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[EE] av 7 72 »b FHMAREEDO S VGBI, UL 28R L LTEFRERT 22BN Tn5, Z
DR IIMERMTH{L (probabilistic reduction) &MEEN S, T 5 L7-3ED FHIFTAEN: & Rl Refi] o BAGR 135
FECUGEICR D BRI S EE T I N TV 23, HAGEICBE L Tidiz e A i I L TvZe s (Jaeger
& Buz, 2017), HAGEIZFEE— JRRISECRECZOBESELIZZ DO ) LN KEL EAR L, A%
T, FEHMEGECHB I N CE A THIMEERICIC L 29 b HAE RO W L AL ICT 2, /27
HATREME D v a v T 27 2 P IR T WEEIL, v — A A FPHIATREE MK 3 v 7 27 2+ THh - TH 5L
T3 L AHBNTS (Seyfarth, 2014; Séskuthy & Hay, 2017), < NIZFEDFEE BRI S hiz 2 v 7
7 A MICEEINIHR T, REFEHASE (cumulative usage effect) PRI 2E b DTH S, KIFFETIE
HAGEIC B W T RBEHEASEICO W TIZAM AL E 52 2 L AT %&w;&%m?ouha@ﬁ%iﬂﬁ
ESELSHEa — 52 (1)1, 2004) 2R WTH L2 ICT B,
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1. iELt®ic

a7 7 A6 VHIATREY: (contextual predictability) D@\ SaEHAL (B : B3R, &Hi. 58) &, ¥kl
EERLELTERT 2 EBHALNTV S, TOHRIIMHEREMETIL (probabilistic reduction) & FEIEIL 3, 55
B 728/ &2 - ASWICHECARWEFED Z & T, hRfb L 2RSS E W 2 o3 F o
L %Zf5 3 (Aylett & Turk, 2006), 5z (X Jurafsky etal. (2001) T, SEfT3 258052 b7z L ¥ D THIA
AetE p(wordilwordi) 23 WIRE, MOEFEDFED G 2 b =K FHITREM: p(wordilwordi1) 23 IR, 35
DFFEEIIE L 3 2 LR ENT WS, Jaeger & Buz (2017) T “the majority of existing research on
phonetic reduction coming from English” &~ 5 Tw28R1C, FHEIRTREME O B R IZTERE L 2 LI B 3

% GREMRF R S Rh T <%ﬁéﬂTM5#\%%®ﬂ6@@H$§(% 7RIS aE) CHERPESIL 2 fkEm L
TWAITFEIZIZE A vy, ((HL, Sano (2018) & Turnbull (2018)., Shaw & Kawahara (2018) 3 >CHis
L~V CHERMWEFHE 23R L T\ b, ) 29 LAEMESER»L “T— JMFEDE L ~ v CHERMEHIE
Ronzor” bwv) —RNegEHPEEND, AR TREE-T7HHFHEOVO L O2THLHAHRT, 0O
WTZEEE ICHL Y T, 2 B CREam S 2 25, Z OWFEEAVEICHY flls 2 & T “AMBEMRIEEZ LD X 5 ifT -
TW30H0” v HimEEICHRZ52 5 2 L8 TES

[ROQ1] £— JHEIEETH 2 HAEICE T, GBOEEERIZZ O FHIA[RENIC E ORISR ELZ 1T 25 ?

Z DM Z T, AR Tl FRITTREE IS U 7255 b0 EOREREICE > T3 220 b 2 F
%, Seyfarth (2014) & Séskuthy & Hay (2017) <lk, FHlF[EZR 2 v 7 27 2 M icHne T Wiklix, FHlLIC
way 77 2 MCERPLTWERICHAT, P L CTRFREZ W L 2R L Tws, (0F ) FHILIC
WIRBICHN 2 GATH-oThH, FHIAEEAR 2 Y T 7 A MICHAL T WEEIRELREI N L WIEKTH
2,) TOLEERERPBEDHHOFELZZITEMMEDZ &%, REMEAME (cumulative usage effect)
LIRS, ZORRIBFEENSETHLLEDI S ICHoTE AL ZRBL Cd 2 L 2ERT 2, ikl
® Exemplar Theory ®F 2 i~ F 2 b DT, RAOFHEMBPEFNGFMEE vy —F (I



exemplar) OB INT VLI L ZRBT 250 TH S, AR TIRHRFEL WIKELIIRE(EL
EiaC, COMPEHITE 20 EHLICT S

[RO2] HAGEICEH T, BOFHERIEICBE 3 2 BEMEHMEIIHRCcE 25?2

AFEIIUTOBKICR>TWw3, T 2HchRo >R EIcEET 2GR EN L. Z5 I
LETFHEEETZ,3HTIOFHEZED LY ITHAET 22 & 05 HiEILOWTIRR 4 ficizEonszTs
— ZICHKRT T ZIT 9. S I CZ OERAZHmICHHDL LAbE i bikiml., Mmz T L9 D,

2. Eim& TR
ZODOHFFEREIC LT, % 1% L Message-Oriented Phonology (MOP) & Exemplar Theory % F\»C¥
Wzt 2, MEGREPRLS 5 b TidAad, MiZT2bDTH2 (Hashimoto, 2019a: 1.7),

2.1 Message-Oriented Phonology (MOP)
MOP i RQ1 icfb 2 #iw<H % (Hall et al., 2016; Hume 2016; Hashimoto, 2019a), MOP D # & 7 % (K&
I “BHRREIERICZEORBEMIC L > TEHEINE” LI bDTH 2, RLADEREERIN 1 0k ichk
ofwéoif%%ﬁﬁzthy«~yéﬁﬁﬁ%ﬂﬁi\%n%ﬁéféo%@%%%%%%ﬁﬁwm
D, ZTHhOLHEEDOA Y-V HENT 2, FBLFOBKILAEZA Y -V EEEFOHMLAZA Yy £ —UD
—ET B L E, %ﬁlﬂﬁ%?ﬁEf@ IfThNKIH L7z & M %2 (Shannon, 1948), L 2 LIEHRIGE 135 1588
TlEa . ZoFHRIZEC ICAHERE & (uncertainty) 2520& £ & 5, Hl2F [wi?] O X5 ALl 2%
mEiESIZ, oAy vw— (“Wheat ® “weed”. “week”), TD X5 RGE. HREEICHEKRI BN E TN
TLE), SO LRHEFELT TR, HASH MICSA62LTH D,

Transmitter (Speaker) Receiver (Listener)

Message (meaning bearing unit) _ Message (meaning bearing unit)
[transmit /
| [encode] T [decode]

receive . _
Signal (phonetic form) ] » Signal (phonetic form)

1. 1EHIcEDFEEE (adapted from Hashimoto 2019a)

EREDFHEX 2 E0 2 2010, SE RS HES AR (redundancy) EMABTENTEDL, %1
GERFEOBVWERES L W) DIk, HREEZIEHICT 2, Bl 2 1 XFEK 0SS 2 HEICHEZ L T
25957 [with] & v FEHFIE, X0 IEHEIC “wheat” L WH Ay =Y~y ¥y r7aEnNs=z55, Ll
BRLEFRESICREEZMZ 2 &, ZOEREEOMM X (efficiency) 2K bILTLE I, 2F D IEH
CECECTREELME IR L P A 70OBRICR>T0w2DTH L, £D7H MOP 13 “GHEITAH
BAREMELET . Ho Bl Mg RizEL BHIET” LA T w5, 2l Z28 MOP DfEHis
D B I B b 2ARE T, AT o — &l % g 5

[ PHl] FEEHERERE LA Yy e -V IC@REEORMCEEFES ZENT 52, HE TR WA vy 2 —YICid
REEDEWEFEST ZERT 5,

CCCHBERAvE—VLIIEDEI AV —VTHIADPEBRTALERH L, Ave—YOHEEEY



o2 —DDBERIFFHAEETH A ). a v T 7 AL THITE AW A v =13 E#HE (information
content) 3@ K. HMEECEVWCEETH L, —HAaVT 7 A2 LTHTE 2 Ay -V iF, HlED
KL, HHRImZEICE W TEE TRV, (information content (X HFRAE -log, THEEWL 72d D, O F iR
LIZADHBE% R T  -log, (0.25) = 2 bits > -log, (0.5) = 1 bit) Z D&t & —MRTHIZHAGDHLE T, FBD
THEHRE (FHATREM) KB L CU T o Pl 2 EiEcE 3 ¢

[RQ1 ~DFHll] HAGEICEWTDH, HHRELE (FHIFEEEOEK ) Ay e —ixt LTk, RN E N
2570, FD Xy — ICNIGT B EEOFHREIZR L 25,

4192 (Jurafsky et al., 2001; Seyfarth, 2014) iZfifvs, FED A v 2 — P DIHFHELZUT O X 5 IciES 3
BB Z N EOLMEHESLE L CERT S
IC(w;|w;_1) = —log, (p(W;|w;_1)) IC(w;|w;41) = —log, (p(Wi|W;41))

2.2 Exemplar Theory
RQ2 icBdd % D Exemplar Theory (Pierrehumbert, 2001; Docherty & Foulkes, 2014; Hashimoto, 2019b, c)
T»H %, Exemplar Theory OHE K “BFEoH CTHE > 2 COFEMFEM TGRS L dicz
Y —F (exemplar) & LCREEEINDE” W) bDTH D, Al [pengiN] v EFEICAKTHEOFCTHE
o7l L&D, TORAZ DFEMA~—ZIC [pengiN] &\ IFEMlZAER (Bl : 74~ P ofi, VOT
DfE7s &) MREI N, Z IR LHEEERCHE2ER (2o =27 v ZER L REHFOER) b
INb, ZOMREKALDFENFIZE KD exemplar TRRENE Z &I b, RIFFETD Exemplar
Theory (% Pierrehumbert 23082 24 7Y v FHITH b | “FAPLL 72 exemplar [FF8HI S A T L D HCHL % AL
L. A7V %BET 27 LI REDEETH 5, HIXITHHIIC [pengiN] &5 b — 27 vicHEINS
ST EMHNIE, TNDD exemplar [FEREZK L. FEFEA T TV & LT PENGUIN BRI N 272595, 38
#gHT ) LFEERIC, FHEIL 7 exemplar XELAT 22 T, HHEATITY Bl BEEPLHEHI R L) oHEH
73U il ZERFER L) DBRINDEZ S5, EEOFEERIE, BHMAR—RICREIN TS A
7 ) & exemplar DIEFIC X o TITON L FIZIETRYFV L W) XAy =V %iED 7204 . PENGUIN
EWwIHI AT REMILL, ZZICHTEL T\ % exemplar &R 3%, #IR X7z exemplar Z B H &
—% v } (production target) L., TNz EH{EE5 L LCERT %,

FEHICIRSEEMCEL GHll AT ey — FREAS 20 TH 2020, 5L TORETL D X J ICFEHHH
HENTELPRBLTWTHEL LT AV, 2O LU TO M FREZHEET L0 TE 5

[—fREITFHI] S FCORHEICH VT, HABENED LI AGEERLZ L CEX A0, FHRTELCWS,

2.1 fich rEEATMAREE S VY T 7 2 MICHN K, ZO%RIFFHEL CEFRERT 2 2 & % 7l
L 7z, Exemplar Theory ® —ffTFHNIC XX, 2 9 LAEEFERIIFEM Y 27 LICEEMICEEE I Tnw 5,
SF ) PHIFREE ORI v T 7 A PICMEDHNDE XAy =V IS T 5B A T TV k. L L2 &S
FHZfE S exemplar 2% K T, Wb FEHT, FHlA[EEEOEK VI v T 7 X MICELHNE X vy 2 —
WS T 2B A 7Y 1, 59 L L A WEFEERZIE S exemplar 2% &8, 20 “COREOHE T
e a vy 77 XA MICENE 2" Wy HEIL, informativity & WO HALTHE Z LB TE 5, THIFAEE
DIEMEDOHIFHETH 5, UTOTHIZEHETE 5 ¢



[RQ2 ~® F#ll] informativity DE\vy (EHE O HHED E )

X SAFBL T3 720, F L CEDFifehal 3R < %2 %,

2.1 TERLEMEICHE DX, informativity ZLAT DX S ICEET S

Informativity (w;|w;_;) = Z pwilwi_q) * IC(w;|w;—y)

Wi-1

3. RALAE

Wity

FEDA T TV IE, REPEDE N exemplar 23

Informativity(welwis) = D" p@wilwiss) * 16w Wir)

AifZEId. HARGEGE L S8 o — 2 (F7)1],2004) @ CSJ-Core EMEENZ T ) T—3 a ViEARD wav 7 7 4
Lo TextGrid 7 7 AN 6T — X2 2 E0 7z, RBARMIECILFELSTHE L BEGEHRO A0 0T — 2 28072,
BARRYIZ 12, Praat (Boersma & Weenink, 2019) Tx 27 ) F %A, UTOERE csv 77 4 VITEHL
7eiEliE (77 AN GED T v (FFHEKRRD). sBD RN JEiT3 2580 7 v, it 3 238D 7~

ORI ORISR (T2 v bMIEZRA Vv EA—va vHOBEEHTH 2209 20), FKihids. HE

392,368 + — 7 v OEEBE LN,

ZDcsv 77 A4An%HIC R (R Core Team, 2019) ZHWT, ZEBICBEHLCUTOER»IELE, 2 b
DIFRE T T VICHAIAL T LT, el Fllo Z Y EERTE»® 5,
OIEEHR  logDur: log ¥ L 7235 D Fife ] (min=-3.48, max=0.15, mean=-1.69, med= -1.65, sd=0.58)
OFAZE. (TR b D IZHEED H 245 C, fhida v b o — V28, n ZBIEZEE /b Ix ZMEEE)

preclC (n) FeAT73 255035 2 b LR DFEDIFHE
precinf(n) 79 2 EEI1CH D < §ED informativity

logFreq (n) log £ L 7= 55 DA
speech (b) “F4ifiE vs. BRI

precAP (b) FEDERIIC AP ODERBH 5 vs. 7n\»

precIP (b) FEOERNICIP ODERBH 5 vs. 7n\»

follC (n) #Hid 25EA3 5 2 DN TR DFED T HE

follnf (n) %Mt T %8I KD { FED informativity

NofMora (n) FEHRDE— T
speechRate (n) FEiEWN D€ — 7 $1/1

folAP (b) EEDHEKIC AP OBERMEH 5 vs. 7\

follP (b) EEDEKIC AP OERMRH 5 vs. 7o

X BB OFERERZE 3 22 2 b0kl e LCHIRL 72729, H&HIC 370,119 +— 2 Vit o 7=,

4. HEEHOHT

370,119 F — 2 v iZ (O mixed-effects linear
modelling (Bates et al., 2015) & @
generalized additive mixed modelling (Wood,
2011) %#fTo7. ZNZNDIHICOVBTET
Th~3,

T3 @O Bl TidR3, F#HII backward
elimination TET L ZERL X 5 LikAhlz, &
DFRF—FRERETALDLL, AETRWE
B —oF oo T JjikTh s, LoLk
7235 random slope ##EE 7 1+ v P LET L
. ENDUUK (converge) LaWwZ &b
o7z, TOMMIZ, KBTS T — 22K

Estimate Std. Error t value

(Intercept) -1.2556042 0.0113411 -110.
TogFreq -0.0319032 0.0013274 -24.
precIC 0.0019679 0.0002042 9.
folIcC 0.0155763 0.0002058  75.
precInform 0.0023217 0.0006925 3.
folInform -0.0073717 0.0006963 -10.
NofMora 0.2991066 0.0021913 136.
speech simulated -0.0193475 0.0027149 -7.
speechRate -0.0990244 0.0003623 -273.
precAP yes 0.0329390 0.0016074 20.
precIP yes 0.0219554 0.0018377 11.
folAP yes 0.1079614 0.0015195 71.
folIP yes 0.1685684 0.0015488 108.

# 1. Mixed-effects linear model ()

713
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352
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836




THHZ e, 12bDHHERE 1 DDETNVICT7 4y PLTWVRILAREREXLND, £ I TI DRl
M IicBA L Cix, random slope % #% T random intercept DA 7 4 v F 5 2 &ic L7z, AL Z D F
T, 5% Z L @ random intercept & FEZ & @ random intercept 7 4 v F LT\ %, 72¥5 optimizer IZ
optimx (Nash, 2014) #&A TW3, #ERIFIFL 1 OEY T, 12 OFHALRIIETHETH S (p<0.05),

RICQICD T~ %, Z OHEHHTTIREMBIRIC R WEKHEOBIRbHEZ 5 2 L8 TE 5 (Winter &
Wieling, 2016; Séskuthy, 2017), (D& [FERIC 12 OFAZEE A & CTE T NMCHAZIAAT . T OHHT CTIRHEEZE
HUCBA L Tl centred value ICZfAL T3, 722 TCOBMELEIC, &i#F Z L ® random smooth % 2> 1F T
W3, M2 28R TLICTNbD 4 DDERIT logDuration & DEARIZTEA 7 linear Tx\>72% . random
smooth ICX > TEEFE T DNV T —v a ViIEz 6N T3, OFEE 12 OFIAZEIZ S THEE (p<0.05)
TH 5,

Effect of information content (IC) given a preceding word Effect of information content (IC) given a following word
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2. Generalized additive mixed model 2
b. Him & fEam
AREICTIIATEICR L 728G T RSS2 2 i CHiiE L 72 2 2o Filll % EoRICKE - KEELZzopiconTE
LD, ARz LD 5,
9 MOP ichio %, HAGEICEWTY FHREEAA vy -V ICERHEosWEEES 2 ENT 2
B, BETRWA Yy 2=V ICEREEHEOREHESZENT 27 L) PHlZEREL 2, O FHNIAN
RICBWTRVICKFFINTZ L w2 D, AFFE TR 2 BEHOKE IR Z R L7225, &b L ORERS 20



THZEMT T 5, DX HAFESE D ERIGEORENE L W HWEEK T 572010, Ay —Y DR
P (FHE) G T, T e B2 EFESOREELZEHL T, HEARA Ay - I3 L) %L
DRFIMEZSHEEZICMA, BETRWVA v —VICIEHENREEEZMA RV, ZOMREREL A v+ —
Y (FHEDOE WAy —Y) BROFRKHITERERL, HECL» Ay - (FREO PR A Y
=) [FE O T EB T 5,

Z DTl % R — 22, Exemplar Theory % Fi\» Ciif# L 72 FHIALAF TH % © “informativity D\ (fHH
BOWIFHEDE) BN T 3V 13, REMEDOE exemplar 2372 SAFTBL T3 720, L CEDR
feiitlix R < 72 37, (Informativity (31EHRE O HAFHE# EMEL L 728 CchH 2 2 L 2L Tz L v, ) &
B b THIREME D A v 2 — VIZHE TR WD, PR uREELZROEFES & LTERLL TV,
ZDRER NS DR CFHERE Z R OoRER Y Y — F (exemplar) & L THLZ ORAAERICERET S, £
N 2 LB HIEHRE DK VEEFE A 7 3 R EH T 2 BRIt 2w REINEZ 5D exemplar 25 E IR e 3
WIETTH DL L TFHIL 72, TOTHENIARFI DR RS bR S 7z & 1 F Wi, Mixed-effects linear model
DFERIX, precinform B L T FHEY OIREE % LT3 LFIRTE 253, follnform \ICBA L CTld¥io
MRAHEICRL T3, —J T Generalized additive mixed model DFERICE L Tld, follnform iIZBHL T
ETPHLE Y OIR2 5% L, precinform (B L TIX FHEE D T, ZORRICEL Tk, S%oEcH
BatlLcwEizneEz T3,

AR CIRIGHRBICIG T, HREFEL A v e —VOEFEREZEZH L TWBE I a2 RnLz, O
fRIE, HECTEEDO Il E v, HHEGICHE S CITRIZSHEICHEZ 2 L PRI, “HEAEDOH
AR ES DRI o T3 KT aT Ve —F %232 7255, Kt CTRAEZLS g
FE5 DR & W o B RNHRZ T Th, T2y F%E.H'J{Oi@%f& EOEBBHARD “hEZ S ko
TW3D2" BHLPICR> T ZEPHFINTE, HOWEIERF - THEERP I 2= —va Vv
@WLmKi6E%T%D\Ai@kxéﬂfﬁﬁﬁ%?ﬁﬂ%éf%ﬁﬁ%@%ﬁmﬂlOfﬁéﬁﬂﬁ
BHTZ 200 LT,
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