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ABSTRACT

THE INFLUENCE OF PRONUNCIATION INSTRUCTION ON THE PERCEPTION AND
PRODUCTION OF ENGLISH WORD-FINAL CONSONANTS

ROSANE SILVEIRA

UNIVERSIDADE FEDERAL DE SANTA CATARINA

2004

Supervising Professor: Dr. Barbara Oughton Baptista

The present research investigates the role played by pronunciation instruction in the
acquisition of English word-final consonants by beginning-level Brazilian learners of
English. It aso investigates several factors suggested by interphonology research as
influencing the acquisition of the phonological system: (a) different syllabic patterns of the
L1 and the L2, (b) markedness (c) orthography, and (d) phonological environment (pause,
consonant, and vowel). In addition, the present study considers the role of word frequency,
order effect, and some individual differences variables, as well as the effects of the
pronunciation instruction period on the learning of the rest of the language syllabus. The
participants of this study were two groups of Brazilian learners registered in the English
Extracurricular Courses (level 1) of the Universidade Federal de Santa Catarina. A group of
10 students (control group), and another of 12 (experimental group) participated in this study.
The experimental group received instruction based on the pronunciation manual developed
for this study, whereas the control group received no instruction regarding the features
investigated by the study. The researcher was in charge of teaching both the experimental and
the control groups. The study consists of pretests, followed by a period of instruction, and

posttests. For the instructional period, the researcher developed a pronunciation manual



containing activities that aim at minimizing the production of an epenthetic vowel in the
pronunciation of word-final consonants. Celce-Murcia, Goodwin, and Brinton's (1996)
framework was used to design the pronunciation manual. The pre and posttests were (@) a
production test, which consisted of the recording of short sentences containing a target word,;
and (b) a categorical discrimination test, in which the participants had to discriminate
between the CV and CVC syllabic patterns. The other instruments used in data collection
were (C) a questionnaire assessing biographical and English learning experience information;
(d) a pronunciation manual; (€) a questionnaire to evaluate the pronunciation materials and
procedures; and (f) two written exams, which were used to assess the participants
performance on the English course. The results indicate a positive effect of pronunciation
instruction on the acquisition of word-final consonants. This effect was highly significant at
the production level, but it failed to reach significance at the perception level. Statistical tests
also show that the variables orthography, phonological environment, and word frequency
influenced the acquisition of wordfinal consonants. On the other hand, pronunciation
instruction did not interfere with the learning of the rest of the language syllabus, as shown

by the comparison between the two groups' written exams.

Number of pages: 175 (excluding appendices) and 271 (including appendices)
Number of words: 48.007 (excluding appendices)



RESUMO

A INFLUENCIA DO ENSINO DA PRONUNCIA NA PERCEPCAO E PRODUCAO DE
CONSOANTESDO INGLES EM POSIGAO DE FINAL DE PALAVRA

ROSANE SILVEIRA

UNIVERSIDADE FEDERAL DE SANTA CATARINA

2004

Professora Orientadora: Dr. Barbara Oughton Baptista

Esta pesquisa investiga o papel desempenhado pelo ensino da prondncia na aquisicéo de
consoantes do inglés em posi¢éo de final de palavra por alunos brasileiros, em estégio inicial
na aprendizagem da lingua inglesa. Também sdo investigados varios fatores que a area da
interfonologia aponta como sendo relevantes para a aquisi¢do do sistema fonoldgico: (a) os
diferentes padrdes silabicos da L1 e da L2, (b) relagdes de marcagdo (e.g., vozeamento,
sonoridade, ponto de articulagdo), (c) ortografia e (d) ambiente fonolégico. Além disso, o
presente estudo considera o papel da fregqiiéncia vocabular, do efeito da ordem de testagem e
de algumas variaveisrelacionadas a diferencas individuais, bem como os efeitos do ensino da
prondncia na aprendizagem dos demais componentes do curso de inglés. Dois grupos de
aunos brasileiros matriculados nos cursos Extracurriculares de Inglés (nivel 1) da
Universidade Federal de Santa Catarina participaram da pesquisa. Um grupo de 10 alunos
(grupo de controle) e outro de 12 (grupo experimental) foram selecionados. O grupo

experimental recebeu instrucdo baseada no manua de prondncia desenvolvido para a
presente pesguisa, enquanto o grupo de controle ndo recebeu qualquer tipo de instrugdo

relacionada ao contelido focalizado pela pesquisa. As aulas para os grupos experimenta e de



controle foram lecionadas pela pesquisadora. A pesguisa inclui pré-testes, um periodo de
instrucdo e pos-testes. Para o periodo de instrucéo, desenvolveu-se um manual de prondncia
contendo atividades que tém como objetivo minimizar a producdo de umavogal epentética na
produgdo de consoantes em fina de palavra Para o desenvolvimento do manua de
prondncia, foi utilizado o esquema proposto por Celce-Murcia, Goodwin and Brinton (1996).
Os pré e pos-testes consistiram de (a) um teste de produc&o no qual os participantes gravaram
frases curtas contendo uma palavra-alvo e (b) um teste de discriminagdo categérica no qual os
participantes tinham de distinguir entre os padrdes sildbicos CV e CVC. Os demas
instrumentos usados para coletar os dados foram (¢) um questionario utilizado para fazer um
levantamento de dados biogréficos e da experiéncia com a aprendizagem do Inglés; (d) o
manual de pronincia; () um questionario para a avaliagédo do material e dos procedimentos
para o ensino da prondncia e (f) duas provas escritas, usadas como instrumento de avaliacao
do desempenho dos alunos no curso de inglés. Os resultados indicam que o ensino da
prondncia auxiliou significativamente a aquisicao das consoantes em fina de paavras do
inglés no que diz respeito a producdo das mesmas, mas N30 a sua percepcdo. Testes
estatisticos também mostraram que as variaveis ortografia, freqiiéncia vocabular e ambiente
fonoldgico influenciaram a aquisicdo das consoantes testadas. Por outro lado, o ensino de
pronuncia ndo interferiu na aprendizagem dos contelidos do curso de inglés, como mostra a

andlise das provas escritas dos participantes dos grupos experimental e de controle.

NuUmero de paginas: 175 (excluindo apéndices) e 271 (incluindo apéndices)
NUmero de palavras. 48.007
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background to the study

Several researchers and educators have made a strong case for the importance of
pronunciation teaching as a means of helping learners develop communicative ability (e.g.,
Pennington 1994; Morley, 1991 and 1994; Celce-Murcia, Goodwin and Brinton, 1996).
Nevertheless, the pronunciation component has been greatly neglected in the language
classroom and materials. Moreover, when this component is present in coursebooks, it tends
to be piecemedl, isolated from the other language skills, and focused mostly on descriptive

and controlled tasks.

As observed by Pennington (1994), the importance of pronunciation instruction liesin
the fact that it can help learners to devel op their interlanguage phonology by giving them “the
perceptual and the productive experience they need to reconceptualize the performance
targets while offering motivation to change and social experiences to develop a new value

set” (p. 105).

Pronunciation instruction was absent from the ESL classroom for a long time due to
the conventional beliefs that pronunciation is not important, can be “picked up” by learners,
and is difficult to teach (Morley, 1994). According to Morley, these beliefs have been
questioned and pronunciation teaching has undergone a shift, so that nowadays,
pronunciation instruction frameworks encompass not only linguistic competence, but also
discourse, sociolinguistic, and strategic competence. Morley (1991) also proposes that the

pronunciation curriculum has to be based on realistic goals. A curriculum which sets out to



develop learners native-like pronunciation is destined to frustrate both learners and
instructors, especialy if the learners have started learning the L2 after the age of puberty.
Morley proposes four redlistic learner goals for pronunciation instruction: (a) functional
intelligibility, (b) functional communicability, (c) increased self-confidence, and (d) speech
monitoring abilities and speech modification strategies for use beyond the classroom.

The implementation of pronunciation teaching in the L2 classroom requires severa
measures (Morley, 1991). Firgt, it is necessary for ESL teachers to possess a background in
applied English phonetics and phonology. Second, there has to be an effort to develop
pronunciation and speech methodologies, techniques and materials. Third, more evaluative
measures and methods have to be developed to veify learners inteligibility and
communicability improvement. Fourth, researchers have to continue to investigate various
aspects of L2 phonology. Finally, there is a need for controlled studies that investigate the
effects of specific pronunciation teaching procedures on the development of learners
pronunciation. The present study is concerned mainly with the second and the last needs
pointed out in this paragraph, i.e., the design of pronunciation techniques and materials and
the investigation of the effects of instruction on pronunciation development.

Studies on the effects of pronunciation instruction have concentrated on some of the
needs in this area, for example, (a) testing the validity of a multimoda methodology (Elliot,
1995; Quijada, 1997), (b) using more controlled teaching techniques (Neufeld, 1977; Strange
& Dittman 1984; Jamieson & Morosan, 1986), (c) using silent practice as a means to develop
perceptual (Mathews, 1997) and productive skills (Neufeld, 1977), (d) testing the effect of
immediate feedback (Jamieson & Morosan, 1986; Mathews, 1997), (e) linking pronunciation
to the normal language curriculum (Quijada, 1997), and (f) checking the effect of explicit
instruction and visual demonstration of sound articulation (Mathews, 1997). In addition to

these issues, some studies have compared the effectiveness of different types of instruction



(Macdonald, Yule & Powers, 1987) and checked the delayed effects of pronunciation
instruction (Yule, Hoffman & Damico, 1987; Macdonald et al., 1987). The studies mentioned
so far are insufficient to provide a conclusive answer about the role played by instruction in
the development of pronunciation. While some of the studies indicate that instruction is
ineffective (e.g., Macdonald et a., 1987; Quijada, 1997), others propose the opposite (e.g.,

Elliot, 1995; Mathews, 1997).

Although several of the needs for pronunciation instruction have been addressed by a
few studies, a major gap in the literature is the absence of a clear link between research
objedtives and the assumptions made by theories of Second Language Acquisition (SLA) and
interphonology (i.e., interlanguage phonology). In addition, it is necessary to have a greater
number of studies in the area of pronunciation instruction in order to develop more controlled
and effective research designs, so that the results yielded by these studies can be more
comparable and reliable. It seemsthat the link between theory and research, added to careful
research designs and abundant research results, may have two effects. First, it could help
educators realize the importance of pronunciation instruction in the language curriculum.
Second, writers of pronunciation and general language materials might be able to re-evaluate
the extent to which their work is appropriately addressing the pronunciation component, and
thus make appropriate modifications.

The area of pronunciation instruction is also controversial in regard to materials
design. An analysis of textbooks used to teach English in Brazil shows that these materials
stop short of following a communicative approach to pronunciation teaching, that is, of
emphasizing communicability and intelligibility. In some books the pronunciation component
is completely absent (Richards & Sandy, 2000); in others, pronunciation is dealt with
sporadically, emphasizing the spelling-sound relation (O’ Neil, Mugglestone & Anger, 1992).

There are books (Richards, Hull & Proctor, 1990, 1997) that contain a pronunciation exercise



in each unit, but these exercises are generally very limited, consisting of a quick presentation
and a task where learners should imitate a model. Some pronunciation manuals have
included, and sometimes integrated, a wide range of information on segmentals and
suprasegmentals (e.g., Prator & Robinet, 1985; Orion, 1988; Hagen & Grogan, 1992; Gilbert,
1993; Hewings, 1993). There is some variation in the way the two aspects are presented and
the amount of attention given to each of its subcomponents. However, despite the effort to
include many pronunciation aspects, the manuals till fall short of offering tasks that range
from more controlled to more communicative. The limitations of both textbooks and
pronunciation materials indicate that authors are still struggling to reconcile the pronunciation
component with the orientations of the Communicative Approach to language teaching.

In light of the difficulties faced by pronunciation instruction, it is important to carry
out research that aims at bringing together Second Language Teaching assumptions,
interphonology research findings and classroom practice. As Baptista (2000) points out, the
interface theory-research-practice is rarely found in the area of Pronunciation Instruction,
and, on the rare occasions when this interface occurs, it is made without an explicit link (e.g.,
Celce-Murcia et a., 1996), or it is limited to a few aspects (e.g., Pennington, 1994). Baptista
attributes this separation between research, theory and practice to the scarcity of studies
testing the effects of pronunciation instruction and to the controversial results obtained by the
few studiesin the area

The area of SLA has developed considerably over the past fifty years and thus, can
contribute greatly to the implementation of pronunciation instruction. Some of the variables
that have been investigated in an attempt to build a model for SLA, and that are relevant to a
discussion of pronunciation instruction, are the role of the following: () L1; (b) Universa
Grammar (UG); (c) age; (d) similarity, dissimilarity, and markedness of linguistic structures;

and (e) formal instruction. In the area of interphonology, a growing number of studies have



examined the acquisition of the L2 syllabic inventory by focusing on consonant clusters (e.g.,
Broselow, 1987, Eckman, 1991; Carlisle, 1991 Abrahamsson, 1997; Rebello, 1997; Rauber,
2002; Cornelian Janior, 2003) and/or word-final consonants (e.g., Yavas, 1997; Baptista &
Silva Filho, 1997; Silva Filho, 1998; Koerich, 2002; Silveira, 20023). A few of these studies
have dealt with Brazilian learners of English and the syllable simplification strategies they
resort to when they need to pronounce syllabic patterns that are not permitted in Brazilian
Portuguese (BP).

Vowel epenthesisisavery frequent syllable simplification strategy in BP (Fernandes,

1997). This strategy can be resorted to with (a) word-final consonants that are not permitted

in BP (map: [meepi], (b) initial /s/ clusters (stop: [is'tap], (c) medial clusters (MacDonald:

[meki’donawdi], and (d) final clusters (faced: ['fejsid]. The scope of the present study isthe

acquisition of English word-final consonants by Brazilian learners. The difficulty posed by
these word-final consonants seems to be related to the differences between English and BP
syllable inventories. In English, all ®@nsonants, except for /h/, can appear in word-final

position. Conversely, in BP there are severe restrictions regarding the consonants that can

appear in word-final position: /r/, /l/, /Im/ and /s/, where /r/ tends to be deleted (e.g., comer
“eat” [ko'me]) and /m/ loses its consonantal feature with the preceding vowel assimilating
its nasal feature (e.g., bom “good” [bdw]. Asfor /l/, it is generaly realized as [w], or more

raely, as [#]* (e.g., mal “bad” jnaw] or [mat]). The glides v/ and A/ occur without

restrictions in word-final position in BP. Due to these constraints on the L1 syllable structure,

Brazilian Portuguese speakers tend to resort to the epenthetic vowel /i or /w (Camara, 1970)

! See Collischonn (1996) and Monaretto, Quednaul and Hora (1996)



to pronounce consonant clusters not permitted in the L1 (e.g., pacto “pact” [pakitu]); and
the same process takes placeinthe L2 (e.g., game ['gejmi].

Baptista and Silva Filho (1997) propose a hierarchy of difficulty for word-final
consonants (from least difficult to most difficult): nasals, oral stops, and within this category,
first the bilabials, followed by the alveolars and the velars; fricatives, and affricates. As
regards voicing, for aimost al voiced/voiceless pairs, the voiced consonant in these pairs
causes more epenthesis. In addition to (a) voicing, (b) place of articulation, and (¢) manner of
articulation, the phonological environment can contribute to making the pronunciation of
final consonants more difficult. In Baptista and Silva Filho (1997), word-final consonants are
more difficult to pronounce when followed by a consonant than by a vowel or a pause, which
is the easiest context.

Thus, the syllable is an important curriculum component for pronunciation instruction
directed at Brazilian learners of English. Brazilians face many pronunciation problems due to
the differences between the syllabic patterns of their L1 and English. In order to avoid these
problems, they transfer L1 syllabic patterns while pronouncing English words, which

frequently results in the use of a syllable simplification strategy known as epenthesis—the

addition of an epenthetic vowel to most consonants in coda position (e.g., bed bed3i]).

Despite itsimportance,
the syllable has often been absent from curriculum components and pronunciation materials.
For the reasons previously described, the syllable must be an essential component of
pronunciation courses designed for Brazilian learners.

Unfortunately, most textbooks and pronunciation manuals used to teach English in
Brazil ignore the role played by the learner's L1. This is certainly connected with economic

factors, for these textbooks and manuals are published to be used in mixed ESL (English asa



second language) and EFL (English as a foreign language) classes all over the world. Thus,
there is a need for books published in the country where they will be used, and these books
should take into account the L1 factor. The literature in the area of second/foreign language
acquisition shows that the learner’s L1 is a major factor in the acquisition of the L2 phonetic
system (e.g., Mgor, 1994; Carlisle, 1994; Rebello, 1997; Baptista & Silva Filho, 1997).
Some studies have shown that learners tend to build their L2 phonetic system upon the L1
system (e.g., Flege, 1987; Baptista, 1992), which makes it difficult for learners to acquire
certain features that are somehow different in the L1 and the L2. It seems that a way of trying
to cope with this problem is to make learners aware of the differences between the two
phonetic systems, as well as show how the inappropriate transfer of L1 system features can
hinder communication in the L2. This could help learners realize why they have difficulty
making themselves understood while speaking the L2, and hopefully make them more
motivated to improve their pronunciation. In addition to motivation, pronunciation teaching
should provide learners with activities to minimize the effects of L1 interference and

maximize the transfer of features that are common to the L1 and the L2.

1.2 Statement of purpose

This study investigates the effects of instruction on the acquisition of English word-
final consonants by Brazilian learners. Specia attention is given to the use of epenthesis to
mitigate pronunciation problems generated by different syllabic patterns between the L1 and
the L2, at both the perception and the production levels. The decision to adopt epenthesis as
the focus of this research is based on the fact that the literature points to Brazilians
preference for this type of strategy when pronouncing word-final consonants that are not

alowed in Brazilian Portuguese. The main hypothesis guiding this research is that



pronunciation instruction based on the principles of the Communicative Approach can help
learnersto acquire English word-final consonants.

The present research investigates the role played by pronunciation instruction in the
acquisition of English word-final consonants by beginning-level Brazilian learners of
English. It also addresses several factors suggested by interphonology studies as influencing
the acquisition of the phonological system: (a) different syllabic patterns of the L1 and the
L2, (b) markedness (c) orthography, and (d) phonological environment (pause, consonant,
and vowel). In addition, the present study discusses the role of word frequency, order effect,
and some individual differences variables, as well as the effects of the pronunciation

instruction period on the learning of the rest of the language syllabus.

1.3 Significance of the study

Dedicating class time to help learners to cope with English word-final consonants
without resorting to epenthesis is important for two reasons. First, inserting an epenthetic
vowel after word-final consonants is one of the main features of Brazilians' accent, which, in
some cases might interfere with the learners professional development. Second, native
speakers comprehension is greatly dependent on rhythm, and the use of epenthesis interferes
with comprehension, thus jeopardising communication (Garcia, 1990; Rebello, 1997).

The present research is relevant to the area of interlanguage phonology for its original
attempt to test the effects of pronunciation instruction in an area which has been shown to be
problematic for Brazilian learners. In addition, this study is innovative in that it designed
pronunciation material tailored to the needs of Brazilian learners of English and based on the

communicative framework developed by Celce-Murcia, Goodwin and Brinton (1996).



Furthermore, like Koerich (2002), this study extends previous interphonology studies
on the acquisition of syllabic structure by including not only production, but also perception
data, to contribute to the discussion regarding the acquisition of word-final consonants in
relation to markedness and test some additional variables. Finally, the present study extends
previous ones on the acquisition of word-final consonants (Baptista and Silva Filho, 1997;
Koerich, 2002) by discussing the influence of word frequency and individual differences

variables.

1.4 Organization of the dissertation

The next three chapters present the theoretical background for the present study.
Chapter 2 presents a genera picture of pronunciation instruction in the field of Second
Language Teaching by reviewing studies that focus on this component at the theoretical and
practical levels. Chapter 3 reviews some of the issues that have been investigated in an
attempt to build a model for SLA, namey (a) L1 interference; (b) access to Universa
Grammar (UG); (c) age constraints; (d) similarity, dissimilarity, and markedness of the
linguistic structures; and (e) formal instruction effects. The last theoretical chapter reviews
several theoretical and empirical studies in order to verify the extent to which the factors
influencing SLA can provide us with insights on how L2 learners acquire the syllabic
inventories of the L2.

Chapter 5 describes the method employed to collect data for the present research,
including information about the participants, the materials (perception and production tests,
guestionnaires, pronunciation manual, and written exams), the procedures, and the data
analysis. Chapter 6 reports and discusses the results obtained in the present study for the

perception and production pre and posttests, with a focus on the effects of pronunciation



instruction on the performance of the experimental group. This chapter also includes the
analysis of test design variables and markedness variables. Furthermore, the chapter
investigates possible interactions between the perception and the production tests, and
between the participants performance on the written exams and individua differences
variables. Chapter 6 also investigates whether the experimental group lagged behind in their
knowledge of grammar and vocabulary, since part of their class time was used to provide
pronunciation instruction. The chapter ends by discussing the experimental group’s
evaluation of the pronunciation instruction material and procedures.

Finally, Chapter 7 discusses the theoretical implications for the areas of pronunciation
instruction and interphonology research, based on the findings of the present study. The
chapter also discusses the pedagogical implications of the research for the teaching of word-
final consonants to Brazilian learners. The last section points out the limitations of the present

study and gives suggestions for further research.



CHAPTER 2

PRONUNCIATION INSTRUCTION: THEORETICAL AND PRACTICAL ISSUES

2.1 Introduction

The present chapter presents a general picture of pronunciation instruction in the field
of Second Language Teaching (SLT) by reviewing studies that focus on this component at
the theoretical and practical levels. The first section discusses the role of pronunciation
instruction in the language syllabus, with a specia focus on goals, content, classroom
procedures, and evaluation. The second section analyzes the way several coursebooks and
pronunciation textbooks deal with the pronunciation component. For the pronunciation
textbooks, the analysis is restricted to the two components that are the focus of the present

study: consonants and syllables.

2.2 Pronunciation and the approaches to second language teaching

Pronunciation instruction was absent from the second/foreign language (L2)?
classroom for along time due to conventional beliefs that pronunciation is not important, can
be “picked up” by learners, and is difficult to teach. These beliefs have been questioned and
pronunciation instruction has undergone a shift, so that nowadays its frameworks may

encompass not only linguistic competence, but also discourse, sociolinguistic, and strategic

2 From now on, the term L2 will be used as referring to both second and foreign language, unlessitis
necessary to make a distinction between them.



competence (Morley, 1994). The development of pronunciation instruction can be better
understood if we analyze the history of the approaches to (SLT). The following paragraphs
present a brief review of the role played by pronunciation in the most influential approaches
to SLT since the end of the 18" century.

Grammar-Tranglation is an approach to SLT that had become well developed by the
end of the 18" century, with the intent of making this discipline more suitable for teaching
languages in the high school context (Howatt, 1984). Pronunciation instruction is far from the
main goals of this approach, which aims at providing students with practice in sentence
translation and memorization of vocabulary lists and detailed grammar rules.

The Direct Method (or its later reincarnation, the Natural Approach (Krashen &
Terrell, 1983) prevailed in the 19™" century. It regards the process of learning an L2 as being
the same as that of acquiring an L1. The language lessons consist of conversation sessions
about a specific topic, followed by question-answer practice. By listening to an appropriate
model, L2 learners are expected to spontaneously acquire pronunciation (Howatt, 1984).
Consequently, the methodology for pronunciation instruction consists of imitating a model
offered by the instructor, who is expected to be a native speaker of the target language and
not to use the learners’ L1 in class. In the much later Natural Approach, the imitation can
start after an initial “silent period”, during which the learner listens to L2 samples, but is not
required to spesk (Celce-Murciaet al., 1996).

At the start of the 20'" century, the Reform Movement, led by phoneticians and
educators, establishes important changes in pronunciation instruction. As speech is a primary
goal, pronunciation is emphasized from the initial stages of language learning, with the
classes being mostly taught in the target language. Phonetics plays an important role in SLT,
and both teachers (not necessarily native speakers of the target language) and learners are

provided with phonetic training. This approach rejects the idea that simple imitation leads to



good pronunciation, and as a result, pronunciation is explicitly taught, with the aid of the
phonetic alphabet. Actually, in the initial stages, the sentences and texts used in class are
written using the phonetic alphabet only, with the hope that |earners would develop a more
accurate pronunciation of the target language. The rationale behind this procedure is that if
learners have access to texts with normal spelling in the initial stages of language learning,
the acquisition of the target language phonological system becomes more difficult. After the
pronunciation of the text or sentence (preferably complex and about relevant topics) is
mastered, the learners move on to questionranswer, discussion, and retelling exercises
(Howatt, 1984).

Audiolingualism and the Oral Approach (middle of the 20" century) both emphasize
pronunciation instruction from the start, as it is expected to contribute to the development of
oral skills. The concept of phonemic contrastsis introduced in the language classroom, and it
is believed to contribute to the improvement of learners’ perception and production of the L2
sounds. The methodology for pronunciation instruction exploits the use of minimal pair drills
and the imitation of appropriate models, which are best practiced in alanguage laboratory, an
essentia resource for these approaches. In addition, learners receive some form of phonetic
information to help them improve their pronunciation. Thus, followers of Audiolingualism
and the Oral Approach assume that pronunciation (as well as other linguistic features) is
acquired through intense repetition and memorization of controlled sentences and dialogs,
which lead to habit formation (Stern, 1983). These beliefs were greatly influenced by
Behaviorism (Skinner, 1982).

Thus, during both the Reform Movement and Audiolingualism, pronunciation
instruction occupied a relevant place in the language curriculum, but it was de-emphasized
with the development of the Cognitive Approach. The notion of habit formation and the

supremacy of oral skills are rejected; in fact, the literate skills (reading and writing) are



considered as important as the oral skills. The central belief guiding this approach is that
language is governed by rules and that once learners have a deep understanding of these
rules, they will be able to use them in meaningful situations (Stern, 1983). Therefore, in the
Cognitive Approach, instruction in pronunciation is considered a waste of time, since
pronunciation is not something you learn, but acquire through practice with meaningful
materials (Celce-Murcia et ., 1996).

The pronunciation component occupies a specia place in the language curriculum
again with the Silent Way method. In this method, pronunciation is also taught from the very
beginning, with the help of tools such as pointers, charts and colored rods of different lengths.
It is believed that language learning involves conscious work, but that learners would be
overloaded if they tried to cope with form and meaning simultaneously. Consequently, the
lesson begins with a focus on the pronunciation of sounds, syllables or words, initially
modeled by the instructor, who speaks little, just indicating what the learners are expected to
do. The emphasis on pronunciation continues until the learners achieve a level of
pronunciation that allows them to be understood by a native speaker. If necessary, the
instructor gives the learners further modeling on how to pronounce the target element,
resorting to silent feedback such as gestures and silent mouthing (Stevick, 1971).

Pronunciation is still important for the method known as Community Language
Learning. Central beliefs here are that private classes are the ideal condition for learning, and
that learning is optimized when learners take decisions about the course content and “listen”
to themselves. The nethodology follows many steps, but essentially, the learners decide on
what they want to learn and they practice the pronunciation of a specific utterance, divided
into chunks, until they can produce it fluently. The instructor acts as a “human computer” that
can be turned on and off by the learners to provide data for repetition drills as many times as

they find necessary (Curran, 1976).



Finally, the Communicative Approach acknowledges the importance of the
pronunciation component too, which is essential to accomplish the approach’s main goa—
communication (Celce-Murcia et a., 1996). Different from many of the previous approaches
that value pronunciation instruction, the Communicative Approach aims at intelligible
pronunciation, rather than total accuracy. It states that traditional methods of pronunciation
instruction are incompatible with the notion that language instruction should be
communication-oriented. Despite recognizing the importance of pronunciation instruction,
the Communicative Approach foll owers tended to ignore it, or to focus exclusively on the
suprasegmentals®. At present, the importance of both segmentals and suprasegmentals in the
instruction of intelligible pronunciation is generally recognized (e.g., Morley, 1994;
Pennington, 1994; Celce-Murcia et al, 1996). Regarding methodology and goals for
pronunciation instruction, it is mainly proposed that pronunciation tasks should appeal to al
kinds of learners and aim at a compromise between fluency and accuracy (e.g., Morley, 1991;
Pennington, 1994; Celce-Murcia et a, 1996). This can be accomplished with the use of tools
from other disciplines (e.g., relaxation exercises from psychology, voice modulation from
theater arts), technology developments (e.g., pronunciation software, video and tape
recorders), the consideration of sociopsychological factors (e.g., motivation, attitude toward
the target language), and the learners active participation in the selection of curricular
objectives and in the learning process as awhole (Celce-Murciaet al., 1996).

Although the Communicative Approach has recognized the necessity of teaching
pronunciation, this component is still absent from many communicative classrooms and
materials. Moreover, teachers and materials developers who deal with pronunciation
instruction have found it difficult to implement the teaching of pronunciation instruction

according to the principles of the Communicative Approach. The next sections review central

3 Thisis particularly true for British materials such as Brazil (1991).



issues regarding the role of pronunciation instruction in the communicative language
syllabus, namely, the goals, content, procedures and evaluation criteria for pronunciation

instruction.

2.3 Pronunciation instruction and the language syllabus

The importance of incorporating pronunciation instruction in the L2 classroom lies in
the fact that it can help learners develop their interlanguage phonology by giving them “the
perceptual and the productive experience they need to reconceptualize their performance
targets while offering motivation to change and social experiences to develop a new value
set” (Pennington, 1994, p. 105). As the scope of pronunciation instruction has become more
comprehensive, new directions regarding the goals, content, and instruction procedures for
pronunciation have been suggested. In this section, we shall take a look at some researchers

recommendations on how to implement pronunciation instruction in the classroom.

2.3.1 Goals

Achieving a balance between fluency and accuracy has been the central goa of many
educators dealing with pronunciation instruction over the past 30 years. This general goal
encompasses the development of learners’ (@) intelligibility, (b) communicative ability, (c)
self-monitoring and self-correction strategies, and (d) ability to understand native speakers’
fluent speech. In addition, pronunciation instruction should help learners (€) acquire the L2
phonologica system, and (f) deal with L1 interference.

AsMorley (1991) points out, the pronunciation curriculum has to be based on realistic

goals. Therefore, a curriculum that sets out to develop learners' native-like pronunciation is



destined to frustrate both learners and instructors, especially if the learners have started
learning the L2 after the age of puberty. Therefore, a more realistic goa for pronunciation
instruction is to help learners to become fluent speakers of the target language. A fluent L2
learner must be able to perform a variety of communicative tasks (e.g., ordering a meal,
taking part in a group discussion, making requests), and this requires work on communication
strategies and intelligibility. Communication strategies such as making inferences, using
circumlocution and hesitation devices can help learners compensate for their limited
knowledge of the L2 (Oxford, 2001). Developing intelligibility and communicative ability
requires that learners be able to produce messages that can be understood by their listeners
(Munro & Derwing, 1995) and to understand other peoplé€’s utterances. Thus, it is necessary
to develop learners’ productive and perceptive skills. More specifically, learners should be
ableto (a) communicate orally with ease and efficiency, (b) produce the basic contrasts of the
target language sound system, and (c) understand fluent speech as produced by native
speakers (Bowen, 1972).

As Pennington and Richards (1986) observe, the explicit teaching of pronunciation
cannot be expected to generate immediate improvement in learners performance. Indeed,
research has shown that pronunciation development depends on learners reaching an
appropriate stage at the phonological level (e.g., Mathews, 1997; Yule, Hoffman & Damico,
1987). Rather than yielding immediate results, pronunciation instruction has an important
role as a tool to help learners gradually acquire the L2 phonological system. The results of
pronunciation instruction are likely to appear first in controlled environments and ultimately,
it is hoped, in spontaneous speech. Thus, Pennington and Richards propose that
pronunciation teachers should devise long-term goals for pronunciation instruction, and help

learners move from controlled to automatic performance.



Pronunciation instruction should also take into account the learners L1, sinceit is one
of the major sources of difficulty in trying to acquire the L2 phonological system. Thus,
diminishing the effects of L1 interference in the acquisition of the L2 phonological system
should be another goal for pronunciation instruction. Pronunciation problems triggered by L1
interference can be identified by referring to available interlanguage phonology
(interphonology) research, and by carrying out needs analysis for learners’ pronunciation.

Providing learners with explicit information about the L2 phonological system,
making them aware of the differences between the L1 and the L2 phonological systems, and
offering them practice with perception and production to achieve satisfactory levels of
intelligibility and communicability are important goals of pronunciation instruction.
Nevertheless, thistype of instruction islikely to be more effective if it provides learners with
self-monitoring and self-correction strategies to enable them to continue working on
pronunciation once they leave the classroom. Self-monitoring is the ability to identify
inaccuracies in one’'s own L2 speech; after identifying the problems, learners might attempt
to self-correct and produce language that is more target—like (Celce-Murciaet a., 1996).

Finaly, it isimportant to point out that the goals of pronunciation instruction are more
likely to be achieved if pronunciation is taught in conjunction with other language
components, and if decisions regarding pronunciation instruction take into account the
learners needs and objectives (Morley, 1994; Celce-Murcia et al., 1997). These two

measures are also expected to notivate learners to undertake the study of pronunciation.

2.3.2 Content

Several authors propose different lists of appropriate contents for pronunciation

instruction, including both components that are traditionally connected with pronunciation, as



well as more general components (e.g., Acton, 1984; Catford, 1987; Pennington and
Richards, 1986; Morley, 1991, 1994; Celce-Murcia et al, 1996). Components connected with
pronunciation involve working with (a) vowel and consonant contrasts, (b) intonation, (c),
rhythm, (d) word and sentence stress, (€) word boundaries, (f) reductions, (g) syllable
structure, (h) linking, (i) deletion, (j) substitution, and (k) the relationship between spelling
and sound. General components include non-verbal behaviors such as (a) body movements,
and (b) voice quality, as well as (c) command of grammar and vocabulary, and (d) strategies
to develop communicative ability and intelligibility.

When deciding about the content for pronunciation instruction, Celce-Murcia et al.
(1996) point out that there are no fixed rules. The decision must take into account the type of
learner, setting, institution, learners’ L1, and course methodology. The content of the

pronunciation syllabus should vary according to these factors.

2.3.3 Procedures

The goals of pronunciation instruction are more likely to be accomplished if we use a
variety of language instruction techniques to provide learners with practice that ranges from
more controlled to more communicative. As we shall see in this section, several techniques
and tools have been suggested to implement pronunciation instruction.

An important tool for pronunciation instruction is the phonetic alphabet, which is
intended to help learners dissociate spelling and sound, and is an additional and more
accurate device to study the L2 phonological system. Besides, once learners gain practice in
using the phonetic alphabet, they can use dictionaries with phonetic transcription to check the
correct pronunciation of words, which gives them support for ®lf-monitoring and self-

correction. Despite its pedagogical validity, the use of the phonetic alphabet in the language



classroom is still limited, which might be due to both a lack of appropriate teacher training
and the chaotic use of different types of phonetic alphabets in textbooks, dictionaries* and
pronunciation manuals.

Another tool associated with pronunciation instruction is the minimal pair, in which
two words or sentences are used to contrast two sounds or stress and intonation patterns that
might pose difficulties for learners (e.g., man vs. men; white house vs. White House Didn’t
you? (faling vs. rising intonation)). Despite all the criticism about their lack of
contextualization, minimal pairs are still present in most pronunciation materials because they
are useful for making learners aware of L2 phonological contrasts that might not exist in their
L1, and they may be appropriate for more controlled perception and production tasks. Bowen
(1972, p. 93) tried to contextualize minimal pairs by designing minimal-pair response

sentences such as the following:

This pen leaks. (Then don't write with it.)

This pan leaks. (Then don’t cook with it.)

In these sentences, the focus is still the contrast of two sounds, but they also show that,
sometimes, the context in which a word appears is insufficient to determine its meaning, and
thus, it is necessary to be able to discriminate between L2 phonological contrasts. These

sentences must be part of a situation, which can be easily illustrated, and which can show

learners the meaning load of phonemes, such as fe/ and /ee/ (penvs. pan) in English. In

addition, minimal pair sentences should include vocabulary that is relevant for the learners,
and the two elements being targeted by the minimal-pair sentences should have
approximately the same probability of being used in the carrier sentence. Such minimal pair

sentences are hard to create, and it seems to be very difficult to maintain a rea

4 Most American dictionaries adopt a set of symbols not used in any phonetics books.



communicative environment in class by simply using this type of technique. However, this
technique is an important tool for making learners aware of phonological contrasts and the
importance of mastering them at the perceptual and productive levels.

The concern with accurate pronunciation also gave rise to visua aids to help learners
with the production of L2 sounds, such as illustrations depicting lips, tongue and jaw
positions to articulate sounds. As technology gets more sophisticated, we can a so find videos
made with the purpose of showing how sounds are articuated (e.g., Pronunciation Power,
1996). Another visual aid on which pronunciation instruction has occasionally relied is wall
charts depicting some sort of phonetic aphabet, which can be used to make learners aware of
pronunciation problems and cue self-correction (Underhill, 1994). For the instruction of
prosody, authors tend to resort to graphic elements, such as bullets, arrows, and different font
formats and sizes. Particularly for the instruction of vowel duration, rubber bands can be
useful, sincethe instructor can illustrate long (tense) vowels by expanding the band, and short
(lax) vowels by letting the band contract (Gilbert, 1993).

Repetition is a common practice in the pronunciation classroom, and it may take place
with different types of tasks at the word, sentence or text levels: minimal pairs (words and
sentences), tongue twisters, rhymes, songs, poems, shadowing, etc. An aternative kind of
repetition is silent practice, in which learners just mouth or whisper the target word or
sentence. More sophisticated forms of repetition are reading aloud, recitation or
dramatization of texts, which rely on rehearsing based on a native speaker model. This type
of activity also involves practice with non-verbal behavior by using the mirroring technique,
i.e, by miming whatever a native speaker does with hissher body (Acton, 1984). Celce-
Murciaet a (1996) suggest asimilar technique, which they call mirroring or shadowing. This
technique requires a language lab with a two-track tape system and it invol ves the following

steps: (1) read over a written text several times until it is understood, (2) listen to the tape



containing the text several times while reading the text along, (3) record the learners’ voice
while reading along with the speaker on the tape (the learner should try to (“maintain the
same speed, rhythm, stress, and intonation” used by the speaker, and (4) play back the two
recordings and compare them (CelceMurcia et a, 1996, p. 199).

Providing learners with explicit instruction is especially important in the area of
pronunciation. This can be done with the help of the phonetic alphabet and minimal pair
activities, as well as with the comparison and contrast of the phonological system of the
learners’ L1 and of the L2. Learners need to receive information on how the two languages
differ phonologically, and about adequate strategies to deal with pronunciation difficulties
such as vowel and consonant contrasts, syllabic structures, and intonation patterns. Certainly
the reference to the learners’ L1 is easier when we are teaching a group that shares the same
L1. Rivers (1991) highlights the importance of language experience and knowledge about
language facts, and observes that the interaction between both is essential for language
learning to take place. The classroom implication is that teachers should make sure their
learners are constantly using what they already know and reflecting upon what is being
learned.

The pronunciation class should aso provide learners with a wide variety of listening
practice, including naturalistic or naturalistic-like speech samples. Moreover, learners have to
listen to their own speech, so that they can develop self-monitoring and self-correction
strategies. They can also gain further practice with these strategies by listening to their
classmates and providing them with feedback on their pronunciation. Self-listening and peer-
listening activities are more effective if accompanied by checklists that help learners focus on
specific problems and select phonological mints that the teacher feels need to be improved

(for examples of checklists, see Prator & Robinett, 1985; Gilbert, 1993, and Celce-Murcia et



a., 1996). Equally important is to have learners listen to native speakers’ speech and identify
linguistic and non-linguistic features that need attention, and practice their own speech.

Connecting the pronunciation material with the main coursebook and or learners
work environment is essential for the success of pronunciation instruction. Wong (1987)
recommends hat a good way of convincing learners of the importance of working on
pronunciation is to make them realize their speech might sometimes be unintelligible. This
could be achieved in three ways. First, teachers should not understand students when their
speech production islikely to be unintelligible outside the classroom. Second, learners should
receive assignments in which they are required to communicate with native speakers outside
the classroom. Third, learners should tell their partners when they do not understand them.
Once learners are aware of the importance of achieving intelligible pronunciation, and
hopefully motivated to do so, they are ready for pronunciation classes that aim at
intelligibility for effective communication.

The paragraphs above presented some techniques that are expected to help instructors
to teach pronunciation for different clienteles, aiming at the development of intelligible
pronunciation. Celce-Murcia (1987) and Celce-Murcia et a (1996) present a framework for
pronunciation instruction that incorporates many of these ideas, and, most important,
provides L2 practitioners with a comprehensive guideline on how to design pronunciation
classes and materials.

Celce-Murcia (1987) recommends four steps in designing communicative tasks for
pronunciation instruction: (a) Identify your students' problems, (b) find lexical/grammatical
contexts with many natural occurrences of the problem sound(s), (c) develop communicative
tasks that incorporate the words and or structures, and (d) develop at least three or four tasks
so that you can recycle the problem and keep practicing the target sound(s) in hew contexts.

Regarding the types of activities and the sequence in which these activities should be



presented, Celce-Murcia et al. (1996) propose that a pronunciation lesson should ideally
consist of five steps: (a) description and analysis (i.e.,, awareness raising), (b) listening
discrimination, (c) controlled practice and feedback, (d) guided practice with feedback, and
(e) communicative practice and feedback. These five steps are illustrated in the pronunciation
manual used in the present study (see Appendix E) and the rationale for this framework will

be presented in Section 3.6.2 (Chapter 3).

2.3.4 Evaluation

Goodwin, Brinton and Celce-Murcia (1994) discuss another important component of
pronunciation instruction—assessment. They suggest three types of assessment: diagnostic
evaluation, ongoing evaluation, and classroom achievement testing. Diagnostic evaluation
provides an overall picture of learners command of the L2, helping the teacher identify their
needs and make placements. This type of assessment should address perception and
production skills. Perception can be assessed via discrimination ability tasks, and production,
via the analysis of learners' recorded materials, such as the reading aloud of a passage and
spontaneous speech on an open-ended topic.

Ongoing evaluation with feedback should take the form of teacher, peer and self-
correction. It allows for evaluation, individualized instruction, curriculum revision, and
feedback on individual progress. Peer feedback is considered relevant to help learners benefit
from classroom interaction, improve their listening, self-monitoring and self-correction
ahilities, and put their knowl edge of pronunciation into practice. Activities that can be used
for peer practice are pair or group activities where one learner speaks and the others have to
discriminate between minimal pairs, or learners can analyze someone's presentation keeping

in mind a specific feature (ex. past tense —ed pronunciation). Teachers' correction should use



audio or videocassette recorder techniques such as the oral dialogue journal or the recording
of pronunciation tutoring sessions> At present, software systems such a PureVoice® can be
used for the same purpose, with the advantage of teachers being able to insert feedback at any
point in their students' recordings without taping over the original recording. Whatever type
of feedback is given, teachers should remember to provide learners with tools to help them
focus on specific pronunciation problems and develop self-monitoring strategies.
Finally, classroom achievement testing assesses learners mastery of the content

provided by the course, thusindicating learners’ progress as outlined by the syllabus. The test
can be of the same kind used in diagnostic tests, and can include, if possible, many other task

types which require some knowledge of the phonetic a phabet (Goodwin et al, 1994).

2.4 Pronunciation instruction: Coursebooks and pronunciation textbooks

Researchers have made relevant suggestions concerning the goals, content, procedures
and evaluation criteria for pronunciation instruction. Nevertheless, many of these suggestions
still need to be incorporated in L2 coursebooks and pronunciation textbooks. In this section,
we shall briefly analyze some of the books used in English courses at private institutions and
at universitiesin Brazil, focusing on the instruction of the pronunciation component.

Some popular coursebook series used for English instruction in Brazil ” are Headway
(Soars & Soars, 1987), Interchange (Richards, Hull & Proctor, 1990) and its new version—
New Interchange, (1997), American Dimensions (O’ Neill, Mugglestone & Anger, 1992), and
Passages (Richards & Sandy, 2000). In addition to these textbooks, some language courses at
universities use specia pronunciation textbooks. These are the rare cases when the

> Baptista (1987) offers some important information on how to carry out this type of activity.

® Free download available at http://www.eudora.com/products)
’ The textbooks chosen for analysis are used in the English course at UFSC, other universities, and private
institutions in Brazil.



pronunciation component is likely to be the content of a whole semester course. At
Universidade Federal de Santa Catarina, some of the pronunciation textbooks used are:
Manual of American Pronunciation (Prator & Robinett, 1985), Focus on Pronunciation and
Basics in Pronunciation (Lane, 1993 and 1997, respectively), Clear Speech (Gilbert, 1993
and 2001) Pronunciation Tasks (Hewings, 1993), Sound Advantage (Hagen & Grogan,
1992), and Pronouncing American English: Sounds, stress, and intonation (Qrion, 1988). |
shall begin by analyzing the coursebooks, and then concentrate on the pronunciation

textbooks.

2.4.1 English coursebooks

Of the four coursebook series analyzed, the only one that completely disregards the

pronunciation component is Passages. The other series vary in the extent to which they
explore pronunciation, as well as in the procedures used. From the Headway series, the
intermediate book does not contain any pronunciation practice in itself, but an additional
pronunciation manual was designed by Bowler and Cunningham (1990) to accompany it. The
other two books: upper-intermediate and advanced, contain one or two pronunciation
exercises in four out of 12 units. Furthermore, Headway’ s advanced workbook includes one
or two pronunciation exercises for each of the 12 units. An analysis of books 1, 2 and 3 of the
series Interchange/New Interchange reveals that the pronunciation component is present in
amost all units; but the laboratory manuals (Richards, 2002) leave out the pronunciation
component. The two volumes of the American Dimensions series (intermediate and
advanced) contain very short exercises that offer extrainformation about the pronunciation of

vocabulary and grammar items that appear in the same unit as the pronunciation task.



As regards pronunciation content, the textbooks analyzed deal mainly with the
instruction of intonation, stress, consonant and vowel contrasts, and inflectional endings (past
tense —ed, and 3¢ person singular present tense and plural endings). Two of the textbook
series—Headway and American Dimensions—contain exercises involving the relation
between spelling and sound, and in American Dimensions and Headway advanced (both the
student book and the workbook), the spelling/sound relation is the focus of many exercises.
For example, a typical spelling-sound exercise deals with the pronunciation of words with
irregular spelling (“tough”, “enough’) or silent letters (* knife”, “plumb™). The two series also
emphasize the way affixes and parts of speech can cause stress alternation (e.g., “ photograph”
and photography”; “present” (noun) and “present” (verb), respectively). The manual that
accompanies Headway intermediate, in addition to offering pronunciation practice, recycles
the content of the textbook. This is accomplished because the pronunciation tasks deal with
grammar points, vocabulary and topics found in the same sequence in the textbook. The
Interchange/New | nterchange series presents short exercises that deal mainly with intonation,
various reductions, linking, consonant release, and emphatic and contrastive stress at the
word and sentence levels.

Regarding procedures for pronunciation instruction, Headway intermediate and upper-
intermediate contain the typical listen and repeat exercises and minimal -pair contrasts, at the
word and sentence levels. On the other hand, Headway advanced (the student book and the
workbook) relies mostly on the reading aloud of poems, based on a listening model, as well
as on exercises involving classifying and matching. Most of the exercises assume that the
students are aready acquainted with the pronunciation rules being targeted. The
pronunciation manual that accompanies Headway intermediate, however, is more
comprehensive in terms of procedures. It contains illustrations showing lip and tongue

position for the articulation of the sounds and it highlights when sound contrasts are a



problem for learners of a specific L1. Nevertheless, the exercises are not designed to suit al
learners with different L1 backgrounds, since the way sounds are contrasted is not always
appropriate for some L1 learners mentioned by the authors®. Additional techniques used for
pronunciation practice are (@) listening discrimination, (b) listen and repeat, (c) rule
deduction, and (d) controlled practice. The pronunciation component seems to be important
to the authors of Headway. Although the textbooks vary in the quantity of pronunciation
tasks and the exercises tend to be limited to the linguistic aspects of pronunciation, the
authors try to keep the pronunciation tasks connected with the content of the unit in which
they appear.

In the Interchange/New Interchange series (Richards et a., 1990, 1997), the
pronunciation tasks are generally very short and simple, consisting of presentation through a
model, listening discrimination, identification, repetition, and a few exercises requiring
learners' elaboration of examples based on the model. Most of these procedures are recurrent
in this four-book series (from elementary to intermediate level), and what varies is the
grammar of the sentences and the vocabulary being practiced, which are directly connected to
the unit where the pronunciation task appears.

In American Dimensions the pronunciation content is reviewed after every two units,
together with the grammar and vocabulary review. There is no explicit instruction about the
pronunciation item, and generally learners have to perform a discrimination task in order to
guess the rule that governs the target pronunciation item. This task generaly contains
minimal pairs or list of words in which one sound differs from the others), and it is normally
followed by another task in which learners are required to repeat after a model or read aloud
words, sentences or short dialogues. Similar to Headway and Interchange/New Interchange,

American Dimensions approaches the pronunciation component with a focus on the linguistic

8 For example, the sounds /j and /d3/ are presented as being a problem for Portuguese learners, but actually, for
Brazilian Portuguese learners, the problematic contrasts are /3/ and /d3/, and /d/ and / d3/ before /i/.



aspects, neglecting communicative practice through activities that require more spontaneous

speech, such as interviews, role-plays or shadowing.

2.4.2 Pronunciation textbooks

As for the pronunciation textbooks, most of them are direded at intermediate or
advanced learners (e.g., Prator & Robinett, 1985; Hagen & Grogan, 1992; and Gilbert, 1993;
Lane, 1993 and 1997, Orion, 1988). Hewings (1993) textbook is the only one directed at pre-
intermediate |learners, and more recently, Gilbert (2001) released a book directed at beginning
learners. These textbooks tend to include exercises with vowels, consonants, intonation,
stress, rhythm, syllables, and connected speech features (e.g., reductions, assimilation,
linking). The following review will concentrate on how the pronunciation textbooks deal with
the two components that are the scope of the present study: consonants and syllables.

Manual of American Pronunciation (Prator & Robinett, 1985) is directed at advanced
learners. Actualy, the book contains so much detailed information about the English sound
system that, as suggested by the authors, it is suitable for learners studying to be language
teachers. The units start with detailed phonetic descriptions of segmentals and
suprasegmentals, and there are many exercises that require learners to use phonetic
transcriptions. The syllable component is discussed in the units dealing with rhythm and
stress, with an emphasis on the contrast stressed/unstressed at word and sentence levels. The
consonants are introduced toward the middle of the book, with an emphasis on voicing, place
and manner of articulation. There is also a thorough description of all types of consonant
clusters and some information about the difficulties they may offer. The book contains an
impressive inventory of English pronunciation features that the authors believe to be the most

relevant to help improve L2 learners pronunciation. According to the authors, the content



selection was based on previous analysis of speech samples of learners of different L1
backgrounds.

Regarding procedures, Manual of American Pronunciation contains illustrations to
help learners articulate the sounds properly, as well as plenty of listen and repeat tasks. The
pronunciation items are recycled throughout the units with exercises that involve perception
and production at the word, sentence, and paragraph levels. Learners are also required to read
aloud or record texts, conversations and limericks, and the sounds are practiced in initial,
medial and final positions. The manual’s value liesin its careful compilation of pronunciation
difficulties and the comprehensive phonetic descriptions. The exercises, however, lack a
communicative focus. Most units follow a sequence that includes: (a) detailed description of
the pronunciation focus, (b) listening discrimination via a native speaker’s model, (c) listen
and repeat, and (d) reading aoud or answering questions.

In Pronunciation Tasks (Hewings, 1983), the consonants are presented in separate
groups according to the manner of articulation (e.g., plosive, fricatives). Subsequent units
offer additional practice with the consonants again, but now grouped in pairs (e.g., /p/~/b/).
This manual includes practice with some consonant clusters—initia, medial, final, and across
words. The units dealing with clusters also discuss the processes of deletion and linking. The
normal procedure throughout the units is to have learners (@) listen to and repeat words
containing the target sounds, (b) complete a discrimination task (underline words containing
the target sounds in a conversation, sentence or word, or classify words according to a
specific target sound), (c) listen to and repeat a list of words that are used subsequently to
complete short conversations or sentences, and (d) read conversations. Sometimes learners
are asked to deduce rules or give short answers using some vocabulary previously practiced.
The units dealing with consonants also contain illustrations showing how they are articul ated.

Some interesting features of Hewings' book are the variety of task types, the selection of



vocabulary that is appropriate to the learners' level, and vocabulary recycling. However,
sometimes the tasks that ask for rule deduction appear as the first step in a unit, and this
might hinder motivation due to the level of difficulty of some of the tasks. Furthermore, some
units lack a smooth transition between content presentation and more open-ended tasks, and
many units finish with controlled or guided practice.

Gilbert's Clear Speech (1993) for intermediate/advanced learners starts with a
comprehensive test to help teachers build a pronunciation profile of their learners. In the
beginners book, Gilbert (2001) initially focuses on the alphabet and vowels. In both books,
Gilbert presents some of the pronunciation itemsin a rather different way from other material
writers, which is connected to her belief that work on rhythm can be the most effective way
of improving learners' pronunciation. The concept of syllable counting is aldressed at the
initial units in both books. In the intermediate/advanced book, syllable counting is practiced
at the word and sentence levels, also including information on past tense endings and letters
that are not pronounced. On the other hand, in the beginners book, the focus is at the word
level only, and the emphasis is on word-endings, especialy the contrast between words
ending in a consonant versus a consonant plus —y (e.g., contrast such as rain/rainy), past
tense or gerund endings. In the advanced book, from units 27, the focus is on consonants,
which are presented in pairs, while in the beginners book, the consonants appear in the
second half of the book. While most pronunciation textbooks use the voicing or place of
articulation criteria to contrast the consonants, Clear Speech relies on the manner of
articulation criterion (e.g., continuants versus stops). Thus consonants that have the same
place of articulation but different manner of articulation (e.g., two alveolars, such as the

fricative /9 and the stop /t/) are paired. In some units and an appendix, there is practice with

contrasts that might be difficult for learners of some L1 backgrounds (e.g., /t/~/6/).



As for procedures, in Clear Speech, most contrastive pairs of consonants are
accompanied by lip and tongue illustrations of how they are articulated, together with some
tips to practice producing the two sounds. During the practice, in the intermediate/advanced
book learners alternate between the two sounds in isolation and in words containing them in
final position, beginning with silent practice and then saying them out loud. The practice goes
on with minimal pairs (both at the word and sentence levels), concentrating on the target
sounds in final position. After receiving information and practicing linking, the learners get
additional practice. In the intermediate/advanced book, the practice involves repeating
limericks, songs, or rhymes in order to improve rhythm, while in the beginners' book, it
involves performing short dialogs with a communicative function (e.g., checking phone
numbers). Finaly, in the advanced book, learners’ perception is checked with the help of
sentence dictation, and there is a brief review of the previous unit’ s instruction point, whereas
in the beginners’ book, the perception exercises involve discrimination with minimal pairs. In
addition to these activities, the units dealing with consonants also contain extensive practice
of minimal pair sentences with peer feedback and dialogue reading, but communicative tasks
are rare. Different from many manuals is Gilbert’s focus on the perception and production of
consonants in final position, which is particularly important for learners whose L1 sound
inventory has a limited number of consonants occupying final position (e.g., Brazilian
Portuguese). Choosing to contrast consonants in terms of manner of articulation has its
negative and positive points. On the one hand, it enlarges the contrast between the two
sounds being studied, thus making it easier for learners to hear and produce the contrast. On
the other hand, it disregards magjor difficulties such as that posed by the contrast
voiced/voiceless, which is a relevant feature of English pronunciation that learners of certain
L1 backgrounds may find difficult to acquire without explicit instruction (e.g., German

speakers).



Focus on Pronunciation (advanced) and Basics in Pronunciation (intermediate)
(Lane, 1993 and 2001, respectively) present an overview of the consonants in the initial units,
but this component is addressed more thoroughly around the second half of the books. In
Focus on Pronunciation, there is further practice with the consonants in supplementary units
towards the end of the book. Both books include information about initial and final
consonants, and the contrast between voiced and voiceless consonants is emphasized, as well
as linking with final consonants. Another issue addressed by both books is the pronunciation
of initial and final clusters, as well as past tense, plural, and third person endings. In Basicsin
Pronunciation, syllable counting and stress are the focus of initial units, but in the advanced
book, only syllable stress is emphasized, giving specia attention to the way prefixes and
suffixes can change word stress, as well as the stress patterns of compound nouns.

Regarding procedures, Focus on Pronunciation and Basics in Pronunciation are
dlightly heavy on the description of the phonological features, and they present tips and
illustrations to help learners produce the target sounds. These are generally followed by
exercises in which the learners have to listen and repeat or discriminate sounds. There are
also afew exercisesin which tips for rule memorization are given (e.g., the pronunciations of
past tense endings), several exercises involving listening to recorded texts and answering
questions, and dialog practice. Furthermore, towards the end of the units, there are several
exercises in which the learners are required to ask and answer questions based on a set of
given vocabulary containing target sounds, which is generally performed in the form of a
game. The assignments involve recording words and expressions studied in each unit, as well
as spontaneous speech sampl es such as reporting an experience or describing an event.

Sound Advantage (Hagen & Grogan, 1992) addresses the syllable in initial units,
caling learners’ attention to how it is defined and counted, including information about

stress, pitch patterns, the relationship between vowel length and syllable stress (here special



atention is given to the reduced vowel /o/). Most units begin with a pre-test involving a

listening discrimination task, which is followed by a chart with examples and information
about the target instruction point. The following tasks normally involve listening for a model,
followed by repetition exercises. Some perception exercises require learners to listen to
words which are not spelled and to decide whether they have a certain sound or are the same
or different. For isolated sounds, there is the help of illustrations and directions to guide their
correct articulation. The production exercises normally include practice at the word, phrase,
and sentence levels. In the chapter on consonants, the authors also address the notion of
unreleased consonants and the difficulties posed by clusters, calling attention to the way some
language learners use an epenthetic vowel or delete consonants while producing difficult
clusters. In the appendices, there is further practice with al of the consonants, which are
practiced by reading minimal pairs or short sentences, accompanied by information about the
consonants  articulation. Here the consonants are practiced in initia, medial, and fina
positions. In addition, Sound Advantage includes tasks that ask for listening discrimination of
words that are not spelled, which might prevent learners from being dependent on spelling.
Two negative points in Sound Advantage are that the initial units lack exercises that
go beyond controlled practice, and the sequence of exercises in the units on vowels tends to
be quite repetitive. These two factors make it hard to keep learners motivated®. The last 7
units contain more open-ended tasks, giving the learners the opportunity to speak more
freely, as well as to monitor their pronunciation performance in more communicative tasks.
Most of these tasks include paragraph reading, short presentations dealing with cultural
aspects, picture description, pair/native speaker interviews, and sentence completion. A

limitation in this textbook is that there is no smooth transition from controlled to open-ended

® This was the feedback | received from a group with whom | used Hagen and Grogan’s (1992) manual to teach
pronunciation.



tasks and, although students are expected to work in pairs or groups to provide peer-feedback,
the manual offers no directions on how they should do it.

In Teaching American Pronunciation (Orion, 1988), the concept of syllable is
discussed together with stress, which is dealt with at the word and sentence levels. The
exercises focus on having learners count syllables, as well as identify the stressed ones and
the reduced vowels. The units working on consonants contain illustrations with place and
manner of articulation. The consonants are introduced in pairs emphasizing the
voiced/voiceless contrast, or other types of contrasts for the liquids, nasals, glides and /h/.
Additional information about spelling and irregular pronunciation (e.g. past tense ending,

silent letters) is included, as well as additional exercises with other contrasts known to be

difficult for some language learners (e.g., #/~/8/; B/~/s/. There are dso some exercises

including some types of consonant clusters: /p/ and /b/ plus liquids, /I/ preceding /t/ and / d/,

and some initial and final /s/ clusters.

The sequence of tasks in Teaching American Pronunciation is mostly the same
throughout the units and it consists of: (a) making learners aware of the articulators' position
in the mouth viaillustration and directions; (b) listening to a contrast, first in words, then in
sentences; (c) discriminating sounds; (€) listening to and repeating minima pairs; (f)
practicing minimal-pair sentences (some of them accompanied by an illustration to aid
memorization); and (g) dialog practice in pairs. Some units include an exercise to recycle the
contents of previous units (especialy stress and intonation), which is integrated with the
content of the current unit, and an assignment that might consist of identifying and practicing
the target sounds in words, sentences, riddles, proverbs or poems. This assignment should be
completed at home and practiced with a peer in class, giving students the opportunity to

receive and provide peer feedback. Orion’s manual is comprehensive and includes clear



instructions and descriptions of the articulation of sounds. It also tries to explore the
particularities of each consonant sound, which are practiced in initial, medial and fina

positions. Occasionally, however, some of the minimal pair tasks deal with contrasts that are

not common problems for many L2 learners (e.g., /f/ vs. /p/, and /f/ vs. /h/). Although the

book is said to contain a variety of communication activities (cf. back cover), most of the

unitsinclude exercises that go from presentation up to controlled practice of contents.

2.5 Conclusion

The review of general language textbooks for English as an L2 indicates that there isa
lot to be done to develop materials that approach pronunciation with a focus on
communication and intelligibility. Some pronunciation textbooks have tried to include, and
sometimes integrate a wide range of information on segments and suprasegmentals. Despite
this effort to include a large number of pronunciation items, these textbooks still stop short of
offering tasks that range from more controlled to more communicative. A similar conclusion
is drawn by Jones (1997), after a review of severa available pronunciation materials. This
reinforces the assumption that followers of the Communicative Approach are till struggling

to cope with the pronunciation component adequately.



CHAPTER 3

ISSUES IN SECOND LANGUAGE ACQUISITION: FOCUS ON THE ACQUISITION
OF THE PHONOLOGICAL SYSTEM

3.1Introduction

The area of Second Language Acquisition (SLA) has developed considerably over the
past fifty years, giving rise to several lines of research that try to explain the process human
beings undergo when acquiring a second language. Some of the issues'® that have been
investigated in an attempt to build amodel for SLA are the role of the following elements: (a)
L1; (b) Universal Grammar (UG); (c) age; (d) similarity, dissimilarity, and markedness; and
(e) formal instruction.

This section will address some of the answers given to these questions and will
present a brief review of the most influential findings regarding the process of SLA,

including linguistic, cognitive, and biological factors.

3.2Theroleof theL1

The question of whether the L1 plays arole in SLA has been the source of
extensive controversy. During the 50s and 60s, the Contrastive Analysis Hypothesis (CAH)
proposed that L1 transfer was the key to understanding SLA (Fries, 1945, Lado, 1957). As

observed by Ritchie and Bhatia (1996), this hypothesis reflects psychological and linguistic

10 Different questions have been raised in studies concerned with non-linguistic factors. For example, some
studies have investigated the role learner’ s charact eristics such as motivation, personality, aptitude, and social
factors play in SLA (e.g., Gardner & Lambert, 1972; Jones, 1977. Schumann, 1978; Meisel, Clahsen &
Pienemann, 1981; Beebe, 1983; Skehan, 1989). As the present study does not aim at investigating such issuesin
depth, the answers provided to these questions in SLA literature will not be reviewed here.



theories structured upon a behaviorist view of language acquisition. Thus, the CAH predicted
that SLA is only possible when learners manage to transfer the habits of their L1 into the L2.
More specifically, the CAH predicted that SLA is easier when the L2 and the L1 have similar
structures, but difficult when the structures of the two languages differ. For example, both

Brazilian Portuguese and English have words beginning and ending with the letter “m”. In

both languages, “m” is pronounced as [m] in syllable-initial position. However, in word-final

position, “m” is still pronounced as[m] in English, but not in Brazilian Portuguese, in which

it is pronounced as a nasd diphthong: bom “good” [b6w] (Vandressen, 1999). Due to this

difference, the structure of the L1 would interfere and Brazilian learners would have

difficulties in mastering the English final / m/, since they would have to cope with the burden

of suppressing L1 habits and devel oping new habits to suit the L2. The same would happen to
English speakers learning Brazilian Portuguese.

The CAH has been criticized for overstressing the role of L1 in the process of
acquiring an L2, since not every error encountered in the language produced by L2 learners
can be attributed to their L1. For example, Brazilian learners tend to have difficulties with the

stress pattern of the word hotel and they may stress the first syllable instead of the last one

["how.tew]. In BP, the stress pattern for thisword is exactly the same asin English, thus, we

would not expect learners to have problems with this word. Possibly, this error is caused by
the overgenerdization of arule that says that most disyllabic nouns in English take the stress
inthefirst syllable.

Due to the limitations of the CAH, some lines of research tended to try and abolish
the notion of L1 transfer in SLA. This is the case of the Morpheme Order Studies, which
were carried out to provide empirical support for the hypothesis that children exposed to

either the L1 or the L2 under different conditions tend to undergo similar developmental



stages. In the area of SLA, the Morpheme Studies were initially carried out by Dulay and
Burt (1972). These researchers rejected the notion of L1 transfer, which was considered an
irrelevant factor in SLA. Several studies were carried out to confirm the hypothesis that the
processes involved in SLA are pretty much the same as those in L1 (L1=L2 hypothesis).
Support for this hypothesis came mainly from studies that dealt with the acquisition of
morphemes (e.g., plura forms, present progressive) by Spanish-speaking children acquiring
English. These studies showed that many L2 learners seemed to follow basically the same
morpheme acquisitional order, independent of their L1 background.

The Morpheme Studies have been criticized for their limitations, especialy in relation
to their data elicitation devices, the lack of attention to individual differences, and the
complete denia of L1 influence (Gass & Selinker, 1991; Towel & Hawkins, 1994).
Nevertheless, the Morpheme Studies catapulted an important trend in SLA research, which
had traditionally compared L1 and L2 while investigating the acquisition process. In its new
phase, SLA acquisition research started to focus on the language produced by learners in
order to identify acquisition patterns. This new tendency was devel oped even further with the
rise of Error Analysis (Corder, 1971), which was aso seeking support for the L1=L2
hypothesis. Learners' language samples were exhaustively analyzed in order to identify errors
and their sources. The results also confirmed that the learners’ L1 failed to account for every
error, since learners of different L1 backgrounds made similar errors in a given L2. An
additional finding was that the criterion similarity/difference of structures was not a good
predictor of difficulty. These findings certainly undermined the central tenets of the
Contrastive Analysis, but Error Analysis has also received its share of criticism for focusing
on errors and for creating endless and ambiguous lists of types of errors.

The findings of the Morpheme Studies and Error Analysis were essential to the

recognition of the dynamism and autonomy of the L2 system, leading to the investigation of



this system as whole, not only the cases in which acquisition seemed to be difficult or
unsuccessful. Nevertheless, the complete rejection of the learners’ L1 as a relevant factor in
SLA proved to be inadequate, and this will be illustrated with examples from interphonol ogy
studies in this chapter. A more acceptable view of the role played by the L1 in SLA is offered
by Selinker (1972), who coined the expression interlanguage (IL) to define the L2 learner’s
language system, which is seen as a system composed of L1 transfer, L2 structures and
overgeneralization of language rules. According to Selinker (1972), an important feature of
IL isthat it is subject to fossilization. In other words, the IL contains structures that (a) fall
short of the target language; (b) are impervious to L2 exposure, explicit instruction or
negative feedback; and (c) remain as potential performance, especialy when learners are
engaged in intellectually demanding activities or experience anxiety, excitement or

relaxation.

Based onwhat hasbeen reviewed in thissection, it seems pertinent to concludethat the L 1 does play animportant rolein SLA,
and it cannot beignored when oneinterpretsdatain thisarea. However, one cannot overstressthisroleand resort to L 1 interference to
explainall sortsof difficulty that |earnersencounter inthe SLA process.

3.3Theroleof UG

The finding that the L1 is not the only factor affecting SLA redirected the focus of
research, which has sought for alternative explanations for the process of SLA. A very
influential line of research in the area of language acquisition is the Universal Grammar (UG)
approach, as proposed by Chomsky (1981, 1986). This is a general theory of language
acquisition, and as such, it should be appropriate to guide studies in the area of SLA as well.
The UG approach states that all human beings inherit a set of principles and parameters,
which are the basis for language acquisition. The principles are universal rules in language
acquisition, which means they remain the same across languages; for example, all languages

contain vowels and consonants. On the other hand, each language uses a different set of



parameters, which are limited, usualy binary (yes or no), sets of options from which the
speaker of a certain language can choose. For example, some languages might contain both
oral and nasa vowels (e.g., Portuguese, French), while others might use only ora vowels
(e.g., Spanish and English).

The hypothesis that al human beings are endowed with a language learning
mechanism (i.e., UG) might account for the logical problem of language acquisition. In other
words, the existence of this mechanism might explain how children acquire such abstract
knowledge as language, despite exposition to limited and degenerate language input, and the
lack or ineffectiveness of negative feedback (Chomsky, 1986).

The logical problem of language acquisition applies to both L1 and L2, but in the
second case, other issues are involved. Different from L1 learners, most L2 learners fail to
achieve full mastery of the L2, especially when they start learning the language after puberty.
Therefore, one can question to what extent the proposed language learning mechanism can
account for SLA.

The debate regarding the role of UG and why incompl eteness seems to be the rule in
SLA has culminated in three different positions. The first position argues that adult L2
learners have no access to UG, and this is due to age constraints (e.g., Meisel, 1991). The
second position states that L2 learners can only access UG via their L1, which might explain
why they have difficulties in resetting the existent L1 parameters to fit the L2 (e.g., Bley-
Vroman, 1983; Schachter, 1989). According to Bley-Vroman, UG atrophies with age, thus
forcing L2 learnersto rely on problem-solving mechanisms. Therefore, L2 learners' different
achievement levels depend on how good they are at problemsolving. Finaly, the third
position holds that L2 learners have partial access to UG; therefore, only some parameters are
available in SLA, and those parameters that are unavailable are replaced with L1 parameters

(e.g. White, 1992).



None of the three positions mentioned in the previous paragraph has satisfactorily
explained the role played by UG in SLA. The present study is in agreement with the view
defended by Gass (1996), who points out that empirical research has indicated that UG plays
an important role in SLA, but that this mechanism, as well as the SLA process, is greatly
influenced by the learners’ L1 background. The challenge, then, is to explain why certain

structures are more subject to L1 transfer than others.

3.4 Theroleof age

Although linguistic factors have been extensively studied, we till lack a solid
explanation about why SLA, contrary to L1 acquisition, is generally incomplete. Alternative
explanations outside the realm of the linguistic tradition have been offered, anong which are
the effects of social and psychological factors, and age (Gass & Selinker, 2001).

Whether age constrains SLA as a whole is still a controversial issue. However, many
researchers seem to agree that the age factor is relevant in the acquisition of the L2
phonological system and that it accounts for accented pronunciation (e.g. Scovel, 1988; Long,
1990; Gass & Selinker, 2001). Research in this area has pointed to three different directions.

The first position proposes the existence of a critical period for SLA, predicting that
most adults would be unable to acquire native-like proficiency in aa L2 due to biological
congtraints. This inability might be due to lateralization, i.e., the assignment of specific
abilities to either the right or left brain hemisphere (e.g., Lenneberg, 1967, Sdinker, 1971).
Although some researchers propose that lateralization limits the acquisition of the entire L2
phonologica system (e.g., Oyama, 1976), others believe that the effects of the critical period

in SLA arerestricted to the articulatory and prosodic levels (e.g, Scovel, 1969). This position,



whether generalized or limited to the phonological level, is known as the strong version of the
Critical Period Hypothesis (CPH).

The second position is the Developmental Null Hypothesis. Its main claim is that L2
and L1 abilities are the same, and that the ability to learn a language does not change with
age, but remains equally accessible to every learner (e.g., Neufeuld, 1977; Hansen, 1995;
Bialystok & Hakuta, 1999). The fact that most learners fail to access this ability in full when
learning an L2 is attributed to the influence of social and psychological factors. A similar
position is held by several researchers who oppose the CPH on the grounds of insufficient
and inadequate empirical support, and the case of learners who manage to achieve a native-
like pronunciation of the target language despite starting to learn it after puberty. Thus, the
third view of the role played by age in SLA proposes that age is an important factor, but it
cannot be regarded as completely limiting the acquisition of L2 pronunciation. This third
view isreflected in Jacobs' (1988) proposal, which states that individuals may have access to
the language acquisition system throughout life. The fact that most language learners fail to
access this system is a consequence of the interaction between biological, individual,
psychological and social constraints.

Finally, a weak version of the CPH constitutes the fourth view of the role played by
age in SLA. This position recognizes that not every adult is subject to the biological
constraints that limit SLA. Not only does this hypothesis accept that some adults can
maintain their language learning abilities intact, but it also makes a claim for a need of
theoretical explanation for the exceptional cases of adults who achieve native-like proficiency
(e.g., Seliger, 1972; Bongaerts, van Summeren, Planken & Schills, 1997; Flege, 1999). Flege
(1999) suggests that the main cause of accented speech is the fact that learners perceive L2
sounds based on the L1 phonological inventory; thus, the more developed the L1 system, the

greater its influence on SLA. As the older the learner, the more developed histher L1 is, the



probability of having a more accented L2 pronunciation increases with age. Bongaerts (1999)
suggests that the achievement of nativelike pronunciation by some of the learners he
investigated might have been caused by high motivation, continuing L2 input, and explicit

instruction.

3.5 Theroleof similarity/dissimilarity and markedness

Some researchers have proposed that the triggering of L1 interference and UG
developmenta processes in SLA might be due to similarity/dissimilarity criteria. Major
(1987, 2001) proposes that sounds that are similar in the L1 and the L2 are more difficult to
acquire than sounds that are dissimilar. This is due to the fact that similar sounds favor L1
interference and this makes it difficult for learners to develop new categories for similar
sounds. On the other hand, dissimilar sounds are not subject to L1 transfer, but rather to
developmental processes based on the UG, which are very similar to those found in L1
acquisition. Therefore, learners are more likely to develop new categories for the dissimilar
sounds and, eventually, achieve native-like command of these sounds. Asfor similar sounds,
learners tend to rely on L1 equivalents and fail to develop a new category that completely
matches the L 2.

Support for Major’s (1987) proposal is provided by his study on Brazilian learners

acquiring English /e/ and /ee/. Major found that beginning learners frequently substituted the
Portuguese / ¢/ for both the English /&/ (similar sound) and /ee/ (new sound). More proficient
learners, however, produced /se/ more accurately than / &/, thus indicating the devel opment of
a new category for /ee/, but not for the similar sound /e/. A similar result was obtained by

Flege and Hillembrand (1984) in a study investigating the acquisition of French /u/ and/y/ by



Americans. Baptista (1992) provides additional support for Major’s proposal. In her study of
Brazilians acquiring English vowels, Baptista found that learners start with the L1 vowel

system, but that eventually they tend to acquire the new L2 sounds*. Actualy, initially they
aready had the vowel /a/ (new sound), not confused with any other vowels, but not as low as
the native English vowel.

The crucia point in Major's proposa is defining the concept of similarity. As he
observes, we can employ different criteria to identify a particular sound as being similar or
not. Maor (2001) mentions perception, acoustic, articulatory, native/non-native speaker
intuitions, and most importantly, the learners mind criterion. Learners might assume that

dissmilar sounds are smilar due to orthography, or the existence of L1 phonological

processes. For example, initially, Brazilian learners tend to assume that the sound ®/ is

similar to /t/, /s/ or f/ (Xavier, 1989). Then, they learn that B/ is a completely different

sound, and eventually they might learn how to articulate it.

The interaction between L1 transfer and UG developmental processes is also

exemplified in the acquisition of the English sound /t/ by Brazilian learners. This sound hasa

similar counterpart in Portuguese, which is generally pronounced as a dental stop /t/. Thus,

Brazilian learners tend to assume that this sound is the same in both the L1 and the L2 and
are likely to continue using the L1 equivalent, without realizing that the sound is slightly

different in English (an alveolar stop), especialy in the contexts of stressed syllable-initial

position, where it is aspirated. On the other hand, the sound /t/ appearsin word -final position

in English, but not in Brazilian Portuguese. Therefore, when learners pronounce this sound in

1 An important finding in this study is that the vowels are acquired as a system, i.e., learners do not acquire

vowels individually or in contrastive pairs, but have to make adjustments in their initial vowel inventories as a
whole in order to acquire the new vowels.



word-final position they might resort to syllable simplification strategies. Frequently,

Brazilians insert an epenthetic vowel /i/ to produce t/ in word-fina position, which is a

strategy they also resort to when faced with syllable-final obstruents in Portuguese (Céamara,
1970). However, these learners occasionally devoice the sound /t/, which is a common
syllable simplification strategy found in other languages that have word-final obstruents
(Baptista & Silva Filho, 1997).

The previous example can be used to support Flege's (1987) concept of equivalence
classification. According to Flege, learners interpret the L2 sounds based on the phonetic
inventory of their L1. Therefore, as the L1 system is the basis for the acquisition of the L2
sounds, learners will approximate, but rarely achieve the L2 target. Note that the concept of
equivalence classification assumes that learners tend to interpret most L2 sounds as being
somehow similar to the L1. This means that the criterion learner’s mind is the only one that
really mattersto evaluate whether an L2 sound is similar to the L1 or not.

In addition to similarity/dissimilarity, markedness has been proposed as a relevant
criterion to account for whether a structure is prone to L1 transfer or UG developmental
processes. Eckman (1996, p. 198) defines markedness as follows:

If the presence of a structure p in a language implies the presence of some other

structure g, but the presence of ¢ in some language does not imply the presence of p,

then pis marked relative to g, and structure q is unmarked relative to structure p.

Eckman (1996) proposes the Markedness Differential Hypothesis (MDH), which
states that: (a) The degree of difficulty of linguistic structures depends on their markedness,
and (b) markedness is a relevant criterion when structures differ between the L1 and the L2.

To illustrate the MDH, let us consider consonant clusters, where three-member

clusters (e.g., /str/) represent structure p, and two-member clusters (e.g., /tr/, /st/) represent

structure g. If a language contains the three-member clusters, it must contain two-member



clusters; however, a language might contain only two-member clusters, and this does not

imply that the language contains tree-member clusters (Greenberg, 1978). This hypothesis is

confirmed by languages such as English, which contains /str/, &t/, and Ar/. Brazilian

Portuguese, however, only contains /tr/. Therefore, following the MDH, we can state that

three-member clusters are more marked than two-member clusters. Thus, Brazilian learners
are expected to have more difficulty acquiring the English three-member clusters than the
two-member clusters. Furthermore, these learners are expected to have more problems
acquiring /st/ than /tr/, because the former is not permitted in the phonological system of
their L1, and it is also marked concerning sonority sequencing.

Several researchers have investigated the predictions made by the MDH. Eckman
(1991) found that markedness could partially account for the acquisition of consonant clusters

by Japanese, Korean, and Cantonese learners of English. However, this study also showed

that L1 transfer can be more powerful than markedness. Rebello (1997) obtained similar

results regarding the acquisition of English word-final consonants and initial /s/ clusters by

Brazilians. Rebello found that the two-member clusters /sl/, /sm/, and /sn/ tend to be more

difficult for Brazilians than other two-member clusters. These two-member clusters are

subject to the transfer of an L1 phonological process, namely, voicing of &/ when this

segment is followed by /I/, /m/, or In/ (e.g., “slow” [izlow]). This fact seems to cause learners

to resort to an epenthetic vowel more frequently when pronouncing these two-member /s/
clusters than the others because voiced clusters are more marked than voiceless clusters.

A further chalenge to MDH is to explain why L2 learners may have difficulties with
structures that are similar in the L1 and the L2 (for example, findings such as Major’s, 1987)

regarding the acquisition of the English /e/ and /ee/ by Brazilian learners, discussed in the



second paragraph of this section. First, these findings contradict the assumption that more

marked sounds (/ze/) are more difficult to acquire than less marked sounds (/ &/)*2. Second, it

showsthat even similar, unmarked sounds can be difficult to acquire.

Eckman (1996) tried to solve this problem by proposing the Structural Conformity
Hypothesis (SCH). This hypothesis maintains the assumption made by the MDH regarding
the importance of markedness, but it abandons the notion of difficulty based on L1 and L2
differences. According to the SCH, however, markedness applies equally to L1 and
interlanguage, and whether a particular L2 structure is different from the L1 is irrelevant,
since markedness and degrees of difficulty for particular structures are based on the status
these structures have in the languages of the world. In other words, the concept of typological
universals is the basis to determine markedness and degree of difficulty; more specificaly,
those generalizations that apply to L 1s also apply to interlanguages.

Eckman’'s (1991) study on the acquisition of English word-initial and word-final
clusters by Japanese, Korean, and Chinese learners indicates that the participants

interlanguages abided by the predictions made by typological universals (Greenberg, 1978).

The participants who produced three-member clusters (e.g., /str/) also produced both or at

least one of the component two-member clusters (/st/ and /tr/). The violation of typological

universals occurred in the case of clusters with liquids. Greenberg (1978) proposes that
clusters containing nasals are more marked than clusters with liquids; thus, the former should
be more difficult to acquire than the latter. However, Eckman’s results showed that clusters
with liquids were more difficult than clusters with nasals for some subjects, owing to L1

interference.

12 The vowel /! is less frequent in the languages of the world than / e/, which makes the former more marked
than the latter.



In summary, the notion of markedness has become extremely important to SLA.
However, the predictions made by either the MDH or the SCH have been challenged and
further studies are necessary to clarify their status. These hypotheses imply that the less

marked phenomena are acquired before more marked phenomena. As shown in previous

studies on vowel acquisition (Major, 1987, and Baptista, 1992) and initial &/ clusters

(Rebello, 1997), thisis not always the case.

3.6 Theroleof instruction

Intuitively, language teachers accept the assumption that instruction affects SLA, but
this assumption has been frequently challenged by empirical research. The main criticisms
have been that the knowledge resulting from instruction lacks long-lasting effects and is
inaccessible for spontaneous speech (e.g., Ellis, 1985; Felix & Weigl, 1991; White, 1992;
Trahey and White, 1993). This skepticism towards instruction as a means of facilitating SLA
has also been reflected in certain approaches to Second Language Teaching (see Chapter 2).
This section reviews important theoretical and empirical studies concerned with the role
played by instruction in SLA, with an emphasis on empirical studies testing the effects of

pronunciation instruction.

3.6.1 Acquisition and Learning

Krashen (1981, 1983, 1985) includes instruction as one of the components of his model
for SLA. The author makes a distinction between acquiring and learning a language.

Acquisition is subconscious and identical to the way a child learns language. While



acquiring an L2, learners are not conscioudy aware of the grammatical rules of the
language, but smply aim at being able to communicate. The source for acquisition is
natural contacts with the language (e.g. interacting with native speakers). On the other
hand, learning is a conscious process, since it involves gaining knowledge about a
language, resulting in learned linguistic knowledge, which comprises the learned system.
This system is internalized separately, and is used for monitoring the language produced
by the acquired system. The source for learning is formal contacts with the language (e.g.
classroom setting). An important aspect of Krashen's model is the strict separation of

acquisition and learning, since, as the author emphasizes, one cannot turn into the other.

Similar to Krashen, Schwartz (1993) proposes the existence of two types of
knowledge: competence, which gives rise to performance, and learned linguistic knowledge,
which gives rise to learned linguistic behavior. Schwartz believes that competence can only
be acquired through exposure to positive data™, which will enable the learner to trigger
existing parameters. Learned linguistic knowledge results from exposition to instruction or
negative data™*. Such knowledge does not influence the acquisition of competence, but it can
give rise to “automatized behavior” (learned linguistic behavior), which can be confounded
with competence, but that, different from competence, is developed via general cognitive
abilities, not viathe language module.

Both Krashen and Schwartz propose that acquisition (competence) and learning (learned
linguistic knowledge) are two different systems, and that one does not turn into the other.
If thisisthe case, we still have to answer two questions. First, it is necessary to account for
those post-puberty learners who manage to achieve a good level of proficiency, despite

learning the L2 in a classroom setting only. Second, we need to explain why post-puberty

13 Evidence that a certain structure occurs in alanguage.
14 Evidence that a structure is not permitted in a language through explicit correction or lack of occurrence.



learners who are immersed in an L2 setting hardly ever manage to achieve native-like

proficiency, despite extensive exposure to positive data.

While Krashen provides no explanation for these issues, Schwartz offers a compelling
account for the first one. She assigns an important role to learned linguistic knowledge,
which is seen as an alternative route to language production. In fact, the learned system
plays arole that is similar to that played by competence, and their outcomes may even be
confounded. In other words, learners who are only exposed to the L2 in an instructed

setting can become fluent speakers of the L2 by means of learned linguistic knowledge.

As for the second issue, i.e., the fact that achieving native-like proficiency is rare even for
learners™ immersed in an L2 context, Towell and Hawkins (1994) observe that instruction
and negative feedback are additional tools to modify learners’ interlanguage. As learners
in an L2 setting very often neglect to attend language classes, they might continue to resort
to L1 transfer when producing L2 utterances, without realizing that the L1 parameters are
sometimes inappropriate for the L2. Thus, if these learners continue to transfer
inappropriate L1 parameters to the L2 for a long time, the structures in question may
become fossilized errors, which are very difficult to modify after these learners achieve a

more advanced proficiency level (Towell & Hawkins, 1994; Baptista, 1995).

As stated by Towel and Hawkins (1994), the role of instruction in SLA should not be
downplayed for the following reasons. First, instruction provides learners, especially those
in an environment where the L2 is not frequently encountered, with input for language
acquisition. Second, it can give learners a chance to check and reformulate their
hypotheses about the L2. Findly, instruction offers learners an aternative way to

communicate successfully by relying on the automatized behavior developed via learned

15 The term “learner” is used in a broad sense, meaning people who learn the L2 in a formal classroom setting or
through natural contacts with the L2.



linguistic knowledge. This dternative route is particularly relevant to learners who start
learning the language after puberty, when the access to UG (the source for developing

competence) is limited.

3.6.2 Instruction and the acquisition of the phonological component

Baptista (1995) points out that explicit instruction is a valuable resource to minimize

fossilization at the phonological level, and that it is more likely to be effective if provided
at the initial stages of language learning. Based on several assumptions made by the
Cognitive Theories (e.g., McLaughin, 1987; Bialystok, 1994; Levelt, 1989; DeBot, 1992;
Anderson, 1983), Baptista observes that phonological encoding has to be automatized so
that the learner can produce L2 utterances. At the initial stages of language learning,
learners lack automatized phonological processes for the L2 and tend to rely on the L1
phonological processes. The researcher makes a case for the importance of pronunciation
instruction as a means of showing these learners that the L1 phonological system should

not be directly transferred to their production of the L2.

The acquisition of an L2 isavery complex cognitive task, and in order to cope with it, the
learner needs to automatize many of its components (e.g., the grammar, part of the
phonological component) so that there is enough capacity available to be used by
controlled processing components (e.g., vocabulary retrieving) (Towell & Hawkins, 1994,
Baptista, 1995). According to Baptista, automatization can be achieved through extensive
practice. Thisis also true for the acquisition of the phonological component, since learners
who lack automatized phonological processes use the L1 processes as default. If L2

learners continue to resort to the L1 phonological processes for a long time, the chances



are that this procedure will become automatized, even for cases where the L1 phonological

parameters are inadequate for the L2 (Baptista, 1995).

Because human beings have limited processing capacity, they rely on two types of
information processing to perform a task: automatic processing and controlled processing.
As observed by Baptista (1995, p. 486), automatic processing “(1) doesn’'t require
attention, (2) doesn’'t occupy any [processing] capacity, and (3) is difficult to be controlled
or modified”. On the other hand, controlled processing “(1) requires attention and
consciousness, (2) occupies the general capacity of cognitive processing, and (3) can be

monitored and easily changed”.

Acquiring an L2 phonological component requires procedural knowledge (a kind of
knowledge that cannot be verbalized: “know how”) and declarative knowledge (a kind of
knowledge that is verbalized: “know that”). Baptista proposes that the phonological
component involves the “ declarative representation of the phonological units in the form of
prototypes, and the procedural knowledge of the phonological and articulatory processing of
the units and unit sequences.” (Baptista, 1995, p. 497)

As mentioned in Section 3.5, Flege (1987) suggested that the phonetic categories
(declarative knowledge) are represented in the form of equivalence classification. In other
words, learners interpret the L2 sounds based on the phonetic inventory of their L1, which
makes many of these learners end up associating directly the L1 inventory o the L2 and
failing to develop an independent phonetic inventory for the L2. Contrary to Flege, Baptista
(1992, 1995) believes learners might be able to eventually develop an independent L2
phonetic inventory, provided they receive intensive L2 input. Nevertheless, this inventory
tends to be different from that of a native speaker of the target language, which she explains

by referring to Rumelhart and Norman's (1978) learning model.



According to this model, learning involves three kinds of processes: accretion, tuning,
and restructuring. Accretion is the most common type of learning and it consists of adding
new information to existing knowledge. Tuning consists in modifying existing knowledge so
that it can fit new information. Finaly, restructuring occurs when new schemata (strongly
organized knowledge) are created, based on the information obtained by accretion and tuning.
Baptista (1995) observes that the learner’s phonetic inventory is likely to be different from
that of a native speaker because the former’s memory continues to store information about
the L1 inventory as well asinadequate input provided by the learner’ s own realizations of the
L2 sounds.

Thus, Baptista (1995) proposes that pronunciation instruction plays an important role
to prevent learners from transferring inappropriate L1 phonological parameters to the L2.
This can be done by helping learners “build both schematic representation and target
language procedures’ previous to requiring them to comprehend and produce the L1, similar
to what happens with L1 acquisition. As she observes, the acquisition of the phonological
component requires practice at both the perception and the production levels, since
knowledge about the former doesn’t transfer naturally to the latter. In fact, production

requires the use of motor skills that might be very complex for some learners (e.g., many
Braziliansfind it difficult to articulate sounds such as/ae/,/ e/, and syllable-final /I/ and /r/).

Baptista's (1995) observations indicate that pronunciation instruction should be a
priority at the initial stages of L2 learning. Regarding the phonological component that is the
scope of the present study—the English syllable inventory—Baptista suggests that the
teaching sequence should involve, first, practice with the open syllables—CV and (C)(C)CV,
followed by practice with the closed syllables—(C)VC and (C)(C)(C)VC(C)(C)(C).

This early focus on form and pronunciation might hinder learners motivation, but

Baptista (1995) believes that learners can be convinced of the importance of early focus on



form in order to be motivated. The observations made by Baptista are extremely relevant, but
we need to have in mind that many L2 learners are adults, and it might be difficult to
convince them that they should learn the L2 as children do. Undeniably, pronunciation has to
be taught from the very beginning, and it needs to include focus on form and practice at both
perception and production. However, it seems that, for the sake of learners motivation,
pronunciation should be taught in conjunction with other language components, which means
it isdifficult to prevent learners from producing “norttarget” sounds at theinitial stages of L2
learning.

Cece-Murcia et al. (1996) propose a framework for pronunciation instruction that
encompasses focus on form plus integration with the remaining components of the L2
syllabus. As mentioned in Chapter 2, their framework includes five stages: (a) description
and analysis (i.e., awareness raising), (b) listening discrimination, (c) controlled practice and
feedback, (d) guided practice with feedback, and (€) communicative practice and feedback.
Stages (@) and (b) provide learners with explicit information about specific phonological
components, when and how these can occur, as well as examples of the targeted components.
This is related to the type of learning called accretion, i.e., the moment when learners gain
knowledge about when and how certain L2 phonological features are used, and the focus is
on the perception of the sounds. Stages (c), (d) and (€) focus on production, which beginsin a
very controlled way, moving from minimal pair practice to the production of contextualized
and meaningful sentences. At hese fina stages, teacher feedback is very important to
maximize the probability that other two types of learning can take place: tuning and
restructuring of the target L2 phonological features. As Celce-Murcia et a. (1996) observe,
the selection of the pronunciation components, as well as the communicative functions and
the lexical items included in the pronunciation syllabus should be in accordance with the

learners’ proficiency level and interests, so that motivation is not hindered.



3.6.3 Empirical research on the effects of pronunciation instruction

Although some followers of the Communicative Approach recognize the
importance of pronunciation instruction, this is not always reflected in the language
curriculum (see Section 2.3). The absence of pronunciation instruction in the language
classroom is probably due in part to teachers' deficient training in this area, aswell asto a
prevailing skeptical view of the effectiveness of any explicit teaching. Several researchers
have carried out studies in order to support or challenge the assumption that instruction
influences SLA. Some of these studies addressed pronunciation instruction, and a selection

of these will be reviewed in this section.

Neufeld (1977) was one of the first researchers who investigated the effects of
pronunciation instruction. His study tested whether adult L2 learners were able to achieve
native-like performance in an utterance-imitation task after undergoing 18 hours of
instruction. The participants were 20 university students, 12 females and 8 males, their ages
ranging from 19 to 22 years. The period of instruction was divided into three phases. In the
first phase (lessons 1-3), the participants were not alowed to vocally produce the utterances
being taught, and they simply listened attentively to 100 phrases. In the second phase (lessons
4-12), the participants performed tasks that required non-verbal responses: tracing intonation
and rhythm contours, and discriminating between phonemes presented in minima pairs.
Findly, in the third phase (lessons 13-15), the participants had to whisper utterances, and, in
the last three sessions, they had to repeat the utterances out loud. The rationale behind
delayed oral production was that it could prevent the participants from establishing
inappropriate acoustic images for the language tokens they were studying. Upon completion

of the instructional period, the participants were asked to listen to and repeat a set of



sentences in each of the target languages. These sentences were recorded and three native
speakers of each language (all of them language teachers) used a five-point scale to rate the
participants’ performance

Neufeld's (1977) results suggest that nearly half of the 20 participants, after being
exposed to instruction on intonation and articulation of two languagest® (Japanese and
Chinese) were capable of reproducing 10 utterances (maximum length: 16 syllables) in these
languages at a native-like level. According to the raters, 11 participants were judged to be
native-speakers of Chinese and 9 were judged to be native speakers of Japanese. If one looks
closely at the tables reported in Neufeld's study, however, one can see that many of the
participants rated as natives in Chinese were also rated natives in Japanese. This indicates
that the language aptitude variable, which was not assessed in the study, might explain these

participants superior performance.

Strange and Dittmann (1984) tested the validity of using a specific computerbased task in the acquisition of categorical

perception of the contrast / 4/ I by Japanese learners of English. Initially, the researchers had 4 femal e participantsin the experimental group

and four in the control group. The participants were attending an intermediatelevel English course in the United States, and their ages

ranged from 25 to 33. The pretest and posttest materials consisted of real -speech minimal pairs contrasting /r/ and /1/ in initial, medial and

final positions, and two synthetic speech series with the minimal pairsrock/lock and rake/lake. The training took place during a period of
three weeks and included 14-18 sessions with 7 blocks of 18 trias. For each trial, the participants had to discriminate between the target
sounds presented in the minimal pair rock/lock The training was entirely computer- based and the machine provided the participants with
immediate feedback about their answers’' correctness. When the four participants in the experimental group had completed the training, both
experimental and control groups were given the posttest. Then, the four participants in the control group also underwent the same kind of
pronunciation instruction, and after they had completed it, they were given the posttest for the second time. The computer scores were used
to evaluate the participants' performance in the pre and posttests. The results revealed that most of the eight participants improved their

performance on the synthetic stimulus series after receiving training, but thisimprovement did not transfer to the natural - speech stinulus.

Jamieson and Morosan (1986) tested whether pronunciation instruction would help

Francophone adults to discriminate between the English sounds/ &/ and /8/. They propose that

in order to be successful, pronunciation training should include (a) acoustic training

16 The participants also received instruction on Eskimo, but the researcher was unable to analyze the data.



appropriate for normal speech, (b) identification training with immediate feedback, and (c)
acoustic uncertainty provided by increasing variability in the acoustic signal. These three
features were incorporated into what the authors called a “fading technique’, which they
consider appropriate for training learners’ in perceptual contrasts such that participants

errors are minimized. Thus, the training began with the presentation of the stimuli in which
the contrast between the target sounds was exaggerated and the salient features emphasized.
The perceptual contrast was gradually reduced, so that the participants could still perceive
them and make few errors. To test the effects of the “fading technique”, Jamieson and
Morosan (1986) designed a study with 20 Canadians attending an English immersion course
who had scored below the 53" percentile on the school’s English placement test. Ten

participants were male and ten female, and their ages ranged from 18 to 32. All participants
completed a pretest, and after that, 10 of them received two one-hour pronunciation
instruction sessions as described. The other 10 participants received no instruction and
comprised the control group. Upon completion of the period of instruction with the
experimental group, all participants were given the posttest. The results indicate that the kind
of training employed by Jamieson and Morosan contributed to the experimental group’s
improvement in the discrimination of both synthetic and natural speech tokens.

An aternative position regarding the effects of instruction on the acquisition of an L2
assumes that learners can benefit from practice, but these benefits are not immediate. This is
the position taken by Yule, Hoffman and Damico (1987), who carried out a study predicting
that participants would receive lower scores on a phoneme discrimination task immediately
after receiving pronunciation instruction, and that the participants would improve their
performance some time after the pronunciation instruction had taken place. Fifty-six
intermediate-level English learners enrolled in a pronunciation course participated in this

study. The materials consisted of (a) atest containing a phoneme discrimination exercise; and



(b) afive-point-confidence rating scale, which was used to describe how sure the participants
were about making the correct discrimination. The participants were tested three times: (a) In
the week previous to the beginning of the course, (b) eight weeks after the course had begun,
and (c) fifteen weeks afte the course had begun. The pronunciation course was based on
Prator and Robinett’s (1985) pronunciation manual .

The results corroborated Yule et a.’s (1987) predictions. Indeed some learners
worsened their performance after receiving 8 weeks of instruction and improved their
performance on the same task after 15 weeks. In addition to the improvements in the
percentage of correct responses, the confidence rating part of the third test indicated that
participants' self-monitoring ability also improved after a longer exposure to pronunciation
instruction. Thus, Yule et al. suggest “there is a complex interaction over time between
simply identifying a sound contrast and being confident that the identification is accurate” (p.
768). This ability is believed to help learners to decide whether they understand what native
speakers are saying and to ask for repetition or clarification where necessary, thus facilitating
communication.

Y ule and Macdonald (1994) tested how four different instructional conditions related
to learners’ improvement in the production of some target words and phrases and whether
improvement would be delayed. The participants in this study were 23 Chinese learners of
English in an L2 environment, with proficiency levels ranging from high-intermediate to low-
advanced®’. The participants were asked to make three oral presentations including a set of
target vocabulary, which was provided in written form in advance. The target words and
phrases were from the field of metrical systems (e.g. derived units, multiples). After
performing the first presentation (pretest), the participants were placed into 4 groups. One

group received instruction based on drilling activities conducted by a teacher. Another group

7 The authors neglect to present additional information concerning the participants’ background.



also completed drilling activities, but & a self-study task in the lab. The third group received
instruction via modified interactions in which an instructor would prompt for clarification of
the words and phrases tested by the researchers. Finaly, the fourth group—the control
group—received no instruction on the target words and phrases. The participants were tested
before, immediately after, and two days after the instructional intervention was compl eted.
The three experimental groups received training during a single session. For the teacher-
centered and the self-study group, the instructional session lasted ten minutes, while for the
modified interaction group, it lasted thirty minutes.

The presentations were tape-recorded and the participants productions of the target
vocabulary were paired and presented to native speakers of American English. These
speakers rated the participants pronunciation of the target vocabulary in terms of which
production of a particular item was the most native-like. Based on the results obtained, the
researchers concluded that apparently none of the instructional conditions tested were
superior to the others, since the experimental groups’ and the control group’s performancesin
tests 2 and 3 were similar, with some participants improving, maintaining or worsening their
performance across the 3 tests. According to Macdonald and Y ule (1994), the results also
point to the important role played by individual differences in the L2 acquisition process.
Individual differences can be a powerful variable, which makes it difficult to account for the
effects of instruction, especially in a study with a small number of participants (an average of
amost six participants per group).

Champagne-Muzar, Schneiderman and Bourdages (1993) tested whether
pronunciation instruction could improve both learners' perception and production of phones,
intonation and rhythm patterns. The participants were 33 learners of varied L1 backgrounds
attending a beginning-level French course in Canada. Their ages varied from 18 to 25, and

females autnumbered males almost 2 to 1. The participants were attending two different



French classes. One class (15 students) received pronunciation training, thus comprising the
experimental group, while the other class (19 students) received no pronunciation training
and comprised the control group. To assess improvements in discrimination ability, the
researchers used a task with three minimal pairs testing the discrimination of phones,
intonation patterns and perception patterns. The learners’ production ability was tested via an
imitation task in which the participants listened to and repeated five sentences of seven
syllables maximum.

Before starting the period of instruction with the experimental group, the researchers
administered pretests to all participants. The instruction took place during 12 one-hour
lessons and the posttests were administered at the end of the semester. From lessons 1 to 6,
pronunciation instruction focused on receptive skills, i.e., the participants listened to
utterances containing the target elements and performed tasks such as discriminating between
sounds, identifying particular meanings of intonation contours or rhythm patterns, and
drawing them. In the second half of the training, the participants aternated between
repetition, transformation (e.g., change a statement into a question) and listening
discrimination exercises. While the experimental group was receiving pronunciation
instruction, the control group completed listening comprehension exercises at the language
lab. Five native speakers of French rated the participants production tests using a five-point
scale. The raters compared the participants’ performance on the five sentences with the native
speaker’s original recordings. In order to control for bias toward accented speech, the tape
given to the raters also contained speech samples of other native or near-native speakers of
French.

The results of Champagne-Muzar et d’s (1993) study indicate that the experimental
group significantly improved their ability to discriminate phones and intonation patterns, but

not rhythm patterns. On the other hand, there was no significant improvement in the



discrimination abilities of the control group for any segmentals or suprasegmentals. In
relation to the participants production skills, the results show that the experimental group
improved significantly at all levels. The control group improved significantly at the
segmental level only, and this might be due to their extensive hours of listening practice.

Elliot (1995) tested te effects of pronunciation instruction on the acquisition of
several Spanish vowel and consonant sounds by American learners. The instruction in this
study took into consideration different learning styles and used different learning strategies.
Therefore, the pronunciation instruction provided in Elliot’s (1995) experiment consisted of
linguistic descriptions of target segments (e.g., point, place and manner of articulation),
which were contrasted with the L1 phonological system when necessary. In order to account
for different learning styles and preferences, the researcher included a variety of tasks (e.g.,
sound identification, repetition, articulation of sounds based on diagrams). The instructor
dedicated 10 to 15 minutes of each of the 21 class meetings with the experimental groups to
pronunciation instruction. Elliot’s experiment consisted of a pretest, an instructional period
and a posttest, using two experimental groups (43 participants) and a control group (23
participants) of intermediate language learners. The pretest and the posttest contained tasks
checking learners’ ability to (a) mimic sounds at word and sentence levels, (b) pronounce
written words, and (c) produce the target sounds accurately in spontaneous speech. Three
trained judges rated the participants performances in the pre and posttests. Elliot (1995)
found a significant relationship between pronunciation improvement and instruction. This
improvement seemed to be restricted to the effect of the instructional treatment, and could not
be attributed to other independent variables tested in the study.

Quijada (1997) tested the effects of pronunciation instruction on Spanish school
children (sixth graders) learning English. The researcher supplemented the participants

coursebook with a phonetic syllabus that included work with vowels, consonants, word



stress, rhythm and intonation. The goal of Quijada’s (1997) study was to test participants

improvement regarding their receptive and productive skills after receiving instruction. The
pronunciation syllabus was used with the experimental group once a week, in a fifty-minute
session during three school terms. The control group did not have access to the pronunciation
syllabus, and was taught by the same instructor as the experimental group. The participants
received no pretest, and the researcher relied on the fact that he had previously taught both
experimental and control groups to decide which pronunciation difficulties to address.

Three native speakers of English rated the participants’ performance using a scale that
ranged from 5 (excellent) to O (very poor). The scores were based on the raters' overall
impression of the participants' pronunciation concerning authenticity and communicative
intelligibility. The results suggested that the improvement of the learners who received
instruction was not very significant. However, problems with data collection and the absence
of a pretest to determine the pronunciation level of the participants prior to the treatment
make it difficult to interpret the results of this study.

Another interesting study testing the effects of pronunciation instruction is Mathews
(1997). He carried out a pretest/posttest study with 99 Japanese university students (2
experimental and 2 control groups). The objective was to test whether formal training could

influence the perception of the following segmental contrasts: (a) contrasts with two new

members: [I]~[r], [6]~[f]; (b) contrasts in which only one member is new: [B]~s], [f]~[s],

[v]Hb]; (c) and contrasts in which both members exist in the L1: [p]~[b]. In the pretest, the

stimulus pairs were presented in a discrimination task in which the participants were asked to
identify the members of each pair as being the same word or different. The words carrying
the target sounds were included in the participants course material. Each of the six contrasts
was tested in twelve experimental pairs, which comprised the pre and posttests task. The

pretest was administered one week before instruction began, and the posttest, six weeks after



the pretest and one week after the training had finished. There were five training sessions
over a period of 5 weeks, and they focused on the 5 contrasts that had one or two new
members. The methodology consisted of providing the participants with information about
the precise articulation of each of the new sounds, with the help of slent visual
demonstration, followed by the participants' silent mimicry and the out-loud pronunciation of
the same words. Immediate feedback was offered by the instructor and further correction was
provided when necessary. The lack of an oral model was thought to prevent learners from

developing stimulus-dependent representations. The results indicated that the training had no

effect on the acquisition of the contrasts [f]~[s] and [p]~[b], but the researcher explained

that, as shown in the pretest, these contrasts were not very difficult for the participants, thus

there was little or no room for improvement. There was some improvement in the contrasts

[v]~[b], [B]~[s]. [0]f]. However, training had no effect on the acquisition of the contrast

[1]-{r]- The author concluded that pronunciation training has an effect on the acquisition of

new segmental representations, but that the L1 phonological system imposes some constraints

on this process. The author suggested that these constraints caused instruction to be

ineffective in the acquisition of the contrast /~/r/, which are alophones of the same

phoneme in the participants L1. Alternatively, one can argue that the liquids are hard to
acquire because, like the vowel sounds, it is difficult to teach learners how to articulate
them?8,

The controversial results yielded by the studies reviewed in the previous section come
as no surprise if we observe their heterogeneous designs. First, the studies relied on different
types of data, testing everything from the production and perception of discrete segments and

words and phrases to pronunciation proficiency based on native speakers' holistic perceptions

18 | am thankful to Professor Marianne Celce-Murciafor bringing this to my attention.



of learners naturalistic speech samples. Second, the L1 and L2 varied (e.g., Chinese,
Japanese, Spanish, French, English), as well as the participants age and linguistic
experience, and the language environment. Third, the instructional methodologies were very
different in nature, and the instructional period varied from a single 10-minute session, to a
weekly class over three school terms. These factors, added to other limitations and problems
present in each study, make it difficult to try and compare the results of such varied studies
on the effects of pronunciation instruction.

Several studies have investigated the effectiveness of pronunciation instruction. These
studies are insufficient to draw any conclusions about the issue, but they certainly reflect the
heterogeneity that prevails in the language classroom regarding pronunciation instruction in
terms of content selection, teaching methodology, time allocated to the pronunciation

component, assessment, and learners' background.

3.7 Conclusion

This chapter discussed important issues addressed in research on SLA, namely, L1
interference, UG access, age constraints, similarity/dissimilarity and markedness, as well as
formal instruction. The conclusion is that all of these factors play arolein SLA, but that none
of them can be used as the sole explanation for such a complex process as SLA. The present
study is meant to contribute with the debate regarding the role played by pronunciation
instruction, in conjunction with the other factors.

The area of pronunciation instruction is in need of studies that gather data to help
clarify its status in the area of SLA. Thus, Pennington and Richards (1986) remind us that
such data can only be obtained if future research succeeds at specifying the pronunciation

featurestargeted, and the teaching procedures used, as well as showing how the effects of the



treatment were measured. The present study aims a helping clarify the status of
pronunciation instruction in the acquisition of the L2 phonological component by collecting
data that are in accordance with Pennington and Richards' recommendations. The following
chapter discusses the research problem addressed by the present research, namely, the

acquisition of the English syllabic inventory by Brazilian learners.



CHAPTER 4

THE ACQUISITION OF THE L2 SYLLABIC INVENTORY

4.1 Introduction

The present study investigates the acquisition of the phonological component at the
syllabic level in SLA. Thus, the following chapter reviews theoretical and empirical studies
in order to verify the extent to which the factors influencing SLA can provide us with insights
on how L2 learners acquire the syllabic inventories of the TL.

The chapter begins with a review of Hooper’s model of phonology (1979), which is
followed by a description of the syllabic inventories of both English and Brazilian
Portuguese. The chapter closes with a review of empirical studies on the acquisition of the

English syllabic inventory by Brazilian learners and by stating the goal of the present study.

4.2 Thesyllablein Generative Phonology

The syllable has received different definitions in the areas of Phonetics and Phonology
(Crystal, 1997, pp. 374-375; Koerich, 2002, pp. 11-13). The present study adopts the
definition provided by Selkirk (1982), in which a syllable €) is a phonological unit that
consists of an onset (O) and arhyme (R), which contains a peak (P) (also called nucleus) and

a coda (C). From these elements, only the peak is obligatory, and this dot is normally



occupied by avowel'®, whereas the other slots are optional and are occupied by consonants or

glides. This structure can be exemplified with the word car
s
/ \
o) R
/ \
I )
k a r

Natural Generative Phonology brought the syllable component into phonological
models, and one of its most frequently cited scholars is Hooper (1979). She suggests a

hierarchy (p. 196) for the segments that may constitute a syllable:

Optimal syllable-initia
obstruents
nasals
liquids
glides
vowels
Optimal syllable-final

As Hooper points out, the hierarchy goes in opposite directions according to the
syllable position occupied by the segment: initial or final. Thus, the least sonorant a sound is,
the more suitable it is for syllable-initia position, and the less suitable it is for syllable-final
position. Conversely, the most sonorant sounds are more likely to appear in syllable-final

position than in syllable-initial position.

19 Or, occasionally, for a syllabic consonant (button [b Atn]) (Crystal, 1997).



According to Hooper, the intrinsic structure of a syllable depends highly on strength
relations. In other words, the strongest (most sonorant) segments are optimal candidates to
occupy the most important part of the syllable—the nucleus, while the weakest segments
(least sonorant) are optimal candidates for the marginal positions (onset and coda). Such a

relationship isillustrated below:

MARGIN NUCLEUS MARGIN
obstruents nasals liquids glides vowels glides liquids nasals obstruents

Hooper observes that syllable-final position is weaker than syllable-initial, in the
sense that the former is more susceptible to phonological processes, and has a smaller
inventory of occurring segments than the latter. The author also points out that the CV
syllabic pattern has universal status, and this is further proof that syllable-final position is
weaker than syllable-initial. The CV syllable is considered the least marked pattern because it
is found in every language of the world (and for some languages it might be the only one),
and it is learned first by children (Hooper, 1979). If we observe the syllabic and consonantal
inventory of English and Brazilian Portuguese displayed in Table 1, we can see that the latter
has amore restricted set of syllabic patterns and consonantsin both initial and final positions
than the former. As the present study is concerned with word-final consonants, this section

will concentrate on the consonants that can occupy this position.

Tablel
English and Brazilian Portuguese syllabic patterns, consonantal inventories, and word-initial
and word-final segments.

Brazilian Portuguese English
Syllabic pattern ©©V(E©)(© (C)(e)y(eyv(cy(ey(cj(
Consonants /p/, Ibl, It/, 14/, I/, Ig/, If], /pl, Ibl, I/, 1d/, I/, 19/, I/,

vl Isl, 121, 151, 131, Ix], Im/, Ivl, 181,181, Isl, 12/, I§1, I3],



nl, Inl, N, el iwiijl, IK1%° /n/, It§/, 1d3/, /m/, In/, In/,
11, Ihwi, 1w/, 1j/

word-initial /pl, Ibl, Itl, 141, IK/, Igl, I, Ipl, Ibl, 11/, 14/, [kI, Igl, If],
consonants
I, Ist, 1z, 181, 131, 1%/, Iml, I, 181, 181, Is], 12/, I§/, Ih/,
mnl, I, Il It§/, 1d3/, Imi, In/, Ir/, Ihwi,
wl, ji%
word-final Iel, N, sl /p/, Ibl, It/, 1dl, ki, 19/, If],
consonants

Ivl, 181, 181, Isl, 121, I§1, 13/,
/t§/, 1d3/, Im/, In/, Inl, Ic], Ir], Iwl, [j/

Note: The parentheses indicate that the elements are optional. The sources for Brazilian Portuguese consonants
is Monaretto, Quednau and Hora (1996), and Vandressen (1999). As for English, Prator and Robinett (1985),
and Celce-Murcia, Goodwin, and Brinton (1996) were the sources.

If we analyse the syllabic inventory of Brazilian Portuguese (Table 1), we can see that
it allows only a few consonant clusters with a maximum of two positions in the onset and

coda: (C)(C)V(C)(C)?. Note that the presence of two consonants in the coda is restricted to

sequences of glides plus the sibilants ], [3], [s], and [] (e.g., mais “more” [majs], vez
“time/turn” [vejs]. Moreover, there are severe restrictions regarding the consonants that can
appear in word-final position: /r/, /1/,/sl/, which are subject to several phonological processes
(Vandressen, 1999). In word-final position, the segment / r/ tends to be deleted or pronounced
as [x] (e.g., comer “eat” [ko'mex]); /I/ is generally realized as [w]?®; and /s/ has different

allophones depending on the phonological context and dialectal variations: [z] or [3], when

2 The sounds [t{]and [d3] are allophones of /t/ and /d/, respectively. The letter “r” is subject to different
pronunciations when it appears in syllable onset or coda: [R], [r], [x]

2L The sound /3/ is rarely found in syllable-initial position.

22 The status of the glides in BP is controversial, with some authors claiming that it should be interpreted as
consonants (e.g., Camara, 1953, as cited in Cristéfaro, 1999; Barbosa, 1965, as cited in Matteus & d’ Andrade,
2000), and others claim they are vowels (e.g.,Bisol, 1989; Col lischonn, 1996). The present study follows the
first interpretation, with sequences of vowel + glide being interpreted as VVC. For a different view, see Koerich
(2002, p. 29)

2 Or more rarely, in word-final position, as[4] (e.g., mal “bad” [maw] or [mat]). (Collischonn, 1996;
Monaretto, Quednau and Hora, 1996)



followed by a voiced sound, [s] or [f], when followed by a voiceless sound or a pause (e.g.,

os dois “the two” [0z.dojs]; os teus “yours’ fos tews]. Moreover, /s/ is sometimes deleted

in word-final position (e.g., os livros “the books” [oz.livru]. BP aso has words that are
spelled with a word-final “m”, or, more rarely, “n”, but these spellings are pronounced as

nasal diphthongs, asin the following example: bom*“good” [bdw] (Vandressen, 1999).

In English, several types of consonant clusters are possible, with up to three
consonants in the onset and four in the coda: (C)(C)(C)V(C)(C)(C)(C) (Prator and

Robinett, 1985). All consonants except for /h/ can appear in syllable and word-final

positions. Final clusters can have two consonants, as in past [peaest] and hard [hard], three

consonants, asin parts [parts] and worked [warkt], or, more rarely, four consonants, as in

texts [teksts]. The more complex final-clusters tend to result from the addition of the plural

or past tense endings.

Theanalysis of the consonantal and syllabic inventories of Brazilian Portuguese offers
support for Hooper's proposal regarding the severe restrictions on consonants in syllable-
final position. The English inventories, however, are not subject to such restrictions, since
both onsets and codas accept awide range of consonants and a variety of syllabic patterns are
possible. In fact, syllablefinal clusters can be even more complex than syllable-initial ones.
Nevertheless, as pointed out by Celce-Murcia et a. (1996), English final clusters are also
difficult for native speakers to pronounce, and are, thus, subject to several syllable
simplification strategies The most common syllable simplification strategies for complex

clusters are unreleased consonants, cluster reduction, and resyllabification. The first strategy

is generally used with certain two-member clusters, such astaped [tej p’t] and bulb [balb™,

while the second is common with some three and four-member clusters: asked [eest] (instead



of [eeskt], sixths [siks] (instead of [siksBs]). Finaly, resyllabification is common with

heterosyllabic clusters. | planned it [aj.pleen.d1t] instead of Rj.pleend.it]. This offers

further support to Hooper's (1979) proposa that syllablefinal position is a weak
environment.

The fact that the syllabic inventory of English is more complex, thus more marked,
than Brazilian Portuguese (BP) might account for the difficulties posed by many English
clusters and word-final consonants for Brazilians learners of English. These difficulties have
been attested by severa studies (Magjor, 1987; Rebello, 1997; Silva Filho, 1998; Koerich,
2002; Rauber, 2002; Cornelian Janior, 2003), and in order to cope with them, learners tend to

resort to syllable simplification strategies.

4.3 L2 Syllable Simplification strategies

Research has indicated that the two most important strategies of syllable
simplification found in L2 renditions of impermissible syllabic patterns are consonant
deletionand vowe epenthesis (e.g., Carlide, 1994; Rebello, 1997, Silva Filho, 1998). When
the deletion strategy is used, speakers eliminate one or more segments comprising a syllable.

For instance, native speakers of English tend to simplify the cluster /ndz/ in the word

“hands’ haendz/ by deleting the consonant /d/, thus pronouncing the word as heenZ.

When speakers resort to epenthesis as a syllable smplification strategy, a vowel is inserted
before or after a consonant segment in a tautosyllabic or a heterosyllabic cluster.

Tautosyllabic clusters contain a sequence of two or more consonants in the same syllable:

“street” [strit], whereas heterosyllabic clusters contain a sequence of two or more consonants



that belong to different syllables: “mainstream” ['mein.strim] (Matthews, (1997)%*. Vowe

epenthesis also occurs with word-final consonants (e.g., take ["tejki]

Examples of how language learners resort to epenthesis to simplify initial clusters that
violate the L1 syllabic inventory can be found in the interlanguage of Brazilian and Japanese

learners of English as an L2. For example, Brazilian learners may pronounce “sky” with an

epenthetic vowel preceding &/ in the sk/ cluster: [is'kaj] (Rebello, 1997). On the other
hand, Japanese learners may pronounce the same word inserting a vowel between /s/ and / k/:
[su’kaj] (Abrahamsson, 1997). As regards word-final consonants, Brazilian learners tend to
add an epenthetic vowel to words ending with (a) stops, (b) some fricatives (/f, v, §, 3/), and
(c) affricates (/tf, d3/) (SilvaFilho, 1998). Thisis illustrated by their pronunciation of words

such as“tape’ ["tejpi], “wife’ ['waljfi], and “hush” ["h Afi],

In languages such as English, the deletion strategy is preferred, and this is attested by
studies on the syllable simplification strategies employed by adult native speakers™® when
dealing with more complex consonant clusters (Temperley, 1983 and 1987; Y oung-Scholten
& Archibald, 2000). On the other hand, in BP, epenthesis is the strategy most commonly
resorted to by adult native speakers when dealing with complex syllabic patterns in the L1
(Cémara, 1970). The preference for epenthesis is also attested by studies investigating the

acquisition of English syllabic structures by Brazilian learners (Rebello, 1997; Silva Filho,

24 From now on, the term cluster will be used to refer to both types of clusters.
2 studies on different world languages have indicated that, in child language acquisition, the deletion strategy is
also preferred over epenthesis (Y oung-Scholten & Archibald, 2000).



1998). Thus, the word asked is likely to be pronounced as [eest] by native speakers of
English, but as ["eskid 3]?® by Brazilians learners of English.

Due to these constraints on the L1 syllable structure, Brazilian learners tend to resort

to an epenthetic vowel /i/, or /el (Camara, 1970) to pronounce English consonant clusters that

are not permitted in the L1. These learners tend to resort to the same process to simplify
complex clusters or to pronounce words ending in consonants that are not all owed in word-
final position in their L1.

In the L1, this process can be exemplified by the pronunciation of the words substituir
“substitute” and advogado “lawyer”. In BP, these words are separated into syllables as

follows (Michadllis, 1998):

subs-ti-tu-ir  (four syllables)

ad-vo-ga-do  (four syllables).

The cluster “bs’ and the consonant sequence “dv” are unacceptable segments in the

phonology of BP, and this is reflected in the pronunciation of such clusters and segments in

normal speech:
([subistfitu’ix]) su-[bis]ti-tu-ir (five syllables)
([adzivo’'gadu])? a-[d3i]-vo-ga-do (five syllables)

26 A natural phonological process in many BP dialects is the palatalization of /d/ when it is followed by of /il.
%" The palatalization of &/ and /d/ when they are followed by the vowel /il is a phonological process commonly
found in many dialects of BP: dia “day” [d3zia], tia “aunt” ['tfia] (Cristofaro, 1999)



Furthermore, BP native speakers with poor spelling would probably write the word

“substituir” with the extra vowel “i” —subistituir?®. This seems to indicate that these native
speakers have a mental representation of the word containing the epenthetic vowel /i/. Thus,
words containing these and other impermissible types of clusters are most likely to be
pronounced with the help of an epenthetic // or /e/, changing the words' syllabic pattern and

adding an extra syllable to then?®.
Native speakers of BP aso resort to an epenthetic vowel to pronounce consonant
clusters and word-fina consonants that are not permitted in their L1 with words borrowed

from other languages, asillustrated by the English words below:

“club”: clube ['klubi]
“game’: game ['gejmi]

“stress’: estresse [istresi]

Another phonological process found in the pronunciation of word-final clusters and

consonants is devoicing. When this process occurs, voiced consonants are replaced by their

voiceless counterparts, as in the following example: “bag” /lbeaeg/ is pronounced as [baek].

This process is found in the pronunciation of native and non-native speakers of English

28| thank Barbara O. Baptista for bringing this to my attention.

2 In BP, the syllable-separation rules and the epenthetic vowel process may violate morphological units. For
example, theword substituir is separated in different ways in writing and natural speech, and both separations
violate the original form of the prefix “sub”:

sub-stitu-ir (morphological separation)
subs-ti-tu-ir (Portuguese syllable- separation rules)
[su.bis.ti.tu."ix] (normal speech phonological separation)



(Yavas, 1997, Baptista & Silva-Filho, 1997, Silveira, 2002a and 2002b). Researchers have
suggested that voiced consonants are devoiced due to the markedness of this type of

consonants in coda position among the world languages (e.g., Hooper, 1979; Y avas, 1994).

4.4 Empirical research on the acquisition of the English Syllabic Inventory by Brazilian
learners

Studies on the acquisition of L2 syllabic structure have focused on initial clusters:
“street”, “plain” (e.g., Broselow, 1987; Carlide, 1991; Eckmann & lverson, 1993; Rebello,
1997), and final clusters: “first”, “strength (e.g., Eckman & lverson, 1994; Tropf, 1987), as
well as word-final consonants (e.g., Yavas, 1997; Silva Filho, 1998; Koerich, 2002). The
main purpose of these studies was to identify: (@) the syllable simplification strategies to

which learners of different L1 backgrounds resort, and (b) the most difficult syllabic patterns.

4.4.1 |nitial Clusters

Eckman and lverson (1993) studied the acquisition of initia clusters and, based on
their results, they argue that typological markedness can account for the way L2 learners
produce English clusters in syllable onsets. They predict the following markedness hierarchy

of syllable difficulty:

voiced stop + liquid/glide is more difficult than voiceless stop + liquid/glide;
voiced fricative + liquid/glide is more difficult than voiceless fricative + liquid/glide

voicelessfricative + liquid/glide is more difficult than voiceless stop + liquid/glide.
(Eckman & lverson, 1993, p. 242)



While Eckman and lverson (1993) highlights the importance of markedness,
Broselow (1987) emphasizes the ole played by the learners’ L1 in the acquisition of L2
syllabic patterns. Broselow found that Arabic speakers tend to pronounce initial clusters with
an epenthetic vowel. However, the author also noticed that speakers of different Arabic

dialects used different strategies to modify initial clusters. Egyptians insert a vowel between

the two consonants in a two-member cluster (e.g., “flower” [filawer] or after the second

consonant of athree-member cluster (e.g., “children” ["tfildiren]). On the other hand, Iragis

insert a vowel at the onset of a two-member cluster (e.g., [flawer]) or after the first

consonant of athree-member cluster (e.g., ["tfilidren].

Among the various types of English initial clusters, researchers have particularly

investigated /</ clusters (e.g., /sp/, /sk/, /str/, /spl/). Carlisle (1988, 1991, 1994) noticed that
Spanish pronunciation of English initial /s/ clusters predominantly consists of placing an

epenthetic vowel /e/ in front of the /s/ segment, thus resulting in an additional VC syllable

(eg., “sky” [es’kaj]).

Rebello (1997) also investigated the acquisition of word-initial /s/ clusters by

Brazilians learning English. Initial /s/ clusters are a common syllabic pattern in English;

however, they are not found in the syllabic inventory of BP. Nevertheless, Portuguese has



many words beginning with “es’, pronounced as

lis], [es], [es], [if]. [ef], [&f], [iz], [ez], [ez], [i3], [e3], [€3]™.

The consonants [s] and [{] are alophones of /s/ when it is followed by voiceless
consonants or a pause (e.g., esta “this’ ['esta]), while [z] and [3] are alophones of /s/ when
it isfollowed by voiced consonants (e.g., “desde” [@ezdi] 31 Thus, loan words containing an
initial /s/ cluster are sometimes spelled with the closest Portuguese spelling pattern for that

cluster, i.e, “es’ (e.g., “stress’, becomes estresse /is'tresi/). Even those loan words that do

not go through spelling adaptations are pronounced according to the Brazilian sound system

rules (e.g., dogan /iz'logaw/).

By inserting the epenthetic vowel before the initia /s/ clusters, Brazilians change a

(C)CCV gyllable into VC and CV. The CV syllable is considered the least marked pattern,
i.e., the canonical syllable. As Carlisle (1994) points out, the fact that speakers of certain
languages prefer the VC pattern to legalize some L2 syllabic patterns, rather than the more
universal CV pattern, does not mean that universals do not play arole in the acquisition of
these syllabic patterns. The problem with the Theory of Universalsfor syllabic patternsis that
it is overstated; i.e., it assumes that L2 learners will always opt for the least marked pattern.
Carlisle (1994) proposes that the influence of language universals could be proved if learners,
independently of L1 transfer, produce a syllable that is less marked than another one in a

continuum (not necessarily the least marked one).

30 The letter “e” has two allophones ([i] and [ €]) in unstressed syllables: estola “alms’ [ez’mola] or [’ mok].
In stressed syllables, “€” is pronounced either as [€] (e.g., este"this’ (masculine) [ ‘estfi]) or as [€] (e.g., eda
“this” (feminine) ['esta]) (Camara, 1970).

31 Brazilian learners of English tend to transfer this voicing process to the word initial /s/ clustersthat are

followed by /I/ or /m/ or /n/, as exemplified with the pronunciation of the word “snow” [iz’now] (Rebello,
1997).



The issue of markedness of clusters has been extensively discussed in the

interphonology literature. Greenberg (1965, as cited in Carlisle, 1994) proposed that &I/

clusters are more marked than /sN/*? clusters in the languages of the world. Carlisle (1988)
tested the difficulty posed by both types of clusters to Spanish learners of English, who

produced more epenthetic vowels before /sl/ clusters than before /sN/, thus indicating that

Isl/ clusters are more difficult than /sN/.

According to Carlise (1994), studies dealing with clusters should take into account
the interaction between markedness and environment, for his study with Spanish speakers
learning English showed that vowel epenthesis is less frequent after vowels than after
consonants, and less frequent before the less marked onsets than the more marked ones. He
also found that less marked environments induced a higher frequency of target variants than
more marked environments. Thus, he proposes that the least marked phonological structures
should be presented to learners before the most marked ones. Similar to Eckman (1991),
Carlidle predicts that two-member onsets are easier to learn than three-member ones (more
marked). Carlisle also points out that some onsets can be more marked, and therefore more
difficult than others, depending on the segments comprising them. Therefore, he proposes the

following hierarchy of difficulty (1=least difficult, 6=most difficult) for two-member onsets,

which includes both markedness and the environment preceding the initial /s/ cluster:

1. vocalic environment with /l/
2. vocalic environment with /sm/, /sn/
3. vocalic environment with /st/, /sp/, and /sk/

4, consonantal environment with /d/

32 IN/ stands for the nasal consonants /r/ and /m!/.



5. consonantal environment with /sm/ and /sn/

6. consonantal environment with /st/, /sp/, and /sk/

Three-member onsets should abide by the same hierarchy proposed for the two-member

onsets, and should be more marked than the latter.

Rebello (1997) tested Carlisle’s hierarchy for initial &/ clusters. She carried out a
cross-sectional study with Brazilian learners studying English as aforeign language, focusing
on initial /s/ clusters. Her results contested Carlisle's (1994) proposal, and she devised the

following hierarchy of difficulty (1=least difficult, 8=most difficult) for Brazilian learners:

1 threeemember /spr, spl, str, skw, skr/ and two-member /st, sk, sp/ in the context of
Voi cel ess consonants

2 three-member /spr, spl, str, skw, skr/ and two-member /st, sk, spf in the context of voiced
consonants

3 three-member /spr, spl, str, skw, skr/ and two-member /st, sk, sp/ in the context of vowels

4. three-member /spr, spl, str, skw, skr/ two-member kt, sk, sp/ in the context of sentence-
initial position

5 two-member /sm, sn, sl/ in the context of voice ess consonants

6. two-member /sm, sn, sl/ in the context of voiced consonants

7.  two-member /sm, sn, sl/ in the context of vowels

8. two-member/sm, sn, sl/ in the context of sentence initial position

Rebello’s hierarchy is totally contrary to the one proposed by Carlisle (1994). Her results
show that L1 interference can overrule the effects of markedness regarding cluster length and

the Universal Canonical Syllable Structure (UCSS) principle. In relation to cluster length, she



found two-member clusters to be more difficult than three-member ones. As for the clusters
violating the UCSS principle, i.e., clusters that do not present a continuous rise in sonority
from the syllable onset to its nucleus, she found that they were easier than the ones na
violating it.

Other studies such as Tropf (1987) and Carlisle (1991, 1994), propose that second
language learners tend more frequently to modify onsets that violate the UCSS. But as

demonstrated by Broselow (1987) and Rebello (1997), L1 transfer can be even stronger than

the UCSS, given the fact that Portuguese speakers learning English tend to modify more /sl/

clusters, which abide by the UCSS, than /sp/ and /st/, which violate the UCSS. As Rebello

(1997) points out, Brazilian learners voice the/s/ of /sl/ and /sN/ clusters (not in violation of

the UCSS) as aresult of using a voicing process which is mandatory in the L1 when the /s/

segment is followed by a voiced consonant (e.g., asma “asthma’ [‘azmal. The resulting

voiced sibilant (/z/ or /3/) in the cluster triggers epenthesis more frequently than the voiceless

one (/s/ or /{/), possibly because of markedness (Rebello, 1997).

4.4.2 Final clusters and wordfinal consonants

In addition to initial clusters, L2 interphonology research has investigated the
acquisition of word-final clusters and word-fina consonants, both in conjunction and
separately. Tropf (1987) carried out a study with Spanish learners of German in order to
verify whether sonority could account for interlanguage variability in the production of
gyllable-initial clusters, syllable-final clusters and word-final consonants in German. The

results indicate that the more sonorant consonants are deleted less frequently, but are



produced with a greater degree of variability. Based on these results, the researcher proposes
the following hierarchy of difficulty for consonants in initial and final clusters, as well as
word-final consonants, from least difficult to most difficult: laterals, nasals, fricatives,
plosives. This hierarchy is similar to Carlise’s (1994), but as regards laterals, nasals and
plosives only, since Carlide did not test fricatives and tested word-initia clusters only.

Eckman and lverson (1994) investigated the interlanguage of Japanese, Korean and
Cantonese learners of English. They tested the hypothesis that typological markedness can be
a good predictor of the acquisition of single consonants in wordfinal position. The
hypothesis was partialy confirmed, since obstruents (which are predicted to be more marked
than nasals and liquids) were generally more difficult, but the L1 factor interfered with the
pronunciation of nasds and liquids in word-final position. For two Japanese learners, the
nasals were more difficult than the obstruents (Japanese has only the alveolar nasal in final
position). Liquids were more difficult than nasals for all except one subject (the speakers of
these languages had to learn not only how to produce the liquids in final position, but also
how to distinguish between the two liquids, a distinction which is absent from their L1).
Thus, Eckman and Iverson concluded that “it seems that transfer can overrule the predictions
made by sonority” (p. 27).

Based on their results, Eckman and lverson (1994) proposed a hierarchy of difficulty
for word-final consonants, where the obstruents appear as the most difficult ones, in this
order: affricates®, fricatives, and plosives, with the voiced consonants being more difficult
than the voiceless consonants. The second most difficult class of consonantsin final position,
according to Eckman and Iverson and Tropf (1987), is the nasals, followed by the liquids. But

within the class of obstruents, Tropf differs from and Eckman and Iverson. Tropf proposes

33 Affricates are rarely included in the sonority scales, probably because of their complexity. Hooper (1976)
ranksthem as the least sonorant among the obstruents, thus leading to the prediction that affricates are the most
marked consonants in final position, followed by the stops, which are followed by the fricatives.



that fricatives (and affricates) are more difficult, while Eckman and Iverson believe that
plosives are more difficult.

Baptista and Silva Filho (1997) studied the acquisition of English word-final
consonants by Brazilians. They found that these learners tend to resort to epenthesis to
produce word-final consonants that are not permissible in their L1. Based on their results,
they proposed a hierarchy of difficulty (from least to most difficult) for word-final

consonants:

1. Sonorants (/m/, /n/, In/)

2. Stops (/p/, /bl/, /t/, [d/, [k/, /g/), and within this category, first the bilabials,
followed by the alveolars and the velars.

3. Fricatives (/f/, Iv/, Is/, 121, I§], 13/)

4. Affricates (/f/, 1d3/)

Note that the place of articulation of the target consonants affected the difficulty posed by
them, for within the category of stops, the bilabials are less marked, therefore less difficult to
produce, than the alveolars, or velars. As regards voicing, for ailmost all voiced/voiceless
pairs, the voiced pair caused more epenthesis. In addition to voicing, place and manner of
articulation, the factor environment contributed the difficulty level of word-final consonants.
In Baptista and Silva Filho (1997), word-final consonants were most difficult to pronounce
when followed by a consonant; somewhat easier when followed by a vowel, and easiest when
followed by a pause.

Baptista and Silva Filho's (1997) finding that the place of articulation is another
factor influencing the degree of difficulty posed by final consonants corroborates the results
of Yavas (1997) on the devoicing of final consonants. Y avas (1997), in addition to testing the

effects of the place d articulation of the target consonants, also investigated the effect of the



height of the preceding vowel on the production of final voiced stops. The results indicate
that high vowels preceding velars, alveolars and bilabias (where velars are more difficult
than bilabials) trigger more devoicing than low vowels, at least for non-native speakers of
English.

Research has aso shown that the environment surrounding clusters and word-final
consonants can affect the acquisition of L2 syllabic patterns. Three types of environment can
precede or follow clusters and word-final consonants: pause, vowel and consonant. Carlisle
(1991, 1992) proposed that the environment preceding initial /s/ clusters might either
contribute or hinder their acquisition. From the three possible environments, Carlisle found
that initial clusters preceded by a pause are the least difficult, and initial clusters preceded by
a consonant are the most difficult. These results are similar to Baptista and Silva Filho's
(1997) regarding the environment following word-final consonants.

Edge (1991) investigated the production of word-final consonants by Japanese and
Cantonese learners, as well as by native speakers of English. Edge’s results indicate that in
less controlled tasks (cued story-telling and text reading), the environment pause was
generally responsible for the few occurrences of epenthesis, while in a more controlled task
(word-list reading), the epenthesis rate increased significantly, thus confirming that the
environment pause favored epenthesis. This finding contradicts Baptista and Silva Filho's
(1997) results for Brazilian learners, who tended to resort to epenthesis most frequently when
the target consonants were followed by a consonant, and least frequently when they were

followed by a pause.

4.5 Conclusion



The studies reviewed in this section indicate that the acquisition of L2 syllabic
inventories might pose difficulties for language |earners, due to their complexity of structure,
markedness, L1 interference, and the environment surrounding the syllable. Both Eckman
and Iverson (1994) and Yavas (1994) observe that it is important to take into account the
findings of interphonology research when planning pronunciation instruction. Eckman and
Iverson (1994) stress that the coda position is extremely marked, with greater restrictions as
to the segments that can occur, which makes codas difficult to acquire. Therefore, codas
should be emphasized in pronunciation instruction, regardless of the students’ L1, because
the presence of a certain segment in the inventory of the L1, and even in coda position, is not
sufficient to predict lack of difficulty, since typological markedness can interfere with the
acquisition of word-final consonants. Y avas (1994) recommends that practice with word-final
consonants should start with monosyllabic CVC words, moving on to longer words with
more complex syllabic patterns. In addition, it is important to practice fina consonants not
only inisolation, but also in context, starting with the easiest environment and progressing to
the most difficult. Yavas observes that training with final consonants in isolation and in
context can be aternated, as well as the degree of difficulty of the final consonant in relation
toitsarticulation and preceding and following environments.

The results and recommendations of some of the studies reviewed in this section
suggest that the acquisition of word-final consonants is an important research topic. Equally
important is the investigation of the role played by instruction in the development of L2
learners’ pronunciation. Therefore, the present research investigates the role played by
pronunciation instruction in the acquisition of English wordfinal consonants by Brazilian
learners. It is hypothesized that pronunciation instruction, based on the communicative
framework proposed by Celce Murcia, Goodwin and Brinton (1996) (see Sections 2.3.3 and

3.6.2), can help these learners reduce the frequency of vowel epenthesis in the production of



word-final consonants. The use of an epenthetic vowel modifies the rhythm of the English
language, since it creates an additional syllable, which might also result in word-stress
aternation. This affects comprehension by native speakers of English, which is highly
dependent on rhythm (Garcia, 1990). Thus, testing the effects of pronunciation instruction on
the acquisition of word-final consonants is a good opportunity to connect theory and practice
and to contribute to the understanding of controversial issues in the area of second language

acquisition and instruction.



CHAPTER 5

METHOD

5.1 Introduction

The present research is an investigation of the role played by pronunciation
instruction in the acquisition of English word-final consonants by Brazilian learners. The
study consists of a pretest, followed by a period of instruction, and a posttest. For the
instructional period, the researcher developed a pronunciation manual containing activities
that aimed at minimizing the production of an epenthetic vowel in the pronunciation of word-
final consonants. More specifically, the study aimed at developing materials that (a) are
appropriate for the teaching of the pronunciation of word-final consonants to beginning-level
Brazilian learners of English; and (b) are based on the results yielded by research in the area
of interphonology, taking into account the role of L1 interference, the different syllabic
patterns of English and Brazilian Portuguese, the varying degrees of difficulty posed by
different word-final consonants in different eaironments (Baptista and Silva Filho, 1997;
Silva Filho, 1998), and that (c) employ the framework suggested by Celce-Murcia et al.,

1996, which is based on the Communicative Approach to second language teaching.

5.2 Participants

Two groups of Brazilians studying English in the Extracurricular course (level 1) at

the



Universidade Federal de Santa Catarina®* participated in this study. The groups consisted of
16 and 15 students, respectively, most of them graduate and undergraduate students pursuing
different majors, and a few junior high students or other people from the community®.
However, only 12 students from the experimental group and 10 from the control group
completed all the tasks used to collect the dataset of the present study. One group was
selected as experimental and received a period of instruction based on the pronunciation
manual developed for this study, while the other did not receive any kind of instruction
regarding the features investigated by the study, thus serving as the control group. The
researcher was in charge of teaching both the experimental and the control groups. The
textbook on which the entire course was based was New Interchange | (Richards, Hull &
Proctor, 1997).

The experimental group consisted of 6 males and 6 females, their ages ranging from
18 to 28 (M=21.83, SD=3.01). This group received, during part of their normal class time, 6
weeks of instruction based on the pronunciation manual. The control group consisted of 7
males and 3 females, their ages ranging from 14 to 22 (M=18.88, SD=2.66). The students in
this group did not receive any kind of explicit instruction regarding the pronunciation aspects
investigated in the present study. Both the experimental and the control groups had classes

twice aweek in the evening.

5.3 Materials

34 The Extracurricular Courses are the language service courses offered at Universidade Federal de Santa
Catarina. Level 1 students might be real or false beginners regarding their English proficiency. Most of these
students have had previous contact with English in junior high and/or high school, since English is very often
the compulsory foreign language taught in school.

35 The Extracurricular courses are open to the community as whole, although most of the students are
undergraduates or graduates.



The dataset was collected with the help of a perception test, a production test, two

guesitonnaires, and two written exams.

5.3.1 Questionnaire

At the end of the semester, both the experimental and the control groups completed a
questionnaire (see Appendix A) to provide information about (a) personal characteristics
(e.g., name, age, hirthplace, and place of longest period of residence), (b) foreign/second
language knowledge, (¢) previous contact with English, and (d) preferred language skills. The
experimental group also completed a follow-up questionnaire (see Appendix B) containing 3

questions designed to evaluate the pronunciation classes and materials.

5.3.2 Production pre and posttests

The task for the production pretest and posttest consisted of a set of sentences
containing target words with word-final consonants (see Appendix C). The selection of the
target words, their segments and the environment surrounding the words in the sentences took
into consideration Baptista and Silva Filho's (1997) recommendations in relation to the
hierarchies of difficulty, the combination of segments within the syllable and the environment
following the syllable (see Section 4.4.2).

The pre and posttests included 78 sentences, each one containing a word with a target

find consonant. The target consonants included in the production test were:

/p/, b/, 1t/, 14/, [k/, Ig/, If], Iv/, [d3/, Im/, In/, /n/. Some of the consonant sounds that

can occupy word-final position in English were excluded because they are known to cause



additional difficulties for Brazilian learners due to spelling interference or articulation

difficulties (/r/, /l/, /8/, and /0/). Other word-final consonants were also excluded due to the

)36

low rate of epenthesis that they yielded in a previous study (/{/ and/t{/)™, or low frequency in

word-final position (/3/). The sounds /s/ and /z/, (also pronounced as [f] and [3],

respectively, in Portuguese, depending on the dialect), were not tested because they occur
word-finally in Brazilian Portuguese, and thus are not expected to trigger epenthesis.

In order to test for the effects of word frequency on the participants pronunciation of

the target words, a group of sentences containing nonsense words ending in the sounds /k/,

11/, and /dP*” were included in the pre and posttests. These sounds were tested 3 times each,

with 2 different words, one ending in a consonantal grapheme and another one ending in the
same grapheme followed by asilent “¢e”.

The 78 sentences in the pre and posttests included 60 tokens for the frequent words
(cognates or words thought to be frequent in beginning text books) and 18 for the nonsense

words. The 60 frequent word tokens consisted of 6 tokens — 2 different words in 3 different
environments — for each of the target consonants /p/, /b/, /t/, /d/, /k/, /f/, /m/, /n/ and 3
tokens — one word in 3 different environments — for each of the target consonants
/a/, Inl, Iv/, /d3/. The 2 different words for each of the former 8 target consonants
consisted of one ending in a consonantal g-apheme and one ending in the same grapheme

followed by asilent “€” (e.g., the sound /d/ was tested 3 times with the target word mad and 3

% Results from a pilot study (Silveira, 2002a) yielded the following epenthesis rates: /{/: experimental group =

7.4% for the pre and posttests; control group = 0% for the pretest and 7.7% for the posttest; /tf/: experimental

group = 14.8% for the pretest and 0% for the posttest; control group = 2.6% for the pretest and 5.1 for the
osttest.

7 The decision to use these three consonant sounds with the nonsense words is based on the resilts of previous
studies, according to which, these sounds are among the ones to yield the highest epenthesis rates (Silva-Filho,
1998; Silveira, 2002a). In order to keep the test as short as possible, the other target consonants were not tested
with nonsense words.



times with the word madg). The inclusion of words containing a silent “€” was intended to
test whether the final silent “€” could be an additional difficulty affecting the pronunciation

of English word-final consonants, since the final “€” is pronounced in Brazilian Portuguese

(eg., pele “skin” ['peli]). Unfortunately, the sounds /g/ and /y/ could not be tested in the
silent“ €" condition, since they do not occur in this context (the letter “g”, when followed by
an “€”" ispronounced as/d3/, and / )/ is dways represented by the spelling “ng” without “€”).
On the other hand, /v/ and /d3/ were tested only in the silent “€” environment, since they do

not occur word-finally in English, without afina silent “e”.

The target consonants of both frequent and nonsense words were tested in the

following environments:

1. V__V (between vowels, e.q., “Thereisanice club over there.”);
2. V__C (preceded by a vowel and followed by a consonant, e.g., “He goes to the

clubtodance.”), and

3. V__# (preceded by a vowel and followed by a pause, e.g., “I’'m going to the

cub.”)

The context vowels were /i/, low/, /o/, /€/, /ee/, and 2/, although three of these are often
pronounced somewhat differently by Brazilian learners of English; for example, bw/ is
frequently pronounced as [o], /ee/ as [e], and /a/ as [a]. The context consonants were /p/,
1t, Ik/, If], Is/, Ihl, Im/, [n/, and/]/.

The words containing the target sounds (a) were monosyllabic, (b) were considered by

the researcher to be of frequent occurrence, even in beginning textbooks, and thus probably



at least somewhat familiar to the participants, (c) had no clusters that are prohibited in the L1,

and (d) had a vowel preceding the target consonant (e.g., if the target consonant was /p/, the

carrier word could be cop, but not comp). The sentences containing the target words included
both statements and questions. They contained a maximum of seven words, to keep pausing
to aminimum, and there was an attempt to keep the vocabulary level of the sentences as basic
as possible, to try to prevent the participants from stumbling over difficult words. Also, to
minimize pauses, the sentences were typed in groups of 10 per page, so that the participants

could take short breaks between pages.

5.3.3 Perception pretest and posttest

The study also included a perception test (see Appendix D), which aimed at testing
whether or not the participants could perceive the difference between monosyllabic words

ending in a consonant (e.g., fog) and disyllabic words ending in the same consonant followed
by /i/ (e.g., foggy).

The consonants included in the perception test were the same as the ones included in
the production test: /p/, b/, It/, [d], [k/, [g/, If], Iv/, [d3/, /Im/, In/, and /n/. A
categorical discrimination test design was used (Flege, Munro & Fox, 1994), which consisted
of sets of 3 sentences, where one contained a target word that differed from the other two of

the same set. The sentence was always the carrier sentence “Say ... now.”, as in the set

below, where sentence “b” contains the odd item:

a. Say move now.

b. Say movie now.



c. Say move now.

Each target consonant appeared in two sets. one where the monosyllabic word was the odd
one and one where the disyllabic word was the odd one.

The perception test also included 6 distracter sets containing words dealing with other
difficult vowel and consonant contrasts. These distracters were included with the objective of
not giving away the target sounds being tested. The test also included 8 “catch-trials” where

the three sentences of the set were identical: 2 of the “catch trials’ contained distracters, and

6 of them contained target consonant sounds (/p/, &/ and k/). The “catch-trials’ were

expected to give some guarantee that the participants were paying attention to the three
sentences of each set. Thus, the perception test had a total of 38 sets of sentences; 10 of the
sets contained a different word in item “a’, 10 initem “b”, 10 initem “c”, and 8 of them (“the
catch trials”) had no different words at all

Three main criteria were used to choose the words containing the target consonants:
(a) the words should not contain clusters, (b) the target consonants should be preceded by a
vowel, and (c) the words should be perfect minimal pairs, in which the monosyllabic word

ended in a final consonant and the disyllabic word sounded exactly like the monosyllabic

word, but ended with the sound /i/ (e.g., fog/foggy). The words included in the perception test

were both frequent and infrequent.

A native speaker of American English (see Appendix D) recorded the sentences used
in the perception test. The native speaker was instructed to stop for 1 second after reading
each sentence, and for 5 seconds after reading each complete set of 3 sentences. Moreover, 2
adults not participating in the experiment (see Appendix D) took the test to check for task
difficulty before it was administered to the participants in the present study. One of these

was a hative speaker of American English who could speak French and German as second



languages, and the other was a bilingual speaker of Singhalese and English, the latter being
her language of literacy. Both of them were Applied Linguistics researchers. The contrasts

regarding the target consonants were correctly discriminated by both listeners. However, one

contrast used as a distracter in triad 29 (/ow/~/ owl/) proved to be difficult to both listeners,

since they failed to discriminate between [gow] go and [gowl] goal .

5.3.4 Pronunciation Manual

The pronunciation manual (Appendix E) was used with the experimental group,
together with the regular textbook New Interchange |, during the instructional period. The
content of the manua was limited to activities that aimed at teaching learners the differences
between English and Brazilian Portuguese syllabic patterns and the inappropriateness of the
use of an epenthetic vowel as a strategy to overcome the articul atory problems posed by these

differences. The activities developed for practice include vocabulary items with the following

word-final consonants: /p/, /b/, /t/, /d/, /k/, g/, If/, Iv/, and /d3/. Dueto a strike at the

university, the class time allocated for treatment had to be shortened, leading to the
elimination of three units that were originally part of the manual, al of them dealing with the
nasal consonants.

The manual was organized according to the communicative framework suggested by
Cdce-Murcia et a. (1996). According to this framework, ideally the pronunciation lesson
should consist of five steps: (a) description and analysis; (b) listening discrimination; (c)
controlled practice and feedback; (d) guided practice with feedback; and (€) communicative

practice and feedback (see Section 3.6.2). Each unit of the manual was designed to



incorporate these five steps, with an attempt to connect the pronunciation component with the

rest of the language syllabus and with respect for the learners' level of proficiency.

5.3.5 Written exams

A mid-term and afinal exam (Appendix F) were used to evaluate the performance in the
English course of the participants of both the experimental and the control groups. The
itemsincluded in these exams assessed the participants knowledge of (a) grammar, (b)
vocabulary, (c) reading, (d) writing, and (€) listening comprehension. The results of these
examswere used as the main criterion to evaluate the learnersin the language course. This
additional variable was included to verify whether or not the experimental group lagged
behind in their knowledge of grammar and vocabulary, since part of their class time was

used to provide pronunciation instruction.

5.4 Procedures

The data collection procedures were carried out separately for the experimental and
the control groups, and the perception and production tests were given in a single session for
each. The pretest took place in the seventh week (class meeting 13) after the course had

begun, before the instructional period for the experimental groups started®. One week after

% Theinitial intention was to administer the pretest after the second week of class, but a very long strike atthe
university in the previous year affected the schedule of classes of the undergraduate courses. This caused the
second semester of 2002 in the undergraduate courses to begin in the last week of September, instead of the
beginning of August. The classes in the Extracurricular courses began in the second week of August as usual,
but they were interrupted for two weeks in mid September, so that the undergraduate students could have a
break. The classes in the Extracurricular course resumed at the end of September, when the second semester of
the 2002 undergraduate courses started. The researcher feared losing many participants at that time, since some
students might have schedul e conflicts between their undergraduate and Extracurricular courses when they



the conclusion of the experimental groups period of instruction, the posttest was

administered to both the experimental and the control groups.

5.4.1 Production pretest and posttest

Before recording the production test, both the experimental and the control groups had
a brief training session to learn how to operate the lab. For this training session, the
participants read a short passage in Portuguese (see Appendix C). This reading was recorded
so that the researcher could use it to identify participants with speech problems that might
have affected the data collected for this study°. This procedure took place only when the
pretest data was being collected.

After finishing the training session, all the participants began a second task, which
consisted of reading aloud and recording the sets of sentences containing the target words.
They were told that they could record the sentences as many times as they found necessary,
and they were allowed to stop briefly after reading each set of 10 sentences. However, the
participants were not able to erase any of the recorded versions, as the laboratory does not
alow such aprocedure. Their reading was recorded on sixty-minute audiocassette tapes, in a
Sony LLC-4500MKZ laboratory. The posttest task was the same as the one used for the
pretest.

The experimental and the control groups were tested separately. Each participant
received a different randomized version of the pre and posttests, in which the same sentences

occurred in different orders. This was expected to prevent participants from being influenced

registered for the 2002.2 classes. Fortunately, only one student of each group canceled their registration after the
break.

¥lna previous study (Silveira, 2002a), this procedure helped to identify a participant who had problems
producing a distinction between voiced and voiceless consonants in her L1.



by the other participants pronunciation (as they were recorded simultaneously in the

language lab) and to minimize the order effect.

5.4.2 Perception pre and posttests

After the recording of the production test, the perception test was administered. In
order to familiarize the participants with the “odd item out” task, the researcher provided
them with a brief practice session. For this session, all participants heard 3 sets of sentences
containing minimal pairs dealing with difficult vowel and consonant contrasts, but not with

the target contrast, namely, monosyllabic words ending in a consonant versus disyllabic

words ending in the same consonant followed by /i/. The researcher checked the participants

answers to make sure they understood how to do the task. Because the perception test format
was considerably complex, the training session for the perception test was given twice, once
before the pretest and once before the posttest.

As soon as the participants were acquainted with the task, they began the perception
test. For this task, they heard the 38 sets of 3 sentences and checked “a’, “b”, or “c” for the
sentence that was different; or they checked todasiguais (“all the same”), if the 3 sentences

were the same. All the procedures and materials were used again to collect the posttest data.

5.4.3 Instructional period

The instructional period began during the first class meeting after the administration
of the pretest and was restricted to the experimental group. The focus of the pronunciation
instruction was the learning of English syllabic patterns and its objective was to reduce the

occurrence of epenthetic vowels in the production of words containing word-final



consonants. The material on which the instruction was based is the pronunciation manual
designed to work with Brazilian learners of English at the beginning level (see Appendix E).
The experiment was carried out as part of a 45-hour language course, taught in one
semester and divided into 30 meetings. The classes met twice a week for 15 weeks and the
sessions lasted one hour and a half each. For the experimental group, the pronunciation
classes alternated with the general language classes, taking about 40 minutes of one weekly
class for a period of 6 weeks, resulting in 4 hours of pronunciation instruction. Although the
activities in the manual focused on pronunciation, they were aso intended to be an
opportunity to practice or revise the content presented in the textbook that was used as the

main material in the course.

54.4 Questionnaire and written exam

On the day the participants took the final written exam, they were asked to complete the
questionnaire (see Appendix A) used to collect demographic and language background
data. The participants in the experimental group also completed a questionnaire (see

Appendix B) that assessed their opinions about the pronunciation materials used in class.

In addition to the comparison between the pretest and the posttest results, the study
included a comparison between the performance of the experimental and the control
groups on their written test scores. The participants took the midterm exam when they
returned from their school break (week 6, class meeting 12) and one week before the two
groups took the pretest. The final exam was given at the end of the semester (week 15,

class meeting 29), one week after the posttest data was collected.



5.5 Data Analysis

The information collected via questionnaire was used to assess the influence of the
variables sex, age and language experience on the acquisition of word-final consonants.
These variables and the participants’ written exam scores were compared to the perception
and production test scores.

The target word of each sentence produced by the participants in the production test was
phonetically transcribed by the researcher. A small sample of these words was transcribed
again by three different listeners, al of them with previous experience in phonetic
transcription in order to obtain a reliability rate of 90%. Finally, one of the listeners was
chosen to check the transcription of 50% of the data, together with the researcher. The
second listener transcribed only the final sound of the target words, then this transcription,
was compared to that made by the researcher. In case of disagreement, both the listener
and the researcher would listen to the target words until they reached an agreement. The
participants' scores on the perception test were tabulated and compared to the participants’

scores on the production test.

Descriptive statistics were done and Mann-Whitney tests, Wilcoxon tests, gain
scores, and correlations were run using the following variables, where appropriate: (a)
perception and production pretest/posttest scores, (b) group: experimental/control, (c)
markedness variables (sonority, voicing, and place or articulation), (d) word frequency
(frequent words and nonsense words), (€) order effect (positions: a, b, and c in the categorical
discrimination test), (f) following environment (pause, vowel, and consonant), (Q)
orthography (words ending in a consonantal grapheme and words ending in a silent “€”), (h)
written exam scores (mid-term and fina exams), (i) age, (j) gender, and (k) learners

language learning experience.



The statistical tests were run with the help of SPSS for Windows, version 8.0. The
probability level of statistical significance was set at .05 in the analyses. The 19 hypotheses
tested in this study will be stated only in the next chapter, in the introductory part of each

section. The next chapter presents and discusses the results of the data analysis.



CHAPTER 6

RESULTSAND DISCUSSION

6.1 Introduction

This chapter reports and discusses the results for the perception and production pre
and posttests, with a focus on the effects of pronunciation instruction on the performance of
the experimental group. In Sections 6.2 and 6.3, the data analysis includes the following
comparisons: (@) across-groups, (b) within groups, and (c) practiced versus non-practiced
consonants, first for the perception, and then for the production test. Section 6.2 also
discusses whether 2 test design variables influenced the posttest results, while Section 6.3
presents the results concerning (@) the order effect for the perception test, (b) the following
environment effect, (c) orthography effect, and (d) word frequency effect for the production
test. Possible interactions between the perception and the production tests are discussed in

Section 6.4.

In Section 6.5, the perception and production data are reanalyzed with emphasis on
the consonants grouped according to the phonological features sonority and voicing. For the
production test, another feature was analyzed—place of articulation. The analysis of the
consonants in their natural classes culminates with an attempt to propose preliminary
hierarchies of difficulty for the perception and production of English word-final consonants
by Brazilian learners.

Section 6.6 discusses the possible effects of the pronunciation syllabus on the regular

language syllabus (as measured by the participants’ performances on their written exams) and



offers further analyses of some individual differences variables collected with the help of the
questionnaires. The following variables for individual differences are addressed: (a) gender,
(b) age, (c) private English course attendance, (d) favorite language component, (€) learning
of another foreign language, (f) travel to an English speaking country, and (g) additional
exposure to the L2. These variables are compared to the participants' performance in the
perception and production pre and posttests, as well astheir scoresin the written exams. This
section ends with a discussion of the experimental group’s evaluation of the pronunciation

instruction material and procedures. Finally, Section 6.7 summarizes the main results.

6.2 Perception Test

The perception test was used to assess the participants’ ability to discriminate between

monosyllabic words ending in certain consonants (e.g., “fog”) and disyllabic words ending in

the same consonants followed by /i/ (e.g., “foggy”). More specifically, the perception test

assessed the participants’ ability to discriminate between CV and CVC syllabic patterns with
word-final consonants that do not occur in this position in their L1.

The analysis of the perception test results begins with an evaluation of the possible
difficulties that its design might have imposed on the participants. This is the topic of Section
6.2.1, which analyzes the participants scores for the “catch trials’, and Section 6.2.2, in
which the order effect is evaluated. Section 6.2.3 concentrates on the analysis of the dataset
with the target consonants, including across and between group comparisons, as well as a
comparison between the consonants that were present in the pronunciation manual (practiced
consonants) and those that were not (non-practiced consonants).

Six hypotheses guided the data analysis for the perception test:



Hypothesis 1:
The participants scoresin the perception test were not a result of mere guesses.

Hypothesis 2:

The position in which the target word appears in the perception test has no influence on
the scores of correct responses.

Hypothesis 3:

The experimental and control groups are similar before treatment in relation to the
perception of the contrast between the syllabic patterns CV and CVC.

Hypothesis 4:

Instruction affects perception; thus, the experimental group’ s posttest scores are different
from the control group’s posttest scores.

Hypothesis 5:

There is a change in the scores for perception across tests, which is caused by

pronunciation
instruction.

Hypothesis 6:

The consonantsthat wereincluded in the pronunciation material (practiced consonants) used with the experimental group and the
consonantsthat were not included in thismaterial (non-practiced consonants) yield different rates of correct responsesinthe
experimental group’ sposttest.

6.2.1 Hypothesis 1. The participants understanding of the perception test task

The perception test contained 8 catch tria sets, 2 containing non-target contrasts, and
6 with the target consonants. As explained in Section 5.3.3, the catch trials consisted of sets
of three sentences that were identical. The role of the catch trials was to verify whether the
participants' responses were not mere guesses. In other words, if the participants consistently
failed to identify the sentences in the catch trials as being identical, they would be assumed to
be making guesses in the perception test, which could be due to low concentration, task
difficulty or poor understanding of the task.

The results displayed in Table 2 show that, in general, most participants in the control
group tended to identify the catch trials with non-targets correctly in both the pretest (60%)

and the posttest (95%), and similar results were obtained for the experimental group (77% for



the pretest, and 86% for the posttest). In relation to the catch trials with target consonants, the
control group obtained higher rates of correct identification in the pretest (92%) than in the
posttest (82%), whereas the experimental group obtained the same rates in both pre and

posttests (83%).

Table2
Frequency of correct responsesin the “catch trials” for the control andthe experimental
groups.

Control Group Experimental Group
Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest
Non — Targets Non - Targets Non — Targets Non - Targets
targets targets targets targets

S1 1 5 2 5 S11 2 5 2 5
(50) (83) (100) (83) (100) (83) (100) (83
S2 2 5 2 4 S12 1 4 1 4
(100) (83) (100) (67) (50) (67) (50) (67)
S3 0 6 1 3 S13 1 4 2 6
© (100) (50) (50) (50) (67) (100) (100)
A 2 6 2 5 S14 1 6 1 4
(100) (100) (100) (83) (50) (100) (50) (67)
S5 0 6 2 4 S15 2 6 2 5
© (100) (100) (67) (100) (100) (100) (83)
S6 1 6 2 6 S16 2 6 2 5
(50) (200) (200) (200) (200) (200) (200) (83)
S7 1 4 2 6 S17 1 6 2 6
(50) (67) (100) (100) (50) (100) (100) (100)
S8 1 6 2 6 S18 0 2 1 4
(50) (100) (100) (100) © (33 (50) (67)
S9 2 5 2 4 S19 2 5 2 5
(100) (83) (100) (67) (100) (83) (100) (83
S10 2 6 2 6 S20 2 6 1 6
(200) (200) (200) (200) (100) (200) (50) (200)
S21 1 4 1 4
(50 (67) (50) (67)
S22 2 6 2 6
(200) (200) (200) (200)
Totd 12 55 19 49 17 60 19 60
(60) (92) (95 (82 Totd ()] (83) (79) (83)

Note: Control group: N nontargets=20; N targets=60. Experimental group: N norntargets=24; N targets=72.

Table 2 shows that the control group was better at identifying correctly the catch trials
containing target consonants (92%) than the ones with non-target consonants (60%) in the
pretest. However, in the posttest, the catch trials with non—targets (95%) were identified more

correctly than those with targets (82%). Table 2 shows similar results for the experimental



group in both the pretest (target catch trails: 83%; non-target catch trials: 77%) and the
posttest (target catch trails: 83%; non-target catch trials: 86%).

These results seem to indicate that the participants were not merely making wild
guesses while completing the perception test with the target consonants because they
managed to correctly identify, on average, more than 80% of the catch trials in the pre and
the posttests. However, Table 2 also shows that one participant in the experimental group had
great difficulty in identifying the catch trials with the target consonants (only 33% of correct
responses) in the pretest (S18). Note that the catch trials with non-targets proved to be
difficult for both the experimental and control groups in the pretest, but that in the posttest
both groups improved their performance with the nornttarget catch trials. The considerable
difficulty posed listened by the non-target catch trials was already expected because even the
native speakers who to the perception test failed to perceive the contrast between the pair

“Say cow now.”/“ Say cowl now.” (see Appendix D).

6.2.2 Hypothesis 2: Order effect in the perception test

Animportant consideration iswhether the positioninwhich thetarget odd item of each tes t token appeared affected theerror
ratesintheperception test. Thecategorical discriminationtestincluded 24 set$° of three sentences each, which meansthat the token
containing theodd item could appear in thefirst sentence (a), in the second sentence (b), or in the third sentence (c). Tables 3 and 4 show
that the odd targetsthat appeared inthe“ c” position tended to trigger the lowest error ratesfor both experimental and control groupsin the
pretest, but for the posttest, the 3 contexts yieldedsimilar rates. Thisresult suggestsapossibledrawback of the perception test design,
whichrelied greatly on the participants’ ability to hold in their memoriesthree sentencesfor each set, and comparethem in order toidentify
asubtle phonetic distinction. Thisdrawback may have been lessimportant in the posttest because of practice effect.

Table3

Frequency of error per target positionin thetest token for the control group.

Pretest Posttest
Positions a b c total a b [ total
Errors 22 22 16 60 15 12 13 40
Targets tested 80 80 80 240 80 80 80 240
% of epenthesis (28) (28) (20) (25) (29) (15) (16) a7

40 As stated in Chapter 5, the perception test contained a total of 38 sets of sentences, but the remaining 14 setes
were either catch trials or distracters.



Table4

Frequency of errorsper target positioninthetest token for the experimental group.

Pretest
Positions a b c totd
Errors 44 42 26 112
Targets tested 96 96 96 288
% of epenthesis (46) (44) 27 (39)

Posttest
a b c Total
21 26 19 66
% % 96 288
(22) (27) (20) (23)

Paired-sample Wil coxon signed rank tests'* were run to verify whether the scoresfor the

three positionswere significantly different. The pretest results show that for the control group, the z-scores were non-significant for any
comparisons: “a’ versus“b” (p=.73),“a’ versus“c” (p=.34),and"“b" versus“c” (p=.59). A similar result wasobtai ned for thecantrol

group’ sposttest: “a’ versus“b” (p=.58), “a’ versus“c” (p=.49), and“b" versus“c” (p=.73). Regarding the experimenta group, the pretest
resultsshow that two comparisonswerenot significant: “ &’ versus“b” (p=.87),and“b” versus*c” (p=.08), b ut one of them wassignificant:
“a’ versus“c” (p=.03). Theexperimental group’ sposttest resultswerenot significant for all comparisons: “a’ versus“b” (p=.39),“a’ versus
“c” (p=.81),and“b” versus“c” (p=.34). Theseresultsshow that, inthe pretest, only the experimental group had more difficulty with the“c”

position than with the others, but that after receiving instruction, even the experimental group managed to obtain similar scoresfor the3
positions. Thus, it seemsthat target position playedonly aweak roleintheperception test scores.

6.2.3 Hypotheses 3 and 4: Pretest and posttest results

Table 5 displays the results of the participants performance on the perception test

regarding test tokens with the target consonants. In the pretest, a comparison between the

rates of correct responses of the control group (75%; M=18; SD=3.98) and the experimental

group (61%; M=14.67; SD=4.25) shows that the former had greater efficiency discriminating

between the patterns CVC and CV than the latter. In Table 5, the results show that the control

group (83%; M=20; SD=3.65) and the experimental group (77%; M=18.50; SD=5.30)

performed better in the perception posttest than in the pretest, but the control group continued

to perform better than the experimental group.

Table5

Frequency of correct answersin the perception test with target consonants.

“! Thisis a non- parametric test, equivalent to a paired-sample t-test, which was less appropriate here because

there were fewer than 30 subjects in the study.



Experimental Group
Control Group

Pretest % n  Posttest % n Pretet % n  Posttest % n
Sl 9 (39 24 19 (79 24 S11 15 (63) 24 24 (100) 24
Y 18 (75) 24 20 (83 24 S12 16 (67) 24 19 (79 24
3 19 (79 24 11 (46) 24 S13 12 (50) 24 24 (100) 24
s 21 (88) 24 22 (92 24 S14 17 (71) 24 18 (75) 24
$ 19 (79 24 22 (92 24 S15 11 (46) 24 19 (79) 24
53 21 (88) 24 22 (92 24 S16 11 (46) 24 12 (50) 24
Y 17 (7)) 24 24 (100) 24 S17 20 (83) 24 22 (92 24
3 21 (88) 24 21 (89 24 Si18 10 (42 24 15 (63) 24
Se] 14 (58) 24 17 (7)) 24 S19 15 (63 24 16 (67) 24
S10 21 (88) 24 22 (92 24 S20 17 (71) 24 22 (92 24
S21 9 (38) 7 (29
S22 23 (96) 24 (100)
Total 180 (75) 240 200 (83) 240 176 (61) 288 222 (77) 288
Mean 18 20 14.67 18.50
D 3.89 3.65 4.25 5.30

Independent sample Mann-Whitney*? tests were used to compare the means of the
two groups in the pretest and in the posttest. In the pretest, the results indicate that the
experimental group performed considerably worse than the control group, and that the two
groups were significantly different before the experiment began (z=-1.88 p=.05). This result
rejects Hypothesis 3, showing that the two groups were already different before the
experiment began. Regarding the posttest, the results show no significant difference between
the two groups (z=.47, p=.63). This result can be interpreted as a kind of improvement for
the experimental group, whose performance on the posttest was relatively similar to the
control group performance, contrary to the pretest results, in which the experimental group
performance was significantly worse than the control group performance. This result suggests
apossible positive effect of the pronunciation instruction provided to the experimental group,
which might have helped them perceive the contrast between the target CV and CVC
monosyllabic words nearly as well as the control group. Nevertheless, the results also show

that the control group obtained better scores in the posttest than in the pretest, thus suggesting

42 Thisis a non- parametric test that is equivalent to the t-test, which would have been less appropriate here
because there were fewer than 30 subjectsin the study.
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that at least part of the improvement of both groupsin the posttest might be due to additional
confounding variables, such as task familiarity, and not to instruction only. Therefore,

Hypothesis 4 could not be supported.

6.2.4 Hypothesis 5: Gain scores

In order to test whether there was a change in the scores in the perception test from
the pretest to the posttest, the gain scores (posttest scores minus pretest scores) for each
participant were calculated. The results displayed in Table 6 show that, in general, the
experimental group yielded the highest gain scores; i.e., the participants of the experimental
group were able to discriminate between the CVC and the CV syllabic patterns more
effectively in the posttest (M=3.83, SD=4.09) than in the pretest, compared to the control
group (M=2; SD=4.55). However, an independent sample Mann-Whitney test showed no
significant difference between the gain scores of the two groups (z=.64; p=.52), thus
rejecting Hypothesis 5. This result is probably influenced by the high standard deviations
present in both groups, which highlight the power of individual differences—a crucial factor
in SLA classrooms and research.

As the data displayed in Table 6 show, only one participant in the control group (S1)
and another in the experimental group (S13) managed to increase by 10 points or more their
rates of correct responses in the perception posttest, while one participant of each group (S3,
for the control group, and S21 for the experimental group) actually obtained negative rates.
We can specul ate that the better performance of the experimental group may be related to the
pronunciation instruction they received. Nevertheless, most participants in the control group
also improved their performance on the posttest, thus indicating that other factors might have

influenced the posttest results (e.g., task familiarity, exposure to L2). Furthermore, it is

Comentario: spssfile: targets
per subject; output: gainscoresfor
perception test



important to remember that the experimental group had a much worse performance on the
pretest than the control group, and thus there was more room for improvement for the former

than for the latter.

Table6
Gain scores in the perception test.
Control Group Experimental Group
Participants Score Participants Score
i) 10 S11 9
Y 2 S12 3
¢ -8 S13 12
A 1 S14 1
$ 3 S15 8
$ 1 S16 1
S7 7 S17 2
;] 0 S18 5
S¢] 3 S19 1
S10 1 S20 5
S21 -2
S22 1
Total 20 46
Mean 2.0 3.83
D 4.55 4.09
Maximum 10 12
Minimum -8 -2

6.2.5 Hypothesis 6: Practiced versus non-practiced consonants

Owing to time constraints, only the target consonants /p/, /bl, It/, Id/, Ik/, Ig/, Ifl, Ivl,

and /dz/ were included in the pronunciation material used for instruction with the

experimental group, while the nasals were left out. Because BP has minima pairs such as

e43n

rim/rime, or “kidney” /“rhym [xij]/[ ximi] and com/cone “with”/“cone”’ [kBw]/[ koni], the

nasals /m/ and /n/ were not expected to cause difficulties at the perceptual level. Table 7

s Imperative and subjunctive (present), second person (singular), and second and third persons (singular),
respectively.



presents different totals for the 9 practiced consonants (those included in the pronunciation

manual) and the 3 nasals, which were not practiced.

Table7

Frequency of correct responsesin the perception test for practiced and nonypracti ced consonants.

Control Group

Experimental Group

Pretest % n Postest % n Pretest % n Postest % n
c 13 (65 20 16 (80) 20 p 13 (54) 24 17 (7)) 24
b 17 (85 20 17 (85 20 b 22 (92 24 21 (88) 24
t 13 (65 20 15 (75) 20 ¢ 10 (42) 24 17 (71) 24
d 18 (90) 20 17 (85) 20 d 16 (67) 24 18 (75 24
Kk 16 (80) 20 17 (85 20 K 12 (500 24 21 (88) 24
0 18 (900 20 19 (95 20 g 20 (83) 24 18 (75 24
i 15 (75) 20 17 (85 20 f 15 (63) 24 21 (88) 24
v 12 (60) 20 13 (65 20 v 11 (46) 24 17 (7)) 24
d3 5 (25 20 12 (60) 20 d3 7 (29 24 12 (50) 24
Total 127 (71) 180 143 (79) 180 126 (58) 216 162 (75) 216
practiced
Mean 14.11 15.89 14 18.00
sD 4.08 2.20 4.8 2.87
m 19 (95 20 19 (95 20 ? 13 (54) 24 18 (75 24
18 (90) 20 19 (95 20 ? 19 (799 24 21 (88) 24
16 (80) 20 19 (95 20 ? 18 (75 24 21 (88) 24
Total non- 53 (83) 60 57 (95 60 50 (69) 72 60 (83) 72
practiced
Mean 17.67 19 16.67 20.00
D 153 0 321 173
General 180 (75 240 200 (83) 240 176 (61) 288 222 (77) 288
total

The results show that the non-practiced sounds, i.e., the nasals tended to be the easiest

consonants for the experimental and the control groups both in the pre and posttests.

Furthermore, both groups obtained higher scores of correct responses with the non-practiced

consonants in the posttest than in the pretest, but only the experimental group obtained

considerably higher scores with the practiced consonants (from 58% in the pretest to 75% in



the posttest), which might have been an effect of pronunciation instruction. As mentioned

previously, the nasals /m/ and /n/ were expected to cause no difficulty, but this expectation

was not fulfilled. The participants of both groups made errors with these nasals, which shows
that even for cases in which the L1 has the contrast CV/CVC, the learners still have problens
hearing this contrast, and this was especially the case with the experimental group.

Sample-related Wilcoxon signed ranks tests were run to compare the means of
practiced and non-practiced consonants within groups in the pre and posttests. For the control
group, the results show no significant differences (pretest and posttest: z=-1.60, p=.10). The
same test was run for the experimental group, and again no significant differences were found
(pretest: z=.44, p=.65; posttest: z=-1.34, p=.18). Independent Mann-Whitney tests were run
to obtain across group comparisons of practiced and non-practiced consonants in the pre and
posttests. The pretest results were not significant for both practiced (z=-.44, p=.65) and non-
practiced consonants (z=.22, p=.82), thus showing that the experimental and control groups
performed similarly. The posttest results for the practiced consonants were significant (z=
1.91, p=.05), which indicates that the experimental group performed better than the control
group. For the non-practiced consonants, the posttest results reached no significance (z=.70,
p=.48). These results confirm Hypothesis 6, since they show that pronunciation instruction
affected significantly the learning of the practiced consonants.

6.2.6 Summary of the perception test results

In summary, the perception test results indicate that both groups had some difficulty
in discriminating between CV and CVC syllabic patterns in the pretest. However, the two
groups were dready significantly different at the beginning of the study, since the
experimental group obtained much lower rates of correct responses for the perception test in

the pretest than the control group. This difference in performance makes it difficult to



interpret the posttest results, in which both the experimental and the control groups improved
their rates of correct responses. The apparently better rates obtained by the experimental
group in the posttest compared to their pretest might be related to the pronunciation
instruction they received. However, a possible interpretation is that the experimental group
improved more than the control group because the former had more room for change in the
pretest scores. The results also show that pronunciation instruction helped the experimental
group obtain significantly better rates with the practiced consonants in the posttest than the
control group, and that both groups had difficulties discriminating between CV and CVC

syllables even in contexts where this contrast existsin the L 1.

6.3 Production test

The second instrument used to collect data was the production test, which consisted of
a set of sentences containing words with the 12 target consonants. The participants recorded
these sentences at two different times (pre and posttests). The target words were later
transcribed (see Appendix G) in order to identify the strategies the participants resorted to
when they had to pronounce monosyllabic words containing word-final consonants that do
not occur in this position in their L1. Pre and posttest transcriptions were compared to verify
whether pronunciation instruction could contribute to the acquisition of these word-final
consonants.

The analysis of the production test data begins with a discussion of three variables that
might have influenced the results: (a) The following environment, (b) orthography, and (c)
word frequency. Section 6.3.4 discusses the syllable simplification strategies that Brazilian
learners may resort to when they produce word-final consonants, with emphasis on the vowel

epenthesis strategy. The following sections focus exclusively on the use of vowel epenthesis



in the production of word-final consonants and how it interacts with pronunciation

instruction. The following hypotheses guided the data analysis for the production test:

Hypothesis 7:
Theenvironment following the target consonantsin the production test influencesthe epenthesis

rates.

Hypothesis 8:

The epenthesisrates of thewordsthat end in aconsonant followed by “€" aredifferent from

theratesof thewordsending in agrapheme consonant only.

Hypothesis 9:

The epenthesisrates of frequent words are different from the nonsenseword rates.

Hypothesis 10:
Vowe epenthesis is the only syllable simplification strategy used to produce all the target
word-final consonants.

Hypothesis 8:
The experimental and the control groups are similar before treatment in relation to the
production of word-final consonants.

Hypothesis 9:
Instruction influences production, thus the experimental group’s posttest scores are different
from their pretest scores and different from the control group’s posttest scores.

Hypothesis 10:
There is a change in the scores of the production of wordfinal consonants across tests,
caused by pronunciation instruction.

Hypothesis 11:

The consonants that were included in the pronunciation materia (practiced consonants) used
with the experimental group and the consonants that were not included in this material (non-
practiced consonants) yield different rates of correct responses in the experimental group’s
posttest.

6.3.1 Hypothesis 7: The following environment in the production test



The results displayed in Tables 8 and 9 shed some light on the way the phonological
environment surrounding word-final consonants affected their production. The tables show
that, in the pretest for both groups, the context #V yielded dightly higher epenthesis rates
than the contexts # and #C. For the posttest, the control group obtained the highest
epenthesisrates in the _# and _#V contexts. The experimental group obtained similar results
for the three contexts, with slightly higher scores for the _# and _#V contexts. The results
indicate that, in the posttest, the experimental group’s rates of epenthesis dropped
considerably in all of the three contexts, practically neutralizing the difference between the
contexts. However, the control group’s rates increased slightly and only the contrast between
_#and _#V was neutralized.

Paired-sample Wilcoxon signed rank tests were run to compare the scores of each of
the following environments in the pre and posttests. The control group pretest results show
that the comparisons _# versus_#V, and _# versus _#C were not significant (p=.30 for both),
but that the comparison _# V versus #C was significant (p=.05). The control group posttest
yielded no significant differences for the comparison # versus #V (p=.51), but the
comparisons _# versus #C, and # V versus #C were significant (p=.02 and p=.007,
respectively). Regarding the experimental group, both pre and posttest results reached no
significance. These results indicate that the environment _#C was indeed easier than the

others for the control group only, thus partialy confirming Hypothesis 7.

Table8

Control group’sfrequency of epenthesis according to target consonantsand their
following contexts.

Pretest Posttest

# A _#C_ tod ERE LS totd

Epenthesis 22 54 2 28 56 55 149

Targets tested 24 235 233 702 2F 23 2% 704
% (18) (23 (19 (25 (24) (15

Note: _#: pause context ; _#V: vowel context; _#C: consonant context.



Table9

Experimental group’s frequency of epenthesis according to target consonants and their
following contexts.

Pretest Posttest
# _#Y “#C  totd # “#V _#C tota
Epenthesis 129 132 112 373 86 85 79 250
Targetstested 275 217 275 827 276 274 274 824
% (47) (48) (41) (3D) (3) (29

Note: _#: pause context ; _#V: vowel context; _#C context.

The control group results are contrary to Baptista and Silva Filho's (1997), since in
their study the context #C was found to yield the highest epenthesis rates. However, this
result corroborates Koerich (2002), who found no clear tendencies, which she attributed to
the proficiency level of the participants. Moreover, these results partially support Silveira
(2002a), in which the context #C was considerably easier than the others. A possible
explanation for these results might be the different test designs used in these studies.
Furthermore, as Koerich (2002) observed, beginners produce epenthesis with such frequency

that the results regarding the following environment become almost random.

6.3.2 Hypothesis 8: Orthography in the production test

Table 10 displays the frequency of epenthesis in relation to orthography by including
only the consonants that were tested in the two contexts: a target word ending with a
consonanta grapheme (e.g., mad) and a target word ending in the same grapheme followed

by asilent “€” (e.g., made). A total of eight consonants appeared in both contexts: /p/, /b/, I/,

[dl, Ikl, 11, Im/,and/n/, but only the first six were tested. The last two had to be excluded due



to the almost categorical use of the deletion/assimilation strategy with the nasals that were not

followed by a silent “e”. The sounds /t/, /d/, /k/ were also tested with nonsense words, but

these tokens were also left out of this analysis to avoid the influence of the variable word

frequency.
Table 10
Frequency of epenthesisin relation to orthography.

C-pre n Ce-pre n G post n Ce-pog n
Control 19 176 40 178 23 175 43 180
% (11) (22) (13) (24)
Exper 83 212 101 211 63 211 66 212
% (39) (48) (30) (31)

Note: C: words ending in a consonantal grapheme; Ce: words ending in a silent “€".

The results indicate that the factor orthography plays an important role in the
frequency of epenthesis in the production of word-final consonants by Brazilian learners of
English. For both the experimental and the control groups, it is clear that the words
containing the silent “€” triggered more epenthesis than those ending in the consonantal
grapheme. In the posttest, the control group increased their rates dightly in both contexts. As
for the experimental group, there was a reduction in the epenthesis rate in the words ending in
consonantal graphemes and those ending in the same grapheme followed by a silent “€”, so
that the difference between them was neutralized in the posttest.

Samplerelated Wilcoxon signed rank tests were run to compare, within groups, the
means of words ending in a consonantal grapheme and those ending in the same grapheme
followed by a silent “€”, in the pre and posttests. For the control group, the results were
significant for the pretest (z=-1.93, p=.05) and the posttest (z=2.49, p=.01), i.e., the words
with a silent “€” were significantly more difficult than the words ending in a consonantal
grapheme in in the pre and posttests. The same statistical tests were run for the experimental

group, and significant differences were found for the pretest (z=2.45, p=.02), but not for the



posttest (z=-2.06, p=.82). These results show that only the experimental group managed to
improve their performance on the consonants ending in asilent “€”, so that in the posttest the
epenthesis rates for these words were not significantly different from those of the words
ending in a consonantal grapheme. Thus, the experimental group neutralized the difference
between these two types of words in the posttest, which indicates that pronunciation
instruction has diminished the effects of orthography on the production of word-fina
consonants. It is important to point out that the pronunciation material used with the
experimental group explicitly addressed the fact that the final “€” should not be pronounced

in English.

6.3.4 Hypothesis 9: Word frequency in the production test

In order to test for the effect of word frequency on the production of word-final
consonants, the target words were classified as frequent or nonsense words. The frequent

words were cognates or words thought to be frequent in beginning textbooks (e.g., club,
room). For thisanalysis, only the consonants/t/, /d/, and /k/ were considered, since these
were the only sounds tested with both frequent and nonsense words. Table 11 shows that the

frequent words triggered higher epenthesis rates than the nonsense words for both the

experimental and the control groupsin the pre and posttests.

Table1l
Frequency of epenthesisin relation to the effect of frequent/nonsense words.
Control Group Experimental Group
Pre Post Pre Post
frequent nonsense  frequent nonsense frequent nonsense  frequent  nonsense
Total 46 24 48 31 110 84 84 48
% @0 (14 (28) (18) (53) 4y (41 (23

N 173 173 173 175 208 206 205 208




Sample-related Wilcoxon signed rank tests were run to compare the means of frequent
and nonsense words in the pre and posttests, within-groups. For the control group, the results
were significant for the pretest (z=2.80, p=.05) and the posttest (z=2.80, p=.05). The same
test was run for the experimental group, and again, significant differences were found for the
pretest (z=-3.05, p=.002) and posttests (z=-3.06, p=.002).

Therefore, word frequency was shown to influence the production of word-final
consonants. Pronunciation instruction helped the experimental group to reduce the epenthesis
rates with both types of words, but the reduction was more effective with the nonsense words
than with the frequent words. A possible explanation for the fact that the nonsense words
triggered lower epenthesis rates is that the participants simply concentrated more to
pronounce them because they were unknown vocabulary items.

These results suggest that, as proposed by Flege (1987) and Baptista (1995), at the
initial stages of language acquisition learners lack automatized phonological processes and
tend to use the L1 processes as default. Thus, the lexical items that are acquired at this stage
are likely to be more resilient to changes than the new lexical items that learners encounter
later. This raises the problem mentioned by Baptista (1995), who observed that if L2 learners
continue to resort to the L1 phonological processes for a long time, the chances are that this
procedure will become automatized, even for cases where the L1 phonological parameters are
inadequate for the L2.

These results also reinforce the fact that pronunciation instruction should be a priority
at the initial stages of L2 learning. In addition, if word frequency proves to be an important
varigble with other pronunciation aspects, it could have implications for the effects of

encouraging frequency too early in pronunciation materials.



6.3.4 Hypothesis 10: Strategies of syllable simplification

Vowel epenthesis (Table 12) was the only strategy of syllable simplification used by

the participant s in the production of all word-final consonants, except for the nasals /m/ and

/n/ ending in a consonantal grapheme (control group: pretest=18%, posttest=21%;

experimental group: pretest=45%, posttest=30%).
Other syllable simplification strategies employed by the participants were deletion,
substitution, and devoicing. Deletion with assimilation of the nasal feature to the preceding

vowel with the bilabial and alveolar nasals not followed by the silent “e” (e.g., “room” and

“clean”), and the substitution of [ng] for /n/ were categorical (nearly 100%), owing to L1 and

spelling interference. Table 13 shows the results regarding other types of substitution

motivated by the participants’ L1. Substitution, generally combined with epenthesis, was also

very common with the alveolar stops and the voiced alveopalatal affricate. The sounds /t/ and

/d/ were frequently pronounced as [t{] or [ts] and [d3] or [dz], respectively; and 3/ as[3].

The pronunciation of /t/ and /d/ as affricates (palatalization) is an L1 phonological process

found in many Brazilian Portuguese dialects, while the allophones [ts] and [dZ] are

becoming more frequent in the dialect spoken by people from Floriandpolis and some nearby

cities. The deletion of nasal consonants with assimilation of the nasal feature to the preceding

vowel and the pronunciation of /d3/ as [3] result from transfer of L1 spelling rules, and the

substitution of /ng/ for /n/ indicates a lack of knowledge of the English spelling rules which

say that “g” isnot pronounced in certain contexts.



Table 12
Frequency of epenthesisintheproductiontest.

Control Group Experimental Group

Pre Post Pre Post
Total 128 149 373 250
% (18) (21) (45) (30)
Mean per consonant 9.54 15.0 5.54 5.04
D 1.3 1.86 1.85 2.0
N4 702 704 827 824

Note: The means were obtained by multiplying the number of tokens for each target consonant by the number of
occurrences of epenthesis for that consonant. The products were then added together and the sum was divided
by the total number of tokens for al target consonants.

Table 13

Frequency of substitution (for the consonants /t/,/d/, and /d3/, with frequent and nonsense
words).

Control Group Experimental Group
Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest
Total 78 81 139 124
Percentage (29) (30) (43) (38)
N 270 270 324 324

Table 14 compares the rates of epenthesis and devoicing for the 4 voiced obstruents:
Ibl, Id/,/gl, and Iv/*°. It shows that there were only a few instances of devoicing for both the
experimental group (pretest=3%, posttest=3%) and the control group (pretest=4%,
posttest=2%).

The nonsense words were responsible for several cases of misreading and devoicing,

aswell as voicing of two consonants (/k/ and /t/). In the control group, the consonant / k/ was

voiced 5 times in the pretest and 5 in the posttest with the nonsense word “gock”, and /t/ was

44 The reason for different N valuesin the pre and posttestsin most tables for the production test is that a few
paticipants either misread target words or missed entire sentences.

5 The sound /d3/ was excluded because its voiceless counterpart /tf/ was not tested.



voiced once in the pretest, and once in the posttest with the nonsense word “pite”. The
literature has frequently discussed devoicing as a syllable simplification strategy commonly
found in the interphonology of learners’ of certain L1 backgrounds (e.g., Flege & Davidian,
1984; Weinberger, 1987; Yavas, 1997). However, voicing, to my knowledge, has not been
suggested as a frequent syllable simplification strategy in SLA. The fact that voicing occurred
with nonsensewords might only reflect reading difficulties the participants had with these

words.

Table 14
Frequency of epenthesis and devoicingfor /b/, /d/, /g/, and/ v/ (with frequent words only).

Control Group Experimental Group
Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest
Epenthesi< Devoicing Epenthesis Devoicing Epenthesis Devoicing Epenthesis Devoicing
Total 28 7 32 4 91 6 66 7
% (16) @ (18) @) (45) (3 (33 (3)
Mean 4.07 1.08 4.80 .57 14.05 .55 10.19 .92
D 1.22 .30 1.39 .18 3.53 0.26 2.57 0.29
N 176 176 176 176 204 204 201 201

Note: The means were obtained by multiplying the number of tokens for each target consonant by the number

of occurrences of epenthesis for that consonant. The products were then added together and the sum was divided
by the total number of tokensfor al target consonants.

6.3.5 Hypotheses 11 and 12: Pre and posttest results

Table 15 displays the results regarding the participants performance on the
production test, with a focus on the most frequent syllable simplification strategy—
epenthesis. A comparison between the rates of error in the pretests of the experimental and

the control groups shows that the former yielded higher epenthesis rates (45%; M=31.08;



SD=14.40) than the latter (18%; M=12.80; SD=8.28). Regarding the posttest, the
experimental group reduced considerably the epenthesis rates (30%; M=20.83; SD=9.69),
whereas the control group (21%; M=14.90; SD=11.08) actually obtained dlightly higher
epenthesisrates.

Independent Mann-Whitney tests were used to compare the means of both groups in
the pretest and in the posttest. The pretest results indicate that the two groups were aready
different before the experiment began (z=-2.77; p=.006), thus rejecting Hypothesis 11.
Although the epenthesis rates of the experimental group continued to be higher than the
control group rates in the posttest, the difference between the two groups was no longer
significant (z=1.75, p=.08), and only the experimental group managed to reduce the rates.
This result suggests a positive effect of pronunciation instruction, but it is not sufficient to

confirm Hypothesis 12.

Table 15
Frequency of epenthesisin the productiontest per participant.

Control Group Experimental Goup
Pretes % n Posttes % n Pretes % nPosttest % n
t t t
sl 25 (382 77 40 (53) 75 S11 23 (32 75 14 (19 73
54 3 (4 78 5 (6) 78 S12 28  (36) 74 20 (26) 77
3 27 (36) 76 29 (398) 77 S13 18 (29) 77 11 (19 76
% 4 (5) 74 13 (17) 76 S14 46 (59) 77 31 (40) 78
S 12 (15) 78 11 (14) 78 S15 34 (45 75 23 (31 75
5 7 (9 76 6 (8) 78 S16 22 (3 70 17 (29 72
S 15 (190 77 12 (16) 74 S17 42 (56) 73 23 (31 75
St 11 (14) 78 12 (16) 77 S18 53 (79) 74 30 (45 67
D 17 (23 75 14 (19 75 S19 44 (57) 77 34 (44) 77
S10 7 (100 73 7 (9 76 S20 26 (34) 76 14 (18 77
S21 36 (48) 76 31 (4 75
S22 1 ) 75 2 3 77
Tota 128 (18) 702 149 (21) 704 373 (45) 827 250 (30) 824
I
Mea 12.80 14.90 31.08 20.83

n
D 828 11.08 14.40 9.69




6.3.6 Hypothesis 13: Gain scores

In order to test whether there was a change in the scores of the production test from
the pretest to the posttest, the gain scores (posttest scores minus pretest scores) for each
participant were calculated. The results displayed in Table 16 show that, in general, the
experimental group obtained higher gain scores; i.e., they tended to resort less frequently to
vowel epenthesisto produce the target words in the posttest (M=-10.25, SD=6.50) than in the
pretest, compared to the control group (M=2.10; SD=5.69). Furthermore, an independent
sample Mann-Whitney test showed that the difference between the gain scores of the two
groups was highly significant (z=3.60; p=.0001). All in all, these findings indicate that the
pronunciation instruction provided to the experimental group might have helped the
participants in this group to resort less frequently to the vowel epenthesis strategy while

producing certain types of word-final consonants, thus confirming Hypothesis 13.

Table 16
Gain scores for the production test.
Control Group Experimental Group
Participants Score Participants Score
S1 15 S11 -9
S2 2 S12 -8
S3 2 S13 -7
4 9 S14 -15
S5 -1 S15 -11
S6 -1 S16 -5
S7 -3 S17 -19
S8 1 S18 -23
S9 -3 S19 -10
S10 0 S20 -12
S21 -5
S22 1
Totd 21 -123
Mean 2.10 -10.25
SD 5.69 6.50
Maximum -3 -23

Minimum 15 1

Comentario: spssfile: targets
per subject; output: gainscoresfor
perception test



Although the tendency for epenthesis reduction was more common in the
experimental group than in the control group, it should be pointed out that 4 participants in
the control group also managed to reduce their epenthesis rates in the posttest, although
minimally. Furthermore, one participant from the experimental group (S22) did not improve
his performance in the posttest, which can be explained by the fact that this participant
obtained the lowest epenthesis rate in the pre test (only 1 case of epenthesis), and there was
not much room for improvement in the posttest.

As the data displayed in Table 16 show, 50% of the participants in the experi mental
group (S14, S15, S17, S18, S19, and S20) managed to reduce in 10 points or more their
epenthesis rates in the perception posttest. On the other hand, 50% of the participants in the
control group (S1, S2, S3, $4, and SB) actually increased their epenthesis rates. Therefore, it
seems that the improvement of the experimental group was by far more impressive, thus
suggesting that the pronunciation instruction provided tended to help them to resort less often

to vowel epenthesis when pronouncing words ending in the target consonants.

6.3.7 Hypothesis 14: Practiced versus non-practiced consonants

As mentioned in Section 6.2.5, only the consonants /p/, b/, I, A/, kI, Igl, Ifl, NI,

and /d3/ were included in the pronunciation material used with the experimental group, while

the nasals were left out. The hilabial and alveolar nasals ending in a consonantal grapheme
(eg., “clean”) triggered a different syllable simplification strategy, namely, deletion of the

nasal consonant and assimilation of the nasal feature to the preceding vowel. For this reason,



the data analysis in this section focused exclusively on the target words ending ina silent “¢e”
(e.g., same, tape), while the target words ending in a consonantal grapheme were left out. The
analysis also excluded the 3 consonants that were tested with nonsense words. These
measures were taken to avoid the influence of two intervening variables—orthography and
word frequency. Thus, Table 17 displays the results only for the 8 practiced consonants and

the 2 nasals whose target words (a) ended in asilent “€”, and (b) were frequent words.

Table 17
Frequency of epenthesisfor practiced and non-practiced consonantsfor the production test.
Control group Experimental Group
Pretess % n Postes % n Pretess % n Posttest % N
p 7 23 30 7 23 30 12 34 35 11 31 35
b 0 0 29 3 10 30 16 44 36 7 20 35
t 2 7 29 6 20 30 18 51 35 7 20 35
d 8 27 30 6 20 30 14 39 36 10 28 36
K 19 63 30 18 60 30 27 79 34 27 79 34
f 13 30 3 10 30 14 39 36 4 11 36
v 7 23 30 5 17 30 21 58 36 13 38 34
d3 4 13 30 3 10 30 14 41 34 5 15 34
Total practiced 51 21 238 51 21 240 136 48 282 84 30 279
Mean 6.38 6.38 17 10.5
D 5.78 4.96 493 7.33
m 10 33 30 14 47 30 24 69 35 18 53 34
n 7 23 30 11 37 30 18 50 36 13 38 34
Total non- 2% 28 60 34 41 60 42 59 71 31 46 68
Practiced
Mean 8.5 12.50 21 15.5
D 212 2.12 424 354

The results show that the non-practiced consonants tended to be the most difficult
consonants for the control group in the pretest (28%) and in the posttest (41%). The
experimental group obtained similar resultsin the pretest (59%) and the posttest (46%). Thus,

the practiced consonants yielded the lowest epenthesis rates in both the pretest (21%) and the



posttest (21%) of the control group, as well as of the experimental group (pretest=48%;
posttest=30%). These results were unexpected because the non-practiced consonants are
nasals and the practiced ones are obstruents. In principle, nasals should be less marked in
word-final position than obstruents (Tropf, 1987; Eckman & lverson, 1994); thus, the former
should trigger lower epenthesis rates than the latter (see Sections 6.5. and 6.5.1). In the
posttest, the epenthesis rates for the non-practiced consonants increased in the control group,
whereas the practiced consonants continued to yield epenthesis rates similar to the pretest.
For the experimental group, however, there was a considerable decrease in the epenthesis
rates for both practiced and non-practiced consonants.

Sample-related Wilcoxon signed rank tests were run to compare the means of
practiced and non-practiced consonants within groups in the pre and posttests. For the control
group, the results showed no significant differences for the pre and posttests (z=-1.34, p=.18).
The same test was run for the experimental group, and again, no significant differences were
found for the pre and posttests (z=1.34, p=.18). Across group comparisons were obtained
with Mann-Whitney independent sample tests for practiced and non-practiced consonants in
the pre and posttests. The pretest results were significant for practiced consonants (z=-2.74,
p=.006), but not significant for non-practiced consonants (z=1.54, p=.12), thus showing that
the experimental group obtained much higher epenthesis rates with the practiced consonants
than the control group in the pretest. The posttest results for the practiced consonants were no
longer significant (z=-1.74, p=.08), which indicates that the experimental group managed to
reduce the epenthesis rates in the posttest, thus performing similar to the control group. This
result can be interpreted as an improvement of the experimental group. For the non-practiced
consonants, the posttest results reached no significance (z=.77, p=.43), which indicates that

the two groups continued to obtained similar epenthesis rates with these consonants. These



results confirm Hypothesis 14, since they show that pronunciation instruction had a
significant effect on the learning of the practiced consonants.

Further support for Hypothesis 14 was found in the percentages and the means of the
experimental and the control groups, displayed in Table 17. These results indicate a positive
effect of pronunciation instruction, which seems to have helped the experimental group
improve their performance on the practiced consonants in the posttest. Moreover, the fact that
the experimental group also improved their performance on the non-practiced consonants
suggests that they were able to generalize the information they received about the contrast
between CV and CVC syllables to contexts that were not explicitly dealt with in the
classroom. The fact that the experimental and control groups were aready different at the
beginning of the experiment (see Section 6.3.5), makes it difficult to verify whether the

former performed better with the practiced consonants than the control group in the posttest.

6.3.5 Summary of the production test results

In Section 6.3, the results of the production test have been presented. In general, a
positive effect for pronunciation instruction was found. This effect was greater at the
production level than at the perception level (see Section 6.2.3), which might be due to test
design variables, as well as to the fact that, as demonstrated by Flege, Bohn and Jang (1997),
exposure to the L2 has a greater effect on production than on perception. The variables of
orthography (silent “€") and word frequency contributed to high epenthesisratesin both the
pre and posttests of the control group, and the posttest of the experimental group, which
indicates that these variables play amgjor role in the acquisition of word-final consonants by
beginning Brazilian learners. It is important to point out that pronunciation instruction seems

to have helped the experimental group to considerably reduce epenthesis rates with word-



final consonants in the posttest with both practiced and non-practiced consonants, thus
suggesting that pronunciation instruction can be generalized to contexts that were not

explicitly addressed by the pronunciation material.

6.4 Hypothesis 15: Correlations between the perception and production tests

The aim of this section is to compare the scores in the perception and production
pretest and posttest for the control and the experimental groups. The hypothesis guiding this
analysis states that there is an interaction between the perception and production pretests, as
well as between the perception and production posttests. This hypothesis was assessed with
the help of Bivariate Pearson correlations, which were run for the control and the
experimental groups.

For the control group, the perception pretest scores were significantly correlated with
the production pretest scores (r=-.62; p=.05), but the perception posttest scores were not
significantly correlated with the production posttest scores (r=.57; p=.08). Regarding the
experimental group, no significant correlation was found for the perception pretest scores and
the production pretest scores (r=.36; p=.24). The perception posttest scores were
significantly correlated with the production posttest scores (r=-.66; p=.02).

All the interactions between the perception and the production tests for the control
and the experimental groups were negative, thus indicating that the lower the rates of correct
responses in the perception test, the higher the number of errors in the production test. This
tendency is supported by the performance of each participant on the perception and

production testsin terms of rank position (see Table 18).



Table 18
Rank position for the perception and production tests (1 means the best score).

Perception pre  Perception post  Production pre  Production post

Control Group

SL 10 8 9 10
Y 7 7 1 1
3 55 10 10 9
s 2,5 4 2 7
$ 55 4 6 4
3 2,5 4 3 2
S/ 8 1 7 5,5
el 2,5 4 5 5,5
S 9, 9 8 8
S10 2,5 4 35 3
Experimental Group

S11 6,5 2 4 3
S12 5 6,5 6
S13 8 2 2 2
S14 3,5 8 11 10,5
S15 9,5 6,5 7 7,5
S16 9,5 11 5
S17 2 4,5 7,5
S18 11 10 12 9
S19 6,5 10 12
0 35 4,5 5 3,5
S21 12 12 8 10,5
S22 1 2 1 1

The analysis of the interactions between perception and production partialy supports
Koerich (2002), who found that the participants who obtained the highest correct
discrimination scoresin the perception test tended to obtain the lowest epenthesis ratesin the
production test. Nevertheless, the correlations also reinforce the fact that the two groups were
aready different before the experiment began. On the one hand, the control group showed a

clear relationship between perception and production in the pretest, but this relationship was



less strong in the posttest. On the other hand, there was no significant relationship between
the perception and production pretests for the experimental group, but there was a significant
one in the posttest, which seems to indicate that the pronunciation materials had an

approximately egqual effect on both perception and production.

6.5 Markedness Variables

Markedness has been proposed as an important factor in the acquisition of syllable
structure (e.g., Eckman, 1987; Eckman & Iverson, 1994; Y avas, 1994; Baptista & Silva
Filho). In the present study, the following markedness variables were taken into account: (a)
sonority, (b) voicing, and (c) place of articulation. The analysisin this section was oriented

by the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 16:
Sonority affects the production of word-final consonants.

Hypothesis 17:
Voicing affects the production of word-final consonants.

Hypothesis 18:
Place of articulation affects the production of word-final consonants.

Regarding sonority, the production data collected allow the comparison between the

degree of difficulty posed by the nasals (/mV and h/)*® and the following obstruents: an
affricate (/d3), fricatives (f/ and M), and stops (/p/, b/, i/, Id/, and Ki). As for the

perception data, the analysis included the 3 nasals tested (/m/, n/, and /), and al the

8 For the category nasals, only the target words ending in a silent “e” were included, due to the fact t hat the
participants systematically employed the deletion/assimilation strategy with the other target words ending in
consonantal graphemes.



obstruents included in the production test analysis, plus /g/. Note that the nasals are more

sonorous and the obstruents less sonorous. Tropf (1987) and Eckman and Iverson (1994)
propose that less sonorous consonants are more marked in final position than more sonorous
ones.

As for voicing, due to test design restrictions only the following pairs of

voiced/voiceless consonants could be compared for the production test: /b/~/p/, /d/~/t/, and

Ivi~Ifl. The perception test included the same pairs, plus /g/ and /k/. Several interphonol ogy

studies dealing with word-final consonants have indicated that the voiced consonants are
more marked than the voiceless ones (e.g., Eckman, 1987; Tropf, 1987; Baptista & Silva
Filho, 1997). Nevertheless, Silveira (2002a) and Koerich (2002) found no clear tendencies
concerning the markedness of voiced consonants in relation to the voiceless ones.

The variable place of articulation was analyzed for the production test only, and the

dataset allows the comparison between the following natural classes of stops: bilabias (/p/

and /b/), alveolars (/t/ and /d/), and one velar (/k/). Y avas (1994) proposed that the velars are

the most difficult consonants, while the bilabials are the easiest ones. These predictions were
corroborated by Baptista and Silva Filho (1997) and Koerich (2002), and partially confirmed
by Silveira (2002a)

Tables 19 and 20 show the frequency of correct responses in the perception tests and
the production tests, respectively, in relation to sonority, voicing, and place of articulation
(only Table 20). For the production test analysis, only the target words ending in asilent “¢”
(e.g., same tape) were included, while the target words ending in a consonantal grapheme
were left out. The analysis also excluded the 3 consonants that were tested with non-sense

words. These measures were taken to avoid the influence of two intervening variables—



orthography and word frequency (see Section 6.3.7). Only rates and percentages will be used

to discuss the results concerning markedness variables.

Table 19
Frequency of correct responsesin the perceptiontest in relation to the natural classes.

Control Group Experimental Group

Pretest Posttest n Pretest  Posttest n

V oiced obstruents 65 66 80 69 74 96
(81) (83) (72) (77)

Voiceless obstruents 57 65 80 50 76 96
(72) (81) (52) (79)

Nasals 53 57 60 50 60 72
(88) (95) (69) (83)

Obstruents 127 143 180 126 162 216
(72) (79) (58) (75)

Note: Percentages in parentheses.

Table 20

Frequency of epenthesisinrelati onto the natural classesin the production test.

Control Group Experimental Group

pre n post n pre n post n

V oicedobstruents 15 89 14 0 51 108 30 105
(17) (16) (47) (29)

Voiceless Obstruents 13 89 16 0 44 106 22 106
(15) (18) (42 (21)

Obstruents 28 178 30 180 95 214 52 211
(16) 17) (44) (25)

Nasals 26 90 34 90 54 102 40 102
(29) (38) (53) (39)

Bilabials 7 59 10 60 28 71 18 70
(12) 17 (39) (26)

Alveolars 10 59 12 60 32 71 17 71
(17) (20) (45) (29

Velar 19 30 18 30 27 34 27 34
(63) (60) (79) (79)

Note: Percentages in parentheses.

6.5.1 Hypothesis 16: Sonority in the perception and production tests



In the perception test, the comparison between the most sonorous (nasals) and the
least sonorous (obstruents) questions Tropf’s (1987) and Eckman and Iverson’s (1994) claim,
since the nasals obtained higher rates of correct responses than the obstruents, for both the
control and the experimental groupsin the pre and posttests. In other words, the most

sonorous were easier than the least sonorous consonants.

Regarding the production test, the results challenge Tropf’ s (1987) claims and support
Yavas (1994). In the pre and posttests of the control and the experimental groups, higher
epenthesis rates were obtained for the nasals than for the obstruents, thus indicating that

markedness regarding sonority was not the most important factor here.

6.5.2 Hypothesis 17: Voicing in the per ception and production tests

In the perception test, the pretest results of the control group and the experimental
groups indicate that the voiced consonants tend to be more marked than the voiceless ones,
because the former yielded lower rates of correct responses than the latter. On the other hand,
the posttests of both groups yielded extremely similar error rates for voiced and voiceless
consonants, thus suggesting that no natural class is more marked than the other. This result

supports Koerich (2002).

In the production test, corroborating what is suggested in the interphonology literature
(e.g., Eckman, 1987; Tropf, 1987), the voiced consonants tended to trigger more epenthesis
than the voiced ones, except for the control group’s posttest. However, the epenthesis rates
for both categories were very similar, which suggests that markedness concerning voicing

plays a minor role on the production of word-final consonants.



6.5.3 Hypothesis 18: Place of articulation in the production test

The production test results partially support Yavas (1994) claim, since for both the
experimental and the control group the velars were found to be by far the most difficult
consonants. The control group’s pre and posttests, as well as the experimental group’s pretest,
also lend support to Yavas' claim, in the sense that the alveolars were more difficult than the
bilabials. However, for the experimental group, in the posttest, the alveolars and the bilabials
yielded similar epenthesis rates, thus suggesting that the difficulty posed by themis

approximately the same.

6.5.4 Markedness and pronunciation instruction

Regarding the perception test, both the control and the experimental groups performed
differently in the posttest, managing to improve the rates of correct responses for all natural
classes. Note, however, that the experimental group presented greater improvement in the
posttest than the control group, thus suggesting that pronunciation instruction might have
played an important role in the experimental group’s improvement. The consistent
improvement of both groupsin the posttest, especially the control group, might be partially
attributed to task familiarity, since the perception test posed some difficulties for the

participantsin the pretest (see Section 6.2.1).

As for the production test, the experimental group performed differently in the
posttest, managing to reduce considerably the epenthesis rates of all natural classes. On the

other hand, the control group failed to reduce the epenthesis rates of any natural classes.



These results suggest that pronunciation instruction might have played an important role in

the experimental group’simprovement.

6.5.5 Summary and proposed hierarchies of difficulty for perception and production

The results presented from Sections 6.5.1 to 6.5.4 can be used to propose a hi erarchy
of difficulties for the acquisition of word-final consonants at the perception and production
levels. Note that this hierarchy is just an attempt to summarize some of the tendencies found
in the dataset, since the number of participants and test tokens is too small to propose a
definitive hierarchy of difficulties for English word-final consonants for Brazilian learners.

Furthermore, caution is needed when comparing the present study to previous ones
(eg., Baptista & Silva Filho, 1997; Eckman & Iverson, 1994; Koerich, 2002) that
investigated the acquisition of word-final consonants owing to several differences. Different
from these studies, and like Silveira (2002a), the present study collected longitudinal data,
thus involving pre and posttest comparisons. Similar to Koerich (2002), the present study
included a perception and a production test, which allows an investigation of whether the
assumptions regarding markedness are valid at both the perception and the production levels.
This was not possible in other studies (e.g., Baptista & Silva Filho, 1997; Eckman & Iverson,
1994, Silveira, 2002a), since they collected data using a production test only. Finaly, the
present study is similar to others in that it investigates the role played by sonority, voicing,
and place of articulation in the acquisition of English word-final consonants by Brazilian
learners (Baptista & Silva Filho, 1997; Silveira, 20023, and Koerich, 2002).

Regarding sonority, Baptista and Silva Filho (1997), as well as Silveira (2002a),
found a tendency for the obstruents to cause more epenthesis than the nasal's, thus supporting

Eckman and Iverson’s (1994) claim that the least sonorant consonants (obstruents) are more



marked than the more sonorant consonants (nasals). Note that most of the studies mentioned
so far had tested for the effects of sonority using production data only. In the present study,
the perception test results corroborate Eckman and Iverson’s prediction that obstruents are
more difficult than nasals in word-fina position. For the production test, the results go in the
opposite direction. For the control and the experimental groups, the nasals yielded higher
epenthesis rates than the obstruents. Therefore, it seems that markedness in relation to
sonority might vary for perception and production, and further studies are required in order to
enlighten the discussion of the role played by sonority in the acquisition of word-final
consonants.

As for voicing, Baptista and Silva Filho found that voiced consonants tended b

trigger more epenthesis than their voiceless counterparts, with 4 out of the 6 pairs tested

(/d/~1tl, Igli~Ik/, and (/d3/~/tf/). Nevertheless, other 2 pairs showed no difference between

voiced and voiceless consonants (/b/~/p/ and A/~/f/). Koerich (2002) found no voicing

effect on the acquisition of word-final consonants, both at the perception and the production
levels. Silveira (2002a) aso found similar results for the experimental group, but for the
control group, the voiceless consonants yielded the highest rates of epenthesis. The present
study showed that, in the perception and the production tests, the voiceless consonants posed
more difficulties than the voiced ones in both the pre and the posttests, but the rates between
the two natural classestended to be very similar. All in all, these findings suggest that voicing
is not a powerful variable affecting perception and production of English word-fina
consonants by beginning Brazilian learners.

Finaly, regarding place of articulation, Baptista and Silva Filho (1997), Koerich
(2002) and Silveira (2002a) tested Yavas' (1994) hypothesis that velars were more difficult
than aveolars, which, in turn, were more difficult than bilabials. The first two studies

corroborated Yavas', but Silveira (20023) found that the velars tended to yield the highest



epenthesis rates, but no clear hierarchy was identified for the remaining places of articulation,
thus offering partial support to Yavas claim. In the present study, the production test results
showed that the velars triggered the highest epenthesis rates, and the bilabials tended to
present the lowest rates, but these rates were very similar to the aveolars. Thus, the
prediction that there is a relationship between the size of the supraglottal area and the
difficulty posed by the consonantsis partially supported.

Table 21 shows tentative hierarchies of difficulty for English word-final consonants,
based on the results obtained for the perception and production tests in the present study.
Note that the hierarchies of difficulty for perception and production tend to go in opposite

directions for sonority, with obstruents being more difficult than nasals at the perception level

only.
Table21
Hierarchy of difficulty for perception and production.
Sonority Voicing Place of articulation
Perception Perception Perception Production Perception Production
obstruents nasals voiceless  voiceless - velars most difficult
nasals obstruents voiced voiced - alveolars

bilabials least difficult

Table 21 contains no information regarding the effects of the following environment,
orthography or word frequency on the degree of difficulty posed by word-final consonants,
which were variables assessed for the production test only. However, as seen in Section 6.3.1,
when the word-final consonant was followed by a consonant it tended to be easier to produce
than when it was followed by a pause or another consonant. This result corroborates Silveira
(2002q), but it differs from Baptista and Silva Filho (1997), who found that word-final

consonants trigger the highest epenthesis rates when they are followed by a consonant, as



well as Koerich (2002), in which no clear tendencies for the environment following the target
consonant were found. The different results between these studies might be related to the fact
that Baptista and Silva Filho (1997) collected data from participants with three different
levels of proficiency, while Silveira (2002a) and Koerich (2002) dealt with false beginners
only.

Moreover, as seen in Section 6.3.2, when the target consonant is followed by a silent
“e" (e.g., made), it becomes more difficult than when it is not (e.g., mad). These results
indicate an orthography effect on the production of word-final consonants, which was
previously found in Silveira (2002a). Nevertheless, the experimental group managed to
neutralize the difference between the words ending in a silent “€” and the ones ending in a
consonantal grapheme in the posttest, which indicates that pronunciation instruction has
diminished the effects of orthography on the production of word-final consonants. In addition
to the effects of the following environment and orthography, the present study assessed
whether the variable of word frequency would influence the production of word-final
consonants. This variable was found to contribute to the difficulty posed by word-final
consonants, since the participants were more likely to resort to vowel epenthesis with

frequent words than with nonsense words.

6.6 Additi onal variables

The present study also investigated whether pronunciation instruction affected the
general language syllabus (Hypothesis 19), and whether the acquisition of word-final
consonants was influenced by the following individua differences variables (Hypothesis 20):
(a) gender, (b) age, (c) private English course attendance, (d) favorite language component,

(e) learning of another foreign language, (f) travel to an English speaking country, and (g)



additional exposure to the L2. Furthermore, the experimental group completed a
guestionnaire evaluating the pronunciation instruction they received. These evaluations are an
important way of gaining some feedback regarding the learners opinion about the

pronunciation component, aswell asthe materials and procedures used by the researcher.

6.6.1 Hypothesis 19: Pronunciation and the language syllabus

The pronunciation instruction given to the experimental group might have taken too
much time away from the rest of the language syllabus, thus jeopardizing the learning of the
rest of the course, but Hypothesis 19 predicted that pronunciation instruction would not affect
the language syllabus. This hypothesis was assessed by making a comparison between the
two groups performance on two written tests that were used as the main criteria to evaluate
the learnersin the language course.

As the results displayed in Table 22 show, the control group obtained slightly higher
scores than the experimental group for the first written exam (M=75.3; SD=19.26 for the
control group, and M=76.83; SD=28.37 for the experimental group). This difference was not
significant, as demonstrated by an independent sample Mann-Whitney test (z=-.59; p=.58),
thus indicating that, before the experiment began, the two groups were similar concerning
general English proficiency. The experimental group’s mean scores in the second exam,
which was administered after the pronunciation instruction period, at the very end of the
course, was actualy higher (M=76; SD=15.15) than the one obtained by the control group
(M=69.3; SD=17.49). Therefore, the second written exam showed that the experimental
group did not lag behind in their knowledge of grammar, listening comprehension skills, and
vocabulary after having part of their class time allocated for pronunciation instruction. The

difference between the mean scores of the control and the experimental groups in the second



written exam was not significant either, as shown by an independent sample Mann-Whitney
test (z=-.45; p=.64). Therefore, it seems that assigning class time to work on pronunciation

has no negative effect on the learning of the other skills that comprise the language syllabus.

Table 22

Score, mean and SD in the two written exams.

Control Group Experimental Group
Written Exam 1 Written Exam WrittenExam 1  Written Exam 2
2
S 95 87 Si1 90 75
Y 80 76 S12 34
3 77 75 S13 98 72
71 91 84 Sli4 46 46
$ 77 70 S15 96 81
53] 49 51 S16 90 60
S7 83 50 S17 70 68
53] 90 89 Si8 55 83
5] 34 42 S19 85 83
S10 77 - 0 95 97
21 63 73
2 100 93
Mean 75.3 69.3 76.83 76.0
D 19.26 17.49 28.37 15.15

6.6.2Hypothesis20: I ndividual differencesvariables

The questionnaire was a valuable instrument to help the researcher build the
participants profile regarding demographic information and foreign language background.
This instrument allowed the assessment of the following variables: (a) gender, (b) age, (c)
private English course attendance, (d) favorite language component, (€) learning of another
foreign language, (f) travel to an English speaking country, and (g) additional exposure to the
L2. Hypothesis 20 predicted that these variables would not influence the acquisition of word-
final consonants.

Due to the small number of participants, running any sophisticated statistical test

including these individual differences variables and the participants’ performance on the



perception, production and written tests would have been inadequate. However, we can
specul ate about possible relationships among some of these variables simply by observing the

frequencies displayed in Table 23.

Table23
Individual differences variables, perception, production, and written tests scores.

Perc. Perc. Prod. Prod. Written Written Experience Additional Private Likes Pronunciation Foreign Age Gender

Pre Post pre post examl exam?2  abroad . isdifficult  language
Exposure  Course pronunciation

SL 9 19 25 40 95 87 0 1 1 1 0 0 22 M

S 18 20 3 5 80 76 0 1 0 1 0 0 2 F

S3 19 1 27 29 v 75 0 1 0 1 0 0 2 M

A 21 2 4 13 91 84 0 1 0 1 0 0o 22 M

S5 19 » 12 1 v 70 0 1 0 1 0 0 18 F

S5 21 » 7 6 49 51 0 1 0 0 1 0 14 M

S7 17 - 15 12 83 50 0 1 1 0 0 0 20 M

S8 21 2 1 12 0 89 0 1 1 1 0 0o 19 F

9 14 17 17 14 34 42 0 1 1 1 1 0 15 M

S10 21 » 7 7 v 0 1 0 1 0 0 18 M

Si1 15 o 23 14 0 75 1 1 0 1 0 0 2 F

S12 28 20 34 0 1 0 - 0 26 F
16 19

S13 18 11 98 72 0 1 0 1 1 0o 21 F
12 24

S14 46 31 46 46 0 1 0 1 0 0 28 F
17 18

S15 1 19 34 23 9% 8l 1 0 1 1 0 0 19 F

S16 22 17 0 60 0 1 0 1 1 0o 22 M
1 12

S17 42 23 70 68 0 1 0 1 1 0 2 M
20 22

Si8 53 30 55 83 0 1 0 1 0 0 22 F
10 15

S19 15 16 44 34 85 83 0 1 1 1 0 1 25 M

S20 26 14 95 97 0 1 1 1 0 0 18 M
17 22

21 9 7 36 31 63 73 0 1 1 1 1 0o 21 M

S22 1 2 100 98 0 1 1 1 1 0 20 M
23 24

Notes: (a) The scores for the perception tests represent the number of correct responses, and for the production tests,
the frequency of epenthesis.

(b) For the variables Experience abroad, Private Course, Likes Pronunciation, and Pronunciation is difficult: 0=no;
1=yes. (c) For the variable Additional Exposure (e.g., viamusic, TV or movies), 0=no exposure to English;
1=moderate exposure to English; 2=intense exposure to English

(d) N for perception=24; N for production=78

Regarding the participants' performance on the written tests, we still need to discuss

whether these scores were related to those of the perception and production tests. In general,



this relationship was absent from the data, with the exception of one participant from the
experimental group who aobtained the best scores in both written exams and the perception
and production tests (S22). Conversely, many participants who obtained very high scoresin
the written tests obtained very low scores in the perception and/or production tests (e.g., S1,
S15, S16). These results suggest that learners’ ability to acquire L2 pronunciation is not
necessarily connected to their ability to acquire other language skills (e.g., grammar and

vocabulary).

None of the participants of the control group and only one of the experimental group
had knowledge of another foreign language, and only two participants of the experimental
group (S11 and S15) had traveled to an English speaking country but only for a very short
period. As can be seen in Table 23, these participants’ short experience abroad wes

insufficient to help them obtain better scores than the other participants in the tests.

Almost al participants of both groups reported having moderate additional exposure
to English, most of them viamusic, TV or the movies. As nearly all participants reported
having asimilar amount of additional exposure to the target language, it is difficult to draw
any conclusions about the influence of this variable on the participants' performance on the

research tests.

Table 23 displays results about the participants previous attendance at English private
courses. Four participants of each group had previously studied English under these
conditions (S1, S7, S8, and S9 of the control group, and S15, S19, S20, and S22 of the
experimental group). However, only one of these participants (S22) obtained high scoresin
both the written tests and the perception and production tests, thus suggesting that previous
experience with the learning of English is not a good predictor of the participants

performance on the resaarch tests.



Nearly all participants in the experimental group reported liking to study English
pronunciation, although half of them think pronunciation is difficult to learn. Similarly, most
participants in the control group reported liking learning about pronunciation, although most
of them also think this skill is very difficult. Once again, it is difficult to draw conclusions
about whether liking pronunciation instruction or finding it difficult may affect the

participants' performance on the research tests.

6.6.4 Participants evaluation of the pronunciation instruction

A short questionnaire was administered to the experimental group in order to verify
their opinion about the period of pronunciation instruction they underwent. Table 23 shows
that al the participants who answered the questionnaire liked the pronunciation exercises,
found them useful, and would like to continue having pronunciation classes. Unfortunately, 4
participants did not complete the third page of the questionnaire, which contained the
questions regarding the pronunciation material. Another participant missed the class the day
the questionnaire was administered. Thus, we cannot affirm categorically that all the
participants had a positive opinion about the pronunciation classes, but we can make such an

assumption based on the feedback provided by almost 60% of the participants.

Table 24
Experimental group’s feedback on pronunciation instruction.

Liked the exercises Found the exercises useful Continue with pronunciation classes

Yes 7 7 7




% (100) (100) (100)
No -

N=7; missing information=5

The questionnaireincluded an item in which the participants could freely eval uate the course. Only three participants*” made
specific commentsregarding pronunciation, yet all of them nentioned that classtime should be devoted to the instruction of thisimportant
skille:

The pronunciation exercises should be more frequent. (S15)

There should be more pronunciation exercises. (S25)

Although | have studied English before, learning about pronunciation details, especidly at the
end of the words, was something new to me. | think we should have more pronunciation
exercises. (S26)

These results |ead to the conclusion that some |earners seem to be aware of the

importance of the pronunciation skill and they appreciate when classtimeis devoted to the

instruction of this component.

6.7 Summary of Results and Final Comments

The crucial question guiding the present study was whether pronunciation instruction
could facilitate the acquisition of word-final consonants. The perception pretest results
showed that, before the experiment began, the experimental group had more difficulties
discriminating between CV and CVC syllabic patterns with word-final consonants that are
not present in their L1 syllabic inventory than the control group. This finding made the
comparison between the posttest results for the two groups difficult because, athough the
experimental group increased considerably their rates of correct responses, their scores were

still lower than those of the control group. In order to obtain a clearer picture of the effects of

47 Two of these participants were excluded from the study for not having completed all the tasks
“8 The researcher translated the participants’ comments.



pronunciation instruction, the perception data were analyzed more thoroughly. Thus, within
and across groups’ analyses for practiced and non-practiced consonants were carried out, and
the gain scores across the pre and posttests were calculated. First, these analyses showed that
individual differences played an important role in the results, with some participants
obtaining rates considerably higher or lower than the means obtained by each group. Second,
the gain score results showed that the experimental group increased their rates of correct
responses more than the control group, but that this improvement was not significant. Based
on these results, it is difficult to make a case for the effects of pronunciation instruction asthe
only factor to impact the posttest results. It seems that, for the perception test, task familiarity
could be an important variable to consider, as well as language exposure. The analysis of
practiced versus non-practiced consonants revealed that only the experimental group obtained
significantly higher scores with the practiced consonants in the posttest, which indicates a
positive effect of pronunciation instruction. Both the experimental and the control groups
improved their performance on the non-practiced consonants in the posttest, but this result
reached no significance, thus suggesting that other factors (e.g., language exposure) might
account for thisimprovement, but not pronunciation instruction.

A more positive answer for the role of pronunciation instruction was obtained with the
production test. As previous studies have demonstrated, vowel epenthesis was a frequent
syllable simplification strategy used by Brazilian learners to produce CVC syllables
containing word-final consonants that are not present in their L1 syllabic inventory. Once
again, the experimental group had a significantly worse performance on the pretest than the
control group, which showed that the two groups were aready different before the
experiment began. However, in the posttest, the experimental group managed to reduce the
epenthesis rates more effectively than the control group, athough this difference failed to

reach statistical significance. Nevertheless, the fact that the experimental group started



significantly worse than the control group and ended with a better performance, albeit not
significant, can be interpreted as supporting the prediction that pronunciation instruction can
benefit the acquisition of word-final consonants. Thus, within and across groups analyses,
and a comparison between practiced and non-practiced consonants were carried out, and the
gain scores across the pre and posttests were calculated. The results showed alot of variation
in the data set, with some participants obtaining either extremely low or extremely high
epenthesis rates, showing once again the power of individual differences. The gain scores per
participants confirmed the significantly better performance of the experimental group
compared to the control group, and a general tendency for improvement among the
experimental group participants only. The analysis of practiced versus non-practiced
consonants showed that the experimental group managed to reduce the epenthesis rates of
both groups of consonants in the posttest, but only the results for the practiced consonants
reached significance. All in all, these results signal a positive effect of pronunciation
instruction on the production of word-final consonants.

In order to better understand the results, other perception and production variables
were also analyzed. The perception test design caused the participants some difficulty, as
shown by the analysis of their performance with catch trials. The order in which the targets
appeared in the perception test had a dight effect on the degree of difficulty as well, since
those that appeared in the third position in the triad yielded the lowest rates of correct
responses, especialy in the experimental group’s pretest. This result suggests that the use of a
categorical discrimination test with short sentences might not be the best way of collecting
data with beginners. As for the production test, three variables proved to be relevant: the
following environment, orthography, and word frequency. When the target consonant was
followed by a consonant, it yielded the lowest epenthesis rates in the pretest, but in the

posttest, the difference between the three contexts tested (vowel, pause, and consonant) was



practically neutralized for the experimental group, and partially neutralized for the control
group. This result suggests that the following environment can play an important role in the
very initial stages of second language acquisition, but that after a while these environments
tend to be equaly difficult. Moreover, orthography appeared to be a relevant factor in
determining the rates of vowel epenthesis, since words ending with a consonantal grapheme
followed by asilent “€” triggered significantly higher epenthesis rates than those ending in a
consonantal grapheme only in the pre and posttests of the control group, and the pretest of the
experimental group. Nevertheless, the results for the experimental group posttest indicated
that pronunciation instruction has diminished the effects of orthography on the production of
word-final consonants. Moreover, spelling also caused participants to transfer L1 processes
such as the deletion of nasals, with the preceding vowel assimilating the nasal feature, and the
substitution of alveopalatal affricates for alveolar stops. Finally the variable word frequency
had an effect on the production scores, since the epenthesis rates for frequent words were
significantly higher than for the nonsense words within groups, in the pre and posttests.

As the control group also improved their performance on the perception posttest,
pronunciation instruction alone could not account for this improvement. Thus, correlations
were run to identify whether the perception and production posttests were interacting. These
variables were significantly correlated, showing a possible interaction between perception
and production, as well as between pre and posttest scores. Due to the small sample size, no
sophisticated statistics were run to scrutinize these correlations. However, an overal
comparison of the perception and the production scores of each participant showed that, in
general, the participants with the best performance on the perception test were the same with
the best performance on the production test. Similarly, the participants with the worst
performance on the perception test tended to be the same with the worst performance on the

production test.



Another purpose of the present study was to test for the role of markedness in the
acquisition of word-final consonants at both the production and the perception levels. The
results indicated that markedness might affect perception and production differently.
Concerning sonority, the perception test showed that the more marked obstruents were more
difficult than nasals. However, opposite hierarchies were found for the production test as
regards sonority. Another markedness factor assessed was voicing, and the findings suggest
no clear differences between voiced and voiceless consonants for the perception and the
production tests. Finally, as for place of articulation, the production test results showed that
velars are more difficult than alveolars and bilabials.

Another important finding was that, although pronunciation instruction occupied part
of the class time from the experimental group, it did not interfere with the learning of the rest
of the syllabus content. This result was found by comparing the scores of the experimental
and the control groups in the written exams. Probably, the integration of the pronunciation
instruction with the course syllabus prevented the experimental group from lagging behind in
their knowledge of grammar, listening comprehension skills and vocabulary, compared to the
control group.

Individual difference variables were considered as possible predictors of the posttest
results, namely, (a) gender, (b) age, (c) private English course attendance, (d) favorite
language component, (€) learning of another foreign language, (f) travel to an English
speaking country, and (g) additional exposure to the L2. Due to the limited dataset, it was
difficult to verify whether these variables really played arole in the acquisition of word-final
consonants.

Finaly, the experimental group evaluated the instruction period via a questionnaire.
The results revealed a positive opinion about the pronunciation materials used in class, as

well asapositive attitude towards the instruction of the pronunciation component.



CHAPTER 7

CONCLUSION

7.1 Theoretical implications

In the present dissertaion, longitudinal data of adult Brazilian learners of English
were examined to provide insights into the role of pronunciation teaching in the acquisition of
word-final consonants at the perception and production levels. In addition, markedness
variables and some additional variables tested by previous interphonology studies were
assessed. Another concern was to investigate whether the pronunciation instruction period
affected the learning of the rest of the language syllabus, as well as the effects of individual
differences variables on the acquisition of word final consonants.

The pronunciation manual used with the experimental group was designed taking into
account Celce-Murcia, Goodwin, and Brinton's (1996) framework. This framework proposes
a communicative approach to pronunciation teaching, suggesting that a pronunciation unit
should encompass five stages. (a) description and analysis, (b) listening discrimination, (c)
controlled practice and feedback, (d) guided practice and feedback, and () communicative
practice and feedback. Because the participants of this study were beginners, following
Celce-Murcia et a’s orientation when designing the pronunciation manual was sometimes
difficult. Thus, designing some of the more communicative tasks and integrating the
pronunciation content with that presented by the learners' coursebook was a challenging

endeavor. The manual should undergo further revision, but despite its limitations, it seems to



be a valuable resource to help Brazilians who are learning English at the beginning level to
acquire word-final consonants.

There is some evidence that pronunciation instruction can facilitate the acquisition of
word-final consonants, since the experimental group succeeded at reducing significantly the
epenthesis raes in their production posttests. Some participants from the control group
presented reduced epenthesis rates in the posttest, which suggests that there might be other
factors influencing the acquisition of word-final consonants (e.g., exposure to the L2), since
pronunciation teaching cannot account for this improvement. On the other hand,
pronunciation teaching seems to be less successful as regards perception skills. Although the
experimental group increased their scores of correct responses considerably more than the control
group in the perception posttest, this improvement was not statistically significant. It seems that,
for the perception test, task familiarity could be an important variable to consider, as well as
language exposure and individual differences. All in al, the results showed that the positive
effects of pronunciation instruction were greater at the production level than at the perception
level. The fact that perception can be more impervious to changes than production was
previously demonstrated by Flege, Bohn and Jang (1997), who observed that exposure to the
L2 has a greater effect on production than on perception.

It is important to point out that pronunciation teaching seems to have helped the
experimental group to reduce the epenthesis rates considerably in the posttest with both
practiced and non-practiced consonants, thus suggesting that information about the
pronunciation of word-final consonants was generalized to contexts that were not explicitly
addressed by the pronunciation material.

A possible interaction between perception and production in the acquisition of wordfinal
consonants was investigated by comparing each participant’s performance in the perception and

production tests. Corroborating Koerich (2002), a positive interaction between perception and



production was found, since the participants who performed better in the perception test tended to
obtain the best scores in the production test.

The perception test design caused the participants some difficulty, as shown by the
analysis of their performance with catch trials. The same was true for the order in which the
targets appeared in the perception test, since the targets that appeared in the third position in the
triad yielded the lowest rates of correct responses. This result suggests that the use of a
categorical discrimination test might not be the best way of collecting data with beginners, or
possibly that this test should not be used with sentences, as in the present study. As the control
and the experimental groups performed similarly in the perception pre and posttests concerning
the order effect, teaching seems to have had little effect on the influence of this variable.

The production test results were aso influenced by three variables: (a) The following
environment (targets followed by consonants yielded the lowest epenthesis rates), (b)
orthography (targets ending in a silent “€” tended to yield the highest epenthesis rates), and (c)
word frequency (frequent and cognate words triggered more epenthesis then nonsense words).
Pronunciation teaching helped the experimental group neutralize the difference between the three
environments following the target consonants (vowel, pause or consonant) and orthography
(silent “€” condition). Nevertheless, teaching was less effective as regards word frequency, and
this variable continued to affect the posttest results of the experimental and the control groups.

Another purpose of the present study was to test for the role of markedness in the
acquisition of word-final consonants at both the production and the perception levels. The
results indicated that sonority might affect perception and production differently because the
perception test showed that the more marked obstruents are more difficult than nasals,
whereas the production test showed the opposite. Another markedness factor assessed was
voicing, and the findings suggest no clear differences between voiced and voiceless
consonants for the perception and the production tests. Finally, as for place of articulation,

the results for the production test lend support to what is predicted in the literature, i.e., velars



are more difficult than alveolars, which are more difficult than bilabials, although, as
demonstrated by Koerich (2002), the rates for bilabials and al veolars are very similar. Most
interphonology studies dealing with the acquisition of the L2 syllabic inventory have relied
on production data only. The present study, as well as Koerich (2002), has demonstrated that
markedness can affect perception and production of word-final consonants in different ways,
and that proposing a hierarchy of difficulty for this type of consonant based exclusively on
production data would be inadequate.

Pronunciation instruction had no negative effect on the learning of the general
language syllabus, and thisresult is probably due to the fact that the researcher made an effort
to integrate the pronunciation material to the coursebook used by the experimental group.
Thus, when this group was receiving pronunciation teaching, they also had a chance to
practice structures and vocabulary that were present in their coursebook.

Pronunciation instruction helped the experimental group reduce the vowel epenthesis
rates in the production posttest, but it did not eliminate vowel epenthesis. Moreover, in the
perception test, pronunciation instruction seemed less effective than in the production test.
These results demonstrate that instruction had no immediate effects, and it operated in a
different way depending on the skills being tested, as well as the learner, since the
participants of the experimental group’s improvement tended to be different for both the
perception and production tests.

Extensive practice is expected to contribute to the automatization of the phonological
component (Baptista, 1995). In the present study, the experimental group received 4 hours of
pronunciation teaching, which contributed to their performance in the production test, but
was insufficient to help them build procedural knowledge concerning word-final consonants.
These results corroborate the assumption that, at the initial stages of language acquisition,

learners lack automatized phonological processes and tend to use the L1 processes as default



(Flege, 1987; Baptista, 1995). The chances are that, if L2 learners continue to resort to the L1
phonological processes for a long time, this procedure will become automatized, even for
cases where the L1 phonological parameters are inadequate for the L2 (Baptista, 1995). In the
present study, the comparison between frequent and non-frequent words corroborated this
prediction, since the cognates and the words that are frequently found in English coursebooks
were less influenced by pronunciation instruction than the nonsense words. Thus, the words
learned early on ae automatized with inappropriate pronunciation. After the appropriate
pronunciation is learned, it is applied to new words, but the first words continue to be
pronounced the same, and are more likely to become fossilized.

Regarding the perception test, however, improvement in the posttest was found for
both the experimental and the control groups, which indicates that, at the perceptual level,
pronunciation instruction is not the only factor influencing the acquisition of word-final
consonants. Therefore, it is possible that language exposure per se helped learners start
discriminating between the CV and CVC syllabic patterns more precisely, but again, simple
exposure is not sufficient to cause the acquisition of the CVC syllabic pattern in which the

word-final consonant is an obstruent or anasal.

7.2 Pedagogical implications

Severa researchers and educators have made a strong case for the importance of
pronunciation teaching as a means of helping learners to develop communicative ability.
Nevertheless, the pronunciation component has been greatly neglected in the language
classroom and materials. Moreover, when this component is present in coursebooks, it tends
to be piecemeal, isolated from the other language skills, focusing mostly on descriptive and

controlled tasks.



The pronunciation component addressed by the present study was the acquisition of
English word-final consonants, which are difficult to acquire because, like codas in general,
they are extremely marked and subject to restrictions. Therefore, word-final consonants
should be emphasized in pronunciation teaching, especially in the case of Brazilian learners,
whose L1 presents severe restrictions as to the segments that can appear in this position.
Based on the findings from the present study, the recommendation is that practice with word-
final consonants should start with monosyllabic CVC words, and address the perception and
production skills. In addition, it is important to practice final consonants not only in
isolation, but also in context, starting with the easiest environment (apparently, when the
consonant is followed by another consonant) and progressing to the most difficult ones (when
the consonant is followed by avowel or apause).

Learners need to be aware of the comprehension problems caused by the addition of
an epenthetic vowel to word-final consonants, and for this purpose exercises that include
minimal pairs such as “fog”/“foggy” and “rain”/“rainy” can be useful. It is necessary to
address orthography issues and help learners understand that the correspondence between
spelling and sound in English is very different from that of Portuguese. For example, it is
necessary to call attention to the fact that (a) the silent “€” is not pronounced; (b) that /m/ and

/n/ have to be pronounced, and with only limited assimilation of the nasa feature to the

preceding vowel; and that (c) “ng” sounds like /n/, and is not followed by /g/. Furthermore,

pronunciation exercises should include practice with words that the learners are likely to
encounter at the very first stages of L2 learning and cognates, since these words are more
likely to continue to be pronounced with the help of an epenthetic vowel than new words.
This happens because, as observed by Flege (1987) and Baptista (1995), at the initial stages
of SLA, learners tend to regard the L1 and the L2 sound systems as being dike, thus relying

greatly on their L1 sound system to produce the L2 with words learned early on. This may



cause these words to become more resilient to changes than the words learned later on, since
the inappropriate pronunciation might become automatized.

Therefore, it seemsthat the earlier the learnersrealize the L1 sound system should not
be transferred to the L2, the greater the chances of minimizing fossilization at the
phonological level (Baptista, 1995). Pronunciation instruction should be a priority at the
initial stages of L2 learning. In addition, if word frequency proves to be an important variable
with other pronunciation aspects, it is necessary to reconsider the role of frequent and new
vocabulary in pronunciation materials. It seems that both types of words have an important
role in the pronunciation lesson, with the new ones being adequate at the more controlled
stages of a pronunciation lesson only (description and analysis and listening discrimination)
because including difficult vocabulary in the production stages results in an additional burden
to the learner. Furthermore, working with the correct pronunciation of the frequent words
should be a priority, and this type of word should be emphasized in al of the five stages of
the pronunciation framework suggested by Celce-Murcia et al. (1996).

Cognitive theory seems particularly relevant for SLA because it emphasizes the
importance of practice as a way of optimizing the information-processing limitations of
human learners (e.g. Rumehart and Norman, 1978; MacLaughlin, 1997). Optimization
results from the automatization of skills that initialy require the use of controlled processes,
which utilizes a lot of information-processing capacity. Although practice can help learners
overcome their processing limitations, one cannot assume that practice will result in
immediate automatization of the skills being tackled. Initially practice may contribute to the
accumulation of information, which will be organized gradually, and will eventually become
automatized as restructuring takes place (Rumelhart and Norman, 1978).

A positive finding regarding classroom practice is that the participants of the

experimental group apparently generalized the information they received about 9 word -final



consonants to the production of the nasals, which were not practiced in class. This indicates
that the pronunciation material does not need to address exhaustively all the cont exts that are
prone to epenthesis, but that offering extensive practice in some contexts may be sufficient to
help learners produce virtually al word-fina consonants without resorting to vowel
epenthesis.

The present study has demonstrated that the participants performance in perception
and production are closely associated, and that perception seems to benefit less from teaching
than production. Thus, it is suggested that pronunciation instruction materials should include
more exercises at the perception level. The general tendency in pronunciation materialsis for
the perception exercises to precede the production exercises, and the former only appears at
the beginning of the unit. This was also the case in the pronunciation manual used in the
present research (Appendix E). Perhaps inserting more perception exercises throughout the
whole pronunciation unit is a good way to offer further practice with discrimination skills. It
is certainly important to help learners hear the difference between CV and CVC syllabic
patternsin order to help them improve their production.

Pronunciation teaching has been neglected on the grounds that the pronunciation
component is not amajor concern of learners, or that assigning class time for this component
may hinder the learning of the other language syllabus components. However, the present
study showed that the experimental group (a) evaluated the pronunciation teaching period
positively, (b) were avare of the importance of the pronunciation skill, and (c) appreciated
when class time was devoted to the teaching of this component. Furthermore, the
experimental group and the control group obtained similar scores on the written exams used
as the main criteria to evaluate the learners in the language course, thus showing that the time
allocated for pronunciation instruction did not jeopardize the learning of the rest of the course

content by the experimental group.



7.3 Limitations and suggestions for further research

As the data investigated by the present study were limited, the results presented here
should be treated with a great deal of caution. First, the present study dealt exclusively with
beginning learners. This made it difficult to design a task to collect more naturalistic speech
samples, owing to the participants' difficulty in performing this type of task at the time the
pretest was given. Thus, the present study cannot make any claims regarding the effects of
pronunciation teaching in more naturalistic speech contexts, since the participants were tested
only in a sentence-reading task and a categorical discrimination test. Future research should
address the effectiveness of pronunciation teaching with more proficient learners in order to
collect and compare speech samples that range from controlled to more naturalistic. Studies
with more proficient learners could aso investigate whether these learners are more resilient
to change than beginners.

The present study yielded results that challenge findings of a previous study
concerning the role of sonority and the following environment in the acquisition of word-
final consonants by Brazilian learners Baptista & Silva Filho, 1997). Several explanations
might account for this disagreement. First, the present study dealt exclusively with beginning
learners, while Baptista and Silva Filho dealt with learners of several different proficiency
levels. Second, the study reported here used a limited number of tokens (3 to 6) and only 1 or
2 different words to test each target consonant, whereas Baptista and Silva Filho had 27
tokens for each target consonant. Further research should be carried out in order to clarify the
conflicting results obtained by the two studies.

Furthermore, caution is needed when comparing the present study to previous ones.
Different from these studies, and like Silveira (2002a), the present study collected longitudinal

data, thus involving pre and posttest comparisons. In addition, both studies extended previous



ones (Baptista and Silva Filho, 1997 and Koerich, 2002) by assessing the effects of pronunciation
teaching, which implies that their posttest results were influenced by the teaching variable. A
major difficulty was that the experimental group performed much worse in the pretests than
the control group, despite the fact that the participants of both groups were enrolled in the
first level of the same English course and obtained similar scoresin the first general language
skills written exam. This made it difficult to analyze the posttest results in order to verify the
effectiveness of pronunciation instruction, but it also showed the power of individual
differences in SLA, and that pronunciation skills are not necessarily related to knowledge
about grammar, vocabulary or listening comprehension skills. Future research should insure
that the groups being compared possess similar initial abilities regarding the discrimination
and production of word-final consonants, so that the assessment of the effects of
pronunciation teaching can be facilitated. In addition, long-term data needs to be collected in
order to investigate whether the effects of pronunciation instruction last longer than a week,
which was the only time when the posttest was administered in the present study.

Like many other classroom studies, the present one is limited in that it tested a small
sample, and the reasons for this were two-fold. First, the researcher was in charge of teaching
both the experimental and the control groups, in order to avoid the influence of an additional
variable—different instructors, and this made it impossible to include more than two groups.
Second, by the time the experiment was carried out, the schedule of the course the
participants were attending had been changed due to a long strike at the university in the
previous year. The result was that the rumber of students who registered for the courses was
smaller than usual, and some of them had to change classes in the middle of the term, since
they had schedule conflicts between their undergraduate and Extracurricular courses when
they registered for the 2002.2 classes. The small sample size made it difficult to run more

sophisticated statistical tests, and further research should be carried out with a large sample



size (at least 30 participants in each group), so that results supported by powerful statistical
tests can be used to attest the effects of pronunciation instruction on the acquisition of word-
final consonants. As pointed out by Pennington and Richards (1986), the area of
pronunciation instruction is in need of studies that gather data to help clarify the status of
pronunciation instruction. They remind us that such data can only be obtained if future
research succeeds at specifying the pronunciation features targeted, and the teaching
procedures used, as well as showing how the effects of the treatment were measured.

Due to time constraints, only the obstruents were included in the pronunciation
materials and the nasals were left out. This initial drawback made possible the comparison
between practiced and non-practiced consonants, which yielded interesting results concerning
the effects of pronunciation instruction. Nevertheless, further research needs to indicate
whether the word-final nasals can aso benefit from pronunciation instruction. Another
important finding was that frequent words tended to trigger higher epenthesis rates than
nonsense words, thus indicating that word frequency can play a role in the acquisition of
word-final consonants. This issue should be addressed by future research concerning word-

final consonants, as well as other pronunciation aspects that pose difficulty to Brazilian

learners (e.g., vowels, /8/ and /8/)

Degspite its limitations, this study represents an important contribution to the area of
pronunciation teaching, for it brings together theory, research and practice in the development
and testing of pronunciation materials. Although the integration between theory, research and
classroom practice has been absent in the area of pronunciation teaching, it is fundamental for
the development of this area (Morley, 1991; Hammond, 1995; Baptista, 2000, Silveira,
2002a). More studies are necessary to test for the benefits of this integration, and to devise

new ways of accomplishing it.
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APPENDIX A

INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES QUESTIONNAIRE

(Part | —personal information)

What iSYOUN NAIME? ... eeeiie et e e e e

HOW Old @@ YOU? ... e e e
Where Were YoU DOIN? ......iuie i e e e e e
Where did you live when youwereachild? ...

a ~ W DN e

Where did you live most of your life? ...

(Part Il — language knowledge)
6. Do you speak alanguage other than Portuguese? Yesd NoQd
7. 1If you speak alanguage other than Portuguese:

a Whatisthat 1anguage? ..........coveiii i e
b. How often do you speak that language?

Always or most of thetime
Sometimes
Never or hardly ever

ooo

8. How well do you:
Very well Fairly well Notwell Not at all
a. understand that language? Q a a a
b. speak that language? a a a a

(Part 111 — exposure to English)

9. Have you studied English before? YesQ NoO
10. If yes.
a Where?
Pre-school d
Elementary school a
Junior high d
High school a
Private course (.



b. How long?

lyear 2years 3years 4years
Pre-schodl a (. a a
Elementary school a a a a
Junior high a d a a
High school a d a a
Private course a d a a

¢. What did you study?
Alwaysor most Sometimes  Never or

of the time hardly ever
Grammar a (. a
Reading a d a
Writing a a a
Spesking a Q Q
Listening a (. a

11. How often do you:
Alwaysor Sometimes  Never or

most hardly
of thetime ever

i. listen to songsin English? a a a
ii. sing songs in English? [ a a
iii. translate songs from English into d a a
Portuguese?

iv. watch movies in English? a a a
v. watch TV showsin English? a a a

12. Have you ever been to an English speaking country? Yesd Nod
13. If yes,
A WhICh COUNIY? .. e e
b. How long did you stay there? ............ccoeiiieiiini e
c. How old were you when you went there? ..........o.ooviivie e
(Part 1V — self-assessment)
14. When studying English, what do you like the most?

Very much Not very much Not at all

Grammar a a a
Reading a d a
Writing a d a
Listening a d a
Speaking a a a
Pronunciation a a a



15. When studying English, what do you think is the most difficult?

Very difficult Not very difficult Not difficult at all

Grammar a a a
Reading a a a
Writing a a d
Listening a a d
Spesking d a a
Pronunciation a a a



APPENDIX B

FOLLOW -UP QUESTIONNAIRE FOR THE EXPERIMENTAL GROUPS

N =1 TP

1. How did you like:

Very much Not very much Not at all
i. the course-book?
ii. the audio tapes?
iii. the video tapes?
iv. the pronunciation manua ?
v. the games, songs and speaking
activities?
vi. using the language lab

0O Oo00O0oOo
O OoOo00oo
0O OoD0o00oo

2. Do you think the pronunciation activities we did in this class will help you to learn the
pronunciation of English?

Very much
Not very much
Not at all

o0oo

3. Would you like to continue studying pronunciation in your next English course?

Very much d
Not very much Q
Not at al a



APPENDIX C

PRODUCTION TEST

/p/ /b/ 1t/ /d/ /k/ /gl
| want the I'mgoingto || haveacat. | Heismad Seeyou next | bought a
map. the club. week bag.
Themapis | Thereisa Would you | an mad Thisisthe | forgot my
over there. nice club over | likeacat ora | about you. best week bag again.
there. dog? ever.
Themap can | He goesto The cat Madpeople  This week Thebag can
help. the club to looked sad. go there. may be be mine.
dance. sunny.
Doyou have | I wanttobuy | Youare late. | Whereisit What can |
the tape? acube. made? take?
| have the The cubeis Heislate Itismadeof | cantakea
tapeand the | black. everyday. glass. photo.
CD.
| need anew | He'll buy the | Youcan'tbe || madesome They take
tape too. cube latetoday. coffee. the busto
tomorrow. school.
33 sentences
/fl NI /d3/ /m/ /n/ /n/
Itisanice He cleans Can you Does he sing?
roof. this room clean?
Paint the roof Theroomis | Heisgoingto | They sing
and the nice. clean every
walls. everything. weekend.
Theroof has I reserveda | Itisaclean | cansing
aproblem. roomfor house. something
youl. nice.
| saw your Who do you | | read one What isyour | The weather
wife. love? page. name? isfine.
Hiswife is | loveall | writeapage | | can't read Heisafine
working. kinds of everyday. the name actor.
food. again.
My wife left | Yourlove Open your His name The police
last week. can help book to page | can’t be officerisa
people. ten. correct. fine person.

27 sentences




Non-sense words:

1t/ /d/ /k/
| saw avit. They cansid. | can't seethe gock.
Thevit is open. The boyssid everyday. The gock ismine.
A vit can bethere. They sidfor life. They need the gock now.
He hasapite. Do dogs mide? We want to sike

The piteand the car are
nice.

The ladiesmide and cry.

They sikeeveryday.

Bring the pite now.

Thetrain will mide to the
city.

I will sikesome for you.

18 sentences




Test Sample

Universidade Federal de Santa Catarina
Departamento de Lingua e Literatura Estrangeiras
Curso Extracurricular - 2002.2

TESTE
Instrucdes:
1. Escrevaseu nome e sobrenome na etiqueta da fita cassete (lado A).
2. Sigaasinstrucdes da pesquisadora para usar o gravador.

3. Paratestar o gravador, grave o texto abaixo:

Brasil conquista o penta e amplia a hegemonia no futebol mundial

Nunca antes uma final de Copa do Mundo teve tanto valor histérico. Em confronto
inédito entre as duas maiores selecfes de todos os tempos, o Brasil venceu hoje a
Alemanha por 2 a0 e se tornou o primeiro e Unico pais pentacampedo mundial de futebol.
Na primeira Copa do terceiro milénio, primeira no continente asiatico e também a
primeira a ser dividida entre dois paises (Coréiado Sul e Japéo), o time comandado por
Luiz Felipe Scolari ampliou e consolidou ainda mais o0 dominio brasileiro no esporte mais
popular do planeta, além de of uscar o fiasco dadecisdo da Copa-98, com atraumatica
derrota para os franceses.

(Eduardo Vieira, Folha Online — 30/06/2002)

4. Fagaumaleturasilenciosa das frases nas proximas paginas e em seguida grave as
frases nafita cassete.

5. Vocé pode interromper a gravacdo e repetir amesma frase quantas vezes achar
necessario. Se vocé tiver que parar no meio de uma frase, tossir, etc., grave afrase
novamente.

6. Por favor, ndo rebobine afita caso queira gravar a mesma frase mais de umavez.

Muito obrigada por colaborar com essa pesguisa

Rosane Silveira
Doutoranda do Programa de Pés-Graduacéo em Inglés
(Original version)



10.

11

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

| want the map.

The map is over there.

The map can help.

Do you have the tape?

| have the tape and the CD.

| need a new tape too.

I’m going to the club.

Thereisanice club over there.

He goes to the club to dance.

| want to buy a cube.

The cubeis black.

He'll buy the cube tomorrow.

| have a cat.

Would you like a cat or adog?

The cat looked sad.

You are late.

Heislate everyday.

You can't be late today.

Heis mad.



20.

21.

22,

23.

24,

25,

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31

32.

33.

35.

36.

37.

38.

| am mad about you.

Mad people go there.

Whereisit made?

It ismade of glass.

| made some coffee.

See you next week.

Thisisthe best week ever.

This week may be sunny.

What can | take?

| can take a photo.

They take the busto school.

| bought a bag.

| forgot my bag again.

The bag can be mine.

It isanice roof.

Paint the roof and the walls.

Theroof has aproblem.

| saw your wife.

Hiswifeisworking.



39.

41.

42.

47.

49,

50.

51.

52.

53.

55.

56.

57.

My wife left last week.

Who do you love?

I love al kinds of food.

Y our love can help people.

| read one page.

| write a page everyday.

Open your book to page ten.

He cleans this room.

Theroom isnice.

| reserved aroom for you.

What is your name?

| can't read the name again.

His name can't be correct.

Can you clean?

Heisgoing to clean everything.

It isaclean house.

The weather isfine.

Heis afine actor.

The police officer is afine person.



58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

74.

75.

76.

Doeshesing?

They sing every weekend.

| can sing something nice.

| saw avit.

Thevitisopen.

A vit can be there.

They can sid.

Theboyssid everyday.

They sid for life.

He has apite.

The pite and the car are nice.

Bring the pite now.

Do dogs mide?

The ladies mide and cry.

The train will mideto the city.

| can't see the gock.

The gock is mine.

They need the gock now.

Wewant to sike.



77. They sike everyday.

78. | will sike some for you.



APPENDIX D
PERCEPTION TEST

Target words for the Perception Test

- Criteriato select the words:
1. oneor two syllables
2. end with same consonants that were used in the pretest
3. “perfect” minimal pairs (one word ending in afinal consonant and a minimal pair
ending in the same consonant followed by “—y” or “—e”)
4. target consonant is preceded by avowel
5. has no cluster not permitted in PB

- Carrier sentence;
(Context: target word is followed by a consonant)
- Triads: Sslisten to 3 sentences and check the sentence that is different. Check “a’, if the

first sentence is different, “b”, if the second sentence is different, “c” if the third sentenceis
different, or “the same;, if the 3 sentences are the same.

a b C The same | Total of Total of
sets sentences
Target 8 8 8 24 72
consonants
Distracters 2 2 2 6 18
Catchtrials 8 8 24
Total 10 10 10 8 38 114

Total of target sounds: 12 C# tested 3 times: 3* 12=36; 12 Ci tested 3 times: 3* 12=36)
Total=72

Tota of target words: 12 C# tested 3 times 3*12=36; 12 Ci tested 3 times: 3*12=36)
Total=72

Total of sets of sentences with target words= 24

Total of sets of sentences with distracters =6

Total of sets of sentences with catch-trials = 2 (using the distracters); 6 (target consonants)
Total of sets of sentencesfor practice session=3

Chart with information about the native speaker listeners:

age origin Other Speakers' status | scores
languages




spoken

Listener 1
(Priya)

35

Sri-Lanka
(English is
an official
L2) (from5
to 11 years
old: lived in
the US; 11-
30 (Sri-
Lanka); 32-
33 (USA:
MA); 33-35
(Sri-Lanka);
35 (USA:
PhD)

Sinhala (L1)

Bilingual

(Sinhala/English)

Practice: 2
Test: 37*

Listener 2
(Marianne)

Over 60

Chicago
(moved to
LA when
was about
20 years
old)

French and
German

Native Speaker
of AE

Practice: 2
Test: 37*

* Both listeners failed to hear the contrast between “ Say cow now”/“Say cowl now”.

Words containing the target consonants:

/p/ /b/ 1t/ /d/ /k/ /9/
sop cabby sit mud duck dog
soppy cab city muddy ducky doggy

/£l v/ /d3/ /m/ /n/ n/
cough move cage Tom rain ding
coffee movie cagey Tommy rainy dinghy

Distracters: Sentences containing minimal pairs that contrast different types of vowel and

consonants.

Catch trials: target and non-target consonants in sets where all the target words are the same:

wish row (C#) non-target
witch math (C#) non-target
cash mock (C#) target
catch lucky (Ci) target

cow pot (C#) target

cowl Betty (Ci) target
mad chip (C#) target




made nappy (Ci) target

hare

rare
chick

tick

LIST OF SENTENCES CONTAINING THE TARGET WORDS AND THE
DISTRACTERS

Practice Session:

Say soap now.

Say soup now.

Say goal now.

Say go now.

Say hide now.
Say ride now.

O R |WINIE

Per ception test: Native Speaker Recording Script

Age Origin Other languages | Speaker’ status
spoken

Recorded by 35 Long Beach, CA | Spanish (foreign | Native Speaker
Anna language: of English
parents
language, but
not used as the
family language,
only learned
after 22)

Record the following sentences. Make sure you:
(a)Read any information included in parenthesis
(b) Say the number of each set of sentences and the letter of each sentence;
(c) Stop for 5 seconds after each set of sentences,
(d) Do not make aflap in the pronunciation of words ending in <(r)ty or —(r)dy (e.g., City,
kitty, daddy)
PERCEPTION TEST (non-randomized version)

(Beginning of test)

Ip/ /b/ 1t/ /d/ /k/ 19/

Sop cabby Sit mud duck dog

Soppy cab city muddy ducky doggy




It/

v/ /d3/ /m/

/n/

/n/

cough
coffee

move cage Tom
movie cagey Tommy

rain
rainy

ding
dinghy

a Say soppy now.

b. Say sop now.

C. Say soppy now.

a Say sop now.
b. Say sop now.

C. Say soppy now.

Q

Say cab now.

b. Say cab now.

o

Say cabby now.

a. Say cab now.
b. Say cabby now.

c. Say cabby now.

a Say city now.
b. Say sit now.

o

Say sit now.

a Say city now.
b. Say sit now.

c. Say city now.




10.

11

12.

13.

14.

)

o

)

Say muddy now.

. Say mud now.

Say muddy now.

Say muddy now.

. Say mud now.

Say mud now.

Say duck now.

. Say duck now.

Say ducky now.

Say duck now.

. Say ducky now.

Say ducky now.

Say dog now.

. Say doggy now.

Say doggy now.

Say dog now.

. Say doggy now.

Say dog now.

Say cough now.

. Say coffee now.

Say coffee now.

Say cough now.



15.

16.

17.

18.

10.

20.

21

. Say cough now.

. Say coffee now.

Say move now.

. Say movie now.

. Say move now.

Say movie now

. Say novie now.

. Say move now

Say cagey now.

. Say cage now.

. Say cagey now.

Say cagey now.

. Say cage now.

. Say cage now.

Say Tomnow.

. Say Tomnow.

. Say Tommy now.

Say Tomnow.

. Say Tommy now.

. Say Tommy now.

Say rain now.



22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

a

b.

C.

. Say rainy now.

Say rain now.

Say rainy now.

. Say rainy now.

Say rain now.

Say dinghy now.

. Say ding now.

Say dinghy now.

Say ding now.

. Say ding now.

Say dinghy now.

Say wish now.

. Say wish now.

Say witch now.

Say mad now.
Say made now.

Say made now.

a. Say catch now.

b. Say cash now.

c. Say cash now.

a

b.

C.

Say cow now.
Say cowl now.

Say cowl now.



29.

31

32.

a Say chick now.

b. Saytick now.

o

Say chick now.

a Say rarenow.
b. Sayrarenow.

c. Say hare now.

a Say pot now.
b. Say pot now.

C. Say pot now.

Q

Say Betty now.

o

Say Betty now.

o

Say Betty now.

QO

Say chip now.

b. Say chip now.

Say chip now.

o

a Say nappy now.
b. Say nappy now.

c. Say nappy now.

a. Say mock now.
b. Say mock now.

c. Say mock now.



36.

37.

38.

Perception Test: Randomized version recorded by a native speaker

a Say lucky now.

S

Say lucky now.
c. Say lucky now.

a Say math now.

b. Say math now.

o

Say math now.

a Say row now.
b. Say row now.

c. Say row now.

Practice Session
1 a Say soap now.
b. Say soap now.

C. Say soup now.

)

Say goal now.

(o

. Say go now.

o

Say goal how.

a. Say hide now.
b. Say hide now.

c. Say hide now.



(Begin test)
1 a. Say wish now.
b. Say wish now.

c. Say witch now.

2. a. Say chip now.
b. Say chip now.
c. Say chip now.
3 a. Say dog now.

b. Say doggy now.

c. Say doggy now.

4. a Say duck now.

b. Say duck now.

(9]

Say ducky now.

5 a Say dinghy now.
Say ding now.

Say dinghy now.

o

o

6 a. Say cab now.

b. Say cab now.

Say cabby now.

o

7. a. Say soppy now.

b. Say sop now.



10.

11

12.

13.

14.

C. Say soppy now.

a. Say city now.
b. Say sit now.

c. Say sit now.

a. Say cough now.
b. Say coffee now.

c. Say coffee now.

a Say pot now.
b. Say pot now.

C. Say pot now.

a Say muddy now.

b. Say mud now.

o

Say muddy now.

a Say sop now.
b. Say sop now.

C. Say soppy now.

a. Say catch now.
b. Say cash now.

c. Say cash now.

a Say cab now.
b. Say cabby now.
c. Say cabby now.



15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

o

Say city now.

. Say sit now.

Say city now.

Say lucky now.

. Say lucky now.

Say lucky now.

Say rain now.

. Say rainy now.

Say rain now.

Say Tomnow.

. Say Tomnow.

Say Tommy now.

Say move now.

. Say movie now.

Say move now.

Say duck now.

. Say ducky now.

Say ducky now.

Say cagey now.

. Say cage now.

Say cagey now.



22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

a Say math now.
b. Say math now.

¢. Say math now.

a Say dog now.

o

Say doggy now.

c. Say dog how.

QO

Say muddy now.
b. Say mud now.

¢. Say mud now.

Q

Say cough now.

o

Say cough now.

o

Say coffee now.

QO

Say mad now.
b. Say made now.

¢. Say made now.

a Say nappy now.
b. Say nappy now.

c. Say nappy now.

a Say Tomnow.

b. Say Tommy now.

c. Say Tommy now.



29.

31

32.

36.

Say cowl now.

. Say cow now.

. Say cowl now.

Say cagey now.

. Say cage now.

. Say cage now.

Say movie now

. Say novie now.

. Say move now

Say row now.

. Say row now.

. Say row now.

Say chick now.

. Say tick now.

. Say chick now.

Say ding now.

. Say ding now.

. Say dinghy now.

Say rainy now.

. Say rainy now.

. Say rain now.

Say mock now.



b. Say mock now.

c. Say mock now.

37. a Say Betty now.
b. Say Betty now.
c. Say Betty now.

38. a Say rarenow.

b. Sayrarenow.

c. Say hare now.

(End of test)

Answer-Key forms

Ouca 34 grupos de 3 frases e circule a frase que for diferente. Circule “a’, seaprimeirafrase
for diferente, “b", se a segunda frase for diferente, “c”, se aterceirafrase for diferente.
Circule “todasiguais’, se as 3 frases forem iguais.

1 a b c todas iguais
2. a b c todas iguais
3 a b c todas iguais
4, a b c todas iguais
5. a b c todas iguais
6. a b c todas iguais
7. a b c todas iguais
8. a b c todas iguais

9. a b c todas iguais



10.

11

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

31

32.

8

todas iguais
todas iguais
todas iguais
todas iguais
todas iguais
todas iguais
todas iguais
todas iguais
todas iguais
todas iguais
todas iguais
todas iguais
todas iguais
todas iguais
todas iguais
todas iguais
todas iguais
todas iguais
todas iguais
todas iguais
todas iguais
todas iguais
todas iguais
todas iguais

todas iguais



35.

36.

37.

todas iguais
todas iguais
todas iguais

todas iguais
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6. /p/, /t/, and /k/: colors (unit 3), numbers (unit 3)



UNIT 1. THE SYLLABLE (1)

Ouga as palavras abaixo e verifique o nimero de silabas em cada uma delas:

name begin student eleven understanding

car
) @ @) (2 ©) 4

v’ Dica: Para contar as silabas, preste atencdo no nimero de vogais que sdo pronunciadas.
Lembre-se que nem toda vogal escrita é pronunciada.

a) Agora complete o quadro abaixo:

~{NUmero de vogais escritas NUmero de silabas

b) Ouca as palavras abaixo e classifique-as de acordo com o nimero de silabas. Em seguida,
pratique a proniincia das palavras.

smoke snow fogay smoky sex
snowy mood dirty wind rainy
ease cloud windy easy fog
dirt ran cloudy Xy moody
One syllable Two syllables

¢) Ditado: A professorairaditar 10 palavras do exercicio (b). Tome nota.




€) Complete as frases com a palavra apropriada.

What's the weather like?

B [0S oo oeor oo .

%\ﬁ ! IS .

IS .

f) Discuta estas frases com um colega. Elas sdo verdadeiras ou falsas? Corrija ainformacéo
fasa

= |nBrazil, ...

- Theweather is aways snowy in the winter.
- Therain can cause floods.



- Thebiggest city isfoggy.

- Inthe northeast, the weather is aways cloudy.
- Inthenorth, we have lots of rainy days.

- Inthe south, we can see snow, sometimes.

0) Vocé tem que fazer a previ sdo do tempo na TV. Com um colega, descreva o tempo
previsto para hoje, de acordo com o0 mapa abaixo. Grave sua previsdo do tempo.

lihade Maraj6

UNIT 2. THE SYLLABLE (2)

= Naunidade anterior vocé viu como se contam as silabas em inglés. Vocé
percebeu como aletra“€’ no final das palavras geralmente ndo é pronunciada?

(L) name late same page June
S&0 raras as palavras em que se pronunciao “€’ final:

2 be me see gee knee



Por que aletra“€e’ tem que ser pronunciado nas palavras em (2)?

® Vocé deve estar seperguntando: “Seo ‘€ ndo é pronunciado em algumas palavras, por
gue ele aparece naforma escrita das mesmas?’ Oucga as palavras em (3) e tente encontrar uma
explicacdo juntamente com um colega:

(©)
A B A B
med made mat mate
a ate fin fine
pin pine cut cute
bit bite tap tape

Nas palavras das colunas “B”, as vogais sdo pronunciadas como no alfabeto em inglés
(a, e i, 0, u). Como se ensina para as criangas que estdo sendo alfabetizadas em
inglés. “The letter saysits name.”

a) Repita as palavras em (3). Depois, pratique-as com um colega. Vocé diz uma das palavras
das colunas A ou B e seu colega circula a palavra que ouvir.

= Responda: quantas silabas tém as palavrasem (1) € (2)? ..ccovvvvrervrvrvrenenne
E importante lembrar que 0 “y” deve ser pronunciado no final das palavras:
4% many any sixty July

Como javimos na unidade 2, quando se acrescenta 0 “y” a aguns substantivos, podemos
formar adjetivos:

5) sun(ny) cloud(y) rain(y) sex(y)
Quantas silabas tém as palavras €M (4) € (5)? ..cccvverueerrerineere e

Ouga as palavras em (6) e discuta com um colega a seguinte pergunta:
Por que € importante pronunciar o “y” no fina das paavras?

(6)
A B A B
sSit city blood bloody
men many noise noisy
ice icy sleep Sleepy
sex sy luck lucky

dirt dirty fun funny



b) Repita as palavras em (6). Depois, pratique-as com um colega. Vocé diz uma das palavras
das colunas A ou B e seu colega circula a palavra que ouvir.

¢) Ouca as sentencas e complete-as com a palavra apropriada:

sleep/sleepy sun/sunny blood/bloody
sit/city men/many dirt/dirty

1. I sgetting late. Areyou ............coeeevnee ?

2. 1t'salovely ......coooeiienn, day. We can go to the beach.

3. Doyoulivein New York ................... ?

4.1likethese .........ccoeiieine . They are very polite.

5.Your roomis.......ccoeevvinnnn. . Why don’t you clean it?

6.l amtired. |wantto ...................c... down. Can | usethis chair?

d) Pair Work: Leia o didogo na pagina 13 (New Interchange, exercicio 11). Preste atencdo na
proninciado “€’ edo “y” no final das palavras. Depois, complete o quadro com algumas
palavras que terminem com asletras“€” ou“y” e pratique-as com um colega.

-’ “ _y

€) Group Work (2 pares): Um par desafia o outro. Quantas frases vocés conseguem
completar? Preste atencdo na pronincia das palavras que serdo usadas para completar as
sentencas. Use palavras que praticamos nas unidades 1 e 2. Confira as respostas no cartdo que
aprofessorairafornecer®.

Par A Par B

1. You go to the beach on a 1.Doyouliveina.................. or an
............... day. apartment?

2. Youcan................ on achair. 2.Doyoufed .......c.oeeeiien after lunch?
3. How ..o brothers do you 3 What..........ooenni do youwakeupin

the morning?

49 Answer-key for exercise (e) - Pair A: (1) sunny, (2) sit, (3) many, (4) study, (5) like. Pair B: (1) house, (2)

sleepy, (3) time, (4) funny, (5) phone.




4.DOYOU ..., at the 4. Areyou @ ......ccoeveuiieiiinannns person?

university? Do you make people laugh?
5. Wouldyou ................... Some 5. Whatisyour .............cooeeennnns
coffee? number?

f) Pair Work: E o primeiro dia de aula de Kate and Jimmy. Prepare um didlogo usando a
informacdo dos quadros abaixo. Depois pratique o didogo.

Kate Jmmy
- isfrom France - isfrom Italy
- studies Geography - studieslanguage
- parentslivein Nice - parents livein Rome.

= A letra“y” também pode ser usada com substantivos para dar um tom
afetuoso ou familiar as palavras em inglés. Geramente as criangas, ou mesmo
adultos falando com criancas usam essaforma:

(7)  doggy (dog)  birdy (bird)  fishy (fish)  mommy (mom) daddy (dad)

f) Ouca o didlogo e sublinhe as expressdes onde 0 “y” é usado para dar um tom af etuoso:

(A mother telling a story to alittle child)
Mother:

Once upon atime there was alittle birdy called Tweety. The birdy was
very sad because its mommy had disappeared. Tweety was crying by the
river when a doggy came and talked to it. The doggy asked Tweety why he

_Wwas 50 sed, and Tweety explained that it had lost his mommy. (...)



h) Agora ouca algumas frases e verifique se elas tém um tom afetuoso ou neutro. Complete as
frases com a palavra apropriada:

[ dog doggy bird birdy cute fish cutie fishy |
Lillikemy .....o.ooooeennnnis .
2.Doyouhavea............ocuene ... ?
3. dt'sanice.....coviiiiiiinnnn. .

4. YOUAESD .ooviviiiiieeiininannns .



Unit 3

/3/ eld3/
13/ /d3/
pleasure passage
massage journal

a) Ouca as palavras do quadro adireitae digaquais possuem os sons/3/ou/d3:

13/ /d3/

vision, page, beige
age, television, judge
gentleman, message,
jeans, massage, jeep

b) Quaissio os meses do ano que contém o som /d3/?

d) Ouca as sentencas abaixo. Circule as palavras que contém o som /3/ e sublinhe as que
contém os som /d3/.

- | have amessage for you.

- My car isbroken. | sent it to agarage’.
- Jimmy wrote two pages yesterday.

- It'smy pleasure.

- The bus passes over the bridge.

- Underage people cannot drive.

- | amvery stressed. | need a massage.

€) Complete as lacunas com uma palavra apropriada:

garage age message beige
page bridge fridge judge

- Amancdledyouandlefta..................... .
- Please, putthefoodinthe............cooeoviviiine .
- Thebookismissinga........c.ccooeevunnnen .

" This word can be pronounced differently.



- I'mgoingtopickupmycaratthe..............c..oooeeen. .

- lboughta ......ccovveennenen. shirt.

- Therewasacar accidentonthe .............cocoevenee. .

- You usethe question “How old are you?’ to ask about peopl€'S.................. .
- The..ooooiviii. decided to send the thief to prison.

f) George e Marge estéo se encontrando pela primeiravez. Escreva um didlogo entre eles
usando ainformacéo abaixo. Em seguida, grave o seu did ogo.

George
- isfrom Austrdia
- studiesengineering
- father: worksin agarage;

mother: plays bridge twice a
week with friends

Marge
- isfrom Germany
- studies language
- father: judge
- mother: language teacher




UNIT 4.

i

a) Ougas as palavras abaixo.

ffl NI

coffee life save love
knife | eaf leave believe
enough wife above five

b) Repita as palavras em (a).

¥ Em inglés ha algumas palavras que formam o plura alterando aletra“f” para“v” e
acrescentando “—es”.

¢) Siga o exemplo e dé o plural das palavras abaixo.

d) Ouga as palavras do exercicio anterior e pratique-as.

= Quantas silabas tém as palavras do exercicio (C)7? ....ccccvevvereeervereeenn,

€) Complete as frases com uma das palavras do exercicio (c).

1Inthefal, thetreeslosetheir .......cccooovniiniveinicnnenn. .

21'dliketo havethree.............c.coiiieeenn. of bread, please.

3 Canyou put thebook onthe ... ?

41 cutmy fingerwitha...............cooi, .
5Themancaledhis..............cccoieiinin. and told her he had to work until |ate.
6Acacanhavemany .............coevvne e, .



f) Pair work: Coloque as frases abaixo no plural e lela-as para seu colega.

Ex.: The car is black. [} The cars are black
| read a book =] | read some books
Student A
Thewifeissal. .o
Theknifeisbroken. ......ccoovviiiiiiii e,

| eat aloaf of bread everyday. ........ocovvviiiiiii i
The police officer saved alife. ..........cccooviiiiii i,

Student B

I canbuy anew shelf. ...
Theleaf ISQreen. ...

| read one page everyday. .........ocovvi i
Thepictureisabovethe TV. .......coooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii i

g) Pratique a pronuncia das palavras abaixo.

active provocative negative meditative
talkative creative positive brave
passive aggressive persuasive sensitive

h) Pair-work: Leia as descrictes das pessoas abaixo e decida qual a profissdo ideal para cada
uma delas usando a informag&o no quadro do exercicio (i).

1. Jeff likesworking in an office. He' s talkative and aggressive.
Jeff canbealan..........oooiii .
2. Olav likes writing. He's meditative.
Olavcanbe......ccoovvvvviiiiiinnnn, .
3. Evewantsasafe job. She's passive and doesn't like aggressive people. Eve
(0 o L .
4. Cliff likes adventure. He's active and brave.
Cliff oo, .

i) Pair-work: Observe as profissdes no quadro abaixo. Em seguida, escolha alguns dos
adjetivos em (g) para descrever qualidades importantes para 6 dessas profissoes.

doctor police officer thief sales person
housewife journalist actor flight attendant
lawyer writer psychologist life guard




flight attendant: A flight attendant has to be brave.



UNIT 5.

/ol [dl /gl

Os sons /b/, /d/ e /g/ norma mente sdo parcialmente pronunciadas no final das palavras. Ouca
0s exemplos:

Q) bag club food egyg bed med

Agora pratique as palavrasem (1).

a) Pair Work: Discuta com seu colega e tente completar o quadro abaixo.

2 adjetivos que ter minem 2 nomes de animais que 2 palavras que terminem
com o som /d/ terminem comosom/g/ | comosom/b/

b) Ouca os pares abaixo e circule a que vocé ouvir:

A B A B
fool food See seed
row road bay babe
low lobe may made
sigh side soul sold

¢) Ouca os dialogos abaixo e pratique-0s com um colega. Preste atencdo na prondncia das
palavras sublinhadas.

Dialog 1 A: Doyou haveajob?
B: Yes, | do. | work in fast afood restaurant.

Dailog 2: A: Areyou mad at me?
B: No, I'm just feding sad.

Dialog 3: A: Whereisyour bag?
B: It'son my bed.

Dialog 4: A: Areyou going to the club today?

B: No, I'm not. I’'m going to stay in my bed.
d) Ougcaamusica“Y our song” e complete aletracom as palavras abaixo. Depois, pratique a
prontncia das mesmas palavras com um colega.



did done mind hide

big world man roof

I've inside could thing

Your Song
Elton John/Rod Stewart
1. It'salittle bit funny thisfeeling (&) ..........c.cevvnies
2. I'mnot one of thosewho caneasily (b) ....................
3. | don't have much money but boy if I (C) ................
4. I'dbuya(d) ............... house whereweboth (€) ..................
live

5. If I was asculptor, but then again, no
6. Ora(f) .....c......n. who makes potions in atravelling show
7. | know it's not much but it'sthe best | can do
8. My gift ismy song and this one's for you
9. And you can tell everybody thisis your song

10. It may be quite simple but now that it's(Q) ..................

11. | hopeyou don't (h) ............... ,

12. | hope you don't mind that | put down in words

13. How wonderful lifeiswhileyoureinthe (i) .....................
14 I satonthe(f)....c.ooevevennnnes and kicked off the moss

15. Well afew of the verses well they've got me quite cross

16. But the sun's been quite kind while | wrote this song

17. 1t'sfor people like you that keep it turned on

18. So excuse me forgetting but these things | do

19. Yousee (K) ............ forgotten if they're green or they're blue
20. Anyway the () ....oeevenenenn. iswhat | really mean
21. Yours are the sweetest eyes |'ve ever seen

€) Group Work (3 alunos): Discuta com seus colegas para encontrar o oposto das palavras
abaixo e relacione as colunas. Preste atencdo na proninciados sons /b/, /d/ e /g/.

Exemplo: A: What's the opposite of “rich”?

B: It's“poor”.

()old a hot
(1) good b. happy
() big c. dive
() cold d. young
()sad e bad



() dead f. small

() stupid g. soft

() hard h. lazy

( ) hard-working i. inteligent

f) Observe as gravuras que a professora vai entregar e use alguns dos adjetivos em (e) para
descrever as pessoas

Ex.. He'spatient. She'stired. They’re happy.



UNIT 6.

Ipl, It Ikl

Ouca as palavras abaixo:
I/ ik K/
pat teach car
paper atertion key

-> Como vocé pronuncia estas palavras em portugués?

(@) Portugal total Cuba

Agoraouca a pronincia das palavras em (1) em inglés. Vocé percebeu como os sons/p/, /t/ e
/k/ s80 pronunciadas no inicio das 3 palavras em inglés?

Ouca mais algumas palavras contendo os sons/p/, /t/ e /K/:

2
pay campus talk attack can become
park paper tape continue key accuse
page happy table elected come occasion

v' Dica: Para pronunciar os sons/p/, /t/ e /k/ no inicio das silabas acentuadas em inglés,
precisamos soltar o ar com bastante for¢a (aspiracdo). Pratique os sons “ aspirados’
seguindo a orientagdo do professor.

v Note que no final das palavras os sons/p/, /t/ e /k/ também podem ser aspirados (inglés
britanico). Na maioria das vezes, porém, estes sons ndo sao completamente pronunciados
(inglés americano).

Ouga as palavras abaixo e preste atencdo nas possivei s prondncias dos sons aspirados em
final de palavra.

ASPIRADOS PARCIALMENTE | ASPIRADOS | PARCIALMENTE ASPIRADOS PARCIALMENTE
PRONUNCIADOS PRONUNCIADOS PRONUNCIADOS




soap soap cake cake fat fat
keep keep back back sit sit

v Nos outros contextos, os sons /p/, /t/ e /k/ ndo sdo aspirados, ou sgja, sdo muito parecidos
com os equivalentes em portugués. Confira as palavras em (3):

(3) smple rapid doctor actor soccer liquid

a) O que as palavras abaixo tém em comum?

[ white violet pink purple black

Com um colega, decida qual das palavras acima pode ter sons aspirados ou parcialmente
pronunciados. Algumas palavr as podem ser usadas mais de umavez.

ASPIRADO PARCIALMENTE PRONUNGQADO

/p/ /p/

It/ It/

K/ Ikl

b) Ouga mais algumas palavras e diga se as consoantes sublinhadas s&o aspiradas ou
parcialmente pronunciadas.

Aspirada Parcialmente pronunciada

Exemplo:  photography v

1. mechanic

2. paticular

3. cook
4, make

5. potato

6. cup

7. tota

8. st
9. take

10. cut

¢) Ougaas palavras abaixo e circule aque vocé ouvir.
A B A B

side site be beat
play plate code coat




buy bite
lie like
May meke

d) Circule afrase que vocé ouvir.

1. 8) Cometo thisside.
b) Cometo this site.

2. 8 The playisinteresting.
b) The plate is interesting.

3.8 | canbuy it.
b) | can biteit.

cab cap
key keep
“K” ceke

4. a) | want to be you.
b) I want to beat you.

5. 8@ He likesthe code.
b) He likes the coat.

6. @) She has a cab.
b) She has a cap.

€) Complete as sentencas com a palavra apropriada. Pratique-as com um colega.

like paper talk cook keep take
pages sit tape cake hot make

- Please, bequiet. Don't ..........cocevenn. here

- lread10 ..o of my book

- DOYoU ...ooovviiii watching TV?

- —Can you.......cooiiiiiininns well? —No, I'm aterrible cook.

- Doyouhaveapieceof .............oeeenn. ? 1 have to write something.

- | loveto eat chocolate ....................

- Please o down on this chair.

- Doyouhavea............coovviiiininnnnn, recorder?

- Canyou.......covviiiiiiiann, asecret?

SR | - S today. It's 40°C.

- Wouldyoulikemeto ........cccovevininnnnen aphoto of you?

- o You At oo a mistake now.

f) Pair Work: Decida quais dos verbos da primeira coluna podem ser usados com as
expressies da segunda coluna (para alguns verbos, ha mais de uma alternativa). Em seguida,
faca frases como as do exemplo.

Example: Y ou can stop a bus.

= stop a) abus



look b) acoke

make c) onachair

type d) ajob

smoke €) asecret
= bite f) afinger
= quit g) anapple
= Kkeep h) amistake
= St i) aletter
= drink j) happy

= Confirasuas respostas com a professora.

g) Oucaamusica“l say alittle prayer” eretire algumas palavras para completar cada coluna
do quadro abaixo. Algumas colunas podem ficar em branco. Pratique as palavras com um
colega.

Aspirado Parcial mente pronunciado
Ip/ il k/ /p/ 1t k!
Ex.: peace tdl car Top pat clack
I Say A Little Prayer (The cast of My Best
Friend’s Wedding)
1. The moment I wake up 21. And all through my coffee break time
2. Before | put on my makeup 22. | say a little prayer for you
3. |say alittle prayer for you 23. Forever and ever
4. While combing my hair now 24. You'll stay in my heart
5. And wondering what dress to wear now 25. And | will love you
6. | say a little prayer for you 26. Forever and ever
7. Forever and ever 27. We never will part
8. You'll stay in my heart 28. Oh how I'll love you
9. And I will love you 29. Together, forever
10. Forever and ever 30. That's how it will be



11. We never will part 31. To live without you

12. Oh how I'll love you 32. Would only mean heartbreak for me
13. Together, forever 33. My darling believe me

14. That's how it should be 34. For me there is no one

15. To live without you 35. But you

16. Would only mean heartbreak for me 36. Please love me too

17. 1 run for the bus dear 37. I'min love with you

18. While riding it I think of us dear 38. Answer my prayer

19. 1 say a little prayer for you
20. At work I just take time

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF EXERCISES
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8(e): Adapted from Hewings (1993)
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APPENDIX F

WRITTEN EXAMS

S/ [T

L.mt.m to Rosemary, Ken, and Yoka talking.
Ebgch. (') the correct answers,

1. Her lnst name is ] Yoke,
] Miyake.
O Mivaki,

2, Ken is ] an engineer,
] a student.
] n chef.
4. They all [Jeant stand Bonnie Raitt's music.
[ don't like
[ like
4. The concert ticketa are [ $42 each.
[0 $7 each.
[ §24 each

B Complete each question with information about yourself,

. What's vour first and lnst name?
. Where are you from?
. What do people usually eall you?

(=

£a

C Complete each conversation. Use the correct form of .

1. A: s Joseph Davis from the United States?

B: Yes, . He's from Chicaga.

2. A 1
B: Mo, Mr. and Mre. Sanches aren't Brazilizn, They're American.

4. A: Are you in English 2017
B: Mo, . I'm in English 101.

4. A ?
B: Yes, my first name is Amy
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Test 1, Page 2

T-154

D Read the passage. Then circle T (true) or F (false).

Names

n English-speaking countries, (Ms., Mr.) with a first and last

many people have three names | name (Ms. Mary Murphy) or with

- a first name, a middle name, | only a last name (Ms. Murphy).

and a last or family name (for Many Americans and Canadians
example, John Fitzgerald Kennedy). | use first names at work or at
Sometimes people use a short name | school. In colleges and universities,
or nickname (Bob for Robert, Liz teachers often call their students
for Elizabeth). People use a title by their first names.

1. T F Many people have a middle name in English-speaking countries.
2. T F Bob is a nickname for Robert.
3. T F People use a title with a first name, such as Ms. Mary.

4, T F American and Canadian teachers don't call their students by
their first names.

E Complete the question in each conversation.

1. A: Where you work?
B: [ work in a department store.
2. A: What she do?
B: She's an architect.
3. A: Where does Jason
B: He goes to U.C. Berkeley.
4. A: How she like the class?

B: Oh, she likes it a lot.

to school?

F Read each set of sentences and circle the word that doesn't fit. Write the correct
word or words on the blank for the incorrect one.

Example: He's aghel He works for a construction company. He builds houses.

carpenter
1. I am a salesperson. I work for an airline. [ serve meals to the passengers.

2. Ken works for King Travel. He's a receptionist. He takes people on tours.

3. Judy Johnson is a nurse. She works in a bank. She cares for patients.
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Test 1, Page 3

G Write a short paragraph (about 3-5 sentances) describing your daily
schedule or routine.

Example: 1 get up at 7:00 in the morning on weekdays, Then I.. ..

H Read each question. Cirele the correct word in each answer.

1. A: How much is that ring?

B: (That / They're / It's) only $29.
2. A: How much are those boots?

B: Oh, (these / they're / it's) $65.
3. A: Which cne do you prefer?

E: I prefer the leather one. It is (cheap / big / more attractive)
than the silk one.

4, A: Which one do you like better?

B: I like the red one better. It's (pretty / nicer / good) than
the blue one.

I Complete these sentences, Use the correct form of the adjective.

Example: That purple T'shirt is niger than this pink one.  (nice)
1. Are these hoots the ones over there?  (large)

2. Usually leather jackets are the wool ones.  (good)
3, Silk is cotton.  (expensive)

4. Which shirt is , the green one or

the vellow one? (pretty)
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Test 1, Page 4

J Answer each question with a complete sentence about yourself.

1. What do you do?

2. Where do you go to school?

3. What do you usually do before 8 AM.7?

4. When do you usually get home on Mondays?

5. What is something you do on Saturdays?




i =

A &y Listen to people talking. Circle T (true) or F (false.

1. T F Peggy has four sisters and four brothers.

9 T F Janet usually goes to the gym to work out about three times a week.
3. T F John went to dinner in the mall on Sunday with his girlfriend.

4. T F There's not much traffic or crime in Peter's new neighborhood.

B Complete each conversation. Use the present continuous
(for example, is going, are taking).

1. A: Are this Sunday afternoon?

B: No, I'm net. I'm not deing anything on Sunday. Would you like to do something?

2. A; Is your sister coming to the picnic tomorrow?

B: Yes,
3. A: Where
B: My parents are going to France this summer. They really want to see Paris.

this summer vacation?

4. A: When are you playing tennis this week?
B: on Friday morning. Do you want to play, too?

C Rewrite these sentences using determiners.

Example: In China, 50% of women get married by the age of 22.

In Ching, many women get married by the age of 22,

1. About 5% of Americans use public transportation to get to work.

9. In the U.S., 80% of divorced people get married again.

3. Thirty percent of American mothers return to work one year after having a baby.

4. Ninety-eight percent of homes in the U.S. have at least one color TV set.
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Test 2, Page 2

T-158

D Rewrite each question or sentence and put the adverb in the correct place.
1. I have eggs for breakfast. (often)

2. Do you eat lunch at the cafeteria? (ever)

3. I watch TV in my free time. (sometimes)

4. What do you do on Saturday night? (usually)

E Read each conversation and complete the question.

1. A: How exercise?
B: Not very often. I exercise only about an hour on Saturday morning.

2. A: Do ?
B: No, I never drive to school. I ride my bicycle most of the time.

3. A: What ____ usually ?
B: I usually stay home on the weekend. I often have lots to do around the house.

4. A: How at tennis?
B: Well, I guess I'm pretty good. I played on the tennis team in school.

5. A: How spend working out?
B: Oh, I spend about two hours every day at the gym. I'm a real fitness freak!

F Complete this story using the past tense (for example, did, walked).

I —_ (have) a great day last Saturday. In the morning, my best friend and I
{drive) to the City Museum wherewe _________ (see) a wonderful art

exhibit. Thenwe _________ (go) bicyeling in the park all afternoon. What fun! After

dinner, we __________ (watch) an old movie on TV. It was really a wonderful day!

G Answer these questions about yourself. Write complete sentences,

1. What did you do on Saturday?

2. Did you do anything special on Sunday?

3. Where did you go on your last vacation?

4. How long were you away on that vacation?

5. Were you out last night, or did you stay at home?
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Test 2, Page 3

H Use the map to write a complete answer for each question.

Example: Is there a police station near here?
Yes, there is. Theres one on Fox Street next to the post office

[14]

g School Post Police Station | 2

2 Office o

g Fox Street <

e 2
s |E| Bank Sha[—,_ps - )
o |w =

 Pay Phone gk

1. Is there a bank around here?

2. Are there any hotels near the school?

3. Are there any shops in this neighborhood?

4. Are there any coffee shops near here?

5. Is there a pay phone near the park?

I Read each sentence and circle the one word that doesn't fit. Then write the correct
word on the blank.
1. On Saturday, I always take my clothes to the drugstore to

wash and dry them there. After that, I go to the library to

make a book for the weekend. Then I go to the grocery store

and buy movies for my dinner. N

2. There’s a barber shop in my neighborhood where [ always
get a good work. Also, near my house, there are several nice
banks where I like to eat dinner twice a week. On the corner
of First Avenue and Pine, there's a drugstore where I exercise

about an hour a day.
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T-160

J Read the guestions below. Answer them by writing a short paragraph
(about 4—6 sentences) to describe your neighborhood.

Do you live in a house or an apartment? Where is it? Is there much noise?

How much traffic is there in your neighborhood? How much crime is there?

How many restaurants are there? Are there any stores or shops near your home?
How do you like it there?

K Read Rosa's letter to Gary: Circle T (true) or F (false).

Dear Gary,
Berkeley is an interesting city. | really like it here! There's
always a lot to do. Every day after school | usually go to
Teleqraph Avenue. | always like to go to my favorite coffee
shop and meet my friends there for coffee. In the evening,
there is always something interesting to do in the town or on
the university campus, such as see a movie or hear some
live music
On Saturday, my friends and | usually take the bus to
San Francisco for the day. San Francisco is a beautiful place.
! love the shops and restaurants, and it’s a great city for just
walking around or Rollerblading in Golden Gate Park.
We always go to Chinatown to have lunch, and then we
go shopping in the afternoon.
On Sunday, | like to play tennis with friends, or we watch
_a sports event, like a football game or a baseball game, on
TV at home. | think American football is very exciting!
Well that's all for now. Take care. Hope to hear
from you soon.

Love,
Rosa

1. T F Rosa doesn't like Berkeley.

2. T F She always studies after school.

3. T F She spends the weekend in San Franecisco.
4. T F She really likes to watch football,
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TRANSCRIPTIONS OF THE TARGET WORDS

PRETEST TRANSCRIPTIONS

Subject: S1
sid fajn "wiki sid
tejk sajk lejtf klab
‘bvi “nejmi maijdi fajn
med keth "nejmi kets
‘pejzi keb klab majd
wajf "medi mejd map
viti majnd "waifi ruf
'nejmi “teiki 'mejdi rd
“fajni lejtf klin ket"
'tejki gok mep med
klab kle™ wik bed
kI rof singi vit"
sid “sajki g “rufi
wajf kab pej3 ‘begi
“lovi 'tejpi gk paith
gok mep tejp sin
“lejtfi ‘pej3i “wiki sajk
"klobi beg “bvi g
sing pit{ vit
pajt tejp mejd
Subject: S2
med ket tejp ruf
sid medz lejt sing
wajf bek majd sajk
sing vit nejm ra

theikh pejd3 klab wik



wajf
lov
gokh1
lets
klbb
mep"
pejd3
beg
pajts
tejp
wik
vits
nejm
fajn
gokh

Version 19

Subject: S3
wifi
singi
tejki
mep
pejd3
medz
sajtad (sid)
wiki
vits
nejm
fajn
guki
begi

pits

klab
ki
sit
tejk
lov
kI
ruf
sajkn
fajn
kub
sajd
ket
majd
pejd3

gok

ket
medz
beg
keb
tejpi
wiki
singi
sejki
lejts
kb
ki
ruf
rom

viti

vit mep
wajf ruf
mejdi rum
kI fajn
mep sajk
pajts nejm
beg kets
keb keb
tejp" med
wikP majts
sing thejki
ru lajt
lov pajt
mejd
mejts
tejp sajd
lejti kub
mid fini
nejm ket
kb midi
sajki (sing) kleb
siki kI
hd sajd
wiki tejki
lovi lovi
pits nejmi
begi keti
ruf tejki

mep lejt



tejp
vits
pejd3
wif
lov

gok

Version 20

Subject:

Subject:

A
pej3
wajf
lov
gok
lejt
klab
vit
nejm
fajn
tejki
klab
klin
sajd
tejk
lov
med
sid
hajf
sing

mep

pit

wajf
mejdi
kI
mep
pej3

gok

pejd3
beg
pit
tejp
wik
med
mejdi
klen
mep
pajt
beg
ruts (roof)
sajki
keb
tejp
wik
sing

ro
pej3
kuk

ket

ruf
rum
fin
siki
mejd

mejdi

tejp

lejt

majn (mide)
nejm

kbb

mejd
wajf

kuk

fajn

sajk
nejm

kets

keb

sajn (sing)
sik

ro

wik

bv

vajt (vit)

mejd

sejk

pitf
kab
medz

majd

sajd
kab
fajn
ken (cat)
majd
mep

ruf

rum
vajt
med
beg

ket
majn (mide)
tejki
lajt

pajt
klen

ruts

majd



tejp
wiki
vits
nejm
fajn
sid
wajf
sin
tejki
mep
pej3i
begi
guk
lejtf
klub
vit
ruf
sajk
kIi

Version 18

Subject: S6
fajn
sajki
nejm
ket
keb
med
majd
tejki
fajn

tejk

medz
beg
guk
pej3
wajf
bv
lejt
majd
nejmi

klub

wajf
keb
tejp
wik

sing

pej3

guk

mep
pej3

beg

pajt

tejpi

wik

lejt

min (mide)
lejt

ruf

wiki
lov
mejd
mejd
sid
mejd
ki
mejp
pits
beg
ruf
singi
tejp
sajk
nejmi
ket
kab

med

wajf
vajt
nejm
sajd
kb
mejd
wajf
mejd
klin

mep

keb
fajni
ket
majd
mep

huf

fajni
klub
ki
sid3zi
tejk
lovi
med
tejki
lejtf

pitf

sidi
keb
fajn
ket
mid
mep

ruf

ket

klin



keb vit wiki ruf

klin beg sing sajki
pej3 med rQ keb
wajf pajt pej3 beg
lov tejp gok prt
gok sajd tejp sin
lejt tejk wik sajk (short pause)
klab lov lov rum
singi med it
goki nejm mejd
Version:

Target word in sentence 68 was not read.

Subject: S7
sid katfi tejp sid
waf medz lejt kub
singi begi majd fin
tejki visit nejm ketfi
mep pej3 klab midi
med wajf visit ket
wiki lov lajf kleb
vitf guk mejd3zi map
nejm lejts kI huf
fajn klub map ra
guk klin pajts nejm
pej3 ruf beg rd
beg sik ruf wiki
pajp klab (cube) si lov
tejp tejp sajk mejd
kleb med wikhi mejd3i
klin majd singe (pause) fain

sit tejki rd sike



tejki lejt pej3i
lov pite gud (gock)
Version:
Subject: S8
fajni mepi wajf sajd
saiki pej3 vajts kab
nejmi begi nejm fajn
kets pajts sajd keth
kawb (cube) tejpi kbbb majd
medz wik mejd mep
majdz lejtf wajf huf
tejki majt mejd ru’
fajni lejt klin ket
tejk" ruf mep klin
klub vajt wikh huf
klin beg sing sajkh
pej3 medz rd keb
wajf pajts pej3 begi
lov tejp gok pajt"
gok sajdz tejp sing
lejtf tejk wik sejk
klub lovi bv ru’
singi med wajtf
gok nejmi mejdz
Version:
Subject: S9
T kb pajds sid pajt
vits beg klub (cube) kld
nejmi piti

fajni ruf




fajni tejpi nejmi kets
tejkh wik kb bi mid
med med mejd map
sidi mejdi waif rum (roof)
wifi klen gok rd
sing pej3 fajn ketsi
mep guk sajk mejd
klub tejpi nejmz bek
klin lejt kets vith
sits mid kap (cube) majd
tejki kub sajng pejd3
lovi tejpi sajki wif
map wik rd lov
pith sing wik goko
bed ra bv lejts
ruf vits tejki
sajk mejd lejts

jersion 14

Subject: S10
mid ket tejp hum
nejm medi lejt fajn
klab begi mejts (sh. pause) siki
vit vit mejd nejm
wajf wik sid mid
med vits kab klub
sits nejm fajn ki
wajf fajn ket sidi
sing guk klin tek
tejki klub mep lov
mep kI pits nid (mad)
pej3 ruf beg
bég sik hof




pit kibb singi rid (mad)

tejp tejp sik

pej3 wiki rd lajk (take)
wajf sing wik

lov ro bv

gluk pej3 mep

lejt kbk huf

Didn’t record 71-78. | used a few words to from other sentences to make up for some of the missing targets.

Subject: S11
pej3 pej3 tejp sid3i
wajf beg lejri kep
lov pajts majd3zi fajn
guk tejpe nejmi ket
lejt wik klabi majdz
klab mepi mejd mep
vitfi mejd3zi wajf hof
nejm kI gok ham
fajn mep fajn vitf
tejki pajtf sig mepi (mad)
klab begi nejmi begi
klin hof ket ketf
sidz sajki kabi majndz
tejk kapi singi tejki
lov tejpi sajng lejri
med3 wiki ham pajtf
sid3 sing wiki klir (clean)
wajf ha (room) lov hof
singi pej3 visti

mepi goks mejd3



Version:

Subject: S12
sajd

wifi
singi
tejki
mepi
mede
wiki
vith
nejm
fajn
goki
pejd3
begi
pajt
tejp
klubi
ki
sajd
tejki

lovi

Sentence 36 was not read.

Version:

Subject: S13
mep

pejdsi
beg
pajnt

tejp

ket
medz
bedz (bag)
vits
pej3i
wifi
bv
gok
lejts
klubi
ki
hufi
siki
kubi
med
?
majd
tejki
lejt

pits

fajn
sajki
nejm
kets

kab

tejp

lejt

lejdz
nejm
kleb

vit

wifi
mejd

ki

medi (map)
pit"

bed (bag)
hufi
singi

siki

wiki

sing

hi

pej3

goki

tejp
lejt
majd
nejmi

klab

sajd

klubi (cube)
fajn

kets

majd

kets

kub

mejpi (map)
huf

htu

neimi

wiki
bv
mejd
mejdz
fajni

siki

sajdi
kub
fajn

ket



wiki
vitf
nejmi
fajni
tejki
klabi
kI
sajdz
tejki
lovi
med
sajd
wajf
sing

guk

Version:

Subject: S14
pitfi (pite)

tejpi
wik
vitfi
nejmi
fi
sid3zi
wifi
sing
tejki
mepi
pej3i
begi

goki

med
majts
tejki
lejt
pajt
klin
ruf
sajki
keb
tejpi
wiki

sing

pejd3

gok

kets
medz
begi
goki
pejdsi
wajfi
lov

lets (late)
mid3i
nejmi
klubi
vipi (vit)
wajfi

keb

vitf

lajf (wife)
mejd

kI

mep
pajth
bajg

huf

singi

sajki

mejd
bv
wiki

mejts

sik

ra
wiki
lovi
med (made)
medz
sid3zi
med3i
kIr
mepi
pits
beki
rufi

singi

majd

ruf

ket

met (mad)

bek

pejd3
wajf
bv
gok
lejt"

kb

fini
kb bi
kI
sidzi
tek

lovi



lejts
klab
vitfi
ruf
siki

kI

Version:

Subject: S15
sidi
kejz (take)
lovi
mid3i (mad)
pejd3
wajfi
vits
nejmi
fajni
kejz (take)
klab
kIr
sajdz
wajfi
lovi
guki
lejts
klub
singi

pits

Version:

tejpi
wiki

sing

pej3i

guk

fajn

sinki
nejmi
kejtsi (cat)
keb

mejd (mad)
midi (mide)
tejki

lejts

guki

ki

huf

sinki (sike)
kub

tejp

mejpi
pejdsi
bejg (bag)
piz (pite)

tejp

tejpi
siki
nejmi
kets
keb

med3

wiki

lejzi (late)
mini (mide)
nejmi
klubi
mejd
wajf
mejdi

kIi

mejpi
wiki

sing

hu

pejz

guk

tejp

wiki

bvi

vit

mejdz

med3i
tejki
lets

pitfi

sid3zi
klobi
fajni
kejtfi
midzi
mip
huf
hd
ketfi
mejdz(mad)
begi
vits
huf
begi
pits
sing
sik

hd



Subject: S16

med (mide)

nejm
klbb

vip (vit)
wajf
mejdi
sits
wejf
sink
tejki
mepi
pej3i
bé (bag)
pit

tejp
pej3
wajf
lavi

gof

lare (late)

Version:

Subject: S17
med3i

sid3zi
wifi
sing
thejki
wif

bvi

get (cat)
medz
beg

vip

wik

vip

najn (name)
fajn

goki
kbbb

ki

hof

siki

kab
tejpi
wiki
sing

ho

peij3

gof

ket

med3
bed3 (bag)
vitfi

pej3i
klubi

kI

tejp
lejder (late)
mejdi
mejdi

siz

kub

fajn

get (cat)
klin

mejp

pits

benk (bag)
hof

singi

sik

hd

wiki

bvi

mep

hof

tejp
lejtfi
midi
nejmi
klubi
vit|

wifi

rd
fajn

siki

nejmi
midi

klab

klen

sid

tejk

lovi

med
gets(cat)
klab (cube)
med

mide

tejki

lajre (late)

pit

ruts (roof)
singi

sinki (sike)
ra

wiki

mejp (Map)

ruf



gu (gock)
lejtfi
klubi
mejp1
pej3i

bigi (bag)
pidi (pite)
tejp

wiki

vitf

nejmi
fajn

gokh

Version:

Subject: S18

ketfi

sajdsi

ka bi

fajni

med3i (made)
midi

huf

sejki (sike)
kibi (cube)
tejbow (tape)
wiki

sajd3zi

tejki

lavi

med3i

sejd3i (side)
thejk

lovi

kIr

huf

sajki

fini

klub

sid3

kejtfi (cat)
majd3zi
pej3

guki (gock)

sajki

nejmi

ketfi

kabi

med3i (mad)
mid3i (mide)
tejki

lejtfi

pitfi

kIi

nejmi

fajn

tejki

kb bi

kIr

mejd3i
ki

mejp (map)
pitf (pite)
bid3 (bag)
klubi
thejpi
wiki

siju (sing)
ru

lov

mejd3

mejd3zi

lejtfi
mid3si
nejmi
kbbb
vis (vit)
wajf
medfi
ki
mep
pits
beg
howf
singi
siki

hom (room)

rd

fajni

sik (sike)
nejmi

ket

klubi

med3i

mid3i (mide)
tejki

lejtf

pajni (pite)

gogi
lejts
klab
vit|
mepi

hufi

pejds
med3i
begi
vitfi
pejd3
ketfi
begi

pitfi



sajd3zi
wajf
sajki
goki
fajni

* sentence 1 is missing
version 7

Subject: S19
medi

sidi
wajfi
singi
lavi
fajni
tejki
nejmi
fajni
sigi
siwki (sike)
klubi
sajd (sid)
kIr
tejki
gok
wiki
sing
ra
pej3i

28 *[mide] mide

Version 12

sing

pejdsi
gogi

tejp

midi

tejp

lejdi (late)
kets

kabi
medi *
tejki

lejri

pajt (pite)
ki

huf

sajk

keb

tejpi

rd

wiki

lovi

vajtf (vit)
mejdi

klbbi

wiki
bvi
mepi
wajf

bv

mejd
wajfi
mejti
pajts
mep
klin
bvi
gogi
lejri
kb bi
majd (mide)
mepi
huf
kog
keti
medz
begi
vajt
ket

mepi

tejp

wiki

tejpi
wiki
sidi
begi
pejd3
wajf
beg
ruf
sinki
sajki
pej3
vits
nejmi
fajni
nejmi
ke bi

pajt



Subject: S20
najf (wife)
sing
tejki
map
pejdasi
med
sid
wiki
vits
nejmi
fajn
guk
begi
piti
tejpi
viti
pejd3
wajf
lov

gok

Version 20

Subject: S21
sajd

tejki
lovi
med
sajdi
wif
tejki

nejm

ket
medz
beg
kab
tejpi
wiki
sing
sik
lejts
kb
klin
huf
hi
vajti (vit)
wajf
mejdi
klir
mep
pejd3

guk

fajni
sajk
tejp
wiki
sing
hii

pejd

kars (gock)

tejp

lej (late)
majd
nejm
klab
sing
sajk

hii

wiki
lovi
pajts
bedi (bag)
ruf
mep
huf

rd

fajni
sajk
mejd

mejd

tejp

ledi (late)
majdi
nejm
klob

vist (vit)
wifi

medi (made)

sajk

kab

fajn

ket

majd

kbb

grin (clean)
sid

tejki

bvi

nejmi
kets

tejki

lejdi (late)
pajt

klbb (cube)
med

majdi

sajdi

kab

medi (made)
kets

majdi

mepi

huf

hu



fajni

fajt (vit)
klab

kI

nejm

kejt (cat)
kapi (cube)
med
majde (mid)
tejki

sajki

kok (gock)

Version 10

Subject: S22
kjub

med
mirow (mide)
thejki
lejt
pajt
tejp
lejd
majd
nejm
klab
klin
sidz
thejk
lov

med

ledi (late)
pit (pite)
kIr

hufi
sajki
kabi
howf
singi
sajk

hi

wiki

lovi

fajn
sajk
nejm
kets
mep
pejd3
beg
pajt
kjub
wik
thejp

kbb

wajf
mejd

klin

ki

mep

pajat (pite)
begi

ken (cat)
medz

begi

vits

pejd3

wifi

med (made)

fajni

klin

ruf

sik (sike)
vit
nejm
fajn
tejk
tejp
wik
mep
med
beg

fit (vit)
pejd3
wajf

rum

mepi

pejd3

begi

piti

tejpi

wiki

bv

kaki (gock)
leti (late)

kleb

sing
sik
lov
gok

ruf

lejts
klab
ket
pajts
beg
ruf
sid
kjub
fajn

ket



sid
wajf
Bin (sing)

gok

Version:

sing
rom
pejd (page)

gok

wik
bv
mejd

mejd

midz

mep



Subject: S1
pej3i
wajf
lovi
gokI
lejtfi
klabi
vitf
nejmi
fin
tejkni
klabi
klin
sid
tejkr
lovi
med
sid
wajf
sing

mep

Version 13

Subject: S2
keb

medz
majndz
thejki
lajt

pats (pite)

POSTTEST TRANSCRIPTIONS

pej3
begi
pajt
tejp
wiki
medi
mejdi
klin
meps
pajtfi
beg
rufi
sajk1
keb
tejpi
wikt
singi

ru
pej3

gok

fajn
sajk
nejm
kets
mep

pejd3

tejp
lejtf1
majdi
nejmi
kbbi
mejd
najfi
gok
fajni
sajki
nejmi
kar (cat)
klob (cube)
sajn
sajkt

rd

wik

bvi

vith

mejdi

ki
huf
sajk
vitf
nejm

fajn

sajvi
kabi
fajni
ket
majdi
mep

ruf

vit
medz
begi
ket
majdz
tejki
lejtft
pajt
ki

ruf

sing
sajk
lov
gok
ruf

ru



thejp
lejtf
majd
nejmi
klap
ki
sid
thejk
lov
med
sid
wajf
sin
gok

Version9

Subject: S3
wifi
singi
tejki
mejp (mad)
pejd3
mejp
sajdsi
wiki
vits
nejm
faj
gowki
begi

pit

beg
pajts
kap
wik
thejp
klbb
vit
wajf (wife)
mejd3i
ki
sing

ra

pej3

gok

ketf
medi
beki

kub

tejpi
wiki

sigi (sing)
siki (sike)
lejti

klbb

ki

ruf

ro

vit

thejkr
thejp
wik
mep
med
bekt
vitf
pejd3

wajf

wik
bv
mejd

mejts

tejp
lejts
miti
nejm
kbbb
sinki

sajkh

wiki
bv
pits
begi
ruf

mejp

lejts
klab
ket
pajts
beg
ruf
sajd
kab
fajn
kets
majd

mep

sidi
kub
fajn
kek
midi
klab
0
saj
tejk
lovi
nejmi
ket
tejki

lejt



tejp wajf ruf pajt

vitfi mejdex ra keb
pejd3 klin fajni meti
wif mejp siki majti
lov pejd3 mejd
gok gok" (short mejdi
paLise)

Version 20

Subject: $4
vajts fajn tejp pajts
nejmi sajki lejdi beg
fajni nejm majd ruf
tejk kets nejm ket
klab kap klbb majd
klin med vajt mep
mep majn wajf guk
pej3 tejki mejdi lejdi
beg lejt klen klub
pajt pajt mep mejdi
tejp kIt sajd bed (bag)
wik ruf keb vajt
sajd sajkhi fajni pej3
tejk bv sing wajf
keb med sajk lov
tejpi sajd rum ruf
wiki wajf wik rum
sin sing bv ket
guk rd med (made)
pej3 guk mejd

Version 6



Subject: S5
med

s1d
wajf
sing
tejk"
wajf
lov
guk
lejtfi
kleb
mep"
pejdzi
beg
pajts
tejp
wik
viti
nejm
fajn
guk

Version 19

Subject: S6
sid
tejk
lov
med
sejk
wajf

tejki

ket
met
begi
vit
pejds
kla bi
ki
sida
tejk
bv

ki
ruf
sajkh
fajni
kab
sid
ket
majdi
pej3

guk

fajn
sajk
tejp
wik

sing

pej3

tejp
ket
majd
nejmi
klab
vit
wajf
mejd
klin
mep
pajts
beg
keb
tejpi
wik

sing

bv
mejd

mejd

tejp
lejt
mejd
nejm

kb

wajf

ruf
sing
sik

wiki

mep

ruf

rum

fajni

sik

nejm

kets

keb

mejd (mad)
majdz (mide)
tejki

lejt

pits

sid3
kab
mejd
ket
mid
mep

rof



nejm
fajn
vejth
klab
klé
nejm
ket
kab
med
majd
tejk
singi
gokh

Version 10

Subject: S7
fajn

iskajd (sike)
nejmi

kets

kleb (cube)
med

majd

tejki

fajn

tejki

klab

ki

pej3

wajf

lov

gok
lejt
pajt
klin
huf
sajk
keb
ruf
sing
sajk
rum
wik

bv

map
pej3

beg

pajt

tejp

wik

lejt

majd

lejt

rod (roof)
vita

bag

med
pajts

tejphi

mejd
ki
mep
pajt
beg
ket
mejd (mad)
beg
vejt
pej3
wajf
mejd

fajn

wajf
vits
nejm
sid
kbbb
mejd
wajf
mejd
ki
map
wikPi
singi

ro
peij3

gud (gock)

rd
mep
pej3

beg

biti (pite)
tejp

wik

lov

gok

lejth

klab

sid
kleb
fajn
ket
midi
map

rof

ket
klin
rof
siki
klab
begi

pajt



guk
lejts
klab
swi
gokh

Version 16

Subject: S8
majd3zi

nejmi
kibb
vit
wajf1
mejd
sid
wajf
sing
tejki
mep
pej3
beg
pajts
tejp
pej3
wajf
lavi
gok
lejtf

Version17

Subject: S9
pajn (pite)

sid
tejki
bv
majd

nejm

ketfi
medz
beg
vits
wik
vits
nejm
fajni
gokh
klub
klin
huf
siki
keb
tejp
wik

sig

peij3

gok

kets

tejp singi
wiki sik
bv rd
visit (vit)

mejd

tejp rd

lejt fajni
mejd siki
mejdz nejmi
sid majdz
keb klub
fajni klin
kets sidz
klin tejkn
mep lov
pits medz
beg kets
ruf kab
sing med
sikn majdz
rd tejki
wik lejt
bv pit
mep

ruf

sajk majdi



tejp
wik
vitf
nejm
fajn
sidi
hif (wife)
sin
tejk
mep
pejd3
begi
guk
lejts
klab
vit
rof
sajk
klen

Version 18

Subject: S10
ket

keb
mid
mid
tejki
lejt
pit
ki
fajn

tejki

medz
beg
guk
pejd3i
wif

bv
lejth
min (mide)
nejmi
klbbi
viti
wajf
kub
tejph
wik
singi

ro
pejds3i

gok

fajn
sik
guk
nejm

kb

wif
mejd
ki

mep

wiki

bv
mejd
mejd
sits (sid)
mejdi
klen
map
pipe (pite)
beg

ruf

sing
tejp

sik
nejmi
ket

kubi

medz

tejp

lejt

mid (mide)
mit (made)
sik

rd

wik

lov

singi

mitf

keb
fajn
ket
majdz
mep

rof

fajn
kleb
klen
sidz
tejkhi
lov
mejd
tejk
lejts

pajts

lejt

klub (cube)
fajni

ket

mid

mep

ruf

ru

kent (cat)

mep



klab

ki

sai (sing)
tejk

lov

med
sajd

wif

sing
nejmi

Version11

Subject: S11
sind3

wajf
sing
tejki
mep
med
wik
vits
meni (name)
fajni
gok
pej3
beg
pajts
tejp
klab

kld

pits
hof
siki
klbb
tejpi
wik

sing

pej3

guk

ketf
med
beg
vitf
pej3
wajf
bv
kog
lejtf
kbb
klir
hof
sajki
klbb
tejp
medz

majdz

sid

beg

huf

med

ben (bag)
vit

pej3

wajf

lov

guk

tejp

lejdz

midzi
nejmi

kb bi

vits

wajf
mejdi

klin

mep
pajts

begi

radz (roof)
singi

sajg (sike)
wiki

sing

pej3

beg

pits (pite)
tejp

wik

vits
nejmi

klob

singi
kab
fajn
ketf
mid3i
ket

kab

lov
mejd
mejdz

fajn



sid tejki ro sejki (sike)

tejk lejdi pej3
lov tajp (pite) godz

Version 21

Subject: S12
pejd3 pejd3 tejp sajd
wifi beg lejt kub
lov pit majd fajn
gokhi tejp nejm kets
lejts wiki klobi majdz
klubi med mejd mep
vits mejd wajf huf
nejm klin kog ha
fajn mep fajni vit
tejkni pajts sajk mejdz
klabi begi nejmi begi
kI huf kets kets
sajd sajk kbb majnd
tejki kub singi tejki
lovi tejpi sajk lejt
medi wikhi hu pajn (pite)
sajd sing wikh ki
wif rom bv hufi
sing pejd3 fit (vit)
mep koki mejdz

Version 13

Subject: S13
majd ket tejp ra

nejm medz lejt fajni



klab

vitfi

lajf (wife)
mejd
sajd
wajf

sing
tejki
mep"
pejd3
beg
pajt
tejp
pejd3
wajf
lov
gok
lejts

Version 17

Subject: S14
kets

ke bi
med3i
midz
tejki

lejt

pits (pite)
klin

fajn

tejki

beki
vitf
wiki
vits
nejm
fajn
guk
kleb
ki
huf
sajki
kab
tejpi
wiki

sing

pejds

gok

fin

sajk

guk

nejmi

klab

vitfi

wajf

med3i (made)
ki

mepi

mejd
mejt
sajd
kub
fajn
ket
kIi
mep
pajts
beg
huf
singi

sajk

wik
lov
mep

huf

tejp
lejts
midi
mejd3

sik

wiki
bv
sin

mejdz

sajki
nejm
majd
klab
klir
sajk
tejk
lov
mejd (mad)
ket
kab
med
majd
tejki
lejt

pajt

lejts
kab
fini
kets
midz
mep
rufi
rom
kets

mepi



klab
klin
sidz
tejk
lavi
medi
sid3i
wajf
sin

nejmi

Version11

Subject: S15

klbb

vits

nejmz

fajni

tejk

med

sid

wajf

sajng

mejp (map)
klub

ki

sajndz (sid)
kejts (take)
bvi

mejp (map)
pits

begi

huf

pits
huf
sik
keb
tejpe
wiki

sing

pej3i

guki

pejd3

bejg (bag)
pajtfi

tejp

wiki

medi (mad)
mejd

ki

pejd

guki

tejp

lejts

mid

klub (cube)
tejp

wiki
sajngi

ho (room)

vitfi

sid

bejg (bag)
ruf

medz
begi

vits

pejd3
wajf

lov

gok

sajndi (sid)
klub (cube)
fajni
nejmi
klubi

mejd

ajf (wife)
guk

fajni

sajki
nejmi

ketf

klub

sajng

sajk

ho

wiki

lov

tejp (take)

pejdsi
beg

pitf (pite)
tejp

wiki
vitfi
nejm

klab

pitf
ki
huf
ket
mid3i
mejp
huf
ho
ketfi
mejd3i (made)
begi
vits
mid3
pejd3
wajf
lavi
guk

lejtf



siki mejd lejtf

Version 14

Subject: S16
mejd fajn tejp lov
ket siki lejki (late) got (gock)
sidz nejmi midi let (late)
kub kets nejmi klab
fajn kab kleb vip (vit)
medz (made) med vip (vit) mep
midz mide (mide) wif hof
rowf tejki mejdi ro
sip (sike) lejt kir pej3i
keb pit mep med
tejpi kIt pits bank (bag)
wiki nejm beg vip
sid fajn hof pej3
tejki tejki sing (sike) ket
lovi klab sing benk (bag)
med kIi ho pits
sid sing wek tejpi
wif hom lovi wiki
sin pej3 mepi
gets (gock) gok wif

Version7

Subject: S17
sajdi fajni wiki sajdi
tejk sajk lejtf klab

lov nejmi majd3 e fajni



sidi

wif

lov

kuk (gock)

lejtfi

klub

sin

pid (pite)
Version15

Subject: S18
sid3

tejki
lovi
medi
sajd3
wajf
tejki
nejmi
fajni

wit (vit)
klabi

ki

kejd (cat)
klaba
med
majd
thejki

lejtf

guk

ki

hufr

sajki
klabt
tejpr
mejp1 (Map)
pejd3

big (bag)
bit (pite)

tejp

fajn
sajk
tejpi
wiki

singi

pejd3
gogi
lejtf
pitf
(clean)

(roof)

nejm
klab
mejd3
wajf
mejdi
kI
mejp (map)
wik
sing

hd

pej3
guk
tejp
wik

lov

vis (vit)

mejd

vif (vit)
tejp

lejder (late)
mid3i
nejmi
klobi

wajf

medi (made)
kIv

mep

pitf

beg

kejtfi (cat)
majd

mejt (Map)
hof

rd

keti

majd (mad)
big (bag)
vit

rd

big

paj (pite)
sajn

sajk

ra (room)

sejd3
karb
med3i
keti
mid3i
mepi
howf
hd
mep
pej3
begi

pitfi



nejmi

ketfi

kabi

med3i
mejd3i (mide)
tejk

sing

gragi (gock)

Sentences 31- 40 were not recorded
Version 10

Subject: S19

vits
nejmi
fajn
tejki
klab
ki
mepi
pej3i
begi
pajti
tejp
wiki
sits
tejki
ko p (cube)
tejpi
wiki
sing
kog

pej3i

(sike)
(cube)
(roof)
(sing)
(sike)
(room)
(week)

(love)

fajni

siki
nejmi
kets

keb

med
majdz (mide)
tejki

lejdi (late)
pajt

kIi

hufi

sik

bvdi
medi

siti

wajf

sinki

hu

gok

ket
med3

beg

pejd3
wajf
mejd

fajn

tejp
kejdi
midi
nejmi

klbbi

wajf
mejf
ki
mep
sidi
kabi
fajni
singi
sik

ra
wiki (pause)
bvi
mejd

mejd

tejp
wiki
lovi
g9og
lejts

klobi

pajts
begi
ruf
ket
midi
mep
909
lejt
klab
med
begi
viti
pejds
wajf
lov

huf

ket



Version 6

Subject: S20
pajtfi
tejpi

wik
vits
nejm
fajn
sidz
wajf
sing
tejki
mep
pejd3
beg
gok
lejts
klab
vit
ruf
sik

klin

Verson18

Subject: S21
medi

sidi
wifi

singi

ket
medz
beg
gok
pejd3
wajf
bv
lejt
majdz
nejm

kb

wajf
keb

tejpi
wiki
sing
huf

pej3

gok

tejp
let
kets

kab

sik

wik
bv
mejd
mejdi
sidi
mejdi
ki
mep
pajts
begi
ruf
sing
tejp
sik
nejmi
kets
keb

mejdi (mad)

med (made)
wifi
medi (made)

pajt

majdz
keb
fajn
ket
majd
mep

huf

fajni
klab
klin
sidz
tejki
lovi
med
tejk
lejt

pajt

tejpi
wik
sajnd (sid)

begi



lovi med mep pejd3

fajn majda kIi wajf
tejki tejki lovi begi
nejmi ledar kas (gock) huf
fajni pajt ledi (late) si ki
sik kIi kbbb siki (sike)
klab hufi mid (mide) pejd3
sid sajki mep vith
kI kapi huf nejm
tejk tejp kors (gock) fajn
kof (gock) hu ket nejm
wiki wiki med keb
sing luvi begi pajt
rd vits vit hom
pejd3 med (made) keti
midi kbbi mepi

Version 12

Subject: S22
wajf ket thejp sid
Bing med lejt kjub
thejk beg mid (mide) fajn
mep kjub nejm ket
pejd3 thejp kbb mid
med wik Bhing klsb
sajd (pause) sing sik klin
wiki sik rum sid
vif lejt wik thejk
nejm kibb bv lov

fajn klin pajth nejm



gok
beg
pajt
thejp
vit
pejd3
wajf
lov

gok

Version 20

ruf

rom

wajf
mejd
klin
mep
pejd3

gok

beg
ruf
mep

ruf

fajn
sik
mejd

mejd

kets
tejki
lejt
pajts
kjub
med

midz



