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The Relative Contributions of Prosody and Segments to the Intelligibility of
Chinese-accented English: An Intelligibility Experiment Using Resynthesized Stimuli in Noise
He Jiayong Zhou Yang Liu Yi-mei
( University of Electronic Science and Technology of China Chengdu 611731 China;

Chengdu University of Technology Chengdu 610059 China; Chengdu University of Technology Chengdu 610059 China)

The current study examines the relative contributions of prosody and segments to intelligibility with signalto-noise ratio and
articulation rate being strictly controlled. Audio stimuli were produced by transferring native speaker duration FO and “FO + du—
ration” to Chinese learner segments and by reversely transferring Chinese learner duration FO and “FO + duration” to native
speaker segments employing PSOLA technology. The resynthesized stimuli were transcribed by 24 native participants and the in—
telligibility was calculated. The data show that the durational pattern of the Chinese learners was detrimental to their intelligibili—
ty but not the FO. The intelligibility of learners’ segments whether combined with the learners  “FO + duration” or with the
native “FO + duration” was significantly lower than that of native segments combined with “FO + duration” or with the learners’
“FO + duration”. This indicates that segmental errors contribute most to the low intelligibility of the Chinese learners’ English.
Improving the learners’ accuracy of segments will be the most effective means to increase their intelligibility.
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