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Sung, Eunkyung. 2011. Native and nonnative evaluators’ assessments of two
proficiency levels of English suprasegmentals. Studies in Phonetics, Phonology
and Morphology 17.3. 405-425. This study investigates native and advanced-level
nonnative evaluators’ assessments of second language (L2) speech from Korean
speakers at two English proficiency levels, focusing on suprasegmental features
such as intonation, rhythm and word stress, as well as on overall proficiency. The
results show that the ratings done by native evaluators are significantly lower than
those done by nonnative evaluators. However, discrepancies in the assessments of
the two groups of evaluators are not consistent across the two groups of assessed
speakers. That is, the differences between the assessments of the two groups of
evaluators are statistically significant only for the speech samples from the higher
proficiency group. Although advanced-level nonnative evaluators were able to
recognize completely inappropriate pitch patterns in L2 speech, slightly
inappropriate pitch patterns were not salient to them. Furthermore, for the higher
proficiency group, the significant differences between the assessments of the two
groups of evaluators appeared in intonation and overall proficiency. Considering
that suprasegmental features are more salient than individual segments in the
distinction of foreign accents, and that instruction in suprasegmental factors could
result in significant improvements in L2 speech proficiency, more attention should
be paid to suprasegmental features in pedagogical settings even for L2 speakers at
high proficiency levels. At the conclusion of the study, suggestions are presented
for future research that could address the comparison of L2 suprasegmental
assessments of evaluators from various language backgrounds, as well as the
relationship between instruction-driven development of L2 perception and
production. (Cyber Hankuk University of Foreign Studies)
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1. Introduction

It has been shown that poor suprasegmental skills can have a more
devastating effect on communication and can make conversation more
frustrating than poor pronunciation of individual sounds (Anderson-Hsieh
et al. 1992, Derwing and Rossiter 2002, Hahn 2004, Boula de Mareuil and
Veru-Dimulescu 2006). Inappropriate timing and stress patterns often lead
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to intelligibility' deficit, and intonation errors may contribute to the
perception of foreign accents (Pickering 1999, Jilka 2000, Hahn 2004).
Although a foreign accent has both segmental and suprasegmental
characteristics, the majority of second language (L2) research has focused
on segments, while paying little attention to the contribution of prosodic
dimensions (Boula de Mareuil and Veru-Dimulescu 2006). Recently,
however, language teachers have shifted the focus of their pronunciation
teaching towards the inclusion of suprasegmental features along with
segmental sounds in order to improve general L2 proficiency of students
(Celce-Murcia et al. 2010).

Although the role of suprasegmental features in L2 speech has been
more widely recognized, there has not been much research to examine the
relations of assessments between native and nonnative evaluators focusing
on suprasegmental aspects of L2 speech. Furthermore, very few studies
have been carried out to investigate the assessments between native and
nonnative evaluators involving the L2 speech from two groups of speakers
at different proficiency levels.

The aim of this study is to find whether native and nonnative evaluators
differ in their evaluation of L2 speech with regard to suprasegmental
features such as intonation, rhythm, and word stress, as well as overall
proficiency. Furthermore, this study investigates the assessments of
English utterances produced by two groups of Korean speakers at different
English proficiency levels, a higher proficiency and a lower proficiency
level. Twenty Korean speakers at the two different L2 proficiency levels
read an English passage, and their readings were recorded and assessed by
two groups of evaluators — eight native English speaking evaluators and
eight advanced-level nonnative English speaking evaluators.

The following research questions are to be examined in this paper: Do
native English speaking evaluators and evaluators who are advanced-level
L2 learners of English assess suprasegmental features of L2 speech
differently? If so, are the discrepancies in assessments between native and
nonnative evaluators more clearly shown in speech from L2 speakers at a
lower proficiency level or from those at a higher proficiency level? Finally,
for which features of L2 pronunciation - intonation, rhythm, word stress,
and overall proficiency — are the assessments more varied?

Previous research has shown that ratings of pronunciation by native
speakers can usually be regarded as reliable (Flege 1984, Cucchiarini et al.
2000). Therefore, in this study L2 learners’ assessments are evaluated on
the basis of their agreement with the assessments by native speakers.

" The terms, intelligibility and comprehensibility, need to be distinguished. The former
commonly refers to the extent to which an utterance is actually understood by a listener, while
comprehensibility typically refers to a listener’s perception of the amount of effort involved in
understanding a particular nonnative speaker (Munro and Derwing 1995, Derwing and Munro
1997).
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2. Literature review
2.1 Suprasegmental features in L2 speech

Nonnative accentedness may be detected through suprasegmental aspects
as well as individual segments. Previous research has shown that in the
perception of foreign accents, suprasegmental features are more salient
than, or at least as salient as, segments (Anderson-Hsieh et al. 1992,
Derwing and Munro 1997, Tajima et al. 1997, Derwing and Rossiter 2002,
Hahn 2004, Boula de Mareuil and Veru-Dimulescu 2006). Anderson-Hsieh
et al. (1992) investigated ESL teachers’ impressionistic judgments of
nonnative speakers’ production in terms of segments, syllable structure and
prosody. They found that prosody played the most important role in the
perception of foreign accents. Derwing and Munro (1997) concluded that
the improvement in nonnative speakers’ comprehensibility by native
evaluators was more affected by grammatical and prosodic proficiency
than by phonemic proficiency. Tajima et al. (1997) aligned Mandarin
English with native English timing patterns by using LPC resynthesis, and
found a significant increase in intelligibility. They argued that nonnative
speakers would greatly benefit from training program focusing on various
prosodic aspects of their speech. Hahn (2004) examined native English
speakers’ reactions to nonnative speakers’ primary stress placement in
English, and found that incorrect placement or complete absence of stress
led to poor assessments of the nonnative speakers. Boula de Mareuil and
Veru-Dimulescu (2006) explored the relative strength of the two aspects of
pronunciation (i.e., phonemic and prosodic aspects) in the perception of
Spanish-accented Italian and Italian-accented Spanish. They argued that
the articulation of phonemes helped identify the speakers’ first language
(L1), but that prosody provided slightly more reliable indicator.

Previous studies have examined phonetic features such as speech rate,
pause, word stress, and pitch pattern or intonation in assessing
suprasegmental aspects of L2 speech. Relatively slow speech is often
considered an indication of foreign accent (Derwing and Munro 2001).
Anderson-Hsieh and Venkatagiri (1994) and Pickering (1999) showed a
qualitative difference in both placement and length of pauses between
native and nonnative speech. Trofimovich and Baker (2006) explored the
relation between foreign accent and five prosodic elements (i.e., stress
timing, peak alignment, speech rate, pause frequency, and pause duration).
Acoustic analyses and listener judgments revealed that speech rate, pause
frequency, and pause duration more strongly contributed to the presence of
foreign accent than the other elements.

Nonnative speakers’” word stress errors are likewise related to
comprehensibility. Bond (1999) indicated that misplaced word stress was
more perceptually salient to native evaluators than mispronounced phones.
Field (2005) found that the comprehensibility of both native and nonnative
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evaluators was deteriorated by the shift of lexical stress. Lee et al. (2006)
studied the production of unstressed English vowels by L2 learners with
respect to the four phonetic features, fundamental frequency (F0), intensity,
duration, and vowel quality reduction. They found that Korean speakers
were native-like in terms of FO, but that the intensity, duration, and vowel
quality of their unstressed vowels were different from those of native
English speakers’ production.

Intonation also plays a key role in the comprehensibility of nonnative
speech to native speakers as well as in the understanding of nonnative
speakers’ intent. Pickering (1999) reported that nonnative speakers were
not consistently able to use the proper intonation patterns found in the
native speakers’ discourse. Using low-pass filtered stimuli with
monotonous intonation, Jilka (2000) showed that intonation was the most
important prosodic factor contributing to foreign accent among other
prosodic features such as rhythm or speech rate.

A focus on suprasegmental features of L2 speech is important in the
view of pedagogy. Elliott (1997) demonstrated that the teaching of
segmental aspects did not lead to the significant improvement in
communication ability. Derwing et al. (1998) used three instruction types
(i.e., segmental accuracy, general speaking and prosodic factors, and no
specific pronunciation instruction) for L2 learners. They found that
speakers who had had instruction emphasizing prosodic features could
improve comprehensibility in spontaneous speech. In the study of age,
motivation, and instruction on L2 phonology, Moyer (1999) varied the type
of phonological feedback, and found that subjects who received
suprasegmental training performed closer to native level.

Much previous research has included suprasegmental factors such as rate,
pause, lexical stress, and various aspects of pitch in order to analyze the
deviation of L2 speech from the native norm. Furthermore, previous
studies have relied heavily on native raters. However, there have been few
attempts to compare the judgments of native and nonnative evaluators with
respect to L2 suprasegmental aspects of speech. Since in Korea, nonnative
speakers often teach and evaluate L2 speech in various instructional
settings, it is worth examining the assessment differences between native
and nonnative evaluators.

2.2 Assessments of L2 speech by native and nonnative evaluators

In assessing L2 speech, previous studies reported native and nonnative
evaluators are very adept at noticing when speech is different from their
own variety. Flege (1984) found that phonetically untrained native
evaluators could identify nonnative speakers based on very short samples
of speech. Native listeners were extremely sensitive to nonnative speech
because they relied on various cues, segmental variation and
suprasegmental factors. Flege (1988) posited that nonnative evaluators
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showed similarities with native evaluators in detecting foreign accents of
L2 speech based on the lack of statistical differences between native and
nonnative assessments. Flege (1984) and Thompson (1991) independently
proposed that linguistically experienced nonnative evaluators were more
dependable than inexperienced ones in judging intelligibility of foreign
language learners. van Wijngaarden (2001), Bent and Bradlow (2003), and
Jongman and Wade (2007) observed that the nonnative speech was more
intelligible to nonnative evaluators than to native evaluators.

Previous research on the relationship between native and nonnative
assessments of L2 speech has revealed inconsistent results with respect to
correlation between the two groups of evaluators. Rhee and Park (2003)
compared assessments of an expert nonnative group, an inexperienced
nonnative group, a native group, and an automatic speech recognition
system. They found that the highest correlation appeared in the
assessments of the two nonnative groups (r=.98), and that the correlation of
the assessments of the native and nonnative groups was also high (r=.92).
Furthermore, the correlation of assessments between human beings and
machines was not low (r=.72). Yun (2009) investigated the characteristics
of L2 pronunciation evaluation by L2 raters, and found that the source of
inter-rater differences was neither random nor arbitrary. The L2 phones and
phonotactic constraints which do not exist in the L1 sound system seemed
to be difficult to evaluate correctly.

Lee (2010) revealed a high correlation between native and nonnative
evaluators in a college level oral proficiency test in general. However,
some discrepancies were shown in the aspects of grammar and
pronunciation. Kang and Rhee (2011) studied the role of suprasegmental
features (e.g. FO, speech rate, pause) in terms of the intelligibility of L2
speech to native Korean and English speaking listeners. They indicated that
the assessment of intelligibility was different for the two groups and that
the discrepancies arose from their perception of L2 suprasegmental
features. Sung (2011) compared native and nonnative listeners’
assessments of L2 speech, and found that nonnative listeners’ ratings were
significantly higher than those of native listeners for three suprasegmental
features including intonation, word stress, and reduced speech. There were
no significant differences in the assessments between the two listener
groups for individual sounds.

The amount of research investigating the differences in L2 speech
assessment between native and nonnative evaluators focusing on
suprasegmental features is scarce. Furthermore, the results of previous
studies which investigated the relationship between native and nonnative
assessments have not been consistent. Moreover, little research has been
done involving native and nonnative evaluators’ L2 speech assessments of
two groups of L2 speakers divided by their L2 proficiency levels.
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3. Methods
3.1 Participants
3.1.1 Speakers

Twenty female Korean learners of English at two different proficiency
levels (ten in the higher L2 proficiency group and ten in the lower L2
proficiency group) took part in the study by getting their readings of an
English passage recorded. They were all graduate students at H University
in Seoul. The participants’ general English proficiency level was
determined based on their self-reported scores of English proficiency tests.
The ten lower proficiency level students majored in Chinese, Korean
Education, or Music Education. Seven of them had taken the TOEIC exam
(Test of English International Communication), and their average score
was 767, ranging from 645 to 840. The other three participants had never
taken any internationally authorized English tests. The ten higher
proficiency level students were all English Education majors. All of these
participants had taken the TOEIC exam and their average score was 931,
ranging from 900 to 970. The 95% confidence intervals showed no overlap
between the two groups in terms of mean TOEIC scores, suggesting
distinct proficiency differences.

3.1.2 Evaluators

Two groups of evaluators participated in this study. One group consisted of
eight female Korean learners of English who were graduate students at H
University in Seoul, and the other group was comprised of eight native
speakers of English who were instructors in the English department at the
same university. All of the Korean learners of English were English
Education majors, and their English proficiency was high, with TOEIC
scores ranging from 880 to 990 (mean score 935). The Korean evaluators
were enrolled in an English pronunciation course during the evaluation
experiment, and had already learned the basics of phonetics as well as
specific aspects of English pronunciation quality and various methods of
teaching English pronunciation. They did not show any difficulty
understanding lectures in English, or communicating with their peers and
the instructor in English. Thus, all the Korean learners of English were
rated as advanced-level learners of English. None of the Korean evaluators
participated as subjects in the production phase of reading the English
passage.
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3.2 Materials
3.2.1 Diagnostic passage

Korean speakers’ ability to use appropriate English stress and intonation
was assessed based on the reading of a diagnostic passage. The diagnostic
passage, a modified version of the one found in a course book (Celce-
Murcia et al. 2010: 481), was composed of 18 sentences including 7
interrogative sentences (see Appendix A). The 7 interrogative sentences
consisted of 4 yes/no questions and 3 wh-questions. Although a reading of
the passage did not provide spontaneous pronunciation, it allowed the
evaluators to obtain a sampling of various suprasegmental aspects of L2
speech errors.

3.2.2 Assessment form

In order to assess the L2 speech, an assessment form, which was a
modified version of one found in the aforementioned course book (Celce-
Murcia et al. 2010: 487), was used. The assessment form consisted of four
pronunciation features: intonation (yes/no questions, wh-questions,
statements), rhythm, word stress, and overall proficiency. Six items
(including three intonation items) were measured on a five-point scale,
with 5 representing native-like pronunciation and 1 indicative of a strong
foreign accent. Below each of the five-point scale measurement for each
item was provided a space for evaluators’ comments (see Appendix B).

3.3 Procedure
3.3.1 Recording

Speech recording sessions were conducted one-on-one in a quiet office.
The participants were asked to read the diagnostic passage at a natural
speed, and their production was recorded to a computer using a GOM
recorder and a headset (Plantronics DSP500). The participants were
allowed time to practice before recording the passage to be sure that they
knew every word in the passage. All speakers filled out a background
questionnaire.

3.3.2 Assessment

Two groups of evaluators, respectively made up of eight native English
speakers and eight native Korean speakers, listened to and rated the
recorded speech independently. In order to evaluate the L2 speech in terms
of four features (i.e., intonation, rhythm, word stress, and overall
proficiency), the evaluators could listen to the whole recording of the
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diagnostic passage or three sentences cut from the recording for each
feature. Five-point scales were utilized in order to evaluate the L2 speech
production. The evaluators were not limited in the number of times they
could listen to the speech samples. In order to control any effects due to the
order of presentation, the stimuli were presented in a different order to half
of the evaluators in each group. Both groups of evaluators were asked to
focus their attention more on suprasegmental characteristics than on
segmental sounds. The inter-rater reliability of the English speaking
evaluators reached .96, and that of the Korean evaluators was .78.% It could
be assumed that the evaluators were consistent in assessing L2 speech.

4. Results

The important question in this study is whether or not there are any
differences in the assessments of native English speaking evaluators and
nonnative English speaking evaluators in terms of suprasegmental features
and overall proficiency. Another question investigated is whether any such
discrepancies are shown more clearly for L2 speakers with a lower
proficiency level than for those with a higher proficiency level. Finally, this
study examines the question of whether there are any differences between
the four pronunciation features.

Assessment scores for three suprasegmental features and overall fluency
were coded for statistical analysis. The box plots in Figures 1 and 2 display
the distribution of the mean scores of the two proficiency groups provided
by two groups of evaluators in regard to four pronunciation features.” The
mean scores for each feature are the average of the scores given by the
eight evaluators in each group. Figure 1 presents the mean scores of ten
speakers in the lower proficiency level group, whereas Figure 2 shows the
mean scores of another ten speakers in the higher proficiency level group.

% Inter-rater reliability is the degree of agreement among raters. In this paper Cronbach’s
alpha reliability coefficients were computed using the SPSS program (version 18.0) as an
index of inter-rater consistency. According to Portney and Watkins (2009), coefficients
below .50 represent poor reliability, coefficients from .50 to .75 indicate moderate reliability,
and values above .75 suggest good reliability.

* The box plots display the distribution of data based on the five number summary: minimum,
first quartile, median, third quartile, and maximum.
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As can be seen in Figures 1 and 2, nonnative English speaking evaluators
provided higher scores than native English speaking evaluators for L2
speech from both the lower and higher proficiency level groups. In other
words, the nonnative evaluators’ ratings of suprasegmental features were
stricter than that of native evaluators. Furthermore, the discrepancies in the
assessments between native and nonnative evaluators were more clearly
shown for the higher proficiency level group than for the lower one.
Moreover, for the higher proficiency level group, there was substantially
more variation in the assessments by nonnative evaluators, which range
from 2.5 to 4.88, whereas the assessments by native evaluators range from
2.86 to 4.28.

The multi-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted on the
mean rating scores in order to analyze the effects of nativeness of
evaluators (native English speaking evaluators vs. advanced-level
nonnative English speaking evaluators), L2 proficiency (higher proficiency
L2 speakers vs. lower proficiency L2 speakers), and pronunciation features
(intonation, rhythm, word stress, and overall proficiency). The results of
the statistical analysis are shown in Table 1.

Table 1. Multi-way ANOVA of mean scores by native and nonnative evaluators

Source Type Il Sum df Mean F Sig.
of Squares Square
Nativeness 3.153 1 3.153 9.559 .002%*
L2 proficiency 65.127 1 65.127 197.459 | .000*
Pronunciation 1.457 3| 486 1472 | 225
features
*p <0.05

Overall, there was a significant evaluators’ nativeness effect [F(1,
14)=9.559, p=.002] with the native English speaking evaluators providing
lower rating scores than the nonnative evaluators. There was also a
significant effect of L2 proficiency [F(1, 18)=197.459, p=.000], yielding
much lower rating scores for the group at a lower L2 proficiency level than
for the one at a higher L2 proficiency level. There was no significant effect
in pronunciation features. Differences in the rating scores between the four
pronunciation features were not statistically significant [F(3, 16)=1.472,
p=225]. Also, there was no significant effect in interaction between the
factors. Thus, although there were significant main effects of nativeness,
the nativeness effect was shown in relation to neither L2 proficiency levels
nor pronunciation features.

As mentioned earlier, some differences were revealed between the higher
proficiency level group and the lower proficiency level one. The
discrepancies in the assessments between the native and nonnative
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evaluators were more clearly shown in the higher proficiency level group.
The mean ratings obtained from native and nonnative evaluators for each
speaker group were submitted to #-tests. Table 2 presents statistical
differences in the mean rating scores between the two groups of evaluators
for each speaker group separately.

Table 2. T-tests for the difference of native and nonnative evaluators’ mean scores
for each speaker group

Native Nonnative
evaluators evaluators
Mean | S.D. | Mean | S.D. t Szg:
(two-tailed)
Lower 2302 | 542 | 2426 | 672 | -1.069 288
proficiency
Higher 3421 | 352 | 3.859 | .632 | -5.028 .000%*
proficiency
*p <0.05

The t-tests indicate that significant differences in the assessments between
the two groups of evaluators were shown only for the higher proficiency
level speakers (=-5.028, p=.000). For the lower proficiency level group,
there were no significant differences in the assessment scores between
native and nonnative evaluators (+=-1.069, p=.288). The awkwardness of
suprasegmental features in the pronunciation of the higher proficiency
level group was less salient to the nonnative evaluators than to the native
evaluators.

Next, in order to compare the higher proficiency group rating scores of
the native and nonnative evaluators in terms of four features, a series of
independent #-tests were implemented. Table 3 indicates differences in the
mean rating scores between the two groups of evaluators.

Table 3. T-tests for the difference of native and nonnative evaluators’ mean scores
for the high proficiency group

Feature (nlz/{fj: -d Illf;)fE;C;iC‘?e) ! (twobzfa.iled)
Intonation -.548 -2.892 .010%*
Rhythm -.360 -1.529 144
Word stress -.336 -1.286 215
prgg:ir:rlllcy -507 2.157 045%

*p<0.05
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As shown in Table 3, for the higher proficiency group, the #-tests yielded a
significant difference between the two groups of evaluators for intonation
(+=-2.892, p=.010), and a marginally significant difference for overall
proficiency (r=-2.157, p=.045). Nonnative evaluators gave significantly
higher ratings than native evaluators for intonation and overall proficiency.
There were no statistically significant differences between the two groups
of evaluators for the other features. That is, although the nonnative ratings
were also slightly higher than the native ratings in terms of the other
features, the difference was not significant (+=-1.529, p=.144 for rhythm;
t=-2.157, p=.215 for word stress). Such findings indicate that the aspects of
foreign accent related to suprasegmental features and overall proficiency is
less noticeable to nonnative evaluators than to native evaluators. These
results are also consistent with previous findings (Lee 2010, Kang and
Rhee 2011, Sung 2011). However, it should be noted that the discrepancies
in the rating scores between native and nonnative evaluators were shown
only in the high proficiency group. The nonnative evaluators were able to
recognize poor production of suprasegmental features shown by the low
proficiency level L2 speakers. The nonnative evaluators, however, were
less sensitive to awkwardness in intonation and stress shown by L2
speakers of high proficiency level than were the native evaluators.

When examining the rating scores for individual speakers in the higher
proficiency level group, the differences between native and nonnative
assessments were most clearly shown for three speakers. There was no
overlap in the scores of these individual speakers given by native and
nonnative evaluators. It seems that the nonnative evaluators’ assessments
sometimes depended more on the overall proficiency of the speakers than
on the suprasegmental features of speech.

In the comments section of the assessment form, the native evaluators
indicated that overall, the L2 speech samples sounded flat and unnatural.
Many native evaluators pointed out the strangeness of the intonation at the
end of sentences. The intonation patterns of some speakers were noted as
being overly dramatic due to the abrupt sentence-final falls in pitch. In
contrast, in some samples the falling intonation was too slight and gradual.
In particular, the falling intonation at the end of the statements was often
not discernible enough to indicate completion. Intonation was sometimes
significantly changed at certain points where some speakers attempted to
self correct their pronunciation.

The speech rate was another major problem, especially for the higher
proficiency level speakers. Many of the higher proficiency level speakers
read the passage too quickly even though they were asked to read it at a
natural rate during the production experiment. This fast speech made it
difficult to provide appropriate pitch patterns. Sometimes numerous
hesitations were also evident in fast speech, and these unexpected
breakdowns interrupted the natural flow of speech. Moreover, the L2
speakers had some degree of trouble with the location of pauses in long
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sentences, which made their speech difficult to understand.

Furthermore, the Korean speakers had problems with lexical stress and
rhythm. The native evaluators commented that many speakers at both
proficiency levels enunciated the vowel sounds of each syllable too
precisely, without reduction in unstressed syllables. An awkward rising
tone was also shown at the end of multisyllabic words such as “intonation”
or “pronunciation”. Also, the speakers often stressed too many words, yet
also occasionally neglected to stress important words. The insertion of an
extra vowel at the end of a word was frequently indicated, too.

The nonnative evaluators commented on inappropriate intonation and
stress patterns for the lower proficiency level speakers just as the native
evaluators did. However, for the higher proficiency level speakers, the
nonnative evaluators’ comments and ratings were quite different from
those of the native evaluators. For one higher proficiency level speaker,
many native evaluators indicated that her speech lacked appropriate pitch
variation because of overemphasis of certain syllables, and that her
statement-final falling intonation was odd and inconsistent. However,
several nonnative evaluators commented that her intonation patterns were
fairly accurate, although some sentences sounded somewhat monotonous.

5. Discussion and Conclusion

The main purpose of this study is to compare native and nonnative
evaluators’ assessments of suprasegmental features and overall proficiency
of L2 speech. Assessments by native and nonnative evaluators of the L2
speech of speakers at two different proficiency levels are also compared,
and an attempt is made to determine specifically which suprasegmental
features most clearly reflect the differences in assessments between the two
groups of evaluators.

In order to investigate the differences in assessment between the native
and nonnative evaluators, two groups of evaluators were employed,
consisting of eight native English speaking evaluators and eight advanced-
level nonnative English speaking evaluators, respectively. Both groups of
evaluators rated speech samples from two groups of Korean learners of
English, with one consisting of ten lower proficiency level speakers and
the other, of ten higher proficiency level speakers. The three
suprasegmental features such as intonation, rhythm, and word stress, as
well as overall proficiency, were rated on a five-point scale.

The results based on the mean rating scores show that there were
significant differences in the assessments between native and nonnative
evaluators. The scores given by the native evaluators turned out to be
significantly lower than those of nonnative evaluators. Furthermore, the
differences in the assessments between native and nonnative evaluators
varied between the two groups of L2 speakers. When comparing the
assessment scores of the two groups of evaluators for the two groups of
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speakers separately, the statistical analyses revealed that the discrepancies
in the assessments between the two groups of evaluators were shown only
for the higher proficiency group. That is, for the lower proficiency group,
the rating scores were consistent between native and nonnative evaluators.
However, for the higher proficiency group, the native evaluators’ rating
scores were significantly lower than those of nonnative evaluators. It is
evident that the Korean evaluators were able to notice completely
inappropriate pitch patterns such as a raised pitch at the end of a wh-
question sentence. However, slightly inappropriate rising or falling pitch
patterns were not salient to the nonnative evaluators.

Many previous studies have shown that in the perception of foreign
accents, suprasegmental features are more salient than, or at least as salient
as, individual segments (Anderson-Hsieh et al. 1992, Derwing and Munro
1997, Derwing and Rossiter 2002, Hahn 2004, Boula de Mareuil and Veru-
Dimulescu 2006). Thus, L2 learners of English should pay more attention
to suprasegmental factors speech. Furthermore, previous research (Elliott
1977, Derwing et al. 1998, Moyer 1999) has revealed that prosodic
instruction could result in significant improvements in L2 speech
proficiency. Therefore, there are pedagogical reasons to focus on
suprasegmental aspects of L2 speech. In the present study, the advanced-
level nonnative evaluators and the nonnative speakers in the higher
proficiency group who produced speech samples were all graduate students
majoring in English Education, and most of them expressed the intention to
be English instructors at public or private schools in the future. If L2
instructors cannot produce appropriate intonation and stress patterns or
perceive the irregularities of prosodic features of L2 speech, it will clearly
be more difficult for them to teach such prosodic essentials to their
students.

The discrepancies in the assessments between native and nonnative
evaluators found in the results of the present study support the results of
previous research (Lee 2010, Kang and Lee 2011, Sung 2011). However,
the present findings were not in exact accordance with the results shown in
Rhee and Park (2003), where very high correlations were found between
native and nonnative evaluators. It must be noted that there were some
differences in between Rhee and Park (2003)’s study and the present study.
The former examined just the general proficiency of L2 speakers, and the
samples of L2 speech were produced by only one group of L2 speakers at
various levels of English proficiency. The present study, however, focuses
on suprasegmental features of L2 speech, and the speech samples were
obtained from two groups of L2 speakers divided according to proficiency
level.

For the higher proficiency group, the average ratings between native and
nonnative evaluators were compared with regard to four features. The
results indicate that nonnative evaluators provided significantly higher
scores than native evaluators for intonation and overall proficiency. The
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awkwardness of intonation patterns of L2 learners was not salient to
nonnative evaluators even though the nonnative evaluators were all
advanced-level L2 learners. This phenomenon was also shown in the
comments sections of the assessment forms. For example, many native
evaluators pointed out that pitch variations were too abrupt or indiscernible
at the end of the statements. However, most of the nonnative evaluators
commented that the intonation patterns were correct aside from being a
little flat. In order to increase nonnative evaluators’ sensitivity to pitch
variations, suprasegmental aspects of L2 speech should receive more
attention in instructional settings. Considering that intonation plays a key
role in the perception of foreign accent (Pickering 1999, Jilka 2000), the
acquisition of appropriate intonation patterns is an essential phase of L2
learning.

The present results showing higher ratings given by nonnative evaluators
than those by native evaluators could have been affected by the shared
native language background of the L2 speakers and L2 evaluators.
Previous research (van Wijngaarden 2001, Bent and Bradlow 2003,
Jongman and Wade 2007) has shown that for nonnative evaluators, the
intelligibility of nonnative speakers who had the same native language was
greater than or equal to the intelligibility of native speakers. For future
studies, it may be interesting to compare the assessments of L2
suprasegmentals between native and nonnative evaluators when nonnative
evaluators and nonnative speakers do not share the same native language.
In other words, an empirical question which might deserve to be examined
in the future is whether or not discrepancies in assessments of L2 speech
suprasegmentals between native and nonnative evaluators will decrease
when the nonnative evaluators judge the L2 speech of speakers with a
different kind of foreign accent.

Another interesting topic for future study might be to investigate whether
overt training in L2 suprasegmental features has any effect on the
development of L2 speech proficiency for different groups of speakers
divided according to native languages with different prosodic structures.
Moreover, future studies may explore the relationship between perception
and production development of L2 speech through the direct instruction of
L2 suprasegmental features.

Appendix A. Diagnostic passage®

Are you a native speaker of English? If you are not, your pronunciation
and intonation may reveal your country of origin. Why do learners find it
so difficult to speak a foreign language without an accent? There are a few
different reasons. The first important factor in learning pronunciation is age.

* This passage is a modified version of the one found in a course book (Celce-Murcia et al.
2010: 481).
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Young children have the ability to pronounce a second language just like a
native speaker, while most older learners usually find it difficult to do so.

What is another factor that influences the way you pronounce a foreign
language? Your first language. For example, most English speakers can
identify people from France just by hearing their French accent. They can
also recognize Arabic or Spanish speakers when talking on the telephone,
merely by listening with open ears. Does this mean that you can never
change your accent? Of course not! But if you want to change your
pronunciation, you will really have to work at it. Through a combination of
careful listening, strong ambition and hard work, some day you may be
able to sound like a native speaker.

What else do you need? Effective practice strategies, accurate
information about the sounds of English, and lots of patience. Will you
give up? Or will you progress? It’s all up to you. If you are ready to do
what it takes, you can improve. Good luck, and get to work!

Appendix B. Assessment form®
1) Listen to the entire passage and read the directions.
2) Listen to the sample portions.
3) Rate the speaker on a scale from 1 (strong foreign accent) to 5 (native-
like accent).
4) Provide comments.
1. Intonation

1) yes/no questions

Listen for the following yes/mo questions in the recording, and rate the
intonation.

Are you a native speaker of English?
Does this mean that you can never change your accent?

Will you give up?

Strong foreign accent Native-like accent
1 2 3 4 5

Comments:

5 This is a modified version of one found in a course book (Celce-Murcia et al. 2010: 487).
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2) wh-questions

Listen for the following wh-questions in the recording, and rate the
intonation.

Why do learners find it so difficult to speak a foreign language without an
accent?

What is another factor that influences the way you pronounce a foreign
language?

What else do you need?

Strong foreign accent Native-like accent
1 2 3 4 5
Comments:

3) statements

Listen to her statements. Does her voice pitch fall at the end of thoughts
and statements to show completion?

If you are not, your pronunciation and intonation may reveal your country
of origin.

There are a few different reasons.

The first important factor in learning pronunciation is age.

Strong foreign accent Native-like accent
1 2 3 4 5
Comments:

2. Sentence stress and rhythm

Consider the following sentences. How was her overall thythm? Did she
use the appropriate stress patterns?

Why do learners find it so difficult to speak a foreign language without an
accent?

There are a few different reasons.

The first important factor in learning pronunciation is age.

Young children have the ability to pronounce a second language just like a
native speaker, while most older learners usually find it difficult to do so.
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Strong foreign accent Native-like accent
1 2 3 4 5
Comments:

3. Word stress

Consider the following underlined words in the sentences. Did she stress
the appropriate syllables?

Are you a native speaker of English?

If you are not, your pronunciation and intonation may reveal your country
of origin.

Why do learners find it so difficult to speak a foreign language without an
accent?

Strong foreign accent Native-like accent
1 2 3 4 5
Comments:

4. Overall proficiency/fluency

Rate the overall proficiency or fluency of her speech.

Strong foreign accent Native-like accent
1 2 3 4 5
Comments:
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