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The final stop consonant perception in typically developing children aged 4 to 6 years and adults
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ABSTRACT

This study aimed to identify the development pattern of final stop consonant perception using the gating task. Sixty-four
subjects participated in the study: 16 children aged 4 years, 16 children aged 5 years, 17 children aged 6 years, and 15

adults. One-syllable words with consonant-vowel-consonant(CVC) structure, mok '-mot 'and pap '-pat ' were used as stimuli in
order to remove the redundancy of acoustic cues in stimulus words, 40ms-length (-40ms) and 60ms-length (-60ms) from the

entire duration of the final consonant were deleted. Three conditions (the whole word segment, -40ms, -60ms) were used for

this speech perception experiment. 48 tokens (4 stimuli x 3 conditions x 4 trials) in total were provided for participants. The

results indicated that 5 and 6 year olds showed final consonant perception similar to adults in stimuli, pap -pat’
the 6-year-old children showed perception similar to adults in stimuli,

and only

'mok '-mot . The results suggested that younger

typically developing children require more acoustic information to accurately perceive final consonants than older children and

adults. Final consonant perception ability may become adult-like around 6 years old. The study provides fundamental data on

the development pattern of speech perception in normal developing children, which can be used to compare to those of

children with communication disorders.
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(Bazanella, 2011; Aylett & Turk, 2004).
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Table 2. Descriptive analysis of each gated condition and
whole-word final consonant perception across age group in
stimulus words, pap - pat '

A= 44 5A] 64 Al
Z7 (n=16) (n=16) (n=17) (n=15)
M 2.42 2.72 2.94 337
A ) 1.19 .89 70 27
A Aoigk 3.46 3.46 3.46 3.46
HAZE 000 0.67 1.06 241
M 1.94 222 2.07 2.83
40 SD 1.00 91 1.22 61
ms Hgk 3.46 3.46 3.46 3.46
Hagk 0.00 0.67 0.00 1.73
M 1.10 82 1.87 273
60 SD 1.02 1.45 97 76
ms FHUg 241 3.46 3.46 3.46
HAagk  0.00 -1.35 0.00 135
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Figure 1. Interaction effects of the gated condition and age in
stimulus words, pap - pat’

vl A 3F T4 AL ] Apolrt o= oA HIRHE A
1A Lolr 7] 93l Scheffe AFEHAS AASAT. 1 A,
M= 4Rl Fa st S o T4 A4 fofrs A
olF BN, SAE 4 Mo vustHs o, T4 A4Y
of frolgk o]zt Adth 6AlE BE JTd vimstdS d,
T8 A7 fFolgk o7t flih

v dE e 3 T AAEo] o'l A=Fo] Z7(gated
condition: A A, -40ms, -60ms)NA F3F ZFel7F ARE=A &
olr 7] Q& AYEAE X (one-way ANOVA)S AASIYTE L
YEAEA At AA ZA(F(3,60)=3.563, p < .05)F -60ms
ZZA(F(3,60)=9.729, p < . 001)llA A At 7+ T4 =2
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Table 3. Descriptive analysis of each gated condition and
whole-word final consonant perception across age group in
stimulus words, mok - mot '

= 44 5A 64 3
Xl (n=16) (n=16) (n=17) (n=15)
M 1.28 1.60 276 3.31
%l SD 72 1.03 .64 37
A Ao 241 3.46 3.46 3.46
HAZ 000 -1.06 1.73 241
M 1.45 1.34 2.18 2.81
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M 1.34 1.06 2.14 2.07
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Hagk -1.73 -1.73 1.06 1.06
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O% 2. AT B-FollAe 23 AR g av
Figure 2. Interaction effects of the gated condition and age in
stimulus words, mok '-mot '
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table 6. final consonant perception of children aged 4 and 5 in
accordance with the stimulus words
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Appendix 1. stimulus word ‘mok '-mot "> and ‘pap '-pat ’: formant frequency changes of the transition
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