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Theoretical Background

A major goal of research in speech production has been
to explicate how speakers control the duration, timing, &
sequencing of articulatory gestures.

Kinematic studies of onset clusters in AmE (Browman &

Goldstein, 1988; Byrd, 1996; Marin & Pouplier, 2010) have reported Some non_native onset ClusterS, such as /fn/' tend
that the timing of the onset as a whole with respect to to be produced with high accuracy when measured
the vowel remains relatively stable (i.e., C-center effect). acoustically (Davidson, 2006)
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Preliminary Results
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®@2: Do non-native /fn/ sequences show C-center coordination?
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» C-center effect found in P02 but * No strong evidence of C-center
not POl for /sm/ coordination for non-native onset
clusters

Preliminary analyses indicate that acoustically accurate/acceptable non-native
/fn/ sequences do not show C-center coordination

Critically, however, C-center coordination was not consistently observed for

native /sm/ sequences
More data?
Clearer patterns may emerge when one compares standard deviation/coefficient
of variation (as opposed to means) for each dependent measure of duration
Potential effects of lexical status (e.g., smug versus SMAHTKEES)
Speakers with keener phonological sensitivity may show stronger C-center timing

Future experiments will examine whether C-center organization emerges as a
function of speech motor learning




