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Prosodic aspects of ambiguous sentences in Korean produced by Chinese speakers
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Abstract

The aim of this study is to investigate the prosodic aspects of ambiguous sentences in Korean produced by Chinese
Korean Learners (L1: Chinese, L2: Korean). In Korean, sentence ambiguity can be caused by homonym or syntactically
ambiguous structure. In spoken language however all ambiguity can be resolved by different prosodic features according
to the meaning that they transmit. In this study we examined whether Chinese Korean Leaners also distinguish, in
production, ambiguous sentences on the basis of prosodic characteristics. For this study 4 Korean natives speakers and 10
advanced Chinese Korean learners participated in the production test. The material analysed constituted 10 Korean
sentences in which 6 sentences are lexically ambiguous and 4 sentences contain structural ambiguity. The results show
that Korean native speakers produced ambiguous sentences by different prosodic structure depending on their semantic
and syntactic structure. Chinese speakers also show distinct prosodic structure for different ambiguous sentences in most
cases. But in the phonetic realization, the internal pitch range was greater for Korean native speakers than Chinese

learners.

Keywords: ambiguous sentence, wh-question, yes-no question, structural ambiguity, prosodic structure, pitch range.
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