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	Flight attendant
 “I believe I’d be a good fit for this flight attendant role because I have a good sense for customer service and a passion for creating good experiences for people. I attended a top flight-attendant training program and gained experience in providing excellent service in my previous roles. I know that passengers have diverse needs and preferences, and I’m used to ensuring their comfort and safety during their flights. I work well in a team and can handle high-pressure situations well. If I have the opportunity to work with your airline, I will work to improve my skills and contribute positively to the success of the team. I have been working as a flight attendant for three years, primarily based in Calgary.”
	Fashion designer
“I believe I’d be a strong fit for the fashion designer role because I have a deep passion for creating unique and stylish clothing. I’ve previously worked in a design studio, where I honed my skills in sketching, pattern-making, and fabric selection. My experience has allowed me to understand the diverse preferences of clients and translate their visions into fashionable garments, even under time pressure. I also believe in being a team player and supporting my colleagues as much as I can. I'm excited about the opportunity to join your fashion design team, add value to the brand, and continue expanding my knowledge within the industry. I have three years of experience as a fashion designer in Calgary.”

	School principal
“I believe that I would be a good fit for the school principal position because I bring a solid foundation of educational knowledge and leadership experience. In my previous role as assistant principal, I played a key role in shaping the educational environment, fostering a positive school culture, and ensuring the academic success of students. Experiencing the day-to-day of a school also helped me develop useful problem-solving skills, and I have a proven track record of working well with teachers, staff, and parents to create a supportive learning environment. I’m excited about the opportunity to demonstrate my commitment to education and contribute to the success of the school community. I’ve been working in education in Calgary for the past 3 years.”
	Bus driver
“I believe my background in passenger services and my time as a bus driver with different transportation companies have equipped me well for this role. I’ve operated a range of buses including motor coaches and articulated city buses and gained valuable experience in ensuring passenger safety and comfort. I’ve also learned how to handle unexpected events, including problems with passengers and some mechanical issues, and I’m familiar with following schedules and adhering to safety regulations. While I know that companies may have unique requirements, I’m eager to learn, take on responsibilities, and work with the team effectively to contribute to the efficiency and success of the company. I have three years of experience as a bus driver in Calgary.”
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Based on pre-ratings, the speakers were categorized according to their status (L1 vs. L2) and voice-cued sexual orientation (gay vs. straight).
	Speaker
	Status
	Sexual orientation

	S1
	L1
	Gay

	S2
	L1
	Straight

	S3
	L2
	Gay

	S4
	L2
	Straight

	S5
	L1
	Gay

	S6
	L1
	Straight

	S7
	L2
	Gay

	S8
	L2
	Straight



Because each speaker had to be considered for each of the four jobs, the 32 recordings (4 jobs × 8 speakers) were organized into 16 balanced lists. Lists 1–4 featured speakers S1–S4 rotating across all jobs, with 16 unique listeners assigned to each list. Lists 5–8 featured speakers S5–S8 rotating across all jobs, with 16 unique listeners assigned to each list. Lists 9–12 featured speakers S1, S3, S6, and S8 rotating across all jobs, with 8 unique listeners assigned to each list. Finally, lists 13–16 featured speakers S2, S4, S5, and S7 rotating across all jobs, with 8 unique listeners assigned to each list. Listener assignment to each list followed the pre-determined participation quotas for individuals born in Canada and outside of Canada.
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	Speaker identity
	School principal
	Bus driver
	Flight attendant
	Fashion designer

	Straight-sounding L1 speakers
	79.92
(18.39)
	82.97
(11.85)
	83.93
(12.27)
	82.61
(12.46)

	Gay-sounding L1 speakers
	76.37
(20.42)
	75.28
(20.53)
	76.94
(20.20)
	82.22
(17.12)

	Straight-sounding L2 speakers
	73.12
(23.39)
	75.25
(24.09)
	72.63
(20.95)
	73.54
(17.28)

	Gay-sounding L2 speakers
	67.23
(20.80)
	66.45
(25.91)
	75.97
(19.40)
	71.71
(21.82)


Note. 100-point scale. Standard deviations are shown in parentheses
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We first focused on the binary variables of speaker status (Status) and sexual orientation (SO) as predictors of employability, so we initially did not model pronunciation-related predictors (i.e., accentedness, comprehensibility). To capture job-related effects, we included fixed effects for job communication demands (Job comm), stereotypicality (Job SO), and prestige. Because stigmatized speakers are often stereotyped into particular jobs, we also modeled two-way interactions between language status and sexual orientation and each job variable. Random intercepts were included for listeners and speakers. Trial-level weights reflecting each speaker’s maximum possible employability score were applied. Significant results are illustrated in Figures 1 and 2 of the article.


Final model specification and output: Employability ~ Status × SO + Status × Job com + Status × Job SO + Status + Job prestige + SO × Job com + SO × Job SO + SO + Job prestige + (1 | Listener) + (1 | Speaker)
	Fixed effects
	Estimate
	SE
	95% CI
	z
	p

	Intercept
	1.69
	0.13
	[1.43, 1.95]
	12.74
	< .001

	Speaker status (L2 vs. L1)
	–0.50
	0.13
	[–0.75, –0.25]
	–3.88
	< .001

	Speaker SO (gay vs. straight)
	–0.20
	0.05
	[–0.31, –0.09]
	–3.58
	< .001

	Speaker status × Speaker SO
	0.38
	0.06
	[0.27, 0.50]
	6.75
	< .001

	Job comm (low vs. high)
	0.37
	0.05
	[0.28, 0.46]
	7.71
	< .001

	Job SO (gay vs. straight)
	0.16
	0.05
	[0.07, 0.27]
	3.02
	.002

	Job prestige
	0.34
	0.12
	[0.10, 0.58]
	2.74
	.006

	Speaker status × Job comm
	–0.24
	0.04
	[–0.33, –0.15]
	–5.32
	< .001

	Speaker status × Job SO
	–0.06
	0.06
	[–0.18, 0.07]
	–0.92
	.359

	Speaker status × Job prestige
	0.14
	0.12
	[–0.09, 0.37]
	1.22
	.223

	Speaker SO × Job comm
	–0.10
	0.05
	[–0.30, –0.08]
	–3.47
	< .001

	Speaker SO × Job SO
	–0.01
	0.05
	[–0.11, 0.09]
	–0.15
	.883

	Speaker SO × Job prestige
	0.81
	0.12
	[0.58, 1.04]
	6.91
	< .001

	Random effects
	Variance
	SD
	
	
	

	Speaker
	0.03
	0.17
	
	
	

	Listener
	1.58
	1.26
	
	
	


Note. Reference levels: L1 for speaker status, straight for speaker sexual orientation, high for job communication demands, and gay for job stereotypicality. Pseudo marginal R2 = .06; pseudo conditional R2 = .97.
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Because a comprehensibility-based mechanism could also account for speaker employability in our dataset, we used conditional mediation analyses to estimate direct (controlling for processing fluency), indirect (via processing fluency), and total effects of language status (Status) and sexual orientation (SO) on employability. To control for differences in accent that are independent from comprehensibility (Dragojevic & Giles, 2016; Teló et al., 2022, 2024), we included the speaker’s accentedness ratings as a covariate. To capture job-related effects, we included fixed effects for job communication demands (Job comm), stereotypicality (Job SO), and prestige. Interaction terms involving these variables did not improve model fit and were therefore not retained. Random intercepts were included for listeners only because the mediation package accommodates only one random effect. Trial-level weights reflecting each speaker’s maximum possible employability score were applied. Results for the significant interaction between speakers’ language status and sexual orientation are illustrated in Figure 3.


Mediator model specification and output: Comprehensibility ~ Status × SO + Accentedness + Job com + Job SO + Job prestige + (1 | Listener)
	Fixed effects
	Estimate
	SE
	95% CI
	z
	p

	Intercept
	1.89
	0.10
	[1.69, 2.09]
	18.77
	< .001

	Speaker status (L2 vs. L1)
	–0.52
	0.04
	[–0.60, –0.44]
	–12.53
	< .001

	Speaker SO (gay vs. straight)
	–0.23
	0.04
	[–0.31, –0.16]
	–5.85
	< .001

	Speaker status × Speaker SO
	0.25
	0.05
	[0.15, 0.35]
	4.86
	< .001

	Accentedness
	2.59
	0.05
	[2.49, 2.70]
	47.55
	< .001

	Job comm (low vs. high)
	0.00
	0.02
	[–0.05, 0.05]
	0.01
	 .999

	Job SO (gay vs. straight)
	0.14
	0.02
	[0.10, 0.19]
	6.33
	< .001

	Job prestige
	0.47
	0.07
	[0.33, 0.60]
	6.65
	< .001

	Random effects
	Variance
	SD
	
	
	

	Listener
	1.58
	1.25
	
	
	


Note. Reference levels: L1 for speaker status, straight for speaker sexual orientation, high for job communication demands, and gay for job stereotypicality. Pseudo marginal R2 = .38; pseudo conditional R2 = .98.


Outcome model specification and output: Employability ~ Status × SO + Comprehensibility + Accentedness + Job com + Job SO + Job prestige + (1 | Listener)
	Fixed effects
	Estimate
	SE
	95% CI
	z
	p

	Intercept
	1.59
	0.09
	[1.51, 1.87]
	18.56
	< .001

	Speaker status (L2 vs. L1)
	–0.24
	0.04
	[–0.32, –0.16]
	–6.04
	< .001

	Speaker SO (gay vs. straight)
	–0.31
	0.04
	[–0.39, –0.24]
	–8.67
	< .001

	Speaker status × Speaker SO
	0.19
	0.05
	[0.10, 0.29]
	3.93
	< .001

	Comprehensibility
	2.11
	0.07
	[1.97, 2.24]
	30.68
	< .001

	Accentedness
	–0.24
	0.06
	[–0.35, –0.13]
	–4.24
	< .001

	Job comm (low vs. high)
	0.12
	0.02
	[0.09, 0.17]
	5.42
	< .001

	Job SO (gay vs. straight)
	0.11
	0.02
	[0.07, 0.15]
	5.03
	< .001

	Job prestige
	0.67
	0.07
	[0.54, 0.80]
	9.93
	< .001

	Random effects
	Variance
	SD
	
	
	

	Listener
	1.58
	1.25
	
	
	


Note. Reference levels: L1 for speaker status, straight for speaker sexual orientation, high for job communication demands, and gay for job stereotypicality. Pseudo marginal R2 = .19; pseudo conditional R2 = .97.


Mediation of the effect of language status on employability through comprehensibility
	Effect
	Estimate
	95% CI
	p

	Straight-sounding speakers
	
	
	

	Direct effect
	–0.03
	[–0.04, –0.02]
	< .001

	Mediated effect
	–0.03
	[–0.04, 0.01]
	< .001

	Total effect
	–0.06
	[–0.08, –0.04]
	< .001

	Proportion mediated
	0.47
	[0.24, 0.62]
	< .001

	Gay-sounding speakers
	
	
	

	Direct effect
	–0.01
	[–0.02, 0.00]
	.198

	Mediated effect
	–0.02
	[–0.03, 0.00]
	.084

	Total effect
	–0.02
	[–0.04, –0.00]
	.026

	Proportion mediated
	0.69
	[–0.16, 1.28]
	.066


Note. Reference level: L1 for language status. CIs are quasi-Bayesian intervals estimated through 1,000 simulations of the fitted models


Mediation of the effect of sexual orientation on employability through comprehensibility
	Effect
	Estimate
	95% CI
	p

	L1 speakers
	
	
	

	Direct effect
	–0.04
	[–0.05, –0.03]
	< .001

	Mediated effect
	–0.01
	[–0.03, 0.00]
	.146

	Total effect
	–0.05
	[–0.07, –0.03]
	< .001

	Proportion mediated
	0.22
	[–0.12, 0.42]
	.146

	L2 speakers
	
	
	

	Direct effect
	–0.02
	[–0.03, –0.01]
	< .001

	Mediated effect
	0.00
	[–0.02, 0.02]
	.894

	Total effect
	–0.02
	[–0.04, 0.00]
	.098

	Proportion mediated
	–0.01
	[–12.84, 5.06]
	.992


Note. Reference level: Straight for sexual orientation. CIs are quasi-Bayesian intervals estimated through 1,000 simulations of the fitted models
