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EvaluatingL2fluentpronunciationcausessomeproblemsforL2teachersbecauseof

itssubjectivity in evaluation.Thispaperistrying to suggestan educational

implication fornonnativeEnglish pronunciation teaching.A speaking testis

designedandadministeredtoKoreanundergraduatestodeterminewhichmeasured

cuesratersofnativesandnonnativesassociatewiththeirratingpatternsofL2

Englishproficiency.Fourteenraters(7natives,7nonnative)arerecruitedtorate30

participants.Theresultsclearlyshow thatthemeasuredparameterssuchaspitch

range,speechrate,andpausedurationcuesproducedbyKoreanEnglishlearners

areevaluateddifferentlyfrom raters’languagebackground.Thispaperarguesfor

theneedtoimporttheparametervaluesfittedfortheobjectiveevaluationofL2

Englishpronunciation.
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pronunciationtest,phoneticcues

1. Introduction

EvaluatingEnglishoralproficiencycouldbeacriticalproblem forL2

English educators because ofits subjectivity in evaluation (Saville and

Hargreves,1999;KangandAhn,2010).SavilleandHargreves(1999)reportthat
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ratersarehardtokeepclear-cutcriteriaconsistentlyforeverytesteeandalso

sometimesthecriteriacouldvarydependingontesteesorsituations.Kangand

Ahn(2010)suggestthatthissubjectiveevaluationraisesthecriticalproblemsfor

L2speechbyL2raters.

Especiallytheissueofvalid and/orreliableevaluationofL2learners’

EnglishoralproficiencybynonnativeEnglishraterscouldbeheatedunderthe

curriculum emphasizing on communicative competence-oriented English

learningandteaching(e.g.,Luoma,2004;Kang,2013).Thus,itismeaningfulto

search foran objectivewayin evaluatingL2English oralproficiencyby

nonnativeEnglishraters.Withthisparticularaim,thispaperistryingtoseek

forwhytworatinggroups(nativeandnon-nativeratinggroups)differin

evaluatingL2pronunciationandsuggestawayofobjectivemeasurementof

fluency parameters.This suggestion is based on the results ofrating

experiments,comparingbothgroupsofnativeEnglishspeakersandnonnative

EnglishratersofKorean.

Oral fluency is one aspect of communicative success,along with

comprehensibility(Derwing,Thompson,Monro,2006).InL2acquisitionarea,

fluentpronunciationreferstophoneticallyvariousfeaturessuchasfrequency,

duration, intensity, stress, and prominence in both segmental and

surpasegmentalsides.Thus,itiswell-establishedthatfluentL2pronunciationis

essentialinL2acquisition (Segalowitz,2010).Accordingtosomeprevious

studiesinsecondlanguageacquisition (Aoyama, Guion,Flege,Tsuneo,&

Akahane-Yamada,2008;Guion,Flege,&Loftin,2000;Johns-Lewis,1986),fluent

pronunciationisdeterminedbysome prominentfeatures in L2phonetics

suchaspitch range,speech rate, boundarycues,pausefrequencyand

duration,ordeclination tilt.Inthisstudy,thephoneticcuesofpitchrange,

speechrate,andpauseduration areanalyzedbecausethesethreesaremost

prominentfactorstodecideon fluency orintelligibility ofL2 speaking

(Alberchsten, Henriksen, & Faerch, 1980; Munro & Derwing, 1996;

Tromfimovich&Baker,2006).Thisstudyistryingtosuggestavalid/objective

evaluationmethodforL2pronunciation.

1.1 L1 Influence 

TheevaluationofL2speechisgreatlyinfluencedbyraters’L1language
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background (Munro & Derwing,1996).In thisvein,itisimportantto

understandtheprosodicaswellasthesegmentalstructuresofKoreanand

Englishinthisstudy.Koreanhasdifferentprosodyfeaturesfrom English,in

whichithastwoprosodicunitsabovetheprosodicword:theintonational

phrase(IP)andtheaccentualphrase(AP)(Jun,2005).AnIPisdefinedby

phrasefinallengtheningastheformofaboundarytoneandalsoisthehighest

prosodicunitdefinedbyintonation.APsinKoreanhavesomepredictablepitch

accentsrelatedwithstressedsyllablesintheirdomainandalsolackthephrase

tonewhichoccursattheendoftheaccentualphrase.Incontrast,Englishisa

stresslanguageinwhichonesyllableisstressedwithintheprosodicunit.The

stressedsyllabletendstoproduceagreaterduration,higherpitch,andmore

complicated pitch contourthan theunstressed syllables.English hastwo

prosodicunitsabovetheprosodicfoot:theintonationphrase(IP)andthe

intermediatephrase(iP).An IP isthehighestprosodicunitdefined by

intonationandmaycontainoneormoreiPs.Ithasfinallengtheningwiththe

finalfallingF0inthecaseofstatementsentences.

ThestructuraldifferenceofL1prosodyclearlyinfluencesonL2fluent

speech.Itiswellknownthatnative-likeL2speechisdefinedasthelisteners’

judgmentofhow naturalanutterancesounds,spokenwithoutunduepauses,

filledpauses,hesitations,slowspeechrate,ordysfluencies(DerwingandMunro,

1997).Derwingand Munro(1996)arguethatL2learners’mothertongue

influencesjudgingthenative-likenessofthetargetlanguage.Basedonthe

previousresearch,towhatextend L1factorsinfluenceon theL2speech

evaluationbecomesmainissueinourL2pronunciationassessment.

1.2. The purpose of the study

The currentstudy investigates L2 speech evaluation by the raters’

backgroundlanguage.Thegoalofthestudyistoextendourunderstandingof

factorsinfluencingtheL2fluencyevaluationbybothL1ratinggroups– native

Englishraters,andnativeKoreanratersofL2English.Experimentchecksthe

hypothesisthattheevaluationofgoodorbadL2pronunciationisdifferentby

the effect of raters’ language background. Acoustic analysis of L2

suprasegmentalproductioniscarriedoutfocusingontowhatextentthefeatures
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oftheacousticcueschangeoverbothgroupsofnativeandnonnativeraters.

Threefluencycues(F0range,speechrate,andsyllableduration)whichproved

tobethemostimportantcuestodeterminetheL2fluencyratings(e.g.,Munro

and Derwing,1996;Mennen,2006;Trofimovich and Baker,2006),are

investigated.

(1) Do non-native Korean raters on nonnative English speaking

proficiencybyKoreanexertdistinctiveevaluatingpatternsongood

orbadL2pronunciation?

(2)How dobothratinggroups(nativeandnonnativeEnglishrating

groups)differindrawingonevaluationdistributiononnonnative

Englishspeaking?

Theprimaryresearchgoalaimstoinvestigatecommonalitiesandthedegree

towhichthegoodnessdecisiondiffersfornativeandnon-nativeraters,andby

implication,thejustificationforbothgroupsbeyondacousticanalysis.Thus,

preliminaryfindingsarepresentedonL1correlatesofL2proficiencyevaluation

tomitigatethepotentialproblemsonvalidity/objectivitybynon-nativeraters.

2. Experiment

2.1. Participants

Test-takersofthirtyKoreanmalestudentswereselectedfromacollege-level

EnglishclassofauniversityinSeoul,Korea,andwereinformedaboutthe

researchproject.Thestudentswereassignedtomid-levelclassesbasedonthe

Englishproficiencytestbeforebeginningtheregularclassesofthesemester.The

collegesortedstudentsintooneofthreeclasslevelsaccordingtothescoresofa

placementtestmeasuring fourEnglish skills(reading,writing,speaking,

listening).Thus,eachtest-takerinthisstudywouldbeconsideredasalmost

equallevelofEnglishproficiency.

Theexperimentwasadministeredinacomputer-mediatedinterviewformat

forthepurposeofstudy.Thesemi-directedmethodwaschosenbecauseofits
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effectiveness,reliability,andeasyaccessibility(e.g.,Kim,2006;Shin,2002;Kang

&Ahn,2010).Thetest-takers’voiceswererecordedinaquietroomanditlasted

approximately30minutes.Aftertheassessmentwasconductedaftertwoweeks

ofspeakingtests,bothgroupsofnativeand non-nativeratersscored the

speaker’speechindividually.

Fourteenraters(sevennativeEnglishratersandsevennon-nativeKorean

raters)participatedinthestudy.Inordertoconfirmthatratersweresufficiently

qualified,certainparticipationcriteriawereapplied:(1)atleasttwoyearsof

teachingexperienceinEnglishfornonnativeKoreanstudents;and(2)atleast

masterdegreeinafieldrelatedwithlinguisticsorEnglisheducation.Thetwo

groupsweresimilarinthattheywerealluniversityEnglishteachers.Mostof

theKoreanraters,3malesand4females,holdmasterordoctoraldegreeinthe

fieldofEnglishlinguisticsoreducation,andhaveexperienceinteachingEnglish

intheuniversitiesfor4to12years,rangedfrom34to45yearsold.Theyhave

noexperienceinlearningEnglishinEnglish-speakingcountriesover6months.

AlsomostofthenativeEnglishraters,4malesand3females,holdmasteror

doctoraldegree,andhaveexperienceinteachingEnglishfor5to7years,

rangedfrom 31to38yearsold.Smallcompensatorymoneywaspaid.

2.2. Materials and Procedures

ThespeechscriptswerepresentedtoKoreansubjectsoveraloudspeaker

usingalaptopcomputerinquestion-answer-questionsequences.A delayof

aroundtensecondswasprovidedafterthesecondquestionineachsequence,

allowingsometimefortheproductionofthetargetsentences.Itwasintended

toavoidthedirectimitationfromthesensorymemory(e.g.,FlegeandFletcher,

1992;Flege,2006).Thesequenceswerepresentedrandomly.Theelicitationof

thesecondrepetitionwasanalyzed.Beforetheyproducedthesentences,itwas

confirmedthattheyknewwhatthesentencesmeant,andthattheyknewhowto

pronouncethem.Followingarethesentencesproducedbysubjects:

1.A:WhatdidMarydo?

B:Marymethim atthesameplace.

2.A:Whatdoesyoudo?
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B:Raiseyourrighthand,ifthepastorcallsyourname.

3.A:Whatdidhedo?

B:Withalighthammer,thecarpenterhitthenail.

4.A:Whatdidhedo?

B:Allofasudden,thepolicemanrushedtothemarket.

5.A:Whatdidtheydo?

B:Peoplecouldn'tsleepwelllastnight,becauseofthe

noise.

EachparticipantwasaskedtoreadeachEnglish sentenceonetime.Before

they producedthesentences,itwasconfirmedthattheydidknow whatthe

sentencesmeant,andtheyknewhowtopronouncethem.AlsoKorean subjects

weregiven30minutestopracticethesentencesbeforetheexperiment.The

soundswererecordedbyaSONYTASCAM DAP-1DATrecorderwithSchure

SM 10Amicrophone,anddigitalized in44.05kHzand16bitresolution.

2.3. Measured cues

Amongthevariousphoneticfeatures,ourfocushasbeenonparametersof

theF0range,speechrate,and pausedurationbecausethesethreefactorsare

closelyrelatedwithfluency-basedsuprasegmentals(Aoyamaetal.,2008;Guion,

Flege,Liu,Yeni-Komshian,&Grace,2000;Trofimovich&Baker,2007).Generally

thesecuesaffectlisteners’ratingsofforeignaccentinL2speechandareviewed

asdeterminantsofbothfluencyandintelligibility(Alberchsten,Henriksen,&

Faerch,1980;Munro&Derwing,1996).Thecuesaremeasuredasfollows:

F0 range:F0rangewasknowntobeagoodsignaltomeasureEnglish

proficiency(Backman1979;Willems1982).GenerallythebeginnersofEnglish

exhibited anarrower F0range.Inthisstudy,therangewasmeasured from

thehighestpointtothelowestpointofthefundamentalfrequency.Thisstudy

usedtheF0track,andalsothewaveformsassociatedwiththevibrationofthe

vocalfoldsasasupplementarycheck.

Speechrate:Thespeechrateprovedtobeagoodevaluatorwhichwould
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helpdecidenative-likepronunciation(Derwing& Munro,1996;Guion,Flege,

Liu,Yeni-Komshian,&Grace.2000).Inthisstudy,speechratewasmeasured

from theinitialacousticsignalinbothwaveform andspectrogram tothefinal

acoustic orspectralcuesofboundary.

Pauseduration:Theduration ofpausewasassociatedwithfluency-based

suprasegmentals (Tromfimovich & Baker,2007).Pause duration affected

listeners’ratings offoreign accentin L2 speech and were viewed as

determinantsofbothfluencyintelligibility(Albrechsten,Henriksen,& Faerch,

1980).Inthisstudy,pausedurationwasmeasuredbetweenphrasesinperiodic

sentences.

2.4 Research design and Data analysis

Thisstudyappliedmixedanalysismethodswhichcouldprovideadepth

andbreadthinthatasingleapproachmightlackbyitself.Inparticular,mixed

analysisdesignwassetuptounderstandaresearchproblem morecompletely.

Thedesignwasconductedintwosteps:aninitialphaseofRaschmethodand

thenfollowedbyaphaseofANOVA analysis.Anadvantageofthedesignwas

thataresearchercouldexplainmoreclearlyonhowtheRaschfindingshelped

elaborateorextendtheANOVAresults.Aseparatesectioninthisstudymight

discusshowthetwophaseswereconnectedintheresearchprocess.

Thedataconsistedof420validratings,awardedby14raterstofluencytask

responsesby30test-takers.Eachraterratedeverystudent’sperformanceon

everytask,sothatthedatamatrixwasfullycrossed.TheRaschmethodwas

conductedforwhysomecriteriashowedwiderdifferencebetweennativeand

nonnativegroupsandthenanalyzedbyRM ANOVAsasfollows:

a.Raschanalysis

ThedatawereanalyzedusingamultifacetedRaschmeasurement(MFRM)

approach.ThisRaschmethodallowedforincludingmanyaspects,orfacetsin

theratings(Bachman,2004;Winkeetal.,2012).ToconductaMFRM analysis,

theFACETSprogram (Version3.64;Lincare,2008)wasused.Itusedthescores

inthatraterswereawareofexamineesbasedoneachofthefivecriteria(i.e.,
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grammarusage,vocabulary usage,cohesivediscourse,clearpronunciation,

fluency)toanalyzeraters’severitydependingonL1group,raters’consistency,

taskmeasurementdifficulties,andtest-takersseverities.Theraterfacetwas

entered asadummyfacetand anchored atzero.A Many-faceted Rasch

MeasurementModelwasusedtoanalyzethedata.Theformularcouldbebuilt

uplikefollows;

log



 

=Englishspeakingfluency

-fluencyofexamineen

-difficultyofcriterioni

-difficultyoftaskmeasurementl

-severityofraterj

-rater’sseveritybyL1p

-difficultyofreceivingaratingofkrelativetoaratingof

k-1

b.Statisticalanalysis

ThesemeasureswereanalyzedwithRepeatedMeasuresofAnalysesof

Variance(RM ANOVAs)whichwereconductedforstatisticalevaluationofthe

groupswiththefollowingparameters:Dependentvariablesoffundamental

frequency,speechrate,andpausedurationwereexaminedbythefactorof

Group(nativeand nonnativeEnglishraters).Therepeated measureofL2

speecheswasusedinordertoconsidertheindividualvariation(eachsentence

byeachspeaker)alongwithwithingroupvariation(F0range,speechrate,and

pauseduration).Repeatedmeasureswereusedinordertoaccountforwithin

speakervarianceinpronunciation.Itsdesignisabletofactoroutsomeofthe

variationthatoccurswithinindividuals.

3. Results

3.1. Reliability analysis

ConsistencyoftheratingsforeachgroupwasestimatedbyCronbach’s
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Group Raters
Obs.
averag
e

logits
meas
ure
S.E.

Infit
MnSq

Outfit
MnSq

PtBis

English
raters

1 1.84 1.73 0.09 1.08 1.06 0.51

2 1.95 1.82 0.09 0.76 0.76 0.48

3 2.28 2.21 0.09 0.77 0.77 0.50

4 1.54 1.64 0.09 0.64 0.63 0.57

5 1.96 1.86 0.09 0.82 0.82 0.52

6 1.83 1.72 0.09 0.92 0.71 0.49

7 1.92 1.83 0.09 0.77 0.83 0.50

Mean 1.88 1.88 0.09 1.07 1.06 0.56

Korean
raters

1 1.58 1.68 0.11 0.64 0.66 0.46

2 2.03 2.14 0.12 1.44 1.44 0.48

coefficientalpha,whichreflectedthelevelofagreementwithineachgroupasa

whole.Theresultsshowedthattheratingsofnativeratersshowedaslightly

greaterreliability(coefficientα =.81)thanthenonnativerates(coefficientα =

.71)indicatingthatthenonnativeraterssharethedifferentconsistencyofthe

ratingsasnativespeakers.Tochecktheinter-raterreliabilityforbothgroups,

Pearsoncorrelationcoefficientswereestimatedtoexaminetheagreementamong

theratersineachgroup.Inthecaseofthenonnativeraters,theaveragePearson

productmomentcorrelationcoefficientforfluencyis.73.,whiletheaverage

correlationcoefficientsamongthenativeraterswereslightlyhigherthanthose

givenbythenonnativeratersoffluencyas.86.

3.2. Raters  severity and consistency

Table1showsasummaryoftheratermeasurementreportfromtheFACETS

analysisindicatingthedegreeofseveritygradedbyeachrater.Raterswere

rankedfrommostseveretomostlenientbygroups;thehighertheraterseverity

measure,themoreseveretherater.Inthisstudy,similaritybetweenbothrating

groupscouldbefoundinseveritymeasurementasshownin1.88ofmeanlogit

forEnglishratersand1.77ofmeanlogitforKoreanraters.Thus,theresult

supportedthenon-nativeraters'credibility,meaningthattwodifferentgroups

ofnativeandnon-nativeratersexhibitedsimilarstrictscoresinoverallratings.

Followingweremeasurementresultsfortheraterfacet:

Table 1. Measurement results for the rater facet
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3 1.73 1.83 0.11 0.69 0.68 0.47

4 1.62 1.88 0.09 0.73 0.74 0.47

5 1.64 1.69 0.09 1.35 1.35 0.59

6 1.74 1.82 0.12 0.71 0.72 0.51

7 1.82 1.92 0.12 1.09 0.89 0.48

Mean 1.77 1.79 0.10 0.93 0.92 0.52

Theresultsuggeststhattworatinggroupsshowedalittle differencein

assessingoralproficiencyskills.Itmeansthatnon-nativenesswasasignificant

variabletodeterminethestrictnessoftheratingpatterns.Toexaminerater’s

consistency,theinfitindicesofeachraterwereassessed.Raters’fitstatistics

indicatedthedegreetowhicheachraterwasinternallyconsistentinhisratings.

Althoughaproperrangeofinfitmeansquaresforraterswasflexibledepending

onresearchers(MyfordandWolfe,2004;WrightandLinacre,1994),thisstudy

wassetat0.5and1.5respectivelyasthelowerandupperqualitycontrolby

followingstudiesofKim (2009)andZhangandElder(2011).Incaseofraters’

consistencytest,infitmeansquaresofraterswerefavoredratherthanoutfit

squaresofratersbecauseofitsconsistency(Choi,2011).Infitmeansquare

valuesgreaterthan 1.5indicated significantmisfit,orahigh degreeof

inconsistencyintheratings,whileinfitmeansquarevalueslessthan0.5

indicatedoverfit,oralackofvariabilityintheirscoring.Thefitstatisticsinthe

studyreportedthatthatnoneofraters,regardlessofL1languagebackgrounds,

showedmisfitoroverfitratings,meaningthatallraterskeptconsistentrating

patterns.Inshortsummary,non-nativeEnglishraterswereconsistentintheir

ratings,althoughtheyexhibitedsomewhatlenientratings.Overall,itwassafeto

saythatnon-nativeraters’gradingshowedalittledifferentpatternswithnative

EnglishratersinevaluatingL2fluency.

4. Acoustic analysis

Thesentenceswereanalyzedtoinvestigatedifferencesofprosodygoodness

betweenthe two groups. Table2 presents meanvaluesandstandard

deviations(inparenthesis)ofF0range,speechrate,andpausedurationforgood

speaking(30%)evaluatedbybothgroups.
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NaiveE. Non-nativeK.

F0range(Hz) 120(55) 94(43)

Speechrate 1.71(0.3) 2.34(0.45)

pauseduration 0.19(0.11) 0.39(0.13)

Table 2. The measured cues of the fluent speech by groups.

4.1. F0 Range

TheRM analysisofvarianceconfirmedthattherewasasignificanteffectof

grouponoverallF0range,F(1,125)=19.278,p<.001.Tukey’stests(p<.05)

revealedthattheF0rangewassmallerforthenonnativeratersthanthenaive

groups.Figure1presentstheF0rangeevaluatedbybothgroups.Theresult

showedthatKorean ratersgradedgoodspeechbasedonacomparatively

smallerF0range.Koreanraters’evaluationbasedonanarrowerF0rangecould

beevidenceoftheinfluenceofthenative-language(e.g.,Scherer,2000)aswell

asaforeignaccent(e.g.,Backman,1979;Willems,1982).NotethattheF0range

in theKoreanlanguageexhibited110to 200Hz inmales(Lee,2003),while

nativeEnglishspeakersshowed60to240Hzinmales(Crutenden,1997).

Figure 1. F0 range of good pronunciation evaluated by natives (left) and nonnatives (right) 

Formoredepthanalysis,therelationshipbetweenF0rangeandgoodspeech

evaluationisinvestigatedasfollows:
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(a)nativeEnglishraters (b)KoreanL2raters

Figure 2. Two histograms of F0 range evaluated by both groups.

Goodspeechof30% evaluatedbynative Englishspeakersisdistributed

within70Hzand60%from71Hzto91Hzoftherange.Onthecontrary,good

speechof30%evaluatedbyKoreanEnglish learnersexistswithin52Hzand

60%from53Hzto72Hzoftherange.Considering thatmedianvaluesofthe

F0rangeare65HzforKorean Englishlearnersand85HzfornativeEnglish

speakers,thefrequentdistribution ofdatabetween twogroupsisclearly

different.ItindicatedthatF0rangecouldbethesolidindicatortotheobjective

assessment.

4.2. Speech Rate

TheresultsoftheRM analysisofvarianceconfirmedasignificanteffectof

grouponspeechrate,F(1,125)=2.234,p<.05.Tukey’stests(p<.05)revealed

thatthespeechraterwasshorterforthenativegroup,andlongerfornonnative

group.Figure3presentsthemeanvalueofdurationforthethreegroups.

Outofthevariousparametersforprosody,durationalspeechratemightbe

regardedasthemostsalientandreliablefeature(Adams&Munro,1978;Sluijter

& vanHeuven,1996).Obviously,thespeechratecouldbeunderstoodas

durationallength becauseasspeech rateincreased,thedurationallength

naturallydecreased.Generally,thenative-likeEnglishlearnersspokefasterthan

Englishbeginners(Guion,Flege,Liu,Yeni-Komshian,&Grace,2000;Munro&
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Derwing, 1996)andaslowerspeechratewaspossiblyrelatedtoforeigner’s

pronunciation(Derwing&Munro,1997).

Figure 3. F0 range of good pronunciation evaluated by natives (left) and nonnatives (right) 

AslowerspeechrateevaluatedbyKoreanraterscouldbeevidenceofthe

influenceofthenative-language(Aoyama&Guion,2008).Thus,speechrateis

animportantfactorwhennonnativeratersdecidedfluentpronunciation.For

moredepthanalysis,therelationshipbetweenspeechrateandgoodspeech

evaluationisinvestigatedasfollows:

(a)nativeEnglishraters (b)KoreanL2raters

Figure 4. Two histograms of speech rate evaluated by both groups.

Goodspeechof30%evaluatedbynativeEnglishspeakersshow1.49seconds
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and60%show1.78seconds.Onthe contrary,goodspeechof30%byKorean

ratershold2.08 secondsand60%keep2.34seconds.Consideringthatmedian

valuesofthe speech rate are 2.28secondsforKorean Englishratersand

1.65secondsfornativeEnglishraters,thestructureofdatadistributionbetween

twogroupsisclearlydifferent.Notethattheassignedscalesandpercentagesare

only thesuggestiontocompensateforthesubjectiveevaluation.Nonnative

teacherscouldmodifyoursuggestiontotherealpracticedependingonthe

situation,leveloftest-takers,orgender.

4.3. Pause Duration

ResultsoftheRM ANOVAshowedasignificanteffectofgrouponthepause

durationbetweenthetwoiPs,F(1,125)=67.545,p<.001.Tukey’stests(p<.05)

revealedthatthepausedurationwaslongerfortheKoreanraters,andshorter

forthenativeraters(seeFigure5).Outofthevariousparametersforprosody,

duration ofpausewasusuallyassociatedwithfluentEnglishpronunciation

because its degree affected listener’s determination on foreign accent

(Alberchtsten,Henriksen,& Faerch,1980;Trofimovich&Baker,2007).Pause

couldbeinterpretedasuniversaldifficultyforsecondlanguagelearners,notL1

interference,becauseitreflectedprocessing or memory constraintsuniqueto

L2 speech (Schachter,Christenfel,Ravina,& Bilous,1991) as wellas

developmentalprocessofL2(Kang& Ahn,2003).Itmeansthatpausecouldbe

themajorfactortodecidetheL2developmentuniversally.Followingfiguresare

twogroup’smeanvalueswithstandarderrorsforthreeacousticparameters:

Figure 5. Pause duration of good pronunciation evaluated by natives (left) and nonnatives (right) 
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Itisarguedthatpausedurationisimportantfactorto decidethefluent

pronunciation.Formoredepthanalysis,therelationshipbetweenpauseduration

andgoodspeechevaluationisinvestigatedasfollows:

(a)nativeEnglishraters (b)KoreanL2raters

Figure 6. Two histograms of pause duration evaluated by both groups.

Goodspeechof30% evaluatedbynativeEnglishspeakersis distributed

within0.10secondsand60%within0.19seconds.Onthecontrary,goodspeech

of30%evaluatedbyKoreanEnglishlearnersexistswithin0.21secondsand60%

within0.45seconds.Eventhoughthepausedurationisagoodindicatorof

fluentL2speakinguniversally(Trofimovich& Baker,2007),theraters’L1

backgroundinfluencesongoodnessjudgment.Itisclearthatthefrequent

distributionofdatabetweentwogroupsisdifferent.Nonnativeteachersshould

beawareofL1effectinthatpausedurationcouldbethesolidindicatortothe

objectiveassessment.

5. Implication and Conclusion

GoodteachingforEnglishpronunciationbyKoreanteachersshouldgowell

withfairevaluation.L2Teachers,regardlessofL1nativeness,havetoassess

learners’linguistic ability,progress,and achievementwith fairness and

reliability.Considering thatEnglish pronunciation evaluation isbased on
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learner’sperformanceability,anobjectivemethodisneededtobeincludedin

thefluencydecisionforthelearner’sspeakingability.

TheresultseventuallyconfirmthatL2fluentevaluationcouldbeaffectedby

L1backgroundlanguage.Thus,nativeEnglishratersholdfollowingspeech

features:awiderF0range(Backman1979,Jenner1976,Willems,1982),afaster

speechrate(Guion,Flege,&Loftin,2000;Guion,Flege,Liu,Yeni-Komshian,&

Grace,2000),andshorterpauseduration (Munro&Derwing,2006;Trofimovich

& Baker,2007).Ontheotherhand,KoreanEnglishratersfollowsthepatterns

ofasmallerF0rangeandalongerdurationthroughthewholesentence,anda

longerdurationofthepause.

Asakind ofobjectivemethodfortheprosodyevaluation,aobjective

gradingsystemshouldbeproposedbasedonthethreefluencyparameterssuch

asF0range,speechrate,andpausedurationthatprovetobesalientparameters

inL2acquisition.Thisanalysisplaysaverycriticalroleconsideringthefluency

evaluationofL2learner’spronunciationproficiency.Itdoesn’tnecessarilymean,

however,thatthismethodisofnohelpsincewedefinitelyneedawaytoassess

L2learner’soralproficiency.

Nowitisawell-knownfactthattheassessmentofEnglishspeakingclasses

whichhavebeenimplementedinafew yearsincludesapronunciationtest.

Sincethespeakingtestiseasiertogetblameforitssubjectivityinevaluation,

thisapproachtofluencyevaluationsuggeststhatnonnativeEnglish raters

shouldgettrainedfortheirreliableevaluation.
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