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What we did Method Results . . :
. Participants: Discussion and Conclusion
= \We measured Japanese EFL learners’ reaction time (RT) to . 30 Japanese listeners — students from University of Aizu = Fig.4 showsthe RT for each participant. Using RT, we could measure speed of perception of sounds thatare
retroflex and bunched pronunciation of /r/ in English words i natliove Enclish Iisteners—studentsfromUniveZsit of Aizy (i) produced the same way one has learned to speak vs. (ii) produced in a different way. We found that We measured Japanese listeners’ RT to native English speakers’
spoken by native English speakers. 2 i Japanese listeners’ RTs for retroflex and bunched /r/ pronunciation of English words spoken by native retroflexand bunched /r/ pronunciation. We carried out a
A : . : . Stimuli: speakers were not significantly different. This was true even for native listeners. forced-choice RT experiment for 30 native Japanese listeners and
U§|ng E-prime, we .carrled olise fo'rced-ch(-alce.RT SpEinEl ' ' . 4 native English controls. This experiment used 2 speakers’
with 30 Japanese listeners & 4 native English listeners. - 2 speakers (both Canadian professors from University of Aizu) = Proficiency (measured by TOEIC test score) was somewhat correlated with RT. Higher-proficiency Japanese voices (both Canadian English) and 9 minimal pairs of /r/ and /1/
Introduction * 9 minimal pairs (see Fig.1) speakers had faster RTs.Asignificant negative correlation between TOEIC score and RT was obtained words. Stimuli were spoken words and picture-pairs (2
* Minimal pairs had 3 productions (retroflex/r/, bunched /r/and/l/) (r =-0.215, p < 001) —See Flgs simu|taneous|y_presented in each tr|a|)
- ;WO c.omrrllzon It.orr:?u/e Shapj celiEgRrEs iy prccj)c;’lucmiN‘c;rth Date Collection and Analysis: = Mean accuracy rate was almost 100% for native English listeners, whereas it was about 66% for Japanese. 13 -
merican English /r/ sound are retroflex and bunched. , , _ ] Japanese participants with less than 66% accuracy were not included. " TheRTsfor retroflexand bunched /r/ pronunciation of
"= |njuniorhighschool, Japanese students generallylearn onl BRI et steners had to [dentify the spoken word by Stimulus Type English (ms) Japanese (ms) English words spoken by native speakers were not
re’groﬂex fonunciat;on%f/r/ & y y choosingthe left or right picture as fast as possible. They were Participants 1 3019 3708 significantly different, even for native listeners.
P ' given feedback (correct or not)in the form of an image (see Fig.2). > 3 4 7 8 11 12 13 15 19 20 28 31 32 34 35 3 retroflex /r/ 3047 3309
Hypothesis: If there is a strong link between speech production and = To be sure that stimuli were indeed retroflex or bunched. we used bunched /r/ 3115 3333 = TOEIC score and RT have a weak negative correlation.
perce!otion [1], we would expect Japanese sfcudents to be able to B I = b rdlin e the audio. We also checked tflwe Table 1: Mean RTs by stimulus
perceive retroflex /r/ faster than they perceive bunched /r/. ' _ Our results do not support the hypothesis thatJapanese EFL
formants of retroflex vs bunched /r/ for both speakers (see Fig.3). Stimulus Type English Participants Japanese Participants listeners would react more quickly toretrofie e T
= We measured 30 Japanese listeners’ RTs when they listened to 2000ms ) A
N Y 4500- . /\/ 100.0% 66.1% bunched /r/. Given that the native listeners also turned out not
minimal pairs with retroflex /r/, bunched /r/, and /I/. We also f o 0 . : .
: . , retroflex /r/ 98.7% 65.9% to show anydifference, this was not surprising.
measured 4 native English speakers’ RTs as a control.
% : I:> | bunched /r/ 100.0% 67.3%
= We alsochecked therelationship between RTand English skill, 4))) : A\ : . | | b Table 2: Accuracy rate by stimulus & Participants language | Future Work
by plotting TOEIC score against RT. lons - wione . [ .
: ~ 4000- T . J T . :
RN Beep Slide 9 pairs _ SfDund Reaction Feedback | @ = Resultsneedto be analyzed further to determine why there
Fig.2: Experiment process Té is so much variability in the RTs within and across
B 4 kHz Speaker Formant E I 4500 g o participants.
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i T LT Fig.3: The two speakers’ formants for retroflex & bunched /r/ Fig.4: RT by stimulus (retroflex/bunched) per participant L = /I/, 2 = retroflex /r/, 3 = bunched /r/ Fig.5: RT by TOEIC Score



