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W
hy Lexical Stress?�

C
onclusion

�

Exposure phase: RT slow
er in C

ondition 2 (M
=

541.8 m
s) than C

ondition 1 (M
=

517.3 m
s) 

Test phase: RT faster in C
ondition 2 (M

=
466.6 m

s) than in C
ondition 1 (M

=
492.2 m

s) 

Results for C
onditions 1 &

 2
�

Q
uestions�

!
 H

ow
 does a native speaker of a language adapt 

to accented speech? 
!

 In particular, (how
) does perceptual adaptation to 

lexical stress m
isplacem

ent occur in English? 
!

 H
ow

 com
parable is it to adaptation to segm

ental 
errors in term

s of speed and generalizability?�

A
daptation to A

ccented Speech
�

A
ccented speech: 
• deviates from

 the canonical/fam
iliar form

s of the 
language along m

ultiple acoustic-phonetic 
dim

ensions [1] 
• incurs increased processing effort at the beginning 
• can be accom

m
odated w

ith adequate exposure 

Perceptual adaptation: 
• occurs regardless of the baseline intelligibility at 

the sentence level [1] 
• occurs quite rapidly, under 1 m

inute [2] 
• generalizes across item

s [3,4] 
• generalizes across talkers w

ith sim
ilar traits [1,5] 

• is likely to be lexically-driven [1,6] 

Perceptual experim
ent w

ithin Exposure-Test paradigm
 using speeded cross-m

odal m
atching

. 
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Figure 1. Test RT
�

Figure 3. Test RT  
by C

ondition and Stress Pattern
�

Future W
ork�

• Increase sam
ple size 

• Im
plem

ent C
ondition 3 &

 4 to exam
ine 

generalization across talkers 
• Exam

ine potential learning over the tim
e course 

of the experim
ent 

• Explore the local environm
ent of exposure and 

the role of variability in adaptation [11] 
• Investigate the contribution of prosodic 

inform
ation at the sentential level 

Results com
patible w

ith previous w
ork: 

"
  Initial processing cost 
"

  Trend tow
ards adaptation 

"
  50 w

ords in isolation enough as exposure 
"

  G
eneralization over lexical item

s 
M

ethods�

Task




 “clim

ax” #
 

C
L
I
M
A
X $

 (M
atching Trial) 

B
A
S
I
C
S $

 (M
ism

atching Trial) 

Procedure

• Participants: native speakers of English (n=

16) 
• Task: speeded cross-m

odal m
atching 

• M
easure: RT (and accuracy) 

• 2x2 factorial design: 
          C

anonical/N
on-canonical stress 

          Sam
e/D

ifferent talker 

Table 1. Procedure Sum
m

ary�

Condition
 

C
anonicity 

×
 

Talker 

1
 
C

anonical, 
Sam

e
�

2 
N

on-
canonical, 

Sam
e
�

3
 
C

anonical, 
D

ifferent�

4 
N

on-
canonical, 
D

ifferent�

Exposure 
[!́!] x 50 

M
ale Talker 

*[!́!] x 50 
M

ale Talker�
[!́!] x 50 

M
ale Talker�

*[!́!] x 50 
M

ale Talker�

Test�

  [!́!] x 50 
*[!́!] x 50 

M
ale Talker�

 [!́!] x 50 
*[!́!] x 50 

M
ale Talker�

 [!́!] x 50 
*[!́!] x 50 
Fem

ale 
Talker 

  [!́!] x 50 
*[!́!] x 50 
Fem

ale 
Talker 

Proposed m
echanism

s for perceptual adaptation: 
• Phonological abstraction [7] 
• Episodic m

em
ory [8] 

 !
 Q

uestion: w
hat is the contribution of prosodic 

inform
ation to the process of perceptual 

adaptation? 
 English stress, as a test case: 
• Free stress language (TRU

Sty/trusTEE) 
• Stress m

isplacem
ent affects w

ord recognition [9] 
e.g., H

IStorical (native speaker); anticiPA
TE, 

conTEX
T, arG

U
ED

, m
oduLA

te (French speaker) 
• Involvem

ent of m
ultiple acoustic-phonetic 

correlates including am
plitude, pitch, length, and 

segm
ental cues [cf.10] 

"
 Prediction: if adaptation to suprasegm

ental 
inform

ation w
orks sim

ilarly to adaptation to 
segm

ental m
ism

atches, w
e expect rapid 

adaptation w
ith generalization across item

s and 
talkers. 

Experim
ent�

M
aterials 

A
uditory Stim

uli 
• m

onom
orphem

ic, bisyllabic English w
ords 

• 100 trochees (/!́!/) and 100 iam
bs (/!!́/) 

• com
parable frequency 

• no vow
el reduction 

• recordings by m
ale and fem

ale talkers, both 
native speakers of English 

          canonical tokens:            [!́!], C
LIm

ax 
          non-canonical tokens:   *[!́!], *TYcoon 
 V

isual Stim
uli 

• Target: sam
e as auditory stim

uli 
• C

om
petitor: sam

e length, com
parable frequency 
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Figure 2. Exposure vs. Test RT 
by C

ondition
�
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