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This chapter reviews literature on linguistic accommodation and discusses the role
of accommodation in language change. In the first part, theoretical models of ac-
commodation and linguistic change are introduced and discussed. In these models,
linguistic accommodation (also convergence or synchronization) between individ-
uals is regarded as an important mechanism of language change at the community
level. However, more research is needed to validate theoretical models of accom-
modation and language change. The second part reviews the common research
methods of accommodation studies, with a focus on dialect contact. The reviewed
studies on short- and long-term accommodation used a large variety of methods
and data, whichmakes comparisons across different studies and languages difficult.
The third part of the chapter briefly reviews patterns and processes of accommo-
dation found in the reviewed literature, to identify – in the fourth part – the most
important linguistic and extralinguistic factors involved in accommodation. The
chapter concludes by drawing attention to research gaps in the area of linguistic
accommodation and language change, and proposing possible and desired direc-
tions for future research.

1 Introduction

We define linguistic accommodation as the adjustments speakers make to be-
come linguistically more (convergence) or less (divergence) similar to an inter-
locutor, or to a social environment. When they occur in a single interaction or
experiment over minutes or hours, we will refer to these adjustments as short-
term accommodation. Long-term accommodation will be used when accommoda-
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tion takes place over weeks or months, for instance after a speaker has moved to
a new region or moved in with a new flatmate.1

As we will see below, accommodation can be observed at all linguistic levels.
It can involve the adoption of single elements such as lexical items (Brennan &
Clark 1996), but also more subtle shifts such as a change in speech rate (Putman&
Street 1984) or degree of regional accent (Bourhis & Giles 1977). Accommodation
can further be observed as categorical switches from one language to another in
bilingual speakers (Giles et al. 1973), and is therefore related to language choice
and code-switching (see Chapter 3). Given the focus of this book, the present
chapter primarily discusses situations involving speakers of different dialects or
languages. Nevertheless, research dealing with interlocutors from the same re-
gion will be included to shed light on the role of linguistic and extralinguistic
factors.

Accommodation can also involve non-verbal communication and other kinds
of social behavior (Lakin 2013, Dijksterhuis & Bargh 2001). For this reason, the
phenomenon has been studied not only in linguistics, but in a range of other dis-
ciplines too. The focus of early research on dyadic communication in psychology
was primarily on whether speakers converge, for the purposes of understanding
interview dynamics (e.g. Matarazzo et al. 1963), or investigating the relationship
between personality and imitative behavior (e.g. Natale 1975). In the 1970s, ac-
commodative processes came to the attention of social psychologists who also in-
vestigated the role of language and accent in person perception and inter-group
processes.

For linguistics, however, it is crucial to understand what linguistic features
are subject to the process of accommodation. This issue was soon taken up by
sociolinguists, with Coupland (1984) being the first to concentrate on specific lin-
guistic variables. Most of this early sociolinguistic work (e.g. Rickford & McNair-
Knox 1994, Coupland 1984, Bell 1984, Selting 1985) aims at understanding style-
shifting. Trudgill (1986) is probably the first to apply Communication Accommo-
dation Theory (CAT) to dialect contact and dialect change. He formulated the
idea that long-term changes in linguistic behavior (i.e. long-term accommoda-
tion) are based on repeated short-term accommodation, and further suggests that
accommodation between speakers underlies linguistic change at the community
level (see below). Niedzielski & Giles (1996) propose several ways in which CAT

1Some authors instead use the term “second dialect acquisition” (Siegel 2010) and prefer this
term over long-term accommodation as it denotes permanent changes (Chambers 1992). In
this chapter, we will nonetheless refer to long-term accommodation, as one of our main aims
is a comparison between long- and short-term accommodation.
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could inform our understanding of language contact phenomena, and encourage
linguists to integrate CAT into their research.

Apart from sociolinguistics, accommodation has been examined in other fields
of linguistics too. In recent years, the phenomenon has been extensively studied
in cognitive psychology and psycholinguistics (Garrod & Pickering 2004, Staum
Casasanto et al. 2010). This work has mostly used more controlled laboratory
settings, and the research aims are mainly oriented toward understanding the
mechanisms rather than the social functions of convergence, also referred to as
alignment or entrainment. Although many studies on short-term accommoda-
tion take place in socially impoverished settings, these experiments have much
to say about the linguistic and cognitive factors favoring or inhibiting accommo-
dation. In interactional linguistics, in contrast, speakers’ mutual adjustments are
of interest to understanding discourse structure and dynamics as well as iden-
tity construction through language (e.g. Chakrani 2015, Nilsson 2015). In these
studies, structural patterns are only of secondary interest.

More recently, accommodation has also been studied in applied linguistics and
psychology. For instance, accommodation has been used to assess communica-
tive quality in health communication (see Farzadnia & Giles 2015) and it is an-
alyzed to improve human-machine interaction (e.g. Linnemann & Jucks 2016).
This work mainly uses holistic or listener-based approaches to quantify accom-
modation, and does not usually analyze what specific linguistic features speakers
accommodate to. In recent years, finally, written computer-mediated commu-
nication has also been examined with regard to accommodation (e.g. Danescu-
Niculescu-Mizil et al. 2011, Felder 2023).

As outlined above, the idea of relating accommodation research to the study
of language contact and change is not new. So far, however, there has not been
enough empirical research on this issue. The present chapter reviews empiri-
cal research on linguistic accommodation, focusing on those aspects which are
relevant to the study of language and dialect contact. Therefore, the emphasis
will be on studies involving speakers from different dialects or languages. We
will start by discussing theoretical models of the relationship between accommo-
dation and contact-induced language change. We will then review the existing
literature on accommodation to address the following questions: First, what are
the linguistic patterns resulting from short-term and long-term accommodation?
Second, what linguistic and extralinguistic factors favor or mitigate accommoda-
tion processes? And third, to what extent are these patterns compatible with the
idea that contact-induced language change is initiated in individual interactions?
We will conclude by proposing directions for future research and by elaborating
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how accommodation research could further inform our understanding of deep
time and societal language contact phenomena (see Chapter 1).

1.1 Linguistic accommodation and contact-induced language change

Linguistic accommodation has been a crucial element in models of language
change. In what follows, we review two of the most relevant proposals of such
models, namely, how individual change turns into societal change and how short-
term change becomes lasting change. Lastly, we call attention to several other
aspects where the role of accommodation in language change is relevant.

1.1.1 From the individual to the community

It has long been assumed that linguistic innovations spread via face-to-face con-
tact between individual speakers. As early as the 1930s, Bloomfield (1933: 476–
477) describes how individual speech habits are shaped by those who the speaker
has interacted with before. He also postulates that persons with power and pres-
tige are imitated to a greater extent than socially less influential individuals, and
that imitators themselves will become models in later interactions. He further
formulates the assumption that, with a few exceptions, “the process does not
rise to the level of discussion”. Moreover, he argues that not all linguistic forms
are equally likely to be imitated: “The adjustments are largely minute and consist
in the favoring of speech-forms more often than in the adoption of wholly new
ones. A great deal of adjustment probably concerns non-distinctive variants of
sound” (Bloomfield 1933: 476–477). Bloomfield thus already describes the general
principles of what will later be termed linguistic accommodation, and relates the
phenomenon to dialect leveling and linguistic change.

A more detailed model of the relationship between linguistic accommodation
and dialect leveling and change is formulated by Trudgill (1986). He draws a link
between social psychologists’ CAT and the question of linguistic diffusion in
space, i.e., the micro and the macro level of dialect contact:

Clearly, if a linguistic feature has spread from one region to another, it must
have spread from one speaker to another, and then on to other speakers and
so on. But how exactly are linguistic forms transmitted from one geograph-
ical area to another at the level of the individual speaker (Trudgill 1986: 39).

Trudgill suggests that accommodation is the mechanism of diffusion at the
micro level, arguing that “if a speaker accommodates frequently enough to a
particular accent or dialect [. . .] then the accommodation may in time become
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permanent, particularly if attitudinal factors are favorable” (Trudgill 1986: 39).
This idea was then taken up by Auer & Hinskens (2005) who refined the so-
called change-by-accommodation model. According to their model, short-term
shifts may, through repeated interactions, accumulate in long-term accommoda-
tion and thus lead to innovation in an individual’s speech habit. Given favorable
network structures and the critical mass of speakers displaying an innovative fea-
ture, the innovation may – again via accommodation – spread to other speakers
and lead to linguistic change at the community level.

1.1.2 From short-term to long-term

Although the change-by-accommodation model is widely acknowledged in lin-
guistics, there is a lack of empirical evidence for the idea that repeated short-
term accumulates into long-term accommodation. Auer & Hinskens (2005) com-
pare several sociolinguistic case studies on short-term or long-term accommoda-
tion, with linguistic change taking place at the community level. Based on these
case studies, they conclude that patterns observed in individual speakers do not
align with the change described at the community level. As a result, the authors
question the change-by-accommodation model. Their evaluation of the model is
mainly based on studies of accommodation which used auditory-phonetic meth-
ods. It is thus possible that with more sophisticated, acoustic methods, subtler
shifts in pronunciation could be observed, or that other linguistic levels, such as
morphology or syntax, behave differently from phonology.

To our knowledge, the only study so far that systematically analyzes variabil-
ity over short and long time periods is Sonderegger et al. (2017). This work in-
vestigates phonetic variability for five phonological variables (three vowels, stop
aspiration and voicing and /t/-deletion) and compares the variability on a daily
basis with the variability on a monthly basis in 12 participants of the TV show
UK Big Brother. The authors’ approach permits studying variability – and accom-
modation – in a closed communication system where the speakers only commu-
nicate among themselves, and with nobody from outside the house. They found
that day-to-day variability is very common for all speakers and all five variables
they looked into. Some speakers showed a trend over time for some variables
(i.e. lowering of F2 over several weeks). For many speakers and many variables,
however, day-by-day variability did not accumulate into a stable pattern, and
overall, there was no evidence for accommodation despite frequent interaction.
The only clear evidence for convergence was found for two individuals who also
formed a close social bond. Sonderegger et al. (2017) confirm the effect of linguis-
tic as well as by social factors on time-dependent phonetic variability, but they

21



Hanna Ruch & Carlota de Benito Moreno

also show that, in their data, short-term trends only occasionally accumulate
into longer-term changes. The authors speculate that this is the case because
individual speakers exhibit considerable differences in terms of pronunciation
plasticity. Based on their findings, Sonderegger et al. (2017) speculate that ac-
cent change over several years may vary even more between different speakers,
because long-term changes themselves are assumed to build upon medium-term
changes. The study suggests that, like short-term accommodation, medium-term
dynamics of phonetic variables is mediated by social and linguistic factors as well
as individual differences. Sonderegger et al. (2017) relate the important individual
differences in phonetic plasticity to the different roles individuals may adopt in
the spread of sound change (reminiscent of the contrasts between early adopters
and innovators, see Milroy & Milroy 1985).

Further indirect evidence for a more complex relationship between short-term
and long-term accommodation comes from studies on long-term accommoda-
tion (see Ruch et al. 2018). First, most adults hardly ever acquire a second di-
alect perfectly, even after living in a new social environment for several years
(Siegel 2010). And second, there are examples of accent reversal, showing that re-
peated short-term accommodation does not necessarily accumulate over time
and therefore does not necessarily lead to long-term accommodation. For in-
stance, the British journalist and radio presenter Alistair Cooke first converged
toward American English after having migrated from the UK to the USA, but
shifted back to his British English accent (i.e. reversed his accent) in later life
(Reubold & Harrington 2015). Similar findings are reported byWerlen & Schlegel
(2006) who investigate how speakers fromValais, a canton in the southern part of
Switzerland, change their pronunciation after relocating to Berne. Two years af-
ter relocating, five out of 18 participants used fewer Bernese variants than shortly
after relocation. More longitudinal studies and more research comparing short-
and long-term accommodation within individuals are needed to empirically val-
idate this relationship.

1.2 Toward an improved change-by-accommodation model

In this section, we highlight a number of lines of research that have not received
as much attention as others, but which seem to us to be of crucial importance to
shed light on the role of accommodation in language change. First, it is assumed
that long-term accommodation is relevant to understanding contact-induced lan-
guage change such as, for instance, dialect leveling (Trudgill 1986, see also Chap-
ter 6). If a group of speakersmoves from regionA to region B, this may eventually
lead to innovation or contact-induced change in variety B. However, studies on
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long-term accommodation most commonly focus on mobile speakers, that is, on
the effects on variety A, and do not usually address linguistic variability within
the receiving community, i.e., effects on variety B.

A possible exception is Klee & Caravedo (2006) who study the speech of An-
dean migrants in Lima and also analyze a control group of lower-class Limeños,
the social group most likely to be in contact with the migrant population. Klee &
Caravedo (2006) find no evidence of change within the receiving community’s
variety as a result of contact with migrants. That is, this study does not support
the idea that migrants spread linguistic features to a new community. Escobar
(2007), on the contrary, suggests that migrant speakers brought Andean Spanish
features into costeño Spanish spoken in Lima, although she considers this influ-
ence to be restricted to syntactic features of low sociolinguistic salience. Ideally,
future work would concentrate not only on mobile individuals, but also inves-
tigate the possible effects on the variety of the receiving community. We argue
that in order to understand contact-induced change, the receiving community
is as important as the migrating individuals. Long-term changes in the speech
of mobile individuals, on the other hand, provide ideal scenarios for studying
dialect attrition within individuals.

Second, althoughmost research on accommodation has dealt with adult speak-
ers, children may be as relevant as adults when it comes to testing and refining
the change-by-accommodationmodel. It is generally acknowledged that children
acquire a second dialect more quickly and more easily than adults (Siegel 2010)
when moving to a new environment. At the same time, they seem to be quite
sensitive to linguistic variation from early on. For instance, Jones et al. (2017)
show that even some of the 4–5-year old participants are able to distinguish their
own regional variety from other varieties of American English. Khattab (2013) de-
scribes how three children between 5 and 10 years of age converge and diverge
in the use of local, standard and non-native phonetic features in English when
interacting with their mothers. Children might be relevant to dialect leveling and
change for several reasons. They may acquire a dialect imperfectly, bringing D1
features into D2, but may also become bidialectal speakers, that is, become flu-
ent in both dialects while still separating them. For instance, they may use D1 at
home, and D2 in school and elsewhere. Finally, children may also end up with
a mixed variety (Chambers 1992, Tagliamonte & Molfenter 2007), which Klee
& Caravedo (2006) regard as a possible source for dialect leveling and change,
presupposing a critical mass of speakers.

Third, the model remains rather vague about how exactly contact between
speakers takes place, and about the kinds of situations that facilitate either short-
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or long-term accommodation. A central question is whether the former or the lat-
ter has more impact on a given linguistic variety. More concrete predictions and,
ideally, their empirical validation would allow for linking these ideas to issues
of areal linguistics (see Chapters 6 and 7). We can think of at least two scenarios
leading to the patterns found in areal linguistics. First, speakers aremore likely to
move to close-by, culturally and linguistically similar areas (e.g. Falck et al. 2016).
In this case, linguistic similarity would be induced by the mobile speakers’ in-
fluence on the local dialect. Alternatively, places within shorter travel distances
might favor frequent short-term contacts, for instance, through trading, commut-
ing, etc. In the latter case, dialect change and leveling would take place through
repeated short-term accommodation in face-to-face interactions.

2 Approaches

In this section, we present the most common methods used in accommodation
research. We will start by presenting the methodological approaches to short-
term accommodation and then discuss themost commonmethods that have been
used to study long-term accommodation.

2.1 Short-term accommodation

Studies on short-term accommodation can roughly be divided into two types: dia-
logue studies and shadowing tasks. Dialogue studies analyze recorded dialogues
between speakers, mostly between unacquainted persons. In most study designs,
the participants are given a collaborative task such as describing a route on amap
to their interactant (i.e. a map task, e.g. Pardo 2006), or finding the differences
on otherwise identical pictures (i.e. a diapix task, e.g. Kim 2013). In other work,
participants are asked to converse freely (e.g. Schweitzer & Lewandowski 2013).
Dialogue studies represent more natural speech situations than shadowing tasks,
making them suitable to investigate socio-psychological issues such as the rela-
tionship between accommodation and speaker perception.

So-called shadowing tasks (Goldinger 1998, Shockley et al. 2004, Babel 2010),
in contrast, involve more controlled situations, which makes them particularly
appealing for studying the effect of linguistic factors. The experiments typically
comprise three phases: (1) recording the participants’ baseline productions, (2)
having participants listen to the speech of a model speaker over headphones and
(3) recording the participants’ post-task speech. Post-task productions are then
compared to the baseline productions to see whether the participants became
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linguistically more similar, that is, whether they converged towards the model
speaker. Variations of the paradigm have been implemented in web-based ex-
periments (Weatherholtz et al. 2014) and in experiments involving nonhuman
model speakers (e.g. Beckner et al. 2016). The listening task can consist of isolated
words (e.g. Goldinger 1998) or a longer passage (e.g. Yu et al. 2013, Weatherholtz
et al. 2014). Sometimes, listeners are asked to repeat each word separately, while
in other cases, the listening and speaking tasks are taken in blocks, implying a
longer pause between the listening task and the post-task production.

The methods to assess accommodation also vary considerably across studies
and subdisciplines. Dialogue studies have often assessed accommodation by ask-
ing independent listeners to judge the similarity of dialogue excerpts (Pardo 2006,
Kim 2013). This approach has been used in several shadowing tasks too (e.g.
Goldinger 1998), turning out to be a very useful method for assessing the global
similarity of isolated words. In other phonetically-oriented studies, specific pa-
rameters are measured (e.g. Babel 2010, De Looze et al. 2014) which, however,
correlated only marginally with perceived similarity as assessed by independent
listeners (Pardo et al. 2013, Walker & Campbell-Kibler 2015, Abel & Babel 2016,
Pardo et al. 2017). Research on lexical, syntactic, or morphological accommoda-
tion usually quantifies the frequency of the linguistic variants under study (e.g.
Beckner et al. 2016, Weatherholtz et al. 2014).

These differences in research design as well as in the quantification of accom-
modationmake comparisons across studies difficult. For these reasons, in Section
4, rather than compare the degree of accommodation or other details across stud-
ies, we will organize the findings of accommodation according to the research
questions outlined in Section 1: What are the linguistic patterns resulting from
short- and long-term accommodation? What linguistic and extralinguistic fac-
tors favor or mitigate accommodation processes?

2.2 Long-term accommodation

Studies on long-term accommodation typically focus on speakers who have
moved from their region of origin to a place where a linguistic variety different
from their own is spoken. Studies on long-term accommodation are frequently
framed within a sociolinguistic approach. This means that they typically rely on
semi-spontaneous speech, often collected by means of sociolinguistic interviews
(Shockey 1984, Auer et al. 1998, Romera & Elordieta 2013, amongmany others). In
longitudinal studies, the same speakers are recorded several times after having
moved to a new region, which allows tracking an individual’s linguistic shifts
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over time. Probably because of the considerable logistic effort needed, longitu-
dinal studies are rather rare (but see Shockey 1984, Auer et al. 1998, Reubold &
Harrington 2015).

An exception to this, however, are studies on the effect of accommodation
on children and youngsters. These are often longitudinal. For instance, Cham-
bers (1992) records his speakers twice in a two-year period, while Tagliamonte &
Molfenter (2007) record their participants every weekend starting six months af-
ter having moved from Canada to England. The often large time lapses between
interviews are due to logistic challenges. In Tagliamonte & Molfenter (2007),
however, the subjects are the first author’s children, a fact that facilitated data
collection. At any rate, the majority of investigations concerned with long-term
accommodation rely on data collected once for each subject. Usually, the partici-
pants’ speech after migrating is then compared to existing, general descriptions
of their linguistic variety (Shockey 1984, Trudgill 1986, MolinaMartos 2010), or to
non-mobile speakers from their place of origin (Palacios Alcaine 2007, Fernández
2013). To investigate the effect of time of exposure on accommodation, time spent
in the new environment is usually used as a predictor (Shockey 1984, Romera &
Elordieta 2013, Erker & Otheguy 2016), although this parameter of course does
not necessarily correlate with the actual amount of linguistic exposure to the new
variety. In comparison to short-term studies, which often follow a controlled, ex-
perimental protocol, longer-term changes in speech are much more difficult to
trace back to specific factors. Some studies have used questionnaires in order to
gain additional information about the speakers’ social environment or attitudes
(e.g. Pesqueira 2008).

3 Patterns and processes

It is useful to distinguish between patterns of accommodation, i.e. its possible
outcomes, and the processes whereby accommodation takes place. We discuss
both in what follows.

3.1 Patterns

Giles et al. (1991) distinguish between three accommodative patterns: conver-
gence, divergence and maintenance. Convergence describes the situation where
speakers become more similar to their dialogue partner or a model speaker. In di-
vergence, individuals become more dissimilar to their conversation partner or to
a model speaker. Maintenance, finally, denominates the case where an individual
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does not shift toward or away from another speaker, but largely maintains their
way of speaking. In dialogues, convergence and divergence can be reciprocal,
but also asymmetric in the sense that one, but not the other speaker, converges
or diverges. Giles et al. (1991) further note that speakers may converge on some
parameters, while diverging on others.

As is apparent from the present chapter and from previous work reviewing ac-
commodation studies (Ruch et al. 2018), convergence seems to occur much more
frequently than divergence. One possible explanation for this bias is that align-
ment is the default pattern and, as a consequence, is observed much more fre-
quently than maintenance or divergence (see Dijksterhuis & Bargh 2001). How-
ever, another possible explanation is that, given that convergence is the expected
result, divergence is not as thoroughly scrutinized by researchers. It may also
simply be that null results or divergence are more difficult to publish. This could
have led to a publication bias toward convergence. For syntactic accommoda-
tion, divergence indeed seems to receive some support in the literature. In order
to actively engage with their interlocutor, speakers seem to use complementary
structures rather than repetition (Healey et al. 2014).

Given that analysis and quantification of accommodation differ considerably
across studies, it is extremely difficult to describe linguistic patterns in accom-
modation more generally. As mentioned above, socio-psychological work so far
has mainly focused on whether accommodation was observable and has there-
fore used perceptual, more holistic measures of accommodation. Work within
computational linguistics, too, has used holistic measures (Lewandowski 2012,
De Looze et al. 2014), however, often without relating them to linguistically in-
terpretable categories. More recent work within linguistics and psycholinguis-
tics has focused on a limited number of specific linguistic features. The features
in these studies mostly belong to a single level of linguistic description only, for
instance, voiceless stops (Nielsen 2011), vowel quality (Babel 2010), past tense for-
mation (Beckner et al. 2016), or the English dative alternation (Weatherholtz et al.
2014). Most studies involving dialect contact deal with phonetics or phonology.
This is the case, perhaps, because in this area, dialectal differences are most obvi-
ous and better described than, for instance, in morphology, syntax, or pragmatics.
Furthermore, when working with spontaneous or semi-spontaneous speech, it is
more feasible to get a sufficient number of tokens for phonetic or phonological
features than, for instance, for syntax or lexis.

For these reasons, in Section 4 we will refrain from listing different linguistic
phenomena observed in accommodation research. Instead we will group and dis-
cuss the observed patterns according to the linguistic and extralinguistic factors
that have been shown to favor or inhibit accommodation.
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3.2 Processes

The twomost influentialmodels dealingwith the processes underlying accommo-
dation are the Communication Accommodation Theory (CAT) and the Interac-
tive AlignmentModel (IAM). CAT (Giles 1973, Giles et al. 1973, Giles & Powesland
1975) was developed in the field of social psychology and primarily attributes a
social function to accommodation. Convergence and divergence are seen as the
speakers’ communicative strategies to express social closeness or social distance
in an interaction (Giles & Ogay 2007: 293). The model thus focuses more on the
ultimate function of accommodation, rather than on its underlying mechanisms.

IAM (Pickering & Garrod 2004) has its origins in cognitive psychology and
sees convergence as an automatic process, which results from a link between
speech perception and speech production. This link is similar to the priming
mechanism and is constantly activated during speech processing (Pickering &
Garrod 2004). In some cases, it is difficult to separate accommodation from prim-
ing. We follow Pickering & Garrod (2004) who regard priming as the underlying
mechanism of accommodation, whereas accommodation is the process of mutual
linguistic adjustments in its communicative context.

At first sight, the two models might seem conflicting, because a phenomenon
which results from an automatic process is not necessarily assumed to have a
social function. However, the two models can also be seen as complementary
and, as is for instance common practice in biology (Tinbergen 1963), mechanism
and function can be studied independently from each other (Ruch et al. 2018).

4 Factors

Wewill now discuss the findings from the accommodation literature with respect
to evidence for linguistic and extralinguistic factors. As much as possible, find-
ings from long-term studies will be compared with those from short-term studies
to explore the extent to which short- and long-term accommodation could poten-
tially be based on the same mechanisms and governed by similar constraints.

4.1 Linguistic factors

From a linguistic point of view, accommodation studies seek to answer two im-
portant questions. First, what kind of linguistic features are more susceptible
to convergence, and second, what factors favor or inhibit this process? A num-
ber of studies have highlighted the role of salience in long-term accommodation.
Salience can be defined as perceptual conspicuousness of a linguistic element
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(Lenz 2010). Since it arises in context, it cannot be defined in absolute terms.
Salience of a linguistic element is assumed to be affected by acoustic, cognitive
and sociolinguistic factors (Auer 2014).2

Several studies report more convergence toward a second dialect for salient
features of the D2 (Auer et al. 1998, Pesqueira 2008,Wilson 2011, Romera & Elordi-
eta 2013). That is, salient features of a variety seem to be more easily picked up
by D1 speakers. However, convergence for salient features does not always occur
and seems to be mediated by social attitudes. For instance, it has been noted that
while D2 stereotypes are rarely adopted (sometimes they are even diverged from),
D1 stereotypes are easily abandoned and, consequently, result more easily in con-
vergence (Trudgill 1986, Erker & Otheguy 2016). Escobar’s (2007) finding that
only syntactic features with low salience were transferred from (highly stigma-
tized) Andean Peruvian Spanish to costeño Peruvian Spanish, points in the same
direction. Research on short-term accommodation is generally consistent with
these findings, suggesting that some linguistic features are more easily adopted
than others (Babel 2010, Walker & Campbell-Kibler 2015). Babel (2010) argues
that NewZealanders possibly converge less toward the Australian KIT and TRAP
vowels (/ɘ/ and /ɛ/ in New Zealand, /ɪ/̠ and /æ/ in Australian English) because
these are particularly salient Australian features from the perspective of New
Zealanders. Similar arguments can be found in Walker & Campbell-Kibler (2015)
for the variable imitation of different vowels across varieties of English. How-
ever, in none of these publications is salience quantified empirically, and thus the
findings remain speculative. A possible exception is MacLeod (2012), a study that
explicitly investigated the role of perceptual salience on short-term accommoda-
tion. Salience is assessed here by means of a dialect recognition test. Features
contributing more to dialect recognition are considered to be more salient. Inter-
estingly, perceptual salience is able to predict the degree but not the direction
of accommodation. This seems to depend, instead, on the participants’ attitudes
toward the interlocutor’s dialect and toward the new social environment.

Another important factor seems to be intelligibility. D1 phonetic features that
frequently cause misunderstandings with D2 speakers are more susceptible to
accommodation (Trudgill 1986). Shockey (1984), for instance, observes a greater
decrease of /t/-flapping than /d/-flapping in speakers of American English who
have moved to Britain. This result might be explained by the low frequency of

2Other work has used subjective criteria to operationalize salience (see examples reviewed in
Wilson 2011, MacLeod 2015). Criteria based on the researcher’s perspective, however, are prob-
lematic because they impede comparisons across studies, and because salience as perceived
by language users themselves, rather than by the researcher, is arguably more relevant (see
MacLeod 2015). See Section 5 for further argumentation and examples.
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/t/-flapping, but not /d/-flapping, in British English. Given that /t/-flapping po-
tentially leads to misunderstandings in British English, American speakers seem
to accommodate more easily toward British English for this variable. Similarly,
the fact that lexical differences are highly salient and can cause severe and obvi-
ous comprehension difficulties (Trudgill 1986) might explain why the lexicon is
usually the first linguistic level to be affected by accommodation (Bonomi 2010,
Chambers 1992). Results from short-term studies are generally consistent with
these findings. In a dialogue study, Hwang et al. (2015) find that non-native speak-
ers of English pronounce plosive and vowel contrasts in a more English-like way
in words with a phonological competitor. They interpret this result as evidence
for accommodation to the pragmatic needs of the listener. A seminal study on
functional constraints in short-term accommodation was conducted by Nielsen
(2011). She tested the effect of lengthened and shortened voice onset time (VOT;
i.e. amount of aspiration or voicing of a plosive) in /p/ on its imitation. Inter-
estingly, participants imitated lengthened, but not shortened VOT. This result is
interpreted with the phonological status of VOT in English. While lengthening
VOT (i.e. aspiration) does not have phonological consequences, VOT shortening
may lead to a confusion of /p/ with /b/ in minimal pairs such as pan versus ban.

Yet another linguistic variable that favors imitation is linguistic variability. In
a comparison between mobile and non-mobile adult speakers of American En-
glish, Bowie (2000) finds that, in the long term, phonological variables that are
currently undergoing linguistic change are more susceptible to adaptation than
more stable features. As for short-term accommodation, Watt et al. (2010) ob-
serve that an interviewer in the Scottish-English border region is more inclined
to converge toward their interviewees for variable than for stable linguistic fea-
tures. Similar results come from one of the few studies exploring morphological
convergence. Using an adapted version of Asch’s conformity experiment (1951),
Beckner et al. (2016) test whether human participants are influenced by human
or robotic peers in their way of forming the English simple past. The partici-
pants’ morphology is influenced by humans, but not robots. In verbs with vari-
able past tense formation (e.g. dream - dreamt/dreamed) the subjects are more
likely to imitate the human peer’s choice. It has also been claimed that free vari-
ation (i.e. altering the pronunciation of one phoneme in every context) is more
prone to accommodation than conditioned variation (where the pronunciation of
a sound is affected only in some contexts) (Trudgill 1986, Siegel 2010). Chambers
(1992) rephrases this constraint by distinguishing between simple and complex
phonological rules. Simple rules (such as /t/-voicing in English) are categorical
in the sense that they have no exceptions, while complex rules (such as vowel
backing in English) do not automatically apply in all contexts. In his study of an-
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glophone Canadian youngsters in the south of England, he finds that Canadian
/t/-voicing is abandoned faster (implying convergence toward British English)
than the British process of vowel backing is acquired. Wilson (2011) finds similar
results for speakers of Moravian who had moved to Prague and converged to
Common Czech, although he notes that rules are seldom without exception and
prefers to use the term “semi-simple rules.”

There is also evidence that accommodation is affected by lexical factors. For
instance, for Argentinians who had moved to Mexico City, Pesqueira (2008) finds
more phonetic accommodation in highly frequent words. This result can be ex-
plained by the enhanced degree of exposure for these items. However, in some
short-term studies, shadowers are found to converge less toward their model
speakers with respect to high-frequency words (Goldinger 1998, Goldinger &
Azuma 2004, Babel 2010, Nielsen 2011). This apparent contradiction between
short- and long-term studies can be resolved by considering high-frequencywords
in long-term studies as words that are repeated more often and, therefore, pro-
vide the speakers with a higher degree of exposure to these words. The results
from short-term studies, in contrast, have been explained by the episodic traces
left by the tokens heard, which are assumed to be less influential in high- com-
pared to low-frequency words (Goldinger 1998), an interpretation that is in line
with Exemplar Theory (Pierrehumbert 2001). However, a recent comprehensive
study on short-term accommodation (Pardo et al. 2017) was not able to replicate
the main effects of frequency found in earlier work, but instead found an inter-
action between speaker gender and word frequency (see below).

In long-term studies, D1 phonetic features have been found to be more likely
to persist in words where these features were lexicalized (Auer et al. 1998), or
in forms which do not exist in D2 at all (Pesqueira 2008). Similarly, words that
exclusively exist in D2 seem to facilitate the adoption of D2 phonetic features
(Pesqueira 2008). In line with these results, Bonomi (2010) observes that discur-
sive markers and words related to the new cultural reality are adopted first by
Spanish-speaking individuals who have migrated from Latin America to Spain
and Italy.

In order to become a relevant force in language change, accommodation not
only must show some consistency across speakers, but should also generalize
across the lexicon and across different syntactic constructions. Some evidence
for generalizability comes from short-term studies. For instance, in her shadow-
ing task, Nielsen (2011) finds that speakers of American English not only imi-
tate lengthened VOT in items with word-initial /p/, but also generalize this sub-
phonemic specificity to new instances of /p/ and evenwordswith initial /k/. Beck-
ner et al. (2016) find that some of their participants generalized themorphological
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pattern heard from the model speaker (regular past tense formation in English)
to new verbs.

There is some disagreement on how linguistic distance between the systems in
contact influences accommodation. Kim et al. (2011) find more convergence be-
tween speaker pairs of American English who are from largely the same dialect
region than between speaker pairs from different dialect regions. Ruch (2021)
found no convergence between speakers from two different regions of Switzer-
land after they were exposed to each other’s speech in a dialogue. In contrast, Ba-
bel (2012) finds the most convergence for exactly those vowels and participants
who differ most from the model speaker. Large phonetic distance between the
participants and the model speaker also favor phonetic convergence in a study
byWalker & Campbell-Kibler (2015). The findings mentioned above (Bowie 2000,
Watt et al. 2010, Beckner et al. 2016), that synchronic intra-speaker variability fa-
vors convergence, offer yet another interpretation: speakers will more readily
take up and use a variant that is a plausible token of their own distribution for
the same linguistic variable (for evidence from an agent-based model, see Har-
rington & Schiel 2017).

While the focus of this chapter is on dialect contact, it is worth mentioning
that accommodation has also been found to occur between bilingual speakers
with varying degrees of L2 proficiency. Over longer time periods, the predomi-
nant linguistic environment has been shown to not only affect a speaker’s L2, but
also her L1. For instance, in a bilingual speaker of Portuguese and English, VOT is
longer or shorter after a stay of several months in Brazil or the USA, respectively
(Sancier & Fowler 1997). Tobin et al. (2017) partly replicate these findings for a
larger set of Spanish-English bilinguals with Spanish as a dominant language.
The speakers’ VOT in English voiceless stops drifts toward that of the ambient
language (Spanish or English), however, no drift is observed for VOT in Span-
ish, which is the speakers’ L1. Chang (2012) studies American English learners
of Korean and finds that already after a few weeks in Korea with intensive Ko-
rean classes, the English speakers’ L1 is phonetically influenced by the L2. In a
subsequent study, Chang (2013) shows that the phonetic drift toward L2 is less
pronounced in more experienced learners.

An interesting aspect of these findings is that the ambient language not only
affects the language currently heard and spoken by the speakers, but also their
other, “inactive” language. These effects on the L1 are often considered cases of
linguistic attrition (see Chapter 4 for a more general discussion of attrition and
shift) and have been shown to affect all linguistic levels, includingmorphosyntax.
Kaufman & Aronoff (1991), for instance, analyze the effect of English on Hebrew
in a two-year-old after moving from Israel to the US. Their longitudinal study
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shows how Hebrew inflectional and derivational morphology are simplified, re-
sulting in an idiosyncratic mixed variety (Kaufman & Aronoff 1991).

Short-term studies involving conversations between L2 and L1 speakers are
to some extent compatible with these findings. Lewandowski (2012) finds mu-
tual phonetic convergence between German speakers and native speakers of En-
glish in English conversations. Interestingly, native English speakers converge,
even though prior to the dialogue they have been instructed not to do so. In
contrast, Kim et al. (2011) find convergence for some pairs and divergence for
others, between native and non-native interlocutors of English. The authors ar-
gue that the heavily-accented L2 English of most of their non-native speakers
might have enhanced the processing load and therefore inhibited convergence
(Kim et al. 2011). Berry & Ernestus (2017) analyze two vocalic contrasts in Span-
ish and Dutch speakers of English. Prior to the dialogue, Spaniards produce the
/ɛ/-/æ/, but not the /i/-/ɪ/ contrast, while Dutch participants produce the latter,
but not the former phonological contrast. During a conversation in English with
a Dutch native speaker, Spaniards converge toward their Dutch confederate by
merging /ɛ/-/æ/ and unmerging /i/-/ɪ/.

Taken together, these results suggest that not only categories in an L2 but
also in an L1 are more malleable than previously thought. Hwang et al. (2015)
analyze two phonological contrasts in conversations between Korean speakers
of English in a separate collaborative task with (a) a native speaker of English
and (b) a partner who speaks English with a heavy Korean accent. Participants
converge toward the English native speaker, but only after the latter has pro-
duced the phonological contrasts of interest. No convergence toward the Korean
confederate is observed, however. Based on their results, the authors conclude
that accommodation is better explained as as result of priming, not as a way of
affiliating with the conversation partner. Kootstra et al. (2010) find similar results
for Dutch-English bilinguals in situations with code-switching. In an experimen-
tal setting, they find that the utterances of the confederate have an effect on the
speakers’ word order in both their L1 and their L2. While Kootstra et al. (2010)
interpret their results with the Interactive Alignment Model, they could also be
interpreted in terms of CAT (i.e. convergence as an attempt to affiliate with the
interlocutor) or in terms of priming.

4.2 Extralinguistic factors

A common finding of most research on accommodation is that there are impor-
tant differences between individual speakers in the extent, and sometimes also
the direction, of accommodation (e.g. Yu 2013, MacLeod 2012, Babel 2012,Werlen
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& Schlegel 2006, Evans & Iverson 2007). In some cases, these individual differ-
ences can be traced back to individual differences in, for instance, attitudes, per-
sonality, or exposure to a new linguistic environment. In other cases, interaction-
related variables can explain at least some of the variability. In what follows, we
will again compare findings from long-term studies against results from research
on short-term accommodation where this is possible. There is some evidence for
the role of speaker age in accommodation. When exposed to a new linguistic
environment for a longer time period, children acquire a new dialect faster than
adults and, in some cases, they acquire it almost completely (Chambers 1992,
Siegel 2010, Tagliamonte & Molfenter 2007). Chambers (1992) distinguishes be-
tween early and late acquirers. Children younger than seven are typically early
acquirers and reach native-like levels in the second dialect, while adolescents
older than 14 are typically late acquirers and will not completely acquire the
second dialect. In fact, many studies highlight that, similar to second language
acquisition, adolescents and adults hardly ever master second dialects (Siegel
2010). For his sample of 39 Moravians living in Prague, Wilson (2011) reports
on only two subjects who acquired native-like levels for the phonetic and mor-
phological variables studied. A large majority (36 out of 39) of the participants
accommodates to variable extents and one speaker does not accommodate at all,
maintaining their native dialect.

These findings are consistent with the differences found between first and
second generation migrants in Klee & Caravedo (2006): While Andean migrants
who have moved to Lima maintain many of their Andean Spanish features, their
Lima-born children are almost indistinguishable from other Limeños ( the lin-
guistic effect of having non-native parents, see Payne 1980). Another example
for imperfect acquisition comes from intermediate forms. Sometimes, D1 vari-
ants change toward intermediate variants between D1 and D2 (so-called inter-
dialect forms). For instance, Palacios Alcaine (2007) observes that, after having
moved to Madrid, adolescents from Ecuador tend to both abandon the evidential
values of their native compound past tenses and to use these tenses more often,
as typical for Madrid speech. However, their use still differs from that of Madrid
speakers and thus represents a mixed use.

In some long-term studies, hyperdialectalisms are observed, which can be
interpreted as a result of overgeneralization (Trudgill 1986). Klee & Caravedo
(2006), for instance, find that some Andean migrants show higher frequencies
of /s/-aspiration and /s/-elision than native Limeños. In line with these results,
migrants are commonly perceived to neither speak D1, nor D2 (Siegel 2010), but
an intermediate or mixed dialect. Very few studies so far have been concerned
with the relationship between age and short-term accommodation. In line with
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the age-effects reported for long-term accommodation, Nielsen (2014) finds that
in a shadowing task, children imitate lengthened VOT to a greater extent than
adults. However, more research is needed to understand how short-term accom-
modation evolves across the life-span and, in particular, in childhood.

In the sociolinguistic literature, speaker gender and its relation to linguistic
variation has been extensively studied. Women have often been ascribed a cru-
cial role in language change (Labov 1990), and some long-term studies suggest
that women are more prone to converge to a new variety than men. For instance,
Argentinean women use a higher percentage of Mexican Spanish phonetic forms
than men after residing for several years in Mexico City. Pesqueira (2008) and
Molina Martos (2010) observe that female Latin-American immigrants in Madrid
use more European Spanish courtesy forms than men. In the latter study, how-
ever, women also showmore negative attitudes toward Madrid speech than their
male compatriots. This finding is interpreted as a sign of women attempting to
improve their social status by converging toward the local norms.

Gender differences in accommodative behavior have been interpreted in var-
ious ways. For instance, Giles et al. (1991: 20–21) look at them in the context
of social power relations, similar to the situation that salespersons converge
more to their clients than vice-versa. Chambers & Trudgill (1998) hypothesize
that women, perhaps as a result of fewer opportunities for occupational achieve-
ment (still relevant today), tend to fulfill a higher number of different social roles
than men. As a result, women come into contact with more people within more
different social environments, and therefore “must master a wider repertoire of
linguistic variants than men” (Chambers & Trudgill 1998: 85). Willemyns et al.
(1997) suggest that gender differences in accommodative behavior may be related
to women being more affective than men, and Namy et al. (2002) relate these dif-
ferences with gender-related differences in sensitivity to indexical variation, that
is, systematic linguistic variation associated with extralinguistic factors such as
the social background of the speaker or the social context in which the commu-
nication takes place. Namy et al. (2002) assume that differences in sensitivity to
indexical variation might themselves be related to social or affiliative motives.

Tagliamonte & Molfenter (2007) also observe gender differences in the acqui-
sition of the British English glottal stop by Canadian youngsters. They also note,
however, that these differences parallel the sociolinguistic distribution of the
variants in the native population. Rather than seeing an effect of the child’s gen-
der, they see their results as an example for how children acquire socio-indexical
variation. Two recent, very comprehensive studies (Pardo et al. 2017, 2018), in con-
trast, are not able to replicate the gender effects reported in earlier studies. Over-
all, no differences in degree of convergence are observed between women and
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men. Interestingly, however, women appear to be slightly more sensitive to fac-
tors influencing convergence: In Pardo et al. (2017), speaker gender interacts with
lexical frequency, with women being more prone to imitate model speakers in
low-frequency words. The authors suspect that gender effects in earlier shadow-
ing tasks might be driven by the use of low-frequency words in some studies or
by individual model speakers. In Pardo et al. (2018), which assesses convergence
in both shadowing tasks and conversations, women’s accommodative behavior
is less consistent across tasks than men’s. Again, this result suggests that women
are more sensitive to factors that seem to mediate linguistic accommodation.

One of the most relevant factors to explain individual variability are speak-
ers’ attitudes. Speakers with more favorable attitudes toward a new variety and
the receiving community (measured as, for instance, the speakers’ willingness to
stay or their plans to return) have been found to accommodate to a greater extent
than those with less positive attitudes in several long-term studies (Van den Berg
1988, Werlen & Schlegel 2006, Pesqueira 2008, Romera & Elordieta 2013, Mick &
Palacios 2013, Reubold & Harrington 2015). Hence attitudes toward one’s own
and the new linguistic variety seem to play a crucial role in long-term accom-
modation (see Caravedo 2010). In the first place, they may affect an individual’s
willingness to integrate in the receiving community and, in addition, these atti-
tudes seem to be related to establishing new social relationships.

Studies on short-term accommodation found comparable results for the role
of speakers’ attitudes. MacLeod (2012) observes that Argentinian speakers with
plans to stay inMadrid aremore likely to converge toward aMadrid speaker than
those with less-positive attitudes toward their new social environment. However,
in this study short-term effects are not easily separable from long-term effects,
because at the time of the study, the participants had been living in Madrid for
different lengths of time. Similarly, more positive attitudes toward the interlocu-
tor lead to more convergence in a number of other studies (Babel 2010, 2012, Yu
et al. 2013, Schweitzer & Lewandowski 2013), or to less divergence in a few others
(e.g. Schweitzer & Lewandowski 2014).

4.2.1 Interaction-related factors

Some effects on accommodation have been shown to depend neither on linguis-
tic, nor on speaker-specific factors, but may be better explained by the specific sit-
uation in which an interaction takes place. For instance, the way a model speaker
is presented (either positively or negatively) affects the extent to which partici-
pants imitate the model speaker’s long VOT in a shadowing task (Yu et al. 2013).
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In an earlier study, however, a similar manipulation did not affect the partic-
ipants’ degree of accommodation (Babel 2010). The findings mentioned above
are generally compatible with long-term studies showing that positive attitudes
toward the new social environment facilitate convergence toward the new lin-
guistic variety (Werlen & Schlegel 2006, MacLeod 2012, Pardo et al. 2012).

The only investigation so far which directly compares accommodation in shad-
owing tasks and unguided interactions (Pardo et al. 2018) finds that the degree of
convergence (as assessed by independent listeners in a perception task) is very
similar across tasks. Overall, degree of convergence between speakers is not cor-
related across tasks. A weak correlation between degree of convergence in the
two types of tasks is found for male, but not for female participants. This finding
is important because it suggests that results from non-interactive tasks cannot
easily be generalized to speech in more natural, interactive settings (Pardo et al.
2018).

Research on dialogues by Pardo (2006) and Pardo et al. (2013) shows that the
specific communicative role an interlocutor has in a conversation can also affect
accommodation. If convergence was based on exposure alone, we would expect
less active dialogue partners to converge to a lesser degree than participants who
speak more. However, Pardo (2006) and Pardo et al. (2013) find that for vowel
quality and speech rate, information givers converge more toward information
receivers than vice versa. Pardo et al. (2013) explain their findings in terms of
social affiliation. Speakers who are more interested in information transfer (i.e.
the information givers), are more inclined to affiliate with their dialogue partners
and therefore converge more.

A number of phonetic studies suggest that convergence is contingent on cog-
nitive load. Abel & Babel (2016) find that speakers converge only in a simple, but
not in a difficult collaborative task. Berry & Ernestus (2017) find more conver-
gence of Spaniards toward Dutch speakers of English in an informal than in a
formal situation. Furthermore, convergence is positively correlated with a par-
ticipant’s proficiency in English in this study. These findings suggest that in a
situation with lower processing costs, speakers pay more attention to their inter-
action partner’s speech, and therefore are more likely to converge (Yu et al. 2013,
Abel et al. 2011, Berry & Ernestus 2017).

5 Discussion and outlook

The main aim of this chapter has been to compare short- and long-term accom-
modation and to discuss their relevance to the change-by-accommodation model.
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We will start by summarizing our findings and then move on to formulating new
research questions and highlighting promising areas for future research. Among
the linguistic factors mediating accommodation, both intelligibility and linguis-
tic variability show consistent results between long- and short-term studies. Ac-
cording to the reviewed literature, linguistic features that impede intelligibility as
well as features that exhibit synchronic variation are accommodated faster than
other linguistic features. The effect of lexical factors such as word frequency ap-
peared to differ between long-term and short-term studies. While low-frequency
words facilitate convergence in short-term studies, long-term studies find that
more frequent words were more prone to converge. As stated earlier in this chap-
ter (see Section 4), this apparent contradiction can be resolved by considering the
degree of exposure.

While salience is one of the most-studied factors in the accommodation litera-
ture, the many different approaches to the concept prevent a direct comparison
between different studies, both across and within long- and short-term accom-
modation. Auer (2014) distinguishes three types of criteria that contribute to the
perceptual salience of a linguistic feature: acoustic-auditory factors, cognitive
factors and sociolinguistic factors. Given that these factors are not independent
from each other (e.g. a longer, acoustically salient vowel is more prone to acquire
sociolinguistic salience), different aspects of salience are hard – if not impossible
– to operationalize.

It seems to us that a more fruitful approach to the study of salience would
entail a listener-based approach (MacLeod 2015, Ruch 2018). Instead of estimat-
ing salience based on theoretical criteria from a researcher’s perspective (Auer
et al. 1998, Trudgill 1986), listener-based approaches work with experiments or
questionnaires. For instance, Ruch (2018) uses a perception experiment to opera-
tionalize the salience of phonetic features in two Swiss German dialects. Native
listeners of Grison and Zurich German were asked to identify the dialect of spo-
ken isolated words which contained different segmental cues to one of the two
dialects. By measuring sensitivity and reaction time it is possible to rank the
different segments according to their salience. Ruch (2018) finds that the most
salient dialect features are also the ones people from all over German-speaking
Switzerland most frequently mention when asked to describe the dialects in an
online questionnaire. This suggests that a first and feasible approach to learn
about salient features of a variety is by asking (naive) listeners to describe how
they recognize speakers of the variety in question.

As discussed in Section 4.2, among the extra-linguistic factors, attitudes and
age show the most consistent effects between long- and short-term studies. More
positive attitudes toward the contact variety and a younger age seem to facilitate

38



2 Linguistic accommodation

convergence toward a different dialect. However, more research is needed on the
speech of children and adolescents, for whom short-term accommodation is still
under-researched.

The role of gender, in contrast, is controversial in accommodation. Some stud-
ies find that women convergemore thanmen, in both the short and the long term.
However, such gender differences in accommodative behavior surface only in
few studies. Furthermore, recent research has not been able to replicate gender
differences from earlier research.

The few studies investigating the role of cognitive load so far find that accom-
modation is more likely to occur when cognitive load is lower. However, more
research is needed to confirm these effects. To our knowledge, the role of cogni-
tive load in long-term accommodation has not been studied to date. A possible
way to address this issue is through a longitudinal study with several sessions
over a longer period of time. In these sessions, participants would be exposed to
a model speaker in two different conditions: One in which the participants solve
an easy task and another in which they solve a difficult task and therefore have
fewer cognitive resources to attend to the model’s speech (see Abel 2015). The
hypothesis to be tested is that speech heard while solving an easy task will leave
more traces over the long-term than speech heard while solving a difficult task.

From our literature review, several gaps within accommodation research have
become evident, which open up the way for new research directions. In partic-
ular, the relationship between short- and long-term accommodation, as well as
their role in models of language change, remain speculative. First, in long-term
accommodation the focus so far has been on migrant communities. Neverthe-
less, in order to shed light on how accommodation may drive linguistic change,
studying the receiving community is as essential as investigating migrating in-
dividuals. Second, in both short- and long-term studies the focus has been on
adults, who typically show an imperfect acquisition of a new variety. The role
of children, who are faster and more complete acquirers of new varieties (and
languages), deserves more attention too, and should be better integrated in the
change-by-accommodation model. Third, to better understand linguistic accom-
modation, its underlying mechanism and its ultimate social function, a broader
set of languages needs to be studied.

As is evident from the current literature review, research on accommodation
so far has mostly focused on well-known Indo-European languages and western
communities. Similarly, work on accommodation has typically dealt with phonet-
ics and phonology (especially in short-term studies). More research on different
linguistic phenomena and, in particular, direct comparisons between different

39



Hanna Ruch & Carlota de Benito Moreno

linguistic levels is crucial to shed light on the mechanisms and constraints of
accommodation.

Lastly, the striking methodological differences between short- and long-term
studies make a direct comparison difficult. In order to study social factors, short-
term accommodation research, which typically relies on experimental settings,
could benefit from more interactive settings that facilitate spontaneous speech.
This is of particular importance because, as mentioned above, the accommoda-
tive behavior of a speaker may vary across tasks (Pardo et al. 2018). Similarly,
long-term studies, which so far have mostly relied on sociolinguistic interviews,
should use more controlled settings too, to allow for comparability across sub-
jects and with non-migrant control groups.

Finally, longitudinal studies will be crucial to offer a more accurate picture
of accommodation over longer periods of time. So far, time of exposure has
been studied by comparing different individuals. However, given the large inter-
speaker variability that pervades published accommodation research, longitudi-
nal studies with data from the same speakers across time are key to understand-
ing accommodation and, in particular, the role of exposure.
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