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Three dimensions of Prosody: (How) Do the three dimensions interact .
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ABC vs. ABC . L . . Are scaling effects different in questions?
% Questions with initial focus consist of single % Separate FO function of Tune, Prominence, Phrasing
ABC! vs. ABC? % Prominence should neutralize postfocal phrasing % Direct phonetic correlates of semantic/syntactic functions (but
% “[..] at least one pitch accent somewhere in every  see Ladd 2008 why phonological mediation is needed)
(prosodic) phrase [..]"” (Beckman 1996) % Only crucial here: independent representation of dimensions

% CF: Norcliffe & Jaeger 2005

, , | Production Experiment
ABC | thought they said Sarah or Marvin, and Nolan arrived.

AB]C ABC | thought they said Marion or Sarah, and Nolan arrived.
ABC | thought they said Marion or Marvin, and Sarah arrived.
ABC | thought they said Sarah arrived.

! Butin fact they said that Marion or Marvin, and Nolan arrived.
¢ But you say that Marion or Marvin, and Nolan arrived?

AIBC] ABC | thought they said Sarah, or Marvin and Nolan arrived. ! But in fact they said that Marion, or Marvin and Nolan arrived.
ABC [ thought they said Marion, or Sarah and Nolan arrived. 2 But you say that Marion, or Marvin and Nolan arrived?
ABC | thought they said Marion, or Marvin and Sarah arrived.
ABC | thought they said Sarah arrived.
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Scaling example with initial focus
(focus on first conjunct; question; left vs. right branching):

[AB]C A[BC]

%  Statistical analysis as based not on residuals but complete model; model reveals

500 500 significant contribution of phrasing with no significant interactions
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¥ Participants varied in how natural (vs. read) their speech sounded (all utterances are included) S 180- 8 . Wide
% For each dimension, 2 RAs annotated which tune/focus/phrasing their heard (or annotated ‘unclear’). N - o7 R
. . . O
% Inter-annotator agreement was ‘almost perfect’ for falling vs. rising (Cohen’s kappa: 0.96), 3 220 = o759 . Secon
% ... ‘substantial’ for constituency (Cohen’s kappa: 0.73) and for prominence (Cohen’s kappa: 0.63). é A S 650- . T
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% Based on one annotator: 2 3
- tune (rising vs. falling) 96.3% of the time as expected =00 5257 S
. . . . -
- bracketing 61% (with about one third of sound files marked as ‘unclear’) 190 4 5004 z
- prominence 38% (high rate of confusion between wide vs. focus on C; 21% ‘unclear’). .
% We based our pitch vs. intensity plot on the subset of data for which the correct levels for all three dimensions T

were annotated. A B C A B C
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