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Quantifying dialectal input: Manual coding vs. perceptual ratings
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Data: one-minute-long parental picture descriptions collected via App [8], 2047 words in total (20 descriptions, five per dialect strength
category (based on perceptual ratings)

Manual coding (of word forms) Perceptual ratings (dialect strength)
— Encoding of realisation using xml-snippets in Praat: Standard word form, — Perceived dialect strength was
spoken-language specific variant, e.g. reductions (general variant) or dialectal coded (and averaged) by 4 raters
word form/realisation from different regions of Germany
— Each recording was annotated by two independent annotators and on a 4-point scale [9]

disagreements in annotation of word forms were resolved by two annotators
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Example annotation of a recording with dialect strength score of 4 : _ . . .

(marked with an X in the map above). Note that clitics (‘s) have  Mean proportion of general Averaged dialect = all born and raised in

been added to the preceding word. Proportion of general variants and dialectal variants strength score Baden-vyliertiemberg or

Bavaria

Is 0.2 (1/5) and proportion of dialectal variants is 0.4 (2/5).

209 average mirwise » — Supporting reliability
- 0 v ITWI _ of perceptual coding
agreement for dialect strength % 0-5 _ _ ~ of dialect strength

ratings (SD = 15%) a dialectal Va”a”tsi _ High correlation with
— ngh rellablllty for perceptual cg 0.4 proportion of variant
dialect scores (ICC = 0.88) and e L word forms
moderate for 3-point coding of g0.3- O " > > Valid and reliable
word forms (ICC = 0.55) 1= % measure for quanti-
— Correlation of mean proportion of go_g é - fying dialectal input
general and dialectal variants © Q % X o O
with mean dialect strength rating 2, & 5 % — -
" ] C
— General variants: No ! > e
correlation with dialect rating 2 X A2 O .
(r=0.18, p > 0.4) ’ =00 general variants plelfcve;taral\,\rl:t'angzlyn
= 0.18, . u | |
— Dialectal variants: Strong | | | | the study of early word
positive correlation (r = 0.97, 1 2 S 4 form representations?
0 < 0.001) Mean dialect strength rating

[1] Lameli, A. (2022): Syllable Structure Spatially Distributed: Patterns of Monosyllables in German Dialects. J. Ger. Linguistic 43(3). 241-287. [2] Orena, A. J., Byers-Heinlein, K., Polka, L. 2019.
Reliability of the Language Environment Analysis (LENA) in French-English Bilingual Speech. J. Speech Lang. Hear. Res., 2491-2500. [3] Zahner-Ritter, K., Jakob, M., Lindauer, M., Braun, B. 2021.
Phonological variability in child-directed speech is not affected by recording setting: Preliminary results on Southern German and Swiss German. 4th PaPE, Barcelona Spaln [4] Bent, T Holt, R. F., Van Deutsche
Engen, K. J., Jamsek, I. A., Arzbecker, L. J., Liang, L., & Brown, E. 2021. How pronunciation distance impacts word recognition in children and adults. J. Acoust. Soc. Am. 150/6, 4103—4117 [5] Heerlnga DFG _

W. J. 2004. Measuring Dialect Pronunciation Differences using Levenshtein Distance. University of Groningen. [6] Stolten, K., Engstrand, O. 2003. Effects of perceived age on perceived d|aIect strength: Forschungsgemeinschaft
A listening test using manipulations of  speaking rate  and FO. Umea  University, Department of  Philosophy and Linguistcs PHONUM 9, 29-32.

[7] Grondelaers, S., van Hout, R., van der Harst, S. 2015. Subjective accent strength perceptions are not only a function of objective accent strength. Evidence from Netherlandic Standard Dutch. Speech

Commun. 74, 1—-11. [8] Braun, B., N. Czeke, J. Rimpler, C. Zinn, J. Probst, B. Goldlucke, J. Kretschmer & K. Zahner-Ritter (2021): Remote testing of the familiar word effect with non-dialectal and dialectal _ _
German-learning 1-2-year-olds. Front. Psychol. 714363. [9] Floccia, C, J. Butler, F. Girard & J. Goslin (2009): Categorization of regional and foreign accent in 5- to 7-year-old British children. [JBD 33(4). Email: sarah.warchhold@uni-konstanz.de

References



