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A Study on the Pitch Contour Variation in Reading Sentence Produced

by Chinese Korean-Learners

/K])

Yune, Youngsook

ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study is to examine the variation of pitch contour observed in the reading of Korean sentences

produced by Chinese Korean-learners. In the reading context, Korean sentence intonation can be described by considering

accentual phrases’ pitch pattern and intonational phrases’ boundary tone. But when APs and IPs connect to each other to

form sentences, another aspect of speech production must be considered, that is declination of pitch contour. So, in order to

examine how Chinese speakers produce Korean sentence intonation, we have analysed the sentences’ pitch contours produced

by fourteen Chinese speakers differing in proficiency, and compared them to pitch contours produced by six Korean native
speakers. The results show that Chinese speakers tend to decline the pitch contour in shorter sentences, but for longer

sentences, the declination was not observed. Moreover, even though Chinese speakers produced sentences with declination,

internal tonal modulation differs from native speakers.

Keywords: declination, accentual phrase, intonational phrase, boundary tone, pitch range, teaching Korean, intonation.
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Table 5. Pitch variation of 3P sentences(Q-t)
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Figure 2. Pitch variation of 3P sentence(Q-t)
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Table 6. Result of one-way ANOVA on pitch difference

o] 544 44

PR = Levene ZA| % frolgE
H1A 2, 115 2.499 .087
A4 2. 115 2744 069
g BAF BN
A% | F ratio | p-value post-hoc

KS-CS1: .000**
CS1-CS2: .000**
CS1-CS2: .409
KS-CS1: .000**
CS1-CS2: .002*
CS1-CS2: .129

HH | 2, 115 | 24.120 .000**

HAAA | 2, 115 | 14.517 .000%*

*<.05 *p<.001

32 4l 9 &&TM4P)E AAE &3
<E 7> P2 R B 02 2 2HAH Lxol 7}

63
3 gugtel WE Aol REUAHQYT £&7 Aol
w2} JeERd Aol <O 3> o] ABE &89 4o

(centisecond) S vl o 2 T= 2 YERN Zo|t} ol <&
7>°ll4 P1, P2, P3, P4= &4 W &7 A& UehliH 2
ZF A WA, T oA, Al wA, bl A &S gt
4748 &7 e EAY FJAFHL KSe} CsHE
o9 ohE %“o HojEth 94 KSo| B¢ &7 9
5 A el B FEelAtelrt
HEE 5 ok & HAH] A p39
P2ETH FA] A= o] FA Ao
UEREA] ket 1 whA CS13 CS20llA = AR S
= F A9 2% p39 AF-H-HAH
28T A A8 WEolth 249 SAEY P2
P3e] Ale FARES FHe] AR A3 LLBA7 &
Ak 1Y CS13% €S2+ o] #E Al Ao ¥R
AL mpARE okt 2709 AAMTFE EFSsta 1o
A = A flAIEE Al HA el T
Aol dojdtia s F WA TR A Hd
?iom % g¥o] AdoA BAFRY
R A AT

sl A&l H7bA o= ulS A e

£y

M
)
A
ol
m
HU

S njlo _b, rUIO

M2
oo

I
s
=

= Ay oo Mo o2y
o R
st
>
rir
=
o

XU
R
o

(o3

T o2 W
0 % 2
—L\?\" ﬂllo _2_,
o fiZ ol o
2 o i
O% PRI
- i
i 1‘”1
e
n
X0,
o
£ 1:1[0
i
o
rl

o
A
o
S
o::
_\ﬂ
32
£

E 7.4 A EE&TE Y 279
A5 M3 QY
Table 7. Pitch variation of 4P sentences(Q-t)

&7 94| AIRA 14 A7
PI 20.2(3.9) 23.1(3.3) 19.6(3.4)
P2 9.6(3.5) 13.0(4.5) 6.0(3.9)
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Figure 3. Pitch variation of 4P sentences(Q-t)
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Table 8. Result of one-way ANOVA on pitch difference
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Table 9. Numbers of sentences realized with declination
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Table 10. Results of Chi-2 analysis
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Table 11. Internal pitch variation of prosodic phrase(Q-t)

KS Csl Cs2

Pl | HATH-HAHY | 4.0026) 8.1(33) | 7.5 (34)
3P | P2 | HTE-HAAH | 4.6(3.1) 84(3.7) | 6.7 2.7)
P3| H1H-HAH | 50024 7.12.6) | 63 (25)
Pl | H3H-HAH | 3.70.7) 80(3.0) | 85 (42)
P2 | HA-HAA| 7.0(1.8) 9.3(1.8) 8.1 (2.3)
P3| HAH-HAH | 65027 84 (1.7) | 5.8 (3.0)
P4 | HuH-AA™ | 2910 | 80 @3.1) | 6327
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Table 12. Result of one-way ANOVA on pitch difference

watel 544 44
AeE Levene SA1%F o8&
P1 2, 115 1.765 176
3P | P2 2, 115 2.204 115
P3 2, 115 0.016 984
P1 2, 40 12.403 .000
4p P2 2, 40 0.754 A71
P3 2, 40 5.448 008
P4 2, 40 3.154 053
gl 4 #4 8 Weleh 44
A= | F ratio p-value post-hoc
KS-CS1: .000**
P1 | 2, 115 | 18.649 .000%* KS-CS2: .000**
CS1-CS2: .709
3p KS-CS1: .000**
P2 | 2, 115 | 13.048 .0007** KS-CS2: .019*
CS1-CS2: .042*
KS-CS1: .001**
P3 | 2, 115 6.521 .002* KS-CS2: .001**
CS1-CS2: 321
KS-CS1: .000**
P1 2, 40 11.560 .000%* KS-CS2: .004*
CS1-CS2: .978
KS-CS1: .008*
P2 2, 40 4.998 .012* KS-CS2: .303
4p CS1-CS2: .027
KS-CS1: .089
P3 2, 40 4.264 .021%* KS-CS2: .866
CS1-CS2: .033*
KS-CS1: .000**
P4 2, 40 17.184 .000** KS-CS2: .002*
CS1-CS2: .167

*<.05 *p<.001
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Figure 4. Pitch difference between prosodic phrases
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Table 13. Pitch difference between prosodic phrases

KS CS1 CS2
T1-T2 -0.33974 -0.17464 -0.20734
T2-T3 -0.13469 -0.08551 -0.07964
H1-H2 -0.33827 -0.09006 -0.11792
H2-H3 -0.18746 -0.07833 -0.09511
L1-L2 -0.30646 -0.09313 -0.13942
L2-L3 -0.23177 -0.08900 -0.08239

<O¥ 4>8} < 13>94 & & %] KS¢F csy & 3t
A9 7} g2 g o2 K A A A
Ao nx|=pAde] PloA P2E P2olA P3E F43] G|t
CSl, CS2o A= ankel AXE shgsta Utk <E 2>9 2
A B E&TFRAA dFd%el CS13 Cs2vt AEs 23
2 KSol| HIs|) A& AAY R=rt o2 8T 3 &
%:%01 a7 6 & AR EY AAF A 2 RETF
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Table 14. Result of one-way ANOVA on pitch difference

Bare] 54 44
AG= Levene BAI% frogE
T1-T2 2, 109 1.501 228
T2-T3 2, 109 0.957 387
H1-H2 2, 100 0.564 571
H2-H3 2, 109 25.923 .000
L1-1.2 2, 110 5.068 .008
L2-13 2, 70 28.998 .000
a4 4k 24 9 Weleh A
A% | F ratio p-value post-hoc
KS-CS1: .000**
TI1-T2 2, 109 32.531 .000** KS-CS2: .000**
CS1-CS2: 267
KS-CS1: .010*
T2-T3 2, 109 6.530 .002* KS-CS2: .004*
CS1-CS2: .930
KS-CS1: .000**
H1-H2 | 2, 100 85.202 .000** KS-CS2: .000**
CS1-CS2: .348
KS-CS1: .000**
H2-H3 | 2, 109 14.717 .000** KS-CS2: .002*
CS1-CS2: .563
KS-CS1: .000**
LI1-L2 2, 110 58.464 .000** KS-CS2: .000**
CS1-CS2: .078
KS-CS1: .002*
L2-13 2, 70 12.653 .000** KS-CS2: .000**
CS1-CS2: 979

<05 *4p<.001
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