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Google speech recognition of an English paragraph produced by college students
in clear or casual speech styles
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Abstract

These days voice models of speech recognition software are sophisticated enough to process the natural speech of people
without any previous training. However, not much research has reported on the use of speech recognition tools in the field
of pronunciation education. This paper examined Google speech recognition of a short English paragraph produced by
Korean college students in clear and casual speech styles in order to diagnose and resolve students’ pronunciation
problems. Thirty three Korean college students participated in the recording of the English paragraph. The Google
soundwriter was employed to collect data on the word recognition rates of the paragraph. Results showed that the total
word recognition rate was 73% with a standard deviation of 11.5%. The word recognition rate of clear speech was around
77.3% while that of casual speech amounted to 68.7%. The reasons for the low recognition rate of casual speech were
attributed to both individual pronunciation errors and the software itself as shown in its fricative recognition. Various
distributions of unrecognized words were observed depending on each participant and proficiency groups. From the
results, the author concludes that the speech recognition software is useful to diagnose each individual or group’s
pronunciation problems. Further studies on progressive improvements of learners’ erroneous pronunciations would be

desirable.
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1 please call stella

2 ask her to bring these things

3 with her from the store

4 six spoons of fresh snow peas

5 five thick slabs of blue cheese

6 and maybe a snack for her brother bob
7 we also need a small plastic snake

8 and a big toy frog for the kids

9 she can scoop these things into three red bags
10 and we will go meet her Wednesday
11 at the train station
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Clear 1,761 516 2,277 77.3
Casual 1,564 713 2,277 68.7
Total 3,325 1,229 4,554 73.0
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Table 1. Word recognition of the English paragraph produced by
Korean college students
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1 95 4 96.0 78 21 78.8
2 182 16 91.9 149 49 75.3
3 146 19 88.5 136 29 82.4
4 84 114 424 59 139 29.8
5 92 106 46.5 78 120 39.4
6 238 26 90.2 237 27 89.8
7 223 8 96.5 211 20 91.3
8 224 40 84.8 197 67 74.6
9 154 143 51.9 124 173 41.8
10 195 36 84.4 166 65 71.9
11 128 4 97.0 129 3 97.7
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Table 2. Word recognition of the English paragraph produced by
Korean college students according to the phrase number
and speech styles
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Sl =2 HERSITE

Words |Freq| Words |Freq|Words| Freq | Words | Freq
slabs | 33 she | 20 | bob 15 we 10
thick | 33 | snow | 20 of 15 for 8

spoons | 31 Six 19 | kids | 14 the 8
bags 28 | fresh | 18 | blue 11 | things 8

red 26 | these | 18 | frog | 11 will 7

scoop | 26 | can 17 |cheese| 10

peas 20 | her | 16 | five 10

Table 3. Frequency distribution of unrecognized words of the
English paragraph produced by Korean college students in clear
speech

Words | Freq | Words | Freq | Words | Freq | Words Freq
these | 37 red 26 six 14 stella 8

her 35 of 24 a 13 | Wednesday 8
slabs | 33 she 24 | bob 12 call 7
spoons [ 33 can 20 | will 12 for 7
thick | 33 | things | 19 | five 11 2o 7
bags 28 frog 18 | meet | 11 into 7

fresh 27 kids 16 | three | 11
peas 27 we 16 toy 11
scoop | 27 blue 15 | with 11
snow | 27 | cheese | 15 ask 8

4.3 So] TSR B8 e Fol Brre] 2214) oo} M
Table 4. Frequency distribution of unrecognized words of the

English paragraph produced by Korean college students in casual
speech
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clear 84.5 4.7 69.7 7.3
casual 74.4 12.0 62.6 8.1
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Table 5. Means and standard deviations of word recognition rates by

high and low level groups
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