sphericity results for the traditional characteristic across the samples.
	
Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	Sig.

	Traditional
	Sphericity Assumed
	136.193
	4
	34.048
	.000

	
	Greenhouse-Geisser
	136.193
	3.475
	39.196
	.000


[bookmark: _Toc522527485][bookmark: _Toc522628898][bookmark: _Toc522629062][bookmark: _Toc6473160]Table 11.22: Within-subjects test for the traditional characteristic across the samples.
Table 11.21 illustrates that the one-way repeated measure ANOVA assumption is violated. Table 11.22 demonstrates that a significant difference is found among the rating scales as the p value is <.001. The next table will identify where the difference is located. 
	(I) Traditional
	(J) Traditional
	Mean Difference (I-J)
	Std. Error
	Sig.b
	95% Confidence Interval for Differenceb

	
	
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound

	1
	2
	-.277*
	.057
	.000
	-.439
	-.116

	
	3
	.300*
	.050
	.000
	.159
	.442

	
	4
	-.103
	.059
	.819
	-.270
	.064

	
	5
	-.225*
	.057
	.001
	-.387
	-.063

	2
	1
	.277*
	.057
	.000
	.116
	.439

	
	3
	.578*
	.062
	.000
	.403
	.752

	
	4
	.174*
	.046
	.002
	.044
	.305

	
	5
	.052
	.051
	1.000
	-.092
	.197

	3
	1
	-.300*
	.050
	.000
	-.442
	-.159

	
	2
	-.578*
	.062
	.000
	-.752
	-.403

	
	4
	-.404*
	.060
	.000
	-.573
	-.234

	
	5
	-.525*
	.058
	.000
	-.688
	-.363

	4
	1
	.103
	.059
	.819
	-.064
	.270

	
	2
	-.174*
	.046
	.002
	-.305
	-.044

	
	3
	.404*
	.060
	.000
	.234
	.573

	
	5
	-.122
	.047
	.105
	-.255
	.012

	5
	1
	.225*
	.057
	.001
	.063
	.387

	
	2
	-.052
	.051
	1.000
	-.197
	.092

	
	3
	.525*
	.058
	.000
	.363
	.688

	
	4
	.122
	.047
	.105
	-.012
	.255


[bookmark: _Toc522527486][bookmark: _Toc522628899][bookmark: _Toc522629063][bookmark: _Toc6473161]Table 11.23: Post-hoc test results for the traditional characteristic across the samples. 
As can be seen from the table above, the following sets of voice samples received similar ratings: VS1 and 4, VS2 and 5, VS4 and 5. The other remaining voice samples differed significantly from each other. Having revealed the similarity and difference between the voice samples, I will now compare their mean scores to reveal which voice samples received the highest and lowest mean scores, respectively. See Table 11.24.

	 
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	N

	Traditional VS1
	3.1834
	1.19875
	649

	Traditional VS2
	3.4607
	1.12987
	649

	Traditional VS3
	2.8829
	1.17661
	649

	Traditional VS4
	3.2866
	1.08489
	649

	Traditional VS5
	3.4083
	1.13773
	649


[bookmark: _Toc522527487][bookmark: _Toc522628900][bookmark: _Toc522629064][bookmark: _Toc6473162]Table 11.24: Descriptive statistics for the traditional characteristic across the samples. 
As can be seen from Table 11.24, VS2 received the highest mean score (3.46) and VS3 received the lowest mean score (2.88). Overall, the above results can be divided into two groups. The first group consists of scales with high ratings (VS1, 2, 4 and 5), while the second group consists of the remaining scale which received the lowest mean score (VS3). 
[bookmark: _Toc6472786]11.3.1.1.4.	Modern scale
For the modern rating scale, I followed the same steps I applied to the previous rating scales. See Tables 11.25 and 11.26 for the sphericity test assumption and p value results, respectively. 
	Within-Subjects Effect
	Mauchley’s W
	Approx Chi-Square
	df
	Sig.

	Modern
	.713
	218.355
	9
	.000


[bookmark: _Toc522527488][bookmark: _Toc522628901][bookmark: _Toc522629065][bookmark: _Toc6473163]Table 11.25: Test of sphericity results for the traditional characteristic across the samples.
	
Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	Sig.

	Traditional
	Sphericity Assumed
	782.498
	4
	195.624
	.000

	
	Greenhouse-Geisser
	782.498
	3.323
	235.497
	.000


[bookmark: _Toc522527489][bookmark: _Toc522628902][bookmark: _Toc522629066][bookmark: _Toc6473164]Table 11.26: Within-subject test results for the modern characteristic across the samples.
Table 11.25 illustrates that the sphericity assumption is violated and Table 11.26 illustrates that a significant difference is found among the modern rating scales across all samples, as the p value is <.001. See Table 10.26 for an illustration of where the difference is found among the scales. 
	(I) Modern
	(J) Modern
	Mean Difference (I-J)
	Std. Error
	Sig.b
	95% Confidence Interval for Differenceb

	
	
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound

	1
	2
	.886*
	.062
	.000
	.711
	1.061

	
	3
	-.228*
	.049
	.000
	-.367
	-.089

	
	4
	1.045*
	.064
	.000
	.865
	1.224

	
	5
	.374*
	.059
	.000
	.209
	.540

	2
	1
	-.886*
	.062
	.000
	-1.061
	-.711

	
	3
	-1.114*
	.064
	.000
	-1.295
	-.933

	
	4
	.159*
	.047
	.008
	.025
	.292

	
	5
	-.512*
	.053
	.000
	-.661
	-.362

	3
	1
	.228*
	.049
	.000
	.089
	.367

	
	2
	1.114*
	.064
	.000
	.933
	1.295

	
	4
	1.273*
	.066
	.000
	1.087
	1.458

	
	5
	.602*
	.060
	.000
	.434
	.771

	4
	1
	-1.045*
	.064
	.000
	-1.224
	-.865

	
	2
	-.159*
	.047
	.008
	-.292
	-.025

	
	3
	-1.273*
	.066
	.000
	-1.458
	-1.087

	
	5
	-.670*
	.053
	.000
	-.821
	-.520

	5
	1
	-.374*
	.059
	.000
	-.540
	-.209

	
	2
	.512*
	.053
	.000
	.362
	.661

	
	3
	-.602*
	.060
	.000
	-.771
	-.434

	
	4
	.670*
	.053
	.000
	.520
	.821


[bookmark: _Toc522527490][bookmark: _Toc522628903][bookmark: _Toc522629067][bookmark: _Toc6473165]Table 11.27: Post-hoc test results for the modern characteristic across the samples.
As can be seen from the table above, the post-hoc test results revealed that the modern scale ratings are significantly different across all of the voice samples. In the following table (Table 11.28), I will present the mean scores for the modern scale within each voice sample.
	
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	N

	Modern VS1
	3.3945
	1.18830
	649

	Modern VS2
	2.5085
	1.11125
	649

	Modern VS3
	3.6225
	1.20602
	649

	Modern VS4
	2.3498
	1.13964
	649

	Modern VS5
	3.02200
	1.21509
	649


[bookmark: _Toc522527491][bookmark: _Toc522628904][bookmark: _Toc522629068][bookmark: _Toc6473166]Table 11.28: Descriptive statistics for the modern characteristic across the samples.
Although the post-hoc test results in the previous table revealed that a statistically significant difference is found across all samples, the mean scores in the above table indicate that the difference is marginally found between two groups. This means that VS1, 3 and 5 gained higher mean scores than VS2 and 4. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472787]11.3.1.2.	Step 2: Comparison of ratings within each voice sample
[bookmark: _Toc6472788]11.3.1.2.1.	Voice sample 1
When presenting the comparison of ratings within each voice sample, I will follow the same structure as that used in the perceptual task results, that is, the results for the following HH voice samples will be presented together: VS1 and VS3, then the following UBH voice samples will be presented together: V2 and VS4. Finally, the results VS5 will be presented separately.  
Regarding VS1, I compared the means for all rating scales for VS1. The results show that the similar to other Arabic dialects scale received the highest mean score, while the serious scale received the lowest score. See Table 11.29. 
	
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	Serious
	2.0786
	1.16732

	Similar to other Arabic dialects
	3.4931
	1.15351

	Traditional
	3.1834
	1.19875

	Modern
	3.3945
	1.18830


[bookmark: _Toc522527492][bookmark: _Toc522628905][bookmark: _Toc522629069][bookmark: _Toc6473167]Table 11.29: Mean scores for rating scales of VS1.
As can be seen, VS1 received the highest ratings for being the most similar to other Arabic dialects. The second highest ratings were for the modern characteristic. This was followed by the traditional characteristic, while the serious characteristic received the lowest ratings. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472789]11.3.1.2.2.	Voice sample 3 
The mean scores comparison for VS3 shows that the modern scale received the highest mean score in this voice sample. See Table 11.30.
	
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	Serious
	1.7273
	1.14040

	Similar to other Arabic dialects
	3.1741
	1.14620

	Traditional
	2.8829
	1.17661

	Modern
	3.6225
	1.20602


[bookmark: _Toc522527494][bookmark: _Toc522628907][bookmark: _Toc522629071][bookmark: _Toc6473168]Table 11.30: Mean scores for rating scales of VS3.
It is very apparent from the table above that this voice sample received the highest ratings in the modern scale and the lowest in the serious scale. The ratings for the similar to other Arabic dialects scale and the traditional scale are situated between the highest and the lowest mean scores. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472790]11.3.1.2.3.	Voice sample 2
The mean score comparison for the scales of VS2 shows that the traditional scale received the highest mean score. See Table 11.31 below. 
	
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	Serious
	2.7720
	1.22616

	Similar to other Arabic dialects
	2.8074
	1.22784

	Traditional
	3.4607
	1.12987

	Modern
	2.5085
	1.11125


[bookmark: _Toc522527493][bookmark: _Toc522628906][bookmark: _Toc522629070][bookmark: _Toc6473169]Table 11.31: Mean scores for rating scales of VS2.
The above table indicates that the traditional scale received the highest mean score, followed by the serious scale. This is followed by the similar to other Arabic dialects scale, while the modern scale had the lowest mean score. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472791]11.3.1.2.4.	Voice sample 4
The mean score comparison of VS4 shows that the serious scale received the highest mean score compared to the other scales. See Table 11.32.
	
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	Serious
	3.3313
	1.31573

	Similar to other Arabic dialects
	2.8182
	1.20605

	Traditional
	3.2866
	1.08489

	Modern
	2.3498
	1.13964


[bookmark: _Toc522527495][bookmark: _Toc522628908][bookmark: _Toc522629072][bookmark: _Toc6473170]Table 11.32: Mean scores for rating scales of VS4.
Table 11.32 illustrates that this voice sample was rated as the most serious and traditional, respectively. This is followed by the similar to other Arabic dialects scale. Finally, the modern scale had the lowest mean score. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472792]11.3.1.2.5.	Voice sample 5
The mean score comparison of VS5 shows that the traditional scale had the highest mean score. See Table 11.33. 
	
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	Serious
	3.3035
	1.35355

	Similar to other Arabic dialects
	3.2327
	1.21961

	Traditional
	3.4083
	1.13773

	Modern
	3.0200
	1.21509


[bookmark: _Toc522527496][bookmark: _Toc522628909][bookmark: _Toc522629073][bookmark: _Toc6473171]Table 11.33: Mean scores for rating scales of VS5.
The above table illustrates that this is the only voice sample where the mean scores do not fluctuate from one scale to another, which is the case in the previous four voice samples. All of the scales maintained a mean score above 3, with the traditional scale having the highest mean score and the modern scale having the lowest mean score. The serious scale and the similar to other Arabic dialects scales were located in between the highest and lowest mean scores.
[bookmark: _Toc6472793]11.3.1.3.	Step 3: Effects of demographic variables on the rating scales
I processed the rating task data using two procedures: box plots and ANOVA test. The reason for applying box plots was to visualize the data and make cross-sample comparisons. The ANOVA test was used to reveal whether or not the ratings for each scale were affected by demographic variables. 
Box plots constitute a visualization method that provides a full account of the distribution of scores within variables (Pallant, 2013). I visualized the data using box plots as they are powerful in two aspects: visualizing the score distribution and comparing the distribution across demographic variables. As this study concerns each social group’s perceptions of a group of evaluative words, I separated the scores according to the UBH and HH social groups. Thus, the box plots show the distribution of scores for each characteristic for both UBH and HH participants. The box plots will provide a lot of information about the distribution of each of the four evaluative words in the scale and the influence of the categorical variable (i.e. social group) on the results. 
In their simplest representation, box plots indicate five points: minimum, lower quartile, median, upper quartile and maximum. The length of the box is called the interquartile range as it represents the lower quartile, median and upper quartile. The length of the box represents 50% of the cases. Whiskers below and above the box indicate the location of the minimum and maximum score values. Each whisker represents 25% of the data(see Krzywinski and Altman(2014) and Pallant (2013). 
When presenting the box plot and ANOVA results, I will follow the same structure as adopted in the perceptual. Thus, I will present the results of the exposure to HH speakers together (i.e. VS1 and VS3) and the UBH speakers together (VS2 and VS4). Finally, results from VS5 will be presented separately. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472794]11.3.2.	Rating task results for voice sample 1
The rating results revealed that the participants perceived the speaker’s voice as more modern than traditional and less serious; see Figure 11.8. 1 indicates the lowest point in the scale and 5 indicates the highest point in the scale. 
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc522527341][bookmark: _Toc522628172][bookmark: _Toc522628290][bookmark: _Toc522628390][bookmark: _Toc6472986]Figure 11.8: Distribution of scores of the observed characteristics for VS1.
As can be seen, the boxes are irregularly shaped on the serious scale boxes. The lower whisker is not apparent; this is because when the interquartile range falls within the whisker range, then both are represented within the interquartile range. This means that the interquartile range represented 75% of the data and the upper whisker displayed the remaining 25% of the data. Thus 75% of the scores fell between 1 and 3, with 2 representing the median score, which is represented by a line inside the box. The upper whisker indicated that only 25% of the scores were distributed between 3 and 5. It should be noted that there was a consensus from all participants that the sound of the HH speaker in the recording provided is less serious, as the distribution of scores on serious for the UBH and HH participants is identical. 
On the similar to other Arabic dialects scale, a similar pattern emerged for both the UBH and HH participants, with a difference found in the median score. 25% of the scores fell between 2 and 3 in the lower quartile, with 2 as the minimum value. Scores for the upper quartile were spread between 4 and 5, with 5 as the maximum value. The bulk of the scores (50%) were distributed between 3 and 4. Regarding the median, the HH participants gave the voice sample a median of 4, while UBH participants gave it a median of 3. 
The scores given to the traditional characteristic were perceived differently by UBH and HH participants. Although both groups gave the same median value (a score of 3), the distribution of scores clearly shows that the HH group gave slightly higher scores than was the case for the UBH group. The distribution of scores from the UBH group extended from 1 to 5. 50% of the scores fell between 2 and 4, with 3 as the median value. Therefore, the box is symmetrically shaped. On the other hand, 50% of the scores from the HH group’s ratings fell between 3 and 4. The latter group gave the voice a minimum score of 2 and a maximum score of 5. Overall, the HH participants gave the voice higher rating scores than the UBH participants.
On the modern scale, UBH and HH participants showed a different pattern. The HH social group perceived the voice as more modern than did the UBH social group. The pattern revealed a highly skewed distribution of scores: 75% of the scores fell between 3 and 5, with a median of 4, and only 25% of the scores fell in the lower whisker, with a minimum value of 1. On the other hand, 50% of scores from the UBH participants ranged between 2, 5 and 4 with a median of 3, which is a relatively lower value. Also, 25% of the UBH data was spread in the lower whisker between 1 and 2.5. The other 25% fell in the upper whisker from 4 to 5. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472795]11.3.3.	Effects of demographic variables on ratings for VS1 
I will present the results for each scale separately. If the scale was not affected by demographic variables, then I will not mention it. In the current analysis, the following scales were affected: similar to other Arabic dialects, traditional, and modern. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472796]11.3.3.1.	Similar to other Arabic dialects scale 
Results from this scale revealed that only one demographic variable affected the data: the participants’ social group. In Tables 11.34 and 11.35, I will present the p value revealed in the ANOVA test and will compare the mean scores of the two groups. It should be noted that if a demographic variable contains more than two categories, then a post-hoc test can reveal where the difference lies between groups. If a demographic variable contains only two categories, as is the case with the social group demographic (i.e. UBH and HH), then comparing means would best describe the difference between categories; a post-hoc test cannot be used in this case. 
	Social group
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	5.456
	1
	5.456
	.043

	Within Groups
	856.763
	648
	1.324
	

	Total
	862.219
	649
	
	


[bookmark: _Toc522527497][bookmark: _Toc522628910][bookmark: _Toc522629074][bookmark: _Toc6473172]Table 11.34: ANOVA statistics for social group demographic variable.


	
	Social group
	Statistic
	Std. Error

	Similar to other Arabic dialects
	UBH
	Mean
	3.4012
	.06468

	
	HH
	Mean
	3.5846
	.06307


[bookmark: _Toc522527498][bookmark: _Toc522628911][bookmark: _Toc522629075][bookmark: _Toc6473173]Table 11.35: Descriptive statistics for social group demographic variable. 
As can be seen from Table 11.34, the ANOVA test revealed a significant difference in the mean scores for participants’ perceptions of the similar to other Arabic dialects characteristic across the social groups (i.e. UBH and HH). 
Table 11.35 presents the descriptive statistics for the two categories (i.e. UBH and HH social groups) of the independent variable (social group). The most significant output for identifying the difference between the two social groups is the mean value. As can be seen, the mean value for the UBH social group is 3.40, while it is 3.58 for the HH social group. Thus, the two social groups have different attitudes regarding their perceptions of the similarity of the voice sample to other Arabic dialects. The HH social group perceived it as more similar to other Arabic dialects than did the UBH social group.
[bookmark: _Toc6472797]11.3.3.2.	Traditional scale
Results from the traditional scale revealed that the social group, mother’s social group and spouse’s social group all affected the participants’ perceptions. See Tables 11.36 and 11.37 for the ANOVA test results on the social group of participants. 
	Social group
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	21.753
	1
	21.753
	.000

	Within Groups
	909.428
	648
	1.406
	

	Total
	931.180
	649
	
	


[bookmark: _Toc522527499][bookmark: _Toc522628912][bookmark: _Toc522629076][bookmark: _Toc6473174]Table 11.36: ANOVA statistics for social group demographic variable.
	
	Social group
	Statistic
	Std. Error

	Traditional
	UBH
	Mean
	3.0000
	.06455

	
	HH
	Mean
	3.3662
	.06705


[bookmark: _Toc522527500][bookmark: _Toc522628913][bookmark: _Toc522629077][bookmark: _Toc6473175]Table 11.37: Descriptive statistics for social group demographic variable. 
Table 11.36 shows that a similar pattern to the above emerged on the traditional scale. The ANOVA test revealed a significant difference between the two social groups, with a p value p<.001.
Table 11.37 shows that In comparing the mean scores given to the voice by both social groups, it is obvious that the HH social group perceived the voice sample as more traditional than did the UBH social group. See Tables 11.38 and 11.39 for the mother’s social group results from the data.
	Mother’s social group
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	14.418
	2
	7.209
	.006

	Within Groups
	915.360
	647
	1.419
	

	Total
	929.778
	649
	
	


[bookmark: _Toc522527501][bookmark: _Toc522628914][bookmark: _Toc522629078][bookmark: _Toc6473176]Table 11.38: ANOVA statistics for mother’s social group demographic variable.
	Mother’s social
group
	Mother’s social 
group
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error
	Sig.

	
	
	
	
	

	UBH
	HH
	-.30329*
	.09515
	.004

	HH
	UBH
	.30329*
	.09515
	.004


[bookmark: _Toc522527502][bookmark: _Toc522628915][bookmark: _Toc522629079][bookmark: _Toc6473177]Table 11.39: Post-hoc test for mother’s social group demographic variable.
Table 11.38 illustrates that the mother’s social group variable had a significant effect on perceptions of the traditional characteristic of the voice sample, with a p value of .006. Table 11.39 shows that post-hoc tests were conducted on this demographic variable, since there is more than one category in the mother’s social group demographic variable (i.e. UBH, HH, single). The above post-hoc test results only show the significant results which were found between the UBH and HH group; no significant differences were associated with the other groups. 
The post-hoc test results illustrate where the difference among participants’ mothers’ social groups is located. In the column labelled mean difference, the values listed are marked with asterisks. The asterisks indicate that there is a significant difference (at the p<.05 level) between the two groups compared. The degree of difference is revealed in the column labeled Sig in the table.
The post-hoc test results presented in Table 11.39 show that participants whose mothers are of HH origin perceived the voice as more traditional (with a mean difference of .30) than the other group whose mothers are of UBH origin. See Table 11.40 and 11.41 for spouse’s social group results from the data.
	Spouse’s social group
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	32.350
	4
	8.087
	.000

	Within Groups
	894.146
	645
	1.397
	

	Total
	926.496
	649
	
	


[bookmark: _Toc522527503][bookmark: _Toc522628916][bookmark: _Toc522629080][bookmark: _Toc6473178]Table 11.40: ANOVA statistics for spouse’s social group demographic variable.


	
	Spouse’s social group
	Statistic
	Std. Error

	Traditional
	UBH spouse group
	Mean
	2.9440
	.07609

	
	HH spouse group
	Mean
	3.4422
	.07295


[bookmark: _Toc522527504][bookmark: _Toc522628917][bookmark: _Toc522629081][bookmark: _Toc6473179]Table 11.41: Descriptive statistics for spouse’s social group demographic variable.
Table 11.40 shows the spouse’s social group indicated yet another significant difference in the results, with a significant p value p<.001. The difference found was between the mean scores of the two groups, the UBH and HH groups. In Table 11.41, a comparison between the above two mean scores indicates that those participants whose spouse is of HH social origin perceived the voice as a more traditional one. In contrast, those whose spouse was of a UBH origin perceived it as less traditional.
[bookmark: _Toc6472798]11.3.3.3.	Modern scale 
Results for the modern scale revealed that place of birth, social group, mother’s social group and spouse’s social group affected the scale scores. See Table 11.42 and 11.43 for place of birth results from the data.
	Place of birth 
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	11.556
	1
	11.556
	.004

	Within Groups
	903.464
	648
	1.396
	

	Total
	915.020
	649
	
	


[bookmark: _Toc522527505][bookmark: _Toc522628918][bookmark: _Toc522629082][bookmark: _Toc6473180]Table 11.42: ANOVA statistics for place of birth demographic variable.
	
	Place of birth
	Statistic
	Std. Error

	Modern
	Inside Hijaz 
	Mean
	3.4378
	.04830

	
	Outside Hijaz
	Mean
	2.9839
	.16340


[bookmark: _Toc522527506][bookmark: _Toc522628919][bookmark: _Toc522629083][bookmark: _Toc6473181]Table 11.43: Descriptive statistics. 
The above two tables illustrate that the place of birth of participants affected the modern scale scores. Table 11.42 indicates that the p value is .004. Table 11.43 shows that those participants who were born inside Hijaz perceived the voice as a modern one, while those born outside Hijaz perceived it as relatively less modern. See Tables 11.44 and 11.45 for social group results from the data.
	Social group
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	25.882
	1
	25.882
	.000

	Within Groups
	889.138
	648
	1.374
	

	Total
	915.020
	649
	
	


[bookmark: _Toc522527507][bookmark: _Toc522628920][bookmark: _Toc522629084][bookmark: _Toc6473182]Table 11.44: ANOVA statistics for place of birth demographic variable.
	
	Social group
	Statistic
	Std. Error

	Modern
	UBH
	Mean
	3.1944
	.06707

	
	HH
	Mean
	3.5938
	. 06303


[bookmark: _Toc522527508][bookmark: _Toc522628921][bookmark: _Toc522629085][bookmark: _Toc6473183]Table 11.45: Descriptive statistics for social group demographic variable.
Table 11.44 shows that the social group of participants affected the participants’ perceptions, with p<.001. This means that one group perceived the voice as more modern than the other group. The descriptive statistics in Table 11.45 indicate that the HH social group perceived the voice as more modern when compared to the UBH social group mean scores. See Tables 11.46 and 11.47 for mother’s social group results from the data.


	Mother’s social group
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	22.623
	2
	11.311
	.000

	Within Groups
	892.242
	647
	1.383
	

	Total
	914.864
	649
	
	


[bookmark: _Toc522527509][bookmark: _Toc522628922][bookmark: _Toc522629086][bookmark: _Toc6473184]Table 11.46: ANOVA statistics for mother’s social group demographic variable.
	Mother’s social group
	Mother’s social group
	Mean Difference 
	Std. Error
	Sig.

	
	
	
	
	

	UBH
	HH
	-.37971*
	.09394
	.000

	HH
	UBH
	.37971*
	.09394
	.000


[bookmark: _Toc522527510][bookmark: _Toc522628923][bookmark: _Toc522629087][bookmark: _Toc6473185]Table 11.47: Post-hoc test results for mother’s social group demographic variable.
Table 11.46 shows that the participants’ mother’s social group affected the data, with p<.000. Table 11.47 shows that participants whose mothers are of HH origin perceived the voice sample as more modern, while those whose mothers are of a UBH origin perceived it as less modern. See Tables 11.48 and 11.49 for spouse’s social group results from the data.
	Spouse’s social group
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	48.709
	4
	12.177
	.000

	Within Groups
	860.615
	645
	1.345
	

	Total
	909.324
	649
	
	


[bookmark: _Toc522527511][bookmark: _Toc522628924][bookmark: _Toc522629088][bookmark: _Toc6473186]Table 11.48: ANOVA statistics for spouse’s social group demographic variable.

	
	Spouse group
	Statistic
	Std. Error

	Modern
	UBH
	Mean
	3.0948
	.08034

	
	HH
	Mean
	3.6853
	.06658


[bookmark: _Toc522527512][bookmark: _Toc522628925][bookmark: _Toc522629089][bookmark: _Toc6473187]Table 11.49: Descriptive statistics for spouse’s social group demographic variable. 
The spouse’s social group results in Table 11.48 reveal a significant difference on the modern scale scores, with p<.000. Table 11.49 shows that participants whose spouse is of an HH origin perceived the voice as more modern than did the other group, as revealed by the mean difference in the scores for the two groups. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472799]11.3.4.	Rating task results for voice sample 3 
In the following are the rating results from VS3, which was spoken by a real HH speaker but with a manipulated surname. I will compare the current results with the previous results to ascertain whether there are similar or different patterns. 
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc522527342][bookmark: _Toc522628173][bookmark: _Toc522628291][bookmark: _Toc522628391][bookmark: _Toc6472987]Figure 11.9: Distribution of scores of the observed characteristics for VS3.
Figure 11.9 shows that both social groups perceive the voice as less serious, as 75% of the data is distributed between 1 and 2 with 1 as the median value. On the similar to other Arabic dialects scale, HH participants perceived the voice as averagely similar to other Arabic dialects since 50% of the scores fell between 3 and 4, with a median of 3. UBH participants perceived it as more similar to other Arabic dialects, with 50% of UBH participant scores being distributed between 2 and 4, with a median of 3. 
Regarding the distribution of scores for the modern and traditional characteristics, the HH participants perceived the voice as more modern and traditional than did the UBH participants. In traditional scores, 50% of UBH ratings fell between 2 and 3, with a median of 3. In comparison, 50% of HH ratings fell between 2 and 4, with a median of 3. The lower and the upper whisker is yet further evidence of this distribution pattern: the UBH participants’ minimum value is 1 and the maximum value is 4, while the HH participants’ minimum value is 1 and the maximum value is 5. In the modern scores, the lower whisker, upper whisker and interquartile range are further evidence that HH participants perceived the voice of the speaker as more modern than did the UBH participants. The lowest score for the UBH participants is 2 and the highest score is 5. 50% of their answers were between 3 and 4, with a median of 4. The HHs’ lowest rating was 1 and the highest was 5, while 50% of their answers fell between 3 and 5 with a median of 4. 
Results from VS1 and VS3 showed a similar pattern. In both cases, the HH social group gave higher rating scores for the following characteristics: similar to other Arabic dialects, modern, and traditional. Both groups showed a consensus in perceiving the voice sample as less serious. 
11.3.5.	Effects of demographic variables on ratings for VS3
The ANOVA results from VS3 revealed that the serious scale was not affected by the difference between demographic variables. On the other hand, the other three remaining scales were affected, as I will illustrate in the following sections. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472800]11.3.5.1.	Similar to other Arabic dialects scale 
In this particular scale, two demographic variables were found to have significant differences between their categories: social group and mother’s social group. See Tables 11.50 and 11.51 for social group results from the data.
	Social group
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	6.082
	1
	6.082
	.031

	Within Groups
	845.243
	648
	1.306
	

	Total
	851.325
	649
	
	


[bookmark: _Toc522527513][bookmark: _Toc522628926][bookmark: _Toc522629090][bookmark: _Toc6473188]Table 11.50: ANOVA statistics for social group demographic variable. 
	
	Social group
	Statistic
	Std. Error

	Similar to other Arabic dialects
	UBH
	Mean
	3.0772
	.06267

	
	HH
	Mean
	3.2708
	.06421


[bookmark: _Toc522527514][bookmark: _Toc522628927][bookmark: _Toc522629091][bookmark: _Toc6473189]Table 11.51: Descriptive statistics for social group demographic variable. 
Tables 11.51 and 11.52 show that the categories within the social group variables differed significantly (p = .031) from each other. Participants from the HH social group perceived the speaker’s voice to be more similar to other Arabic dialects than did the participants from the UBH social group. See Tables 11.52 and 11.53 for mother’s social group results from the data.


	Mother’s group
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	10.701
	2
	5.351
	.017

	Within Groups
	840.593
	647
	1.303
	

	Total
	851.295
	649
	
	


[bookmark: _Toc522527515][bookmark: _Toc522628928][bookmark: _Toc522629092][bookmark: _Toc6473190]Table 11.52: ANOVA statistics for mother’s social group demographic variable.

	Mother’s social group
	Mother’s social group
	Mean Difference 
	Std. Error
	Sig.

	
	
	
	
	

	UBH
	HH
	-.23311*
	.09118
	.029


[bookmark: _Toc522527516][bookmark: _Toc522628929][bookmark: _Toc522629093][bookmark: _Toc6473191]Table 11.53: Post-hoc test results for mother’s social group demographic variable. 
Table 11.52 shows a very similar pattern emerged in the mother’s social group results. Table 11.53 shows that participants whose mothers are of HH origin perceived the speaker’s voice as more similar to other Arabic dialects. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472801]11.3.5.2.	Traditional scale 
The results revealed that the following demographic variables affected the scale: age, social group, mother’s social group, and spouse’s social group. See Tables 11.54 and 11.55 for age results from the data.
	Age 
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	25.418
	5
	5.084
	.002

	Within Groups
	866.418
	644
	1.352
	

	Total
	891.836
	649
	
	


[bookmark: _Toc522527517][bookmark: _Toc522628930][bookmark: _Toc522629094][bookmark: _Toc6473192]Table 11.54: ANOVA statistics for age demographic variable.
	Age
	Age
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error
	Sig.

	18-24
	55-64
	-.68076*
	.22809
	.035


[bookmark: _Toc522527518][bookmark: _Toc522628931][bookmark: _Toc522629095][bookmark: _Toc6473193]Table 11.55: Post-hoc test results for age demographic variable. 
Table 11.54 shows that there is a significant difference (p = .002) in the perceptions of different age groups towards the traditional characteristic. The older age group (55-64) perceived the speaker’s voice as more traditional than did the younger age group (18-24). 
See Tables 11.56 and 11.57 for social group results from the data.
	Social group
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	18.684
	1
	18.684
	.000

	Within Groups
	878.416
	648
	1.358
	

	Total
	897.100
	649
	
	


[bookmark: _Toc522527519][bookmark: _Toc522628932][bookmark: _Toc522629096][bookmark: _Toc6473194]Table 11.56: ANOVA statistics for social group demographic variable. 
	
	Social group
	Statistic
	Std. Error

	Traditional
	UBH
	Mean
	2.7130
	.06216

	
	HH
	Mean
	3.0523
	.06710


[bookmark: _Toc522527520][bookmark: _Toc522628933][bookmark: _Toc522629097][bookmark: _Toc6473195]Table 11.57: Descriptive statistics for social group demographic variable. 
Table 11.56 illustrates that the p value p<.000. while Table 11.57 compares the mean scores on the traditional scale for each social group. The HH social group perceived the voice as more traditional with a mean score of 3.05, while the mean score of the UBH participants was 2.71. See Tables 11.58 and 11.59 for mother’s social group results from the data.

	Mother’s group
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	9.406
	2
	4.703
	.033

	Within Groups
	886.913
	647
	1.375
	

	Total
	896.319
	649
	
	


[bookmark: _Toc522527521][bookmark: _Toc522628934][bookmark: _Toc522629098][bookmark: _Toc6473196]Table 11.58: ANOVA statistics for mother’s social group demographic variable. 
	Mother’s social
group
	Mother’s social
group
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error
	Sig.

	UBH
	HH
	-.22528*
	.09366
	.043


[bookmark: _Toc522527522][bookmark: _Toc522628935][bookmark: _Toc522629099][bookmark: _Toc6473197]Table 11.59: Post-hoc test results for mother’s social group demographic variable. 
The above two tables 11.58 and 11.59 show a significant difference between the scores of participants whose mothers are of HH origin and those whose mothers are of UBH origin, with the latter perceiving the voice as less traditional than the other group. The results for the spouse’s social group revealed a very similar pattern to the mother’s social group data; see Tables 11.60 and 11.61. See Tables 11.60 and 11.61 for spouse’s social group results from the data.
	Spouse’s social group
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	16.650
	4
	4.163
	.017

	Within Groups
	878.395
	645
	1.372
	

	Total
	895.045
	649
	
	


[bookmark: _Toc522527523][bookmark: _Toc522628936][bookmark: _Toc522629100][bookmark: _Toc6473198]Table 11.60: ANOVA statistics for spouse’s social group demographic variable.

	
	Spouse’s social group
	Statistic
	Std. Error

	Traditional
	UBH
	Mean
	2.7845
	.07472

	
	HH
	Mean
	3.0797
	.07579


[bookmark: _Toc522527524][bookmark: _Toc522628937][bookmark: _Toc522629101][bookmark: _Toc6473199]Table 11.61: Descriptive statistics for spouse’s social group demographic variable. 
The above two tables 11.60 and 11.61 show that participants whose spouses are of an HH origin gave a higher mean score on the scale than those whose spouses are of UBH origin. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472802]11.3.5.3.	Modern scale 
The social group of participants was the only demographic variable to affect the scale scores; see Table 11.62. See Tables 11.62 and 11.63 for social group results from the data.
	Social group
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	8.755
	1
	8.755
	.014

	Within Groups
	933.757
	648
	1.443
	

	Total
	942.512
	649
	
	


[bookmark: _Toc522527525][bookmark: _Toc522628938][bookmark: _Toc522629102][bookmark: _Toc6473200]Table 11.62: ANOVA statistics for social group demographic variable.
	
	Social group
	Statistic
	Std. Error

	Modern
	UBH
	Mean
	3.5062
	.06737

	
	HH
	Mean
	3.7385
	.06601


[bookmark: _Toc522527526][bookmark: _Toc522628939][bookmark: _Toc522629103][bookmark: _Toc6473201]Table 11.63: Descriptive statistics for social group demographic variable. 
Table 11.62 shows that perceptions toward the modernity of the voice sample differed between the UBH and HH social groups, with a p value of .014. Table 11.63 shows that HH participants perceived the voice as more modern than did the UBH participants. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472803]11.3.6.	Rating task results for voice sample 2 
Results from exposure to VS2 indicated that the speaker’s voice was perceived as more traditional than modern. Furthermore, the voice was given an average rating for the following characteristics: serious, similar to other Arabic dialects; see Figure 11.10. 
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc522527343][bookmark: _Toc522628174][bookmark: _Toc522628292][bookmark: _Toc522628392][bookmark: _Toc6472988]Figure 11.10: Distribution of scores of the observed characteristics for VS2.
The results presented in Figure 11.10 show the same pattern for both social groups regarding the serious and similar to other Arabic dialects characteristics. 50% of the ratings were spread between 2 and 4, with a median value of 3. The minimum score was 1 while the maximum was 5. 
The UBH participants highly rated the voice as traditional; 75% of their rating scores ranged from 3 to 5 and only 25% of the rating scores were placed between 1 and 3. The median value provides further evidence of this distribution pattern; at 4, it is considerably high. The HH participants perceived the voice as traditional as well, but their rating scores were lower than those of the UBH participants. 50% of their ratings fell between 3 and 4, with a median value of 3. Furthermore, the lower whisker revealed that 25% of the scores were placed between 2 and 3; in contrast, the upper whisker revealed that the remaining 25% of scores were distributed between 4 and 5. Overall, the voice of the speaker is perceived as traditional with a marked increase in the UBH participants’ scores. 
Regarding the distribution of scores for the modern characteristic, a similar pattern emerged for participants of both social groups. The HH participants perceived it as slightly more modern than did the UBH participants. 50% of ratings from participants of both social groups were between 2 and 3. The only difference was in the median score; results from UBH participants indicated a mean score of 2.5, while the mean score for HH participants was 3. In a similar pattern, the distribution of scores for all participants ranged from 1 to 4. The lower whisker contains 25% of scores and ranges from 1 to 2; the upper whisker contains the remaining 25% of data and scores are distributed from 3 to 4. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472804]11.3.7.	Effects of demographic variables on ratings for VS2
The ANOVA results for VS2 revealed significant results on the traditional and modern scales across demographic variables. I will begin by presenting the traditional scale results followed by the results for the modern scale. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472805]11.3.7.1.	Traditional scale 
The ANOVA results for the traditional scale revealed that the following demographic variables affected the scale scores: gender, social group, and mother’s social group. See Tables 11.64 and 11.65 for gender results from the data.
	Gender
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	7.354
	1
	7.354
	.016

	Within Groups
	819.894
	648
	1.267
	

	Total
	827.248
	649
	
	


[bookmark: _Toc522527527][bookmark: _Toc522628940][bookmark: _Toc522629104][bookmark: _Toc6473202]Table 11.64: ANOVA statistics for gender demographic variable.
	
	Gender
	Statistic
	Std. Error

	Traditional
	Male 
	Mean
	3.3370
	.06304

	
	Female 
	Mean
	3.5523
	.06111


[bookmark: _Toc522527528][bookmark: _Toc522628941][bookmark: _Toc522629105][bookmark: _Toc6473203]Table 11.65: Descriptive statistics for gender demographic variable. 
Table 11.64 shows that the perceptions of gender groups towards the traditional characteristic of the voice sample differed from each other significantly, with a p value of .01. Table 11.65 illustrates that the female group perceived it as more modern than did the male group. See Tables 11.66 and 11.67 for social group results from the data.
	Social group
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	17.137
	1
	17.137
	.000

	Within Groups
	810.111
	648
	1.252
	

	Total
	827.248
	649
	
	


[bookmark: _Toc522527529][bookmark: _Toc522628942][bookmark: _Toc522629106][bookmark: _Toc6473204]Table 11.66: ANOVA statistics for social group demographic variable. 
	
	Social group
	Statistic
	Std. Error

	Traditional
	UBH
	Mean
	3.6235
	.06290

	
	HH
	Mean
	3.2985
	.06133


[bookmark: _Toc522527530][bookmark: _Toc522628943][bookmark: _Toc522629107][bookmark: _Toc6473205]Table 11.67: Descriptive statistics for social group demographic variable. 
The social group demographic variable had a significant effect on the traditional scale score, with a p value p<.000, as shown in Table 11.66. The UBH social group perceived it as more traditional than did the HH social group, as illustrated in Table 11.76. See Tables 11.68 and 11.69 for mother’s social group results from the data.
	Mother’s group
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	17.677
	2
	8.838
	7.060
	.001

	Within Groups
	807.434
	647
	1.252
	
	

	Total
	825.111
	649
	
	
	


[bookmark: _Toc522527531][bookmark: _Toc522628944][bookmark: _Toc522629108][bookmark: _Toc6473206]Table 11.68: ANOVA statistics for mother’s social group demographic variable. 
	Mother’s social 
group
	Mother’s social
group
	Mean Difference 
	Std. Error
	Sig.

	
	
	
	
	

	UBH
	HH
	.32015*
	.08937
	.001

	HH
	UBH
	-.32015*
	.08937
	.001


[bookmark: _Toc522527532][bookmark: _Toc522628945][bookmark: _Toc522629109][bookmark: _Toc6473207]Table 11.69: Post-hoc test results for mother’s social group demographic variable. 
Table 11.68 shows a significant difference in the scores between those participants whose mothers are of UBH origin and those whose mothers are of HH origin, with a p value of .001. Table 11:69 shows that those whose mothers are of UBH perceived the voice as more traditional than did the other group. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472806]11.3.7.2.	Modern scale 
The ANOVA results on the modern scale revealed that only age demographic variable affected the scale. See Tables 11.70 and 11.71 for age results from the data.


	Age
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	43.594
	5
	8.719
	7.450
	.000

	Within Groups
	750.147
	644
	1.170
	
	

	Total
	793.740
	649
	
	
	


[bookmark: _Toc522527533][bookmark: _Toc522628946][bookmark: _Toc522629110][bookmark: _Toc6473208]Table 11.70: ANOVA statistics for age demographic variable.
	Age
	Age
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error
	Sig.

	18-24
	25-34
	-.30268
	.12021
	.120

	
	35-44
	-.45933*
	.11312
	.001

	
	45-54
	-.65748*
	.13027
	.000

	
	55-64
	-.76838*
	.21223
	.004


[bookmark: _Toc522527534][bookmark: _Toc522628947][bookmark: _Toc522629111][bookmark: _Toc6473209]Table 11.71: Descriptive statistics for age demographic variable.
According to the data presented in Table 11.71, the 18-24 age group is significantly different from the other groups in terms of their perceptions towards the modernity of the voice sample. Thus, the 18-24 age group perceived the voice sample as more modern than did the 35-44, 45-54, and 55-64 age groups. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472807]11.3.8.	Rating task results for voice sample 4 
The results show that the speaker’s voice was perceived as more serious, traditional and less modern. Furthermore, the voice was perceived as moderately similar to other Arabic dialects. For a breakdown of results, see Figure 11.11.
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc522527344][bookmark: _Toc522628175][bookmark: _Toc522628293][bookmark: _Toc522628393][bookmark: _Toc6472989]Figure 11.11: Distribution of scores of the observed characteristics for VS4.
Interestingly, this voice sample was perceived similarly by all participants in the following characteristics: similar to other Arabic dialects, traditional, and modern. In the similar to other Arabic dialects scale, the interquartile range is from 2 to 4, with 3 as the median value. The lower whisker is distributed from 1 to 2 and the upper whisker extends between 4 and 5. On the traditional scale, the ratings were adequately high as it was condensed between 3 and 4, with 3 representing the median value. 25% of scores were represented by the lower whisker between 2 and 3, and the other 25% were represented by the upper whisker between 4 and 5. On the modern scale, the ratings were relatively low; 75% of scores were distributed between 1 and 3, with 2 representing the median value. The lower whisker was merged with the interquartile range as the distribution of the scores of the latter was situated in the lower whisker. The upper whisker was represented by scores from 3 to 5.
On the serious scale, UBH participants perceived the voice as more serious than HH participants. 50% of UBH rating scores were between 3 and 4, while 3 was the median value. The minimum value given was 2 in the scale and the highest was 5. However, HH participants gave the voice a moderate rating as 50% of the rating scores were spread between 2 and 4, with 3 representing the median value. The lower whisker was from 1 and 2 and the upper whisker was from 4 to 5. Thus, each of the lower whisker, lower quartile, upper quartile and upper whisker gained similar rating shares (i.e. 25%) from all participants, with a median of 3. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472808]11.3.9.	Effects of demographic variables on ratings for VS4 
The results revealed that three scales were affected by demographic variables: serious, traditional, and modern. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472809]11.3.9.1.	Serious scale 
The gender demographic variable is the only variable with a significant difference between its categories in relation to the serious scale. See Tables 11.72 and 11.73 for gender results from the data.
	Gender
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	20.077
	1
	20.077
	11.791
	.001

	Within Groups
	1101.698
	648
	1.703
	
	

	Total
	1121.775
	649
	
	
	


[bookmark: _Toc522527537][bookmark: _Toc522628950][bookmark: _Toc522629114][bookmark: _Toc6473210]Table 11.72: ANOVA statistics for gender demographic variable. 
	
	Gender
	Statistic
	Std. Error

	Serious
	Male 
	Mean
	3.1268
	.07228

	
	Female
	Mean
	3.4826
	.07129


[bookmark: _Toc522527538][bookmark: _Toc522628951][bookmark: _Toc522629115][bookmark: _Toc6473211]Table 11.73: Post-hoc test results for gender demographic variable. 
Tables 11.72 and table 11.73  show that the female group rated the voice as more serious than did the male group.
[bookmark: _Toc6472810]11.3.9.2.	Traditional scale 
The gender, the social group and the mother’s social group demographic variables were    the only variables with a significant difference between their categories in relation to the traditional scale. See Tables 11.74 and 11.75 for gender results from the data.
	Gender
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	13.398
	1
	13.398
	11.569
	.001

	Within Groups
	749.296
	648
	1.158
	
	

	Total
	762.693
	649
	
	
	


[bookmark: _Toc522527539][bookmark: _Toc522628952][bookmark: _Toc522629116][bookmark: _Toc6473212]Table 11.74: ANOVA statistics for gender demographic variable. 
	
	Gender
	Statistic
	Std. Error

	Traditional
	Male 
	Mean
	3.1196
	.06020

	
	Female 
	Mean
	3.4102
	.05846


[bookmark: _Toc522527540][bookmark: _Toc522628953][bookmark: _Toc522629117][bookmark: _Toc6473213]Table 11.75: Descriptive statistics for gender demographic variable. 
Table 11.74 and 11.75 show a significant difference between the ratings of the male and female groups, with a p value of .001. The female group perceived the voice sample as more traditional than did the male group. See Tables 11.76 and 11.77 for social group results from the data.



	Social group
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	8.967
	1
	8.967
	7.697
	.006

	Within Groups
	753.726
	648
	1.165
	
	

	Total
	762.693
	649
	
	
	


[bookmark: _Toc522527541][bookmark: _Toc522628954][bookmark: _Toc522629118][bookmark: _Toc6473214]Table 11.76: ANOVA statistics for social group demographic variable. 
	
	Social group
	Statistic
	Std. Error

	Traditional4
	UBH
	Mean
	3.4043
	.06244

	
	HH
	Mean
	3.1692
	.05730


[bookmark: _Toc522527542][bookmark: _Toc522628955][bookmark: _Toc522629119][bookmark: _Toc6473215]Table 11.77: Descriptive statistics for social group demographic variable. 
See Tables 11.78 and 11.79 for mother’s social group results from the data.
	Mother’s social group
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	8.789
	2
	4.395
	3.760
	.024

	Within Groups
	753.822
	647
	1.169
	
	

	Total
	762.611
	649
	
	
	


[bookmark: _Toc522527543][bookmark: _Toc522628956][bookmark: _Toc522629120][bookmark: _Toc6473216]Table 11.78: ANOVA statistics for mother’s social group demographic variable. 
	Mother’s social group
	Mother’s social group
	Mean Difference 
	Std. Error
	Sig.

	
	
	
	
	

	HH
	UBH
	.23421*
	.08635
	.019


[bookmark: _Toc522527544][bookmark: _Toc522628957][bookmark: _Toc522629121][bookmark: _Toc6473217]Table 11.79: Post-hoc test results for mother’s social group demographic variable. 
Tables 11.78 and 11.79 shows that those participants whose mothers are from the UBH social group perceived the voice as more traditional. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472811]11.3.9.3.	Modern scale 
The gender and age demographic variables were the only variables with a significant difference between their categories in relation to the modern scale. See Tables 11.80 and 11.81 for gender results from the data.
	Gender
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	8.848
	1
	8.848
	6.874
	.009

	Within Groups
	832.754
	648
	1.287
	
	

	Total
	841.602
	649
	
	
	


[bookmark: _Toc522527545][bookmark: _Toc522628958][bookmark: _Toc522629122][bookmark: _Toc6473218]Table 11.80: ANOVA statistics for gender demographic variable.
	
	Gender
	Statistic
	Std. Error

	Modern4
	Female 
	Mean
	2.4855
	.06213

	
	Male 
	Mean
	2.2493
	.06237


[bookmark: _Toc522527546][bookmark: _Toc522628959][bookmark: _Toc522629123][bookmark: _Toc6473219]Table 11.81: Descriptive statistics for gender group demographic variable. 
Table 11.80 shows that the p value is .009 and the post-hoc results presented in Table 11.81 show that the female group rated the speaker’s voice as more modern than did the male group. See Tables 11.82 and 11.83 for age results from the data.
	Age
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	20.623
	5
	4.125
	3.228
	.007

	Within Groups
	819.030
	644
	1.278
	
	

	Total
	839.654
	649
	
	
	


[bookmark: _Toc522527547][bookmark: _Toc522628960][bookmark: _Toc522629124][bookmark: _Toc6473220]Table 11.82: ANOVA statistics for age demographic variable. 

	Age
	Age
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error
	Sig.

	18-24
	35-44
	-.34840*
	.11820
	.039


[bookmark: _Toc522527548][bookmark: _Toc522628961][bookmark: _Toc522629125][bookmark: _Toc6473221]Table 11.83: Post-hoc statistics for age groups. 
Two age groups differed statistically from each other in their ratings on the modern scale for VS4. Table 11.82 shows that the p value is .007, while the post-hoc test results in Table 11.83 show that the 18-24 age group rated the voice higher on the modern scale than did the 35-44 age group. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472812]11.3.10.	Rating task results for voice sample 5
Results revealed that this voice sample was rated as highly serious by the UBH social group and as moderately similar to other Arabic dialects, traditional, and modern by all participants; see Figure 11.12. 
[image: ]
Figure 11.12: Distribution of scores of the observed characteristics for VS5.
Figure 11.12 shows that 75% of UBH participants’ ratings ranged between 2 and 5, with a median value of 4, which means that the voice sample was perceived as highly serious. The HH participants gave an average rating of serious since 50% of participants’ ratings were spread between 2 and 4, with a median of 3, and the remaining 50% of scores were evenly distributed in the lower whisker, from 1 to 2, and in the upper whisker, from 4 to 5. 
On the similar to other Arabic dialects scale, the median value was the same for all participants, with a value of 3; the difference between UBH and HH participants was located in the interquartile distribution and the lower whisker. In other words, 50% of UBH rating scores ranged between 3 and 4, while 50% of HH rating scores ranged between 2 and 4. Furthermore, the remaining 50% of UBH ratings ranged between 2 and 3 (i.e. 25% of scores) and 4 and 5 (i.e. 25%), while the remaining 50% of HH participant scores ranged between 1 and 2 (i.e. 25%), and 4 and 5 (i.e. 25%). 
On the traditional and modern scales, all participants gave similar ratings for the voice sample. For the traditional characteristic, 50% of scores were distributed between 3 and 4, with a median of 3. The lower whisker ranged between 2 and 3, while the upper whisker ranged between 4 and 5. For the modern characteristic, scores were evenly distributed from 1 to 5. The interquartile range was between 2 and 4, with a median of 3. The lower whisker ranged from 1 to 2 and the upper whisker ranged from 4 to 5. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472813]11.3.11.	Effects of demographic variables on ratings for 	VS5 
The ANOVA test results revealed that only two scales were affected by the demographic variables of participants: serious and modern. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472814]11.3.11.1.		Serious scale
The social group demographic variable was the only variable containing different groups who rated the scale differently.


	Social group
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	9.208
	1
	9.208
	5.057
	.025

	Within Groups
	1177.994
	648
	1.821
	
	

	Total
	1187.202
	649
	
	
	


[bookmark: _Toc522527549][bookmark: _Toc522628962][bookmark: _Toc522629126][bookmark: _Toc6473222]Table 11.84: ANOVA statistics for social group demographic variable. 
	
	Social group
	Statistic
	Std. Error

	Serious
	UBH
	Mean
	3.4228
	.07778

	
	HH
	Mean
	3.1846
	.07194


[bookmark: _Toc522527550][bookmark: _Toc522628963][bookmark: _Toc522629127][bookmark: _Toc6473223]Table 11.85: Descriptive statistics for social group demographic variable. 
Table 11.84 shows that the rating scores of the two social groups are statistically different from each other, with a p value of .025. Table 11.85 indicates that UBH participants gave higher rating scores for the voice sample than did the HH participants. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472815]11.3.11.2.		Modern scale 
The gender groups rated the modern scale differently, and it is the only demographic variable that affected the scale; see Table 11.86 and 11.87.
	Gender
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	9.822
	1
	9.822
	6.711
	.010

	Within Groups
	946.918
	648
	1.464
	
	

	Total
	956.740
	649
	
	
	


[bookmark: _Toc522527551][bookmark: _Toc522628964][bookmark: _Toc522629128][bookmark: _Toc6473224]Table 11.86: ANOVA statistics for gender demographic variable.
	
	Gender
	Statistic
	Std. Error

	Modern
	Male
	Mean
	3.1630
	.06845

	
	Female
	Mean
	2.9142
	.06528


[bookmark: _Toc522527552][bookmark: _Toc522628965][bookmark: _Toc522629129][bookmark: _Toc6473225]Table 11.87: Descriptive statistics for gender demographic variable. 
The p value (0.01) displayed in Table 11.86 indicates that the difference found between groups is significant. Table 11.87 illustrates that the male group perceived the voice as highly modern more frequently than did the female group. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472816]11.4. Conclusion 
In summary, this chapter has presented the results from the perceptual and attitudinal studies which were conducted to answer RQ3. The evidence from the perceptual study revealed that the effects of linguistic factors seem to be highly significant for Hijazi people more than the metalinguistic factors. The evidence from the attitudinal study revealed a very similar pattern to results from RQ2, where UBH was more likely to be associated with traditional characteristics and HH was more likely to be associated with modern characteristics. It is important to note that different methodological approaches were used in the two studies. In other words, I used a direct measure, mainly conceptual, approach in the methodology for RQ2, while I used an indirect measure in RQ3, which included a vocal trigger of the dialects in question. Further discussion on the comparable patterns revealed between the two studies will be given in the conclusion chapter; see Chapter 13, section 13.2.
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[bookmark: _Toc6472817][bookmark: _Toc518640414]Chapter 12: Discussion chapter for RQ3
[bookmark: _Toc6472818]12.1.	Introduction
This chapter reflects on the main findings from RQ3, which aimed to elicit information in two key areas: the first relates to perceptions towards the UBH dialect and the HH dialect, and the second relates to attitudes towards these varieties. The rationale for combining the perceptual and the attitudinal studies in the present research has already been discussed in Chapter 4. Accordingly, the findings will be discussed in two parts: the perceptual study, and the language attitude study. 
The chapter begins with a brief summary of both the perceptual and language attitude study results. A section on the perceptual study results follows, and I discuss how the results revealed a fairly homogenous pattern regarding the allocation of voice samples. This homogenous pattern is supported by further results on the effects of demographic variables, where only a few demographic variables affected the allocation of voice samples. In the section on the language attitude study results, I will discuss how the distinctive evaluative profiles for the two dialects confirmed the situation of dialect dichotomy in the region. The chapter concludes with implications from the present study for Saudi language attitude research, and to the wider field of language attitude studies. 
[bookmark: _Toc518640286][bookmark: _Toc518640310][bookmark: _Toc518640415][bookmark: _Toc6472819]12.2.	Summary of results 
[bookmark: _Toc518640416][bookmark: _Toc6472820]12.2.1.	The perceptual study results
As noted in Chapter 5, section 5.5.2.4.1, five voice samples were introduced in the task. The main findings of this study revealed that in the first four samples, based on a verbal-guise technique, the majority of participants allocated the voice samples to their correct social groups regardless of the manipulation applied in the task. Simply put, the metalinguistic factor (i.e. manipulation of the speaker’s surname) seemed to have very little effect on participants’ perceptions. A fifth voice sample was provided, following a matched-guise technique, where the speaker’s original dialect was HH but during the task he imitated the UBH dialect. The results showed that 70.7% of participants allocated the speaker to the UBH social group rather than his real HH social group. Throughout the chapter, I will discuss the results for VS5 with the results of UBH speakers, as VS5 imitated the dialect of the UBH social group. 
Regarding the effects of demographic variables on the allocation task, the results showed a homogeneous pattern regarding perceptions towards VS1, VS3 and VS4 (see full linguistic description for the voices in Chapter 11, section 11.2). For VS2, the social group was the only demographic variable that affected the results, with the results revealing that UBH participants were better at allocating the UBH speaker to their social group. For VS5, two demographic variables affected the results: gender and social group. Female participants and UBH participants were more successful at recognizing the imitated UBH guise, which is clear from their higher percentage scores in allocating the speaker to the UBH social group. 
[bookmark: _Toc518640417][bookmark: _Toc6472821]12.2.2.	The language attitude study results 
The findings revealed three significant patterns. The first and second patterns were revealed when an analysis across scales and within scales, respectively, were conducted. On the one hand, serious and traditional scales were perceived as strongly associated with UBH speakers and at the same time were perceived as the scales least associated with HH speakers. On the other hand, similar to other Arabic dialects and modern scales were perceived as strongly associated with HH speakers and at the same time were perceived as the scales least associated with UBH speakers. 
The third pattern was revealed when an analysis of the effects of demographic variables on the rating task results was conducted. The pattern indicated in-group loyalty, where both the HH and UBH participants were positive about their dialects, rating them positively for most scales. Finally, the effects of the place of birth, age and gender demographic variables emerged in a relatively less frequently occurring pattern.
In the following section, I will discuss the results from the perceptual study followed by another discussion section on the language attitude study. 
[bookmark: _Toc518640418][bookmark: _Toc6472822]12.3.	The perceptual task
[bookmark: _Toc518640419][bookmark: _Toc6472823]12.3.1.	Homogeneity of perceptions towards the social groups of the voice samples 
One of the main patterns to emerge from the perceptual task is that the allocation task results were fairly homogeneous among participants across voice samples. In other words, the majority of participants were not affected by the manipulation of surnames as they relied on the linguistic information encoded by the speakers. This was true for all five voice samples, although the fifth voice sample had a slightly different pattern so I will discuss its results separately below. The question that now needs to be addressed is why participants were not affected by the metalinguistic factor applied in the task (i.e. the manipulation of the speaker’s surname) as a large body of research has shown that participants are more likely to be affected by other metalinguistic factors such as the social characteristics of the speaker (e.g. Hay & Drager, 2010; Hay, Nolan, & Drager, 2006; Niedzielski, 1999). The answer to this question can be provided through examining the Hijazi language ideology. As discussed in Chapter 2, the dialect situation in the region is driven by a powerful dichotomous language ideology where the two dialects (i.e. UBH and HH) are spoken by two different social groups simultaneously in the same context; therefore, the evidence from the present study shows that the two dialects were strongly perceived as distinctive dialects. In this respect, I would argue that the dichotomous dialect situation in the region is powerful to the extent that participants are not affected by metalinguistic factors such as deceptive or manipulated information in the task. 
Regarding the fifth voice sample, 70.07% of the participants were affected by the manipulation task; it should be noted here that the manipulation was in the linguistic information (i.e. dialect of the speaker) rather than in the social information (surname of the speaker), for more details see Chapter 5, section 5.5.2.4.1. Therefore, I would argue that the linguistic information is quite significant as it affected the participants’ perception of the social group of the speaker. The remaining question that needs to be addressed is what caused, a large number of participants to be deceived by the linguistic information rather than the social information. I believe that this occurred because the speaker adopted two of the most stereotypical linguistic features of the UBH dialect, which is the realization of the fricative sounds: θ, ð. It is important to note that when comparing the density of the linguistic features delivered by each participant, it is evident that VS5 delivered the lowest number of features but they are considered as the most significant stereotypes of the UBH dialect (Al-Jehani, 1985). Following Labov’s linguistic typology (see Chapter 2, section 2.17), the realization of fricative sounds in UBH dialect falls into the first type, which is called stereotype. This type includes highly salient linguistic variables that are highly recognized by people (Labov, 1972). Therefore, the two imitated stereotypical features by VS5 could account for the result where about two-thirds of the total participants were deceived. 
Niedzielski (1999) and Hay et al. (2006) conducted perceptual tasks which looked at effects of social information on perceptions of speech sounds. See Chapter 4, section 4.9, for more details on the two studies. The evidence in their studies proved that “a regional label at the top of an answer sheet affected participants’ behavior in a speech perception task” (Hay et al., 2006, p. 369). Similar results have been revealed by Hay and Drager (2010; see Chapter 4, section 4.9 for more details on the study), where they revealed that when participants’ cognitive processes have been activated with social information on the dialect area region (i.e. stuffed toys representing each region), their perceptions are going to be highly affected by the activation of the concept of social information. 
The present study differs from the above-mentioned three studies in two aspects; first, Hay et al. (2006), Hay and Drager (2010), and Niedzielski (1999) conducted their studies to test the effects of social information on the perception of English varieties, where each variety is spoken in a distinct region. In Niedzielski (1999) and Hay et al. (2006), one English variety is spoken in Michigan in northern USA and the other English variety is spoken in Canada, specifically in Ontario in east central Canada. In Hay and Drager (2010), one English variety is spoken in New Zealand while the other variety is spoken in Australia. While the present study examines the effect of social information on the perception of Hijazi Arabic varieties, where the two varieties coexist within the Hijazi region. In other words, the two Hijazi dialects are not regionally bounded like the previously mentioned English varieties. I would argue that the everyday and frequent dialect contact between UBH people and HH people results in a high level of consciousness and awareness of the Hijazi varieties, which makes it difficult to deceive the participants. Empirically, frequent exposure to linguistic features proved to increase accurate perceptions towards those linguistic features (Hay et al., 2018). In their study, they tested the perception towards New Zealand English r-sandhi in three different locations in New Zealand, where each location received a different amount of exposure to the variance. The results confirmed the current discussion, i.e. that dense and frequent previous exposure to the variant leads to higher awareness, which leads to accurate perceptions of the linguistic features in question. 
The second difference between the present study and the above-mentioned ones relates to the study design. Hay et al. (2006), Hay and Drager (2010), and Niedzielski (1999) asked participants to pay attention to a particular word with a certain vowel in each sentence. Then, they were asked to match the vowels they listened to with those from a synthesized vowel continuum which represented the target dialects (American English or Canadian English; New Zealander English or Australian English). However, in the present study participants were not asked to match a certain token with its equivalent; instead, a more general question was introduced where they were asked to match the speaker’s dialect with all of its linguistic aspects (lexical and phonological) to the speaker’s social group. I would suggest that giving participants a more general task, where they can perceive phonological and lexical features in the dialect, increases participants’ awareness level of the dialect in question. 
Although it may be the case that participants are able to listen to a wide range of linguistic representations of the UBH and HH dialects, which might lead them to allocate these dialects correctly regardless of the manipulation, I would argue that the main factor responsible for the results of the present study being different from those of previous studies is that the two dialects belong to powerful language ideological systems. Most importantly, the two dialects coexist in the same context, so as a result each member of the Hijazi social group can be fully aware of the linguistic features of the dialect of other group members. 
[bookmark: _Toc518640420][bookmark: _Toc6472824]12.3.2.	Effects of demographic variables on the perceptual task results
VS2 and VS5 were the only voice sample results affected by demographic variables. Regarding VS2, the UBH participants were more successful than HH participants in allocating the voice sample to the UBH social group. This result has to be treated with some caution. This is because although statistical analysis revealed a significant difference between the two social group variables, looking closely at the number of participants who correctly allocated the voice sample to its social group reveals only a marginal difference: 319 out of 323 UBH participants correctly allocated VS2 to the UBH social group, and similarly 309 out of 326 HH participants allocated it to the UBH social group. Therefore, I consider that the variance between the two groups is not large enough to make firm generalizations. 
Regarding VS5, two demographic variables affected the allocation task of VS5: gender and social group. The female participants were more successful than the male participants in identifying UBH linguistic features and allocating the voice sample to the UBH dialect. This result can be interpreted in two ways: first, the low representation of linguistic aspects of the UBH dialect, which I discussed above, might account for the result. Thus, as the diversity of linguistic aspects is the only changing variable between VS5 and other UBH voice samples, I would suggest that this variable had an impact on the allocation task. In a similar vein, Bradac and Wisegarver (1984) explored effects of lexical diversity in attitudes towards standard American English and Mexican-accented English. The results revealed that when the variety was represented with more lexical diversity, it was more likely to be rated highly in intelligence and competence scales while the pattern was reversed when the variety was represented with a low range of vocabulary presented in the task. Although Bradac and Wisegarver's (1984) study design is attitudinal and the present study design is perceptual, I would argue that both methods make a similar contribution to the complex field of language attitudes, that is, a low diversity of linguistic aspects presented by speakers might negatively impact perceptions and attitudes towards the speaker’s variety. 
Second, the evidence from the keyword technique and the rating scale from Chapter 9, section 9.4.4 proved that the UBH dialect is characterized as a masculine dialect. Thus, it might be the case that when female participants listened to UBH linguistic features presented in VS5, which is the only sample represented by a male speaker, they were more likely to allocate it to the UBH dialect. In other words, female participants treated men as out-group members, while men were less likely to ascribe to a stereotype about their in-group characteristics. In this respect, I believe that if the voice sample were represented by a female speaker then a different perception might be evoked, as an in-group and out-group relation would not be in question. Hence, I assume that the findings from VS5 are less generalizable than others as there is potential for the results to be different with a female speaker. 
Regarding the effects of social group demographic variables on VS5, a similar pattern to the VS2 results emerged, where the UBH participants were more successful at allocating the voice samples to social groups than the HH participants. As the speaker adopted a UBH dialect, the UBH participants believed that he speaks their dialect. The reason for this is straightforward as the two UBH linguistic features that emerged in the sample led UBH participants to allocate the voice sample to their social group, without relying on the surname of the speaker. HH participants might have struggled to recognize the few UBH linguistic features in the sample, and therefore might have relied on the written surname of the speaker, ending up by allocating the voice sample to the HH social group. 
[bookmark: _Toc518640421][bookmark: _Toc6472825]12.4.	The rating task
[bookmark: _Toc518640422][bookmark: _Toc6472826]12.4.1.	Dichotomous dialect situation
The results across scales and within scales delivered a very similar pattern where, on the one hand, traditional and serious characteristics were associated with UBH speakers, including VS5, and, on the other hand, modern and similar to other Arabic dialects characteristics were associated with HH speakers. As the indirect method I applied in this task has the potential to elicit covert stereotypes, I would suggest that the present results tap into covert stereotypical views along with the overt stereotypical assumptions held by participants towards the two dialects. Both stereotypes point toward dichotomous evaluative profiles that are driven by the language ideology in the region, which has been discussed in Chapter 2.
Looking at the results more closely, it is evident that the results from the current technique (i.e. rating scale with vocally presented dialect) are very similar to results from the keyword technique (see Chapter 5, section 5.5.1), which revealed that the UBH dialect was characterized as traditional and serious and the HH dialect was characterized as modern and similar to other Arabic dialects. Furthermore, the results from the current technique are similar to the results from the rating-scale task when the dialects were presented conceptually (see Chapter 9, section 9.4.4), which revealed two factors where the traditional factor was associated with the UBH dialect and the modern factor was associated with the HH dialect. In this respect, I would argue that although the dialect rating task in RQ2 is a direct approach, it succeeded in tapping into the privately held views towards dialect characteristics. 
In line with the present study, Giles (1970) investigated language attitudes towards English accents, where he investigated attitudes using conceptually presented dialect labels in one task and vocally presented dialects (i.e. matched-guise technique) in another task. Both were incorporated in one study, as is the case in my current research. Both parts of Giles’s study point towards a very similar result where a high correlation was found when the scales’ result in the conceptual study was compared to its equivalent in the matched-guise results. Garrett (2010) attributes the similar findings from the two tasks in Giles’s study to the research context in which the study took place. He argues that Giles’s study was carried out in the UK context where ethnic and linguistic differences are not vastly notable; therefore, a similar pattern from both the direct and indirect method emerged in the results. Compared to the context of the present study, it is evident that Hijaz is a highly cosmopolitan region with different ethnic and linguistic groups. Hence, I think that even when the context is highly charged with different linguistic and ethnic groups, a similar pattern can emerge from both the direct and indirect measures. My explanation for this is related to the powerful dichotomous language situation that operates in the two dialect groups. 
Discussing the importance of indirect measures, Ladegaard's (1998) study revealed how Danish society is aware of social classes in the country, which contradicts the national stereotype in the country that confirms that Danish are equal and less conscious of social classes. The present study is different from Ladegaard’s study as the present study has confirmed the stereotypical assumptions reviewed in the literature. In Ladegaard’s study, the results revealed overt stereotypes which are not addressed in the Danish literature with regard to the concept of class consciousness. In both studies, the indirect method succeeded in eliciting more private language attitudes towards dialects. 
Overall, the issue of how people interpret other language users’ speech and how they place themselves in comparison with those other language users is at the heart of language attitude studies (Garrett, 2010, p. 226). Widely researched language attitude studies have revealed that participants have a tendency to sort members of different social groups into groups that share a similar social class, such as the studies by Huygens and Vaughan (1983) and Ladegaard (1998), or social characteristics, such as studies by El-Dash and Tucker (1975), Giles (1970), and Stewart et al. (1985). From the point of view of social psychology, Festinger (1954) proposed social comparison theory, which suggests that all humans have an innate ability to differentiate themselves from members of other groups by comparing their own beliefs and opinions to those of others. Therefore, in language attitude studies, social characteristics, social class, social group, and ethnic group can be seen as salient comparison tools which individuals often consult when they compare their in-group characteristics to those of out-groups. 
[bookmark: _Toc518640423][bookmark: _Toc6472827]12.4.2.	Effects of demographic variables on the rating scale 
[bookmark: _Toc6472828][bookmark: _Toc518640424]12.4.2.1.	In-group loyalty
The demographic variable results revealed that the social group, mother’s social group and spouse’s social group consistently emerged in most of the rating scales of all voice samples. The pattern is that HH participants were much more inclined to rate the HH speakers more positively than was the case for the UBHs towards HH speakers, and the pattern is reversed with UBH participants towards UBH speakers. One interpretation of this result might be related to the idea of competing stereotypes, where both sets of participants display positivity towards their own dialect. In other words, UBH participants attempted to attribute modern characteristics to their own dialect as a way of chasing the HH dialect’s modernity, and likewise HH participants attempted to attribute traditional characteristics to their own dialect as a way of asserting their identity within a traditional society that has a long history in the region. A similar pattern was revealed in the RQ1 and RQ2 results; see Chapters 8 and 10, sections 8.8 and 10.7, respectively. 
The present study echoes findings from Bayard et al. (2001) with regard to the in-group loyalty of American and Australian participants towards their English varieties. Bayard et al. (2001) investigated attitudes towards American, Australian and New Zealand English and the participants selected in the study were from these three different geographical locations. Based upon a verbal-guise technique, the general pattern they found indicated that participants from the USA and Australia rated their English high in the following dimensions: power, competence, solidarity and status. New Zealand participants were less positive about their regional variety. Although the context of the present study is different from that in Bayard et al., (2001), a possible conclusion is that in-group loyalty is related to how people view their own dialect or language within the world. 
Regarding the effects of the other demographic variables, it is important to note that they did not emerge in as frequent pattern as the above social group, mother’s social group and spouse’s social group. I will discuss these variables in the following sections. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472829][bookmark: _Toc518640425]12.4.2.2.	Place of birth
Place of birth affected only the VS1 results, that is, those who were born inside Hijaz rated the HH speaker as more modern than those who were born outside Hijaz. This result has to be treated with some caution as the number of participants who were born inside Hijaz is much larger (587 participants) than those who were born outside Hijaz (62 participants). My explanation for this result is that those who were born in Hijaz were more positive about the HH dialect by perceiving it as a modern dialect than the minority who were born outside Hijaz. 
[bookmark: _Toc518640426][bookmark: _Toc6472830]12.4.2.3.	Younger vs older age group
Regarding the age demographic variables, on the one hand, the younger group (18–24) perceived the dialect of a UBH speaker in VS2 as more modern than the other age groups; similarly, the same younger group (18–24) perceived the dialect of another UBH speaker in VS4 as more modern than did the older age group (35–44). On the other hand, the older age group (55–64) perceived the dialect of the HH speaker in VS3 as more traditional than did the younger age group (18–24). There are three possible interpretations for the pattern revealed above. 
First, I would argue that age is a salient factor in the study context as the Saudi social structure has dramatically changed from a rural to urban one, which gradually started to occur from 1970 onwards (Vassiliev, 2000), as discussed in Chapter 2, section 2.16. Thus, it might be the case that the UBH younger age group did not experience living in rural places in Hijaz, while the older age group initially might have lived in the rural area and then moved to urban places after the discovery of oil. Therefore, it is clear from the results that the older age group who might have experienced living in rural places have less positive attitudes towards the modernity of the UBH dialect than the younger group. Accordingly, I may conclude that the younger age group are less influenced by the UBH language ideology in Hijaz, which evokes a stereotypical assumption of the UBH dialect as being traditional. This result has serious implications for the future language change of the UBH dialect, as worldwide research has revealed that language variation and change is strongly affected by language attitudes towards certain varieties (Kristiansen, 2009). It has to be borne in mind that the study design did not allow me to explore whether or not the change has really started to take place in the UBH dialect. Therefore, other research designs, which mainly focus on UBH dialect production, are needed in order to examine whether or not the dialect embraced linguistic change. Similar to the present result, the BBC's (2005) conceptual study on regional accents in the UK revealed that the ratings of the younger age group regarding the prestige and social attractiveness of standard English in the UK were notably lower than those of the older age group. There are two main differences between the present study and the BBC study; the first difference is related to the study design, that is, the dialects in the present study were presented vocally while they were presented conceptually in the BBC study. The second difference is related to the study context, where the BBC study was conducted in the UK, while the present study was conducted in SA. Notwithstanding the differences between the two studies, the evidence points toward a pattern where the two younger age groups in both studies respond less strictly to the language ideology in both contexts.
Second, the result can be understood from a social perspective, specifically the intermarriage angle. Results from RQ1 revealed that 86.7% of participants perceived that intermarriage between UBH members and HH members began to take place in recent years, which implies that this is a view held by the younger generation. As a result, this younger age group perceived the UBH dialect as modern because they started to find that the old restricted regulations in marriage, which stipulate that UBH members are only allowed to marry other tribal members to maintain their genealogy, are no longer rigorously upheld; see Chapter 2, section 2.5 for more details on the genealogy of the Arabian Peninsula. 
A final interpretation of this result seems to be related to the previous discussion (see section 12.4.2.1. above). The UBH dialect needs greater assertion to be placed on its modernity and that is more likely to come from the younger group, while the HH dialect needs greater assertion to be placed on its traditional identity within Saudi society, and this is more likely to be carried out through the older age group in society. 
[bookmark: _Toc518640427][bookmark: _Toc6472831]12.4.2.4.	Female vs male participants
First, female participants perceived the UBH speakers in VS2 as more traditional, and the other UBH speaker in VS4 as more serious and traditional than did the male participants towards the UBH voice samples. This result implies that women are more generous in their ratings towards varieties in the region; on the other hand, it seems that male participants showed more conservatism in their language attitudes toward the two dialects. A similar pattern emerged in the results from the conceptual part of the study in RQ2 (see Chapter 10, section 10.8), where women proved to be more generous than males in giving the UBH dialect a higher rating than males did for the modern factor. To make a wider point, though female participants in both studies proved to be more generous, they differed in their ratings of the evaluative profile of the UBH dialect. Simply put, in the conceptual part, women tended to be generous by delivering overt stereotypes, which can be interpreted as showing that the UBH language ideology attempted to compete with the modern language ideology of the HH dialect. In the vocally presented approach, women proved to be generous in their ratings but this time with more covert stereotypes that emphasize the traditional identity of the UBH dialect. In this respect, I would argue that the nature of language attitude methods lends itself to explorations of innovations where attitudes can be measured with more than one method. Thus, when different attitudes emerge, they can be accounted for by overt and covert stereotypes that lead the researcher to interpret the whole picture of language attitudes in a certain context. 
The finding is also supported by a similar pattern revealed in the perceptual approach above (see section 12.3.2), where women proved to be more successful than men in the allocation task. Simply put, the female group performed better in the allocation task and they had a tendency to even give varieties higher ratings in the rating task. As a result, a possible conclusion is that perceptually and attitudinally females are more successful in their allocations and generous in their ratings than men.
Second, male participants perceived VS5 to be more modern than did the females. This result can be fully understood by revisiting a relevant result from the perceptual study (see section 12.3.2 above), and from the keyword technique results along with the rating-scale results presented in Chapters 5 (see section 5.5.1) and 9 (see section 9.4.4), respectively. First, if we look at the results from the effects of the gender demographic variable on the VS5 allocation task in section above, it is clear that more females allocated the voice sample to the UBH social group than was the case for the males. Second, if we look at the results from the keyword technique and rating scales, the modern characteristic was strongly associated with the HH dialect. To sum up, more male participants believed the voice sample to be from the HH social group, as revealed by the allocation task; therefore, they perceived it as modern, which is a characteristic strongly associated with the HH dialect. 
[bookmark: _Toc518640428][bookmark: _Toc6472832]12.5.	Methodological remarks
In this section, I will highlight two methodological issues I encountered in both the perceptual and language attitude studies. First, the results of the analysis of the voice samples have shown that VS5, which was not produced by a real UBH speaker, was the voice sample that showed the lowest number of UBH linguistic features. Although VS5 did not represent any linguistic features from the speaker’s real dialect (i.e. HH), the voice sample failed to include enough linguistic features from the UBH dialect. As a result, the lack of realistic representation of the UBH dialect by the speaker affected the allocation task for that voice sample. Therefore, it would seem that the matched-guise technique failed to successfully accomplish the task compared to the verbal-guise technique where dialects are represented by real speakers. This takes us back to the early discussion in Chapter 4, section 4.4.2, where Preston (1996) argued that one of the main drawbacks of the matched-guise technique is its lower efficiency in providing natural and realistic voice samples similar to those that people encounter in their everyday lives. 
Second, the effects of social demographic variables emerged in a frequent pattern in the language attitude study while they only emerged in a few instances in the perceptual study. I contend that this result can be attributed to the methodological approach used in each task. In the language attitude task, I applied the verbal-guise technique and matched-guise technique, which are both indirect methods. Therefore, their indirect nature gave them the power to elicit more privately held attitudes, such as a difference between males and females and younger and older groups towards varieties in Hijaz. The allocation task was direct in its nature, meaning it was restricted to eliciting overt stereotypes which are driven by Hijaz language ideology. 
[bookmark: _Toc518640429][bookmark: _Toc6472833]12.6.	Conclusion
The findings from the perceptual study revealed how the two dialects were perceived as distinctive regardless of the manipulation applied. A major implication from this study is the confirmation that a powerful dichotomous language ideology in Hijaz appears to be in operation between the two dialects, to the extent that participants were not affected by the external manipulation applied in the task. 
The findings from the language attitude study reveal how two distinctive evaluative profiles (traditional and serious; modern and similar to other Arabic dialects) associated with the two dialects confirm a dichotomous dialect situation in Hijaz. Overall, both studies appear to have greatly benefitted from each other as they have made similar contributions to linguistic research on SA in general and Hijaz in particular. 
The findings constitute a considerable contribution to the wider field of language attitude studies. First, the findings confirm that perceptions towards regional varieties are not always affected by social information as revealed in previous studies in the literature (Hay & Drager, 2010; Hay et al., 2006; Niedzielski, 1999). The present study revealed that a powerful language ideology that exists in Hijaz accounts for why the two dialects are perceived as distinctive. Second, the findings confirm the importance of indirect measures, as the effects of social factors such as gender and age emerged in the indirect part of the present study (i.e. verbal and matched-guise technique) more frequently than in the direct part (i.e. allocation task).
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[bookmark: _Toc6472834]Chapter 13: Conclusion
[bookmark: _Toc6472835]13.1.	Introduction
This study examined perceptions of Hijazi people towards the dialects in Hijaz and how the powerful ideology of Hijaz has affected their attitudes towards Hijazi dialects. My review of the literature in Chapters 2 and 3 shows that two main factors seem to have affected the language ideology of Hijaz. These comprise a religious factor, related to the Hajj (i.e. pilgrimage) to Makkah, and an economic factor, related to the discovery of oil in Saudi Arabia (SA). The empirical evidence from the present research revealed that these two factors continue to be the main powerful dynamics shaping the dichotomous social and linguistic situation in Hijaz, which formulated Hijazi language ideology. The religious factor contributed extensively to encouraging new settlement in Hijaz, with pilgrims from around the Islamic world and throughout history favoring overstaying in Makkah for religious and economic reasons (Alahmadi, 2016; Nahedh, 1989; Al-Jehani, 1985, 1990). The economic factor is another influential dynamic where it further encouraged even more pilgrims to overstay in Hijaz as the discovery of oil enhanced the available job opportunities. It also encouraged Hijazi UBHs to settle in urban centres in Hijaz, which led to the coexistence of UBHs coming from interior Hijaz with the HH group (i.e. settlers) coming from around the Islamic world (Al-Hathloul & Edadan, 1993; Hamdan, 1990; Vassiliev, 2000). 
[bookmark: _Toc6472836]13.2.	Key findings
In this section, I will illustrate the major findings in the research. Each key finding will be presented according to its related research question. Then, I will provide a general discussion on the common findings from all research questions through which I will provide a holistic judgment on how frequent patterns that emerged in the findings constitute major findings of the present research. 
The following research questions have been investigated throughout the research: 
RQ1: What do Hijazi people perceive to be occurring linguistically in Hijaz?
RQ2: What are the most common characteristics that are associated with the UBH and HH dialects, and what are the conceptual dimensions behind the observed characteristics?
RQ3: How do Hijazi people identify UBH and HH dialects? Do they rely on linguistic factors or metalinguistic factors in the identification of dialects?
In order to answer the three research questions, I adopted an integrated approach where both direct and indirect measures were applied; each served a particular purpose. The main method I used was a questionnaire, which included many sections; each section was designed carefully to answer a research question. 
Key findings from RQ1 indicate that the language ideology of the HH dialect, which represents a modern language ideology, plays a significant role in directing participants towards perceiving the HH dialect as the dominant and referent dialect in the whole Hijaz region. Another key finding suggests a perception of a sharp dichotomous linguistic situation between the UBH dialect and HH dialect, where the two dialects were perceived as different from each other. A similar linguistic situation was perceived between the HH dialect and other Arabic dialects. A further two comparable key findings were revealed at the linguistic and social level between the two dialects. First, at the linguistic level, the UBH speakers were perceived as more likely to embrace the HH dialect in their speech than was the case for HH speakers towards the UBH dialect. Second, at the social level, the HH group were perceived as more likely to accept intermarriage with the UBH group than the UBH group were perceived to accept intermarriage with the HH group. It is interesting how the HH group showed more linguistic conservatism while the UBH group showed more genealogical conservatism. Previous research has shown that the UBH social group had linguistic conservatism in the past (Al-Hazmy, 1975; El Salman, 2016; Ingham, 1982, 1986), but the evidence from the present research illustrates how the UBH social group are starting to free their dialect from linguistic conservatism but not from their genealogy. The final key finding explains how the group loyalties of both UBH and HH social groups emerged systematically in the results. Gender effects revealed that the female group were more generous in their ratings than the male group.
Major findings from RQ2 revealed a dichotomous dimensional model (i.e. traditional and modern dimensions), where each dialect appeared to be associated with one dimension. The UBH dialect was stereotypically associated with the “traditional” dimension, while the HH dialect was stereotypically associated with the “modern” dimension. Another key finding was that UBH participants seemed to be much more linguistically secure than HH participants. Finally, for both UBH participants and HH participants there was a noticeable pattern of in-group loyalty where the strongest perceptions towards the modernity of the HH dialect came from HH participants while the strongest perceptions concerning the tradition of the UBH dialect came from UBH participants.

Key findings from RQ3 indicate that in the perceptual study participants were more likely to be affected by the linguistic information than the metalinguistic information in the task. The evidence shows that when the surname of the speaker was manipulated, few participants were deceived regarding the original social group of the speaker, while when the dialect of the speaker was manipulated, the majority of participants were deceived.
Regarding the language attitude study, first, a dichotomous dialect situation was revealed where the UBH dialect was more likely to be associated with “traditional” and “serious” evaluative profiles and the HH dialect was more likely to be rated as “modern” and “similar to other Arabic dialects”. Second, both the UBH and HH social groups seemed to have a high level of in-group loyalty where participants of each social group rated themselves higher than the other group rated them. Third, the younger age group seemed to be less influenced by the language ideology of the UBH dialect than was the case for the older age groups. Finally, covert stereotypical assumptions were revealed when female participants rated the dialect of the UBH speaker as more traditional and serious than the dialect of HH speakers. In the conceptual part of the study, which addressed RQ2 and used a direct measure, they rated the UBH dialect as more modern. 
Having summarized key findings from the three research questions, I will turn to providing a holistic judgment of the findings where I will focus on the most frequent patterns in the results. First, a dichotomous dialect situation frequently emerged in the results. The results from RQ1 revealed broad perceptions of the linguistic situation where each social group perceived the dialect of the other social group as different from their own. The results from RQ2 tapped into characteristics that differentiate the dialects from each other: the UBH dialect was described under one thematic dimension, “traditional”, while the HH dialect was described under another thematic dimension, “modern”. Thus, a dichotomous dialect situation was apparent from the dimensions revealed. Finally, the results from RQ3 revealed a very similar dichotomous situation where two distinctive evaluative profiles emerged, each associated with one dialect. 
Second, both UBH and HH participants showed in-group loyalties where each social group had a tendency to favour the dialect of their own group over that of the other. It is important to note that the strength of the perception comes from the group themselves. For example, when looking at the association of the modern and traditional dimensions with the HH and UBH dialects, the results revealed that the HH dialect is associated with the modern dimension and the UBH dialect is associated with the traditional dimension. However, analysis of the social group demographic variables revealed that the strongest perception regarding the modernity of the UBH dialect came from HH participants and the strongest perception regarding the tradition of the UBH dialect came from UBH participants. Furthermore, the HH participants seemed to perceive their dialect as more traditional than was the case for the UBH participants towards the HH dialect and the UBH participants seemed to perceive their dialect as more modern than was the case for the HH participants towards the UBH dialect. The same pattern emerged systematically in the results of the social group demographics throughout the thesis. 
Third, the effects of gender demographics were frequent throughout the results. A pattern associated with female participants was that they were more generous in their ratings than male participants. Most significantly, although females were more generous in their ratings, in the direct approach they provided overt stereotypes while in the indirect approach they provided covert stereotypes. Simply put, when they were questioned directly about their attitudes towards the modernity of the UBH dialect, they rated the dialect as more modern than was the case for the male group, while when they were questioned indirectly about the UBH dialect they rated it as more traditional and serious than was the case for the male group. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472837]13.3.	Contributions to knowledge and methodology
The present research has made significant contributions to linguistic theory and practice in SA. First, a major contribution to knowledge is the empirical demonstration of the impacts of Hijazi language ideology on the way in which language is perceived in Hijaz. Information on the social and historical background of the Hijaz region has indicated the presence of dichotomous social and linguistic ideologies in Hijaz (Nahedh, 1989; Nassir Al-Jehani, 1985), though no research to date has tested what these ideologies mean in terms of people’s attitudes to different varieties in Hijaz. Thus, the present research bridges this gap by providing empirical evidence of the way in which the language ideology in Hijaz affected the way in which different varieties are perceived. Throughout the results of the thesis, the language ideology emerged in a structured manner, emerging in a dichotomous pattern between the UBH dialect and HH dialect. 
Second, the present research constitutes another contribution to knowledge by providing, to my knowledge, the first detailed account of attitudes towards characteristics of the UBH and HH dialects. It has also presented a model of the conceptual dimensions behind the observed attitudes, based on statistical analyses reported in Chapter 5. The model revealed a dichotomous system, where the UBH dialect was characterized by a group of characteristics that form the traditional dimension, and the HH dialect was characterized by another group of characteristics that form the modern dimension. Most importantly, the model confirmed that participants’ attitudes were empirically driven by the Hijazi language ideology that appears to operate in a dichotomous structure between the UBH social group and HH social group. Simply put, the modern ideology favours the HH dialect and the traditional ideology favours the UBH dialect. The contribution of these findings is that the model with its evaluative profiles presented in the study can be used in further studies of attitudinal concerns about dialects in the region. Thus, the conceptual dimensions that have been uncovered will inform theory and practice in the research context. It is important to note that the attitudinal model presented here is the first attempt motivated by the shortage of attitudinal models in Arabic language attitude studies in general and in the context of SA in particular. 
Third, the present study contributes to the area of methodology. To my knowledge, it is one of the first studies to incorporate a perceptual task (i.e. voice allocation) with a distraction technique (i.e. manipulation of linguistic and metalinguistic information) followed by an attitudinal task (i.e. rating task). Many studies have incorporated a perceptual study with a distraction technique (e.g. Hay & Drager, 2010; Hay et al., 2006; Niedzielski, 1999). Other studies have incorporated a perceptual study with an attitudinal study (Montgomery, 2007; Preston, 1999a). However, none of the studies incorporated a distraction technique with both attitudinal and perceptual studies. The incorporation of the methods proved successful. It has enriched the body of research on how participants could be distracted regarding the linguistic factors under investigation, and they built their attitudinal perceptions according to their attitudes that were driven by the distraction applied to linguistic factors.  
Fourth, the powerful language ideology of Hijaz contributed significantly to affecting participants’ perceptions towards the voice samples. In other words, the linguistic factors in the study seem to have strongly affected participants’ perceptions more than the metalinguistic factors. This result seems to demonstrate that in this situation the social information is not as important as suggested by other studies in the literature, where social information (i.e. metalinguistic information) was found to affect participants’ perceptions towards dialect allocation (Hay & Drager, 2010; Hay et al., 2006; Niedzielski, 1999). Notwithstanding that Hay and Drager (2010), Hay et al. (2006) and Niedzielski (1999) used a different methodological approach in a different context, my research seems to confirm that participants’ perceptions are not likely to be affected by metalinguistic factors and it confirms that in this particular context, linguistic factors are the driving force behind perceptions of the Hijazi dialect.
The fact that the research context is mainly driven and controlled by UBH and HH language ideology boosts participants’ level of awareness of the distinction between the UBH and HH dialects even if they are exposed to distractions at the metalinguistic level. In other words, the present study revealed that a powerful language ideology that exists in Hijaz accounts for why the two dialects are perceived as distinctive even if the social information was manipulated in the study. Further evidence to support the contribution comes from the technique applied in VS5, where manipulation was applied to the dialect of the speaker rather than the surname of the speaker. The evidence supports the previous discussion about the effects of the Hijaz language ideology on participants’ level of awareness of the distinction between the two dialects as the majority of participants were deceived just because the speaker adopted linguistic features from the other dialect. This implies that perceptions are strongly affected by linguistic information, even if this information is manipulated, rather than social information. 
[bookmark: _Toc6472838]13.4.	Limitations 
The research has succeeded in achieving its purpose and has contributed to knowledge and methodology in the language attitudes area in general and language attitudes in SA in particular. However, the research encountered a number of potential limitations which should be overcome if the research is going to be replicated either by me or other researchers interested in the field. 
The major limitation I encountered is related to administering the questionnaire in SA while I was doing my PhD in the UK. I had to travel back to SA to conduct the research there in the Easter holiday of 2016. I was only able to stay for 18 days in SA as my children are at school in the UK and had to return to their schools following the Easter holiday. The short length of the trip to SA led to other minor limitations which I did not expect at the time. The minor limitations are related to the selection of voice samples, administering the questionnaire, and the design of the questionnaire.  
Regarding the selection of voice samples, four female speakers and one male speaker were chosen as the most representative samples of the two dialects by the panel (see Chapter 5, section 5.5.2.4.1). If I had more time to stay in SA, I could have balanced the proportion of male and female speakers, as presumably a gender imbalance could evoke different perceptions (Garrett, 2010; Niedzielski & Preston, 2003). In other words, a comparable and gender-balanced sample could have been constructed. Thus, I could have ended up with ten voice samples instead of five samples. However, the collection of voice samples had to be accomplished in the first five days from my arrival in SA as the rest of the days were dedicated to administering the questionnaire. Thus, five days were not sufficient to collect more representative voice samples. In Chapter 12, section 12.5, I mentioned that the matched-guise technique was less successful than the verbal-guise technique. However, I cannot make a strong claim about the drawbacks of the technique as it was only carried out using a male speaker. If it was carried out using a female speaker, and a similar conclusion was reached, I might be able to generalize and make a strong claim about the drawbacks of the matched-guise technique. 
As for the administration of the questionnaire, as previously mentioned in Chapter 6, section 6.11, two questionnaire designs were used in the present research: paper-based and online-based. The paper-based questionnaire was carried out in SA, and as SA follows a gender-segregated system in education, visiting the female section was convenient and easy for me to achieve during my short stay in SA. Visiting the male section in SA universities could have been more problematic as I would have needed a male representative to carry out the research on my behalf and I would have needed to do some paperwork that could have taken a couple of weeks to be approved. Thus, if I had more time to stay in SA, then I could have sent a male representative to conduct the research in the male section. The gender imbalance in the paper-based questionnaire was addressed by using an additional online-based questionnaire, but the overall number of female participants still outnumbered the number of males. Females were easy to access in the paper-based and online-based questionnaire but males were accessible only in the online-based questionnaire. 
Regarding the design of the questionnaire, the present research is mainly dependent on quantitative data, though it was originally my intention to collect qualitative data in a follow-up interview which was scheduled to be conducted immediately after participants finished filling in the questionnaire. Only three participants[footnoteRef:16] were willing to participate after filling in the questionnaire while many others asked if it would be possible to make a further appointment to conduct the interview. Unfortunately, this was not possible as I needed to go back to the UK earlier than when they were available. Therefore, I could not include the qualitative data in the present research. Thus, if I could replicate the research in the future, I would plan my schedule to make sure that there was sufficient time to conduct the interviews.  [16:  They were female participants around 18 year olds and were all from the UBH social group. I could not analyse the data obtained from them as I could not find potential participants from the HH social group at that time. ] 

[bookmark: _Toc6472839]13.5.	Further research
The attitudinal model revealed in the present research would be of great benefit for other researchers interested in investigating language attitudes in the region. However, the model is best applied in a similar context to the research context of western SA. Therefore, I would recommend the same study to be replicated across Arabic-speaking countries as finding an attitudinal model for the Arabic language including all of its dialects would be a valuable asset. The model would serve researchers in Arab countries who are interested in Arabic language attitudes. A similar situation to the rapid urbanization of SA applies to other Arab countries such as Bahrain, Iraq, Kuwait, Libya and UAE where the society rapidly developed after the oil boom in the Middle East (Holes, 1995). Therefore, I believe that similar dimensions to the ones revealed in the present research might be discovered in wider research which includes all Arab countries, and would have the possibility of revealing further dimensions along with the ones identified in the present study.
Language attitude methods have the potential power to reveal the direction of language variation and change (Kristiansen, 2009). One of the major findings revealed in the present study indicates that the UBH social group are less conservative towards their dialects than they were in the past, and are more likely to have capacity to change as they were perceived as adopting the HH dialect more frequently in their speech. It is a significant finding though it lacks description of the details of the observed change. As the present study is mainly perceptual, it only focuses on evoking participants’ perceptions and attitudes towards the change; therefore, a future production study on the language variation and change of the UBH dialect would be a valuable asset to sociolinguists interested in the field. I would recommend the study to test the nature of change regarding whether UBH speakers use a mixed dialect or code switching. 
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Part 1
(A) Please check off and complete the appropriate information that describes you 
Demographic information
What is your gender?
· Male.
· Female.
What is your age?
· 18 to 24
· 25 to 34
· 35 to 44
· 45 to 54
· 55 to 64
· Other (please specify) ……...
Where were you born?
· Makkah.
· Jeddah.
· Al-Madina.
· Other places inside the Hijaz, specify please…... 
· Other places outside the Hijaz, specify please…… 
Where did you live in the last ten years? (you can choose more than one). 
· Makkah.
· Jeddah.
· Madina.
· Other places inside the Hijaz, specify please….
· Other places outside the Hijaz, specify please….
What is you marital status?
· Single.
· Married.
· Divorced.
· Widow/widower  
What is the highest level of education you have completed?
· Primary.
· Intermediate.
· Secondary.
· Bachelor degree. 
· Master degree.
· PhD.
From which social group did you originally come?
· HH social group.
· UBH social group.
· Other. Please specify ……...
From which social group did your mother originally come?
· HH social group.
· UBH social group.
· Others, please specify…….
If married, from which social group did your spouse originally come?
· HH social group.
· UBH social group.
· Others, please specify…….




Part 2
(B) Please check off the answers that you think best describes the sociolinguistic dialect situation in Hijaz.
1. What does Hijazi dialect refer to?
· UBH dialect.
· HH dialect.
· Both dialects.
2. What are the most dominant dialects within Makkah?
· UBH dialect.
· HH dialect.
· No dominant dialect.
3. To what extent HH dialect is different from UBH dialect in Hijaz region?
· Same
· A little different
· Different
· Completely different
4. What distinguishes HH dialect from UBH dialect? You can choose more than one answer.
· Words.
· Sounds.
· Style of speaking.
5. Is HH dialect similar to any of the following dialects? You can choose more than one answer
· Egyptian.
· Yemeni.
· Levant.
· Sudanese.
· Others. Please specify …….
6. To what extent do UBH people speak HH dialect?
· Always.
· Sometimes.
· Rarely.
· Never.
7. To what extent do HH people speak UBH dialect?
· Always.
· Sometimes.
· Rarely. 
· Never.
8. When do you think intermarriage started to occur between HH people and UBH people?
· In the past.
· In recent times. 
9. Do you think that intermarriage between the two social groups is an acceptable tradition among UBHs? 
· Strongly agree.
· Agree.
· Disagree.
· Strongly disagree.
10. Do you think that intermarriage between the two social groups is an acceptable tradition among HHs? 
· Strongly agree.
· Agree.
· Disagree.
· Strongly disagree.

Part 3
(C) Please think of the UBH dialect in the Hijaz region, and check off how each characteristic applies to the UBH dialect. There are two opposing labels provided with each characteristic (most, least).
· UBH dialect
						 Least_______________Most
	
Similar to other Arabic dialects

	
1
	
2
	
3
	
4
	
5

	
Sounds correct
	
1
	
2
	
3
	
4
	
5

	
Serious
	
1
	
2
	
3
	
4
	
5


	
Spoken with a soft voice 

	
1
	
2
	
3
	
4
	
5

	
Popular in the countryside
	
1
	
2
	
3
	
4
	
5

	
Feminine
	
1
	
2
	
3
	
4
	
5


	
Difficult to imitate
	
1
	
2
	
3
	
4
	
5

	
Distinctive 
	
1
	
2
	
3
	
4
	
5


	
Poetic dialect (i.e. used in poetry)
	
1
	
2
	
3
	
4
	
5

	
Understandable
	
1
	
2
	
3
	
4
	
5

	
Prestigious
	
1
	
2
	
3
	
4
	
5


	
Difficult to understand the meaning of its words 
	
1
	
2
	
3
	
4
	
5

	
Common in towns 
	
1
	
2
	
3
	
4
	
5

	
Some of the letters are not produced from the proper sound targets
	
1
	
2
	
3
	
4
	
5

	
Signifies tribal loyalty
	
1
	
2
	
3
	
4
	
5


	
Modern
	
1
	
2
	
3
	
4
	
5

	
Easy to imitate
	
1
	
2
	
3
	
4
	
5


	
Masculine
	
1
	
2
	
3
	
4
	
5

	
Practical
 
	
1
	
2
	
3
	
4
	
5


	
Closer to modern standard Arabic (MSA)

	
1
	
2
	
3
	
4
	
5

	
Easily understood by Arabs other than Saudis  
	
1
	
2
	
3
	
4
	
5


	
Traditional 
	
1
	
2
	
3
	
4
	
5












· HH dialect
(D) Please think of the UBH dialect in the Hijaz region, and check off how each characteristic applies to the UBH dialect. There are two opposing labels provided with each characteristic (most, least).
					 Least_______________Most
	
Similar to other Arabic dialects

	
1
	
2
	
3
	
4
	
5

	
Sounds correct
	
1
	
2
	
3
	
4
	
5

	
Serious
	
1
	
2
	
3
	
4
	
5


	
Spoken with a soft voice 

	
1
	
2
	
3
	
4
	
5

	
Popular in the countryside
	
1
	
2
	
3
	
4
	
5

	
Feminine
	
1
	
2
	
3
	
4
	
5


	
Difficult to imitate
	
1
	
2
	
3
	
4
	
5

	
Distinctive
	
1
	
2
	
3
	
4
	
5


	
Poetic dialect (i.e. used in poetry)
	
1
	
2
	
3
	
4
	
5

	
Understandable
	
1
	
2
	
3
	
4
	
5

	
Prestigious
	
1
	
2
	
3
	
4
	
5


	
Difficult to understand the meaning of its words 
	
1
	
2
	
3
	
4
	
5

	
Common in towns
	
1
	
2
	
3
	
4
	
5


	
Some of the letters are not produced from the proper sound targets
	
1
	
2
	
3
	
4
	
5

	
Signifies tribal loyalty
	
1
	
2
	
3
	
4
	
5


	
Modern
	
1
	
2
	
3
	
4
	
5

	
Easy to imitate.
	
1
	
2
	
3
	
4
	
5


	
Masculine
	
1
	
2
	
3
	
4
	
5

	
Practical
 
	
1
	
2
	
3
	
4
	
5


	
Closer to modern standard Arabic (MSA)

	
1
	
2
	
3
	
4
	
5

	
Easily understood by Arabs other than Saudis  
	
1
	
2
	
3
	
4
	
5


	
Traditional 
	
1
	
2
	
3
	
4
	
5




Part 4
(E) This part of the questionnaire is divided into two sections; in the first section, you need to listen carefully to the voice samples provided and in the second part, you need to rate the voice sample you listened to. 
· Please listen carefully to the voice sample and allocate the sample to its original social group. 
	Voice sample
	UBH dialect
	HH dialect

	VS1 (the surname of the speaker)
	
	


· How would you rate the speech of the voice sample provided in the recording?
						  Least______________Most
	

VS1 

	
Serious
	
1
	
2
	
3
	
4
	
5

	
	
Traditional
	
1
	
2
	
3
	
4
	
5


	
	
Similar to other Arabic dialects
	
1
	
2
	
3
	
4
	
5

	
	
Modern
	
1
	
2
	
3
	
4
	
5



· Please listen carefully to the voice sample and allocate the sample to its original social group. 

	Voice samples
	 UBH dialect
	HH dialect

	VS2 (the surname of the speaker)
	
	






· How would you rate the speech of the voice sample provided in the recording?
						  Least______________Most
	



VS2

	
Serious
	
1
	
2
	
3
	
4
	
5

	
	
Traditional
	
1
	
2
	
3
	
4
	
5


	
	
Similar to other Arabic dialects
	
1
	
2
	
3
	
4
	
5

	
	
Modern
	
1
	
2
	
3
	
4
	
5



· Please listen carefully to the voice sample and allocate the sample to its original social group. 
	Voice sample
	UBH dialect
	HH dialect

	VS3 (the surname of the speaker)
	
	



· How would you rate the speech of the voice sample provided in the recording?
					            Least________________Most
	



VS3

	
Serious
	
1
	
2
	
3
	
4
	
5

	
	
Traditional
	
1
	
2
	
3
	
4
	
5


	
	
Similar to other Arabic dialects
	
1
	
2
	
3
	
4
	
5

	
	
Modern
	
1
	
2
	
3
	
4
	
5



· Please listen carefully to the voice sample and allocate the sample to its original social group. 

	Voice samples
	UBH dialect
	HH dialect

	VS4 (the surname of the speaker)
	
	


· How would you rate the speech of the voice sample provided in the recording?
					  Least_______________Most
	



VS4

	
Serious
	
1
	
2
	
3
	
4
	
5

	
	
Traditional
	
1
	
2
	
3
	
4
	
5


	
	
Similar to other Arabic dialects
	
1
	
2
	
3
	
4
	
5

	
	
Modern
	
1
	
2
	
3
	
4
	
5



· Please listen carefully to the voice sample and allocate the sample to its original social group. 
	Voice samples
	UBH dialect
	HH dialect

	VS5 (the surname of the speaker)
	
	


How would you rate the speech of the voice sample provided in the recording?
						  Least_______________Most
	



VS5

	
Serious
	
1
	
2
	
3
	
4
	
5

	
	
Traditional
	
1
	
2
	
3
	
4
	
5


	
	
Similar to other Arabic dialects
	
1
	
2
	
3
	
4
	
5

	
	
Modern
	
1
	
2
	
3
	
4
	
5







[bookmark: _Toc6472843]Appendix 2: RQ1 results
Q1: What does the Hijazi dialect refer to? 

	Place of birth
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	.038a
	.981

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Places lived
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	.881a
	.644

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Marital status
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	6.533a
	.163

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Social group
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	1.883a
	.390

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Mother’s social group
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	6.108a
	.191

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Spouse’s social group
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	5.948a
	.203

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Education
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	7.114a
	.130

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Age
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	13.663a
	.091

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




Q2: What is the dominant dialect in Hijaz?

	Place of birth
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	1.320a
	.517

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Places lived
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	.567a
	.753

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	







	Marital status
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	7.676a
	.104

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Education
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	8.986a
	.061

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Age
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	10.154a
	.254

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




Q3: What is the degree of difference between the two dialects?

	Gender
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	3.836a
	.280

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Place of birth
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	4.666a
	.198

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	





	Places lived
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	1.911a
	.591

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Marital status
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	5.543a
	.476

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Social group
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	7.504a
	.057

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Mother’s social group
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	7.030a
	.318

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	

	a. 4 cells (33.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .32.




	Spouse’s social group
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	8.231a
	.222

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	





	Education
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	4.106a
	.662

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Age
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	12.297a
	.422

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




Q4: What distinguishes the HH dialect from the UBH dialect?

	Gender
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	5.523a
	.479

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Place of birth
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	5.676a
	.460

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Places lived
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	2.510a
	.867

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Marital status
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	15.914a
	.195

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	








	Social group
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	11.391a
	.077

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Mother’s social group
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	15.699a
	.205

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Spouse’s social group
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	18.294a
	.107

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Education
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	15.866a
	.197

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Age
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	30.380a
	.172

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	


Q5: What are the Arabic dialects that the HH dialect is similar to?

	Gender
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	3.826a
	.281

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Place of birth
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	3.546a
	.315

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Places lived
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	.145a
	.986

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Marital status
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	9.503a
	.147

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Mother’s social group
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	67.374a
	.000

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Spouse’s social group
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	66.645a
	.000

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	








	Education
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	11.323a
	.079

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Age
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	9.158a
	.689

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




Q6: To what extent do UBH people speak the HH dialect?

	Gender
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	7.389a
	.060

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Place of birth
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	4.421a
	.219

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Places lived
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	1.400a
	.706

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	







	Marital status
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	8.601a
	.197

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Mother’s social group
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	138.559a
	.000

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Spouse’s social group
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	135.079a
	.000

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Education
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	8.318a
	.216

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Age
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	14.732a
	.256

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	



Q7: To what extent do HH people speak the UBH dialect?

	Place of birth
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	2.314a
	.510

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Places lived
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	5.813a
	.121

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Marital status
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	6.481a
	.372

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Mother’s social group
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	17.739a
	.007

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Spouse’s social group
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	18.142a
	.006

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Education
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	7.955a
	.241

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	






	Age
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	9.479a
	.662

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




Q8: When does intermarriage start to happen between the two social groups?

	Gender
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	.363a
	.547

	Continuity Correctionb
	.236
	.627

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Place of birth
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	.095a
	.757

	Continuity Correctionb
	.013
	.911

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Places lived
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	.171a
	.679

	Continuity Correctionb
	.000
	1.000

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Marital status
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	.297a
	.862

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Social group
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	1.376a
	.241

	Continuity Correctionb
	1.118
	.290

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Mother’s social group
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	1.367a
	.505

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Spouse’s social group
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	1.396a
	.498

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Education
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	.221a
	.895

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Age
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	3.373a
	.497

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	.441




Q9: Is intermarriage acceptable among UBHs?

	Gender
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	2.357a
	.502

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Place of birth
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	1.733a
	.630

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Places lived
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	5.081a
	.166

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Marital status
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	9.448a
	.150

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Mother’s social group
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	18.409a
	.005

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	







	Spouse’s social group
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	25.149a
	.000

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Education
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	6.604a
	.359

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Age
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	17.423a
	.134

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




Q10: Is intermarriage acceptable among HHs?

	Gender
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	4.767a
	.190

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Place of birth
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	4.040a
	.257

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Places lived
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	1.696a
	.638

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Marital status
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	8.395a
	.211

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Mother’s social group
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	133.837a
	.000

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Spouse’s social group
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	118.240a
	.000

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Education
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	11.515a
	.074

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Age
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	10.038a
	.613

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	






[bookmark: _Toc6472844]Appendix 3: RQ2 results
· ANOVA results for both factors from UBHs’ perceptions

	Modern factor (UBH dialect)

	Age
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	14.163
	5
	2.833
	1.605
	.157

	Within Groups
	1131.537
	318
	1.765
	
	

	Total
	1145.700
	323
	
	
	




	Modern factor (UBH dialect)

	Place of birth
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	.932
	1
	.932
	.526
	.469

	Within Groups
	1146.772
	322
	1.772
	
	

	Total
	1147.704
	323
	
	
	




	Modern factor (UBH dialect)

	Places lived
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	1.612
	1
	1.612
	.901
	.343

	Within Groups
	1031.247
	322
	1.790
	
	

	Total
	1032.860
	323
	
	
	






	Modern factor (UBH dialect)

	Marital status
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	4.086
	3
	1.362
	.768
	.512

	Within Groups
	1143.618
	319
	1.773
	
	

	Total
	1147.704
	323
	
	
	




	Modern factor (UBH dialect)

	Education
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	10.125
	5
	2.025
	1.145
	.335

	Within Groups
	1137.579
	318
	1.769
	
	

	Total
	1147.704
	323
	
	
	




	Traditional factor (UBH dialect)

	Gender
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	.322
	1
	.322
	.205
	.651

	Within Groups
	1014.094
	322
	1.567
	
	

	Total
	1014.416
	323
	
	
	




	Traditional factor (UBH dialect)

	Age
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	8.319
	5
	1.664
	1.062
	.380

	Within Groups
	1003.956
	318
	1.566
	
	

	Total
	1012.275
	323
	
	
	




	Traditional factor (UBH dialect)

	Place of birth
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	.769
	1
	.769
	.491
	.484

	Within Groups
	1013.647
	322
	1.567
	
	

	Total
	1014.416
	323
	
	
	




	Traditional factor (UBH dialect)

	Places lived
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	4.265
	1
	4.265
	2.655
	.104

	Within Groups
	925.322
	322
	1.606
	
	

	Total
	929.587
	323
	
	
	




	Traditional factor (UBH dialect)

	Marital status
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	2.580
	3
	.860
	.548
	.649

	Within Groups
	1011.836
	320
	1.569
	
	

	Total
	1014.416
	323
	
	
	








	Traditional factor (UBH dialect)

	Education
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	10.335
	5
	2.067
	1.324
	.252

	Within Groups
	1004.081
	318
	1.562
	
	

	Total
	1014.416
	323
	
	
	




	Modern factor (HH dialect)

	Gender
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	4.484
	1
	4.484
	2.566
	.110

	Within Groups
	1127.262
	322
	1.748
	
	

	Total
	1131.747
	323
	
	
	




	Modern factor (HH dialect)

	Age
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	3.441
	5
	.688
	.392
	.854

	Within Groups
	1121.778
	318
	1.756
	
	

	Total
	1125.219
	323
	
	
	












	Modern factor (HH dialect)

	Place of birth
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	.023
	1
	.023
	.013
	.908

	Within Groups
	1131.723
	322
	1.755
	
	

	Total
	1131.747
	323
	
	
	




	Modern factor (HH dialect)

	Places lived
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	2.140
	1
	2.140
	1.219
	.270

	Within Groups
	1007.415
	322
	1.755
	
	

	Total
	1009.556
	323
	
	
	




	Modern factor (HH dialect)

	Marital status
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	3.603
	3
	1.201
	.685
	.562

	Within Groups
	1128.143
	320
	1.754
	
	

	Total
	1131.747
	323
	
	
	












	Modern factor (HH dialect)

	Education
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	5.086
	5
	1.017
	.579
	.716

	Within Groups
	1126.661
	318
	1.758
	
	

	Total
	1131.747
	323
	
	
	




	Traditional factor (HH dialect)

	Gender
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	.056
	1
	.056
	.033
	.856

	Within Groups
	1085.595
	322
	1.683
	
	

	Total
	1085.651
	323
	
	
	




	Traditional factor (HH dialect)

	Age
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	2.299
	5
	.460
	.273
	.928

	Within Groups
	1076.513
	318
	1.685
	
	

	Total
	1078.812
	323
	
	
	




	Traditional factor (HH dialect)

	Place of birth
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	1.761
	1
	1.761
	1.048
	.306

	Within Groups
	1083.890
	322
	1.680
	
	

	Total
	1085.651
	323
	
	
	




	Traditional factor (HH dialect)

	Marital status
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	2.712
	3
	.904
	.537
	.657

	Within Groups
	1082.938
	320
	1.684
	
	

	Total
	1085.651
	323
	
	
	




	Traditional factor (HH dialect)

	Education
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	6.586
	5
	1.317
	.782
	.563

	Within Groups
	1079.065
	318
	1.683
	
	

	Total
	1085.651
	323
	
	
	





· ANOVA results for both factors from HHs’ perceptions

	Modern factor (UBH dialect)

	Gender
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	.027
	1
	.027
	.018
	.894

	Within Groups
	963.298
	325
	1.489
	
	

	Total
	963.325
	326
	
	
	




	Modern factor (UBH dialect)

	Age
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	2.546
	5
	.509
	.340
	.889

	Within Groups
	959.411
	321
	1.497
	
	

	Total
	961.957
	326
	
	
	




	Modern factor (UBH dialect)

	Place of birth
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	.057
	1
	.057
	.039
	.844

	Within Groups
	963.268
	325
	1.489
	
	

	Total
	963.325
	326
	
	
	




	Modern factor (UBH dialect)

	Places lived
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	3.377
	1
	3.377
	2.273
	.132

	Within Groups
	855.815
	325
	1.486
	
	

	Total
	859.192
	326
	
	
	




	Modern factor (UBH dialect)

	Marital status
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	1.875
	3
	.625
	.419
	.739

	Within Groups
	961.450
	323
	1.491
	
	

	Total
	963.325
	326
	
	
	




	Modern factor (UBH dialect)

	Education
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	1.545
	5
	.309
	.207
	.960

	Within Groups
	961.780
	321
	1.496
	
	

	Total
	963.325
	326
	
	
	




	Traditional factor (UBH dialect)

	Gender
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	1.062
	1
	1.062
	.689
	.407

	Within Groups
	996.966
	325
	1.541
	
	

	Total
	998.028
	326
	
	
	




	Traditional factor (UBH dialect)

	Age
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	10.541
	5
	2.108
	1.369
	.234

	Within Groups
	987.354
	321
	1.540
	
	

	Total
	997.895
	326
	
	
	




	Traditional factor (UBH dialect)

	Place of birth
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	.279
	1
	.279
	.181
	.671

	Within Groups
	997.749
	325
	1.542
	
	

	Total
	998.028
	326
	
	
	




	Traditional factor (UBH dialect)

	Places lived
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	1.681
	1
	1.681
	1.085
	.298

	Within Groups
	892.443
	325
	1.549
	
	

	Total
	894.125
	326
	
	
	




	Traditional factor (UBH dialect)

	Marital status
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	1.759
	3
	.586
	.380
	.768

	Within Groups
	996.269
	323
	1.545
	
	

	Total
	998.028
	326
	
	
	




	Traditional factor (UBH dialect)

	Education
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	21.437
	5
	4.287
	2.823
	.106

	Within Groups
	976.590
	321
	1.519
	
	

	Total
	998.028
	326
	
	
	




	Modern factor (HH dialect)

	Gender
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	.047
	1
	.047
	.028
	.866

	Within Groups
	1072.534
	325
	1.663
	
	

	Total
	1072.581
	326
	
	
	




	Modern factor (HH dialect)

	Age
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	5.876
	5
	1.175
	.704
	.620

	Within Groups
	1066.285
	321
	1.669
	
	

	Total
	1072.161
	326
	
	
	




	Modern factor (HH dialect)

	Place of birth
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	2.153
	1
	2.153
	1.298
	.255

	Within Groups
	1070.428
	325
	1.660
	
	

	Total
	1072.581
	326
	
	
	





	Modern factor (HH dialect)

	Places lived
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	.050
	1
	.050
	.030
	.863

	Within Groups
	965.172
	325
	1.681
	
	

	Total
	965.222
	326
	
	
	




	Modern factor (HH dialect)

	Marital status
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	.424
	3
	.141
	.085
	.968

	Within Groups
	1072.157
	323
	1.667
	
	

	Total
	1072.581
	326
	
	
	




	Modern factor (HH dialect)

	Education
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	7.990
	5
	1.598
	.962
	.440

	Within Groups
	1064.591
	321
	1.661
	
	

	Total
	1072.581
	326
	
	
	




	Traditional factor (HH dialect)

	Gender
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	.689
	1
	.689
	.485
	.486

	Within Groups
	915.256
	325
	1.419
	
	

	Total
	915.944
	326
	
	
	






	Traditional factor (HH dialect)

	Age
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	6.242
	5
	1.248
	.878
	.495

	Within Groups
	908.719
	321
	1.422
	
	

	Total
	914.961
	326
	
	
	




	Traditional factor (HH dialect)

	Place of birth
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	.006
	1
	.006
	.004
	.949

	Within Groups
	915.939
	325
	1.420
	
	

	Total
	915.944
	326
	
	
	




	Traditional factor (HH dialect)

	Places lived
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	1.749
	1
	1.749
	1.219
	.270

	Within Groups
	823.689
	325
	1.435
	
	

	Total
	825.437
	326
	
	
	




	Traditional factor (HH dialect)

	Marital status
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	.303
	3
	.101
	.071
	.975

	Within Groups
	915.641
	323
	1.424
	
	

	Total
	915.944
	326
	
	
	




	Traditional factor (HH dialect)

	Education
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	2.516
	5
	.503
	.353
	.880

	Within Groups
	913.429
	321
	1.425
	
	

	Total
	915.944
	326
	
	
	









[bookmark: _Toc6472845]Appendix 4: RQ3 results (the perceptual part)

1. VS1

	Gender
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	2.109a
	.146

	Continuity Correctionb
	1.277
	.259

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Age
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	3.224a
	.665

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Place of birth
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	.002a
	.961

	Continuity Correctionb
	.000
	1.000

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Places lived
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	.211a
	.646

	Continuity Correctionb
	.000
	1.000

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	






	Marital status
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	13.263a
	.064

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Education
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	9.343a
	.096

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Social group
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	3.675a
	.065

	Continuity Correctionb
	2.555
	.110

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Mother’s social group
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	7.193a
	.077

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Spouse’s social group
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	8.589a
	.072

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	









2. VS2

	Gender
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	.001a
	.975

	Continuity Correctionb
	.000
	1.000

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Age
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	4.802a
	.440

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Place of birth
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	2.264a
	.132

	Continuity Correctionb
	1.271
	.260

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Places lived
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	6.111a
	.093

	Continuity Correctionb
	2.843
	.092

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Marital status
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	6.552a
	.088

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Education
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	3.495a
	.624

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Mother’s social group
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	3.287a
	.193

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Spouse’s social group
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	5.693a
	.223

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




3. VS3

	Gender
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	.211a
	.646

	Continuity Correctionb
	.100
	.752

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Age
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	4.995a
	.417

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	





	Place of birth
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	.015a
	.903

	Continuity Correctionb
	.000
	1.000

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Places lived
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	1.200a
	.273

	Continuity Correctionb
	.345
	.557

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Marital status
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	1.436a
	.697

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Education
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	7.276a
	.201

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Social group
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	3.401a
	.065

	Continuity Correctionb
	2.901
	.089

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Mother’s social group
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	4.914a
	.086




	Spouse’s social group
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	13.934a
	.088

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




4. VS4

	Gender
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	1.989a
	.158

	Continuity Correctionb
	1.591
	.207

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Age
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	18.110a
	.033

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Place of birth
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	1.240a
	.266

	Continuity Correctionb
	.745
	.388

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	






	Places lived
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	1.116a
	.291

	Continuity Correctionb
	.281
	.596

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Marital status
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	4.667a
	.198

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Education
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	2.423a
	.788

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Social group
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	.333a
	.564

	Continuity Correctionb
	.185
	.667

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Mother’s social group
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	.806a
	.668

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	






	Spouse’s social group
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	6.156a
	.188

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




5. VS4

	Age
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	7.950a
	.159

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Place of birth
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	.002a
	.965

	Continuity Correctionb
	.000
	1.000

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Places lived
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	.605a
	.437

	Continuity Correctionb
	.219
	.640

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Marital status
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	.420a
	.936

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	





	Education
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	4.486a
	.482

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Mother’s social group
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	29.385a
	.132

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	




	Spouse’s social group
	Value
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	23.267a
	.190

	N of Valid Cases
	649
	



[bookmark: _Toc6472846]Appendix 5: RQ3 results (the attitudinal part)
1. VS1

· Serious scale

	Gender
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	.139
	1
	.139
	.102
	.750

	Within Groups
	882.854
	648
	1.365
	
	

	Total
	882.992
	649
	
	
	




	Age
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	3.156
	5
	.631
	.461
	.805

	Within Groups
	877.824
	644
	1.369
	
	

	Total
	880.980
	649
	
	
	




	Place of birth
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	.014
	1
	.014
	.010
	.921

	Within Groups
	882.979
	648
	1.365
	
	

	Total
	882.992
	649
	
	
	











	Places lived
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	.072
	1
	.072
	.052
	.819

	Within Groups
	873.471
	648
	1.371
	
	

	Total
	882.992
	649
	
	
	




	Marital status
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	6.179
	3
	2.060
	1.515
	.209

	Within Groups
	876.813
	646
	1.359
	
	

	Total
	882.992
	649
	
	
	




	Education
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	13.572
	5
	2.714
	2.008
	.076

	Within Groups
	869.420
	644
	1.352
	
	

	Total
	882.992
	649
	
	
	




	Social group
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	4.341
	1
	4.341
	3.197
	.074

	Within Groups
	878.651
	648
	1.358
	
	

	Total
	882.992
	649
	
	
	








	Mother’s social group
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	9.952
	2
	4.976
	3.681
	.026

	Within Groups
	871.875
	647
	1.352
	
	

	Total
	881.827
	649
	
	
	




	Spouse’s social group
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	1.308
	4
	.327
	.238
	.917

	Within Groups
	878.816
	645
	1.373
	
	

	Total
	880.124
	649
	
	
	




· Similar to other Arabic dialects scale


	Gender
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	.520
	1
	.520
	.391
	.532

	Within Groups
	861.698
	647
	1.332
	
	

	Total
	862.219
	648
	
	
	




	Age
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	2.722
	5
	.544
	.407
	.844

	Within Groups
	856.963
	644
	1.337
	
	

	Total
	859.685
	649
	
	
	



	Place of birth
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	.044
	1
	.044
	.033
	.856

	Within Groups
	862.175
	648
	1.333
	
	

	Total
	862.219
	649
	
	
	




	Places lived
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	.519
	1
	.519
	.388
	.534

	Within Groups
	853.212
	647
	1.339
	
	

	Total
	853.731
	648
	
	
	




	Marital status
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	1.166
	3
	.389
	.291
	.832

	Within Groups
	861.053
	646
	1.335
	
	

	Total
	862.219
	649
	
	
	




	Education
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	5.873
	5
	1.175
	.882
	.493

	Within Groups
	856.345
	644
	1.332
	
	

	Total
	862.219
	649
	
	
	







	Mother’s social group
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	3.169
	2
	1.585
	1.193
	.304

	Within Groups
	856.817
	647
	1.328
	
	

	Total
	859.986
	649
	
	
	




	Spouse’s social group
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	7.413
	4
	1.853
	1.396
	.234

	Within Groups
	849.750
	645
	1.328
	
	

	Total
	857.163
	649
	
	
	




· Traditional scale

	Gender
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	2.677
	1
	2.677
	1.865
	.172

	Within Groups
	928.503
	648
	1.435
	
	

	Total
	931.180
	649
	
	
	




	Age
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	9.514
	5
	1.903
	1.329
	.250

	Within Groups
	917.689
	644
	1.432
	
	

	Total
	927.202
	649
	
	
	



	Place of birth
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	1.565
	1
	1.565
	1.089
	.297

	Within Groups
	929.615
	648
	1.437
	
	

	Total
	931.180
	649
	
	
	




	Places lived
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	.150
	1
	.150
	.103
	.748

	Within Groups
	921.428
	648
	1.447
	
	

	Total
	921.577
	649
	
	
	




	Marital status
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	2.621
	3
	.874
	.607
	.611

	Within Groups
	928.559
	646
	1.440
	
	

	Total
	931.180
	649
	
	
	




	Education
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	5.738
	5
	1.148
	.797
	.552

	Within Groups
	925.442
	644
	1.439
	
	

	Total
	931.180
	649
	
	
	









· Modern scale

	Gender
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	.526
	1
	.526
	.372
	.542

	Within Groups
	914.494
	648
	1.413
	
	

	Total
	915.020
	649
	
	
	




	Age
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	2.447
	5
	.489
	.346
	.885

	Within Groups
	907.402
	644
	1.416
	
	

	Total
	909.849
	649
	
	
	



	Marital status
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	2.019
	3
	.673
	.476
	.699

	Within Groups
	913.001
	646
	1.416
	
	

	Total
	915.020
	649
	
	
	




	Education
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	2.777
	5
	.555
	.392
	.855

	Within Groups
	912.243
	644
	1.419
	
	

	Total
	915.020
	649
	
	
	








2. VS2

· Serious scale

	Gender
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	.410
	1
	.410
	.272
	.602

	Within Groups
	973.840
	648
	1.505
	
	

	Total
	974.250
	649
	
	
	




	Age
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	11.797
	5
	2.359
	1.585
	.162

	Within Groups
	954.348
	644
	1.489
	
	

	Total
	966.145
	649
	
	
	




	Place of birth
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	.840
	1
	.840
	.558
	.455

	Within Groups
	973.410
	648
	1.504
	
	

	Total
	974.250
	649
	
	
	




	Places lived
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	.318
	1
	.318
	.210
	.647

	Within Groups
	963.404
	648
	1.512
	
	

	Total
	963.721
	649
	
	
	




	Marital status
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	7.838
	3
	2.613
	1.744
	.157

	Within Groups
	966.412
	646
	1.498
	
	

	Total
	974.250
	649
	
	
	




	Education
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	17.153
	5
	3.431
	2.305
	.063

	Within Groups
	957.097
	644
	1.488
	
	

	Total
	974.250
	649
	
	
	




	Social group
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	4.871
	1
	4.871
	3.251
	.072

	Within Groups
	969.378
	648
	1.498
	
	

	Total
	974.250
	649
	
	
	




	Mother’s social group
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	6.134
	2
	3.067
	2.050
	.130

	Within Groups
	964.971
	647
	1.496
	
	

	Total
	971.105
	649
	
	
	






	Spouse’s social group
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	10.582
	4
	2.645
	1.779
	.131

	Within Groups
	951.821
	645
	1.487
	
	

	Total
	962.403
	649
	
	
	




· Similar to other Arabic dialects scale

	Gender
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	3.095
	1
	3.095
	2.057
	.152

	Within Groups
	973.829
	648
	1.505
	
	

	Total
	976.924
	649
	
	
	




	Age
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	15.756
	5
	3.151
	2.123
	.061

	Within Groups
	951.524
	644
	1.484
	
	

	Total
	967.280
	649
	
	
	




	Place of birth
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	.167
	1
	.167
	.111
	.740

	Within Groups
	976.758
	648
	1.510
	
	

	Total
	976.924
	649
	
	
	




	Places lived
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	.482
	1
	.482
	.318
	.573

	Within Groups
	965.456
	648
	1.516
	
	

	Total
	965.937
	649
	
	
	




	Marital status
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	10.473
	3
	3.491
	2.330
	.073

	Within Groups
	966.451
	646
	1.498
	
	

	Total
	976.924
	649
	
	
	




	Education
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	6.663
	5
	1.333
	.883
	.492

	Within Groups
	970.262
	644
	1.509
	
	

	Total
	976.924
	649
	
	
	




	Social group
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	.002
	1
	.002
	.001
	.970

	Within Groups
	976.922
	648
	1.510
	
	

	Total
	976.924
	649
	
	
	







	Mother’s social group
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	1.733
	2
	.867
	.574
	.564

	Within Groups
	974.538
	647
	1.511
	
	

	Total
	976.272
	648
	
	
	




	Spouse’s social group
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	12.066
	4
	3.016
	2.038
	.087

	Within Groups
	947.134
	645
	1.480
	
	

	Total
	959.200
	649
	
	
	




· Traditional scale

	Age
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	12.389
	5
	2.478
	1.956
	.083

	Within Groups
	812.192
	644
	1.267
	
	

	Total
	824.581
	649
	
	
	




	Place of birth
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	.552
	1
	.552
	.432
	.511

	Within Groups
	826.696
	648
	1.278
	
	

	Total
	827.248
	649
	
	
	



	Places lived
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	.082
	1
	.082
	.064
	.801

	Within Groups
	818.804
	648
	1.285
	
	

	Total
	818.886
	649
	
	
	




	Marital status
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	3.815
	3
	1.272
	.996
	.394

	Within Groups
	823.433
	646
	1.277
	
	

	Total
	827.248
	649
	
	
	




	Education
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	5.781
	5
	1.156
	.905
	.477

	Within Groups
	821.467
	644
	1.278
	
	

	Total
	827.248
	649
	
	
	




	Spouse’s social group
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	8.798
	4
	2.199
	1.731
	.141

	Within Groups
	813.280
	645
	1.271
	
	

	Total
	822.078
	649
	
	
	








· Modern scale

	Gender
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	13.726
	1
	13.726
	11.292
	.011

	Within Groups
	786.478
	648
	1.216
	
	

	Total
	800.203
	649
	
	
	




	Place of birth
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	3.262
	1
	3.262
	2.648
	.104

	Within Groups
	796.941
	648
	1.232
	
	

	Total
	800.203
	649
	
	
	




	Places lived
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	.174
	1
	.174
	.141
	.708

	Within Groups
	789.575
	648
	1.240
	
	

	Total
	789.750
	649
	
	
	




	Marital status
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	31.047
	3
	10.349
	8.678
	.100

	Within Groups
	769.157
	646
	1.192
	
	

	Total
	800.203
	649
	
	
	






	Education
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	13.408
	5
	2.682
	2.191
	.064

	Within Groups
	786.796
	644
	1.224
	
	

	Total
	800.203
	649
	
	
	




	Social group
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	4.871
	1
	4.871
	3.251
	.072

	Within Groups
	969.378
	648
	1.498
	
	

	Total
	974.250
	649
	
	
	




	Mother’s social group
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	6.134
	2
	3.067
	2.050
	.130

	Within Groups
	964.971
	647
	1.496
	
	

	Total
	971.105
	649
	
	
	




	Spouse’s social group
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	10.582
	4
	2.645
	1.779
	.131

	Within Groups
	951.821
	645
	1.487
	
	

	Total
	962.403
	649
	
	
	







3. VS3

· Serious scale

	Gender
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	5.039
	1
	5.039
	3.892
	.069

	Within Groups
	837.688
	648
	1.295
	
	

	Total
	842.727
	649
	
	
	




	Age
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	25.195
	5
	5.039
	3.954
	.092

	Within Groups
	816.928
	644
	1.274
	
	

	Total
	842.124
	649
	
	
	




	Place of birth
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	4.617
	1
	4.617
	3.564
	.069

	Within Groups
	838.110
	648
	1.295
	
	

	Total
	842.727
	649
	
	
	




	Places lived
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	.158
	1
	.158
	.122
	.727

	Within Groups
	827.366
	648
	1.299
	
	

	Total
	827.524
	649
	
	
	




	Marital status
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	26.107
	3
	8.702
	6.873
	.839

	Within Groups
	816.621
	646
	1.266
	
	

	Total
	842.727
	649
	
	
	




	Education
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	17.590
	5
	3.518
	2.741
	.118

	Within Groups
	825.137
	644
	1.283
	
	

	Total
	842.727
	649
	
	
	




	Social group
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	2.141
	1
	2.141
	1.648
	.200

	Within Groups
	840.587
	648
	1.299
	
	

	Total
	842.727
	649
	
	
	




	Mother’s social group
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	3.472
	2
	1.736
	1.335
	.264

	Within Groups
	838.725
	647
	1.300
	
	

	Total
	842.198
	649
	
	
	






	Spouse’s social group
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	8.296
	4
	2.074
	1.597
	.173

	Within Groups
	831.224
	645
	1.299
	
	

	Total
	839.519
	649
	
	
	




· Similar to other Arabic dialects scale

	Gender
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	1.429
	1
	1.429
	1.088
	.297

	Within Groups
	849.896
	648
	1.314
	
	

	Total
	851.325
	649
	
	
	




	Age
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	5.579
	5
	1.116
	.848
	.516

	Within Groups
	843.685
	644
	1.316
	
	

	Total
	849.264
	649
	
	
	




	Place of birth
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	3.394
	1
	3.394
	2.589
	.108

	Within Groups
	847.931
	648
	1.311
	
	

	Total
	851.325
	649
	
	
	




	Places lived
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	.233
	1
	.233
	.176
	.675

	Within Groups
	842.137
	648
	1.322
	
	

	Total
	842.369
	649
	
	
	




	Marital status
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	7.594
	3
	2.531
	1.935
	.123

	Within Groups
	843.731
	646
	1.308
	
	

	Total
	851.325
	649
	
	
	




	Education
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	2.763
	5
	.553
	.419
	.836

	Within Groups
	848.562
	644
	1.320
	
	

	Total
	851.325
	649
	
	
	




	Spouse’s social group
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	2.323
	4
	.581
	.442
	.778

	Within Groups
	841.593
	645
	1.315
	
	

	Total
	843.916
	649
	
	
	








· Traditional scale

	Gender
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	.719
	1
	.719
	.519
	.472

	Within Groups
	896.381
	648
	1.385
	
	

	Total
	897.100
	649
	
	
	




	Place of birth
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	.054
	1
	.054
	.039
	.844

	Within Groups
	897.046
	648
	1.386
	
	

	Total
	897.100
	649
	
	
	




	Places lived
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	.926
	1
	.926
	.663
	.416

	Within Groups
	888.796
	648
	1.395
	
	

	Total
	889.721
	649
	
	
	




	Marital status
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	9.203
	3
	3.068
	2.229
	.084

	Within Groups
	887.897
	646
	1.377
	
	

	Total
	897.100
	649
	
	
	






	Education
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	5.143
	5
	1.029
	.742
	.593

	Within Groups
	891.957
	644
	1.387
	
	

	Total
	897.100
	649
	
	
	




· Modern scale

	Gender
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	.004
	1
	.004
	.003
	.958

	Within Groups
	942.507
	648
	1.457
	
	

	Total
	942.512
	649
	
	
	




	Age
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	5.171
	5
	1.034
	.711
	.616

	Within Groups
	932.810
	644
	1.455
	
	

	Total
	937.981
	649
	
	
	




	Place of birth
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	.978
	1
	.978
	.672
	.413

	Within Groups
	941.534
	648
	1.455
	
	

	Total
	942.512
	649
	
	
	






	Place of birth
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	.266
	1
	.266
	.183
	.669

	Within Groups
	929.089
	648
	1.459
	
	

	Total
	929.355
	649
	
	
	




	Places lived
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	2.637
	3
	.879
	.603
	.613

	Within Groups
	939.875
	646
	1.457
	
	

	Total
	942.512
	649
	
	
	




	Marital status
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	2.637
	3
	.879
	.603
	.613

	Within Groups
	939.875
	646
	1.457
	
	

	Total
	942.512
	649
	
	
	




	Education
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	11.813
	5
	2.363
	1.632
	.149

	Within Groups
	930.699
	644
	1.447
	
	

	Total
	942.512
	649
	
	
	







	Mother’s social group
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	3.501
	2
	1.751
	1.203
	.301

	Within Groups
	938.868
	647
	1.456
	
	

	Total
	942.369
	649
	
	
	




	Spouse’s social group
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	12.420
	4
	3.105
	2.156
	.073

	Within Groups
	921.757
	645
	1.440
	
	

	Total
	934.177
	649
	
	
	




4. VS4

· Serious scale

	Age
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	24.829
	5
	4.966
	2.917
	.113

	Within Groups
	1091.359
	644
	1.703
	
	

	Total
	1116.189
	649
	
	
	




	Place of birth
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	.744
	1
	.744
	.430
	.512

	Within Groups
	1121.031
	648
	1.733
	
	

	Total
	1121.775
	649
	
	
	

	Places lived
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	.208
	1
	.208
	.120
	.730

	Within Groups
	1106.453
	648
	1.737
	
	

	Total
	1106.660
	649
	
	
	




	Marital status
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	15.749
	3
	5.250
	3.061
	.228

	Within Groups
	1106.026
	646
	1.715
	
	

	Total
	1121.775
	648
	
	
	




	Education
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	31.283
	5
	6.257
	3.689
	.333

	Within Groups
	1090.492
	644
	1.696
	
	

	Total
	1121.775
	649
	
	
	




	Social group
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	.701
	1
	.701
	.405
	.525

	Within Groups
	1121.074
	648
	1.733
	
	

	Total
	1121.775
	649
	
	
	







	Mother’s social group
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	2.780
	2
	1.390
	.805
	.447

	Within Groups
	1113.552
	647
	1.726
	
	

	Total
	1116.332
	649
	
	
	




	Spouse’s social group
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	12.206
	4
	3.052
	1.768
	.134

	Within Groups
	1104.454
	645
	1.726
	
	

	Total
	1116.660
	649
	
	
	




· Similar to other Arabic dialects scale

	Gender
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	1.861
	1
	1.861
	1.280
	.258

	Within Groups
	940.684
	648
	1.454
	
	

	Total
	942.545
	649
	
	
	




	Age
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	11.397
	5
	2.279
	1.572
	.166

	Within Groups
	929.716
	644
	1.450
	
	

	Total
	941.113
	649
	
	
	




	Place of birth
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	.001
	1
	.001
	.001
	.976

	Within Groups
	942.544
	648
	1.457
	
	

	Total
	942.545
	649
	
	
	




	Places lived
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	1.040
	1
	1.040
	.713
	.399

	Within Groups
	929.902
	648
	1.460
	
	

	Total
	930.942
	649
	
	
	




	Marital status
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	6.431
	3
	2.144
	1.477
	.220

	Within Groups
	936.115
	646
	1.451
	
	

	Total
	942.545
	649
	
	
	




	Education
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	6.925
	5
	1.385
	.952
	.447

	Within Groups
	935.620
	644
	1.455
	
	

	Total
	942.545
	649
	
	
	








	Social group
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	1.560
	1
	1.560
	1.073
	.301

	Within Groups
	940.986
	648
	1.454
	
	

	Total
	942.545
	649
	
	
	




	Mother’s social group
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	3.027
	2
	1.513
	1.040
	.354

	Within Groups
	938.848
	647
	1.456
	
	

	Total
	941.875
	649
	
	
	




	Spouse’s social group
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	4.084
	4
	1.021
	.706
	.588

	Within Groups
	925.591
	645
	1.446
	
	

	Total
	929.674
	649
	
	
	




· Traditional scale

	Age
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	11.185
	5
	2.237
	1.909
	.091

	Within Groups
	751.343
	644
	1.172
	
	

	Total
	762.529
	649
	
	
	



	Place of birth
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	.692
	1
	.692
	.588
	.444

	Within Groups
	762.001
	648
	1.178
	
	

	Total
	762.693
	649
	
	
	




	Places lived
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	.239
	1
	.239
	.202
	.653

	Within Groups
	750.779
	648
	1.179
	
	

	Total
	751.017
	649
	
	
	




	Marital status
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	1.768
	3
	.589
	.500
	.683

	Within Groups
	760.925
	646
	1.180
	
	

	Total
	762.693
	649
	
	
	




	Education
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	15.597
	5
	3.119
	2.685
	.221

	Within Groups
	747.096
	644
	1.162
	
	

	Total
	762.693
	649
	
	
	









· Modern scale

	Place of birth
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	4.965
	1
	4.965
	3.839
	.060

	Within Groups
	836.638
	648
	1.293
	
	

	Total
	841.602
	649
	
	
	




	Places lived
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	.517
	1
	.517
	.397
	.529

	Within Groups
	829.111
	648
	1.302
	
	

	Total
	829.628
	649
	
	
	




	Marital status
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	9.588
	3
	3.196
	2.478
	.060

	Within Groups
	832.014
	646
	1.290
	
	

	Total
	841.602
	649
	
	
	




	Education
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	14.423
	5
	2.885
	2.242
	.069

	Within Groups
	827.179
	644
	1.286
	
	

	Total
	841.602
	649
	
	
	







	Social group
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	.068
	1
	.068
	.052
	.819

	Within Groups
	841.534
	648
	1.301
	
	

	Total
	841.602
	649
	
	
	




	Mother’s social group
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	2.292
	2
	1.146
	.881
	.415

	Within Groups
	839.188
	647
	1.301
	
	

	Total
	841.480
	649
	
	
	




	Spouse’s social group
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	10.563
	4
	2.641
	2.054
	.085

	Within Groups
	822.841
	645
	1.286
	
	

	Total
	833.405
	649
	
	
	




5. VS5

· Serious scale

	Gender
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	2.466
	1
	2.466
	1.347
	.246

	Within Groups
	1184.736
	648
	1.831
	
	

	Total
	1187.202
	649
	
	
	

	Age
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	15.570
	5
	3.114
	1.704
	.131

	Within Groups
	1171.055
	644
	1.827
	
	

	Total
	1186.624
	649
	
	
	




	Place of birth
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	1.387
	1
	1.387
	.757
	.385

	Within Groups
	1185.815
	648
	1.833
	
	

	Total
	1187.202
	649
	
	
	




	Places lived
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	1.274
	1
	1.274
	.688
	.407

	Within Groups
	1179.374
	648
	1.851
	
	

	Total
	1180.648
	649
	
	
	




	Marital status
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	12.585
	3
	4.195
	2.304
	.076

	Within Groups
	1174.617
	646
	1.821
	
	

	Total
	1187.202
	649
	
	
	








	Education
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	40.011
	5
	8.002
	4.485
	.091

	Within Groups
	1147.191
	644
	1.784
	
	

	Total
	1187.202
	649
	
	
	




	Mother’s social group
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	9.994
	2
	4.997
	2.750
	.065

	Within Groups
	1171.893
	647
	1.817
	
	

	Total
	1181.887
	649
	
	
	




	Spouse’s social group
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	11.129
	4
	2.782
	1.522
	.194

	Within Groups
	1170.121
	645
	1.828
	
	

	Total
	1181.250
	649
	
	
	




· Similar to other Arabic dialects scale

	Gender
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	5.592
	1
	5.592
	3.776
	.072

	Within Groups
	958.275
	648
	1.481
	
	

	Total
	963.867
	649
	
	
	




	Age
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	11.017
	5
	2.203
	1.490
	.191

	Within Groups
	947.802
	644
	1.479
	
	

	Total
	958.819
	649
	
	
	




	Place of birth
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	.006
	1
	.006
	.004
	.950

	Within Groups
	963.862
	648
	1.490
	
	

	Total
	963.867
	649
	
	
	




	Places lived
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	.077
	1
	.077
	.051
	.821

	Within Groups
	953.645
	648
	1.497
	
	

	Total
	953.721
	649
	
	
	




	Marital status
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	18.528
	3
	6.176
	4.214
	.066

	Within Groups
	945.339
	646
	1.466
	
	

	Total
	963.867
	649
	
	
	








	Education
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	9.850
	5
	1.970
	1.328
	.250

	Within Groups
	954.017
	644
	1.484
	
	

	Total
	963.867
	649
	
	
	




	Social group
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	.042
	1
	.042
	.028
	.866

	Within Groups
	963.825
	648
	1.490
	
	

	Total
	963.867
	649
	
	
	




	Mother’s social group
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	.082
	2
	.041
	.028
	.973

	Within Groups
	963.731
	647
	1.494
	
	

	Total
	963.813
	649
	
	
	




	Spouse’s social group
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	5.236
	4
	1.309
	.884
	.473

	Within Groups
	947.344
	645
	1.480
	
	

	Total
	952.580
	649
	
	
	







· Traditional scale

	Gender
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	2.204
	1
	2.204
	1.704
	.192

	Within Groups
	836.591
	647
	1.293
	
	

	Total
	838.795
	649
	
	
	




	Age
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	7.705
	5
	1.541
	1.189
	.313

	Within Groups
	830.756
	641
	1.296
	
	

	Total
	838.461
	649
	
	
	




	Place of birth
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	.031
	1
	.031
	.024
	.877

	Within Groups
	838.764
	647
	1.296
	
	

	Total
	838.795
	649
	
	
	




	Places lived
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	.412
	1
	.412
	.315
	.575

	Within Groups
	831.798
	647
	1.306
	
	

	Total
	832.210
	649
	
	
	






	Marital status
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	2.316
	3
	.772
	.595
	.618

	Within Groups
	836.479
	645
	1.297
	
	

	Total
	838.795
	649
	
	
	




	Education
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	5.451
	5
	1.090
	.841
	.521

	Within Groups
	833.344
	643
	1.296
	
	

	Total
	838.795
	649
	
	
	




	Social group
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	.018
	1
	.018
	.014
	.906

	Within Groups
	838.777
	647
	1.296
	
	

	Total
	838.795
	649
	
	
	




	Mother’s social group
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	.600
	2
	.300
	.231
	.794

	Within Groups
	838.028
	645
	1.299
	
	

	Total
	838.628
	649
	
	
	






	Spouse’s social group
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	2.900
	4
	.725
	.561
	.691

	Within Groups
	827.044
	640
	1.292
	
	

	Total
	829.944
	649
	
	
	




· Modern scale

	Age
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	15.470
	5
	3.094
	2.109
	.063

	Within Groups
	940.307
	641
	1.467
	
	

	Total
	955.777
	649
	
	
	




	Place of birth
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	1.698
	1
	1.698
	1.150
	.284

	Within Groups
	955.042
	647
	1.476
	
	

	Total
	956.740
	649
	
	
	




	Places lived
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	.641
	1
	.641
	.432
	.511

	Within Groups
	946.282
	647
	1.486
	
	

	Total
	946.923
	649
	
	
	




	Marital status
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	17.406
	3
	5.802
	3.984
	.088

	Within Groups
	939.334
	645
	1.456
	
	

	Total
	956.740
	649
	
	
	




	Education
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	10.044
	5
	2.009
	1.364
	.236

	Within Groups
	946.695
	643
	1.472
	
	

	Total
	956.740
	649
	
	
	




	Social group
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	.014
	1
	.014
	.010
	.922

	Within Groups
	956.726
	647
	1.479
	
	

	Total
	956.740
	649
	
	
	




	Mother’s social group
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	1.461
	2
	.731
	.493
	.611

	Within Groups
	955.278
	645
	1.481
	
	

	Total
	956.739
	649
	
	
	





	Spouse’s social group
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	11.958
	4
	2.989
	2.051
	.086

	Within Groups
	932.855
	640
	1.458
	
	

	Total
	944.812
	649
	
	
	










































[bookmark: _Toc6472847]Appendix 6: Phonetic transcription of voice samples
VS1
ʔsalaim ʕlykum wa rah̩matu allaːh wa barakatuh (peace be upon you all)
ʔma (I) ʃaifa (see) maːʃaːʔlaːh kutla huaʔiaː(a mass of air) mumtˌiɾah (which is rainy) kuːlha (all of it) jaiːa (coming) ʕlmammʈiɡa  alɡˈaɾbiaː (towards the eastern region)
aːlaːh (may Allah) ydiːma (gives us) xyɾ (goodness) haːda (of this) almatˌar (rain) wibʕid (and to keep away) ʕaːma (from us) ʃaɾ (the worse of) alhwa wa alryaːh̩ (winds)
wi ʔyjʕlha (and may Allah makes it) suɡyaː xyɾ (good rain) laː suɡyaː (not rains of) ʕazaːb (torment).

VS2
ʔlh̩yim (now) ʔh̩ma (we) mabi (want) mʃwuf (to see)ʔlðˤrwuf (conditions) aljawiyah (climate) balsuʕudyah (in Saudi Arabia).
maθalam (for example) fi ( in ) ʔlmamt̩iɡah (the region) alwustˌah (central) ʔlʔjwaʔ (the weather) maːt̩irah (rains) ʔibɡˈazaːrah (heavily) 
ʔmma (while) faljumwub (in the south) zaxaːt (drops) mitfariɡah (distributed) ʔimm (from) ʔlmat̩ar (the rain). 
wi (and) tijy (coming) lilsuʕudyah (to Saudi Arabia) kutlah (a mass) hwaʔiya (of air) dafyah (warm) ʔmm (from) ʔljamwb (the south) wi (and) kutlah (a mass) hwaʔiya (of air) dafyah (warm) ʔmm (coming from) ʔʃamaːl(the north).
ʕamatam (generally) ʔlðˤrwuf ʔɭmumaxyah (climate conditions) fi (in) ʔlmamlakah (the kingdom) ʔlʕarbyah (Arabia) ʔsuʕudyah (Saudi) taxtalif (differ) ʕla (according) h̩asab (to) ʔlmamt̩iɡa (the region). 

VS3
ʔjaw (the weather) ʕimdma (in our country) ya h̩abaybi (my dear) mitɡalib (is varient) 
zay masalam (for example) fiː (in) aʃamaːl (the north) aʃita (winter) ʕimdahum (in their region) baɾd (is cold)
wi (and) maɾat (sometimes) ymzulahum (they have) talj (some snow)
wa (and) ʔs̩yf (summer) ʕimdahm (in their region) dafa (warm)
ʔma (while) ʔljamub (the south) jawahum (their weather) yiʃbah (similar to) ʔʃamal (the noth) ʃuwya (a bit)
ʔila ʔimu (though) yumzul lahum (they have) ʔah̩yamam (sometimeas) mat̩aɾ (rain) fiː (in) fas̩l (season) ʔas̩yaf (summer). 
fiː (in) ʔlmamt̩iɡah (the region) aʃaɾɡyah (eastern) baɾdahum (their coldness) baɾd (is harsh) wi (and) h̩aɾahum (their hot weather) h̩aɾ (is extremely hot)
yimxuɾ fiː ʔlʕadˤim (it gets inside the body) zy ma byiɡulu (as they say).

VS4
raːh̩ (we will) mitkalam (talk) ʕam (about) ʔlðˤrwuf (conditions) ʔlmumaxyah (climate) fi (in) ʔɭmamɭakah (kingdom) ʔlʕarbyah (Arabia) ʔlsuʕudyah (Saudi)
ʕimdik (for example) majd (the central region) ʔjwaʔhaː(their weather) matˌrah (rainy) ʔu (and) bardah (cold) ba (in) aʃita (winter)
ʔmma (while) as̩yf (in the summer) jaf (dry) wi (and) h̩ar (hot)
ʔmma (as for) aljamwb (the south) daːfi (warm) wa (and) mumkim (maybe) yijih (it has) rðaːð ( drops) imm aɭmat̩ar (of rains) bils̩yf (in the summer)
wimʃuf (while when we see) ʔʃamal (the north) ʔjwaʔh (their weather) jaːfah (dry) biʃakil ʕaːm (generally)

VS5
ʔsaɭaim ʕɭykum wa rah̩matu allaːh wa barakatuh (peace be upon you all)
haːði (these) alʔyaːm (days) tamur (experience) ʔsuʕudyah (Saudi Arabia) biʔjwaʔ (weather) dafyah (warm) tuʔθir (which affects) ʕla (on) mmaːt̩iɡ (all regions) ʔɭmamɭakah (of the kingdom) biʃakil ʕaːm (generally).
fyi baʕdˌ ʔlʔh̩yaːm (sometimes) mamt̩iɡat (region) ʔʃamal (nothern) tkwum (becomes) ʔbrad (colder) mim (than) mmt̩iɡat (region) majd (the central region) wa (and) ʔljamwb (the south)
ʕamatam (generally) ʔjwaːʔ (the weather) ʔlmamlakah (of the kingdom) daːfyah (warm) fiː (during) kil (all) ʔlfus̩ul (seasons). 
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