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BACKGROUND

 coordinate name sequences, like Namel und NameZ2 und Name3, are syntactically ambiguous with respect to their internal grouping

* inspeech production, this ambiguity can be resolved by prosodic cues (kentner & Féry 2013): 1. without 2. with
internal grouping internal grouping

- pause duration
- final lengthening

- fO range

* the strength of prosodic cues and of potential cue combinations are influenced by the speakers themselves
and by external factors, such as interlocutor and noise (petrone et al. 2017; Biersack et al. 2005, Landgraf et al. 2017).

can be used for
disambiguation

AIMS OF THE CURRENT STUDY

* investigate inter- and intra-individual variability in prosodic cues used for grouping of coordinate name sequences
* address the question of whether and how external factors (e.g., different interlocutors, noise) affect the production of prosodic cues

1. without internal grouping: Namel und Name2 und Name3 (no bracket) (bracket)
2. with internal grouping: (Namel und Name2) und Name3

fig 1: lllustration of internal grouping
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fig 2: Five experimental contexts

fig 4: Example of praat (Boersma & Weenink 1992-2017) annotations: waveforms, spectrograms,
and smoothed fO contours.

RESULTS: productions in three contexts analysed so far

- condition (no bracket vs. bracket): differences evident in all three prosodic cues (see fig. 5-7, 10)

- context (directed to adult vs. child vs. elderly): differences only evident on individual level (fig. 8-9)
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