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post-test to re-test

* Speed may signal improvement once accuracy hits a near-ceiling.

2. Do different non-native contrasts differ in learnability?

* Production training does not add benefit at the end of perceptual training.

3. What does articulatory training [13] contribute to perceptual
category formation in a short-term, integrated training design?

place placeVoicing voicing

Future directions

-----

_____ ' * Production training: beneficial as stand-alone training?
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* Benefit of perceptual training on quality of production data?

* EEG MMN study: is improvement detectable at a neural level before
behavioral evidence is clear?
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Figure 2: D-prime values by contrast type and test session.
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