Participant and demographic information

Participants were recruited through an open call at the EFL University campus in Hyder-
abad. Interested volunteers completed a brief language background questionnaire which was
used to screen participants as described below.

As noted in section 1.1 of the main text, India has an extremely multilingual an lin-
guistically diverse population. The university campus comprises of students from different
parts of the country and world, with varying L1s and different varieties of English. Our
aim in screening participants was to minimize between-participant random variability, while
maintaining ecological validity considering the actual day-to-day settings in which transfer
behaviors likely take place. We chose two metrics to do this: (i) where the participant grew
up; and (ii) amount of formal education in Bengali. The first ensures that the variety of
Bengali that individuals are exposed to in their surroundings is similar across participants.
This would mean that the target representations for Bengali vowels would be expected to be
similar. This was especially important because we were not eliciting unilingual L1 Bengali
data in this study, and were using an existing data source to estimate the position of Bengali
vowels in the formant space. Based on previous literature (c.f. section 1.5 of main text), we
expect that L2 vowels shift towards related L1 categories during mixed language utterances.
Thus, we wanted to ensure that any between-participant asymmetries in the pattern of shift
reflected individual differences in transfer, rather than different acoustic targets. Another
reason to control for location was that it is a fairly reliable predictor for language(s) of ed-
ucation, owing to how the education system functions in the country (see Supplementary
materials for details).

The second metric is Medium of Instruction (Mol) in school. Most schools in India
follow the Three Language Policy, wherein formal education is provided in English, Hindi,

and a regional language. The idea and implementation of this policy, and its implications for



linguistic minorities, has been a matter of much public debate as well as scholarly work; for
discussions see, e.g. Jhingran (2009); Khubchandani (1997); Mohanty (2009); Ramanathan
(2005); Tollefson and Tsui (2014). Sustained formal education in a language is a reliable
predictor of LSRW (listening, speaking, reading, writing) skills. Since this study uses written
stimuli, we wanted to ensure that all participants were sufficiently comfortable with reading
and speaking both Bengali and English, to avoid variability due to reading/task effort.

Given these considerations, we only recruited participants who had grown up in the state
of West Bengal and lived there for the majority of their lives, had parents who both spoke
Bengali, and had received at least 5 years of formal education in Bengali (all respondents
had received 5+ years of education in English and were pursuing university degrees that
are taught in English), and self-reported being proficient in speaking, understanding, and
reading Bengali.

A total of 28 bilingual speakers of Bengali and English (18 female) responded to the
recruitment call. Using the inclusion criteria reported above, 10 volunteers (5 female, 5
male, age range 19 to 28) were invited to participate in a speech production study, and
were compensated for their time. All participants reported normal hearing, and normal or
corrected-to-normal vision. After completion of the study, we followed up with a detailed
language background survey at a later date to learn more about the language profiles of the
participants. This survey was a modified and consolidated version of three popular bilingual-
ism profiling tools: the Bilingual Language Profile (BLP) (Birdsong, Gertken, & Amengual,
2012), the Language Experience and Proficiency Questionnaire (LEAP-Q) (Marian, Blu-
menfeld, & Kaushanskaya, 2007) which incorporates language history and self-assessed pro-
ficiency, and the Bilingual Switching Questionnaire (BSWQ) (Rodriguez-Fornells, Kramer,
Lorenzo-Seva, Festman, & Miinte, 2012). Together, these incorporate questions about lan-
guage history, usage, attitudes, and switching experience. The complete questionnaire is

available at https://forms.gle/kt WHUMrVpkZVAxB38. Anonymized responses from par-


https://forms.gle/ktWHUMrVpkZVAxB38

ticipants in this study are available in the folder “survey responses.zip”.

In addition to Bengali and English, all participants reported knowing other languages, the
most common being Hindi. Since this situation is representative of the present population
and our study concerns only Bengali-English interaction, we only focused on these languages
in the survey. The average age of acquisition was 2.6 for English (range 0 i.e. since birth to 6)
and 0.25 (range 0 to 2) for Bengali. Thus, all participants can be described as simultaneous
bilinguals, having acquired both English and Bengali at a young age. They report being
comfortable using both languages at a young age, with the average being 7.5 for English and
0.3 for Bengali (on a likert scale rating where O=for as long as I can remember, 5=since I was
5 years old, and so on). As mentioned earlier, all participants had attended schools where
Bengali and English were both used as Medium of Instruction (Mol). On average, participants
had had more than 16 years (range 7 to 20+) of formal education in English and 11.8 years
(range 8 to 15) in Bengali at the time of the study. As described in the inclusion criteria, all
participants reported having spent over 15 years in a Bengali-speaking region. At the time of
recording, they were living in or around the EFL University campus in Hyderabad, which has
a linguistically diverse population. In terms of usage, participants show a range of language
usage patterns. Almost 100% of the participants report exclusively using Bengali with little
to no English while interacting with family, and English at school/the workplace. However,
language use with friends varies greatly, likely reflecting the language composition of the
friend circle. The questionnaire asked participants to rate their proficiency in each language.
All participants rated themselves as highly proficient in speaking and understanding both
Bengali and English. While self-ratings for reading and writing English were at ceiling,
ratings for Bengali literacy (reading and writing) showed some variation, with an average
of 4.87 (on a 0-6 likert scale, range 3 to 6) for reading and 4.25 (range 3 to 6) for writing.
This is a common situation for many educated sections of society, since institutions of higher

education beyond the school level largely use English (for discussions about the language



politics of higher education in India, see, for example, Mohanty (2009)). The language
attitude section of the questionnaire reveals interesting insights about the linguistic landscape
of the population, and how people experience language in such a setting. When asked
how much “like themselves” participants feel while using each language, response were at
ceiling for both languages. Similarly, most participants identified equally strongly with both
an “English-speaking” and a “Bengali-speaking” culture, possibly because for most people,
such linguistic-cultural identities are not clearly delineated and not exclusive of one another.
These responses shed light on how multiple languages fit seamlessly into different facets
of daily life to create a “continuous” linguistic experience (c.f. “plurality” as defined by
Khubchandani (2021)). In such a scenario, it is not surprising that language-switching is
common, expected, as well as used in creative ways with communicative purpose. Responses
to the section on language switching demonstrate this. On average, participants do not report
being often unable to recall words in the target language while speaking Bengali (average
rating 2.5 on a 1-6 likert scale where 1=never and 6=always) or English (average rating 2.3),
indicating that switching is not strictly necessary for filling lexical gaps. Indeed, participants
do not report switching between languages without awareness (1.8) or control (1.25). In
spite of this, participants report a proclivity to code-switch (rating 3.5). Importantly, a
large number of participants report volition while switching languages (4.12), and many
report this to be situationally motivated (3.12). These responses indicate that participants
are highly aware of their switching habits and move between languages for communicative
purposes. This fact, combined with the linguistic situation described here and in section 1.1
of the main text, are important to bear in mind while interpreting the results of a transfer
study in the present population.

Given our inclusion criteria, we were able to recruit 10 participants for this study. Al-
though existing studies in the field have used comparable participant numbers, we acknowl-

edge that this is a small sample size. As detailed above, even after a recruitment call that



already controlled for language background and education level (recruiting Bengali-English
bilinguals in a university campus), we were able to include only 10 out of 28 volunteers
(35.7%) in the final study. Note that the criteria used here establish only a minimal level
of between-participant similarity in exposure, dominance, habits, and proficiency, such as is
extremely common in most comparable studies. This demonstrates the degree of linguistic
variability in the present population. Norms for experimental research on bilingualism have
largely been established in a Western context. In settings where linguistic variability at the
population level is much greater than these canonically studied groups, establishing com-
parable levels of experimental control requires significantly greater resources. Given that
small sample sizes are likely to have low statistical power, replication with larger sample
sizes are important to confirm the observed effects, and provide much-needed data diversity
(c.f. discussion in section 1 of the main text). A more detailed discussion of power analyses
in bilingualism research is included as Appendix S2. We hope that this can facilitate more

conversation around establishing norms for power and sample size in our field.
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