Obtaining prominence judgments from naive listeners
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Abstract

In this paper we examine different approaches to obtain
judgments of perceptual prominence. It discusses the use
of different scales, the influence of the linguistic level
on which the prominence is rated and the normalisation
of prominence judgments. We propose the use of a
multilevel scale to obtain prominence judgments. It
seems that naive listeners can rate word prominence
better than syllable prominence, resulting in better
correlations to acoustics. It is shown that normalization
should be applied to the obtained ratings.

Index Terms: prosody, prominence, methods, normali-
sation, acoustic correlates

1. Introduction
1.1. Motivation for prominence research

Itis widely accepted, that prominence is a perceptual con-
struct, that describes the perceived strength of a given
linguistic unit to its neighbours. The question remains,
wether prominence is gradual or categorical, wether
prominence should be labeled on word or syllable level
and wether there is something like an “absolute” promi-
nence or if prominence has to be seen in its context. Un-
fortunately a lot of papers dealing with prominence do
not give or refer to a definition of prominence. As it has
been pointed out by [1] a lot of the results found by the
different studies on prominence might be influenced by
the approach the authors chose. For our studies we refer
to the definition given in [2].

1.2. Different approaches to capture prominence

A lot different methodological approaches have been
used in prominence research. Experiments on natural
[3, 4] and manipulated stimuli [5, 6] were conducted.
Production experiments were carried out [1] as well as
work using corpora with annotated prominence [7, 8].
Some studies dealt with the prediction of prominence [9]
and some focused on the automatic annotation of promi-
nence from the signal [10, 11] and others on the system-
atic differences between automatic and human annotated

prominence [8]. Also studies examining the influence of
linguistic knowledge on the perceptual prominence were
conducted [4, 12, 13]. All the mentioned studies use a lot
of different scales, measure prominence on different lin-
guistic levels and also have different concepts on promi-
nence. Additionally the research is conducted with a lot
of different languages. While different approaches, like
experiment vs. corpus work, are valuable to examine dif-
ferent questions, one has to be very careful when compar-
ing the results of the studies that use different methods to
capture prominence.

2. Evaluations of different scale to obtain
prominence

A lot different rating scales have been employed in
prominence research. A lot studies use a binary scale e.g.
[14], [15] and [16]. The clear advantage of this procedure
is, that it is easy to use for the raters. It is argued that with
n raters one gets a n-level scale of prominence. However,
this leads to another problem. If one uses the number of
raters that say a given unit is prominent, one confuses the
amount of prominence with the confidence of the rating.
With a multilevel scale one can see, how much promi-
nence is assigned to a given unit and how confident the
raters are. Our data [17] and [18] indicate, that high con-
fidence is not equal to extreme prominence ratings and
vice visa. A lot of different multilevel scale were used
in the literature including a 3-point [8], 4-point [19], 11-
point [20] and 30-point scale [3, 12, 13]. Two studies that
focused on the use of scales found contradicting results
[21], [19]. Grover et al. found that scales with more lev-
els result in more reliable results [21] , while Jensen and
Tondering prefer the use of a 4-point scale [19]. While
the results found with the three tested scales - binary, 4-
point and 31-point scale - do not differ much, the authors
say, that the 31-point scale is harder to use for naive lis-
teners, that the range of that scale can not be utilized by
naive listeners and that one finds less extreme results with
the 31-point scale. In [17] we presented data that supports
the use of multilevel scales like a 11-point or 31-point
scale over the use of a 4-point scale and a continuos scale
for the rating of prominence. We did not find that scales
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Figure 1: Word prominence rating of a sentence in study
[18]. In Berlin ist es echt schon - It is really nice in
Berlin.

with many levels can not be utilized by our subjects, that
more scale levels results in less extreme results and that
many scale levels are harder to use for naive listeners.

3. Prominence on different linguistic levels

The different aspects of perceptual prominence have been
examined in different studies on word level and syllable
level. A systematic variation of the linguistic unit was
only reported in a small experiment found in [14]. In [18]
we presented data which showed that there is no simple
relation beween the prominence rated on word level and
prominence ratings. We found that complex interactions
influence the assigned prominence on the different lin-
guistic levels. Figures 1 and 2 show the prominence of
the same sentence, once rated by a group on word level
and once rated by another group on syllable level. The
word prominence of “Berlin” is much higher than the syl-
lable prominence of “lin”, which carries the word accent.
There is an great difference in the first word “In” which is
mostly influenced by the context. We found these two ef-
fects in most of the data. One can say that the prominence
is often greater as the prominence of the syllable that car-
ries the word accent. There are often units that show great
differences in prominence because of the changes in their
direct neighbours. Table 1 shows that the correlations be-
tween acoustic features and the prominence ratings are
greater for the ratings on word level. Combined with the
finding of lower costs (c.f. [18]) for the rating on word
level, one can conclude, that rating on word level is eas-
ier for naive listeners.
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Figure 2: Syllable prominence of a sentence in study [18].
In Berlin ist es echt schon - It is really nice in Berlin.

4. Normalisation

The normalisation of prominence ratings is rarely re-
ported. Two examples are [4, 24]. In [23] different ap-
proaches of normalization of prominence ratings are eval-
uated on one data set. The study found that normalization
of prominence ratings improves the correlation between
prominence ratings and acoustics significantly. We ap-
plied a normalisation to the data of [17] and [18]. There-
fore we used a z-transformation, which is described by
equation 1.

Z, =2k ()

R,, is the prominence at the syllable n. y is the mean
and o the standard deviation of all ratings.
All statistic calculations were carried out by means of the
free statistics program and language R [22].

Table 1: Acoustic correlates for the raw data of study

[18]

Word prominence | Syllable prominence |

Dauer .69 41
p < .001 p < .001

Maximum f0 54 .40
p < .001 p < .001

Intensitt .53 .39
p < .001 p < .001




4.1. Results

We found several advantages of the normalisation of the
prominence ratings. The correlations between acoustics
and prominence ratings improve in most cases in both
data sets. Table 3 shows the correlations between acous-
tics and the normalised prominence ratings from [18]. In
[17] the priming effect could only be replicated using the
31-point scale (c.f. Table 3). After the normalisation the
effect was replicated with the 31-point and the 11-point
scale. The effect is not significant for the ratings obtained
with the 4-point and continuos scale. Figure 3 shows the
raw prominence ratings of a sentence from the data of
[18]. The last syllable carries the word accent of the last
word. One would expect that this syllable would receive
a higher prominence rating the first syllable of the same
word. Table 4 shows the normalised prominence ratings
for the same sentence. It shows, that the ratings are much
more in line with the linguistic expectations after the nor-
malization.

4.2. Discussion

The general findings from [17] and [18] are not changed
by the normalization. The normalization shows some
positive effects. The correlations between the acoustic
features and the normalized prominence ratings are bet-
ter after the normalization for both data sets. This is in
line with the findings from [23]. As expected normal-
ization compensates artefacts in the ratings, as shown in
figures 3 and 4. Since the effect of priming did not vanish,
these results give further support that priming of promi-
nence pattern works. After the normalization the ratings
obtained with the 11-point scale also showed a priming
effect.

5. Conclusions

We conclude, that the use of a scale with more levels
enables interesting insights into the perception of promi-
nence by naive listeners. In difference to ratings with
a binary scale, one can observe the prominence and the
confidence. It shows that the subjects show a higher
agreement on the prominence of certain units. These do
not have to be the most prominent units in the sentence.

Table 2: Results of the priming in [17] using the raw data
and normalised data with the four different scales.
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Figure 3: Raw syllable prominence ratings of a sentence
in study [18]. Er fdhrt im Juli nach Luzern - He will go
to Luzern in July.

It will be interesting to investigate these variations more
in detail. The ratings obtained with multilevel scales
show good correlations to the acoustics and a good
detection of rating differences. We did not find any
disadvantages with respect to the difficulty for the raters.
The priming effect from [13] was only replicated using
the 11-point and 31-point scale, while the replication
failed with the 4-point and continuos scale.

Word prominence is easier to rate than syllable promi-
nence for naive listeners. Since the results of prominence
obtained on word and syllable level differ significantly,
one should be careful when comparing results from
studies using different levels as a reference.

We find that a normalisation of the prominence ratings
shows several advantages. The acoustic correlates get
stronger, as well as the discrimination in rating differ-
ences. It shows that normalization results in less artifacts
in the prominence ratings. The effect that the subjects

Table 3: Acoustic correlates for the normalised data of
study [18]

|

| Word prominence | Syllable prominence |

] | 4-point | ll-point | 31I-point | continuous |
Raw | W=1405 | W=1855 | W=229 | W=1435
p=.49 p=.46 p<.05 p=.56
Z W =175 W =342 | W=229 W=171
p=.34 p<.05 p<.05 p=.39

Duration .70 .39
p < .001 p < .001

Maximum f0 54 43
p < .001 p < .001

Intensity .54 44
p < .001 p < .001
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Figure 4: Normalised syllable prominence ratings of a
sentence in study [18]. Er fahrt im Juli nach Luzern - He
will go to Luzern in July..

agree much more on certain units does not disappear

with the normalization.

The normalization does not

change the general findings of [17, 18].
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