Quantifying dialectal input:
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When investigating phonological representations in infants, accurately quantifying the
phonological variability in children’s input (e.g., induced by regional accents) can be
challenging and time-consuming. Here, we test whether subjective ratings of perceived dialect
strength, an efficient way of capturing dialectal variability, are a reliable and valid alternative
to manually coding phonological alternations and hence quantify the variability in the input.
We sampled twenty 1-minute parental picture-descriptions of different dialect strengths (Braun
etal. 2021). Perceived dialect strength was coded by 4 raters from different regions of Germany
on a 4-point scale (cf. Floccia et al. 2009). Two independent annotators coded word forms in
three ways: no variants, general variants or dialectal, using xml-snippets in Praat (for examples
of coding of variants see Figure 1).

Reliability was high for the 4-point perceptual dialect scores (ICC=0.88) and moderate for the
3-point coding of word forms (dialectal, general, none, ICC=0.55). Dialect scores were
averaged and disagreements in annotation of word forms were resolved. Resolved annotations
were used for further analyses. To check whether perceptual ratings are a valid way of
quantifying dialectal input, we correlated the mean proportion of general and dialectal variants
in a sound file with mean dialect strength rating. Spearman’s rho showed no correlation for
general variants (r=0.18, p>0.4), but a strong positive correlation for the proportion of dialectal
variants (r=0.97, p<0.001), see Figure 2.

In sum, our results showed high inter-rater reliability for perceptual judgments and a strong
positive correlation with proportion of dialectal variants. Our data support the reliability of
perceptual coding of dialect strength (cf. Grondelaers, van Hout & van der Harst 2015; Ryan
1973; Van Bezooijen & Van Hout 1985) revealing high correlation with the proportion of
variant word forms, and hence seem a valid and reliable measure for quantifying dialectal input.



400!
3001
200

T e
e L

1 (T

A
LA

Frequency (Hz)

120

<v=*“schau”>guck</v> und da <d="*gibt es”>hats</d> <d=“Himbeeren”>Himbeere </d >

und da

Guck

hat’s

Himbeere

Time (s)

Figure 1 Exemplary excerpt from annotation process in Praat. Tier 1 shows the xml-snippets. Tier 2 shows word forms that
were produced based on Standard German phonological rules. Tier 3 shows general variants and dialectal variants are shown
in Tier 4. Clitics (‘s) have been added to the preceding word and are not counted as an extra word. The file has a dialect
strength score of 4. For this utterance, the proportion of general variants is 0.2 (1/5) and the proportion of dialectal variants is

0.4 (2/5).
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Figure 2 Scatterplot showing (mean) proportion of dialectal (X) and general (O) variants across mean dialect strength ratings

and regression lines for dialectal variants starting at 0 and general variants starting at 0.1)
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