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b 3\§ This report deals with sporad1c observations on the glottal stop in
" the English spoken by Finns collected in connecton with two separate
studi€s. An attempt will be made, to give a description of the factors '_
which may exptain the occurrence of glottalization, and to outFine the_
method by which the phenomenon will be approached in greater detail’in
the future.” The data availabfe at’present seem to indicate that
- at word boundaries in front Gf words beginning with a vowel, glottal-
ization is far more frequent in the pronunciation of English by Finns ,
than in standard English pronunciation; ’

L

- glottalizationis even more frequent in English utterances pnoduced
by Finns than in their mother tongue utterances at b0undar1es of sim-

<

ilar structure. -~ T
- in Enghsh utterahces Finns use 1inking more often in the early part

of the utterance than towards its end where glottafizatwn or pauses

assume the place which Tinking would have taken i nérmal pronunci-

ation; - . 4

variation in the assignment of linking, gTottalization and pauses in‘

the pronunéiation of English test sentences by Finns does not correlate,;'

with the constituent structure of English in sugh a way that a phonet1c
“break, i.e. glottalization or pauses, would be more commén or more

probable at strong syntactic boundaries and aning more usual at im-

medi4te constituent boundaries as ‘is normally the case in English;

glottalization can be explained by means of sentence stress in the way

that the signalling of word boundaries by glottalization-takes place

somewhat more often in front of stressed than unstressed syntactic

elements;!

the choice made by Finns between glottalizat}&magd 11nk1ng can be

explained tn part by observing the phonetic structure of the word string:

= et Provided by ERIC




glottahzatwn is more coomon after obstruents, i.e. ploswes and fr;c-—
atives, whereas linking, d;&d%re frequent at word boundaries between
vowel segments. In this respect the Finnish pronunc1at10n of Enghsh
is similay to Finnish pronunciation. o .
v ' . /
2 : - :
Both spokeﬁ‘st‘a’nﬁ"rd"ﬁnmsh and Enghsh have the Qlottal stop or
g‘lottal catch'; its phonological status 1s similar i ,n both languages.
e
The glottal stop is not genenaﬂ'y'ﬁ?:“l'u—(e'd 1n the segments of word-level
phonology in either language In both languages the glottal stop is a

vy

phonetic boyndary segment but the essential distinction is that, in Enghsh
glottalization may occur both word-initially or word-medially.in front of
a syllable beginning with a vowel, whereas in Finnish it is possible only
at a morphotactic word boundary. We feel that the d1ff1cu1t1es connected
with glottalization are sltimately linked to the fact that the category
of the word 1nXF1nn1sh differs morphophonematwally from that in Enghéh
* (see Kar1sson 1977:67 in this volume) Although various function erds
{prepositions, articles, ete.) @re free gorphemes preceding their head )
words in English, the qorresponding elements in Finnish are suffixed to
= the head words. Thus the semantic content of a monphophonotogx.caz u.md
differs considerably in the two languages Accordmgly, 1t‘ is very 11ke1y
that the need for signalling word boundar1es is different since. the con-
N cept of the word differs in the dinguistic competence of speakers of F1nn1sh
from that "of speakers of English.
As regards the role of word boundaries, the meaning and the infor-

‘

mation content of a word differ in Finnish from- those of English. In the . /

) P1nn1sh language, glottalization is used above all to signal boundaries
of words beginning with a vowel. It may. be assumed that a Finn's use of
ylottalization fnstead of Tinking at word boundaries of English words .
beginning with a vgwel reflects the Finnish speaker-hearer's way‘,éf ab-
_ stracting, in both praduction and in recep;ién’, the information carried *
—_— 1n/Engl1'sh into morphophoﬁological-lexical units by stringk_ of ‘sounds. R
o /
! We think that such a tendency is universal and is also found in norm@ ’
-—-English proiufitfation. Stress is only a phonetic reflection of the th ,
atic and rhy‘thmc structure of a sentence. Therefore, glottalization is
. more Tikely-to occur jn front.of a Texical word, which carries a mbre

essential meaning in a séntence, than in'front of.a function word, wh1ch
has a less important role in’ the information content in a sentence
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The fact that a Finn tends to single out every unit of an utterance
effect1ve1v impairs the 1née111g1b111ty of the message on the part of
. the native Tistener. When egnnents which belong together synta§t1cally,
such as prepositions or deteyminers, situated in front of their head
words, are separated from thair heads by means of glotta11zat1on, the
i - . native listener may 1dent1fy he glottalization with pauses breaks, «
interruptions, etc ,» and thus \interpret the const1tuent structuré of the
sentence in a way which is d1ffer nt from what was or1g1na11y intended

. by the speaker. . R )
o, (/////’ . Glottalization is not a problém for Finnish studehts of,Eng]fsh
A — ’la1un5“ As Jones (196? 151) notes, oreign people, amnd mdré‘part1tu“
. Ta ly Germans, have a tendehcy to i sert the sound ? at the beginning of
~ 21l words which ought to begin with yowels. Thus they will pronounce
4 was all our own § as’ {it woz \?5:1 '?aus '?oun,’'f>:1t). Accord1n§“

to Jones, “the mistake 1s one"which wjtl effectually spoil what is other-

wise a good pronunC1at1on, and it is dne which often necessitates a great

deal of practice on the part of the ledrner. It must be remembered that
in norma1 English there is no break ‘be

en.consecutive words which are.~
" L "
r ’ - -

closely connected by the sense
In word-Tevel phonology, glottalization is not usually Elassif§ed

among the phonological segments of Finnigh (Karl}sson 1969:351, Lehtonen

_1970:24; cf. Wiik 1967:47- 4%) The phonolggical status of glottalization

1s somewhat -ambiguous in standard Finnish.i On the one hand, standard
F1nn«sh has glottalization a

an 1n1t1a1 sagment in words beginning with
a vowel on certain conditions) on the other\ hand, in descriptions of

the Finnish sound pattern, gl tal1zat1on i3 encountered in conneqt1on
with the phenomenon called "ja nnoslopuhe“. //
An examination of the pronynciation of distinct werds suoports the
argument that in front of a wor beg1nn1ng w1 h a- yowel there is, 1n
. " standard Finnish, a certain typ of abrupt ons t (coupe de glotte,
Einsatz) or ‘fard attack' in contyast to a fr1 tive-l11ke vowel initi-
. ation, which appears in pronunciation as a word initia) /h/-fricative.

. Consider the foilowing examples: Y -
’ A {7aavaa) 'vast', ‘open' (part.s.) (haavaa] Aiound', ‘cut’ (part.sqg.)
e . -l7akkaa] ‘'old woman’ (part.sg.) (hakkaa} \'cut', cnop', 'hew' (3rd
! p persoff present teese indicative)
et , ) /
O
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[74919 . "leech’ (nor;\.sg.) (hi{14]  ‘coaliy ‘carbon’ (nom.sg.)
[”intoja] ‘zeals'"(part.pl.) thintojal 'prices' (part.pl.)
[?i1kkal Ilkka (man"s:name) ' (hilkka] Hilkka (woman's name) -
(?irvid] ‘sneer', 'poke fun' . [hirvii) ‘deer' (part.pl,)

- (infinitive) o -7 '

Y

In pairs of this kind it is not, however, necessary to abstract the onset
of the word-initial vowel as a phofiological segment. It is not phonologi~

) 'ca;l'ly commutable and its distribytion is restricted to. the word-initial

« position. ’

I TsE of glottalization at boundaries with words beginning with =

. vowA -varies in Finnish according to the geographical dialect areas.
For instance, glotfalization is found to be more frequent in the eastern
and Ostrobotnian dialects than in the south-westerniand south-eastern
dialects. )

This bhenomenon of, the Finmish soyn& pdttern is not, however,.gener-
ally that raferred ‘to by glotialization or the glottal plosive in Finnish
grammars . Finni‘sh grammarians describe glottalization or the glottal stop
as a phenonenon appearing after a number of morphologically marked word§
and grammatical forms; it is—considered to, bé»a sngcia% case of the doubl-
ing of the first segment of the subsequent word, appearing in the form of
a g'l‘otta’l‘:mosive}n front of words beginning with a vowel. Consider the
following examples: ‘ o s
<anna poisi> [annap peis] '(go ahead and) give it™, 'give it away' (im-

. peratwe)., <padstd sisaani> [p'a"a's,ta‘sysh’ri]' 'ﬂf (sb. go) in* (imper-
ative); and accordingly <anna ottaa!s> [anna?: ottaa] 'let (sb.) take (it),
'let (5b.) have (it)' (imperative), <piastd ulosi> [psisti?: ulos] 'let
(sb, go) out’ (/i/mperiiiive).‘ .

-
.

! In examples like these the traditional interpretation of the glottal

segment at the word boundary is that the abrupt onset (coupe de glgtte, ’
'hard attack') of the initial vowel of the next word geminates and pro- (#Ra.
duges a phonologically doubled glottal stop (for further discussion, seg-;/{
Karlsson and Lehtonen 1977:55ff.). According’ to the most recent inter- -
pretation (Karlsson and Lehtonen 1977), this glottal boundary segment, Y
which comes after certain marked morphesies only, is neither geminate nor

an independent segmental phoneme; it,is a segmental juncturp marker,

which possesses the special feature of being morphologically conditioned.

ki .
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The essential difference in the occurrence of gloE}alization in English .
- . “and in Finnish is, thus, the fact that English glottalization is & pho-
* netic means conhected with §yllab1e boundaries and emphasis and not an .
unamb1guous marker at word boundaries. In Finnish, glottal1zat1on can -
. never be used word-medially to mark a syilable boundary beginning with
a vowel. For example, pronunciations Tike *haufan, *kiufas, *Leu’assa,
'&%m%ﬂum.%wwmaM'umua,%Mwuuﬁm:y&u&&Jde,ef
English <reaction> [r1‘?mkfn], <co-operate> [kev'?opsrest], <geometry>
[dg: *7omotr1]), in which the glottal segmeRt is inserted"into.a word-
mediat-syllable boundary, are hot acceptable in standard Finnish.- I
Because glottalization is only possible, though not obligatory, ,
between words in Finnish, its occurrence in a flow of speech is a strong
cue for a Finn to identify a word boundary and thus split up the string
of speech sounds into word-size units and identify the percbptqal patterns
(Gestalt) of words.
i In English, the role of glottalization differs fron that of Finnish.
As Gimson (1970:167) says, “the glottal plo\ive is not a signiﬁca
sound 1n theRP system. 1t serves regularly for many RP spedkers as a2
Lt syllable boundary marker, whén the initial sound of the second syllable \
is a vowel. Thus, a hiatus of vowels belonging to different syllables .
" (especially when the second vewel is accented), may in careful speech -
s be separated by ? instead of being joined by a vocalic glide, and even
when the second vowel is weakly apcented, ed. day after day [der ?a:ft:
v e ‘der]”. For the speaker of Eng1ish. gloxtalization is one of the factors
which may indicate the prominence of a stressed ‘syllable, which somehow
gathers the word unit around itself. But the glottal segment does not”

automatically mark the boundary of words 1n the flow peech, and it s
is-used much less frequently than in Finnish or in the English pronounced
by Finns. .

~ *‘
In.the 1248 instances of word boundaries in the present study in wh1ch .

" the ngEed1ng word ended with a plosive, the initial vowel Af the following
word was realized with glottalization by moge than 50 per cent of the
Finnish pupils, while the correspond1ng percentage in the pronunc1at1on
of a control group of native speakers of English [5un1ver51tereCturers)
was only 2 per cent. In the group of boundaries of fricative + vowel,
the corresponding fiéu;es were 60 and 4 per cent respectively; in ‘the

. group of word-finat reéonant§; the number of glottalized boundaries was -
(S ’ » . .
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45 per cent with the Finnish spe;kers but only 3 .in the pronunciation
6% native speaﬁers, and in the vowel + vowel instances the amount of
glottalization was 14 per cent 1n the Finnish group but zero in the

English one. te
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The §irst Test, — To assess the influence of ‘a-Finnish speaker's
dialectal background on the processiny of word boundaries in English,
three~groups of schoolchildren studyind English were chosen in differ-

- -ent dialectal areas: the town of Kuopio in eastern Finland; the- town of

Turku in south-western Finland, and Haapamiki, & locality in central
F1n1and Each student (age c. 15-16 years) participating in tﬁe test
had stud ed English for gt,least five years at secondary school; at the
time of the test they were attending.the F1q§t grade of the gymnasium.
The material used 1n the test was very rudimentary. The test itself
originated from another test, which was carried out to examine how Einns
signal word boundaries in Finnish. The pupils were tested for their pro-
. nhunciation 1n Finnish and English.’ The results for each group qf the
test population are presented insTable 1. In the table the realization'
of each juncture -¥s given in percentage. 3 )
Thexpercentages in Table 1 indicate that to a certa1n extent glot-
talization and linking correlata to the variation in terms of the stu-
dents' didlectal background For 1nstance, in the Turku group C+V posi-
tion, the amount of linking in English is 26 per Qent and that in Fianish
19“per cent, while in the Kuopio group,’the percentage of linking is 11
| per cent in English and 4 per cent in Fipnish. Irrespective 6f their
native dialect, Finnish speakers resort’ to glottalization or pauses at

word boundaries much more often when speaking English than when speaking
Finnish, - ) ‘ .

The way in which-each pup11 produced Jjunctures in English and in
‘Finnish seems rather intonsistent and .unstable. Some pup1ls used linking
frequentty both in Finnish and English test sentences, others showed

+ very frequent use of Tinking in Finnish but pr erned\glottal1zat1on in
English,

. a“ he
! For a more detailed presentation of theé resul
pronunciation and word boundary s1gna111ng, see

Karlsson and Lehtonen
1977 ¢

v

xs with regard.to Finnish
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Table 1. Realization of ward boundary by Finnish schoolchildren with
different dialectal backgrounds. L = linking, G = glottal constriction,
and GP = glottal plosive (two degrees of boundary seghent), and P ==~
pause observed at word boundary.

N .

HAAPAMAK “TURKY MEAN ¢

KUOP10
structure 0 ol
of boundary L GGP P L,GGP P

L GGP'P L GGP P

. | *
V4V (Fi)' e.g. 314819 27125233 37|64 2015 1 | 364022 2°
<ei olisi> o r

e w<S2_aVata> o i ] !

+
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<radio-ohjglmille> ' ) o

W+ (E) e.q. 5639 - 511285 - 3] 6627 ‘-. 7

ay eyes> . j s ’
<the evening> v ) . ‘
<to answer> -

C+V (Fi) e.q.

<on ostettu> ‘
<saat avata> ’ i
mies omistaa>

I
495 - 1!
1

C+V (E) e.g.

<enormous animals>

<£hat 15> » .

<an easy’{question)>
L 4

! Word boundary marked by é\ '

The following sentences ‘gqive an account of the use of hnkfpg at
given boundaries; the numerical values in percentage are from the top:

Kuop1o, Haapamak1 and Turkuy (¢ = no 1nstance with lipking):
8 Y5 27 ¢

!

This ¢ endbrmous ¢ Ynimal 12 is 20 an 12 elephant.

.18 18 9 36 9

) 5 46 3
I'm 12 only ¢ erght years 12 oid.
36 27 9 .
. N\

51, ¢ b '
My 12 eyes 4 ard blue'.,'-:-,i‘(‘:':‘ .

64 18 :
v

@ 8 )
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BT 57 ¢ 57 .
- Can 56 1 do 24 it ¢ 1in the 8 evening. .
100 91 ¢ 91 !
3 16 3 68
That 68 is 4 an @ "easy questxon to 16 answer.
9 . .

: .8 P

)

! Either that_is or that's. "~§}\
The figures show unexpected variation between the three dialectal
groaps, Ihterference from the pupils' native dialect cannot alone account

E

’

RIC -

- O .

for 1t. Sofe vaz1af1on was a1so causéd by, the teachers' pronunciation in
each group and by the amount of attention paid to the ncy of speech

* in the classroom.)L1nk1ng also seems to be more freguent at boundaries
between familiar words dnd in familiar phrases.

. ay, . - .
Jhe Accond test. ~ The second.test was also of a preliminary nature.

The test was based on the pronunc1at1on of test sentences read by pupils
at Toysadn peruskoulu (9th grade, Ostrobothn1an dialect area) It was part
of a larger series of te;ts designed to study the perception and produc-
tion of English cpeech sounds by £innish schoolchildren. The results of .

——

the entire test will be published in Jyvaskyla Contrastive Studies Jafer. }<:/,/l*”

The test sentences conta1n1ng word boundaries with initjal vowels
were gathered from a larger body of material read by 24 pupils. The mate-
rial consistea of isolated short sentencestof the type He & mtevested
An sponts, This <3 youx will, isn't 44?7, 1t &8 a name, It was at cu¥ house,
Tom doean't undewstand his §niends at all, Look at these beds in your gar- *
den, Where 44 yout glass?. The total number of -the sentences was 86. .

The number of the boundar1es examined totalled 3 120, there were %?
2,568 C+V pos1t1ons and 552 #+V positions. A twofold method of exam1nat1on
was app11ed (1) the sentences were transcribed and analyzed perceptua11y,

§(2) oscillograms were made of the sentences to make sure that, the results
~conformed with the actual data and to check up whether the bodhdgry con-
tained glottalization. Instrumental analysis was necessary because Tt is
very difficult for people to hear phenamena such as glotta11za§1on at

word boundaries in thair own language. Table 2 presents the results of the’
test.

- \ - ~
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Table 2. Background information of the students and distribution of mani-
festation of word boundary in juncture catego-ies. The symbols used in

the table are as*follows : D stands for (the score in a separate test meas-
uring) discrimination, I for (the score 1n a separate test measuring) aden-
tification; E dmd M stand for the informat's school mark in English and
music respectively; L, G, P,and F, given 1n percentages, stand far linking,

. glottalization, pause and 'faulty pronuncration’ respectively.
. . ) AN
nformant : school || manifestation of word ' .
: i no. mark boundary 1n percentage ' ‘
A e ——— et — g MG PR SRS
1 39 545 8 |45 36 17 2
" 2 37 605 8 {129 53 8*10] .
S 3 [ 6979 8 lvr65°26 5 3 - o
4 41 598 5 | 40 51°8 13 L
] 5 43 6907 8 i 25 69" 5 1
. 6 i3 7018 8 ||39 49 T0 2 0w
7 43 63|8 9 (127 62 7 .4 -
8 36" 62 | 7 5'! 13 53 22 12 )
9 {44 979 9-1l60 26 9 5°
10 n.e7'8 9 137 a5 6 02 )
n o 4 72,9 9 | 45 38 8 9
12 33 69 7 8 133 85 7 5 Lo
13 35 67,8 9 {'68,25 2 5
14 40 74409 9 5835 2 3 .
15 33 47,09 7 | 32 42 18 3
J6 39 758 8 | 32 58 ‘2 8 :
T B 62,6 6 |23 62 312 )
. 18 36 5216 8°| 24 34 22 20°
.- 19 40 8 '7 7 (|10 76 12 2 .-
20 a5 747 8 8 | 4645 3 S .
21 ¢« 30 73 8 7 26" 47 12715 ' N
. 22 38 53 9 7 | 51 42 5 2.
c' 23 , 47 60,7 8 1504 2 5. 4 ! j
24 | 356068 |18 52 M 191, . . ‘
| f o (-
N i 137 47 9 7| X

10 ~ .
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. Linking and glottalizatuon Q??fOCOrrelated with various school marks.

There 1s a fairly good corrglation between 11nk1ng and the student's markd/” -

'n bath English and music. Preference of 11nk1ng to glottalization seems

to correlate with the pupid's mark 1 music to some extent; thegcorrela-

© tion was 0.48. This _may ve nterpreted as an indicatiop t&_gg;be same -

. sklhls which co mprxse the pupil's t%lent for music and ﬁave their effect
on h1s music’ mqu at schootl contrmbute to his ahnTlty to abstrac* a for-
eign language gud1t1ve]y and to produce 1ts 1diomatiq structures.

» Furtnermore a compar1son was made between the scores of 11nk1ng

‘and glL talizatronsin LTy test and thé scores 1n ano{her test which . .
Suudl?d the same puprle abilaty to discriminate and 1déntafy English
sound pitt-rns. There 15 a faurly strong correlatiun between the pupil's+#
merh v fritish ana hig score n the icentificat or test while the score
note ‘u‘ minAgien Lest goes not corrﬂlaue with th‘e pup* s marbf n
£rg)liun. The cofrelation belween I:nk'ng and the pupxl s mark in hoth
EnglTish’ and music ¢ fairly good As for the whoie group of 24 pupris _ -
‘wk3 100k part 1n the test, the correlation between the puprls' English
marks and linking waseD.52.
R A conclusion can now be drawn to serve as a preliminacy hypothes1s '
* erroneous word-boundary swgna11~ng ex1sts both with puprls who -
" have done well 1n the1r Tahguage studies and-with those who havé not.
According to T:terature, one of the functions of glottals ation 1s .
to gwve propinence to the word Jincture n ambivalent pairs of words, .
€.9. a name an aum The way 1n which the Finnish schoolchyidren produded
contrast pawrs of sen{ences with dvstlnct1ve word juncturés {a name/an .
, aum, the meat/them eat, picnceAé rrue b ghey tee/great eye, tha( s
- T 3BuA/that's vux, a tower/at oua, {nee Danmylbneed Annce) does not differ —
sxgnificantf§ from the signalling of the other word boundaries. In the .
C+V position for all instances (totalling 2 »568) 1n the test. the percen- .
tage of glottalization 1s 54 and the respective percentage n the ambi-
valent pairs of the type C+V (T68 1nstances) 1s 642 A Finn does not seem
to be able to make use of g]otta11zat1on as a special cue for the’boundary.
he produces all boundar1es begqnnlng with a; vowel by means of g]ottal- \

. iZation. ~
The preliminary results seem to 1nd1cate that ]énguagé/learners have
- 2
at least two distinct strategies in the learning of the phonetic patterns

of a foreign 1anguage Some learners automatwcal]y attaxn reasonable pro-
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nunciation skills at a fairly early stage of Tanguage learning, whereas

.

some. may retain features of pronunciation characteristic of interference |,

from the native-lanyuage pronu.nciatién habits evgn after a long exposure
to the foreign language. - *

Clas¢ification of the boundaries mamfested by more than 2/3 of the
pupits by means of linking gives the»followgng rank;Tist of linking:
the group of the V+v boundaries, the linked pairs of words are they are
(6 instances in different sentences), he s (4), she is (2)s tny it (1)_.'
15 1nstances altogether. Pupﬂs who did

In

ot “favour Tinkjig produced the boundames with g]otta11}at1on. only three
informants had a pause instead. There wdre 12 instances of the type C+V:

Tit 48 (3), when Y (2), where 48 (2), this is (2), ook atM(1), §iLl it

1), and hife s (1). Here a pause was found at the boundary in 10 cases
only, while glottalization was used in 59 and Tinking in 434 individual

The refn'ain‘ityg boundaries (103 instances) in our material manifested
more than al th1rd of glottahzatwn, in 62 cases more than 2/3. A1l of
the glottals&cannot be regirded as erroneous, however. In,some sentences,
a glottal iegmgnt or_a payse 15 acceptable in standard English _pronun-

a 51gna1 of syntactic boyndary, for nstance t}u,e 4 doun e
wd,t/csn t W?; you hava Wgé/onmﬁ bag. Nevertheless, some of

the boundarwes where 2 native speaker would more probably have linking
werd prodyced with glottalization or a pause by more than 2/3 of the

<! know the way ;e*m*&b, <5}d4ng aereplanes can be dan-
gerous>, <Tom dc'ean't understand his fryends at alls. ) Ve

Somé nstances rq1ect # feature which in itself 1s not solely con-
nected yi ith the occurrence of the glottal-stop or with the d1‘ff1cu1t1es

in 1ts yse but with the way in which the F1nh1sh student phonencally

produces syntactic stractures n English. A typ1ca1 error in the nhonenc

productflon 1s that pauses and’ word-boundary signalling break up the nor-
‘mal constituent structure in English. For instapce, in ;the sentence Tom
does wot uudeutbnd hep frnaends at alt, the boundary between the mme-
diate constituents of at alf were often produced with a glottal segment
or a bause, whﬂe §reends was hnked vnth at. Analync psonunciation of
th1s,type m3y affect 'dwe cdmprehens1b1h‘ty of the utterance espec1a11y
in ‘cases where some of the morpheme boundaries 1n the string of words

. are~s1gna1Jed vnth a pause or glottahzatwrx but others with hnkmg

\
{
dry &t (1), and we asked (1)
» w .
! productions, -
.
t * a -
c1at1on as‘
' pupils, e/
. k]
- d
G’

.

1rrespect1ve of the syntactwc 'strength’ of each boundary

\" . [l ‘
. , 12 .
o, . N
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The choicé which the student makes between linking, glottalitation
or a pause 1S not necessar11y consistent with the structure of tke English
sentence but is more or less sporadic. For 1nstance, a boundary which 1s
phonetically easy for a Fanp may be produced with 1inking but the ensuing
boundary which may form a boundary between immediate constituents 1s pro-
duced with glottalization or a pause. Factors like-this also seem to Fe-
flect indirectly how the Finnish student tries to abstract in perception
the phonetic flow of speech of an English utterance into semantiC units.
The ann's expectations 1n terms of sentence-phongttc Cues are erroneous
and the faat that he produces word boundaries-and sentence stress in an
erroneous way reflects his inadequate perceptual-phonetic skills.

In the majority of word boundaries produced by the pupils,‘the'reas-
on for smghallmng the word bopndary with glottalization could not, how-

" ever, be specified unambiguouslj. The features which seem to favour glot-
talization at a word boundary include- the quality of the f3hal segment df .
the first word, the stress level of the second word, and ‘the syntactic
pasition of the word boundary. Final plos1ves, strong stress, and a stwong
constituent boundary seem to contribute to the 1ncreased occurrence of '
glotta]1zat1on. Yet examination of the 1nstances 1n thear original sen-
tence frames, paying attention to each pupil's individual performance d:d
not, n most cases, attest any direct connéction between the factors which
were assumed to explain the éxistence of glottalization and the variations
n the pupils' actual production. However,‘the present tests were not de-
signed for ‘the analysis of boundary signals, and therefore certain factors

.accounting for glottalization may have_been overloohea'gﬁg!% number of
others given too much emphasis. . 1

2

’ .
>
65 ,

The role of the teacher's pattern of pronuncmatmon as comp¥red with

o ——= the direct NL transfer 1s one of the 1nterest1ng*factors from the point

Iz\[(:i. e ,«l\ . . r

“of..view of the contrastive hypothesms To what extent can the word-Bound-

. ary s1gna{ﬂ1ng be attributed ,to the pup11's own trantfer from the mother
tongue and to what Vextent does the pup1) only faithfully repeat ghe model
given by hs teacher's pronunciation? s ' “

Unexpected variation hetween dralectal grouns 1n the use of Lank1nq
at various word doundaries seems to support the hypothesis that what the
teacher does and how he behaves is of great 1mportance

13
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to divide the studiﬁiﬁ;igto two groups—in terms of their learning strat-
egies and their capacity of perceiving the phonetic, parameters of speech
(i.e. phonetically accurate and inaccurate groups), some atténtion should
. be pa1d to. this d1st1nct10n 1n language teaching and in teacher training.

i Stuﬁents who want to becune teachers and have difficulties 1in ab&tract1ng
such“higher-level feature-structures as boundary signals should be made
aware of this and particular attention should be paid to their diffi-
culties. If the ﬁypothe51s holds true, school 1nstruct1on will have to

. be reorganized to meet the_requirements of the pupil's 1pd1v’dua1 learn- -
ing strategies. ' -

.

-
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