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Illusory vowel epenthesis? Results

Japanese listeners tend to perceive [u] between consonant clusters even in the
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Devoicing vs. deletion depends on phonotactic predictability (Whang 2014). 5 ' T ' y ' ' .
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o Table 1: Response rates by vowel and context for naturally vowel-less tokens.
i u Figure 1: Successful vowel identification rates of spliced vowels by context.
i) - v « Vowel identification rates in spliced tokens (Figure 1).
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Question: How “illusory” is illusory epenthesis really? 20%: [}  Coarticulation in spliced tokens drive up responses of
* Sensitivity to high vowel-like cues? 0% . . - . i.( : q.) ; | coarticulated vowel compared to vowel-less baseline.
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Figure 2: Comparison of [u] responses. C,[u]C, vs. C,C, » |a] responses also higher but only for stops.
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Discussion & Conclusion
o Participants: 29 (16 female) TOkyO natives aged 19-22. NoReduce LoPred HiPred
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Figure 3: Comparison of [i] responses. C,[i]C, vs. C,C, Phonotactic violation is not the sole factor driving
[ekuto] perceptual epenthesis (contra. Dupoux et al. 1999).
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%0 Time (ms) 440 Figure 4: Comparison of [a] responses. C,[a]C, vs. C,C,




