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= These different ratings demonstrate that different language
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- Word frequency is typically calculated from a corpus, but is A experiences lead to unique impressions of word familiarity.
that corpus’s frequency representative of language 50 - - - = This suggests that these groups should be treated as different
experience for different types of bilinguals? . ; E populations of speakers.
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for frequency can be an integral aspect of the experimental have gaps in word coverage, which likely reflects ditferences
design. Figure 1: Cantonese mean word familiarity ratings in topics/genre and how they were collected.
- Heritage speakers (moderately) correlate with the corpus
Homeland Heritage North American Interationa metrics, but Homeland speakers do not.

« Words in this study were selected to be familiar, though they appear
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. | to be slightly less familiar for Heritage compared to Homeland groups.
H cer| b diff | = If more unfamiliar/uncommon words were included, we would expect
® How do speaker-listeners with different language ” m—-word to see a stronger correlation for both groups. However, a concern
. | . . BN nonwor . ] . .
backgrounds vary in word familiarity ratings for with Heritage speaker populations is low frequency words may be
Cantonese and English words? _ identified as nonwords.
@ How do word familiarity ratings for each of the s . e e = The strongest correlations are in the English data with
participant grOUpS Compare tO typ|Ca| metriCS and prOXieS Mean familiarity rating Mean familiarity rating Mean familiarity rating Mean familiarity rating SUBTLEX
for familiarity? « SUBTLEX is by far the largest corpus we included, and thus arguably
ol vEluliE g Figure 2: English mean word tamiliarity ratings more representative of listeners’ knowledge.
= Our English word list also included more low familiarity items
compared to our Cantonese list.
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Comparisons: Cantonese Overall, Cantonese frequency from the available corpora
does not correlate all that well with familiarity ratings for
Participants There are four different participant groups. these bilingual groups, and thus may not be be
L . Homeland Herit Homeland Herit representative of the different groups’ language experiences.
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4. non-English-dominant location (International; n = 6) sentative a “general native speaker corpus” is, and whether
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