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Pitch realization of Sino-Korean words produced by
Chinese Korean learners®

Youngsook Yune**

College of Creative Convergence Studies, Kyungnam University, Changwon, Korea

Abstract

This study investigates the influence of Chinese on the pitch of Sino-Korean words produced by Chinese learners of Korean.
Korean and Chinese are typologically classified into different prosodic categories. Chinese is a tonal language, while Korean
is a non-tonal language in which tones do not serve phonological functions. In this context, Sino-Korean words provide a
mechanism for observing the interference of the native language and aspects of L2 intonation, such as pitch reduction. To
investigate these aspects, we conducted both phonological and phonetic analyses. In the phonological analysis, we examined
the pitch pattern of each syllable and observed similarities with native tones. In the phonetic analysis, pitch span, pitch level,
and pitch dynamism quotient (PDQ) were used as prosodic measures. Six native Korean speakers and 20 intermediate and
advanced Chinese learners participated in a prosodic production test. The material analyzed consisted of 10 Sino-Korean
words embedded in six sentences. The results showed that Sino-Korean words produced by Chinese speakers exhibited certain
similarities with native tones, a low pitch level, a more expanded pitch span, and greater syllable-internal pitch variation.
These results suggest that the learners' L2 intonation is influenced by two major factors: native language interference and low
pitch level phenomena. At the phonetic level, these two factors coexist.

Keywords: L2 intonation, native language interference, pitch reduction, pitch level, pitch span, pitch dynamism quotient (PDQ)
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4.2. Pitch Level
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Table 6. Mean value of pitch level (SD)
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Pitch level(Qt)
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Figure 1. Distribution of pitch level values
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level 32 KS 14.67Qt, CS 1341QtC. 2 F T1E2 1Qt o)
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Table 7. Results of #-test on pitch level

A4 24 374 d
F-value | p-value | t-value | p-value Y
A 2.600 .107 2433 015 518
oy 1+ | 1505 221 2.062 .040 258
2574 | 1.838 176 1.435 151 258

A AR 2 A
I AASA L] pitch level %}Oﬂ A Fom) gk 2ol 7 A
tHr=2.443, df=518, p=015]. 2% @A 152
= HomEt 2}o)[=2.062, df=258, p=04]7} Yo} 2840
Ae Bgke] Zolols Estal A fonide vEr
WA koho=1.435, df=258, p=.151].

4.3. Pitch Span

2 AFellA pitch span WA SE e ¥A] WEE
& detalr] e 24 229 Fo HHga Hsghe) Aoz
FEatdn) A= 3283 1Y 20 SHERE AXEI
A S E3) pitch span®] HFF> KSHT}F CSollA
=7 YepdS & 5 ook Aal S22 < pitch span gk
& KS, °F 3.04Qt, CS, °F 3.53Q® F 172 Hatgke
Aol oF 0.5Qeelth. =& 4 pitch span gholl A= KS
v 2 2.97Qt, 3.10Qt, CSE 3.72Qt, 3.34Qt0 2 BE 4

oA Csol &4 Wf ¥A WEFo] KSHU a5 &
o} 19 20 YERE T 1EFY pitch span 3] =X
HEH ol FAE AlQle Hzgkat FHUgke] Abelg
A7 258 e 7 ol ARl vERARE

ol M= KSHTt Cselld wi-¢ HA uvepdth o] 4
pitch level ¥4 A#ol= thE o)t
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X 8. gh=o] spAke}t =0 31242 S+t pitch span(FEFEH A}
Table 8. Mean value of pitch span (SD)

skt A =3 2=
KS 3.04 (1.96) 2.97 (1.86) 3.10 (2.06)
cs 3.53(2.13) 3.72(2.29) 3.34 (1.95)

12.0

> ©
1 i

Pitch span(Qt)
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%%é%

KsTst corst

I8 2. g0 sk} Fo] 34449 pitch span #19] HEE
Figure 2. Distribution of pitch span values

Pitch level?} pitche span®] AI}E wlgo =z Aoy
BAAoRE €S9 ghmo] ghAtol= KS7F WEkgh dhafol®.
o AR o R W vA todow AR 2 el
HEE2 KSHEUF A HdEES ¢ sk ol 248 AxE
7Hoga F4 l 9 go] Wge] & Bxole 7 d
o] gh=o] Frto] Mo HolE= AoR FME 4 gk

KS$F CSellA YER= pitch span®] HFgke] #fol7t &
ARor Fouer] Amuy] s 53 ~AFS HAAS
ot Ay # 9of] AAEATH

9. Fh=o] 3pA9} F=0] 3219 pitch span®] A
Table 9. Results of #test on pitch span

gt A% 3%

t-value | p-value x4
-2.250 .025 518
—2.316 .021 258

-797 426 258

F-value | p-value
A .804 | 370
A | 1.071 | 302
=2 d | oo1 | 978

A AR e] g wEE ERiE 59 +AHS AA
St A AA 529 pitch spanl] FA = FAHoE
olu| gt zto]7} YERGTHE=2.250, dF=518, p=.025]. 12}
Al AAeME 158 E Fevlsh Aolrt vElske.
[=2.316, df=258, p=021] 28X E fF2n|gt zte]7t
ZE X)) QT =797, df=258, p=426].

W o Ulo :10 r‘r‘
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4.4.PDQ

PDQ(pitch dynamism quotient)i= =& UlolA dojvb= 7
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£ 10. F=o] 3kAkel F=ro] 3hAke] Wi PDQ(EEAY
Table 10. Mean value of PDQ (SD)

szt A =4
KS 0.03050 (0.020) [0.03054 (0.021)| 0.03046 (0.021)
CS 0.03471 (0.022) |0.03941 (0.025)| 0.03200 (0.019)

(e}
A2l

11

04—

PDQ

T |

T T T T
KS1st CSsist KS2nd asond

29 3. @0} ShAksh Fo] Babe] PDQ ftel REE
Figure 3. Distribution of PDQ values
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=5 ﬂl veht 24 U J]%] WEe S0 Zo] C

se14 B 2]

vhebde o 4 9lek ol 9 39 ek 1983 2889

PDQ gtol HEE BeME el ok oS Aglgt
W cse] £ ol A MRS wE o)A Ksur} ek

A4 -l dist KS9} €sel it PDQ ;e 77t
0.0305, 0.0357Hz= CS<] PDQ7} °F 0.06Hz =T} <44 3

TAME KS 12837 254 H PDQ a2 ZHZF 0.0305,
0.0304Hz°]Y} CSE= 0.03941, 0.0320Hz= =7 Jepdco) =
Aol PDQ Fh vl 15msvlth UER= IA] WF F
ol HolF=t] PDQ #< AulF zlol= I WETES]
atol & owm|gitt whebA] it PDQ FhellAl Yeh= €89
AiFos £ WMEPe mIoldl FUYx| JFo=
L 5 9lS Aotk o]x¥ PDQ #ol AHow F A%
+ PDQ #to] W& A9-Hut 54 Ui 9] Wy} ®nrk
Zs] vep

o= FAZGHozE Wt EAel 3
2 AAE S dnk wEbq olE@ EEA Aot H%m
spate} Aolet B2 A 5 9tk

KS? Csellx 2% PDQ Fitake] Aolel
Fods ARy fel 7 A Barkel
A AXBEGITE A3k # 110l AXE

11, =] A9 F=of 3242 PDQO A
Table 11. Results of #-test on PDQ

AT A% 474 p
F-value | p-value | t-value | p-value Y
A A 1469 | 226 | 2285 | .023 518
o 1%?3 1.586 | 209 | —2.535 012 258
254 011 915 -540 | .590 258
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