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DISCUSSION

Global Analyses « Here we tested a novel approach to remove or standardize one
by Flat Pitch Contours apoustic property of accentgc! sentencgs at a time. Neithemiﬁgttc_a _

pitch contours nor standardizing speaking rate led to overall shiffs i
accentedness ratings, but ratings varied systematically by item
depending on whether speaking rate was increased or decreasgd.

INTRODUCTION

« Accentedness is subjectively how strong listeners perceive griorei
accent to be.

RESULTS

a) Unprocessed ¢) Fixed Speaking Rate
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« Many studies had participants rate speech accentedness on acsuald fr
1 (heavily accented) to 9 (little to no accent), but often without any
instructions regarding what constitutes an accent or how to use the cg

« Pitch contours and speaking rates were manipulated in
fundamentally different ways. For pitch contours, each sentencejwe
treated individually and set to its own mean. For speaking rates fall
sentences were all set to the global mean rate. Strong interpreteji
of which acoustic characteristics underlie perceived accentednefs

« Hayes-Harb and Hacking (2015) had participants complete an exit
survey asking what criteria they used in their accentedness judgempr
In terms of acoustic characteristics, 23% of participants saidgimos
features of speech (pitch, rhythm, etc.) informed their ratings; 15% §f

w

t

Count
Count

)

participants said that speaking rate informed their ratings [see a
Munro et al., 2010; Winters & O'Brien 2013).

« But howmuch do prosodic features and speaking rate contribute to

those properties. Changes in accentedness ratings across the origifal
manipulated materials may be attributable to the acoustic prapatty
was altered, shedding light on how much that property inform percefve

Mean accentedness rating was calculated for each sentence (@aags participants); histograms are shown above

and to what degree they contribute should be mindful of these
differences in approach.

« Pitch contour flattening did not yield significant results, perhaps
intelligibility and/or comprehensibility, which are not completely

separable from accentedness (e.g., Munro & Derwing, 1995;
Derwing & Munro, 1997).
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accentedness ratings? To answer this, we presented accented sentgnd 12 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 12 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 part because this manipulation made sentences sound unnaturgl a
that preserved pitch and speaking rate information or removed one pf More Mean Accentedness Rating Less More Mean Accentedness Rating Less More Mean Accentedness Rating Less i i i i
p! p P g Accented Accented Accented ® pccented Accented Accented robotic. This manipulation could have affected sentence

accentedness. « Acoustic manipulations did not shift distributions of mean accentednésgsraghtward (toward higher numerical ratings / lower perceivedraedness).
Responses were analyzed nonparametrically (raw data are ratmigsrametrically (comparing mean ratings): .
* Wilcoxon signed-rank tests: Flat Pitch Contours vs. Unprocegsed:0.75,p = .46; Fixed Speaking Rate vs. Unproces&ed:0.65,p = .52

« Paired-samplestests: Flat Pitch Contours vs. Unprocess$g®) = — 0.41p = .68; Fixed Speaking Rate vs. Unproces§@®) = 0.85p = .40

An additional challenge is that participants could have
misinterpreted what accentedness is, as they were not given a get
definition nor what properties make up accentedness. The criterfp
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participants utilized to rate these sentences (pitch, speakingratg
otherwise) are still unclear.

consequently, better understood.

Less s . . . .
Participants |19§1 An;' ses lations did al - Accented oreased e = | r=-0.78p<.001 + Considerable variability exists between the 30 different sentenc
) * Speaking rate manipulations did systematically vary accenterhtegss at | Pecameess accontp i presented here. Future research should consider presenting diffgre
* 30 undergraduate students who self-reported normal hearing. All wire | the item level. At right are the original speaking rates foh ¢anprocessed) talkers speaking the same sentence, limiting this variability and
native English speakers and received course credit for theirijpatito. i he global Ki 3.8 syllables / d d the ch i .& N N N ) - e
item, the global speaking rate (3.8 syllables / second), and the change in | increasing the likelihood of participants using the same / similar
Stimuli accentedness ratings (calculated as fixed speaking rate ratimgs mi g [ criteria to rate the accentedness of each sentence.
. . . unprocessed sentence ratings). 3
« 30 Korean-accented English sentences (28 different native Korean < « Findings from this study offer a possible positive effect in tesfs
S«la"r(:;)cgsr\z;?: Vx;fsré]‘tteg?:]pasré:abqoiﬂsg'en etal., 2010). The samq R. sjower sentences whose rates were sped up (to meet the global¥8te of z second language learning. Here, speeding up speaking rate resjiite
pi : syllables / sert]:ond) were rated Ias Iejsd accented (pOS:;W@ chgnge); faste:i : o® | in sentences being perceived as less accented. When a non-nafve
. . . sentences whose rates were slowed down were rated as more accente [ ) speaker is at a point in their second language learning where thfy
1. Control Block: No acoustic manipulations performed i i S0t 1 Lo ¥ .
p p (negative rating change). S decreased ratd® Y are ready to have more native-like conversations, speaking mor
became more accented i i i
2. Pitch-Manipulated Block: The average pitch was calculated for More 1 . quicly could contribute to sounding less accented and,

each sentence in Praat. The pitch contour was flattened and s t Accented 2 384 3 6 7
that mean pitch. Original Speaking Rate (syllables/sec)
. ) Less
3. RateManipulated Block: Speaking rate was calculated for each |}, pitch contour manipulations did not systematically vary accentedatiess pccee ‘ ‘ ‘ " r=-0.08p=.68
serjtence in orc_ier to find the overall average (3.8 syllables/sec@ndl . the item level. At right are the original mean f0 valuesémh ol | REFERENCES
Using PSOLA in Praat, each sentence was scaled so that theyRall - nprocessed) item and the change in accentedness ratings (calcufied a :
had the same speaking rate. To achieve this, some sentences vefl  pitch contour ratings minus unprocessed sentence ratings). S, ° Derwing TM, Munro MJ (1997Rudies Second Lang Acquis, 19(1), 1-
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ceent 25 5 5 2 2 2:




