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» Phonetic Accommodation
= Speakers’ tendency to modify their speech patterns during interaction
= 3 types of accommodation: 1. Convergence, 2. Divergence; 3. Maintenance

» The type and degree of phonetic accommodation depends on...
= 1. phonetic difference between speaker and model talker

o E.g., larger 2 more likely to converge [1]
= 2.sociolinguistic factors
o E.g., gender, race, perceived attractiveness [2]
» Theories on Phonetic Accommodation
" |nteractive Alignment Model (IAM) [3]
o An automatic process caused by priming solely on linguistic level
= Communication Accommodation Theory (CAT) [4]
o A socially motivated behaviour to adjust the social distance
» However, previous studies mostly...
= 1.examine phonetic distance from a cross-variety perspective [5]
o -2 this study analyzes phonetic distance within a language variety
d focus on individual variation within a linguistic community
v’ L2 varieties, such as Hong Kong English (HKE), provides an ideal
testing ground due to their high individual variability [6]
= 2. focus on human-directed speech (human-human interaction) [7]
o -2 this study examines Al-directed speech (Al-human interaction)
[ assess whether accommodation is socially motivated
v Al voices that closely resemble human speech offer a unique chance

to examine this theoretical debate, as they differ primarily in their
sociolinguistic characteristics rather than their acoustic properties
» Research Questions
= 1. Is the type of accommodation mediated by the initial phonetic distance
between the L2 speaker and the model talker of L1 English?
= 2. Does accommodation differ between interactions with a human and an

acoustically matched Al interlocutor?

> Participants: =) 30 HKE speakers (12M, 18F; age: 21.60+2.62)
= Age of English Acquisition: 1-6 (2.83+1.15)
= |ELTS or equivalent: 6-8 (7.29+0.59)
» Model talker (MT): = A male L1 speaker of Standard Southern British English
> (@ Al voice of MT was generated using CosyVoice 2
= - Prosodic characteristics are preserved
= - Nosignificant difference in FO, F1, F2, F3 values
= - Difference in voice quality attributable to the speech synthesis process
» Experimental Design
= Between-subjects design: @l Al Condition OR = Human Condition
= Dialogue: 3 words are selected to elicit the corner vowels /i, a, u/ respectively

" |mmersion: An error-repair conversation with the same speaker

. | don’t have much time for dinner tonight.

(Pre-immersion)

ao| /
\ /\ Any suggestions for something quick but tasty?

)

™ : | think pasta would be good. A glass of juice
would make the pasta less heavy and more refreshing.

- Y
I @] / - :What you just said was loop.

> Data Processing
1) Midpoint F1 & F2 of the dialogues’ vowels were extracted and normalized
oetween each participant’s corner vowel and the

produced by the model talker was calculated using

2) Acoustic distance
corresponding vowe
Euclidean distance in the F1-F2 space

1. The slope (solid line) was positive

= =3 degree of consistency in speakers’ production before & after immersion
2. The slope was also different from the maintenance line (dashed line) of 1

= =evidence that initial phonetic distance affects the type of accommodation

Maintenance (pre-immersion = post-immersion)
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Fig. 1. Effect of the initial phonetic distance on the final phonetic distance.

3. For the same initial phonetic distance, Al-directed speech yielded a smaller final
phonetic distance, showing a greater degree in convergence and a reduced degree in

divergence
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4. Interlocutor type affects the threshold (= y-intercept/(1-slope))
" Alower convergence threshold in Al-directed speech (Al: 0.25; Human: 0.38)
o Easier to elicit phonetic convergence in Al-directed speech (=
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Fig. 2. Comparison of phonetic accommodation towards Al and human interlocutors.

» Type of phonetic accommodation is mediated by the initial phonetic distance

= Supporting the view that phonetic difference effect operates within varieties as
well, rather than being solely accounted for by a cross-variety perspective
" Suggesting convergence may only be initiated when the initial distance between
interlocutors is sufficiently large; otherwise, being too close initially may lead to
speakers attempting to differentiate themselves from one another
o Whether this behaviour is conscious remains to be explored
» Phonetic accommodation is affected by the type of interlocutor,
evidence for CAT [3], a socially driven account of phonetic accommodation
" Highlighting the need to incorporate additional social factors in accounting for
accommodation patterns, particularly in the era of Al
» However, it remains unclear why human speakers are more likely to converge in Al-

directed speech than in human-directed speech
" One possible explanation is that Al interlocutors reduce socially evaluative

providing

pressures, thus increasing speakers’ willingness to reduce social distance
» Ongoing work will further investigate how awareness of Al shaped by visual cues,
perceived differences, and social factors affect phonetic accommodation
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