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speech rating differences (on the phonetic level) purely as a 

function of speaker differences. These differences arise from 

diverse aspects of the soundmaking process -like articulation 

and phonation- and can be described as differences in voice, 

pronunciation, aceent, dialect and the like. 

Before we continue to distinguish between different BSiPHON 

experiments, we will have a short look at the possible ways 

of rating. 

4. THE OUTPUT 

The output of SPRAT experiments consists of all possible 

ratings elicited by speech samples presented to the listener. 

These judgments may bear on speech on the phonetic 

(voice/pronunciation), syntactic (structure) or semantic . -
(content) level. But also; by way of the perception and 

evaluation of speech (based on one of the 3 levels, or more 

globally), ratings may be done of: 

- either the relative stable and lasting features of the 

speaker, such as personality characteristics, attitudes, 

social status and of origin; summarizing we call 

these judgments: ratings of the person. 

- or the more temporal and transient features of the context 

in which the speech signal is being produced; hereby we 

imply judgments about the speaking situation, the emotions 

and intentions of the speaker etc., summarized tmder the 

heading: ratings of the situation. 

For ONU the most interesting studies in literature are those, 

which supply judgments based on phonetic features. Now we can 

distinguish between such judgments those that are directly (D), 
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those concerning thè pet~ (P), and those concerning the 

situation (S). Grossly; ::e can state that P-ratings bear on 

BS differen.ces, and S-rating;; on WS-differences. P-ratings and 

S-ratings can -as mentioned before- be interesting with regard 

to the supply of sociolinguistic and paralinguistic scales. 

D-ratings can bear on BS differences as well as on WS diff er-

ences; the same rating terms can be used here as for the ether 

ratings (P & S), if only the listeners are explic:i.tly instruc­

ted to rate the speech itself. Indeed, from this it becomes 

clear that the above distinction between different types of 

rating is rather arbitrary; however, this distinction and 

that between the different types of input variations serves 

to classify SPRAT experiments in literature more quickly, by 

which means their relevance f or ONU can alsc be assesseà more 

efficiently. 

D-ratings can vary from perceptual similarity ratings of 

separate speech sounds regard.ing some specif ied feature up to 

global evaluative judgments of lengthy speech fragments. 

5. ONU AND THE BS/PHON EXPERIMENTS 

ONU belongs to the BSiPHON studies using global D-ratin.gs. 

Looking for other BS/PHON experiments in literature, we of ten 

find them to be difficult to compare with the ONU investi­

gation, because either loose sounds (sustained or not, some­

times even sung) are presented instead of a spoken text, or 

small ('gated 1
) pieces of the speech signal. Also, these 

experiments often contain presentations of pathological 

speech, or strongly deviating speech (judgments on articu­

latory proficiency in second language learning, for instance). 

Finally, the speech signal sometimes has been presented in 

combination with other clues (by use of videotape, for exam-
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ple). This fact prohibits us to look upon the experiment as 

a pure SPRAT study. 

At the input side we can now fo1"1ll.ula.te the following restric­

tive conditions which should be met by any SPRAT experiment 

to be sufficiently com.parable with ONU. 

The presented speech should be: 

a) a spoken text ·and no sustained sounds nor sung texts; 

b) not·'gated',i.e. no small pieces, but langer fragments 

of speech; 

c) purely auditory, i.e. independent of other, for instance 

visual, clues and of previous knowledge with regard to 

features of the speaker or the speaking situation; 

d) not pathological (no cleft-palate speech, no pathological 

hoarseness etc.) and not strongly deviating (for example, 

speech produced by someone whose mother rongue obviousiy 

is not the present language). 

On the other hand, just like BS/PHON experiments with P-ratings 

and S-ratings, studies that violate one or more of the above 

restrictions can still be worth looking at with regard to the 

supply of (suggestions for) rating terms. In most cases, how­

ever, it turns out that very experiment-specific rating scales 

have been used, which hardly have any relevance for mm. 

6. CONCLUDING REYiARKS 

As stated before, the distinctions made between different 

methods of speech presentation, along with the various pur­

poses these might serve, and between the different judgments 
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that can be given consequently, offer us a frame to classify 

the host of reports on speech rating experiments. This con­

siderably facilitated our search for literature relevant to 

the ONU investigation (an account of the actual survey of 

this literature will be given else:where) and we hope other 

researchers in the speech rating area can also profit by 

the proposed classification scheme outlined above. 
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