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Abstract

Laboratory experiments were conducted using the E-prime experimental procedure. This paper
explores the characteristics of Chinese college students’ judgment on the credibility of domestic
and foreign emotional speech databases. The results show that: 1) whether it is the foreign emo-
tional speech database or the domestic emotional speech database, the participants have the
highest judgment on the credibility of the happy emotional speech and the lowest judgment on the
credibility of the angry emotional speech; 2) In the emotional speech database at home and
abroad, there are significant differences in the credibility judgment between happy emotional
speech and angry emotional speech; 3) The recognition and credibility of the domestic emotional
speech were significantly higher than the foreign emotional speech database. The domestic emo-
tional speech database is more suitable for Chinese college students.
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1. 5|8

1) 1%

TEARZAE L R, BARIGERIBANLREZNEREASKELE, KUK, REZHFE R
ANEENFIFE] —HFORZE . Ortony A Tumer (1997 KX S5 W S B FR 022 1 iR .

2) EENE RS

Bl A2 A5 B A3 U7 U O, R i N\ d I T TS T S DU B R B A I8 S T
TR 2 T AL H A A D 2R R (IGO0 5 B AT 5 JE 38 X B A2 N R TAE DG NS R R (W T (S AR B BEAT 0
Bri P 52 5 XRS84T ) A5 2N Lo R AR ARk B e . e Horhr, 1B AR B 32 S AT 2 BT 5
LB AATRT DRSS &, KREBGhHEWTEEZ IVED . FE . B A48 R3S (Banissy et al., 2010; Sauter
et al., 2010; Meyer, 2007), & 0] LAY} 5 HIW 5] J1(Attractiveness). ] 15 J& (Trustworthiness) 1 37 fic P4

Table 1. The basic sentiment categories of Ortony and Tumer

% 1. Ortony #1 Tumer FIE KR IFH S
WA

¥ N
Amold Anger, aversion, courage, dejection, desire, despair, fear, hate, hope, love, sadness

Ekman, Friesen & Ellsworth Anger, disgust, fear, joy, sadness, surprise

Fridja Desire, happiness, interest, surprise, wonder, sorrow

Izard Anger, contempt, disgust, distress, fear, guilt, interest, joy, shame, surprise
James Fear, grief, love, rage

Mcdougall Anger, disgust, elation, fear, subjection, tender, wonder

Mower Pain, pleasure

Oatley & John-Laird

Anger, disgust, anxiety, happiness, sadness

Panksepp Expectancy, fear, rage, panic

Plutchik Acceptance, anger, anticipation, disgust, joy, fear, sadness, surprise
Tomkins Anger, interest, contempt, disgust, disgust, distress, fear, joy, shame, surprise
Watson Fear, love, rage

Weiner & Graham Happiness, sadness

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2018.810177

1528 (LA


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2018.810177
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

LRz

(Dominance) (Willis & Todorov, 2006; Vukovic et al., 2011)Z&3- AT BRI, 351 5 H AR R 4224 T k3 .
WASATT7 B AT A P A S T th N\ AS AT W7 1) 2 B H 32 2 — (Mayer & Schoorman, 1995). A, St Fi@5d f ik
BB E AR A ARE . B AR, S G R R B RIE R R R . H T A SR
WAL 2, (R JRE 306 T 7 & BT 58 £ AR th e e e . A W W nd Rl CAL R S5 7
(BT ukE, JH 5, JREL, 2016: %0, #hE, 2016), EFEESMEE A K & KL - T15 & 1R
SI0771H, B N A RAE & RS BT IH -

T S e O TR TR, EACRBREE T BRI A, IR B RS AR AR B A
H PR (Zuckerman & Sinicrops, 2011; Rezlescu, Penton, & Walsh, 2015). —HE UK, HFRETEAFF
WO TALIREEAT 2R, HUORIX P I R A HLHI AL (Belin et al., 2011; #2/0 R, 5L, 2014; Bruce
& Young, 1986; Belin et al., 2004, Yovel & Belin, 2013). LR A4S R EEE B, AL
P T AL AR At N B G, BET A AH S B AT A PR B AATT AT DA s v il T LIS 2 4ERe o, RN T 5
FEMBLE . Hanga ik B 38 ms B VEIGZE 3RS, wh T LUR BN Re B EAT 55 (Willis & Todorov,
2006; Bar, Neta, & Linz, 2006; Phelps & LeDoux, 2005). 45 #EFHE R 82 M At AAT A A 3818 H AR HE 5
IR, 2 BN RIE B AR OB A CRBTAE, £545 22, 1998). M4k, F 708 A 145 Y i L s A A A SEga it kel
AR TS A T R R 5 T FLAR 52 (K145 18 (Todorov & Uleman, 2002, 2003). Mt A (T FL H AT
DAFER B9 NARAFAE S ZA4EE Y, B EER. AT, B, eSS,

FALT AL, ANATVGE v T4 AR A A R 5T 55 2 1) P 5 R R AE — 2 (Berry, 1990, 1992; Zuckerman
etal., 1990). Zuckerman et al. (1990) %1% 200 44 # i 52— BObRHEAL B SCAR BRBEHLIZ £ (1) SCA, SR TE )
— BRI AT VRO . RIS Dy A B RG, AR S SRR
o, ROV ENSRYIN . SIS Xt AT TR, R S LR 51 R BT S
Wi [ ¢ 55 % (Berry, 1990, 1992; Zuckerman et al., 1990). AEHIE S P AR EFER . TERIRE BARES
S5 B2 R (Belin et al., 2011; Yovel & Belin, 2013), i& 5 £ 5] 15 S R0 T4 O 2R UG E 7] At
AERRNFERE . IR AU AT 782 32 B Jo R HL ) FE RO AR B RENE o Pear M S EH G, JF
J& TN ET A E M GIE R 7 . A4 T 4000 A T 9 AN 1 2 BRI, 25 RARBIN
AT Ao P 5 50 e 30 R A 4 £ S D T A e

3) [EAMEE5IE 5 T

E AMERLEE :

TRERE B TREREE . XN H0 P 32 Sy A e et 75 5 B R 2 A B R T S LEOR S 4 S Hr
PR U] He T4 A 75 5 o7 B RNE L, 1 B I S B R I B (Kelly, Drygajlo, & Harte, 2013).

SRAER IR K1) 15 8% 75 3% B0 2 (The Montreal Affective Voice). 1%30¥E 2@ i A & 0 4 LETE 52 AN
[ R 17 28 0238 J0 H [ah | BEAT 308) . 75 E 1RO R A = AP ER, TRkt 5 5 5 i, B
oo AR AL UL hitk. PO ISR S A 10 B REBOS 5 R B B R R AN 2K
XA (http://vnl.psy.gla.ac.uk/). %M T RIANERE K 1 — RI ARG ZRIBAEL, ARSI S Ni& i)
FEERERM, IR T Z.

H A BLIE LA F 838 EE(The Geneva Faces and Voices Database). i34 ZEH 111 N “Hligs 54”
(61 Z, 50 BT FLANE S RITRALE, RIS 538 RS 18~35 & 2 1], BARKINN, BEEATEE, A
WS, B AT AT 20 0z o F 50 35 7 A AT 135 “ Bonjour. Tlest deux heures moions dix ”(hello. It’s ten to two);
AR R BB RHE, BHEEE OGS, HRZICFKUMENERNE: HirEhas AN cE R E
(/3/, /i1, 1al, Jol, Iul, Iylyo BEA IR FISRAGHLIC T, BEATHER 145 B, B 10 MREH X 12 Fifh
211 10 PRIk,
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H N EEEEENRLIER:

BT “fE48 7 (B “TEE7 O E S 7 v OB A BIRX JoAE 64k, AR, JEM . ShinSE#h s
W, REFVFRAITEEEEFTH “BRBRER” GG, H%IE S0 FE E N7, He
R E A R B O B 5T T A s ] ACCorpus YUV 15 B F , Hh B R Be B sh HE 78 BT s il CASIA
DUBTERE, AR 2B 1R 5 0 70T AR SR 555 e AR 1 “ R i B8 ” 85711 CASS-EMC B
P, AR 7S MR K 25 i il IR DUTE XU B E & B A (/D 3%, BIRSE, 2015). A B SRR 0 A 578 25
fith b dRAT ot e 3 B R RE RS BaE S B, nE (201 7)IB BT 11 FhBL ARSI, A st 1R
Be UK RE O . A O = Mok 3 Bl 7 2. &S SRR 1920 A4 R ) 4k
FORIRIG BAE & P S G RO & 80 R @ SR it 7 ik e 30 (B, X SBIEH PEXT T W] A5 BE R 55
WRAFAEAN R 1, CASIA WEH FEHIEE EH T WA LR, R I HKEE Y, &A1
TSRS BT IR R, ARG T DALS S AN FI 5 S, IR 2060 15 2808 5 v S FE 0 40 W ™= A — g 1)
SO, T LB N B S R B T A

4) FEEEL I SR

FH B BV AT LA A S B 5 IR RAS o GBI R A S W, AN AS R 28 IR0 HE R 2R A
HFIEZ R . 7 Pell, Paulmann, Dara, Alasseri fll Kotz (2009)F8fF 7, #sr HI% BHOiE . HiE. Epih
BB PR BREE WL, R 6 MIFZM AT CER. P& T, b, @A E) AT R (i
XANBETREE ). LaEREW, Pl £, il FNMHEE RN IERFZE G, X RG]
AEEAK . Paulmann Al Uskul (2013)7E 369 EE@ G AME B AR T —8ds R, ARCTHERT, 4
IRAE 7S E G2 A on b ZE e R U R 2 — o BIFFEE B T AN RIS TS 50T AN 7 35 17 46 11 R ot 22
Jt AR TAR BN SR . AR, B S8R S — B (Bryant & Barrett, 2008),
HARISCAG N A A 15 28 R 38 & T LR ACE(Pell et al., 2009). {HA2, WA KEUIFREY], HEH
R AFAERS S ZE S AR BREE T &, BEE & 0 75 5 18 265 1R e P 5 1y, B AEZH A 5 (Mandal,
2008). HNILARIRIGLEYE F—E K, Pk sl X i’ N LB MEEZI, A 46 1R 0 i HEAf 2 5 5 (Elfenbein
& Ambady, 2002). HREFELE AT KL RRFEMEHX, T B A LR RE S 72 H D
T 48 DU Bt S 08 R s B R I — A AR S st DU AR 75 i o+ 5705 (2014) 55 N7 R L
AN W 75 2 R R 2 R BN VT e S A R B AP AE AL AR SS,  BEE DU B4 iR DU 1 26 75 5 AR
S I TR A B R A A S U E e, EEE ST EAAR LSS IEEE, AR
— B R IT HAmA 7 .

AT CEAA A ATENE R VBRI 2 Mg E . B, LRI YRR E R, DI
IR K 22 )4 I8 75 % B0 )25 (The Montreal Affective Voice) AN S %, BITIEE G HE 5 £
R SMERRSA, Al HE . DU, P =FE g sl Scdia “a” , SRR B R AR E A
M VR B S AT A B ) W RRFALE

2. 5XW 1: ETEIMEHEES AIEERFIRT
2.1. SCEEEI

2% 3 ORI, EERAERIIAAT: By M 3 MRS EG AT #%, i
S P, AR T B A 4

2.2, #iR
50 2RSS 5L 1, FRRTE 19~30 2 m), B33 N, 415 N, ERW R, T
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TIPS P SR I0 A B
2.3. LM

SR IR K22 B 1 I8 75 35 848 2 (The Montreal Affective Voice)o 256 1 A1 E %, &%, At 3
PG S5 10 B, BERAE SR 2s Aih, 330 BOB& AT vl {5 B H0

2.4. SEWEF

BT E-prime AN 30 BOBEEMAFRT, X 30 BOE ST AER 1~7 (1 RonmAME
B, 7 RonBEAEERDAN . R, IEBORIE ZF R = b, A e BmTRT, fFAsmee S
W, GAMBE, FRFE AR BRI R, MR S TSR . Wik 1 FoR, %
B PR 3 FE G RENLARRG AR R — S 4 I P EAEAREE 1~7 g B (1~7 8T . 13
25 R 5 R SPSS AR K 45 AT Ge it #t -

2.5. EWERE S

IR 2 LRI AR, JLH 48 LA SLIe B s 217 SPSS16.0 Siit 4.

X AR 5 BRI EAT G T 27 20 AT R IR 2), AN () 175 48 55 0 RO 52 S W )~ 1 23 B LU i
w6 (R AE FE W AS 40 e 1 (3.67), P BRI R A5 BEAME FRAR(3.18)s 3 Bl 451535 1A M A B2 1 B 3B A
B EEAES, WL 3 R 4. BURAIENMI A EER A BE E (P < 005,17 =0.51); YRR
Y. BURMAEES S ERFAEEE>0.05), VEEILES.

i

o=

2

5B

ERLS+
500ms

= BE
500ms

Iyl

B ik1-78
iz N
Figure 1. Experimental flow chart of experiment 1
1. K96 | MSLIRIEE
Table 2. Statistical analysis of the reliability of different emotional speech
2. FEIBHEEUEENSITES
B n m s
i 48 3.18 94
% 48 3.67 96
Ak 48 3.44 1.46
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Table 3. Statistical analysis of the evaluation of emotional speech credibility of different genders

3. NREMHBEES TEEFIENRITZE SR

B gender n m s
5 33 3.22 0.93
ity
& 15 3.09 0.99
5 33 3.73 0.87
B
& 15 3.53 1.14
5 33 3.46 1.33
ik
& 15 3.39 1.81
Table 4. Gender differences in phonological credibility of different emotions
= 4. NEFEES AIEEF BT MRAE S
eSS df t p
T 46 0.43 0.67
[P 46 0.65 0.52
ik 46 0.15 0.89
Table 5. Paired sample t-test results of different emotional speech reliability
=5 NENFEES AEENEHER  RIE%E
B df t P 7
AR &mi P4 47 —4.51 0.00 0.51
A&k 47 -1.89 0.06
& 47 1.00 0.32

3. K 2: PEIFEESEREL
3.1. BEEE RIS

3.0.1. #iR
S MAV 1§85 & FEE AR, 6455 & IR 2 20 A 806R(10 510 20, BORFEROR A,
A 1 B A T S R

3.1.2. REEE

TE 22 B R B 35 o TR L, 37 Al R A8 R0 T T O AT B M A 0 O B o e R T R
PRET, BETEN K L (IR A5 T S E S R R . AR, EROR O B R, B P 3 R
B — FOUEPHE “a” . RH Audacity BRI, RAEER 44100 Hz i F R 0IE .
FOR MR 10 R AR B 2 A A . N T EHE SR R, MRS T 1R, i 4 B
B A B
3.1.3. IBERE

PR B RAMES B, MR EBOE S R STER, AR, %A ETMITERE Y, W i
PR, FRIFE] 60 A “a” MIIEE Bl 10 NWIRAE S B A, BIRIAATE S SO
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3.2. REBETXHHITE

3.2.1. #id
50 4 19~30 L HIREA, BIRBCE SN Z AT 515 25 & A R SL g, W RAf.

3.2.2. IBEWH
Bt ke B0k it W) E S e, Hrp i mE s, R, ik 3 g%, SME% S L&A 10
B, Bt 60 BB HdiE i .

3.2.3. VMR
KBRS E LT 5 SEREME. FEE: R EBEEBAE S %, #idn s
HA BB ERIANTEE, HaEEise, BPoBEE 59, ARaRERE, BB 1 5.

3.2.4. LR

8/ E-Prime #fF UL 60 BOASFITS B H0IE S, BME & RSN AI#OY 2 s fidq . SCERAE LFI3h
SR EEAT, RS T s AR RN AT . BORPOSINF B SR 3, RYE A S S LR 1~5
POy, MBS RIS R AT LOE IR S — &, SEAT T AR I E PRy, WlE 2 Bor.

3.25. ERE S

IR 60 BB ZE1E Y, Hd 1~10 BB SRS & B HEIES, 11~20 KNG &S5 58 Lo kiE & .
MR 5 AR ORGSR, It 45 LR AT T .

1) B/t m M 4 S VP I E ARR HE 22 B 3K 6 AT DL o AN i] DU 82 BRI 1 2515 & (135 43
HAE 2 43U E B3 sr ik B 1 4.38 4. Horr, 23 dilfE 55 Ve i Mt 46 15 2 Rkl th 35 40 HECE AT T 0015
T, B 5.2 (4.2 £ 1.12), 7-1504(3.87 £ 1.04), 8-F124(3.98 + 1.15), 9-1524(4.31 £ 1.02), 10-712%4(3.91 £ 1.2),
11-130%(4.27 £ 0.81), 13-53%(4.11 £ 0.88), 15-75%(4.09 £ 0.97), 18-f%(3.98 + 0.99), 20-/5%(4.38 £ 0.91)
PE R MIE S I

2) X B/ R A 4 75 PE A T SAME AR AE 22 tH AR 7 T W AR FRRT DL T M BRI 45 1 2 1 34
SHERRT 2 o3 Hifs i85 9 4.40 4y o AR 3 15208, 73 A 53 e ME TR S 46 15 & rh Pkt th 38 4 4
BT HLATE R, 5-10T8%(3.6 + 1.05), 6-15i%%(3.44 + 1.18), 9-15i%%(4.40 £ 0.99), 10-15i%%(4.18 £ 0.98), 11-
15 %4(3.89 + 1.03), 16-15i%%(3.24 + 1.05), 17-1512%(4.11 £ 1.07), 18-151%%(3.44 + 1.08), 19-151%%(3.13 £ 0.99),

Rl

AL+
500ms

(e

PR B

Wk1-5
T I N

Figure 2. Flow chart for judging the degree of emotional speech expression

2. [REESRIEREE R IZE
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Table 6. Statistical analysis of male/female happy mood voice score

= 6. MB/LMEHBEEFITINGRITESH

s

n m S
1-fm% 45 2.02 0.94
2-f% 45 2.64 1.09
3% 45 3.36 0.86
4-F% 45 2.96 1.07
5N 45 420 1.12
-1 % 45 3.22 0.99
7N 45 3.87 1.04
8- % 45 3.98 1.15
9-r= 2% 45 431 1.02
10-75% 45 3.91 1.20
1= 45 427 0.81
12-52% 45 2.58 1.01
13-750 45 411 0.88
14-750% 45 3.42 0.99
15-F %% 45 4.09 0.97
16-750% 45 2.16 0.90
17-70% 45 2.58 1.03
18-11% 45 3.98 0.99
19-/1% 45 3.20 1.01
20-1=% 45 438 0.91
Table 7. Statistical analysis of male/female anger voice scores
= 7. WB/ A MTREEETTESNEITE SN
! n m S
-1 45 2.78 122
2-1i 7% 45 2.64 1.19
31 45 2.11 1.03
4T 45 291 0.97
S5-I 45 3.60 1.05
6-1517% 45 3.44 1.18
7-1iAs 45 3.11 0.93
8-ia% 45 2.80 0.99
9-oA% 45 4.40 0.99
10-107%% 45 4.18 0.98
114577 45 3.89 1.03
12-1074% 45 3.02 0.99
13-1& 45 2.76 1.03
14-1& 45 2.87 1.27
15-1& 45 3.09 1.10
16-1i4% 45 3.24 1.05
17-155% 45 4.11 1.07
18-f51%& 45 3.44 1.08
19-f515& 45 3.13 0.99
20-1i4% 45 3.87 0.81
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20-157%%(3.87 + 0.8 )/WE i 4E

3%%ﬁﬁ¢f%%maﬁ%%¥wﬁﬁﬁ@%$%8ﬂﬂlM%*T%%%ﬁ*ﬁ%ﬁ%%%ﬁ%
i 2 7 Higmid85r 9 4360 AR 6 IR, 70 ml7E 5 Lot RIS 4805 & v Pk Hh 3 4 HEFE A T
W, 1-FE(B.62 £ 1.21), 4-F11£(3.82£0.94), 5-F11(3.91 £1.04), 9-FF£4.36+1.05), 10-+14(3.87+
1.04), 11-H @411 £1.01), 15-H14:(3.84 £ 1.04), 17-H14:(4.17 £1.05), 19-F114(3.91 £ 1.94), 20-714:(4.11
+ 0.88)E N PS4 1R & &

4. 306 3: PEBEIESFEENFIH
4.1. &St

KM 2 x 3 gl SRR HARBAEHIEFG Mm%, BUS. MR . B L),
PRI AR B g 0 15 2 1 T A B ) o

4.2. SEREHEIR
35 4 19~30 & fRE AR IR A S it 2 1 5 16 98 S A R MsLs, W REf

Table 8. Mean and standard deviation of male/female neutral voice score

= 8. MB/LMPMHBEETEON TIEMREE

(e Bt n m s
- 45 3.62 121
2-Htk 45 2.42 1.01
3-Ftk 45 3.24 1.13
4 45 3.82 0.94
5-Htk 45 3.91 1.04
6Pk 45 3.04 1.28
7-H 45 3.47 0.97
8-k 45 3.44 0.97
9-rhik 45 436 1.05
10-H % 45 3.87 1.04
11-H 45 4.11 1.01
12-Hr 45 3.49 1.06
13-+ 45 3.51 1.20
14-rh 45 3.38 1.09
15-rr 45 3.84 1.04
16-H1% 45 3.33 0.95
17-Hr 45 4.17 1.05
18-+ 45 3.56 0.89
19-Ht 45 3.91 0.94
20-H 1k 45 4.11 0.88
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4.3. SEIOHH

SEEG 2 L@ R EE RS EE R ED . U PR EIE S EGR 9~k 1), BAESE, Wt
5B Bt 10 BOEEENIESEMEL.
4.4. SLBIEF

Wik 3 fror, #H B-Prime B 23 30 BEANFIE 4 HE S, BB SRR RIACN 2 s id5 . 52
Yot B ER B R AT, ﬁ%%w&ﬁm£ﬁ%%%,x*ﬁﬁwﬁw&h@%,ﬁﬁﬁﬁmﬁiﬁ
B, XHEGIESE WG BT 1~7 70 (1 2 RRAAMEREIER, 7 RN B EAE)B A  .

RS0

Ak 7 AR R G, A 28 AR Se e HdE 31T SPSS16.0 Sttt .

Table 9. Happy mood phonetics library
R BHBEESE

B n m s
5- % 45 4.2 1.12
7% 45 3.87 1.04
8- M 45 3.98 1.15
91 0% 45 431 1.02
10-F% 45 391 12
11-F% 45 427 0.81
13-F1% 45 4.11 0.88
15-10% 45 4.09 0.97
18- 45 3.98 0.99
20-1H %% 45 438 0.91

Table 10. The angry mood corpus
10, FRIFEESE

RSt N M SD
5-1i 45 3.6 1.05
6-1917% 45 3.44 1.18
9-13i 7% 45 4.4 0.99
10-1517% 45 4.18 0.98
11-15i78% 45 3.89 1.03
16-157% 45 3.24 1.05
17-187& 45 4.11 1.07
18-fE7& 45 3.44 1.08
19158 45 3.13 0.99
20-118% 45 3.87 0.81

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2018.810177 1536 o3 2


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2018.810177

LRz

Table 11. Neutral mood phonetic library
=11 RHEEESE

(et N M SD
- 45 3.62 121
4-rhi 45 3.82 0.94
5k 45 391 1.04
9-r1 45 436 1.05
10-F1 45 3.87 1.04
11-H 45 4.11 1.01
15-F 1 45 3.84 1.04
17-H 45 4.17 1.05
19-H: 45 391 0.94
20-H% 45 4.11 0.88

Ei=RE ] I

AL R+
500ms

T BF
500ms

P

2

Wik1-7
Yo I N

Figure 3. Experimental flow chart of experiment 3
3. 336 3 RAEE

PR AT A B R WA T e vh 2 0 B I, AN TRV 45 15 5 10 m A3 B I W )~ 35 o R b e el %
(AT B W43 7 B3 0 (4.38), iR TR B TS B B F AR (3.28) VE L4 125 Xt iak ity vl 5 B2 1 Wi idb A7 1
B AEA t IR R I, e A M s & I T A5 BRI e R 2 5, Wk 13, BRI
AL BRI B AEE ) EE R (p < 0.05, 07 =2.30), FEWE 14; SR A0 TTE B2 R0 W kAT B REA ¢
KRB, HAE S ARG S EE A BEERP <0.05, 7 = 1.16); HEESMEMES . 5

RABE MG AR A BEZ 7@ > 0.05), HILE 15,
5. Bitig

ARSI IS = AN SEIGPR I o B R 2 A Ot 175 2818 nTE B R 0T, 45 R, op [ 2 AR i i
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Table 12. Statistical analysis of the reliability of different emotional speech

& 12. TEREESIEENSITESH

THEE IR n m s
i 28 3.28 0.95
% 28 438 0.95
it 28 3.76 1.26

Table 13. Statistical analysis of the evaluation of emotional speech reliability of different genders

F 13. FRIMHIBEES I EEFENSRITZE0Hh

! gender n M SD
s 5 21 3.56 0.80
i

7 7 241 0.87

5 21 438 1.05
%

& 7 437 0.64

5 21 1.27 0.28
o

& 7 130 0.49

Table 14. Gender differences in speech reliability evaluation of different emotions

F 14. FRIBEESEEFBNMEIESR

Bt df t p n
T 26 322 0.00 2.30
% 26 0.01 0.99
it 26 0.35 0.73
Table 15. Paired sample t test of speech reliability judgment of different emotions
F 15. TEMBAEEEEFIBAE IR t 1656
fi 4 00 df t p v’
f5A% & 2 27 -5.07 0.00 1.16
A &k 27 -1.64 0.11
& 27 1.85 0.07 0.55
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