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Supporting Information-A: Training materials and onscreen labels for comprehensibility judgement
	Comprehensibility
	This term refers to how much effort it takes to understand what someone is saying.  If you can understand with ease, then a speaker is highly comprehensible. However, if you struggle and must listen very carefully, or in fact cannot understand what is being said at all, then a speaker has low comprehensibility.
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	Difficult to understand
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Supporting Information-B: Segmental Analysis Procedure

As a part of a large project, we surveyed a list of challenging vowels and consonants for Japanese learners of North American English in conjunction with previous literature and expert teachers’ opinions. For the current study, after the coder received instruction on these challenging English sounds for Japanese learners, she carefully listened to each speech sample to check whether a talker used a Japanese counterpart (the Japanese tap) or made any effort to pronounce target feature (e.g., English /ɹ/). In the table below, we summarized the number of the participants who made such substitution errors at three different testing points (T1, T2 T3). 


In the existing assessment literature, L2 speech judgements are well-known to be influenced by listeners’ previous relevant experience to a great degree, such as their familiarity with particular accents (e.g., Kennedy & Trofimovich, 2008) and the quantity and quality of prior L2 learning backgrounds (e.g., Winke, Gass, & Myford, 2013). In particular, non-native listeners (especially with higher L2 proficiency and experience levels) are found to demonstrate more sensitivity and leniency towards same L1 accented speech than native listeners (e.g., Imai, Walley, & Flege, 2005; Major, Fitzmaurice, Bunta, & Balasubramanian, 2002).
Following this line of thought, it is reasonable to assume that our listeners—native speakers of Japanese with high-level L2 English proficiency/experience (relative to native speakers of English and Japanese speakers with low-level L2 English proficiency/experience) would be considered suitable when it comes to assessing the Japanese college students’ abilities to speak L2 English spontaneously. Based on their own L2 English learning experience, our L1 Japanese listeners could make reliable judgements on whether the Japanese students continued to use Japanese counterparts (e.g., substituting the Japanese tap sound for English /ɹ/ and /l/) or tried to use any interlanguage forms (e.g., producing more tongue retraction and longer phonemic length for distinguishing English /ɹ/ from English /l/). 


Note that the target of this global segmental analysis is comprehensive in nature (featuring various kinds of substitution errors). This is essentially different from focused analyses (see Saito, 2013 for more information on how to elicit and analyze specific segmentals at spontaneous speech levels). As has been observed in L2 grammar studies, denominators of such “general/comprehensive” (rather than “specific/focused”) accuracy measures have been operationalized based on global units, such as the proportion of errors per 100 words (e.g., Révész, Ekiert, & Torgersen, 2016) and per clause (e.g., Yuan & Ellis, 2003). 


Importantly, this global segmental analysis (i.e., the number of L1 substitution errors divided by the total number of segments articulated) has been widely used in L2 speech literature (e.g., Derwing & Munro, 1997; Isaacs & Trofimovich, 2012; Kang & Moran, 2014). For example, Trofimovich and Isaacs (2012) explained their global segmental analysis by using an example very specific to French learners of English (/θ/ in “think” mispronounced as /t/ in “tink”). In Trofimovich and Isaacs (2012) and our study alike, we targeted numerous target features and considered all segments to be potential contexts for substitution. Thus, we counted phonemic substitutions and divided by the total number of segments. 


As one reviewer suggested, however, the denominators for the segmental error analyses could be the number of contexts/segments that could potentially be substituted (i.e., obligatory contexts); and we do agree that more methodological studies are called for with more sophisticated research designs and completely new dataset with a view of identifying the adequate denominators for the segmental analyses.

Table 1

Summary of Substitution Errors at the Beginning, Mid and Final Points of the Project

	Problematic segmentals
	T1
	T2
	T3

	
	No. of participants
	No. of errors
	No. of participants
	No. of errors
	No. of participants
	No. of errors

	Vowels /ɪ, ʊ, æ, ʌ/
	9
	10
	9
	9
	10
	10

	Diphthongs /aʊ, aɪ, oʊ, ɔɪ, eɪ/
	3
	3
	1
	1
	4
	4

	Approximants /w, ɹ, l/
	29
	63
	28
	53
	29
	66

	Nasals /n, ŋ/
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Stops /p, t, k, b, d, g/
	1
	1
	0
	0
	2
	2

	Fricatives /θ, f, ð, v, s, z/
	29
	84
	29
	88
	30
	87

	Affricates /ʃi, ti/
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
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