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AEXRDOHEHB

P IOMALURIICERZYTI-BREEREO-HDDETIVIRE
o L2FHFEDBRE. RRAFBEDTEEHBHTIILL,

intelligibility - comprehensibility - accentedness - naturalness &LY>
= POMALLARILTRAS,

E{_«_‘:fﬁ*zf:’#%l:-;-_,gﬁ@@im TP

o ETIVE(ETILY)=BRIZARZDIFTT—{LTS



AHERDHRY

ACR—AVRRICEITER B vs TUMIL
e Chun (2002) : discourse intonation (BREL- X JL)

XA T (5[ - TR - aRw)
[BEEE GhigH IRBHR - £=)

discourse / textual function (FEWIEBA « O—J TV XDXYID)
REE «- 231l (TEE - KA - 58:)

e Derwing & Munro (1997): 7 2rHLLARI —EWHRIZZ-B
intelligibility : EBRHAEXDEZ 5 NGE VLD

comprehensibility : ¥NiEITE DB IBETE S D

accentedness / naturalness : ¥ D1E

EBARIC ENMRGZSEZZSD




AHERDHRY

axanieBe L NJLDISEICIE TEHRELGIEEIER) B'H B

e discourse intonation M#HEA (Wells 2006 « Chun 2002)

o discourse marker (well, you know, so 75 &)

O %ﬁ—:—'\ * jb%\ n)knﬁd)%igﬁ g /xg
I e g 2HBMNERA Y hx—> g VN —V % EE,

o HEMICE >TOFS
- TC ORI+ COFHEB=C DEXEEEEE1 WS BRELIESIEELNH S




P IOMALLAR LGRS IENIE H 1A 0

o Intelligibility / comprehensibility / accentedness 7 £ D1iEI%. L2 FEMAIETIA
CAVLLNTLSHN

o TDOXEINRZ—2) TeEnaEELER) TEOKEE] b
EDT I MALERICEN DE. FEEIZFRD K D ICIFEBEINTULRL,

o FEM - FEHADMK

o IH2iFEDITITY THoXY>Ty CVLWOSHMBHN T —RN\v D
o ICZTaE%xLIFNE. CCTRIEABTEDY I HRD] Lo B&EL
NILDBIE ISR LIAADH LY




L2 SBE#H B O HFE A : Discourse Intonation

e Chun (2002)
1> b2— 3> % discourse / textual structure ®—& & L TiKXL)
discourse-based intonation % L2 H=EICE A 9 3R HEATIRE
—discourse marker ¢ [BHBE - X—2REZT. FHED FONX—> ik
UDITTiEE

o LIfFDEER

ZL D21 =23 > M - HiZEH. discourse function - EH5R
NEKZESICIEEIEE %% E
=7 IRADLLARILTOIEETHRFRO ECHATETHZLD




BRIEREBEROREDORNR ( L2205

e Zhang & Yuan (2020)

o HEAKZELEZ%Z segmental / suprasegmental / control (Z531F.
suprasegmental 2D AHD B FHEFKEED comprehensibility ¥ REFRIFTER
AN ==

e Saito & Saito (2017)

o HARAMMKEFLZEHEIC L1/L2 Z%=BHR L 1c suprasegmental 1 58&%Z 170\,
s EIFERED comprehensibility & stress / rhythm / intonation A A
N

SEEREEX—7T v b T BHTHIIERIE. 7 FALLANIIICEREZS C EHTRE
—fefEL. EDBEEFEHZER T SIDICOVTO—REN G EE(IREE



HARZEDEFEARR 8

AR EE (OCH) —BRE7 7tk

o FTUIIEDEKE
o ZUEVIENBABE.BPDECIZHLIDH

_ BMTHRELEBOEYFOZLIL O 7HE MK

iw 1kl

Tt %A Tt MR




FEh

41— 348 . N
|*f/|~?~—*/5|/

Tt +E]

B 425 (X ) A7k

R

i
dl



HARGEDBERFR

10

U7k A T

o ARDLRLARADERCHIHETERZRL

o FUEUVMIICKLATRERKVEDFEIHEN

D BTt

Pitch (Hz)

160
H- H*+L
1401 H- ! : l
120{ | Wl N
60— ’ —
734 T A FiE ol T A

F+=(2022)
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oo MURILTCOHRBEER
- T~ T

1
L&l &3 ZhE

T K FYL-DEVS O, B I ot/

-
!‘_-J:bﬂ* DEIE&Y

E 8 4 k Bt - & =l 9
FhatHETD §ﬁi§ﬂﬁﬁsﬁﬂc/ BEXEMNT B ‘C‘*‘d“o//oi . /
th)I| - B FF - 5F(2009)

o HEAB7/tMOFEORENGTR/RETHS. [~DFIIRD
EvFH—TJRESELHENEE
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B RMER{RIE IR B O BRRE{ED L E M

Chun & Levis (2020, 2021)

L2 prosody B EDHEMIE BRI, TEORERFEZEEL. E
DT IbALZERSH 1D @ L= RANEEEL

—HATRHREFBEREICE. TOMALLRILZERL: BERARBEEED
EELE, ThEXZASRBETIHNDE
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A—FyMEREETIVOEH
A—FYNMERETILIZROONDEH

WEE: 7o M), GIRE., JIKRBAE, &-2AGEZHTIVELT
BITS

A RIL AT RENE: FO 7oL —FELTIRRL.,. FEE DR LB AT RE
AR ATBEYE : NS-L2 a—/SfRIZ—RLTSRYVU Y A kE
HEERAY . FEENERLOT NS HEBI{EAATRE
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REOHEATETIL: TL-ToBI
TL-ToBI(Estebas-Vilaplana 2017)

AM/ToBl D& L EF R BZEZHRFLLEH S,
FTOEBREHBLEEY tune 3/ 7ICBIBLI=ETIL

SEERTIX, TL-ToBIZFRALTEBLEN., &1 b r—23>
Eﬁ-‘)bﬁ;ua BWBDOX AT TRATAT A D151 3—2 % B E
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ToBl& [

« Tones and Break Indices Mg (Silverman et al.1992)

c A2 b R—2 a3 ERHETIEEDHEENREERRTIIANIITHROVED
- BRI SFEDRERIERIC BEOWVWT, Eif CLICRESINS (Jun 2005)

3i:E (ToBl, MAE_ToBI)

g2E3E (K_ToBI)

K-35 (G_ToBl)

H4:& J_ToBI( Venditti, 1995, 2005), X_JToBI (Maekawa et al., 2002))

—BXETH, XJ-ToBl ZERLL-HHM(BAREER TL-ToBl)Z8ETHEHATRED
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J-ToBl DiEE&EICiR>T-HBEETIVT

J-ToBI @) prosodic tier W55, BARFED AP L)L THTRHBIZE S
ShoDht

AJEE LR (IHT)

T RIZKBEYFDOTE
JOSRUR

3K BPM (#& 1E - e = - %ERH)



HIE DS (240124)
FEREFBSN IR

FIiHE A

o HIMEMZLEBELCHT S (FHMEHE)

o TOEUNMREZIZTH I hBEh ot (FHEEA)
o FoEITSYMIBRATLS (FHiiEC)



[SEIBEFEHR L MINDIRE

FHERARBL TOSICHEb LI FEEREFTMSN TLELG

0.545070782
350 A
3004
3 200
=
2
z
80
7 AA w7
1.138

Time (s)



(IS Ll DR S

FHEREFMSh TS5

1.33514497
350
3004
/_I*j\_ﬁ R

5 200s
=
2
b:

80

! 1.537

Time (s)
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AN EANERELGN+FIBFRD &R
—BREENMICRORR

MIEED ERAERLEL | EWSHEERE [[HTIEBE
EE IR EE S 2 SRARMLLTRET BTN
TEBDTIIHLD



J-ToBl DiEE&EICiR>T-HBEETIVT

J-ToBI @) prosodic tier M>5, HAFED AP LA THRNICEAIESNS
DH

- AJEEES (IHT)

- POEMEIZEBEYFOTE
- 7ASRVR

- 3K BPM (1t -#5%3 - B¢ )

SECTIHTOEH., tIHTISEHLTEEREEDHEEREZIRA S LZ2EAS
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RS ESIMAMBELREEICH DN AR EETETY)
VL. B EL TR ATREL R A TE= 5D
o BRESEEMEEEAMBELVFEER
—TIOMHLZEHRET ILENHLHREE
o FDHEMTCHEICZIHTISEHALT, - HTABEBEEEMICRAOEE
525, 0FY. BENXPDELRIEB THAHACLZTRTEEL D
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Interphonologie du japonais contemporain

IPJC
LEFEERFIEIEE || JSUREFEIEE MULOREREEEEA
29% 464 4%

N1~N2 N3~ N3




Al

A2
100~
50 -
() (@
43.1%(31/7248)
100~
50~
() (@
65.2%{45/69%)
o e
g " @
# .
44.6%(29/65R)
100 - :
50 -
: P
60.9% (53/8748)
100- ‘
50 -
@ @
32.7%(18/55§) 81.7%(58/71%&

JFSEANMEJILPTRERE (%)

B

46.6% (68/146%)
65.2% (86/1328)

84.1% (58/69%)

85.7%(12/14%)

c1 c2

> -

57.5%(61/1068&) 77.3%(17/228)

86.1%(31/364)

JSODORA
BABICIFSEAIFEE.
WAEBICILPTLAR LEEE

’Fﬁ‘ﬁ:/‘ ' a8

| AD#E: RREBICH S

IN

N3EETB 1 HX

_L—
(EFEZ7E£,2017 : https://jfstandard.jp/information/attachements/000268/jfs_jlpt_diagram2017.pdf)



Interphonologie du japonais contemporain
IPJC

B EEREGES IOV AREREER MNULOGEEEEEE
29% 4644 444

®u—n|:| )XI‘nJLﬂJ:H'/<U RL @KEEH:IJL
Q=EE DEX




Interphonologie du japonais contemporain
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SRS
s[=]=

£

IPJC
BEFEEREES || 77 VABEHESR kL=
2@% 4644
®u—n|:| )XI‘nJL&J:H'/<U L @KEEH aJC
©OF -+ DIEX

+HREBFHERDTT7—h




IP)C7AraJLQ): BB R EH EIF/KYRL
a. BARBOBERWILEZWPEIT HLOGBE AN 10658)
b. FEEDREEZNEI HIOLHEFEYAM 4088)




PICTORIILD): x=EpE

WH. GEOIER S —F 4 —ICBMLE L, AAT
D TDOI T (Pl DTETH FEFFFLE L, BT

EHiEh % & B AT Viz ip (@)
REEFLELET, BEOFRIZMMIPWELLE, £TDOHIZ

ok, b

FERETHLES THMAES TEOL 51055 TWE LI,

7|:|I~:|)l/®0)$
awaﬁ -T-ﬁﬂ'
@D SEfEEFEEEIXEEBEMBX Q@ T4759— @ ABRIE QRIEZEZKRDS
® ’f’EJJ: ® 5 @ mEEESIE MEE AL (AB/ER S D NE)
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HAERFEEAPHERFTRI—/\R

o ISVAREREFEE ( CEFR:B1LARJL/JLPT:N3LRJLLLE)

o 84

o XEBALITARVHIHER( 323)
EVWRAVCHEOGRAMEANBEICHFET ST —43

BRERROMBEHSEYFORRIEARHELT—S
—SEIXRH
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i

EEICEDER DS

£
~aAnRA

R A DR

H =
[m] ]

SF.N

OO0 O O
82 8

= N
4 3 & #
< M U A

X X
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\ \
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Bt 24 DR ET

o EABEELTLEFHZ 7TERFE TR

o NMEFHICLTIELEFIGEDFMIXLELKSIC

o 1~AMFEM:-HAER 5~70ORE: LEBHLELTHHT

fripin001tex_am.MP3 *

geeaE O O O O 0O O O sg2giiss

QO =S EIT1ERK
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M IHT /NUC / FOC / CONT / QI=&kBdS5RY> 4

LT 5 F4E%EEH
. IHT: 79t MIEETOBREL FO LREDFE(1=5HBY, 0=7%4L)

. NUC: 77tV MINIZERT VoM BARGENEILLNHLEN( 1=HBY, 0=74L)
. FOC.RREADHEM(1=RRMIEEIL , 0=FD1h)

. CONT:XXFf=XARDIERIL LR () BPM OFR(1=HELR, 0=nL5})
. Q: M -HRBEZRIEXLAOAR( 1=8FALF, 0=hLf)



M IHT /NUC / FOC / CONT / QI=&kBdS5RY> 4

speaker_id sentence_id bunsetsu_index bunsetsu_text AP_index IHT NUC FOC CONT Q DEPH comments

S1 1 1 kinou, 1 1 1 0 10 0

S1 1 2 senpai no 1 1 0 0 10 0
tanjoubi paatii

S1 1 3 ni 2 0 0 0 00 0
sanka

S1 1 4 shimashita. 2 0 0 0 00 0

S1 2 1 nihon de 3 1 1 0 10 0

S1 2 2 hajimete no 3 1 1 0 10 0
paatii datta

S1 2 3 node 3 1 1 0 170 0
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FoZzIERHIET 5
o BICAAZRHBDIIIFEDFHN] = Fo(EvF)

o HzZEIXFFEHNDMRN -FETHE HzEZE-FERERLIEE
(semitone) JICEEFMA S &£+12 T1AHH4—T
(Pierrehumbert & Beckman 1988; Venditti 2005)

o EAMTHBILIZRSHES —0-100 % [CERIE

—Python 3.11.40) praat-parselmouth 0.4.3[1Z8% 5[ FO fiHy. &3

M %, FFREIEREIDR YY) T EMEH




AT MMBEOEE QMG ak o

BREH. LREODT7 /7t MIEOBRE

o FAER. LBEHThETLICBRIINLIT /U MIKEHET

o FAEHICEEBMNICIRNDT7I/EUNMIELRDHIH
1. HIR#HZEF
2. BlfZhER




RS



S5ANDREHLIADHREH

AHEEA FHEEB FHMEEC FHMEED FHMBEEBE FHEEF iy

FEE1 3 2 3 3 2 3 2.67
FEAE2 3 3 2 3 2 2 2.50
FEES 3 2 3 3 2 3 2.67
FEE4 3 3 4 3 4 4 3.50
FEES 3 4 3 4 3 3 3.33
FEHEO 3) 4 5 5 4 3) 4.67
FEET 6 3) 3) 6 5 5 5.33
FEAES 5 6 5 6 5 6 5.50

0>\ T Dok 0.881



40

# 4 B AP T IHT A0

Overall distribution of AP features (N:450)

0.87

=1
o o o o o
w EN Ul o ~

Proportion of APs with feature

o
[N}

0.0
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Bl5Se£ A 1#) 21%. / ED(FH+HK=LH) 10%

Distribution of major AP types (N=450)

0.30

0.25¢

o
N
o

0.15¢

Proportion of APs

0.10

0.05f

0.00°

Type A Type B Type C Type D Type E
(T dee?) (-...0...m) (1T...%...1) (~:0uu2) (1...Fx...”)
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[[IHT] BI&§&F1B AP BISICIIRELRIESDE

Speaker-level flatness indices

S6

B p(HT =0
B p(HT =0

)

& NUC

=0)

e rr (KT
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[-IHT] Fl& =18 AP Hl& -BESEFEEMICEDE

Speaker-level flatness indices

S6

podip=c
T T

e Rr (BT

Fied
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STHATRE : M TIXBRBA TE4

Speaker-level flatness indices

s p(IHT 50 & NUC = 0)

0.5F

04}

o
w

Proportion of APs

o
N

0.1f

0.0
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AHTIEHERTHYEDTOEREZRAVEMNS

- IHTZF R T IRIEBORBRE/EL—FEIZEER

- HEEDT7 7tV

- PHORVMIDERSE

- POV EVLOHERE
- REEOREOHEE
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AHTIEHERTHYEDTOEREZRAVEMNS

x1 AEOLEFREETNICEAOIBRZRDERFSITHER

B SEB B
BT AR
(1) APDOE X 0.004 0.006 -0.01
(11) AP NOREREZED L -0.07 0.013 -0.37***
(111) AP NOEOL i -0.05 0.015 -0.28**
(Iv) AJEAE 1 =—7 L FE 22— ROMHME | 0.07 0.003 0.65%**
R2 0.45%**

FLMERE c APMJEH EH- O X *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

OAPHDASEEEIE—T EE2E—SDEROTEFHBEEEIBEETHRL. &
QEBESEDOHHMZ WV &
7oty FEMRE—SEISIEWVC E
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ECETETIVIETS?

- EERSOHEERAIkEH
- LOWLZEDERTRTEETIVICHA AL CEIFIREMTIEELY
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