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ABSTRACT
A recent model of sound change posits that the direction of change is determined, at least in part, by the
distribution of variation within speech communities (Harrington et al., 2018). We explore this model in the
context of bilingual speech, asking whether the less variable language constrains phonetic variation in the more
variable language, focusing on two variable consonant patterns in a corpus of spontaneous speech from early
Cantonese-English bilinguals (Johnson et al., 2020), and two monolingual English comparison corpora (North
American varieties; Pitt et al., 2005; Swan, 2016). Corpus phonetics methods and mixed-effects models probe
crosslinguistic influence and language mode.
As predicted, given the phonetic distributions of stop obstruents in Cantonese compared to English,
intervocalic English /b d ɡ/ were produced with less voicing, and word-final English /p t k/ were more likely
to be unreleased for Cantonese-English bilinguals, compared to spontaneous speech from the monolingual
corpora. English is reportedly highly variable in both of these cases (Davidson, 2011; 2016), where Cantonese
is not. First, Cantonese has no categorically voiced obstruents. Second, while Cantonese phonology permits
both short-lag and long-lag initial stops, oral stops are unreleased in codas (Bauer & Benedict, 2011). For each
study, a second model examined language mode in the bilingual corpus—operationalized as proximity to a
code-switch and the order of languages in the corpus interviews. Neither variable was significant, though
interview order patterned as expected.
Our results provide evidence that the distribution of phonetic variation within each language shapes bilinguals'
productions of speech sounds with a phonological match in the other language. That our results differ from
prior lab-based work (Polinsky, 2018) highlights the importance of examining spontaneous speech when
making generalizations about behavior. Altogether, this work supports a mechanistic account for why some
segments are more susceptible to crosslinguistic influence than others.
References
Bauer, R. S., & Benedict, P. K. (2011). Modern Cantonese phonology. De Gruyter Mouton.
Davidson, L. (2011). Characteristics of stop releases in American English spontaneous speech. Speech
Communication, 53(8), 1042–1058.
Davidson, L. (2016). Variability in the implementation of voicing in American English obstruents. Journal of
Phonetics, 54, 35–50.
Harrington, J., Kleber, F., Reubold, U., Schiel, F., & Stevens, M. (2018). Linking cognitive and social aspects
of sound change using agent-based modeling. Topics in Cognitive Science, 10(4), 707–728.
Johnson, K. A., Babel, M., Fong, I., & Yiu, N. (2020). SpiCE: A New open-access corpus of conversational
bilingual speech in Cantonese and English. Proceedings of the 12th Language Resources and Evaluation
Conference, 4089–4095.
Pitt, M. A., Johnson, K., Hume, E., Kiesling, S., & Raymond, W. (2005). The Buckeye corpus of
conversational speech: Labeling conventions and a test of transcriber reliability. Speech Communication,
45(1), 89–95.
Polinsky, M. (2018). Heritage languages and their speakers. Cambridge University Press.
Swan, J. T. (2016). Language ideologies, border effects, and dialectal variation: Evidence from /æ/, /aʊ/, and
/aɪ/ in Seattle, WA and Vancouver, BC (Doctoral dissertation, University of Chicago).

