Experience affects dialect categorization of Singlish, and highlights differences In
explicit and emergent categories across listener groups
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How do Singaporean and American listeners categorize Singlish”?

Background Responses Discussion
. Recent approaches to categorization focus on ; Singaporeans (n=132) : ! Americans (n=137) : Gradient Dialect Categorization
its context-dependent and ad hoc nature [1] . . N . L
L . . Proportior Proportion of ‘More Singlish’ responses for AM » Dialect categorization is similar to other types
» Early linguistic experience increases accuracy of e o . - o
. o . . . | | 1111 ] raer of categorization
identifying American English dialects [2] = J INRERD _ =" X | P,
 Listener judgments often measured against =" - | ] = :\s/teenngrsociipoc;,cagce)gr;norlazriesca)z untamiliar dialect
researcher-determined labels :: ' | ERREERRRRE R+ J P P o
» Investigation of prosodic cues helps inform how o« SG mal|<t§ rlnore gratQ|ent categorizations and
we can understand ‘familiarity’  Associated with higher pitch PVI g=0.19, p=.037), lower pitch » Told that Singlish is a type of English spoken with friends use muitipie atoustc cues
variance (3=-0.20, p=.023), and faster articulation rate (5=0.21, p=.043) » Only associated faster articulation rate (3=0.18, p=.021)
Present Studv: : : Speech-based Associations
- . . A Reaction Time . . .
 Singlish, an ideologically-loaded variety of » Listeners store non-lexical prosodic cues that
English used in Singapore RT for Only Clips lIdentified as ‘More Singlish’ RT for Trial Completion carry social meaning
» Singaporean listeners (SG) _ _ | | * AM associate fast speech rate with informality,
o Associate Singlish with informality, Singaporean American Singaporean American casualness, non-standardness, etc.
non-standardness, efc. * Pitch variability aligns with phrasal units In
* American listeners (AM) : Singapore English [3]; not accessible for AM
o No associations with Singlish | | , » But some aspects of speech can be familiar
o No exposure to Singlish L el el | even without prior exposure
Talker SRE K, .0 o Talker
z z 2 2 T
Methods ;- g . ;- T A - i . Emergent Groups
Speeded Forced-Choice Task "% "% . e "% "% | -~ | » AM’s uncertainty in categorizing high Singlish
40 natural-speech stimuli *§> *g, - w2 *g, ‘ *§> - w2 score clips suggests no emergent group
10 Chinese Singaporean talkers (5 M, 5 F) " IRy ~ « | » Emergent groups without explicit labels for SG,
1.4 to 2.6 seconds long 17T 1 1t ! | but not AM
Lexically and syntactically similar to Std English |  But AM access enough variation to reliably
categorize unfamiliar stimuli
CPIIPS"1 CP“RL"Z o - Singlish ;gi)re N g?riglish scgor?)e - o - Singlish (;Océlore - N gioriglish scgi?)e - References
Y Both SG and AM faster tc Emergent group AM: No difference in trial | | [ Sosesenis, D & Lupvan. & 2016) Bl oot o o0 poe e g &
R s A S categorize higher Slng“Sh score without explicit label Comp|etion time Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. 2. Clopper, C. G., & Pisoni, D. B. (2004). Homebodies and army

brats: Some effects of early linguistic experience and residential history on dialect categorization.
Language Variation and Change, 16(1), 31-48. 3. Chong, A. J. (2012). A preliminary model of
not for AM Score Singaporean English intonational phonology. UCLA Working Papers in Phonetics, 111, 41-62.

clips as ‘More Singlish’ for SG but regardless of Singlish

6 blocks x 20 trials; within-block randomization
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