People’s Democratic Republic of Algeria
Ministry of Higher Education and Scientific Research

LARBI BEN M’HIDI UNIVERSITY CENTRE, OUM EL BOUAGHI
INSTITUTE OF LETTERS AND LANGUAGES
DEPARTMENT OF ENGLISH

INVESTIGATING LEARNERS’ PRONUNCIATION OF ENGLISH.
The Case of Third Year EFL Students at Guelma University

Dissertation submitted in partial fulfillment of the requirements
for the Magistere Degree in
Applied Linguistics and the Teaching of English

Submitted By: Samiha BENCHANA Supervisor: Dr. Ahmed MOUMENE

Board of Examiners:

Chairman: Dr. Hacene HAMADA MC. University of Constantine
Supervisor: Dr. Ahmed MOUMENE MC. University of Constantine
Member: Dr. Youcef BEGHOUL MC. University of Constantine
Member: Dr. Nacif LABED MC. University of Constantine

2008




DEDICATION

To my dear parents



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

| would like to express my deepest appreciation to Doctor Ahmed MOUMENE who

gave me information, ideas, comments and material, for which I am most grateful.

I would also like to thank the members of the jury for the great deal of time they will

spend and effort they will make in reading my dissertation.

For assistance in the practical part, I am profoundly thankful to Mr Bentamoune, who
helped me in rating the speech performances of the subject students for pronunciation
intelligibility. | am also grateful to all the university teachers of English who participated and
provided many insights and information regarding the processes of English foreign language
pronunciation learning and teaching. In particular, I wish to highlight the contributions of Mrs
Zouaoui, for her precious suggestions; and of Miss Amel Chiheb, Mr Toulgui, Mr Beljazia, as

well as Miss Laila Maghmoul, for their support.

I am thankful to the 2007, third year, group five, students of English at the University
of Guelma, who formed the subjects of the case study reported in the dissertation.

For assistance with reference sources, | am indebted to the librarians of the
universities of Annaba, Guelma and Constantine, as well as to my colleagues llhem Chekkat

and Nassima Berkani, who gave me access to valuable material.

I am also so indebted to Mr Aissa Saker and Miss Embarka Khelef, for their constant

encouragement and help.

Needless to say, | have appreciated the support and tolerance of my parents throughout

the dissertation’s extended “birthing process.”



ABSTRACT

Acquiring the pronunciation of English as a foreign language is one of the most challenging
tasks an individual can meet. The complex phonological system of English, in addition to the
notoriously confusing nature of its spelling forms, raise difficult demands on all foreigners
attempting to develop skill in pronouncing it. These facts, along with the constantly falling
standards in the pronunciation achievements of the students of English at Guelma University,
form the impetus for the present research work. In particular, the motivation is to explore the
process of English foreign language pronunciation learning searching for enlightenments on
how to improve the students’ attainments.

Starting from the abovementioned goal, this dissertation reports a descriptive case study of
twenty-three third year students of English from the University of Guelma. Three statistical
procedures, namely quantitative analysis of teachers’ questionnaire, Spearman’s rank
correlation coefficient rho and independent groups t-test between means are adopted to discern
what learner characteristics are related to the ability to pronounce English intelligibly.
Furthermore, an error analysis of a corpus of the research subjects’ verbal performances in
English is employed with the aim of discovering the sources of the learners’ pronunciation
weaknesses.

As hypothesized, the results significantly show that large amounts of practice, high levels of
motivation, lots of self-confidence and low degrees of anxiety and inhibition are the traits of
successful pronunciation learners of English. Similarly, the examination of the learners’ oral
performances proves the hypothesis that the causes of their pronunciation errors are mainly
intralingual, i.e., resulting form the English phonological system itself, as well as from its
intersections with other linguistic areas such as English orthography and lexis. Some
interlingual sources of errors are also recognized in a number of negative manifestations of
transfer from French and Arabic. Advanced analysis of the identified errors’ causes, however,
reveals the clue that nearly all the pronunciation problems the learners have stem from one
single underlying source. That is the learners’ lack of exposure to natively spoken English and
their consequential reliance on inadequate inputs for their pronunciation learning and
performances; such as the orthography of English, their teachers’ pronouncing forms which
may themselves deviate from the accepted norms or their individual assumptions about how
unfamiliar English words can be pronounced. Ultimately, some suggestions on how to enhance

the learners’ levels of pronunciation achievement are offered in view of the research findings.
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THE PHONETIC SYMBOLS USED

1 English Sounds
1.1 Vowels and Diphthongs

0 as in “pit” nlt i+ asin “key” i+

€ asin “pet”  met O+ asin “car”  x[+

0 asin “pat”  mlr O+  asin“bird” BO+d
Q as in “pot” 7wQt O+ as in “saw”  oll+

U as in “put”  wUr v+ as in “too”  TLU+

“«— asin “cup”  k¢m O as in “about” OPaUrt
e asin “say”  oel od asin‘“buy” Pal
00  asin“boy” OO ud asin“poor” zUO
OO0  asin‘“near” vOO e as in “hair”  ne0
OU  asin “go” Oou aU asin“cow” xaU

1.2 Consonants

T asin “pen”  mev B asin “bad”  BOd
T as in “tea” Ti+ ) asin “did” 309

K as in “cat” klt O asin “gap” [OOn
) as in “fat” o0t (0} asin “vat”  wlrt
| as in “thin” | Ov g as in “this” UOlo
c as in “s0” clU ¢ asin “zoo”  Cou+
v as in “ship”  wln J as in “vision” @{v
n asin “hat” nmOr

14 as in “chain” twelv & as in “jam”  &Op

7} asin “man” v v as in “no” vOou
u as in “sing” olO

| asin “leg”  leO p asin “red”  ped
(0} asin “yet”  @er ® asin “wet” et
2 Sounds from Arabic

O as in OUp which means “free” in English

3 as in E-Ju+p which means “veil” in English

VI



3 Sounds from French

J as in vigne /viJ/ which means “vine” in English

Vil
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1 Statement of the Problem

After it had been neglected for many years (Celce-Murcia, Brinton and Goodwin,
1996: 2,) the importance of pronunciation in the fields of foreign language learning and
teaching is widely recognized today. Indeed, language mastery and pronunciation proficiency
are closely related. Foreign language learners with poor ability in the area of pronunciation
may endure many painful experiences of being unable to deliver their messages
comprehensibly, incapable of understanding what others are saying, mocked out or subject of
bad prejudices, whenever they attempt to use the target language verbally, and especially with
native speakers. Unfortunately, this is the case with the majority of foreign learners of English

at Guelma University (cf. Chapter 6.)

After they reach an advanced level in their English course, and may manage to achieve
fairly good results in their grammar and vocabulary learning, a large number of our students
continue to produce serious pronunciation errors. They are not able to intelligibly express
their thoughts in English, even with their classmates. What is more, they cannot understand
even ordinary authentic speeches by English native speakers. We think that this situation

necessitates rapid and careful attention, and this forms the motivation for the present study.

2 Aim of the Study

In harmony with the majority of research on foreign language learning (Dulay, Burt
and Krashen, 1982; Avery and Ehrlich, 1992; Khanna, 1998; Dembo, 2004; etc,) this study
aims at increasing learners’ possibilities for success in acquiring the target language. As it
may have already been guessed by the reader, it is limited to the area of pronunciation
learning. More specifically, it concerns the students of English at the University of Guelma,
Algeria. In particular, the present research is intended to identify the factors contributing to
success, as well as the sources of the learners’ shortcomings in English foreign language

pronunciation learning.

We hope that the results of the present study will help the teachers of English at the
University of Guelma devise effective lessons and develop adequate materials and techniques
to enhance their learners’ pronunciation achievements. Students also would benefit by
understanding the nature of the variables involved in their learning and the causes of their
errors. Conclusively, it is hoped, they will be able to select the appropriate learning strategies,
materials and activities to improve their proficiency in pronouncing English intelligibly. Some



of the teaching and learning practices that would support the acquisition of the pronunciation

of English at the University of Guelma are suggested at the end of this dissertation.

3 Questions and Hypotheses

The present research strives for finding answers to the following questions: Firstly,
what are the variables that correlate with successful English foreign language pronunciation
learning? Are there significant relationships between students’ levels of English pronunciation
achievement on the one hand and the age levels at which they have started learning English,
their aptitude for sound discrimination and recognition, attitudes towards English and its
native speakers, motivation to learn, personality characteristics, and amount of pronunciation
practice on the other hand? Secondly, what are the sources of students’ pronunciation
problems which, we assume, will be reflected in performance errors? Are the causes of these

errors intralingual? Or are they interlingual?

In view of these questions, the study at hand is set up to test the following hypotheses:
Firstly, it is hypothesized that students’ success in English pronunciation learning is
significantly related to a battery of extra linguistic variables. In particular, it is hypothesized
that the earlier students start to learn English, the better their ability in sound discrimination
and recognition, the more positive their attitudes towards the English language and culture,
the higher their learning motivation, the higher their self confidence and the more frequent

their opportunities for practice are; the higher their level of pronunciation proficiency will be.

Secondly, it is hypothesized that the subject learners’ segmental pronunciation errors
will be mainly of the vowel type. Common difficulties with English consonants, such as with
the fricative phonemes / |/, 171/ and /w/ encountered by many foreign learners of English will
be overcome in the present situation by positive transfer from Arabic and French.
Nonetheless, we suppose that transfer from Arabic and French will be also negatively
manifested in the production of performance errors. The majority of learners’ errors, however,

are hypothesized to result from intralingual causes.

4 Definitions of Terms

In this dissertation, the terms “pronunciation proficiency” and “success in English
foreign language pronunciation learning” are used to refer to the learners’ abilities to
pronounce English comprehensibly without violating the necessary direct connection that

must exist between the meanings they want to express and the receivers’ interpretations.



Accordingly, the subjects’ levels of pronunciation intelligibility in meaningful reading and
free oral performances are considered as measures of pronunciation proficiency. The
pronunciation variety against which the learners’ performances are tested is the one that is
most often recommended for foreign learners studying British English and which is
considered to be the official target for English pronunciation teaching at the University of

Guelma. It is Received Pronunciation (RP.)

Two additional terms in need of clarification at this level are “language learning” and
“language acquisition.” Despite the frequent use of these terms in literature to distinguish
between conscious and subconscious language learning, they are interchangeably used
throughout this dissertation. The point is that the limitation of the scope of the present work,
which is entirely interested in the process of English foreign language learning taking place in
a formal school setting (Guelma University,) makes the illumination of this distinction

unnecessary.

5 Tools of Investigation

The present research work is a descriptive case study of twenty-three third-year
students of English at the university of Guelma. Aiming at gathering the data required for the
study, four elicitation techniques are employed. These consist of two questionnaires, one for
teachers and another one for students, in addition to two tests, the first one is designed to
examine the subjects’ aptitude for pronunciation learning by testing their skills in sound
discrimination and recognition, and the other one aims at detecting their levels of

pronunciation intelligibility in reading and free verbal performance.

The teachers’ questionnaire was handed to a number of teachers of English from the
English departments at the universities of Guelma and Annaba. Particularly, eighteen copies
of the questionnaire were returned from the University of Guelma and sixteen from that of
Annaba. The questionnaire’s results are analyzed quantitatively to arrive at an exact statement
of the respondents’ views about the true effects of the variables initially hypothesized to
significantly correlate with students’ levels of achievement in the area of pronunciation. The
teachers’ opinions are deemed reliable owing to their practical experience with many

successive cohorts of university students of English including the subjects under study.

As a measure of increasing credibility, the students’ questionnaire along with the
aptitude and the pronunciation intelligibility tests are used to gather additional sorts of data to

empirically retest the hypotheses in question. In particular, these three data collection



procedures are utilized to arrive at measures of the twenty-three subjects’ extra linguistic
variables under consideration (specifically, the age levels at which they have started learning
English, their attitudes, motivation, personality traits and amount of practice, in addition to

their phonetic coding abilities and their levels of pronunciation intelligibility.)

For the purpose of analyzing the results, two statistical procedures are adopted. Firstly,
an independent groups t-test between means is employed to examine the effect of the age
variable on the subjects’ final attainments by considering whether the learners who have
started learning English earlier significantly outperform the other subjects in the area of
pronunciation. In addition, Spearman’s correlation coefficient (rho) is used to compute the
degrees of association between the students’ rates for pronunciation intelligibility on the one
hand and their measures for aptitude, attitudes, motivation, personality traits, and amount of
practice on the other hand. The goal is to discover the nature and the strength of the
relationships existing between these sets of variables and ultimately to identify which factors

significantly contribute to success in English foreign language pronunciation learning.

One further method of data analysis employed in this study is Error Analysis. The
students’ oral performances gathered by means of the pronunciation intelligibility test are
examined. Emphasis is put on the subjects’ serious pronunciation idiosyncrasies; explicitly,
those pronunciation errors which interfere with the comprehensibility of the messages, which
significantly deviate from the norms of Received Pronunciation and consequently cause the
speeches to sound strikingly foreign or which tend to recur in the performance samples of
several learners. In view of that, the subjects’ serious pronunciation errors are identified,
described and analysed in an attempt to detect their major areas of difficulty and to discern the
sources of their problems with the phonological system of English. Detailed discussion of the
elicitation instruments and the analytical methods utilized in this study are provided later in

the course of this dissertation.

6 Structure of the Dissertation

The present dissertation is organized in two parts with three chapters in each part. In
Part 1, the theoretical part, relevant supporting literature about the factors related to success in
foreign language pronunciation learning is reviewed. This part covers three chapters: Chapters
1, 2 and 3. Chapter 1 is intended to shed light on a number of nonlinguistic factors which the

available foreign language learning research reports as being significantly related to final



achievements in the area of pronunciation. Specifically, it focuses on the effects of age,

aptitude, attitude, motivation, personality traits as well as social and learner-external factors.

Chapter 2 traces writings on the effect of language transfer on the acquisition of a
foreign language’s pronunciation. It first reviews the behaviourist theory of transfer and, then,
it is extended to describing the Contrastive Analysis method and the way it deals with this
subject. The different criticisms the study of transfer has received, mainly because of its
traditional association with behaviourism and Contrastive Analysis, are then explained.

Finally, the new trends in this field of study are defined.

Chapter 3 examines the influence of cognitive processes on foreign language
pronunciation learning. Furthermore, it describes the development of Error Analysis as a tool
for investigating foreign learners’ languages. Emphasis is mainly put on the fourth stage of
this latter, where the intention is to explain learners’ errors by identifying their sources. At
this level, the main cognitive factors — namely, intralingual and interlingual wrong analogies —
supposed to affect learners’ pronunciation performances in a foreign language and to induce

errors are discussed.

Part 2, the practical part, on the other hand, reports a descriptive case study. The
research procedures and results are displayed throughout three chapters; these are Chapters 4,
5 and 6. The motivation is to discover what variables reliably correlate with success in the
process of foreign language pronunciation learning by Guelma university students of English
(Chapters 4 and 5,) as well as what areas of pronunciation are the most difficult for this group
of learners and what sources cause their major problems in articulating the English sound

system (Chapter 6.)

In particular, Chapter 4 reports a quantitative analysis of a questionnaire filled by
thirty-four teachers of English. The focus is on the same six nonlinguistic factors that form the
subject of Chapter 1; i.e., on learners’ age, aptitude, attitudes, motivation, personality traits as
well as some external factors. The goal is to know about the informants’ viewpoints regarding

the effects of these factors on English pronunciation learning.

In Chapter 5, three other data collection procedures are employed. They involve a
questionnaire for students and two tests. The questionnaire aims at measuring the individual
characteristics (namely, age, attitudes, motivation, personality traits and amounts of
pronunciation practice) of twenty-three third year students of English at the university of
Guelama. On the other hand, the two tests are used to measure these learners’ aptitude for



pronunciation learning and their levels of pronunciation intelligibility. Ultimately, the
questionnaire and the two tests are scored and the resulting measures are used to empirically
identify which variables correlate significantly with attaining intelligible speech patterns of

English by the subject learners.

Finally, Chapter 6 reports an Error Analysis of the English oral performances of the
same subjects whose individual characteristics in relation to English pronunciation learning
are investigated in Chapter 5. The serious segmental pronunciation errors the students are
recorded to produce are analysed with the goal of detecting their causes and identifying the
most problematic influences on the students’ pronunciation performances. The findings of the
three last practical chapters, Chapters 4, 5 and 6, are believed to bear insights into how to help

the concerned learners improve their pronunciation of English.
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Factors Related to Achievement in Foreign
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Introduction

Foreign language learning “is not exclusively a linguistic matter” (Wong 1987; in
Celce-Murcia, Brinton and Goodwin, 1996: 14.) Starting from this claim, this Chapter deals
with a host of nonlinguistic factors that may influence ultimate achievement while learning a
foreign language. They involve the effects of age, aptitude, attitude, motivation and
personality. Each of these learner-based variables will be examined briefly, in an attempt to
clarify how it figures in determining performance in foreign language learning. Finally, the
effect that some social learner-external factors may have on this task will be discussed.

This list of extra linguistic factors is by no means exhaustive; only those variables
which are supposed to significantly account for the varying degrees of success that
individuals may have in learning a foreign language are treated here. As they represent the
most immediately involved factor in the task, the greatest emphasis is put on the learners
themselves (most of the involved factors are learner-based and only one element deals with
the role of social effects.) In other words, because learners’ individual differences are the first
thing one might think of as related to the ultimate levels of success they may achieve while

learning a foreign language, they receive the greatest attention in this chapter.

1.1 Age

It is generally recognized, among linguists and lay people alike, that young children
with adequate exposure to a foreign language (FL) can acquire a native like command of it
with great ease. Adult FL learners, on the other hand, are often unable to overcome their
foreign accents. Notably, it is common that children who immigrate to a foreign country can
pick up the host community’s language in few months, whereas their parents struggle to
achieve only limited degrees of success in a longer period of time.

This widely observed phenomenon has led to the development of the critical period
hypothesis (CPH.) The proponents of this hypothesis argue that there is a period in our lives
during which natural language learning can take place effortlessly, and beyond which it will
not be possible to acquire an FL without accent. Penfield and Roberts (1959; in Ellis, 1994:
484) equate this period with the first ten years of life. On the other hand, Dulay, Burt and
Krashen (1982) argue that this period extends from birth to puberty.

Children acquiring second languages in natural environments are more likely to eventually
sound like native speakers than adults are. Adults may appear to make greater progress
initially, but children nearly always surpass them. The turning point in language acquisition
ability seems to occur at about puberty. Children under ten who experience enough natural
communication in the target language nearly always succeed in attaining native-like
proficiency, while those over fifteen rarely do...While some adults do achieve very high
levels of proficiency in pronouncing a second language, they seem to be the exception rather
than the rule. (Dulay, Burt and Krashen, 1982: 78-79)

10



1.1.1 Explanations for Age Differences

To account for the observed child-adult differences in the acquisition of a foreign
language, different types of explanations have been provided. Biologically, the argument is
that the child’s greater ability to learn an FL without accent is due to the greater plasticity of
his brain. Lenneberg (1967,) the main advancer of this stance, argues that the development of
cerebral dominance or the lateralization of the brain; i.e., the developmental change whereby
“the two halves of the brain (the left and right hemispheres) become specialized for different
functions” (Freeman and Long, 1991: 164); is complete; i.e., “firmly established”; around
puberty. Therefore, the infant’s brain is not firmly lateralized. Lenneberg attests his claims
reporting that children below ten years old can perfectly recover from acquired aphasia. In
other words, in case of damage to the left hemisphere during childhood, the right hemisphere
is able to assume the language function. After puberty, however, the right hemisphere does
not appear to be able to adopt the language function in case the left one is hurt because the
lateralization of language to the left hemisphere is complete, Lenneberg argues.

The presence of some linguistic functions in the right hemisphere in children’s brains
is the factor responsible for their superior recovery from aphasia and their better
achievements in foreign language learning. Thus, it is hypothesized that the end of the
development of cerebral dominance corresponds to the closing stage of a “critical period” for
language acquisition. Consequently, “foreign accents cannot be overcome easily after
puberty” (Lenneberg 1967; in Krashen, 1981: 72.) Additionally, “automatic acquisition from
mere exposure to a given language seems to disappear” (Lenneberg 1967; in Dulay et al.,
1982: 87.)

Overtly, the argument is that a child learns better because his brain is more flexible
and hence better predisposed for success in language acquisition. “Puberty is an important
turning point in language acquisition” (Krashen, 1981: 73.) The initial plasticity or flexibility
of the brain is found to decrease with age as the lateralization of the language function to the
left hemisphere is being completed. In a word, “child-adult differences in second language
acquisition are due to the completion of the development of cerebral dominance,
hypothesized by Lenneberg to occur at around puberty” (Krashen, 1981: 8.)

Dulay, Burt and Krashen (1982: 87) correspondingly argue that “the ability of the
organizer to subconsciously build up a new language system deteriorates after puberty, when
the brain’s left and right hemispheres have developed specialized functions.” Scovel (1969)
adds to this case claiming that after puberty languages have to be taught and learned through

conscious and laboured efforts and foreign accents cannot be overcome easily. O’Connor
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(1980,) although not openly adopting the biological argument, also advances this stand
arguing,

Normal babies can hear and can imitate; they are wonderful imitators, and this gift of
imitation, which gives us the gift of speech, lasts for a number of years. It is well known that
a child of ten years old or less can learn any language perfectly, if it is brought up surrounded
by that language, no matter where it was born or who its parents were. But after this age the
ability to imitate perfectly becomes less, and we all know only too well that adults have great
difficulty in mastering the pronunciation of foreign languages.

(O’ Connor, 1980: 1)

The second explanation of age learning differences is the cognitive argument whose
proponents claim that the onset of “formal operations,” in Piaget’s terms, marks the
beginning of the end of the critical period. At the onset of formal operations, the learner
develops the ability for abstract thinking processes by forming hypotheses and self-
evaluating his linguistic knowledge about the target language (TL) he is learning. “The
formal thinker also has a meta-awareness of his ideas and can use abstract rules to solve a
whole class of problems at one time” (Krashen, 1981: 35.) In other words, “formal operations
give the adult a greater ability to make conscious generalizations about language” (ibid.)
Apparently, the cognitive superiority the adolescent has over the child would be supposed to
enhance learning.

The adolescent’s more mature cognitive system, with its capacity to abstract, classify, and
generalize, may be better suited for the complex task of second language learning than the
unconscious, automatic kind of learning which is thought to be characteristic of young
children.

(Genesee 1977; in Dulay, Burt and Krashen, 1982: 91)

Empirical evidence, however, suggests that these newly acquired cognitive abilities
block the process of natural language acquisition and launch an artificial laborious
undertaking instead. In Krashen’s terms, despite the apparent usefulness of adults’ mental
capabilities to foreign language learning (FLL,) “subconscious language acquisition is
nevertheless the central means by which adults internalize second languages, a position
supported not only by research but also by the practice of successful language teachers who
emphasize communicative activities in the classroom” (Krashen, 1981 : 77.) In other words,
“the adult’s tendency to analyze and apply conscious thought to the learning experience may
obstruct some of the natural processing mechanisms through which the new language is
internalized” (Littlewood, 1984: 66.) Explicitly, the adult’s “general learning abilities are not
as successful for language learning as the more specific, innate, capacities which are
available to the young child” (Lightbown and Spada, 1999: 60.) Conclusively, “subconscious

acquisition appears to be far more important” (Krashen, 1981: 1) to language learning
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because ‘“conscious learning makes only a small contribution to communicative ability”
(ibid: 5.)

In addition to the biological and cognitive arguments, Schumann (1975; in Dulay,
Burt and Krashen, 1982: 92) suggests that affective factors are also responsible for the
relative ease with which young children learn foreign languages. After puberty, adolescents
become more self-conscious and less able to achieve the affective mental state desirable in
FLL. They also begin to develop different attitudes towards the TL and its native speakers
(cf. Sections 1.3 and 1.5.) Consequently, they will approach the process of FLL with a high
socio-affective filter, which prevents them from receiving all the TL material presented to
them and from taking the risks of experiencing their newly acquired knowledge about the
TL. In other words, “performers with high or strong filters will acquire less of the language
directed at them, as less input is “allowed in” to the language-acquisition device” (Krashen,
1981: 22.) However, this is not the case with young children. Explicitly,

inhibition is a very severe handicap to language learning. The primary age child usually lacks
all the self-consciousness of the older learner and is altogether more prepared to submit to the
norms of a new language and to perform in it without feeling at risk of making a fool of him-
self.
(Wilkins, 1972: 187)
Dulay, Burt and Krashen (1982,) also, adopt this stand arguing that:

Adolescents who have passed through formal operations gain a greater ability to imagine
what other people are thinking about. This ability however, may lead them to believe that
others are thinking about the same thing they are most concerned with, namely, their own
appearance and behaviour. This state of mind leads to the increased self-consciousness,
feelings of vulnerability, and lowered self-image that are associated with age and that
contribute to an increase in strength of the filter.

(Dulay, Burt and Krashen, 1982:93)

Such feeling may generate positions unfavourable for successful acquisition of a foreign
language, and may discourage learners from fully interacting with and accepting the

linguistic data they receive.

1.1.2 Empirical Evidence

A lot of research has been conducted to test the claims made for the CPH. The
majority of studies, however, investigate the role of learners’ age in natural acquisition
environments. Obviously, language learning in such a setting would be very different from
the kind of formal, guided, learning that takes place in classrooms (Section 1.6.) For this
reason, no reference is made to these works and only few are cited below.

In the first of these, Burstall (1975) compares the linguistic performance of two
groups of French FL learners with five years of instruction in England and Wales. The first

group started English FLL at the age of eight, whereas the other at eleven years old. The
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results reveal that the older learners perform better in the four language skills. When both
groups are compared at the age of sixteen, the older learners, again, outperform the younger
ones on all tests except on a test of listening comprehension (Burstall 1975; in Ellis, 1994:
489.)

In another study, Neufeld (1978,) twenty adult native speakers of English have
received eighteen hours of intensive instruction to learn the pronunciation of Chinese and
Japanese. To test the accuracy of their pronunciations, the students are given an imitation
test. Two groups of native speakers of the two languages rank the learners performances on a
five-point scale (from “unmistakably native” to “heavily accented”.) Nine and eight subjects
are found to have a native like pronunciation of Japanese and Chinese, respectively, rising a
question about the legitimacy of the CPH (Neufeld 1978; in Ellis, 1994: 486.)

This last study, however, is sharply criticized by the proponents of the CPH, mainly
because of the employed imitation test which is not accepted as a reliable measurement of
pronunciation accuracy. Nonetheless, this research work can be used to argue that “under the
right conditions adults can achieve native ability in pronunciation — the area of language
generally considered to be the most difficult for adults to acquire” (Ellis, 1994: 486.)

On the other hand, the arguments made for the CPH, especially the biological
argument, are from a speculative nature. Krashen reports many studies (Molfese, 1976;
Gardiner and Walter, 1976; Caplan and Kinsbourne, 1976) attesting that “much of the
development of cerebral dominance may be complete much earlier [than puberty] and may
have little or nothing to do with the critical period” (Krashen, 1981: 77.) Explicitly, Krashen
states that “there is little doubt that children show left hemisphere dominance for much of the
language function well before puberty. There is also no necessary relationship between
cerebral dominance and second language acquisition ability” (ibid: 76.)

What is more, as Lenneberg recognizes, adults are proved to be better predisposed for
language learning than are children in some aspects. In Lenneberg words,

In some ways adults are better prepared for language learning than children. Adults have

better memories, a larger store of abstract concepts that can be used in learning, and a greater

ability to form new concepts. Children however are better imitators of speech sounds.
(Lenneberg 1967; in Richards, 1974: 9-10)

In view of the just mentioned findings, many researchers sought another, more
adequate, explanation for the apparent superiority children have over adults in the task of
new language learning, especially in second language learning contexts. The result is the

input argument for the child-adult learning differences. The claim is that,
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The speech which people address to children usually differs from that which they address to
adults. For example, it is typically simpler in structure and more limited in vocabulary,
contains more repetition, and is more closely related to the immediate situation. The language
is therefore easier to understand and the child has more opportunity to organise it and
remember it. Many researchers believe that these features play an important role in helping...
language acquisition to take place.

(Littlewood, 1984: 59)

To be exact, the point is that children are better learners because they receive much
more comprehensible input, to use Krashen’s terminology. Krashen demonstrates that child-
adult differences in language learning attainment are not indeed caused by age distinctions
but rather by the different kinds of inputs each group receives. Children generally get “simple
input” that is related to the “here and now” and contains a “limited body of graded language
data” (Krashen, 1981: 119.)

That is to say, infants commonly have more favourable learning conditions. They are
usually given more attention, and much more comprehensible input; i.e., simpler language
data that are easier to be processed and understood, which are relevant to their learning
interests and levels, not too complex and more related to concrete matters. They,
additionally, have “more time to devote to learning language. They [also] often have more
opportunities to hear and use the language in environments where they do not experience
strong pressure to speak fluently and accurately from the beginning” (Lightbown and Spada,
1999: 60.) On the contrary,

Children are usually allowed to go through a “silent period”, during which they build up

acquired competence through active listening. Several scholars have suggested that providing

such a silent period for all performers in second language acquisition would be beneficial.
(Krashen, 1981: 8)

Actually, however, adults are generally exposed to, and asked to perform, linguistic
performances that are “quite complex, involving topics displaced in time and space and often
using advanced syntactical constructions” (Krashen, 1981: 119.) That is to say, they are
required to understand and to produce more complex and less concrete language uses and
much more complicated ideas. That is why they appear to arrive at only limited achievements
in learning foreign languages in natural contexts.

In formal learning contexts, by contrast, infants are found to be less successful.
Explicitly, the CPH does not have supportive findings in the areas of formal FLL that takes
place in classrooms.

The results from...school-based studies are not supportive of the claim that children’s level of
attainment is greater than that of adolescents /adults. One possible explanation of this is that
formal learning environments do not provide learners with the amount of exposure needed for
the age advantage of young learners to emerge...adult learners may be able to acquire a
native accent with the assistance of instruction.

(Ellis, 1994: 489, 492)
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This same idea, that “the age advantage of young learners” can only emerge in natural
learning environments, is also evident in O’Connor (1980: 1) “...if it [the child] is brought up
surrounded by that language” and in Dulay, Burt and Krashen (1982: 78) “Children acquiring
second languages in natural environments...” (Section 1.1.1.)

To sum up, the CPH is proved to have some support in naturalistic learning situations
only. Nevertheless, the results are far from being conclusive. To settle this argument, most
researchers have adopted another stance, arguing that there is a “sensitive” rather than a
“critical” period for language learning. The difference between the two claims is that the
latter holds that successful FLL can take place only during a limited period of time; whereas,
the former suggests that it will be, only, easier during this period. Conclusively, “fewer
people now believe that children are intrinsically superior to adults” (Littlewood, 1984: 66)
in the task of FLL.

1.2 Language Aptitude

Naturally, people vary in their abilities to learn foreign languages. In addition, it is
not a surprise to find a pupil whose marks in foreign languages’ exams do not show any kind
of resemblance to those in other subjects. Skehan (1998) accounts for this phenomenon
writing that:

A talent exists which is specific to language learning. A strong contrasting viewpoint would
be that abilities which facilitate language learning are the same as those important in any
learning and simply operate on different material...people [however] have strengths and
weaknesses...these strengths and weaknesses equip individuals better for some areas than
others...a talent for languages is specific and so different from any general mix of cognitive
abilities. The claim, in other words, is that language has qualitative differences from other
areas, and may represent an altogether different knowledge system.

(Skehan, 1998: 187)

So, learners who perform well in their language classes are, generally, considered as
having a talent or a gift for foreign languages. The technical label of this gift is language
aptitude. Carroll defines general aptitude as “a capability of learning a task” (Carroll 1981; in
Ellis, 1994: 494.) He further argues that it is a stable permanent ability; which is separate
from achievement, general intelligence and motivation. Skehan (1998,) also, sees aptitude as
an innate stable ability, which is not subject to environmental influences.

A language aptitude is stable in nature. [It] is not susceptible to easy training or modification,
and is not environmentally influenced, to any significant degree, at least after the early
years...language aptitude is something we are endowed with as a set of cognitive abilities. Of
course, it is not disputed that the environment can have some impact on one’s language
learning ability...But the central issue is that, although previous language learning is likely to
bring into play beneficial changes for future language learning, there is still an underlying
endowment which has not changed, and which acts as a constraint on what is possible in
terms of the speed of future learning. (Skehan, 1998: 187-188)
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Carroll additionally clarifies that aptitude “is presumed to depend on some
combination of more or less enduring characteristics of the individual” (Carroll 1981; in
Freeman and Long, 1991: 167.) In particular, Carroll argues, these characteristics correspond
to four components constituting language aptitude. These are phonetic coding ability,
grammatical sensitivity, inductive language learning ability, and rote learning ability (i.e.,
the ability to memorise.)

Firstly, phonetic coding ability is the ability to distinguish and to store new sounds, to
form associations between them and their written symbols and to retain these associations. In
other words, it is the “ability to go from heard sound to printed symbol, and from symbol to
sound” (Ingram, 1975: 277.)

Apparently, success in...[the] learning task depends on success in remembering the identities
of the sounds. It seems obvious that phonetic coding ability is demanded in the learning of a
foreign language, because the individual must not only learn the identities of the new
phonemes of that language, but must also recognize and remember the phonetic sequences
represented by the morphemes, words, and intonation contours of that language.

(Carroll 1971; in Ingram, 1975: 277)

Secondly, grammatical sensitivity is the ability to recognize different linguistic units
and to understand how they function in the production of meaning in sentence structures. It
refers to “the individual’s ability to demonstrate his awareness of the syntactical patterning of
sentences in a language” (Carroll 1973; in Krashen, 1981: 19.) Obviously, this skill is also
related to success in learning foreign languages. As Carroll puts it,

there are large individual differences in this ability, and these individual differences are
related to success in learning foreign languages, apparently because this ability is called upon
when the student tries to learn grammatical rules and apply them in constructing or
comprehending new sentences in that language.

(Carroll 1971; in Ingram, 1975: 277)

Thirdly, inductive language learning ability is the ability to learn a language from
mere exposure. It refers to the learner’s “ability to examine language material (in either
auditory or printed form) and from this to notice and identify patterns of correspondence and
relationships involving either meaning or grammatical form” (Carroll 1971; in Ingram, 1975:
278.) That is to say, inductive language learning ability involves learners’ attempts to induce
or to infer the structural properties of a language given samples of materials of it and without
support of formal instruction. Carroll asserts,

Such an ability might well be called upon in the learning of an actual foreign language,
because even in a form of teaching that emphasizes the formal presentation of rules, the
learner must inevitably work out the application of the rules for himself.

(Carroll 1971; in Ingram, 1975: 278)
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Finally, rote learning ability (or associative memory) is the capability to learn and
recall new linguistic items by developing the skill of forming associations between sounds
and meanings, and between sounds and symbols rapidly and efficiently.

As Ingram strengthens, the establishment of these four constituents of language
aptitude was not the outcome of “intuitive guesswork™, but rather of empirical research; the
four identified abilities are ‘“specific factors characteristic of good language learners”
(Ingram, 1975: 278.) Two from these four factors are special to particular linguistic levels;
phonetic coding ability is peculiar to the phonological/graphological level and grammatical
sensitivity is specific to the grammatical level. The two remaining abilities “are not level
specific, nor are they entirely language specific” (ibid.) Carroll states, for instance, that it is
through the inductive learning talent “that foreign language aptitude is most closely related
with general intelligence” (Carroll 1973; in Krashen, 1981: 21.)

The general claim, then, is that some people are more gifted for language learning
than others are, and that those talented in this way are likely to achieve a higher level of
proficiency in the TL. That is to say, people who are gifted in distinguishing between the
different sounds of a foreign language’s phonological system and in memorizing these
sounds, for example, are expected to be more successful in learning the pronunciation of this
language than those who are lacking in this ability.

A lot of research has been conducted in the 1950s and 1960s using purposely-
designed tests to measure language aptitude, with the hypothesis that it would be possible to
predict the learners’ ultimate achievement or potential of learning a foreign language before
they actually begin a course by measuring their language aptitude in advance. The most
famous and commonly used language aptitude tests are Carroll and Sapon’s (1959) Modern
Language Aptitude Test (MLAT) and Pimsleur’s (1966) Language Aptitude Battery (LAB.)
Other less well known aptitude tests include the Defense Language Aptitude Battery (DLAB)
(Petersen and Al-Haik 1976) and the York Language Aptitude Test (Green 1975) (all cited in
Ellis, 1994: 495.)

The results are supportive to the claim that future progress in formal language learning
can be predicted using aptitude tests. Explicitly, “...research provided convincing evidence
that classroom learners’ language aptitude has a major effect on their success in learning an
L2” (Ellis, 1994: 498.) Nevertheless, these research findings are not generally considered
reliable. Indeed, many charges are levelled against language aptitude tests, mainly because of
their low validity (measuring what they intend to measure.) For instance, Krashen mentions

that “aptitude tests...appear to be related to “general intelligence”, as reported by Carroll
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(1963)” (Krashen, 1981: 20.) Correspondingly, Harmer argues that “they did not appear to
measure any thing other than general intellectual ability even though they ostensibly looked
for linguistic talents” (Harmer, 2001: 41.) Form a similar perspective, Freeman and Long
states,

Indeed it is plausible that language aptitude tests work well to predict success because there is
a concordance of tasks between the test and formal classroom study...not because the test is
measuring some innate linguistic ability.

(Freeman and Long, 1991: 169)

In addition, Snow and Shapira (1985; in Celce-Murcia et al., 1996: 18) argue that the
only reason behind the found correlations between aptitude measures and ultimate
attainments in language learning is the discouraging affective influence they have over bad
scorers in the tests, since it is generally held that aptitude is a stable factor. In Dembo’s
claim, some students are less successful solely because they do not expect success. They

Believe that ability or intelligence is fixed. That is, people are born with a certain amount of
ability, and there is not much that can be done about it. This misperception often causes some
students to accept their low achievement or to become satisfied with a B or C average,
thinking that only the brightest students obtain an A... The problem is not that these students
are incapable of being successful learners.

(Dembo, 2004: 8-9)

Besides, Neufeld’s (1979; in Skehan, 1998: 188) work is perhaps the most serious
criticism of aptitude research. Neufeld argues that we have all shown ability for language
learning while acquiring our native languages. Hence, the claim that learners vary in their
abilities to acquire a new language is illegitimate, since, as he claims, this is not different
from first language acquisition as far as cognitive abilities are concerned (cf. Section 3.1.)
Neufeld’s criticism is restated by Skehan (1998) in the following way:

...individual differences in second language learning success should be ascribed to social
factors...every one possesses language learning ability and so it is invalid to search for
differences in aptitude for second language learning...everyone has the potential to learn a
second language. (Skehan, 1998: 188)

Nonetheless, it is widely accepted that each individual learner has, at least, a kind of
capability which is largely responsible for his level of attainment in FL pronunciation
learning. This ability is what Spolsky calls auditory ability, phonetic coding ability in
Carroll’s terms.

Auditory ability [is] the ability to discriminate among sounds, interpret them, associate them
with written symbols, [and] remember them...the better the learner can discriminate between
the sounds of the language and recognize the constituent parts, the more successful his or her
learning of speaking and understanding the second language will be.

(Spolsky, 1989: 104, 106)

Wilkins (1972) and Harmer (2001) seem, also, to be very convinced that people do

vary in their abilities to acquire new sound systems. Notably, Wilkins asserts “if there is any
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ability underlying a specifically linguistic aptitude, it seems that ability in auditory
discrimination is a strong candidate” (Wilkins, 1972: 180.) Similarly, Harmer affirms,

Some students have great difficulty hearing pronunciation features, which we want them to
reproduce...if they cannot distinguish between them; they will find it almost impossible to
produce the different English phonemes.

(Harmer, 2001: 184-185)

Auditory or phonetic coding ability, however, is not the only skill involved in
pronunciation learning. Carroll (1981; in Ellis, 1994: 494) refers to another ability, phonemic
mimicry, which also plays a dominant role in pronunciation acquisition. People remarkably
vary in the extent to which they can mimic foreign sounds, a factor which, obviously, affects
their pronunciation accuracy. On the other hand, Skehan (1998) argues that the most
influential component of language aptitude is memory capacity. According to him, what
distinguishes exceptionally successful learners from the rest is their “unusual memories” that
enable them to retain the TL items they hear (Skehan, 1998: 234.)

To conclude, a special set of individual abilities is indeed significant in FLL. Some
learners can realise very advanced results almost effortlessly. Others struggle along to arrive
only at poorer achievements. “Learning quickly is the distinguishing feature of aptitude,”
Lightbown and Spada (1999: 53) argue. In particular, a “language-specific set of learning
abilities” (Littlewood, 1984: 62) is especially involved in the acquisition of an accurate
pronouncing system. To be precise, this latter is partly reliant on the learners’ abilities to
discriminate between sounds, to retain them together with their corresponding written

symbols, to recall and to mimic them.

1.3 Attitude

Another factor which is frequently cited as having a significant impact on the final
levels of attainment in FLL is the attitudes or the orientations students hold towards the TL.
In particular, “the degree of success achieved by a learner is influenced greatly by his view of
the people who use the target language” (Oller and Richards, 1973: 333.) What is more, Ellis
argues, learners’ achievements in FLL are affected by their attitudes about “(1) the target
language, (2) the target language speakers, (3) the target-language culture, (4) the social
value of learning the L2, (5) the particular uses of the target language, and (6) themselves as
members of their own culture” (Ellis, 1994: 199.) In an attempt to describe attitudes, Baker
(1988; in Ellis, 1994: 199) argues that they are both “cognitive” (related to mental activities)
and “affective” (influenced by feelings and emotions.) Unlike language aptitude, attitudes are

not an innate endowment with which we are born, but we acquire them throughout our lives.
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As to the precise way in which learners’ attitudes are related to their levels of FLL
achievement, attitudes are generally expected to enhance learning when they are positive and
to inhibit it in case they are negative. Learners who have positive attitudes towards foreign
languages or ““a favorable orientation towards outgroups in general” (ibid: 237) are said to be
more open to new languages and cultures, and accordingly more successful in FLL. Negative
attitudes, on the other hand, may create strong internal barriers against interaction and
learning. As Williams and Burden put it,

Language, after all, belongs to a person’s whole social being; it is part of one’s identity, and
is used to convey this identity to other people. The learning of a foreign language involves far
more than simply learning skills, or a system of rules, or a grammar; it involves an alternation
in self-image.

(Williams and Burden, 1997: 115)

In other words,

An individual’s identity is closely linked with the way he or she speaks...when speaking a
new language one is adopting some of the identity markers of another cultural group.
Depending on the learner’s attitudes, learning...can be a source of enrichment or a source of
resentment.

(Lightbown and Spada, 1999: 56)

To illustrate this point, some FL learners prefer to retain a foreign accent in their TL
oral performances. Norrish justifies arguing, “expecting learners to produce [foreign] sounds
— often reported by the learners as ‘funny’ — is in effect expecting them to give up part of
their familiar selves” (Norrish, 1983: 18.) Social factors may be also highly significant in
shaping learners’ attitudes and subsequently their levels of attainment in FLL (Section 1.6.)

Nonetheless, negative attitudes are found to positively correlate with success in
certain occasions. Particularly, Oller, Baca and Vigil (1977 ; in Freeman and Long, 1991.:
176,) in an investigation of the acquisition of English by Mexican-American women living in
Albuquerque, New Mexico, find that the subjects who conceive English Americans
negatively perform better in an English cloze test. The researchers attribute this non-
confirming result to social and affective factors. Indeed, the subjects form a “colonized
minority” and they might be offended by the Anglophone majority. Nevertheless, they might
be extremely eager to learn English “to remove themselves from oppressive conditions
brought about their lack of English” (Gardner 1980; in Freeman and Long, 1991: 176) (cf.
Section 1.4.3)

In addition, the relationship between levels of achievement in FLL and learners’
attitudes is a bi-directional one; each one can influence the other. Explicitly, as being affected
by the type of attitudes learners hold, the outcome of their learning may influence their
attitudes, too; either by strengthening and weakening them, or by changing them completely.

That is to say, although attitudes are generally held to be highly persistent, they can change in
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consequence of different influences, such as success or failure in learning. To illustrate this
point, students may choose, at the beginning, to engage in a particular learning task because
of their positive attitudes towards it, but they finish by changing their views and, even, giving
up due to the unexpected failure they may meet.

As an empirical evidence to the claims just made, Savignon (1972; in Freeman and
Long, 1991: 177) reports that he finds no correlation between the initial attitudes held by his
American college students of French and their TL achievement in the first semester of study
at the university of Illinois. By the end of the course, however, the subjects were found to
build orientations in accordance with their French attainments. Similar results are found by
Burstall et al. (1974; in Littlewood, 1984: 56) and Green (1975; in Littlewood, 1984: 56.)

Hermann comments on such findings writing, “the mere satisfaction [a learner]
derives from his achievement of the learning task may influence his attitude to the
ethnolinguistic group in question and even result in a change of such attitude” (Hermann
1980; in Freeman and Long, 1991: 177.) That is to say, FLL success can “breed positive
attitudes towards the TL group” (Freeman and Long, 1991: 177.)

Other research findings, although not wholly consistent, add to the belief that
students’ attitudes are not something that can be neglected in FL teaching. Consequently,
some (Dubin and Olshtain 1986; in Johnson and Johnson, 1998: 18) argue that gathering
information about learners’ attitudes is a crucial step in any course design procedure. The
generally held view is that learning is usually enhanced by positive attitudes and impeded by
negative ones. Nevertheless, this is not always true. A learner with negative attitudes towards
the TL culture and its native speakers may achieve a high level of proficiency while learning
it, if he has strong reasons and motives to do so. Many English FL learners, for example,
hold negative views about American imperialism, but are, nonetheless, exceptionally
successful in learning the Americans’ language, because they consider it as a means of
worldwide communication and a very useful tool that may serve many of their needs. This

idea is further extended in the following section.

1.4 Motivation

Obviously, in any learning task, opportunities for success for a person who does not
want to learn are very few, if not null. The key requirement of accomplishment is not feeling
oneself obliged to do something, but rather feeling a desire to do it, or in more technical
terms, being motivated to engage in it. From all the extra-linguistic factors that are said to

affect achievement in FLL, motivation is perhaps the most relevant, least disputed, and most
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investigated factor. As Littlewood puts it, it “is the crucial force which determines whether a
learner embarks on a task at all, how much energy he devotes to it, and how long he
preserves” (Littlewood, 1984: 53.) In a word, it is “what makes a person want to learn”
(Williams and Burden, 1997: 111.) Indeed, from early behaviourist accounts on it until recent
views about it, no one, to my knowledge, has questioned the relevance of motivation to

language learning.

1.4.1 Theories of Motivation

Initially, behaviourists define motivation in terms of positive and negative
reinforcements (i.e., rewards and punishments) that, respectively, increase and decrease the
possibilities of previous behaviours to be repeated in future. In particular, if an FL learner
produces a structure in the TL and his teacher praises it, or at least accepts it without
comments, this behaviour from the teacher will act as a motive that encourages the learner to
retain his original structure and to keep using it in future. On the other hand, if the learner’s
utterance stimulates a negative reinforcement from the teacher (e.g., correction,) the learner
will not try to reproduce it next times.

From another perspective, Maslow defines motivation in terms of needs to be
satisfied. Human needs, as he clarifies, can be classified into two different groups; deficiency
needs and growth needs. Deficiency needs such as those for food, shelter, protection,
affection, etc, are essential to humans’ physical and psychological wellbeing. Consequently,
the motivation to satisfy them is very strong, i.e., they must be satisfied before all other
drives; but once they are met, the motivation to gratify them decreases. On the other hand,
growth needs, such as the curiosity to know and to understand, can never be completely
fulfilled; the greater the knowledge of a person, the more he will be motivated and curious to
learn more. No one can arrive at a full understanding of the world surrounding us.

Maslow’s drive reduction approach to motivation is elaborated in Atkinson’s theory
of achievement motivation (Atkinson 1964; in Williams and Burden, 1997: 62-63.) The point
is that the learners’ needs to achieve or to be successful will push them to make more
directed efforts to establish their goal. To be precise, some people are dominated by a drive
to succeed or to be high achievers in every thing they do. Such persons are likely to actually
thrive throughout their lives more than those who do not bother about whether they do well
or not. Quite the reverse, however, Fontana (1995) clarifies that “achievement” motivation
may also have a negative effect on the learners because “it may increase anxiety to an
inhibiting level” (Fontana, 1995: 150,) (cf. Section 1.5.2.)
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These two perspectives of motivation are not indeed exclusive to each other; they are
complementary indeed. Actually, motivation is a complex factor consisting of external
incentives and internal drives. In other words, both external environmental factors and
internal processes and needs do influence motivation.

Explicitly, motivation, generally speaking, is what activates, directs, and maintains
efforts while learning in order to achieve a previously determined goal; in the case of FLL,
the mastery of the TL. Specifically, it is “the internal processes that give behavior its energy
and direction” (Dembo, 2004: 10.) It is what causes learners to “exhibit a great deal of effort
on tasks, persist even under difficult situations, and maintain positive beliefs about [their]
academic abilities” (ibid: 51.) This view of motivation as an internal incentive which
provokes people to work so that they can realize some goal is common to all attempts at
defining it. “Motivation is some kind of internal drive which pushes someone to do things in
order to achieve something” (Harmer, 2001: 51.) “It is a psychological trait which leads
people to achieve some goal” (Johnson and Johnson, 1998: 219-220.) In addition, it is
claimed that the strength of motivation, and hence the level of achievement, is dependent on
the value this goal holds to the individual learner. For example, if a learner considers the goal
of accurate pronunciation learning as futile, he will, normally, fail to achieve this goal
whatever is the efficacy of the teaching materials to which he is exposed. In other words,
“Motivation may also act to filter out parts of the language that are not important to the
learner” (Dulay, Burt and Krashen, 1982: 50.)

In effect, motivation is a complex phenomenon that is related to many overlapping
components: learners’ interests, drives, curiosity, need for achievement and success, desires,
goals, and equally well to their expectations of success. More to the point, Dembo argues,

Students’ goals, beliefs, feelings, and perceptions determine their motivated behavior and, in
turn, academic performance. For example, if students value a task and believe they can
master it, they are more likely to use different learning strategies, try hard, and persist until
completion of the task. If students believe that intelligence changes over time, they are more
likely to exhibit effort in difficult courses than students who believe intelligence is fixed.
(Dembo, 2004: 62)

The above claims notwithstanding, motivation can be also shaped under the effect of
situational social factors. But, because this point is treated elsewhere (Sections 1.6 and 1.4.4,)
it is not overtly developed here.

1.4.2 Types of Motivation

In language learning literature, it is customary to make a distinction between two
different types of motivation, namely intrinsic (also called integrative) and extrinsic (or
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instrumental) motivations. It is recognized, however, that learners may possess both of them
simultaneously. Intrinsic motivation comes from within the individual. It consists of “a
willingness (or desire) to be like valued members of the “other” language community”
(Gardner, 1968: 237.) In other words, integrative motivation “reflects a sincere and personal
interest in the people and culture represented by the other group” (Gardner and Lambert
1972; in Dulay, Burt and Krashen, 1982: 47.) That is to say, intrinsically motivated FL
learners are interested in the TL itself and they have favourable attitudes towards its users. To
be precise, they have a desire to master it, they “admire” its native speakers and they want to
sound like them, and sometimes to be socially integrated within their cultural values. They
enjoy the learning task itself and they consider it relevant to their needs and promising on its
own. Particularly, they “feel that learning the language is valuable because it allows one to
learn more about the group” (Gardner, 1968: 239.)

Extrinsic motivation, by contrast, results from an external utilitarian factor. It
“reflects the practical value and advantage of learning a new language” (ibid.) In other
words, extrinsically motivated FL learners do not show interests neither in the TL itself, nor
in its native speakers, but they think they need to learn it because of some external practical
reasons; such as to fulfill the requirements of the school curriculum, to get their dream job, to
improve their social status, etc. In short, the distinction between the intrinsic and extrinsic
types of motivation is that in the former FLL is seen as an end (a goal) on its own, whereas in
the latter it is seen as a means or an instrument to get a further goal.

1.4.3 The Effect of Motivation

From mere observation of what happens inside classrooms, anyone can notice the
determining effect of motivation on the acquisition of an FL. As far as pronunciation learning
is concerned, for example, some learners show great carefulness to the way in which the TL
is pronounced; they pay attention to, and often repeat, every segment uttered by their teacher
or anyone whom they consider a skillful speaker of the TL. On the other hand, some other
learners do not bother at all about these things and they consider the corrective feedback
provided by their teacher on their pronunciation errors as futile, or even illegitimate. Learners
from the first group are more likely to succeed in their TL phonological learning than those
from the second group who often demonstrate poor and heavily accented pronunciation
performances.

There is an abundant amount of research that empirically tests this widely observed

phenomenon. Most studies are correlational in design and based on self-report
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questionnaires, and almost all the findings show a strong relationship between motivation
(mainly intrinsic motivation) and FLL achievement. For instance, Gardner and Lambert
(1972; in Ellis, 1994: 510,) in a study of Anglophone Canadians formally learning French as
a second language, find a strong correlation between integrative motivation and L2
achievement. They argue that integrative motivation, which has been consistently found to
have a positive impact on second language learning, is more related to success than is
instrumental motivation that has emerged as a crucial factor only in a relatively limited
number of studies. In particular, Gardner argues, “the truly successful student (i.e., the one
who will acquire communicational facility with the language) is motivated to become
integrated with the other language community” (Gardner, 1968: 244.) Correspondingly,
Tucker and Lambert claim that learners with high levels of attainment are “motivated by a
desire to learn about other peoples and their way of life and by a desire to be able to interact
with these people” (Tucker and Lambert, 1972: 246.)

Additionally, Gliksman, Gardner, and Smythe (1982; in Ellis, 1994: 512) provide
evidence that integrative motivation is not only related to L2 achievement, but also to
learners’ behaviours inside the classroom. “Integratively” motivated learners are found to ask
more questions and to give more volunteer and correct answers than their classmates do.
Consequently, they also receive more positive reinforcements from their teachers. Moreover,
they are perceived by observers to be more interested in the course. “The higher [the
learners’] integrative motivation, the more these classroom behaviours are evident” (Ellis,
1994: 512.)

From another perspective, Ramage (1990; in Ellis, 1994: 512) investigates the factors
that lead high school students in USA to drop out from the French and Spanish FL classes.
She founds that the lack of intrinsic motivation is the strongest predictor; learners with
intrinsic motivation are the most likely to continue their FL course until the end. Harmer also
recognizes the crucial effect of intrinsic motivation on FLL achievement and advises teachers
to try to get their learners to love the target language even when they start the task of learning
with an instrumental motivation (Harmer, 2001: 51.) The reason is that this latter is, Richards
claims, “appropriate for short term goals but inappropriate for the laborious task of acquiring
a language” (Richards, 1974: 7.) Likewise, Krashen thinks, “with instrumental motivation,
language acquisition may cease as soon as enough is acquired to get the job done” (Krashen,
1981: 22.)

Some other studies, however, such as Oller, Baca, and Vigil (1977,) demonstrate that

extrinsically motivated learners are more successful than those with an intrinsic motivation.
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In particular, Oller, Baca, and Vigil report that the more subjects conceive themselves as
“calm, conservative, religious, shy, humble, sincere” (Oller et al. 1977; in Krashen, 1981.:
28,) the better is their TL performance. Integrative motivation, Oller et al., suggest is not
significant in the learning context of their study (cf. Section 1.3) because of “political ill-
feelings”. Their subjects, they add, “felt the oppressive weight of having been absorbed into a
powerful political system in which they have traditionally had little power of choice” (Oller
et al. 1977; in Krashen, 1981: 29.) Consequently, they resist Americans, but they want to
learn their language.

Comparably, Lukmani (1972; in Celce-Murcia et al., 1996: 19) investigates the
relationship between the motivational orientation of Marathi-speaking high school students in
India and their English proficiency. Conclusively, she finds that instrumentally motivated
learners outperform those with an integrative orientation. She comments that instrumental
motivation, which has been proved to have only a secondary weak impact on second
language learning in natural environments, turns to act as a more powerful predictor of
success in FLL environments, where learners have a relatively little interest in the TL and
usually no opportunities to come into contact with its native speakers. In conclusion,
Lukmani asserts that the type of motivation is not the only important factor about it; on the
contrary, its intensity is also highly significant.

Equally, Gardner and Lambert (1972) in a study of the learners of English in the
Philippines find that instrumental motivation is the best predictor of the learners’ ultimate
levels of success. Consequently, they conclude, “it seems that in settings where there is an
urgency about mastering a second language — as in the Philippines and in North America for
members of linguistic minority groups — the instrumental approach to language study is
extremely effective” (Gardner and Lambert 1972; in Freeman and Long, 1991: 174.) Krashen
corresponds writing, “when the practical value of second language proficiency is high, and
frequent use necessary, instrumental motivation may be a powerful predictor of second
language acquisition” (Krashen, 1981: 23.) He goes on, “instrumental motivation may take
precedence as a predictor of achievement where there is a special urgency about second
language acquisition and where there appears to be little desire to “integrate” » (Krashen,
1981: 28.)

To conclude, in cases where English, or any other FL, is learned as an international
language, i.e., as a lingua franca, rather than with reference to a specific community of
English native speakers, instrumental motivation might act as a very powerful determiner of

success. That is to say, it is the “perception of the utility of acquiring a particular FL”
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(Tucker and Lambert, 1972: 246) either as an end on its own, or equally well as an
instrument to arrive at a further goal, which makes significance. A learner who has
exceptionally strong external reasons for learning an FL, for example to get his dream job,
may outperform an intrinsically motivated learner who has an internal positive, yet less
intense, need to learn. In Ingram words,

The point about motivation is that it keeps people at it. It is a massive learning job to acquire
the skills which are necessary in order to function adequately in communicative situations
using a second language. It does not matter what it is that makes learners preserve, it is
perseverance which is essential. People do not have to like language learning — though this
helps — and they do not have to like the nation whose language they are learning, though this
helps too; but as long as economic or social circumstances require successful language
learning, determined people will learn [italics mine].

(Ingram, 1975: 281)

Conclusively, Johnson and Johnson (1998) argue that the strength of motivation is
dependent on the learners’ “scale of values.” This implies that any attempt at establishing the
most influential motivating force (intrinsic or extrinsic motivation) in FLL would not be
complete without first considering the values learners attach to the different learning goals
they have. In other words, “It is not possible to generalize about intrinsic or extrinsic
motivation without considering what the learner regards as important...motivation depends
on the learners evaluation of the motivating forces” (Johnson and Johnson, 1998: 220.) To
illustrate this point, for some learners the extrinsic benefits of success may be sufficient to
keep them working at the often distant goal of learning. For others, the supposed benefits of
ultimate success may mean very little and are not considered worth making efforts to achieve

them.

1.4.4 Relationships between Motivation and Levels of Achievement

In all the studies mentioned above, motivation (intrinsic and extrinsic) is treated as a
factor supporting FLL. But, what about the other way round of the relationship? Can success
enhance motivation as it is supported by it? In other words, “are learners more highly
motivated because they are successful, or are they successful because they are highly
motivated?” (Lightbown and Spada, 1999: 56.) In answer, Hermann (1980; in Ellis, 1994:
515) advances the “resultative hypothesis” of motivation, claiming that it is the result rather
than the cause of success in language learning. Empirically, Strong (1984 ; in Freeman and
Long, 1991 : 175) finds that his subjects’ — Spanish-speaking children learning English in an
American classroom — integrative motivation increases relative to their accomplishment in
the course. In conclusion, Strong declares, “motivation does not necessarily promote

acquisition, but rather results from it” (Freeman and Long, 1991: 175.)
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Actually, however, the relationship between motivation and achievement is a spiral
one; high motivation increases learners’ opportunities for succeed, success, on the other
hand, makes initial motives stronger, the resultative motivation enhances learning further and
so on. Likewise, learners with low initial motivation often fail in their learning, a factor that
will further diminish their originally low motivation, and so forth.

In other words, success is a strong motivating factor; it is rewarding. It can strengthen
and even create motivation in learning. After experiencing it, learners will be more motivated
to work harder, to maintain, and even to improve their initial results. On the other hand,
failure may demotivate even learners with strong internal and external reasons of learning
and causes them to loose interest and give up. Overtly, “motivation might lead to greater
proficiency, but so might greater proficiency help to increase a learner’s motivation...each
factor is likely to reinforce the other” (Littlewood, 1984: 53) and vice versa.

In sum, the direct and interactive relationship between motivation and successful FLL
is a link that has been consistently proved on the basis of an abundant amount of research.
Some scholars further argue that motivation is not simply an important factor affecting
proficiency in FLL, but it is the most powerful one. In Wilkins words,

That there is a whole gamut of other factors at work is not to be denied. Age, amount of
exposure, attitudes of individuals and groups, these and other factors have their part to play.
But even with many of these factors stable, learning will vary from person to person. It seems
that it is the differing needs that people have to communicate in the language that determine
the extent of their learning.

(Wilkins, 1972: 182)

In short, motivation is one of the strongest factors influencing achievement in FLL.
Its effect on pronunciation learning may be even more evident. This latter, when compared
with grammar learning for example, needs more effort on the part of the learner at least as far
as English FLL is concerned, and needless to say, if motivation is helpful in easy learning
tasks, it is crucial in difficult ones.

Motivation, however, works in parallel with other factors, mainly, learners’ attitudes
towards the TL, and it is itself affected by these factors along with others such as learners’
interests, desires and needs. To exemplify, Gardner defines it as “the combination of effort
plus desire to achieve the goal of learning the language plus favorable attitudes towards
learning the language” (Gardner 1985; in Ellis, 1994: 509.) The relationship between
motivation and attitudes, in particular, is a close one. Learners having positive attitudes
towards the TL, its culture and its native speakers usually develop integrative motives to
learn it. By contrast, those who are instrumentally motivated often hold negative, and

sometimes intolerant, attitudes towards the TL culture and its community.

29



If we now expand the notion of motivation to include both reasons for learning and attitude,
we find that at the extremes we have instrumental motivation, where learning is strictly
utilitarian and attitudes are intolerant, and integrative motivation, where the learner sees
himself as a potential member of the second language group and has liberal attitudes.
(Wilkins, 1972: 184)

1.5 Personality

Besides the learners’ individual differences reviewed so far, personality is another
determinative factor in FLL in general, and in pronunciation learning in particular, as Guiora
argues. Guiora sees language not simply as a means of communication, but also as an
important means to represent an individual’s personality, or “ego” in his terms (Guiora 1982;
in Spolsky, 1989: 111.) He goes further arguing that pronunciation is the most realistic
representation of “language ego.” In other words, an individual’s linguistic behaviour, in
general, and his pronunciation performance, in particular, can reveal too much about his
personality. To be precise, the claim is that personality is evident in the language use of any
person. To exemplify this point, the lack of self-confidence can be easily noticed in the
speech of most people holding this characteristic as they, usually, use many hesitations while
they speak.

Additionally, the strong association between personality and language can be seen
from another perspective. That is the effect of the former on the task of language learning. In
what follows, this perspective will be clarified by tracing the effect that some personality

traits (namely, empathy, self-confidence, language anxiety and others) have on FLL.

1.5.1 Empathy

To investigate the relationship between personality characteristics and language
learning, empathy — “the ability to imagine oneself in someone else’s position, to see the
world with their eyes, to be sympathetic with their goals and ways of thinking” (Johnson and
Johnson, 1998: 241) — is frequently cited. Notably, Guiora argues that empathetic persons
tend to have more permeable (flexible and adaptable) language egos. The more empathetic
the learner is, the more permeable his language ego will be, and the more successful he will
be in acquiring the sound system of a foreign language. In other words, accurate
pronunciation learning requires a learner who is “psychologically capable of stepping into a
new system of communication” (Guiora 1972; in Celce-Murcia et al., 1996: 18.) Explicitly,
the claim is that successful FL pronunciation learning requires a learner who is empathetic
with the native speakers of the TL and who feels himself emotionally inside the TL speech

community. “Individual differences in the ability to approximate native-like pronunciation

30



should reflect individual differences in the flexibility of psychic processes, or more
specifically, in the empathetic capacity” (Guiora 1972; in Odlin, 1989: 131.)

Schumann (1975) echoes Guiora’s assertions arguing that adults’ development of
“firm ego boundaries” creates “constraints” on the language learning process. These
constraints prevent learners from having access to their “biologically determined
capabilities” (Schumann 1975; in Celce-Murcia et al., 1996: 18,) (cf. Section 1.1.1.)

To attest his claims, Guiora collaborates in many studies (Guiora, Lane, and
Bosworth 1967; Taylor, Guiora, Catford, and Lane 1969; Guiora et al. 1972; Guiora et al.
1980; all cited in Ellis, 1994: 518-519) using different instruments to measure the subjects’
empathy. In one series of these studies, learners’ empathy is measured by asking them to
identify when a woman in a film changes her facial expressions. In another series, the
subjects are given precise quantities of valium to alter their ego boundaries so that they
become more permeable. Although the results give some support to the hypothesized
correlation between empathy, ego permeability and accuracy in pronunciation performances,
they are far from being conclusive because of the doubtful validity and reliability of the
measuring instruments used.

Akin to Guiora’s “ego boundary” is Krashen’s notion of “affective filter”; the
“internal processing system” that determines what TL data and models the learner will accept
from the whole range of materials to which he is exposed. The affective filter has an indirect,
but a very important, role in FLL partly by affecting the learners’ self-confidence (cf. Section
1.5.2.) Learners with a strong affective filter feel their egos threatened while learning a
foreign language. As a result, they will lack the self-confidence needed to prepare them for
the task of FLL by making them ready to accept the TL norms and, more seriously, able to
experiment the fresh knowledge they receive about this language. In other words,

Empathy, the ability to put oneself in another’s shoes, is also predicted to be relevant to
acquisition in that the empathic person may be the one who is able to identify more easily
with speakers of a target language and thus accept their input as intake for language
acquisition (lowered affective filter.)

(Krashen, 1981: 23)

The role of self-confidence in FLL is treated in more details in the following section.

1.5.2 Self-Confidence

Dulay, Burt and Krashen (1982) argue that self-confidence is positively related to
success in FLL in general, and to pronunciation learning in particular. This latter requires a
learner who is ready to regularly try out his knowledge about the TL pronouncing system, to

experiment unfamiliar sounds in front of an audience and to accept corrections and
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comments on his inadequate performances. As a result, “unless they have firm confidence in
themselves, [FL pronunciation learners] may come to feel that they project a silly, boring
image, and become withdrawn...They may develop a sense of ‘reduced personality’ ”
(Littlewood, 1984: 59.)

In particular, adult learners who lack self-confidence are not, usually, able to learn a
foreign language pronunciation accurately because they are generally reluctant to use the TL
orally in front of others. Consequently, they will not have sufficient opportunities for
practicing their pronunciations and gradually they may become even afraid of speaking the
TL. Subsequently, they will not only retain poor pronunciation habits, but they may even get
worse. On the other hand, self-confident learners are usually agreeable to use the TL both
inside and outside the classroom without being afraid of others’ evaluation of their speeches.
This provides them with the necessary practice and feedback considered essential in
pronunciation learning. Krashen states a similar stance arguing for the participation of other
traits. In particular, he argues,

The self-confident or secure person will be more able to encourage intake and will also have
a lower filter. Traits relating to self-confidence (lack of anxiety, outgoing personality, self-
esteem) are thus predicted to relate to second language acquisition.

(Krashen, 1981: 23)

Brown (1977) corresponds writing:

Presumably, the person with high self-esteem is able to reach out beyond himself more freely,
to be less inhibited, and because of his ego strength, to make the necessary mistakes involved
in language learning with less threat to his ego.

(Brown 1977; in Krashen, 1981: 23)

In Dulay, Burt and Krashen words,

The self-confident, secure person is a more successful language learner...The filter of a self-
confident person has a larger screen. In addition, self-confident people are less hampered by
the conscious operation of the monitor because they are not so worried about how they
appear.

(Dulay, Burt and Krashen, 1982: 75)

To provide an empirical support for their claims, Dulay, Burt and Krashen (1982: 52-
53) cite a group of studies conducted to determine the personality characteristics related to
successful language learning. In a good number of these studies, self-confidence acts as a
powerful predictor of success. In Wittenborn, Larsen and Vigil (1945,) for example, self-
confidence is said to be related to language anxiety (Section 1.5.3) and to extroversion,
supposing that self-confident learners have a lower anxiety level and a tendency to be
extroverted. Extroversion is a personality trait introduced in Eysenck’s Personality Inventory.
It relates to such behaviours as active participation in the classroom, responsiveness, lack of

inhibition, sociability, assertiveness, risk-taking and liking change. It is generally supposed
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that extroverted learners are more successful in FLL, as they create more opportunities to
practice their TL knowledge and skills. Slimani (1989; in Johnson and Johnson, 1998: 240,)
however, provides evidence that introverted learners, those who act contrary to extroverted
persons, may benefit from observing their extroverted classmates and eventually be equally
or even more successful. In Wittenborn, Larsen and Vigil (1945,) then, the subjects’ self-
confidence is measured with reference to low levels of anxiety and high degrees of
extroversion. The results reveal that learners with such personality characteristics are more
successful in Spanish and French language learning than their colleagues who lack these
qualities.

Correspondingly, Oller, Hudson, and Liu (1977) conclude that “the more positive a
subject’s self-concept, the higher the subject’s achievement in ESL [English as a Second
language]” (Oller, Hudson, and Liu 1977; in Krashen, 1981: 30.) In some of the other studies
reviewed by Dulay, Burt and Krashen (1982: 52-53,) the effect of anxiety is shown to be
more complicated than the way clarified by Wittenborn et al. The effect of this personality

trait is more investigated in what follows.

1.5.3 Language Anxiety

Obviously, FL learners’ level of anxiety can significantly affect their TL
performances. For example, learners’ apprehension resulting from fear of negative evaluation
in spontaneous speaking (and listening) activities may cause them to produce many
pronunciation (and other) errors that they would not normally produce in more relaxed
situations. This observation contributed to the occurrence of many correlation studies that
investigate the exact impact of learners’ levels of anxiety on their FLL attainments. In some
of these studies, a distinction is made between language anxiety and general anxiety. In other
words, the distinction is between a “situation-specific anxiety” and ‘“trait anxiety”,
respectively. This latter refers to “a more permanent predisposition to be anxious”. By
contrast, a situation-specific anxiety is the kind of apprehension caused by a specific type of
situation, such as FLL (Scovel 1978; in Ellis, 1994: 479-480.)

To cite only few from these studies, MaclIntyre and Gardner (1991; in Ellis, 1994:
481-482) provide evidence that a “significant” negative correlation exists between anxiety
and L2 French performance by English native speakers. “Covering several measures of
proficiency, in several different samples, and even in some what different conceptual frame
works, it has been shown that anxiety negatively affects performance in the second language”
(Maclintyre and Gardner, 1991; in Ellis, 1994: 481-482.) Horwitz (1986; in Spolsky, 1989:

115) also reports, in a “reliable” correlation study, significant negative correlations between
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foreign language classroom anxiety and the final grades attained by a group of
American university students. Parkinson and Howell-Richardson (1990; in Ellis, 1994:
482,) however, fail to find a relationship between the level of language anxiety and the rate
of improvement achieved by his subjects, adult learners of L2 English in Scotland.

The reason behind the non-correspondence between the above research results is,
perhaps, the complexity of the relationship existing between language anxiety and levels of
achievement in FLL classrooms. Scovel (1978; in Ellis, 1994: 482-483) speaks about two
different types of anxiety that may cancel each other out. These are “facilitating” and
“debilitating” anxieties. Up to a point, a learner anxiety motivates him to work harder
enhancing the task of FLL. But, beyond this level anxiety becomes debilitating as it
handicaps the learner. That is to say, “whereas too much anxiety hinders learning, it seems
that a certain amount of it can stimulate a learner to invest more energy in the task”
(Littlewood, 1984: 59.) In other words, “a moderate degree of anxiety may be helpful”
(Krashen, 1981: 30,) but “if anxiety rises above a certain level, it is an obstacle to the
learning process” (Littlewood, 1984: 58.)

In another study, that of Gardner (1985; in Spolsky, 1989: 114,) the results are
supportive to the hypothesized existence of a correlation between French classroom anxiety
and achievement in language learning. Anxiety, however, is not presented in this study as a
source of “low final achievement” but as “an effect of low initial proficiency and
motivation.” This same idea that language anxiety can act both as a source and a result of low
achievement is also present in Skehan (1989; in Ellis, 1994: 483.)

After reviewing a number of other empirical studies exploring the influences of
anxiety on achievement in FLL, Krashen concludes that “There appears to be a consistent
relationship between various forms of anxiety and language proficiency in all situations,
formal and informal,” and that “Anxiety level may...be a very potent influence on the
affective filter” (Krashen, 1981: 29.)

To conclude, though available research does not provide clear-cut findings about one
precise impact of anxiety on FLL, there is sufficient evidence to show that classroom anxiety
is an important factor affecting the level of achievement in language learning. The
relationship between these two variables is a bidirectional one, to use Spolsky’s words,
“some learners, typically those with low initial proficiency, low motivation, and high general
anxiety, develop levels of anxiety in learning and using a second language that interfere with
the learning” (Spolsky, 1989: 115.)
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1.5.4 Other Traits

Researchers have also investigated the influence of other personality traits, such as
locus of control and outgoing personality, on FLL, but the research evidence for each of
these traits is scanty. Firstly, the trait locus of control is said to be related to the learners’
interpretations of their achievements. Learners who see themselves as responsible for their
own actions are more likely to make many efforts while learning. Accordingly, they are
better able to succeed in the long and complex process of FLL. By contrast, those who feel
that they do not possess the power to determine what happens to them and think their
learning is “in the hands of others” subsequently “lose all motivation to try to succeed”
(Williams and Burden, 1997: 128.) They think their efforts are worthless. On the other hand,
persons with outgoing personalities are declared able to realize more success in FLL. The
reason may be that such learners “may become involved in more social interaction, attract
more attention from their teachers, and be less inhibited when asked to display their
proficiency (e.g., in oral interviews)” (Littlewood, 1984: 64.)

In general, the findings of the different studies about the role of personality in FLL
are inconsistent. Part of the reason is the fact that different researchers have employed
different instruments to measure personality traits. In addition, some of the used instruments
are of a doubtful reliability. Besides research inadequacies, personality, in essence, is an
elusive concept involving different traits that often overlap with each other. Self-confidence,
risk-taking and extroversion have been shown to be related; Dulay, Burt and Krashen (1982)
consider them as one variable that they name self-confidence. These same traits are also
related to empathy and sociability. Personality traits are further related to motivation and
attitudes (cf. Spolsky, 1989: 115.)

To conclude, category boundaries between personality, motivation and attitudes, as
well as among personality traits themselves are not clear, a fact that necessitates great
carefulness while investigating them. The research shortcomings, however, cannot deny the
significance of the effect of learners’ personality characteristics on the ultimate levels of FLL
they can achieve. Language and personality, as Guiora claims, are deeply related. Learning a
new language can be seen as the addition of a new aspect to personality and a new way of
seeing the world. In short, personality factors are of a crucial importance in FLL, which in

turn affects personality.
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1.6 Learner-External Factors

In addition to learners’ individual differences, social and pedagogical factors can also
have an essential influence on foreign language learning. Indeed, in any aspect of life, a
person will not only act according to his individual capacities and characteristics, but he will
also reflect the views and values of the whole society of which he is a member. In what
follows, is an attempt to reveal some of the areas in which the learners’ social and situational
associations can be involved in their FLL.

Firstly, social factors have a crucial role in shaping learners’ attitudes that directly
influence motivation. On the other hand, this latter, as already shown, is closely related to
achievement in FLL. For example, “parental attitudes can and do affect children’s
orientations and hence success in FL study” (Tucker and Lambert, 1972: 247.) In particular,
“the child’s integrative attitudinal orientation is fostered in the home, and...this accepting
home environment has a direct association with second language achievement” (Gardner,
1968: 238.)

Obviously, learners’ attitudes about any FL are strongly influenced by the status this
language possesses in the society where they live, in general, and by their parents views
about it, in particular. In other words, “the student will be affected by the ethnolinguistic
composition of the large linguistic community of which he is a member” (Tucker and
Lambert, 1972: 247.) More specifically, he will “reflect...the attitudinal atmosphere of his
home” (Gardner, 1968: 238.) Likewise, the type and extent of motivation can be affected by
the social and the cultural values with which learners grow up. To exemplify this point, in
some societies, namely multilingual communities, the acquisition of a second, and a third,
language may be, Littlewood argues,

Simply a normal and necessary extension of their communicative repertoire for coping with
life’s demands. In this respect, it is a process similar to the acquisition of different styles of
speaking, to suit different kinds of situation, in a monolingual community.

(Littlewood, 1984: 54)

In the same way, the learners’ special “family characteristics such as socioeconomic levels,
parental educational levels, and parental expectations” (Dembo, 2004: 55) can also have a
significant role in forming their motivation.

To be precise, students’ attitudes, motivation and hence the effort they are going to
make while learning foreign languages are built in accordance with their social environment.
How important is FLL regarded in the society? How is pronunciation learning viewed by
people surrounding the students? Is it highly esteemed to sound like the TL native-speakers?
Or, do people suffice by acquiring a poor somehow intelligible pronunciation? These and
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many other points may be significant in determining how successful FL learners will be by
shaping their social-psychological state (i.e., their attitudes and motivation.)

To illustrate the above statements, it is generally observed that students living in
urban areas and having educated parents, often, build more positive attitudes and
consequently realize a higher level of FLL proficiency than those from rural areas and whose
parents are illiterate. All the same, there is another significant point of difference between
these two groups of learners that may equally importantly account for the varying degrees of
success they meet. This is the differences in the facilities, the opportunities of learning and of
language use, and even in the experiences of life met by each group of learners. Usually, the
only occasion for FLL that the latter group has is that found in their language classrooms.
But this is not the case with the former group. On the contrary, learners from urban areas
may have many beneficial opportunities to learn foreign languages outside the classroom,
such as the access to technological facilities (e.g., the internet) and the societal use of the TL.
In other words, the difference between the two groups is not a difference in ability, but rather
in the opportunities of learning available in each social context.

In addition, although learners’ personality traits are generally said to be related to
individual intrinsic factors, they may also come under the influence of social environmental
causes. For instance, learners from urban areas are, generally, more self-confident via the
richer learning and life experiences they meet than their peers from rural areas.

Furthermore, the most direct influence social factors may have on FLL is the one
mediated by the context or setting in which learning takes place. The role of the language
learning setting is perhaps the most significant by determining the input learners’ receive
about the TL (i.e., their exposure to the target language.) For example, no one can deny the
dominant role played by the kind and amount of TL materials to which learners are exposed
in their pronunciation learning on their ultimate levels of achievement. A theoretical support
for this statement is Krashen’s theory of “comprehensible input.” Krashen argues that
language learning can take place only when learners receive an adequate amount of
comprehensible input (Section 1.1.2.)

To be precise, in the case of FLL, the usual setting is the language classroom. This is
the “setting where the target language is taught as a subject only and is not commonly used
as a medium of communication outside the classroom” (Ellis, 1994: 227.) It is matter of fact
that foreign language classroom learners achieve a lower level of FL pronunciation
proficiency than those learning in natural contexts. This is largely due to the enormous

difference in the amount of exposure to the TL. Indeed, it seems logical that many FL
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learners who often do not have any source of data about the TL pronouncing system but the
model provided by their teacher which, itself, may deviate from the TL norms are unable to
acquire an accurate pronunciation.

The language classroom setting, however, is not totally handicapping, as there are
instances of some FL classroom learners who are able to achieve highly accurate learning
levels. Nevertheless, Richards thinks, “those who do acquire accentless English [for instance]
in a foreign language context probably do so because of unique personal opportunities, rather
than because of the school programme” (Richards, 1972: 88.) Explicitly, the point is that FL
classroom learners can overcome their hindrances, if they manage to develop the right
amount of motivation which will push them to search for more learning opportunities, data
materials and occasions for practice.

What is more, situational classroom factors, namely teachers’ views and behaviours
in the classroom, the instructional methods and materials used as well as the types of
homework given may also be considerable in determining learners’ attitudes, motivation,
personality characteristics and their emotional state in general. These influences will be the
higher in FLL contexts where learners usually do not come into direct contacts with the TL
native speakers. In such a situation, the teacher and the instructional materials learners
receive may serve as the best model of the TL community in their views. Krashen confirms
arguing,

The student who feels at ease in the classroom and likes the teacher may seek out intake by
volunteering...and may be more accepting of the teacher as a source of intake. Positive
attitudes toward the classroom and teacher may also be manifestations of self-confidence
and/or integrative motivation, and for this reason may also relate to acquisition. In addition,
we would expect students with such attitudes to apply themselves more, resulting in more
learning.

(Krashen, 1981 : 23-24)

Likewise, Dembo claims that successful learning

Is related to the quality of classroom life. In particular, student motivation and achievement is
greater when instructors communicate high expectations for success, allow students to take
greater responsibility for their learning, and encourage various forms of collaborative
learning (i.e., peer learning or group learning.)

(Dembo, 2004: 60)

Moreover, although some learners’ may have a general trait anxiety (Section 1.5.3,) language
anxiety may be the product of situational classroom factors such as the instructional practices
and approaches adopted by the teacher. Experiences of failure may further worsen the
situation.

The effect of context on language learning is empirically investigated in a number of
studies. In two from these, Sampson (1971; in Richards, 1985: 80) and Pica (1983; in
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Richards, 1985: 80,) the situational context of learning is proved to affect the learners’
performances by determining both the types and frequencies of the errors they make (cf.
Section 2.5.4.3.)

In summary, social factors can play an important role in foreign language learning by
influencing learners’ attitudes, motivation, personality traits, opportunities for learning and
language use as well as the data they receive about the TL. The whole range of social factors
at work and their exact effect on language learning is, however, not very clear. Indeed, a full
understanding of the precise impact of social factors necessitates a thorough description of
the specific sociolinguistic situation in which learning takes place, something that is beyond
the scope of this research. Accordingly, the present study does not provide a comprehensive
treatment of the effects of environmental factors, but it solely focuses on the most relevant
pedagogical influences from these, explicitly the learners’ amount of exposure to the TL as

well as its practice.

Conclusion

In this chapter, we examined the ways in which some nonlinguistic factors affect
achievement in FLL, in general, and in foreign language pronunciation learning, in particular.
Although each factor has been considered separately, it should be noticed that they all
interact in complex ways. Motivation, for example, has been shown to influence and to be
influenced by several other factors. It is directly related to the learners’ attitudes towards the
TL and its native speakers. It may be also affected by some personality traits such as anxiety
and self-confidence. On the other hand, motivation, attitudes and personality characteristics
are all influenced by social factors. Furthermore, it should be recognized that it is not social
factors, themselves, which determine achievement in FLL, but rather the attitudes, learning
opportunities, motivation and personality traits associated with them. Equally, personality
traits overlap with each other and are affected by some other factors, too. For instance, ego
flexibility and low inhibitions induce low anxiety and support forming positive attitudes
towards the TL native speakers. In addition, it may not be personality alone that affects FLL,
but rather the way it relates with the other factors, such as attitudes and motivation. What is
more, the role played by aptitude in language learning may be influenced by social factors,
namely by the social context of learning. In particular, aptitude may be the most significant
in foreign language learning contexts, where there is a limited amount of exposure to the

target language. On the other hand, aptitude, which is related to success, can also affect
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motivation. Explicitly, learners with high aptitude for FLL can be highly successful in the
task and by extension they may be more motivated to learn (Section 1.4.4.)

In short, the network of extra-linguistic factors influencing learners’ acquisition of a
foreign language is a tremendously complicated one. In reality, there are no division lines
between the effects of several factors. On the contrary, they all work in parallel in addition to
other linguistic factors. In particular, one of these latter, namely the role of the learners’
mother tongue in their FLL, had been the most preferable topic in language learning

literature for decades. This is the topic to which we are going to turn now.
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Introduction

After we had a glance at some extra-linguistic factors that affect FLL, we will try in
this chapter to shed light on the role the learners’ formerly acquired linguistic knowledge may
have in this process. Generally speaking, the effect of the learners’ native language(s) on their
FLL, especially at the phonological level, is evident to everybody. Native speakers have been
always capable of recognizing the foreignness of most FL learners’ TL verbal performances.
What is more, they are generally able to detect the linguistic background of these learners,
only by hearing their speeches, and they are even capable to mimic them for the sake of
humour, for instance. Empirically, however, the role of cross-linguistic influences, or of
transfer technically speaking, in FLL has been the subject of much debate.

In this chapter, an attempt is made to identify the different kinds of influence the
learners’ language(s) other than the TL can have on their FLL. For this reason, we will try to
follow the developmental course of transfer research starting by referring to its roots. Then,
the behaviourist accounts on this subject will be clarified. The contribution of contrastive
analysis in popularizing and advancing transfer studies is the third point of focus in this
chapter. After that, the different criticisms the study of transfer has received, mainly because
of its traditional association with behaviourism and CA, will be reviewed. Finally, the new
trends and findings in modern research of transfer will be defined, along with an attempt to
settle the transfer controversy and to arrive at an enlightening understanding of its role in
FLL.

2.1 The Study of Transfer: Roots and Development

The study of transfer is not a recent topic in linguistics. Although it had not received a
significant position in the field until the 1940s, its roots go back to the 19™ century. Fisiak
(1981: 3,) for example, cites Grandgent’s (1892) work on the sound systems of German and
English as one of the earliest instances of cross-linguistic studies.

Before the 20" century, however, linguists’ goals in studying human languages and
the influences they may exercise upon each other were predominantly historical. The main
task was to establish language families and to reconstruct parent languages. This begins with
the observation that two or more languages show regular correspondences in vocabulary items
(cognates.) Then, the hypothesis that these are genetically related, i.e., they descend from a
single ancestor language, is proved by the reconstruction of their parent language. On the

other hand, any differences existing between them are considered to be a result of the
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inevitable diachronic linguistic change. This operation belongs to the linguistic enterprise
called comparative philology.

After comparative philology had prevailed in nearly all linguistic studies, it was
recognized in the early 20" century that the relationships existing between different languages
go beyond their historical connections. Indeed, genetically unrelated languages may share
many linguistic features because of cross-linguistic influences resulting from languages
contact due to geographic proximity, for instance. On these grounds, linguists under the title
of linguistic typology started another task of linguistic classifications aimed at grouping
languages into different sets on the basis of their shared morphological, syntactic and
phonological features.

Subsequently, after the Second World War, linguists shifted their attention to
pedagogical interests. The war raised the importance of foreign language learning (FLL.)
Consequently, great efforts were devoted to the development of new teaching methods to
enhance foreign language pedagogy. Soon, it was recognized that effective teaching methods
and techniques could not be developed without a prior understanding of the process through
which individuals tend to learn foreign languages. The behaviourist ideas that were dominant
those times gave the role of transfer the “lion’s share” in the learning of any new skill. Greatly
motivated by these circumstances, and intensely influenced by the ideas of his teacher Charles
Fries (1945) and the works of Weinreich (1953) and Haugen (1956) about the effects of
contact between languages in bilingual areas, Lado, with his Linguistics Across Cultures
(1957,) marked the starting point of a new era of transfer studies and gave a strong impetus
for subsequent research (James, 1980: 8-9.)

To sum up, many linguists today consider the linguistic enterprises of comparative
philology and linguistic typology as the roots of pedagogical studies of transfer. Nonetheless,
it is Lado’s Linguistics across Cultures that is broadly acknowledged as the mark of the actual
commencement of this latter. In what follows, the behaviourist views about transfer and the

contribution of Robert Lado to this field of study will be clarified into more details.

2.2 Behaviourist Accounts on Language Transfer

Behaviourism is a school of thought that was very popular and highly influential
during the 1930s-1940s era. It is mainly based on the general theories of learning held by the
psychologists Watson, Pavlov and Skinner. The methodological basis of behaviourism is built
on the claim that only objectively observable behaviours can serve as acceptable sorts of data

for scientific research. Hence, the study of learning must be restricted to account for only
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observable inputs and outputs. Adopting these principles in their experiments, behaviourist
psychologists argue that all kinds of human learning, including language acquisition, are
similar to each other and even analogous with animal learning. To illustrate this point, it is
claimed that there is no difference between the ways whereby one learns a language, how to
ride a bicycle, to type, or to do anything else. The underlying process of learning, it is
asserted, is the same for all these behaviours.

From the behaviourist perspective, then, all kinds of learning are conceived in a
similar way. They form, it is said, a “mechanical process of habit formation.” Habits are
constructed through the repeated association between stimuli and their relevant responses.
Target like habits must be soon reinforced with the right kind of reward (carefully chosen
according to the nature of the learning task, the individual characteristics of the learners and
their level of learning.) Non-target like habits, on the other hand, must be immediately

followed by corrective feedback to prevent the establishment of “bad habits.”

2.2.1 Language Learning as a Passive Process of Habit Formation

To be exact, the learning goal in the behaviourist tradition is the establishment of
correct habits. A habit consists of “an automatic response elicited by a given stimulus” (Ellis,
1994: 299) and once developed, it “can be carried out without the conscious use of one’s
cognitive processes” (Wilkins, 1972: 164). Consequently, repetition and reinforcement tasks
are deemed essential in behaviourist learning. The learner needs, first, to practise himself
what he is asked to learn, mainly through imitation. Afterwards, to establish strong stimulus-
response connections, the learner should perform many repetition drills wherein every correct
trial must be adequately reinforced. On the other hand, if any incorrect responses occur,
correction must take place immediately (as a kind of punishment,) because it is believed that
“the pupil does not learn by making mistakes but by having correct responses properly
reinforced” (Wilkins, 1972:165). An additional preventing procedure is held to keep errors at
the lowest possible level; this is accomplished by breaking down complex behaviours into
their constituent parts so that learning can take place bit by bit to avoid confusing learners.

In applying these behaviourist views to the task of FLL, one would assume that after
having their mother tongue habits established, learners will have great difficulty in learning
another language since their first language habits will be transferred to the new language by
analogy. In other words,

Because language development is viewed as the formation of habits, it is assumed that a
person learning a second language starts off with the habits formed in the first language and
that these habits interfere with the new ones needed for the second language.

(Lightbown and Spada, 1999: 35)
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The learners’ already possessed set of habits (their native language) may either
promote or hinder FLL. If the students’ habitual responses to a given stimulus are similar to
those required by the target language, the former will be helpful in acquiring the new
language, by giving rise to “positive transfer” or “facilitation” that enhances learning. If,
however, the students’ habitual responses are different from the ones of the target language,
negative transfer or interference occurs inhibiting the process of FLL. Besides positive and
negative transfer, in a neutral case, the students’ mother tongue may have no influence on
their learning of a foreign language. This is the condition of zero transfer, which occurs when
the native and the target languages’ relative responses are not related at all (both of the stimuli
and the responses are different) (Stockwell and Bowen, 1965: 20.)

In other words, transfer is the effect that the learners’ mother tongue may exercise on
their FLL. Behaviourists assume that it occurs (positively or negatively) whenever the stimuli
students receive while learning a foreign language are similar to those with which they have
been familiar in their mother tongue use. To be precise, a precondition of transfer is an
individual’s perceived similarity between his native language’s habits and those required to
learn the new language. To illustrate this point, a native speaker of Arabic would not use one
of his mother tongue vowels for a consonant while learning English as a foreign language.
But, he may use Arabic /v/ for both English /v/ and /(1/ as he may not be able to notice the
difference between the two sounds (transfer at the receptive level.) In addition, he might have
a difficulty to relocate his articulators in new positions with which he was not accustomed in
his mother tongue use. Justifiably, then, he resorts to use the closest sound in his native
language (NL) sound system and substitute it for the target one (transfer at the productive
level.)

To summarize, following the behaviourist views, transfer is the effect of prior learning
on subsequent learning. As far as linguistic learning is concerned, it is the influence that the
learners’ mother tongue may have on their acquisition of a new language. It will be negative
whenever the first language’s response to a given stimulus is carried over where a new
response to the stimulus is necessitated by the new language. Hence, it is assumed that the
main impediment to FLL is interference from NL, and that learning a foreign language
consists above all of overcoming the “bad” habits of the native language and developing a
new set of habits instead. This, it is believed, can be achieved by the continuing practice of
the target language habits through imitation, repetition and memorization. In addition, special
teaching materials need to be designed according to the linguistic background of each group

of learners, and emphasis would be put on the points where the two languages (the NL and the
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FL) differ. The ultimate goal in the teaching operation is to establish automacity in the use of
the target language (TL.) In particular, it is supposed that “with enough properly reinforced
repetition of the structure, the “rule” will be acquired in a way that is not only unconscious
but also more conductive to spontaneous language use thereafter” (Wilkins, 1972: 167.)

These Behaviourist ideas of language learning and teaching were highly influential
both in linguistics (structuralism) and in language teaching (the audiolingual method) during
the 1930s-1950s period. Likewise, they were evident in the writings of many psychologists,
linguists and didacticians, such as Lado’s (1957) Linguistics across Cultures in which he has
introduced the method of linguistic investigation called contrastive analysis on the basis of

the views reviewed above. This is the topic to which we turn now.

2.3 The Role of Contrastive Analysis

Contrastive analysis (CA) is a type of data analysis wherein, following the
behaviourist conception that language learning is a process of habit formation, FL learners are
assumed to automatically refer to their mother tongue structures while using and learning a
foreign language. Consequently, they are expected to experience difficulty in learning, and to
produce errors while using, whichever FL item that differs from the corresponding one in
their NL (negative transfer.) To be precise, the main source of difficulties and errors in the
FLL process, it is alleged, is interference from the mother tongue. The bigger the differences
between the target language and the native language of the learners, the harder their
difficulties will be, and vise versa.

Support for these behaviourist theories of language learning comes first from the
studies of the effects of languages contact in bilingual situations. For instance, Weinreich
(1953) states, “the greater the difference between the systems, i.e., the more numerous the
mutually exclusive forms and patterns in each, the greater is the learning problem and the
potential area of interference” (Weinreich, 1953: 1.) Behaviourist theories of language
learning coupled with the results derived from languages contact studies and the practical
experience of FL teachers gave rise to the contrastive analysis hypothesis (CAH,) which was
originally formulated by Charles Fries (1945) and later on further developed and popularised
by his student Robert Lado.

2.3.1 The Contrastive Analysis Hypothesis
Enthusiasm for CA came first from Fries’ claim that “The most effective materials are

those that are based upon a scientific description of the language to be learned, carefully
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compared with a parallel description of the native language of the learner” (Fries 1945; in
Lado, 1957: 1.) Fries justifies this first assertion in the foreword of Lado’s Linguistics across
Cultures (1957) writing,

Learning a second language...constitutes a very different task from learning the first language.
The basic problems arise not out of any essential difficulty in the features of the new language
themselves but primarily out of the special “set” created by the first language habits.

Lado further explains his teacher’s views arguing that:

Individuals tend to transfer the forms and meanings, and the distribution of forms and
meanings of their native language and culture to the foreign language and culture - both
productively when attempting to speak the language and to act in the culture, and receptively
when attempting to grasp and understand the language and the culture as practiced by natives.
(Lado, 1957: 2)

Then he goes further assuming that:

The student who comes in contact with a foreign language will find some features of it quite
easy and others extremely difficult. Those elements that are similar to his native language will
be simple for him, and those elements that are different will be difficult.
(ibid)
This assumption forms the core of the CAH, on the basis of which Lado has
introduced contrastive analysis; the task of comparing any two languages (and cultures) to
discover and to describe the problems that the speakers of one will have in learning the other.

We can predict and describe the patterns that will cause difficulty in learning, and those that
will not cause difficulty, by comparing systematically the language and culture to be learned
with the native language and culture of the student. (ibid: vii)

To come to the point, CA, as formulated by Lado, is a detailed structure-by-structure
comparison of the phonological, morphological, syntactic, lexical and cultural systems of two
languages (the mother tongue of the learners and the FL they want to learn.) The aim is to
precisely identify all the similarities and differences existing between the two languages.
Then, following the principal hypothesis that linguistic similarity and difference correspond to
learning easiness and difficulty, respectively, the nature of the FLL task will be predicted.
Hence, the findings of CA can form the basis of the development of teaching materials. Since
all what is similar is supposed to be learned effortlessly through positive transfer, mere
presentation (with encouraging learners to refer to their NL) will suffice. The teaching
instruction, however, must emphasise the linguistic differences between the two languages
(NL and FL) that are suspected to cause learning problems. The salient outstanding features of
CA can be summarized as follows:

a) The prime cause, or even the sole cause, of difficulty and errors in foreign language
learning is interference coming from the learner’s native language;

b) The difficulties are chiefly, or wholly, due to the difference between the two languages;

¢) The greater these differences are, the more acute the learning difficulties would be;
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d) The results of a comparison between the two languages are needed to predict the
difficulties and errors which will occur in learning the foreign language; and
e) What there is to teach can best be found by comparing the two languages and then
subtracting what is common to them, so that what the student has to learn equals the sum
of the differences established by the contrastive analysis.
(Lee 1968; in Khanna, 1998: 22)

2.3.2 Hierarchy of Difficulty

Lado’s contribution to CA is not confined to the building of its theoretical basis only.
On the contrary, it also includes specifying the technical procedures involved in conducting a
detailed CA. Indeed, Lado’s work has paved the way for others to enter a new field of
linguistic studies. The 1960s was a highly productive era; many contrastive analyses were
conducted, mainly comparing English to other European languages. To cite some examples,
Stockwell and Bowen (1965) compare English to Spanish, Koutsoudas and Koutsoudas
(1962) compare English to Greek, Lehn and Slager (1959) compare American English to
Egyptian Arabic, etc.

The majority of the 1960s contrastive analyses are phonological. They result in lists of
easy and difficult learning items corresponding to linguistic similarities and differences,
respectively. New target sounds (those that are absent in the NL) are, generally, supposed to
be the most difficult for learning as they represent the highest degree of difference. Stockwell
and Bowen (1965,) however, contradict this belief by presenting a more sophisticated
hierarchy of difficulty, i.e., a list of items arranged according to the degree of learning
difficulty they represent; from the most to the least difficult.

The basic assumption in Stockwell and Bowen’s hierarchy of difficulty lies on the
belief that different degrees of difficulty must correspond to the presented dissimilar kinds of
differences. But, unlike Lado, Stockwell and Bowen do not predict new and missing items to
be the most difficult. In contrast, they argue that splits; where a single form in the native
language is manifested in two or more items in the foreign language (e.g., the occurrence of
both voiceless and voiced plosives in final positions in English, whereas only voiceless ones
occur in many other languages, such as German); are the most difficult for learning. Splits, in
a descending order of difficulty, are followed by new items (those which exist in the FL but
not in the NL,) then absent ones (present in the NL but absent in the FL.) Coalesced forms
(where several forms of the NL collapse in the FL) are found at a lesser degree of difficulty.
At the end of the hierarchy, there are total correspondences. These latter are the easiest to be
learned, Stockwell and Bowen argue.
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2.3.3 Claims Made for Contrastive Analysis

As already stated, CA was highly pervasive in the 1960s period. The generally held
view was that a systematic comparison of the two languages involved in FLL (the TL and the
NL) could identify the problems that may appear in the task right from the beginning. More to
the point, it was believed that “if trouble spots in the target language could be anticipated,
errors might be prevented or at least held to a minimum. In this way, the formation of bad
habits could be avoided” (Freeman and Long, 1991: 55.) It was via these pedagogical claims
that CA became a major preoccupation in the field of applied linguistics. Those times, it was
seen as the main contribution that could be made by linguistics to language teaching, and
“nothing seemed of greater potential value to language teachers and learners than a
comparative and contrastive description of the learner’s mother tongue and the target
language” (Candlin in the preface of James, 1980.) Undeniably, the pervasiveness of CA has
played a significant role in advancing and popularising transfer studies.

The pedagogical usefulness of CA is said to be derived from its alleged predictive
power. According to its tenets, CA, after identifying the points of similarity and difference
between two languages, can predict what items will be difficult and what forms will be easy
for the speakers of one while learning the other. Accordingly, it is able to anticipate FLL
errors and even to guess their tenacity (James, 1980: 116.)

Additionally, on the basis of its predictive power, CA can serve as a highly useful
source on which we can base our selection and development of language teaching materials.
Having identified the learning problems and detected the sources from which they have been
originated (interference from the mother tongue) is the first step towards solving them. In this
way, CA provides course designers with a ready-made inventory of the points they need to
highlight. Thus, they are simply asked to follow its results in order to plan “the most effective
materials.” That is to say, to be effective, a language teaching course book must fulfill two
essential requirements: that it “presents the language and culture patterns that form the system
to be studied” and that it “gives due emphasis to those patterns that are difficult because they
are different from those of the native language of the student” (Lado, 1957: 3.)

The significance of CA in the preparation of adequate teaching materials, although
originally declared by Fries, had gained a wide support among many scholars, as it is evident
in the quotations below.

If one could juxtapose the structures of the mother tongue against those of the target language,
course designers (and teachers and learners) would be better able to plan their learning and
teaching; better able to foresee difficulty and consequently better able to husband resources
and direct learning and teaching effort.

(Candlin in the preface of James, 1980: IlI)
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It has become widely accepted among linguists that materials to be used in teaching English as
a foreign language should be based on a comparison of the native language and the target
language, English.

(Lehn and Slager, 1959: 32)

It was a useful way of looking at language learning to regard it as the task of discovering the
differences between the mother tongue and the target language, i.e., what the learner does not
know. The linguistic syllabus, then, is simply this set of differences.

(Corder, 1973: 229)

“CA [then] provides necessary data for the authors of textbooks with respect to the
selection and arrangement of the TL items as well as emphasis that should be given to
particular structures” (Walderman, 1981: 165.) On the other hand, language teachers being
aware of the “real” learning problems will be better prepared for their job. CA helps them to
gain more sophisticated abilities. They

Will acquire insights and tools for evaluating the language and culture content of textbooks
and tests, supplementing the materials in use, preparing new materials and tests, and
diagnosing student difficulties accurately.

(Lado, 1957: VII)

On their part, language learners will be better informed about the points of similarities
and differences between their mother tongue and the target language. Hence, they will be
better prepared to avoid the trap of making false analogies between the two languages.
Consequently, they will elude making errors, it is hypothesized.

Besides its utility in developing teaching materials, CA is also useful in designing
language tests. It can “tell us what we should test and what we should not test” (Lado, 1957:
6,) for the reason that it indicates “pretty accurately just what the learning problems are” (ibid:
4) so that “we can concentrate our ingenuity on how to test them” (ibid) leaving aside those
items which cause no problems at all (similarities between the TL and NL.) In pronunciation
learning, for instance, teachers, Lado argues, will no longer talk in vague about foreign
accents, but they will be able to identify the exact features causing trouble in the speeches of
their students by developing the right kind of tests including carefully chosen sentences to
examine the learners abilities to receive and produce the sound contrasts between the TL and
the NL. Consequently, the adequate feedback measures will be provided.

Supporting views for Lado’s stance about the validity of CA in FLL testing are also
widespread. For example, Davies (1968; in James, 1980: 149) suggests, “If a test is
constructed for a single group of students with identical language background and identical
exposure to the target language, the contrastive analysis is essential.” Similarly, Harris (1968;

in James, 1980: 150) maintains that “the most effective distractors in a test item will be those
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which evoke first-language responses from those subjects who have not fully mastered the
very different patterns of the target language.”

Another pedagogical operation in which CA is declared to be useful is language
research. According to its proponents, CA can shed light on the problems that merit being
investigated and also provide the basis for developing the right kinds of experiments to
examine them. Namely, it offers insights into the nature of language and language acquisition,
and contributes to a general theory of language learning (the theory of transfer.) It is also
significant in testing the effectiveness of language teaching techniques by identifying what
must be taught and what can be neglected. On this idea, Lado questions,

How can we design a meaningful experiment on the effectiveness of an oral technique if we
do not know specifically what the student is to learn, and what he already knows because it is
the same as in his native language?

(Lado, 1957: 7)

In short, CA was assumed to hold utility everywhere in the language teaching
operation. It was viewed as useful in the “the preparation of better textbooks, tests, articles,
and experiments, and contribute to the general improvement of the teaching and testing of
foreign languages” (Lado, 1957: vii.) As so, and in view of the extreme need to enhance
pedagogy, but without empirically proved validity, CA gains common approval initially. A
decade after, however, caution about the actual validity of the CA claims started to appear.
The different criticisms directed at CA and their influence on the general appreciation of

transfer as a factor affecting FLL will be clarified in what follows.

2.4 The Study of Transfer Criticized and Defended

During the 1960s, then, CA, whose function is to detect the effect of transfer on FLL,
emerged as an inevitable type of investigation if any understanding of the process by which
foreign languages are learned is sought. The claimed pedagogical practicability of CA,
coupled with the wide acceptance of behaviourist ideas in both linguistics and psychology,
resulted in a broad appreciation of the underlying assumptions on which these are based.
Accordingly, mother tongue transfer gained extensive support and approval and appeared as
the most influential factor affecting FLL. Nevertheless, when empirical studies investigating
the veracity of the CAH and the behaviourist assertions began to appear, the theoretical
postulates of more than two decades (1940s-1960s) were put into question as it is clarified in

what follows.
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2.4.1 Criticism of Transfer due to the Inadequacy of Behaviourism

As already shown, the theory of transfer was elaborated within behaviourism. The
behaviourist learning theories based on the stimulus — response connection were used initially
to provide a justification for the theory of transfer. Surprisingly, however, these same ideas
caused transfer to lose a lot from its initial reputation few years later, specifically, subsequent
to Chomsky’s (1959) review of Skinner’s (1957) Verbal Behavior. Chomsky demonstrates
that the behaviourist accounts of human learning are in fact a sort of a psychological fallacy.
He openly states that he is reluctant to adopt “the myth that linguistic behavior is “habitual”
and that a fixed stock of “patterns” is acquired through practice and used as the basis of
“analogy” ” (Chomsky, 1966a: 30-31.)

Chomsky bases his criticism on many arguments. He clarifies that it cannot be
accepted to generalize the results of laboratory experiments with animals to account for
human behaviour. In other words, to consider human learning to be guided by stimulus —
response associations just because animal learning is proved, on the basis of empirical
experiments, to be so is not justified. Otherwise, how can we explain the young children’s
ability to produce novel utterances that they have never heard? Explicitly, he argues, “normal
linguistic behavior... is stimulus-free and innovative. Repetition of fixed phrases is a rarity”
(ibid: 32.) “The notion that linguistic behavior consists of “responses” to “stimuli” is as much
a myth as the idea that it is a matter of habit and generalization.” (ibid.)

Besides, the terms stimulus and response are “vacuous” as far as human linguistic
learning is concerned, Chomsky argues. Furthermore, the practice of reinforcement deemed
essential in the behaviourist learning theories is not really significant in humans’ language
learning. Chomsky declares, “it seems to me impossible to accept the view that linguistic
behavior is a matter of habit, that it is solely acquired by reinforcement, association and
generalization” (ibid: 30.) Actually, parents are found to correct their children’s language only
in few cases, mainly when an error affects the intelligibility of the delivered messages.

Subsequently, contrary to what was hypothesized by behaviourists, Chomsky assumes
language learning to be developmental in nature, and not solely guided by outside stimuli, but
also driven from the learner’s inside. In other words, humans’ linguistic learning is not a
passive process of habit formation mainly governed by the environmental factors with which
the learners are surrounded, but rather a creative process of rule construction that results from
the innate creative abilities humans hold (Section 3.1.) Chomsky’s ideas contribute to the
development of a new school of thought, namely cognitive psychology. The paradigm shift in

psychology and linguistics from behaviourism to the new cognitive accounts of language
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learning undermined, it is said, the psychological foundations of CA and of the theory of
transfer.

To summarize the above argument, it is maintained that transfer theory can no longer
survive after the premises on which it is based are proved to be inadequate in explaining
language learning. Nevertheless, this is not necessary the case, it is said in reply. There is not
any essential connection between transfer and the behaviourist theories of habit formation. On
the contrary, transfer can be accommodated easily in cognitive psychology. To use Littlewood
words:

...it is not necessary to see transfer as inextricably linked to behaviourist theories of habit
formation. It can also be seen as part of a process of creative construction: the transfer of rules
from the mother tongue may be one of the learner’s active strategies of making sense of the
second language data.

(Littlewood, 1984: 21)

In other words, transfer should not be limitedly interpreted as the interfering effect of the
previously acquired habits of the learners’ mother tongue. Not at all, it can be also seen as an
effect of their attempts to make sense of the new target language inputs in view of what they
already know from their NL (cf. Section 3.5.4.1.)

More significantly, Odlin (1989) clarifies that the behaviourist conception of transfer
is significantly different from what is implied by the influence of the mother tongue on FLL.
Following the behaviourist views, the previously acquired habits should be “unlearned” so
that the new ones can be fully acquired. By contrast, to learn an FL, it is neither required nor
desired to withdraw one’s own NL and to supersede it by the new language. So,
“behaviourism may never have been relevant to the study of transfer” (Odlin, 1989: 25.) To
further dissociate transfer from the behaviourist theories of habit formation, Odlin cites the
fact that “over a hundred years ago Whitney (1881) used the term transfer to refer to cross-
linguistic influences long before any linguists thought of linking it to the notion of habit
formation” (ibid: 26.)

To conclude, even though much of the criticism delivered against transfer came from
its traditional connection with behaviourism, there is not any natural or essential connection
between the two. On the contrary, “although [behaviourism] was... discredited, the notion of
transfer has been revived again and remains one of the most fundamental in L2 acquisition
research” (Johnson and Johnson, 1998: 354.) In Gass words, ... there has been a resurgence
of interest in the phenomenon of language transfer, not as a mechanical transference of first
language structures but as a cognitive mechanism involving many factors” (Gass 1983; in

Richards, 1985: 66,) (Section 2.5.) Even so, it is not only the behaviourist interpretations of
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transfer that are a source of casting doubt on it. Lado’s attempt to use results from the social

studies of language contacts as a justification for his CAH, is equally problematic.

2.4.2 The Unreliability of the Sort of Evidence Provided for Transfer
Indeed, Lado, right from the beginning, recognised the importance of empirical work
to provide a support for the CAH. To be exact, he declared,

The list of problems resulting from the comparison of the foreign language with the native
language will be a most significant list... Yet it must be considered a list of hypothetical
problems until final validation is achieved by checking it against the actual speech of the
students.

(Lado, 1957: 72)

Nevertheless, Lado thought the evidence available from the studies of languages’ contacts in
bilingual areas is enough. He declares “a practical confirmation of the validity of our
assumption has come from the work of linguists who study the effect of close contact between
languages in bilingual situations” (Lado, 1957: 1.) The works of Haugen (1953) and
Weinreich (1953) are specifically what Lado refers to in this statement. Additionally, Lado
asserts “we have ample evidence that when learning a foreign language we tend to transfer
our entire native language system in the process” (ibid: 11.) Consequently, researchers, fueled
by the desire to enhance pedagogy, surpassed the verification stage and go immediately to
applications of CA.

Dulay, Burt and Krashen (1982,) however, clarify that the way Weinreich and Haugen
conceive interference is extremely different from the idea of interference adopted in the CAH.
To illustrate this point, Weinreich defines interference as “those instances of deviation from
the norms of either language which occur in the speech of bilinguals as a result of their
familiarity with more than one language, i.e., as a result of language contact” (Weinreich,
1953: 1.) On the other hand, Haugen characterises linguistic borrowing as the following:

Borrowing is linguistic diffusion, and can be unambiguously defined as the attempt by a
speaker to reproduce in one language, patterns which he has learned in another...it is the
language of the learner that is influenced, not the language he learns.

(Haugen 1953; in Dulay et al., 1982: 99)

Lado, however, identifies interference as “the grammatical structure of the native language
[that] tends to be transferred to the foreign language” (Lado, 1957: 58.)

Clearly, Weinreich’s conception of the notion of interference bears some similarity
with that of Haugen. But, they are both different from that of Lado. Moreover, the difference
is too big to be intolerant of confusion, Dulay, Burt and Krashen state. First of all, the
distinction can be best recognized by considering the population of language users in which

the writer is interested in each study. Both Weinreich and Haugen are interested in people’s
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acquisition and use of two different languages (a first language and a second language) in a
bilingual situation. Their goal is to shed light on the long-term effects of languages’ contact
on the whole society. Lado, on the other hand, is interested in the individual learning of an FL
at schools — “CA is concerned with the way in which NL affects FL learning in the
individual” (James, 1980: 9) — for the sake of enhancing FL pedagogy. In other words,
Weinreich and Haugen’s interests are social. Their purpose is to clarify the effects of
languages’ contact in bilingual societies, such as, linguistic borrowing, the development of
new linguistic varieties and codes, code switching, etc. Lado, however, is interested in what
happens inside the language learner’s mind as his previously acquired linguistic habits (the
NL structures) interfere with the new ones being learned (the FL structures.) In brief, although
Weinreich, Haugen and Lado are all interested in the phenomenon of interference, they treat it
from different perspectives. The works of Weinreich and Haugen can be described as
“sociolinguistic” but that of Lado as “psychological” (Dulay et al., 1982: 98.) To use James
conception, “CA is concerned with ‘parole’, their work with ‘langue’ ” (James, 1980: 9.)

In addition, as they belong to distinct origins, the three works may represent different
views about the notion of interference. Firstly, there is a problem of directionality.
Interference is unidirectional in CA, “the grammatical structure of the native language [that]
tends to be transferred to the foreign language”; also restrictedly, but oppositely directed in
Haugen’s work, “it is the language of the learner that is influenced, not the language he
learns”; and bidirectional in Weinreich’s work, “instances of deviation from the norms of
either language”.

Another dissimilarity between the three works that merits attention is the difference in
the conceived causes of interference in each study. According to Lado, FL learners resort to
mother tongue transfer because of their unfamiliarity with the structure of the TL. They
suppose that the forms and meanings of their NL are similar to those of the FL. Hence,
interference will be common in the initial stages of FLL, but rare in advanced stages when
learners gain more knowledge about the TL structures. In contrast, Weinreich declares that
interference occurs “in the speech of bilinguals as a result of their familiarity with more than
one language.” Deviations from the norms of either of the two languages spoken in a bilingual
situation are supposed to occur after speakers gain mastery of both of them. The more
knowledge about the two languages the speakers gain (the more bilingual they are,) the more
interference and linguistic borrowing occur as there will be no threat to intelligibility between
the language users. To use Weinreich’s words, “when the other interlocutor is also bilingual,

the requirements of intelligibility and status assertion are drastically reduced. Under such
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circumstances, there is hardly any limit to interference” (Weinreich, 1953: 81.) Echoing
Weinreich, Haugen, after his observations of conversations between bilinguals, asserts that
“linguistic borrowing... is something that has happened whenever there have been bilinguals”
(Haugen 1953; in Dulay et al., 1982: 100.)

Moreover, bilinguals are generally aware of the occurrence of interference in their
speeches. What is more, they may choose to use it intentionally to exemplify the richness of
their linguistic repertoires. James describes this as an integrative use of the NL. In FLL,
however, mother tongue transfer is often unwelcome and its use is usually unconscious; it has
an interfering effect (James, 1980: 9.)

Following the above arguments, one might suppose that the notion of interference as
conceived by Weinreich and Haugen in their studies of bilingualism is not the same as the CA
conception of interference about which Lado speaks in his Linguistics across Cultures.
Therefore, his reliance on their works to provide a support for his own study is questioned. As
a result, the evidence of cross-linguistic influences derived from the studies of bilingualism is
declared inadequate to provide support for transfer in FLL.

The two conceptions of interference, however, are not as different as Dulay et al.
(1982) claim them to be. James (1980) provides many arguments to show them as similar. He
demonstrates that sociolinguistic and psycholinguistic studies of interference are not really
different as there is a close link between the processes of languages change in contact
situations, on the one hand, and of FLL by individual learners, on the other hand. The
“pidginisation” stages in the first are similar to the “transitional dialects” in the second
(James, 1980: 9,) (Section 3.3.1.)

Concerning the directionality of interference in the three works, it is true that
Haugen’s perception of the course of interference is opposite to that of Lado, but that of
Weinreich is not. Weinreich’s work, indeed, represents a study of the notion of interference
from a broader, not from a different, perception. Moreover, it specifies that the strength of
interference will be the greatest from the native language to the second language, the direction
on which CA is focused. In Weinreich words, “the language which has been learned first, or
the mother tongue, is in a privileged position to resist interference” (Weinreich, 1953: 88.)

The similarity between the ways in which interference is conceived in CA and in the
works of Weinreich and Haugen, and hence the legitimacy of Lado’s claims, are also
recognised by Odlin. He states,

While Weinreich’s use of the term interference to refer to both kinds of transfer (and also to
code-switching) was no doubt confusing, many of the cases discussed in this book involve
native language influence on the second language of bilinguals having varying degrees of
linguistic proficiency. (Odlin, 1989: 24)
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Correspondingly, Ellis argues “Although the two phenomena are not identical, they are now
seen to be related... It is no longer possible to dismiss the evidence of transfer effects in
bilinguals as irrelevant to L2 acquisition” (Ellis, 1994: 310.)

However, even though the evidence from the studies of languages’ interaction in
bilingual societies is accepted to provide support for the effect of transfer on FLL, empirical
testing of this latter, on its own, remains a necessity. When this appeared at last, by the
beginning of the 1970s, it provoked many questions about the authenticity of the anticipated

supremacy of transfer in FLL.

2.4.3 CA Exaggerations of the Role of Transfer in FLL

CA considers transfer as the dominant factor in FLL. It predicts that both easiness and
difficulty in this process are wholly determined by the particular role the NL of the learners
will play, according to how similar to or different from it is to the TL. That is to say, CA
assumes difficulties in FLL and errors in FL use to occur solely as a result of negative
transfer, where the FL differs from the NL. On the other hand, it is maintained that, neither
difficulty nor errors are possible in instances where the two languages are similar (positive
transfer.) In other words,

The student who comes in contact with a foreign language will find some features of it quite
easy and others extremely difficult. Those elements that are similar to his native language will
be simple for him, and those elements that are different will be difficult.

(Lado, 1957: 2)

Hocking, however, contradicts with Lado arguing, “the idea that it is only points of
difference between L1s and L2s that cause serious difficulty is simply not true, though it is
surprisingly often accepted as self-evident” (Hocking, 1969: 94-95.) Actually, sometimes, it is
the similarities, not the differences, between the two languages that cause serious problems.
For example, as earlier as the 1950s, it was recognised that, “familiar phonemes with new
allophones and new distributions are more difficult than new phonemes” (Hans Wolff 1958;
in Briere, 1968: 16.) Many other researchers adopt this claim. Corder, for instance, declares:

There is evidence that something totally ‘new’ or different may prove easier to master than
something which is only slightly different; for example, where a very similar sound exists in
the two languages but in different phonetic environments, there may be a greater learning
problem than in the case of a totally new sound...is a ‘new sound’ more ‘different’ than a
‘new environment’ for an ‘old sound’? (Corder, 1973: 230)

More contrasting is the statement made by Koutsoudas and Koutsoudas (1962):

We believe that interference will occur whenever the student is presented with a foreign sound
which has some perceptual degree of similarity to a phoneme in his native language...the
greater the number of similarities present between the foreign sound and the native phoneme,
in both articulation and distribution, the more difficult the mastery of a particular foreign
sound or a sequence of sounds will be. (Koutsoudas and Koutsoudas, 1962: 54, 55)
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An explanation of this phenomenon — the rising of errors from similarities — is found
in Torrey (1971,) (cf. Section 2.2.1.)

When two sets of material to be learned are quite different or are easily discriminated by the
learner, there is relatively little interaction, that is, learning one has little effect upon learning
the other. If they are similar in such a way that the learning of one serves as particular learning
of the other, there may be facilitation, or positive transfer. If, however, the similarities either
of stimuli or responses are such that responses interfere with one another, then there will be
greater interference as similarity increases.

(Torrey 1971; in Freeman and Long, 1991: 54)

Similarities between any two languages, then, can be equally irritating to the speakers
of one when trying to learn the other, just as differences are. Consequently, the CA
conception that transfer will be an active factor facilitating the task of FLL wherever the two
languages involved are similar is misleading. What is more, differences can also be, at least,
just as unproblematic as some similarities are. To be exact, it is not true that all the structures
of an FL that are different from their counterparts in the NL of a particular group of learners
will be acquired later and with more difficulty than do those that are similar.

An empirical evidence for the assertions just made is available in Natalicio and
Natalicio (1971; in Dulay et al., 1982: 104-105) where Spanish learners of English are
discovered to have no difficulty at all in acquiring the /-z/ allomorph of the English plural
morpheme, even though this allomorph is missing in Spanish (the Spanish plural morpheme
has one single allomorph /-s/.) In addition, the lack of belief in the CA claim that difficulty
corresponds to linguistic difference by many scholars is a further support. Some clear protests
are listed here. Corder, for example, states “because a particular feature of the target language
is different from the mother tongue it does not necessarily follow that it is difficult to learn”
(Corder, 1973: 229-230.) Similarly, Littlewood declares,

The fact that a structure or sound has no equivalent in the learner’s mother tongue does not
necessarily mean that it will be more difficult to learn because of that. On the contrary, such
an item may be easier to learn than one which is only slightly different from a corresponding
item in the mother tongue, since it is often very subtle differences that produce confusion and
interference.

(Littlewood, 1984: 19)

In brief, the available evidence shows that errors can occur where they are not
expected and vanish where they are suspected by CA. Hence, “the continuum of same —
similar — different may not be parallel to the continuum of no problem — easy — difficult”
(Khanna, 1998: 23); difference by itself does not predict difficulty, nor does similarity on its
own foretell easiness. On the contrary, “often there is more difficulty in practice with
structures that are similar than with structures that are different” (Spolsky, 1989: 120.)

Conclusively, it can be argued that CA has failed to pinpoint the nature of the FLL process; it
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has hardly any predictive power if ever; neither negative nor positive transfers are often
actively present in FLL.

In addition, even in cases where negative transfer is at function in FLL, it is not indeed
as determinative as CA assumes. One instance of evidence is found in Duskova (1969,) where
the speeches and writings of 50 Czech adult learners of English are analysed. The conclusion
to which the writer arrives at the end is that:

On the whole, the number of morphological errors due to the influence from Czech, as
compared with the number caused by interference between related English forms is small (19
of the total of 166 systemic errors.)

(Duskova, 1969: 226)

Felix (1980; in Ellis, 1994: 311) reaches similar results. In Dulay and Burt (1974; in Dulay et
at.,, 1982: 102) the natural speech of 179 children learning English in USA schools is
investigated. From over 500 grammatical errors, less than 5% reflect the learners’ NL,
Spanish. After reviewing many pieces of research all coping with the question of how many
errors from those actually produces by FL learners are due to transfer from the NL, Dulay,
Burt and Krashen (1982: 102) conclude that children learning second languages (L2) in
natural environments rarely resort to their mother tongue in their L2 use (only around 4% to
12% of the errors are traceable to transfer.) Adults, on the other hand, relay on their NL more
than children do, but less than what is anticipated by CA (from 8% to 23% of the errors are
traceable to transfer.)

Common to the results of all the studies cited above is the conclusion that, opposite to
what is predicted by CA, transfer can only account for few from the FLL actual errors.
Accordingly, it cannot be seen as the only interfering factor in this process; i.e., other factors,
such as the “interference between related English forms” (Duskova, 1969: 226,) need to be
proposed as governing this process (cf. Section 3.5.4.)

Other examples of errors that cannot be attributed to transfer, it is argued, include
those due to hypercorrection. Hypercorrection causes a sort of “non-transfer” errors where a
learner’s exaggerated caution to avoid errors leads him directly to them. The use of /(1/ sound
instead of /v/ has been a common example of this procedure in literature. The /v/ sound is
common in most languages, /C)/, by contrast, is not. Some FL learners of English, after
producing so many errors pronouncing /v/ instead of /[1/, were discovered to arrive at a further
stage in which the two sounds are confused and consequently /)/ is pronounced instead of /v/,
an error which acts strangely to what can be predicted by the theory of transfer and CA
(Briére, 1968: 18.)
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Another case in which FL learners are said to behave contrary to what is predicted by
CA is that where their recognition that transfer can lead them to produce errors when they
perform in the target language causes them to avoid resembling their NL structures in all their
TL use. LoCoco (1975; in Dulay et al., 1982: 104) in an attempt to test this observation
empirically, analyses the Spanish and German performances by monolingual English
speaking subjects learning foreign languages at the university level in USA. He identifies 5%
to 18% of the errors his subjects produce as deviant forms that should normally be avoided if
positive transfer from the mother tongue of the learners was at action. Similarly, Lightbown
and Spada (1999) cite many examples wherein FL learners are reluctant to transfer their
mother tongue structures to the TL, even when the translation equivalents are correct. For
instance, although German, like English, requires subject-verb inversion in forming questions,
German speakers learning English as a foreign language are recorded to produce structures
like *“where the little children are?” (Lightbown and Spada, 1999: 79.) Wolfe accounts on

this phenomenon arguing,

Once the student grasps the idea that the new language differs from his native language in
many matters of structure, he will not know when it is safe to operate in terms of his native
language... a student will persistently fail to make a grammatical distinction in the target
language which he actually does make in his mother tongue.

(Wolfe 1967; in Richards, 1971b: 121-122)

A further support for the idea that transfer is merely of minor, if ever, importance in
FLL comes from the observation that the learners of a particular FL, regardless of their NL,
keep producing the same sorts of errors even though their mother tongues differ considerably
from each other with respect to the relevant linguistic structures involved. Additionally, such
errors are also found to resemble the structure of those observed in the speeches of young
children acquiring the same TL as an NL. To illustrate this point, the omission of functional
words, such as in the expression *“No understand” (Lightbown and Spada, 1999: 36) is
widespread in the performances of both elementary FL learners from different linguistic
backgrounds, as well as children mother tongue acquirers.

Additional evidence of the claimed worthlessness of transfer in FLL comes from the
observation that different learners sharing one single mother tongue may produce different
sorts of errors while learning a particular FL. These differences in learning are usually
traceable to the different psychological characteristics, such as aptitude and motivation, the
learners hold (Chapter 1.)

The above criticisms cause the theory of transfer to lose face initially. James (1971,)
Odlin (1989,) Ellis (1994) and other scholars, however, succeed to prove the fragile grounds

on which most of the skeptical positions on transfer lie. For example, the research results
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reviewed above show that the amount of errors for which L1 transfer is responsible is too low.

Nonetheless, Ellis (1994) questions the reliability of these researches. He declares:

Studies like those of Dulay and Burt and Felix seriously underestimates the role of the L1...
The point is that by eliminating structures with a potential for transfer...Dulay and Burt have
contrived to ensure that they find few interference errors... researchers tend to reflect their
theoretical biases in what they interpret as transfer effects.

(Ellis, 1994: 311)

In other words, one problem within these studies is originated from the difficulty of
how to discriminate transfer errors from the rest. The decision cannot be always obvious.
There are some errors that permit more than one interpretation; they resemble the structure of
the learners’ mother tongue, on the one hand, and the construction of the erroneous forms
produced by young children in their mother tongue acquisition, on the other hand (cf. Section
3.6.1.) The practice common in skeptical studies on L1 transfer is simply to eliminate all such
errors. The limited number of transfer errors reported in these studies may merely be a result
of such practices.

The state of linguistic theory may also have an effect on the reliability of error
taxonomies, as James argues. “Many of the errors which are now not traceable to the L1, ...
will, as linguistic knowledge of deep structure develops, be recognized as errors of
interference” (James, 1971: 90.) Those errors attributed to influences other than transfer
because of their being “categories nonexistent in the mother tongue” (Duskova, 1969: 232)
are what James means in particular.

According to Odlin (1989,) two further problems are generally detected in most of the
empirical studies that minimize the role of transfer in FLL. The first of these is their
overemphasis on errors. “While errors no doubt provide important evidence for the strength or
weakness of particular native language influences, they are far from being the only evidence”
(Odlin, 1989: 23,) (cf. Section 2.5.3.) The second weakness within skeptical positions on
transfer in Odlin’s view-point is their over reliance on grammar. Nearly all empirical testing
of the CAH is done with grammatical structures. However, “in contrast to grammatical
transfer, transfer affecting second language pronunciation has been less controversial” (ibid.)
Having a glance at the available FLL literature will prove that “Transfer of mother-tongue
forms seems far more complete in pronunciation than in grammar” (Wilkins, 1972: 200.)

L1 does have one significant influence on the L2, particularly for adults, and that is seen in the
learners pronunciation... the contrastive analysis of the phonological systems of the learner’s
two languages is a useful predictor of a substantial portion of the phonological performance of
L2 learners. (Dulay et al., 1982: 111)

Today most researchers in the field, while minimizing the role that native language

interference plays in other areas of language acquisition, would agree that interference... is
valid in second language pronunciation acquisition.
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(Celce-Murcia et al., 1996: 20)

In short, contrary to its effect on grammatical FLL, the influence of transfer on FL
pronunciation learning is generally accepted. Moreover, it can be easily noticed in the
speeches of most FL learners as the mother tongue of many of them can be often detected
solely from their FL oral performances. What is more, “transfer can occur in all linguistic
subsystems including morphology and syntax” (Odlin, 1989: 23.) Indeed, many studies of
English FL grammar learning support this declaration by attributing a higher number of errors
to mother tongue influence than that which is presented in skeptical studies on transfer. In
general, between a third and half of the learners’ errors are categorized as erroneous Structures
traceable to L1 transfer. In table 2.1, a number of research works, together with the results
reported in each, are presented. The five first ones are cited from James (1980: 146,) and the
two last ones from Ellis (1994: 302.)

Results
The research work Percentage of errors due to Percentage of errors due to
interference from the NL interference from the TL
Tran-Thi-Chau (1975) 51% 29%
Richards (1971) 53% 31%
Mukattash (1977) 23% /
Grauberg (1971) 36% /
H. V. George (1972) 33% (approximately) /
Flick (1980) 31% /
Lott (1983) 50% (approximately) /

Table 2.1: Percentage of grammatical errors due to interference from learner’ NL and from
the TL of FLL (based on information given in James, 1980; and in Ellis, 1994)

As to the criticism that other causes besides transfer are behind some FLL errors, it
does not form any condemnation of the theory of transfer on its own. That is to say, the fact
that other factors, structural or non-structural, affect FLL cannot deny the significance of
mother tongue transfer in this process. Otherwise, how can we interpret the widely observed
phenomenon that for any group of learners with a particular linguistic background, some
foreign languages are more difficult to be learned than others, since children throughout the

world master their NL in approximately the same amount of time, no matter which language

62




is involved (James, 1980: 187.) Moreover, it can be argued that some of the errors described
as instances of influences other than transfer are indeed a result of a more advanced effect of
mother tongue interference. The examples of hypercorrection errors and of the FL learners’
attempts to avoid resembling the structure of their NL cited above fall into this category.

Finally, as to the argument that totally new FL sounds are learned more easily than
those only slightly different it can be seen as an evidence for, not against, transfer. Briére
(1968: 20) clarifies that many foreign sounds considered as absent in one language will not be
really totally new for its native speakers as they are in fact simply new combinations of old
articulatory features. The English /n/ sound for the Arabic native speakers is an example of
this case. The phoneme /x/ in English is a combination of three articulatory features; it is a
voiceless, bilabial, plosive, the three of which are present in the sound-system of Arabic as it
is shown in figure 2.1.

like Arabic /</ and /¢/ <— voiceless— /n/ <+—plosive —> like Arabic /5/ and /«x/

f

bilabial
like Arabic /B/ and /i/

Figure 2.1: The articulatory features of the English phoneme /= / with corresponding
examples from Arabic sounds

Therefore, the learning of English /=/ by Arabic native speakers is not really a case of
acquiring a totally new sound, but rather a “regrouping of articulatory features already
existing” (Briére, 1968: 20) in their NL sound system. This, partly, explains the relative ease
with which some Arabs can acquire this sound (without denying the relevance of other factors
in the task); they are simply asked to transfer their NL articulatory features to the TL and to
regroup them in a new way.

To conclude, surely there is a part of logic in the criticisms raised against the
anticipated supremacy of transfer in FLL by CA. All of these criticisms, however, can be
answered at least to some extent as shown above. Additionally, any defect within the CA
ability to predict errors cannot be seen as a sign of the irrelevance of mother tongue transfer in
accounting for FLL. Really, CA exaggerates in the role it gives to transfer in FLL.
Nonetheless, it is a matter of record that learners” NL will be, without a doubt, present in all

their attempts to acquire a new language (cf. Section 2.5.)
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2.4.4 Other Problems Rising from the Association of Transfer with CA

Besides the fact that its claims are problematic, CA carries many other problems
within it. Wardhaugh (1970,) for example, accuses it of being “quite unrealistic and
impracticable” (Wardhaugh, 1970: 7) because it makes “demands on linguistic theory and...
linguists that they are in no position to meet” (ibid: 9.) CA is, as already clarified, a structure—
by—structure comparison of two languages’ phonological, morphological, syntactic, lexical
and cultural systems. Obviously, practically speaking, this is not an easy task to be
accomplished for many reasons. Firstly, there is not any single language that is fully
described. Besides, if this could be overcome, what are the criteria that can be followed in
establishing structural equivalences across languages to realize the measurement of
differences existing between them? Linguistic subsystems may interact cross-linguistically.
To illustrate this point, a structural distinction can be manifested lexically in one language and
grammatically in another, such as in the following example between English and French
(James, 1980: 30.)
He wanted to escape ——— Il voulait s’échapper

He tried to escape Il a voulu s’échapper

—

In addition to its being a “painstaking” procedure, Corder (1967) argues that CA is not
worth doing. He clarifies that FL teachers are usually aware of a great deal from their
learners’ real problems and difficulties solely from their practical experiences. What they
really need, he continues, is insights into how to cope with their learners’ errors and not their
mere identification, as it is done by CA (Corder, 1967: 163.)

A fact that needs to be settled here is that it is not justifiable to view any criticism of
CA as also criticizing the theory of transfer on its own. On the contrary, most of the CA
problems rise from within its problematic methodological procedures and exaggerating
pedagogical claims. However, the idea that the learners’ previously acquired linguistic
knowledge will affect their future learning of an FL is undeniable. CA failure
notwithstanding, language teachers, psychologists, linguist, etc, have never stopped from
offering cross-linguistic influences as an explanation of many phenomena in FLL including
performance errors.

In an attempt to reconcile between the failure of CA, on the one hand, and the
significance of transfer in FLL on the other hand, Wardhaugh (1970) argues that even though

CA may have no predictive utility, it can still have an explanatory power. Subsequently, he
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suggests that CA may exist in another form different from the one originally introduced by
Lado (the strong form), that is the weak form of CA.

Rather than trying to predict errors a priori, the weak version of CA is intended to
explain them a posteriori. In other words, the CA weak form seeks an explanation of some of
the errors actually produced by FL learners; namely those supposed to result from transfer.
That is to say, linguistic description and comparison can take place only at the end, as a
verifying tool. Consequently, CA, in this new form, becomes part of the major linguistic
enterprise called error analysis (Section 3.4.)

Wardhaugh claims superiority for the weak version of CA since, he declares, it makes
few demands on the linguist in order to account for observable difficulties in FLL. In fact, the
idea that learners’ errors should be made the starting point of analysis has gained wide support
in linguistic circles. Lee states that instead of wasting time in a priori CA, the “study of the
mistakes themselves seems to be a short cut” (Lee, 1957: 154.) Duskova confirms, “an error-
based analysis is equally satisfactory, more fruitful, and less time consuming” (Duskova,
1969: 215.) Odlin maintains that “in the absence of actual data about learners’ errors little if
anything could be reliably predicted” (Odlin, 1989: 19.) Wilkins corroborates stating that
even when it “may reveal learning difficulty,” the CA strong form is unable to “determine
how the learner will use his mother-tongue to resolve difficulty” (Wilkins, 1972: 201.) That is
why it “should be carried out to provide a linguistic explanation for known errors, rather than
as a predictive procedure” (ibid: 202.) He intensifies his claim arguing that the explanatory
version of CA is also “predictive in the sense that the linguistic behaviour of second language
learners in the future is expected to resemble closely the behaviour of language learners in the
past” (ibid: 206.) Correspondingly, McKeating argues,

A survey of the errors of one group may help to predict the likely problem areas of a future
similar group... students of the same age and with similar language and teaching backgrounds
are likely to have similar problems.

(McKeating, 1981: 215)

In addition, Mackey questions,

What is the use of predicting mistakes already heard? Since any one who has taught a
language can predict from experience the sort of mistakes his students are likely to make a
posteriori, is he any the wiser for the a priori and less reliable prediction which the linguist
makes on the basis of a differential analysis.

(Mackey, 1966: 8)

Conversely, James criticises the weak version of CA for being a “pseudo-procedure.”
He argues that CA can be only worth doing in its strong version, because it is of a little value
to conduct a long comparison between two languages only to verify that the errors suspected

to result from mother tongue interference are indeed so. James further argues that some errors,
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namely covert errors (Section 3.5.2,) can go unnoticed without a priori CA (James, 1980:
185-187.) Similarly, Schachter (1974) shows that a priori CA is crucial to detect the
phenomenon of avoidance that may occur in the performance of FL learners as a result of the
structural differences between their NL and the TL of instruction (Section 2.5.3.2.) In fact,
however, despite all attempts to revive it, CA has not regained its reputation.

To come to the point, the problems caused by CA raised the necessity to analyse the
learners’ language in itself, rather than to try to predict the form it may take. FLL is the result
of different factors all working in interaction (Section 3.5.4.) Transfer is only one of these
factors (Section 2.5.1,) and it is itself influenced by many criteria besides linguistic structural
differences (Section 2.5.4.) Hence, an analysis that neglects all factors but cross-linguistic
differences is not trustworthy as it may lead to misleading findings. To use Odlin words,

No matter how good a contrastive analysis is, more than just structural comparisons are
necessary for a thorough understanding of transfer, since native language influence interacts
with nonstructural factors.

(Odlin, 1989 : 28)

Subsequently, after being regarded as the “panacea” to all language-teaching
problems, and after being the main topic dealt with in many articles, books, and graduate
theses, CA has now ceased to be used. To use Spolsky words, it “has lost a good deal of its
earlier popularity and respectability; error analysis and interlanguage studies have moved it to
the fringes of practical and theoretical interest” (Spolsky, 1989: 119.) Nonetheless, “the
original observation that formed the basis of contrastive analysis was true” (ibid: 121.) The
point is that CA has simply failed to express it adequately. Nonetheless, disappointment with
CA, its claims in particular, and with the behaviourist learning theories led to the development

of the minimalist position on transfer (cf. Section 2.5.)

2.4.5 The Minimalist Position

The minimalist position on transfer is a stance adopted by a group of linguists in
reaction to the rejection of the behaviourist theories of language learning on the one hand, and
the non-supporting results obtained from the empirical tests of the CAH on the other hand.
These researchers, in view of such circumstances, mistakenly miss the pervasive
observational evidence of mother tongue influences on FLL and try to provide alternative
theoretical explanations to these phenomena, arguing that transfer is not the real dynamic
behind them.

Newmark and Reibel (1968,) for example, provide a new explanation for the rising of

errors in FLL that resemble the structure of the learners” NL. They argue that such errors do

66



not result from NL interference, but rather from the learners’ ignorance of the TL relevant
structures. The learner, they argue,

Can want to say what he does not yet know how to say, and he uses whatever means he has at

his disposal...This seems sufficient explanation of how interference comes about, without the

unnecessary hypostatisation of competing linguistic systems... taking pot shots at each other.
(Newmark and Reibel 1968; in James, 1980: 22)

In Newmark and Reibel’s view, then, the occurrence of NL structures in the FL use of any
learner is solely an unavoidable result of ignorance, “what can he do other than use what he
already knows to make up for what he does not know?” (Newmark and Reibel 1968; in Ellis,
1994: 314.) These claims gave rise to the ignorance hypothesis.

James, however, proves the ignorance hypothesis to be untenable. He reveals that
“ignorance is not an alternative to interference, but at best a precondition for it” (James, 1980:
22.) Additionally, since each of them can work without the other, interference and ignorance
cannot be used to explain the same phenomenon as Newmark and Reibel proclaim. To
illustrate this point, FL learners, ignorant of a particular TL structure, may resort to avoid
using it (Section 2.5.3.2.) In other words, despite learners’ ignorance, interference may not
occur.

Interference, on the other hand, may occur without ignorance, as James shows.
Particularly, many teachers are familiar with cases wherein, despite the fact that they devote
ample time and provide many occasions of practice for teaching a particular TL structure,
their learners may correctly produce it for a moment and return to their erroneous forms few
minutes later. Interference from the mother tongue is, in some of the cases, the only feasible
explanation of this phenomenon (James, 1980: 23.) Besides, “no language-learning or
language-teaching theory has ever envisaged the state of affairs where the learner is asked to
perform before he has some chance to gain ‘knowledge’ of the L2 target item” (James, 1971:
99.) Furthermore, “teachers have discovered that with equal amounts of introduction, the
learner gains knowledge of some items more easily and quickly than others” (ibid: 99-100);
again, in this case, nonstructural factors being equal, interference from the learners’ NL seems
to be the best plausible explanation.

The above claims notwithstanding, Krashen (1981, 1983) echoes the position adopted
by Newmark and Reibel by viewing transfer as a communicative strategy, i.e., a technique
used by FL learners to overcome their difficulties while they perform in the TL; rather than as
a learning strategy, i.e., a means used to gain knowledge about the TL. He declares that:

“Interference” is not the first language “getting in the way” of second language skills. Rather,
it is the result of the performer “falling back™ on old knowledge when he or she has not yet
acquired enough of the second language... First language influence may thus be an indicator
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of low acquisition, or the result of the performer attempting to produce before having acquired
enough of the target language.
(Krashen, 1981: 7-8)

He corroborates,

Transfer...can still be regarded as padding, or the result of falling back on old knowledge, the
L1 rule, when new language is lacking. Its cause may simply be having to talk before ‘ready’,
before the necessary rule has been acquired... use of an L1 rule... is not ‘real’ progress. It
may be merely a production strategy that cannot help acquisition.

(Krashen 1983; in Odlin, 1989: 26)

From a similar perspective, Dulay, Burt and Krashen (1982: 108-110) argue that FLL
is, like native language acquisition, governed by “general processing strategies.” The
occurrence of any erroneous forms that resemble the structure of the NL can be caused solely
by the “premature use of the L2” that might occur in consequence of the “pressure to
perform” in the TL before “ready”; by the “limited L2 environments” to which learners are
exposed; or by the particular “elicitation tasks,” such as translation, that are used to induce TL
use by the learners.

In replay, Odlin (1989) cites many facts to demonstrate the vulnerability of the
abovementioned claims. Firstly, the widely recognized fact that for the native speakers of a
particular language the amount of time and effort needed to learn one FL can be significantly
different from those required by another language is a strong evidence for the relevance of
transfer in FL learning, besides communication. To illustrate this fact, at the Foreign Service
Institute (1985) of the U.S. State Department, native speakers of English were given 44 weeks
of intensive instruction to learn Arabic, but only 20 weeks for French; to come at the same
level of proficiency in each language (Odlin, 1989: 39.) Secondly, Krashen’s conception of
transfer is not indeed adequate to account for the long term effects wherein the learners’ NL
structures become part of their internalized knowledge about the TL, such as is the case in
Indian English.

From another angle, Corder (1993; in Johnson and Johnson, 1998: 354)
underestimates the role of mother tongue transfer in FLL. He rejects the notion of interference
arguing that transfer in FLL can only have a positive effect; i.e., facilitation, closer to
borrowing when the NL and FL are similar. Where the two languages differ, however,
transfer would have zero effect, he argues. Nonetheless, Corder acknowledges the negative
effect the learners” NL may have in their FL pronunciation learning.

In general, minimalist alternative theoretical explanations of interference phenomena
seek to play down the role of mother tongue transfer in FLL. This latter, it is argued, is not

different from the process whereby native languages are acquired. More significant is the

68



claim that any errors that may occur in the FL learners’ performances reflecting their NL
structures are indeed traces of a communication strategy used to fill in the gaps in the
learners’ TL competence. The availability of clear evidences of learning transfer discredits
these positions, however (Section 2.5.6.2.) Conclusively, it was recognized that extreme
caution is demanded in interpreting results from transfer research.

“Viewing transfer as the single most important reality of second language acquisition
is clearly risky - though no more so than viewing transfer as a negligible factor in acquisition”
(Odlin, 1989: 151.) Transfer is so important in FLL that “no theory of L2 acquisition that
ignores the learner’s prior linguistic knowledge can be considered complete” (Ellis, 1994:
300.) On the other hand, a theory that neglects all factors but transfer, such as CA, is not more
reliable. Further refinements, then, were needed to firmly situate the study of transfer on the
map of FLL research. Subsequently, researchers start to investigate the role of transfer in FLL
more elaborately; not by searching for evidence for or against it, but by trying to specify how

and when it works.

2.5 New Trends in Studying Transfer

That transfer is one of the factors at work in the process of FLL is now widely
accepted. The question that needs to be answered, however, is when and how it works. These
have been the directions that researchers take in studying transfer since the 1970s onwards. In

what follows, the major findings that have emerged in this new era are presented.

2.5.1 The New “Significance” Attributed to Transfer Effects on FLL

It is true that it was the traditional association of transfer with behaviourism and CA
that gave it widespread popularity and reputation. Nevertheless, the vulnerability of the
theories of learning as a process of habit formation and of the CAH should not be viewed as
accusing the theory transfer, too. If the school of thought called behaviourism is surpassed by
cognitive psychology, it was shown that transfer can be readily integrated in this latter
(Section 3.5.4.) In addition, if the CAH has failed to capture the effect of learners’ NL on
FLL, the defect was proved to arise from within it, itself, not from transfer. Surely, even
though many animals survive in some forests, a hunting trap may fail to catch any. On the
other hand, the pervasive evidence of the effects of transfer on FLL cannot be harmlessly
neglected (cf. Section 2.4.3); “a person’s mother-tongue is visible in his foreign language

performance” (Wilkins, 1972: 197.) In short, the many criticisms notwithstanding, “in all
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likelihood, no amount of scholarly protestation will keep that term from being used far into
the future” (Odlin, 1989: 26.)

Today, however, “language transfer is not viewed as the manifestation of a learner’s
inability to resist first-language patterns” (Richards, 1985: 66,) nor it is regarded as a single,
paramount factor in FLL. But, it is seen as a significant feature working in interaction with
several others (Fisiak, 1981; James, 1971; Nemser, 1971; Selinker, 1972; Odlin, 1989, etc.)
This point is further treated into some details elsewhere (Section 3.5.4) and hence it is not

completely analysed here.

2.5.2 The Complexity of Transfer Sources

So far, the term “transfer” has been used in this chapter interchangeably with the term
“mother tongue transfer”; to mean the influence that the NL of a learner may exercise on his
FLL because of the structural differences and similarities existing between the two languages.
Nonetheless, it needs to be clarified that it is not only the forms of the learners’ mother tongue
that can be transferred to an FL they are learning, but also those of any language they have
previously, and perhaps imperfectly, acquired. In other words, if a learner already knows two
or more languages when he starts learning a particular FL, his knowledge of each of them

may be brought in the task of FLL.

2.5.3 The Diversity of the Forms of Transfer Effects

The belief that transfer is a unique factor working independently in FLL is not the only
one that has been rejected in its modern studies. On the contrary, the idea that it has a
decisively negative role; i.e., “interference” is equally dismissed. Recently, many attempts
have been made to try to detect all the possible outcomes of transfer. In particular, Odlin’s
classification of the effects of transfer seems to be a comprehensive list. He (1989: 36-41)

clarifies that this latter can manifest itself in any of the following effects:

2.5.3.1 Positive Transfer

The CA conception that cross-linguistic similarities can facilitate FLL through
positive transfer from the NL to the TL is not totally mistaken. Walderman (1981: 154) cites a
research work by Lambert (1967) providing empirical evidence for the facilitative effect of
transfer. Lambert discovers that FL learners who permit “the semantic features of their two
languages to interact” outperform those who maintain their two languages “functionally

separate.” In addition, positive transfer can occur at all levels of linguistic learning;
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similarities between any two languages’ grammatical, lexical, phonological or writing
systems can give the speakers of one a head start in learning the other. Contrary to many
English FL learners, for example, literate Arabs generally have no difficulty to recognize and
to produce the English sounds /17 and /1, simply because they have already acquired them
while learning Standard Arabic (in some Arabic dialects the two sounds are pronounced /t/
and /d/ or /o/ and /C/, respectively,) (Avery and Ehrlich, 1992: 122.) On the other hand, the
large number of cognates shared between English and French can help French speakers to
economize much from the effort and time generally needed in English vocabulary learning.
Additionally, the identical writing systems used in the two languages make the knowledge of

one ample to learn the alphabet of the other.

2.5.3.2 Negative Transfer

Although the production of errors was traditionally seen as the only effect negative
transfer can have, subsequent research has clarified that this latter may take place in other
forms as well. These latter include avoidance strategies, over-uses and misinterpretations.
Production errors in FLL may, in part, result from the students’ attempts to use structures
from their previously acquired language(s) where the TL relevant structures are different.
Much empirical research in FLL was conducted to determine how much from FL learners’
errors are interpretable in terms of mother tongue interference. The results, though not
compatible, can be used to settle the fact that a significant proportion of FLL errors results
from negative transfer (cf. Section 2.4.3.) What is more, interference errors themselves can
take different forms (cf. Section 3.5.4.1.)

Besides producing errors in their FL performances, learners, negatively influenced by
their previously acquired linguistic knowledge, may resort to avoid using some TL structures.
Students, if aware of the structural differences existing between a particular FL structure and
the respective form(s) with which they are familiar, may have hints into how difficult the
learning and use of such a structure will be. Subsequently, they may prefer to avoid using it
and resort to paraphrasing.

The existence of the avoidance phenomena in FLL is attested in Schachter (1974.) In
this study, Japanese and Chinese English foreign language (EFL) learners are found to
produce fewer errors in relative clause production (on the whole 5 and 9 errors, respectively)
than Arab and Persian learners (on the whole 31 and 43 errors, respectively,) despite the fact
that Arabic and Persian have relative clause structures similar to those in English but Japanese

and Chinese do not. Further analysis, however, reveals the fact that the Japanese and Chinese
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students make use of the structure in question less frequently than the Arab and Persian
learners do, and more importantly less than the English native speakers do. In the entire test
requirement of the study, the American informants are found to use relative clauses in 173
instances. On the other hand, the Japanese, Chinese, Arab and Persian learners are recorded to
produce relative clauses in 63, 76, 154, and 174 occasions, respectively. This means that the
English performances of the Japanese and Chinese learners are more deviant from the TL
accepted norms, despite the fact that they contain fewer errors. Schachter comments that
“what we encounter is a phenomenon of avoidance” (Schachter, 1974: 359.) Levenston (1979;
in Ellis, 1994: 304) uses the term under-representation to account for this same phenomenon.

In short, as it can be manifested in what FL learners do (errors,) transfer can exert
itself in what they do not do (avoidance,) (Ellis, 1994: 304.) “It is quite possible [however]
that the avoidance phenomenon does not occur in the acquisition of the phonological
subcomponent of the target language” (Schachter, 1974: 360,) since “there is no such thing as
phonological paraphrase, and therefore the avoidance phenomenon is difficult, if not
impossible” (ibid: 361.)

The third type of the possible manifestations of negative transfer in FLL is over-use.
Over-use is often merely a result of avoidance or “under-use.” To illustrate this point, in
Schachter (1974) the Japanese and Chinese EFL learners over-use simple sentences in their
TL performances in consequence of their under-use of relative clauses. Over-use (or over-
indulgence in Levenston’s (1971) terminology) can also result directly from negative transfer.
In Olshtain (1983; in Ellis, 1994: 306,) American FL learners of Hebrew, under the influence
of their NL discourse norms, are found to over-use apologies in their TL performances (the
use of apologies in American English is more frequent than it is in Hebrew.)

Moreover, negative transfer does not occur solely at the level of production but also at
the level of perception. Linguistic structures from previously acquired languages can
influence FL learners’ reception of TL structures and consequently cause them, often, to infer
very different meanings from those normally deduced by the TL native speakers. In particular,
“non-native speakers are likely to categorize foreign language sounds largely in terms of the
phonemic inventory of the native language” (Odlin, 1989: 114.) Therefore, in English FLL

The native language not only affects the ability to produce English sounds but also the ability
to hear English sounds... sounds which occur in the native language will be heard rather than
the actual sounds of English... It is as if learners hear the second language through a “filter,”
the filter being the sound system of the native language.

(Avery and Ehrlich, 1992: xv)

To illustrate this fact, Lehn and Slager (1959) cite that Egyptian Arab EFL learners

have difficulty to distinguish between English /}/ and /e/ because of the absence of this
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English phonologically functional contrast in their NL sound system. Consequently, they are
recorded to have a problem in distinguishing between English bet and bat, for example, a
seriously handicapping problem in their TL communication (Lehn and Slager, 1959: 38.)
Negative transfer causing misinterpretations in FL learning and communication can also occur

at the lexical (Prator, 1963) and cultural (Weeks, 1976) levels of linguistic learning.

2.5.3.3 Differing Lengths of Acquisition

Besides its specific effects reviewed above, language transfer globally speaking can
either accelerate or delay passage through the overall process of FLL. Researchers have paid
relatively little attention to this area of transfer effects. Nonetheless, it is generally recognized
that, other things being equal, learners sharing one linguistic background generally experience
relatively little difficulty and spend less time in learning some foreign languages than others.
Namely, those languages structurally similar to their mother tongue will be more easily and
quickly learned by them. On the other hand, the learning of foreign languages representing
structural deviations from the norms of their NL usually require them to devote more effort
and time to arrive at the same level of proficiency (cf. Section 2.4.3.) In addition, the FL
learners themselves are generally aware of the different degrees of difficulty they may
experience in learning foreign languages differently different from their mother tongues.
They, also, recognize that “several years of study of one foreign language can greatly reduce
the time needed to acquire a similar language” (Odlin, 1989: 41.)

In brief, the traditional belief that transfer can exert itself either in the production of
errors (where the two languages differ) or correct forms (where the two languages are similar)
solely is merely an oversimplification. Indeed, the role of previously acquired linguistic data
in FLL is “considerably more complex but, fortunately, not as negative as was first thought by
proponents of the CAH” (Freeman and Long, 1991: 106.) An enlightening investigation of
how transfer works in FLL needs considering the different effects in which it can be
manifested: facilitation, production of errors, avoidance, over-use, misinterpretations, and
different lengths of acquisition. It needs to be recognized, however, that the two middle
effects in this list, i.e., avoidance and over-use, are less likely to occur in FL pronunciation
learning. Now, after reviewing the different effects in which transfer can be exerted, it is

helpful to turn to the constraints that govern it when it can be exerted.

2.5.4 Constraints on Transfer Effects
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After the CAH had been discredited, research revealed that the operation of transfer in
FLL is generally influenced by many factors, all working in interaction to determine when
transfer can occur and when it cannot. Even though they, possibly, form the most important
factor among these, the structural differences between the NL and TL are only one of these
influences. In other words, in addition to having several effects all forming only one factor
among several others working in cooperation in FLL, the appearance of any one effect of
transfer is constrained by many different criteria besides linguistic structural similarities and
differences. These are generally classified into linguistic, psycholinguistic and socio-

psychological constraints.

2.5.4.1 Linguistic Constraints

Firstly, it is argued that the transferability of a particular linguistic form is dependent
on its cross-linguistic commonness. The typological commonness or universality of a
linguistic item indicates its being cross-linguistically preferred. The cross-linguistic
preference of a form, on the other hand, may result from any of several physical and
psychological factors. To illustrate this point, if the vowels /7)/, /71/ and /U/ are among the
most common vowel sounds, they are also “among the easier ones that the human vocal tract
can produce, and their acoustic distinctiveness makes perceptual confusion between them
unlikely” (Odlin, 1989: 46.) The generally held view is that linguistic forms that are
typologically common are more likely to be transferred and more easily learned, whereas rare
or language specific items resist being transferred and represent a greater amount of learning
difficulty.

Eckman (1977; in Freeman and Long, 1991: 102) was the first one who systematically
advanced the above claim. He argues that differentiating between marked linguistic forms
(i.e., those which are language specific or cross-linguistically rare) and unmarked ones (i.e.,
those that are universal or typologically common) is necessary to determine the potential for
transfer and the degree of learning difficulty while studying a particular FL. Subsequently, he
elaborates these ideas by developing the Markedness Differential Hypothesis (MDH.) This
latter is based on the assumption that FL learners tend to transfer their NL unmarked linguistic
forms, but are unwilling to transfer the marked ones. Three consequential predictions are then
made:

a) Those areas of the L2 which differ from the L1, and are more marked than the L1 will be
difficult.

b) The relative degree of difficulty of the areas of the L2 which are more marked than the L1
will correspond to the degree of markedness.
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c) Those areas of the L2 which are different from the L1, but are not more marked than the
L1, will not be difficult.
(Eckman 1977; in Freeman and Long, 1991: 102)

The general claim, then, is that the more rare a structure is, the more marked it is, the
less likely it will be transferred from one language to another, and the more difficult it will be
for learning. Therefore, cross-linguistically rare sounds, for example, would be supposed to be
the hardest for learning. Briere (1968) finds that Native Americans have a greater difficulty to
recognize and to produce Arabic /[1/ (such as in the word /[JUp/ that means “free” in English)
than /&/ (such as in the word /EluJ+p/ that means “veil” in English.) In particular, “// caused
the greatest difficulty from the standpoint of both perception and production” (Briére, 1968:
65.) Each of the two sounds, however, is missing in the phonological system of the NL
English. This occurrence can be explained by the fact that /_)/ is cross-linguistically rarer than
&/ and therefore is more marked. Consequently, it will be learned with more difficulty (cf.
prediction (b) above.)

Although it has received some empirical support (cf. Ellis, 1994: 320-323; Freeman
and Long, 1991: 102-103; Spolsky, 1989, 122-129,) the MDH has some problems. One of
these is the vagueness of the term “markedness.” Attempts have been made to relate
markedness with complexity and rarity. Consequently, marked forms are generally regarded
to be more complex, less frequent, language specific, not basic and typical. By contrast,
unmarked forms are defined as being less complex, more frequent, universal or typologically
common, and basic. Still, Kellerman offers a more illuminating definition of the term
markedness in relation to the language users’ intuitions that may act as a psycholinguistic

constraint on transfer.

2.5.4.2 Psycholinguistic Constraints

Kellerman, in a series of papers (1979, 1984, 1986; in Spolsky, 1989: 128-129) argues
that the transferability of FL learners’ previously acquired linguistic knowledge is generally
determined by the learners’ perceived distance between their past linguistic data and the TL.
Particularly, their own intuitions about how a particular form is language specific, and
therefore resisting transfer, or language neutral, and hence easily transferable, is highly
determinative. In other words, the learners’ decision to transfer or not to transfer a particular
form from their past linguistic knowledge is affected by how they think it is acceptable in the
TL. This thought is born out of their own perception of the structure as typical of one

language, unusual and therefore marked or as neutral, common and therefore unmarked.
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Kellerman (1979; in Freeman and Long, 1991: 105) shows evidence that FL learners
tend to transfer the core uses of their NL lexical items, but are resistant to transfer peripheral
ones. He concludes that core, i.e., unmarked, meanings of a word will be transferred before
others. Additionally, they are more easily learned. Marked meanings, by opposition, being
less productive, less semantically transparent, less core and less frequent, are not likely to be
transferred until late in the FLL process. In conclusion, Kellerman asserts that FL learners’
attempts to transfer their NL idioms, lexical and syntactic structures, especially, and perhaps
all their NL forms, except phonology, are constrained by their perception of the NL-TL

distance.

2.5.4.3 Socio-Psychological Constraints

Besides linguistic and psycholinguistic criteria, a complex set of social and
psychological constraints may be significant in determining possible occurrences of transfer
in FLL. To be precise, non-structural factors such as learners’ motivation, attitudes towards
the TL and their own language, aptitude, etc, can work independently from transfer in
affecting FLL (chapter 1), as they can interact with it in many complex ways in determining
both the nature and the level of achievement in the learning process. Further, FL learners’
individual differences are highly determinative in their favouring or disfavouring return to
their mother tongue structures.

Specifically, learners who want to mark their native identities tend to use their NL
features in their TL use. By contrast, those who wish to integrate in the TL society and culture
are reluctant to resort to their NL in their FL learning and use. More to the point, “individuals
with little aptitude for mimicry are likely to show the effects of phonetic and phonological
influence from their native language” (Odlin, 1989: 132.) The likelihood of learners’ reliance
on their mother tongue is also determined by their age; adults resort to their NL in their FL
learning and use more than children do (Dulay et al., 1982.) The learners’ level of proficiency
in the TL and the style following which they are learning it are also significant. Generally,
elementary learners are supposed to relay on transfer more than intermediate students as a
result of their lacking of the relevant TL knowledge. Additionally, “item learning” is
generally conceived to be more conductive to transfer than “system learning” (Johnson and
Johnson, 1998: 356.)

The social context of learning is also influential; negative transfer is less likely in
classroom settings than in natural ones, Odlin (1989) suggests. He attributes this distinction to

the fact that the former context represents a focused learning situation. Thus, learners are
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generally provided with, and required to devote, enough time to plan what to say.
Additionally, they are occasionally given warning remarks about the possible negative effects
of their reliance on their NL in TL use and learning. Subsequently, they are supposed to be
more able to resist negative influences from their NL. By contrast, thoughtful language use
taking place in natural contexts is generally hindered by the pressure to perform, which may
lead FL learners to resort to their NL to fill in the data gaps in their TL competence. Quite the
reverse, however, Ervin-Tripp (1974; in Richards, 1985: 80) asserts that transfer would be
greater when an FL is learned in foreign language classrooms; because the TL, in such a case,
“is not the language of the learner’s social milieu so that the learning contexts are aberrant
both in function and frequency of structure” (cf. Section 1.6.)

To conclude, a complex web of linguistic, psychological and social factors constrains
the operation of transfer in FLL. The effect of none of these can be fully grasped without
viewing the others. To exemplify this point, the learners’ reliance on, or resistance to,
structures from their mother tongue in any social context is dependent on their level of TL
proficiency. No matter how much time students are given in a classroom setting, they cannot
escape their NL influences and use target like structures if they have no idea about how these
can be constructed. On the other hand, highly proficient learners rarely, if ever, produce any
kind of errors in all their natural conversations. Moreover, the students’ attitudes and
motivation to reflect or to hide their linguistic background can alter the outcomes suspected in
any learning situation. The motivation to learn, in particular, is extremely crucial. To illustrate
this point, during WWII, highly motivated American soldiers — who were expected to practice
their TL knowledge to save their lives — were capable to excel — despite the hard linguistic
barriers present — in Chinese and Japanese FL learning in a significantly shorter lapse of time
than what is generally needed to arrive at a poorer level of attainment.

Moreover, intralingual factors form a set of highly powerful influences in any task of
language learning. These, in turn, can also operate independently and in relation to transfer.
However, as they are reviewed in some details elsewhere (Section 3.5.4,) they are not treated
here. In addition, as it is clarified below, the level of language use is also functional in

encouraging or hampering language transfer.

2.5.5 The Probability of Transfer at all Linguistic Levels
The minimalist position on transfer notwithstanding, modern research has further
strengthened the claim that FL learners’ previously acquired linguistic knowledge is involved

in their subsequent language learning. To use Odlin’s words,
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Along with the relatively early studies cited by Weinreich, much of the empirical research in
the 1970s and 1980s has led to new and ever more persuasive evidence for the importance of
transfer in all subsystems... From the nineteenth century on, the standards of evidence for
transfer have been rising, and the empirical support for the importance of cross-linguistic
influences on grammar, vocabulary, pronunciation, etc, is how quite strong.

(Odlin, 1989: 24)

Unlike morphological and syntactic cross-linguistic influences, however, phonological
transfer has been always widely recognized (cf. Section 2.4.3.) The close link that has been
often made between these two variables (i.e., transfer and pronunciation learning) in the FLL
literature attests the claim just made. To cite few examples, most of the contrastive analyses
conducted from the 1950s till the 1960s are phonological (Section 2.3.2.) More recently,
Avery and Ehrlich (1992) devote a considerable proportion from their book — which is
intended to provide hints on effective FL teaching of the pronunciation of American English —
to citing the pronunciation learning problems common to each group from 14 differentiated
groups of EFL students according to the learners’ linguistic backgrounds. What is more, the
largest and smallest spaces in this part of the book are devoted to list the problems commonly
experienced by Chinese and German learners, respectively. This practice clearly corresponds
to the fact that while Chinese is significantly structurally different from English, German is
very close to it, both structurally and genetically. Besides all, “the existence of ‘foreign
accents’ in L2 learning is so attested that it hardly requires documenting” (Ellis, 1994: 346.)

The above arguments, however, should not be interpreted as withdrawing the roles of
factors other than transfer in pronunciation FLL. On the contrary, “pronunciation often shows
other influences besides cross-linguistic ones” (Odlin, 1989: 112.) These can either work
independently of transfer or interact with it in several complex ways to determine the possible

level of proficiency attainable by the learners (cf. Section 2.5.4.3.)

2.5.6 Transfer in Communication and in Learning

2.5.6.1 Transfer in Communication

While adopting skeptical positions on the effect of transfer on FLL, proponents of the
minimalist position generally acknowledge its role as a communication strategy used to
compensate for the lack of target knowledge. Transfer in communication can occur both
productively and receptively (cf. Section 2.5.3.2.) It is generally recognized that while they
are performing in an FL they are learning, students may resort to use structures from their NL
(or any other previously acquired language) to achieve their communicative goals, if the TL
relevant knowledge is missing. In other words, “when people do not know how to say

something in a foreign language, one possibility is to use words and structures from their own
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language and try to make them fit into the foreign language” (Edge, 1989: 7.) Strategic use of
transfer in productive communication may take the form of “literal translation” as in, * “the
history of the English language know many changes”; a deviant structure produced by an
Arab second year student of English at Guelma university, for the TL “the history of English
underwent many changes.” It can also take the form of “phonological adaptation” as in
“*cuffer for ‘hairdresser’ (from French ‘coiffeur’)” (Johnson and Johnson, 1998: 357.)

On the other hand, transfer at the receptive level can occur in the FL learners’ attempts
to grasp the TL messages they receive in terms of their possessed linguistic knowledge.
Indeed, the reception of TL speeches and writings in FLL may include real or assumed
knowledge of the TL, as well as data from other previously acquired languages (cf. Section
2.5.3.2.) Despite receiving much less attention in literature, transfer in reception is at least as
significant as it is in production, Ringbom (1992; in Ellis, 1994: 337) argues. The learners’
NL forms, he suggests, a “potential knowledge” that can be used more easily in “decoding”
that requires “form-to-function” processing, than in “encoding” that requires “function-to-
form” processing.

The relevance of transfer in FL decoding is attested in a research work about Dutch
reading comprehension by Singleton and Little (1984; in Odlin, 1989: 41.) In the study, the
subjects, university students native speakers of English, are divided into two subgroups
according to whether they had formal instruction about German, a language closely similar to
Dutch, or not. None of the students, however, has ever learned Dutch. Students from the
German subgroup are found to show better comprehension of a Dutch written text than their
classmates who, despite the relatively few cognates existing between English and Dutch
helped them to infer some meanings, are significantly inferior to them.

One final point worth attention at this level is that the use of transfer in FL
communication is not always strategic, i.e., conscious. On the contrary, reference to old
linguistic data in an FL production or reception can occur automatically below the learners’
level of control. Hence, a distinction is sometimes made between strategic and automatic

transfer.

2.5.6.2 Transfer in Learning

While acknowledging it as a communicative strategy, opponents of transfer deny its
utility in learning an FL. If any sign of this latter (transfer in learning) occurs, however, it
must be simply seen as an effect of communicative transfer, they argue. The point is that
successive successful attempts of strategic transfer in TL communication can lead FL learners

to incorporate the relevant structures from their past linguistic data into their transitional
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knowledge about the TL, i.e., their interlanguage in Selinker’s sense (Section 3.3.) That is to
say, transfer in communication can lead to transfer in learning. In Corder’s words,

An interlanguage speaker may, in his attempts to communicate, simply ‘borrow’ for
immediate purposes items or features of his mother tongue (or any other language he knows)
without incorporating them into his interlanguage system. Successful borrowing, that is when
a ‘borrowed’ item is ‘accepted’ by the interlocutor as ‘well-formed’ in the target language,
may lead to that item being incorporated into the speaker’s interlanguage repertoire.

(Corder, 1978b: 104)

The above claims notwithstanding, transfer in learning can occur directly, too. That is,
FL learners can directly incorporate structures from any formerly learned language into their
TL interlanguage. The head start that particular groups of learners have in learning some
foreign language(s) is one sort of evidence. Schachter (1983; in Johnson and Johnson, 1998:
355) from a cognitive point of view, argues that FL learners are continuously involved in
forming and reforming hypotheses about the structure of the target language (cf. Section 3.1.)
Whereas the TL materials they receive form the basic source on which the learners draw in
the process of hypothesis construction, their already possessed linguistic knowledge, namely
that of the NL and other foreign languages earlier learned, can also serve as a useful supply
(cf. Section 3.5.4.1.) In other words, languages other than the target language can have a
direct influence on the process of FLL by affecting the process of hypothesis formation.

The above view of cross-linguistic influences clearly surpasses all behaviourist
accounts on transfer. Language transfer is no longer seen as an “impediment” in the process
of FLL, but it is now acknowledged as “one of the important factors shaping the learner’s
interlanguage” (Johnson and Johnson, 1998: 353.) To cite Wilkins, “faced with a new
learning task, an organism will make use of what knowledge or skills it already possesses to
ease the process of acquisition” (Wilkins, 1972: 199.)

To sum up, transfer is — as Odlin defines it — “the influence resulting from similarities
and differences between the target language and any other language that has been previously
(and perhaps imperfectly) acquired” (Odlin, 1989: 27.) It is one of the significant means at the
disposal of FL learners who may make use of it in both TL communication and learning; i.e.,
in producing and understanding TL utterances on the one hand, and in forming hypothesis
about it on the other hand. Additionally, as it can occur under learners’ choice (strategic use
of transfer,) it may appear beyond their awareness (automatic use of transfer.) What is more,
transfer in communication contributes to transfer in learning. This latter, however, can also
take place directly from the past linguistic knowledge of the learners. Regardless which kind
of transfer is involved, its effect can be either positive or negative. Moreover, several different
forms can be realized in each case (Section 2.5.3.) Furthermore, the effect of transfer is

constrained by different linguistic, psychological, and social criteria all interacting in several
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complex ways to determine when it can occur and when it cannot. Despite its crucial
significance, transfer is not a single paramount factor in FLL. On the contrary, it works in
cooperation with many factors all responsible for the nature and the outcomes of any FLL
process. Its effect on pronunciation learning is perhaps the most prominent and the least
disputed in literature. Nevertheless, it is far from being the only factor involved in FL

pronunciation learning.

Conclusion

In this chapter, the question of whether students’ past linguistic knowledge affects
their learning of a new FL is considered. The result at which we arrived, though emphasizing
the role of cross-linguistic influences in FLL, does not mirror the initial views about transfer
held by the proponents of behaviourism and CA. Language transfer is significantly present in
FLL. More than this, it is, as sometimes said, an inevitable phenomenon whenever two
languages coexist in a performer’s mind. Its role, however, is not as simple as it was firstly
anticipated. Many other factors besides linguistic structural differences do participate. They
affect the FLL process in general, as they may have a specific influence on the operation of
transfer in it. Indeed, a thorough understanding of the effects of transfer necessitates
considering all these other factors. “A theory of transfer is likely to also be a general theory of
L2 acquisition,” Ellis (1994: 335) argues. The additional factors at work in FLL, as well as

transfer, are further discussed in the next chapter from a cognitive point of view.
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Introduction

As we saw in Chapter 2, FL learners’ learning and performances are far more complex
to be explained by reference to transfer effects solely. The learner-based and social factors
reviewed in Chapter 1 certainly play a role. Besides, new influences will be reviewed in this
chapter. Before these can be presented, however, their theoretical basis need be clarified.

Explicitly, this chapter starts with a review of the theory of language learning as a
creative process of rule formation. At this point, the weaknesses of the behaviourist stance
will be further attested by considering the principles of the more realistic cognitive view about
how languages are learned. Then, following a cause-effect order, the outcomes of this new
theory will be traced. The first of these is the novel way errors come to be perceived. The
negative views associated with behaviourism gave way to a more sensible position in which
errors are not seen as pathologies to be eradicated, but as natural, unavoidable and essential
parts of learning. Consequently, learners’ performances in an FL are no longer regarded as
faulty versions, but rather as instances of language use proper to the performers and to their
stages of learning. Being so, FL learners’ language merits being analysed in its own terms,
and this, indeed, formed the impetus for the development of Error Analysis. This method of
data investigation proceeds through five stages, the fourth among which, error explanation, is
considered the most important one. At this level, the main factors supposed to affect FL
learners’ performances, namely cross-linguistic transfer, intralingual factors, and the effect of
teaching practices, will be discussed from a cognitive point of view. As a method for
examining learner language, however, error analysis was not safe from criticism. This forms

the next topic treated in this chapter. Finally, an attempt to reassess error analysis is made.

3.1 Language Learning as a Creative Process of Rule Formation

As we saw earlier, behaviourist accounts of language learning as a process of habit
formation are widely discredited. Chomsky was successful to demonstrate the fragile nature
of the claim considering language as a “habit structure” by attesting the most significant
“creative aspect of normal language use” (Chomsky, 1966a: 30.) He argues that “ordinary
linguistic behaviour characteristically involves innovation, formation of new sentences and
new patterns in accordance with rules of great abstractness and intricacy” (ibid.)

During the 1960s, many researchers — inspired by these new theories about the nature
of language — started investigating the linguistic performances of children acquiring their
mother tongues in the hope of gaining insights into the nature of the processes of language

learning. Interestingly, the results show that the utterances produced by children, especially in
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early learning stages, are structured similarly. For example, sentences like *1 goed, *she can
speaks are found to be common in the speeches of all children acquiring English as an NL
(Freeman and Long, 1991: 57.) In addition, these utterances, although showing great internal
consistency and coherence, do not seem to resemble any from those that might be produced
by adult native speakers of English. Hence, the possibility that they may have resulted from
mere imitation of adults’ speeches is not valid.

To provide an explanation for this phenomenon, Chomsky posits that all humans are
born with an innate predisposition to learn languages. This is what “permits children to
acquire the vastly complicated system that comprises a human language in a relatively short
time” (Dulay, Burt and Krashen, 1982: 7.) This inborn mental capacity, triggered by exposure
to a particular language, enables the child to induce the rules of his language by forming
hypotheses or “informed guesses” (Norrish, 1983:7) about its structure on the basis of the TL
data he receives. Then, the child will try out his formed hypotheses producing utterances of
his own, such as those cited above. Of course, there is no implication here that s/he is
consciously involved in this process. The child’s initial hypotheses about the rules of his NL
are, naturally, very simple and significantly different from those governing accepted TL use.
With time, however, he starts checking or testing his hypotheses against the further linguistic
data he receives, so that, as he grows older, his first guesses will be modified in favour of an
increasingly target like system of rules. Indeed, before he can possess an adult like command
of his mother tongue, a child should have been involved in a recycling process of hypothesis
construction and revision. Many of his initial guesses about the TL structure ought to be
modified or totally abandoned by the end of the learning process. To be exact,

Learners proceed not by adding items of knowledge or ability, but by a process of continual
revision and reconstruction. In other words, learning is necessary a process of recurrent
unlearning and relearning, whereby encoding rules and conventions for their use are modified,
extended, realigned, or abandoned altogether to accommodate new language data.
(Widdowson, 2003: 141)

Empirical studies, then, reveal the fact that the process of first language learning is
essentially active and creative. More interesting in our case is the finding that FL learners
from different linguistic backgrounds produce some similar errors, which are also analogous
with those produced by children learning the same TL as a mother tongue. Consequently, it
seems logical to suppose that FL learners employ some learning strategies comparable to
those “employed by the child as he teaches himself his mother tongue” (Richards, 1971b:

116.) In other words, they also approach the learning task with some active strategies, which
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help them to infer the rules that underlie the TL structure. That is to say, like first language
acquisition, FLL involves an active and creative process of rule construction.

To be precise, FL learners also produce errors which show that they are actively
processing the TL data they receive.

The knowledge that... [they] acquire appears to go beyond what they were exposed to in the
input, just as in the case of L1 learners; it is generative, in the sense that ... [they] are able to
produce novel utterances which they have not encountered in the input on the basis of the
linguistic knowledge they have acquired.

(Johnson and Johnson, 1998: 132)

Explicitly, when he comes in exposure with the TL, an FL learner also tries to infer
the rules governing it by making successive hypotheses about its structure. Yet, the heuristic
basis according to which he constructs his hypotheses does not only include TL data, but all
the linguistic knowledge he has assimilated including language(s) previously learned.
Subsequently, these hypotheses will form the basis of his TL use both productively and
receptively. What is more, the learner will test his initial guesses on the basis of his TL use.
These guesses will be proved correct, if

His interpretations will be plausible in the context and his utterances will be accepted without

comment or misunderstanding. If, on the other hand, his hypothesis is faulty, he will find

understanding is defective and his utterances will fail to communicate, and will be corrected.
(Corder, 1976: 73)

So, the learner — either individually or with the help of teaching instruction in the form of
feedback or whatsoever — will modify his initial guesses to account for the new information
he gets and the “cycle is repeated” so that his formalized rules will be gradually adapted in the
direction of the TL system. Generally, learners are subconsciously involved in this process.
Nevertheless, in a formal learning context, they may come to consciously acquire knowledge
about the TL rules. They may benefit from direct teaching instruction about the TL structure
in the form of descriptions, explanations, or corrections of their own or of their colleagues’
errors.

To conclude, language learning is characteristically a cognitive and creative process,
wherein learners are, in general, actively involved. That is,

Language learning is not so much a question of acquiring a set of automatic habits, but rather
a process of discovering the underlying rules, categories and systems of choice in the language
by some sort of processing by the learner of the data of the language presented to him by the
teacher.

(Corder, 1973: 293)

The process of discovering these linguistic entities is certainly a gradual one. That is to say,
we should not expect a learner to build a thorough idea about the TL structure, and hence to

produce only “correct” utterances, at once. On the contrary, in their way to acquire the TL,
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learners will necessarily come through different stages wherein their TL knowledge is only
partial. To be exact, deviancies from the TL accepted norms are conditioned to occur in any
natural process of language learning. It is only after many attempts at hypothesis creation and
revision that, if ever, an FL learner comes to wholly grasp the TL structure and to exercise a
native like command of it. What status is generally attributed to such deviant forms — or errors

to use common terminology — is the point to which we turn now.

3.2 The Significance of Language Learning Errors

As already demonstrated, producing errors in language use is not something peculiar
to FL learners. On the contrary, errors are common to all language users; FL learners, children
acquiring their mother tongue and even adult native speakers. Nonetheless, deviant forms
produced by the members of these three groups have not been viewed in the same way.
Deviancies produced by adult native speakers and young first language acquirers are
generally regarded as natural “slips of the tongue or the pen” (Section 3.5.2,) and as
“transitional forms,” respectively. Nevertheless, FL learners’ errors were, and may still be,

considered as “signs of failure,” “unwanted forms,” something “negative” that requires some
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kind of “punishment,” “undesirable occurrences,” “problems,” etc.

This attitude towards FL learners’ errors is mainly associated with behaviourism. In
the behaviourist conception, errors result from the persistence of mother tongue habits, i.e.,
from NL interference. Accordingly, they are regarded as dangerous occurrences that may, if
not immediately eradicated, lead to the establishment of “bad habits.” Hence, behaviourists
advice FL teachers to correct their students’ errors as soon as they occur. What would be
safer, they argue, is to conduct a CA of the learners” NL and TL so that teaching efforts can
be made to prevent errors from occurring (cf. Sections 2.2.1 and 2.3.3.)

In addition, from a teaching perspective, errors were seen as a sign that “there has not
been enough effort on the part of the learner or enough explanation or practice on the part of
teacher” (Corder, 1976: 65.) In other words, it was assumed that errors signify an inadequate
teaching practice; that they just represent “a random event, and if teaching and learning were
maximally efficient, errors would not occur” (ibid.) Lee reflects this attitude arguing, “one of
the teacher’s aims should be to prevent mistakes from occurring. In the early stages while the
pupils are wholly dependent on the teacher for what they learn, it should be possible to
achieve this aim” (Lee 1970; in Richards, 1971b: 130.) What is common between this
teaching perspective and the previous behaviourist one is the idea that errors represent

something unfortunate that could be avoided with enough, efficient pedagogical efforts.
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On the other hand, George (1972) conversely argues that errors should be expected to
occur no matter how adequate the teaching instruction is. He states, “it is when the learner’s
output includes an unwanted form which was not part of the input that we may usefully speak
of an error” (George, 1972: 158.) Errors are inevitable, George maintains, they tend to occur
no matter how efficient the teaching instruction is, or how endowed the learner is. What is
more, they signify the “intermediate processes or intermediate mechanisms” (ibid) through
which learners reorganize the data they receive, he argues.

Explicitly, learners’ errors should be viewed to positively indicate attempts to
approach the learning task. Like first language acquirers, FL learners are believed to pass
through a gradual process of TL rules formation. So, why should their errors be viewed
differently? Children’s errors are generally perceived as normal and inevitable parts of
learning. They are seen as “transitional forms” that can be used as an evidence to infer the
linguistic development of their performers. As Corder demonstrates,

No one expects a child learning his mother tongue to produce from the earliest stages only
forms which in adult terms are correct or non-deviant. We interpret his incorrect utterances as
being evidence that he is in the process of acquiring language.

(Corder, 1967: 166)

For instance, utterances such as * | goed, *she can speaks are just what is needed to prove that
the language acquirer is in his way to learn the rules governing the formation of past tense and
subject verb concord in English. The fact is that the learner has already internalised the
relevant rules, but has not yet recognised their exceptions. On the other hand, utterances that
conform to the TL norms such as I went, she can speak would provide no guarantee that the
performer masters the structures involved in their production. They may equally well result
from mere imitation of heard utterances.

Briefly, the production of errors in learning is part of the human psychology. Besides,
though deviant they are, language learners’ errors are often not random. They are “the result
of a process or processes” (George, 1972: 158.) That is to say, they are rule governed in terms
of the learners’ TL knowledge (cf. Section 3.3.1.) To use technical terminology, they are
“systematic.” Additionally, errors are not solely normal and inevitable, but they also represent
an essential part of learning since they are the only way learners have to test their hypotheses
about the TL structure. “Learning can only proceed by unlearning” (Widdowson, 2003: 141)
and “people cannot learn language without first systematically committing errors” (Dulay,
Burt and Krashen 1982: 138.) In other words, errors are “indispensable to the learner himself”
(Corder, 1967: 189.) They represent “a devise... [he] uses in order to learn” (ibid.) They

provide “evidence not of failure but of success and achievements” (Richards and Sampson,
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1974: 4) as they supply “signs that learners were actively engaged in hypothesis testing which
would ultimately result in the acquisition of TL rules” (Freeman and Long, 1991: 59-60.) In
other words, errors “are in fact signals that our students ... are taking the necessary learning
steps” (Edge, 1989: 14.) “We should be pleased to see them” (ibid: 17,) since if learners “do
not get lots of opportunity to make mistakes, they will have little chance to work out better
rules” (ibid: 15.)

In short, just as it is the case with NL learning errors, errors in FLL reveal their
performers’ attempts to systematically cope with the learning task. They are evidence of a
rule-governed behaviour and they signify a system of their own. Of course, that is not the TL

system; it is the interlanguage system.

3.3 Interlanguage

3.3.1 The Notion of “Interlanguage”

FL learning errors, then, are no longer seen as evidence of failure, but of learning.
They denote the learners’ systematic attempts to reorganize the TL data they receive.
Therefore, learners’ output should not be considered as a faulty version of the TL, but as an
independent linguistic variety proper to the learners themselves. In other words, the
systematic nature of language learning errors provides evidence that performers are “using
some system, although it is not yet the right system” (Corder, 1967: 168.) Indeed, Corder
maintains that any language learner, at any point in his development, possesses “a definite
system of language” (ibid.) That is to say, since learners’ errors, or at least part of their errors,
are regular and consistent, they cannot be said to reflect their defective attempts to use the TL
grammar, which they have not yet fully grasped, but rather to mirror a “personal,”
“hypothetical” and “provisional” grammar of their own. To be exact, the learner himself is
“the generator of the grammar of his sentences in the new language” (Richards and Sampson,
1974: 5.) It is true that his utterances “cannot be accounted for by the rules of the target
dialect, [but] they are in fact grammatical in terms of the learner’s language” (Corder, 1971b:
19)

The grammar of learners’ language is, certainly, different from the TL accepted
grammar; it is a hypothetical form of it developed by the learner. Nevertheless, normally, it
should be subject to continuous change so that it progressively moves towards it; i.e., it is
provisional. To use Wilkins words, the learner “is constructing an internal grammar of the

language. This grammar passes through successive modifications until it becomes the

88



complete grammar” (Wilkins, 1972: 170) of the TL. Nemser echoes Corder and Wilkins
arguing, “learner speech at a given time is the patterned product of a linguistic system...
distinct from LS [source language, i.e., NL] and LT [target language] and internally
structured” (Nemser, 1971: 56.) It is, he continues,

Structurally organized, manifesting the order and cohesiveness of a system, although one
frequently changing with atypical rapidity and subject to radical reorganization through the
massive intrusion of new elements as learning proceeds.
(ibid)
In consequence, the observation that the speech output of language learners, young
mother tongue acquirers and mature FL learners alike, exhibits a “true internal coherence”
(Nemser, 1971 : 59) of an independent system leads researchers to the conclusion that it can
be described and analysed on its own terms.

...the language learner at all points of his learning career ‘has a language’... his behaviour is
rule governed and therefore, in principal, describable in linguistic terms. That his language is
changing all the time, that his rules are constantly undergoing revision is, of course, true and
merely complicates the problem of description but does not invalidate the concept of ‘a
learner’s language’

(Corder, 1981 : 56)

Similarly, Selinker — in a paper frequently cited in the literature of applied linguistics —
advances the claim calling for considering learner language as having an independent
underlying system of its own right. That is, in Selinker’s terminology, the interlanguage
system. He argues that, given the differences between FL learners’ utterances and those of
adult native speakers of the same TL,

One would be completely justified in hypothesizing, perhaps even compelled to hypothesize,
the existence of a separate linguistic system based on the observable output which results from
a learner’s attempted production of a TL norm. This linguistic system we will call
interlanguage.

(Selinker, 1972: 176)

Selinker’s interlanguage hypothesis has received widespread popularity and support.
Nevertheless, other scholars prefer to use other terms to refer to it. Indeed, it is customary to
signify the phenomenon “interlanguage” by different terms, each of them is associated with
one researcher. The list includes interlingua (James, 1971,) approximative systems (Nemser,
1971,) idiosyncratic dialect (Corder, 1971b,) and transitional competence (Corder, 1977a.)
All these names indicate the same fact, yet, they emphasize different aspects of it.

Like Selinker’s interlanguage, James’ interlingua highlights the intermediate, unstable
status of learner language. It is, they argue, a form of language independently structured; i.e.,
different from both the learners’ NL and TL, but also one which shares some characteristics

of both. Littlewood further explains this feature claiming that
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If we imagine a continuum between the first language system (which constitutes the learner’s

initial language) and the second language system (which is his target,) we can say that at any

given time, the learner speaks an ‘interlanguage’ at some point along this continuum.
(Littlewood, 1984: 33)

Nemser, on the other hand, stresses the goal-oriented expansion of learner language in
the direction of the TL system. He argues that

An approximative system is the deviant linguistic system actually employed by the learner
attempting to utilize the target language. Such approximative systems vary in character in
accordance with proficiency level.

(Nemser, 1971: 55)

Explicitly, Nemser conceives learner language as a dynamic system that proceeds through
different stages in which it progressively approximates the TL structure. It is in the process of
complication. It embodies a collection of temporary grammars which learners gradually
develop in their way to fully grasp the TL structure. In other words, approximative systems
“at successive stages of learning form an evolving series... the earliest occurring when a
learner first attempts to use ...[the TL], the most advanced at the closest approach” (Nemser,
1971: 56) of an approximative system to the TL. Widdowson echoes Nemser arguing,

The whole learning process is a matter of continual conceptual adaptation whereby the learner

gradually approximates to the second language norm... the process involves passing through

different stages of interlanguage, each of which is an adapted version of the one preceding.
(Widdowson, 2003: 141)

Like Nemser and Widdowson, Corder sees learner language as “a dynamic, goal
oriented language system of increasing complexity” (Corder, 1977a: 90.) He argues that a
language acquirer

Makes systematic mistakes in a particular area for a limited time. He eventually, we hope, gets
the thing right, but the transition from wrong to right is not a sudden one, it takes some time
and he may pass through intermediate stages each of them having its own system.

(Corder, 1973 : 270)

These intermediate stages form what Corder calls the learner’s transitional competence. This
term “emphasizes that the learner possesses a certain body of knowledge [his competence]
which we hope is constantly developing, which underlies the utterances he makes” (Corder,
1976: 67.) Other terms used by Corder to signify the evolving nature of learner competence
include états de dialecte and successive states of the learner’s grammar (ibid: 27.) Clearly,
Corder also demonstrates that he shares Selinker’s view that learner language forms a
developmental continuum towards the TL. He additionally emphasizes that the movement
along this continuum is not simply one of “restructuring and accumulation” at the same level
of complexity, but rather one of “increasing complexity or elaboration” (ibid: 88.)

The evolving and simplified nature of learners’ language is also captured by the

concept idiosyncratic dialect, which is defined as “a peculiar personal code of the learner”
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(Corder, 1973: 268) that is based on some systematic knowledge taking the form of a
“reduced” or “simplified” grammar of the TL. This grammar is subject to progressive
complication, as learners will try to make it fit within the TL accepted norms. In addition, the
term idiosyncratic dialect accentuates “the fact that it is a code which is not necessarily the
code of any social group” (Corder, 1981: 269.) It is a “special sort of dialect” (ibid: 14)
peculiar to the language learner. It shares some features of the “standard institutionalized”
dialect of the TL, but it differs from it in many other points; i.e., it is an idiolect.

Whatever the surface form or apparent appropriateness of a learner’s utterances, none are
utterances in the target language. In other words, he is not speaking the target language at any
time, but a language of his own, a unique idiolect, which no doubt shares many features of the
target language.

(Corder, 1971a: 31)

Even though researchers have generated different terms to signify the concept of
learner language, Selinker’s interlanguage remains the widely used one in literature. In this
perspective, however, the term is not used to solely emphasize the intermediate status of
learner language, but to generally mean “a continuum between ... [the NL and the TL] along
which all learners traverse. At any point along the continuum the learner’s language is
systematic, i.e., rule governed” (Freeman and Long, 1991: 60) reflecting a well defined body
of knowledge, i.e., competence, that the learner possesses. Normally, this competence is not
stable, but it is subject to internal reorganization and modification until it gradually comes to
identify with the socially accepted variety of the TL, that is usually the case in first language

acquisition; or it becomes “fossilized,” as it often happens in FLL.

3.3.2 Fossilization

Normally, an FL learner — as long as he remains in exposure to TL data — continues to
modify his interlanguage structures. Consequently, one would expect his performance to
come with time to fit more and more within the criteria of the TL system and to contain less
and less errors. Actually, however, not all language learners continue to improve their mastery
of the TL. Some of their errors will never disappear from their performances even when they
spend long time learning the TL. That is to say, their errors may become permanent features
of their interlanguage; in technical terms, they may become fossilized.

Instances of such errors are common within the majority of FL learners’
performances; native like mastery of an FL is very rare. In particular, pronunciation errors
may be the most obvious examples of fossilized errors. They generally form the most

significant part of the “foreign accent” peculiar to many FL learners both as individuals and as
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groups. “Many of the unique features of immigrant dialects derive originally from errors
which fossilised, first at the individual level and then in the speech community” (Littlewood,
1984: 34.)

To be exact, fossilized errors are those linguistic structures and items which the
learners of one FL will tend to keep in their interlanguage, no matter what is their age or the
amount of explanation and instruction they receive about the TL. To use Nemser words, this
phenomenon results in the occurrence of “ stable varieties of an approximative system”
wherein learners reach “a plateau in their learning” (Nemser, 1971: 57,) “beyond which it is
difficult...to progress without exceptional effort and motivation” (Celce-Murcia et al., 1996:
21.)

Continuing exposure to the TL guaranteed, then, learners’ interlanguage may cease to
develop. What is more, Selinker clarifies, some erroneous items that seem to be eradicated
may recur in the learners’ performances especially in new and difficult situations of language
use and learning or in cases of anxiety, shifting attention; and strikingly enough, “in a state of
extreme relaxation” (Selinker, 1972: 178.) Even when they appear to be eradicated, Selinker
confirms, such errors are in fact “still somehow present in the brain” (ibid.) This “well-
observed phenomenon” (ibid) of “backsliding” (ibid) or “regression” (Corder, 1977a: 87,) i.e.,
the reemergence of outwardly eradicated errors; “is not, as has been generally believed, either
random or toward the speaker’s NL, but toward an IL [interlanguage] norm” (Selinker, 1972:
178.)

Explicitly, students’ errors are systematic. They do not result from their blind attempts
to reproduce NL structures in their TL performances, but rather from their creative tries to
discover the TL structure. While, given continued exposure to the TL, some of these errors
disappear, others continue to appear or to reappear in the performers’ speeches even at
advanced levels of learning; these are fossilized errors.

The mechanism of fossilization, the permanence or recurrence of interlanguage norms,
merits careful research attention, Selinker demands.

A crucial fact, perhaps the most crucial fact, which any adequate theory... will have to explain
is this regular reappearance or reemergence in IL [interlanguage] productive performance of
linguistic structures which were thought to be eradicated... It is my contention that the most
interesting phenomena in IL performance are those items, rules and subsystems which are
fossilizable.

(Selinker, 1972 : 178)

Comparably, Littlewood advises to “make a distinction between ‘transitional’ errors (which

eventually disappear, as the learner progresses) and ‘fossilized’ errors (which do not disappear
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entirely)” (Littlewood, 1984: 34.) Obviously, the latter type of errors is more “dangerous” and
must be given relative attention in research.

As to the source of fossilized errors, Corder suggests that the communicative needs of
learners may play a significant role.

The learner continues... to upgrade, or elaborate, his understanding of the target language only
so long as he has a motive for doing so. When his interlanguage grammar reaches that state of
elaboration which enables him to communicate adequately for his purposes with native
speakers, his motive to improve his knowledge or elaborate his approximative systems
disappear.

(Corder, 1976: 73)

On the other hand, Littlewood argues that language transfer is the major force behind the
occurrence of such errors. He states that “even if the influence of the mother tongue is less
strong than was once assumed in determining what errors learners make, it may still be the
major influence in determining which errors fossilise” (Littlewood, 1984: 34.)

Though the communicative needs of learners and mother tongue transfer seem to form
a convincing justification for the occurrence of fossilized errors, researchers have realized that
a full understanding of the sources of these errors can only be guaranteed with a careful
analysis of the performers’ interlanguage systems. Such an analysis, they additionally argue,
would be highly fruitful for both theoretical and pedagogical reasons. In what follows, there is
an attempt to shed light on some of the uses that one could gain from an investigation of FL

learners’ interlanguage systems.

3.3.3 The Value of Interlanguage Studies

First of all, studying learner language and investigating how it differs from accepted
TL use is worth doing on its own. It “needs no justification,” Corder (1972: 35) claims. In
addition, it “has a purely theoretical value independent of its ultimate relevance to language
teaching. It is part of the study of language or linguistics in its broader sense,” (Corder, 1981:
1.) To be precise, language learners, as already clarified, make use of the TL in a way peculiar
to them reflective of the internal grammar or competence which they have developed on the
basis of the TL data they receive and the innate strategies and heuristic thinking they possess.
The

Mechanisms [learners follow], not being themselves observable, are only indirectly available
to investigation. It is by observation of the differences between [teaching] input and [learners’]
output that we deduce their nature and manner of functioning.

(George, 1972: 158)

Then, learners’ output, i.e., their interlanguage, can function as a valuable source to detect the

underlying strategies and mechanisms used in language learning. That is to say, since no one
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can directly observe the way learners process the TL data they receive to reproduce it in the
form of their interlanguage, a researcher can have no means but learners’ errors ( the points of
difference between input and output) to analyse in order to make inferences about the nature
of language learning. Errors, in this sense, would not be only inevitable but also illuminating
parts of the learning process. They “may provide a window for observing what goes on in the
learner’s mind” (Ringbom, 1995: 581.) In brief,

If we regard the learner as a learning device, then, since we cannot study the device directly,
by cutting it into pieces, we have to infer its nature from a comparison of the input to the
device with the output from the device, that is, the relation between the syllabus taught and the

learner’s grammatical competence at any particular point.
(Corder, 1981: 57)

Analysing learners’ errors may, then, provide significant hints about the nature of
language learning. Hence, it can serve as data to language research, i.e., developing and
testing hypothesis about how languages are learned. In particular, the analysis of learner
language, mainly the errors it includes, can provide researchers with reliable evidence to be
used in developing a sounder theory about the nature of FLL. In fact, the investigation of
learners’ idiosyncratic language uses has served as an “experiment” to test the claims
associated with the psycholinguistic school of behaviourism and the theory of transfer (cf.
Sections 2.4.3 and 3.5.4.)

Furthermore, the insights the study of interlanguage can provide into what constitutes
humans’ ability to learn languages can be additionally used as data to investigate what
constitutes the phenomenon “language” in itself. As Richards states, “some of the most
insightful notions about what language is have come from observing how language is
acquired by children” (Richards, 1971b: 114.) The search for understanding the nature of the
phenomenon of language is worthwhile undertaking on its own.

There can be — indeed, there has to be, and always has been — a ‘pure’ interest in language

study... and it is this interest in accumulating information about language as an end in itself

which is the primary justification for having a separate discipline of study, linguistics.
(Crystal, 1985: 11)

Nonetheless, hints about the nature of language can be further used as insights into the
nature of the mental processes that are involved in using language. In particular, Chomsky
argues that “the study of universal grammar [the properties that all languages have, or that are
essential to every language]... is the study of the nature of human intellectual capacities” and
that the linguist who tries to establish a universal grammar is, indeed, “trying to establish
certain general properties of human intelligence” (Chomsky, 1968: 28.) Correspondingly,
Richards suggests, “the study of human language is the most fruitful way of discovering what

constitutes human intelligence” (Richards, 1971b: 114.)
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In short, studying learners’ linguistic performances and analyzing their errors can
provide insights into the nature of their learning and accordingly serve as a corrective
feedback to general linguistic and psycholinguistic theory. What is more, it provides for a
deeper understanding of the nature of our linguistic ability in general. In a word, “language
learning is surely a testing ground for theories of language” (Richards, 1974: 1.) From another
perspective, the theoretical findings that can be gained from an investigation of learners’
errors can also yield information of high utility in the practice of language teaching, as it is
clarified below.

Indeed, the studies of language learners’ languages have “yielded insights into the L2
acquisition process that have stimulated major changes in teaching practices” (Dulay et al.,
1982: 138.) More realistic viewpoints about what constitutes language learning would be,
surely, of great use in designing and employing more effective teaching strategies and
techniques; i.e., they are useful to both course and material designers on the one hand, and to
language teachers on the other hand. In other words, the undertaking of teaching a language
necessitates an understanding of how learners actually go with the learning task.

The use of learners’ errors to detect what has been already assimilated and what
remains to be taught or to be taught again has had always a significant place in all teaching
practices. FL learners’ performances are generally seen as reflections of their competence or
lack of competence in the TL, i.e., their level of proficiency; and their errors are considered as
reliable guides in view of which teachers can plan future instructions and remedial works. As
Corder claims, “a good understanding of the nature of error is necessary before a systematic
means of eradicating them could be found” (Corder, 1981: 1.)

As well as being reliable in assessing the performers’ level of learning, a systematic
analysis of language learners’ errors can also serve as a means whereby teachers assess their
own teaching practices and suggest alternations in the previously used methods, techniques
and materials for presenting the TL (cf. Section 3.5.4.3.) In other words, a methodological
attentiveness to errors can help teachers, and course designers, to give learners the most
relevant guidance towards success. What is more, they get better prepared to teach other
groups in future (cf. Section 2.4.4.) In other words, “the teacher/course designer may himself
use the learners’ output as a source of information leading to modification of his own output
to the learner or to subsequent learners” (George, 1972: 160.) In this sense, the most effective

teaching materials are those developed in view of the learners’ actual difficulties and needs.
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We may be able to allow the learner’s innate strategies to dictate our practice and determine
our syllabus; we may learn to adapt ourselves to his needs rather than impose upon him our
preconceptions of how he ought to learn, what he ought to learn, and when he ought to learn it.

(Corder, 1967: 171)

In brief, via an analysis of learners’ errors, more rational teaching goals can be set and
more fruitful materials and techniques can be developed. That is to say, an interlanguage
study can provide “the sort of data on which realistic predictions about learning and teaching
can be based” (Richards and Sampson, 1974: 15) and hence it can serve as an adequate input
to plan the content of course books and to determine how teaching time should be spent.

To sum up, a systematic analysis of language learners’ errors can be of great utility to
all those who are concerned. In the first place, students’ performances “may be studied as
entities worthy of attention in and of themselves, the results of such study [however] should
also provide feedback to language teaching practice and to general linguistic theory”
(Richards and Sampson, 1974: 15.) In particular, interlanguage studies have “succeeded in
elevating the status of errors from complete undesirability to the relatively special status of
research object, curriculum guide, and indicator of learning stage” (Dulay et al., 1982: 141.)
They have provided for “a deeper understanding of language in general and a more human
approach to language teaching” (Richards and Sampson, 1974: 18) by serving as a basis for
developing, testing and modifying theories about the nature of language, language learning,
and language teaching procedures. All these new views about language learning errors and
their significance gave a strong impetus for the development of a method of data analysis
specialized in investigating language learners’ languages and analysing their errors; that is,

error analysis (EA.)

3.4 The Development of Error Analysis

The analysis of FL learners’ errors is not of course a newly developed practice. On the
contrary, it has been always a significant part of language teaching. “Experienced classroom
teachers have long used student errors to guide their teaching emphasis” (Robinett and
Schachter, 1983: 145.) The methodology commonly employed includes collecting errors from
learners’ performances, classifying them, attending to recurring ones, and then suggesting
elements for remedial teaching. As far as sophisticated linguistic research is concerned,
however, Lee (1957) is often cited as a precursor to error analysis (EA) as conceived today
(Ellis, 1994: 48; Robinett and Schachter, 1983: 145.) Lee’s study mentions some of the errors

common to EFL learners. Additionally, it contains many views about the efficacy of students’
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errors in informing better teaching practices. Nevertheless, it is generally argued that EA has
come to see its heyday only in the 1970s.

As previously revealed, CA lost its favour during the 1960s (cf. Section 2.4.4.) By
demonstrating weaknesses both in its theoretical foundations and findings, researchers
“pointed out an embarrassing gap between theory and reality and set the scene for the
acceptance of a more comprehensive approach to errors” (Dulay et al.,, 1982: 140.)
Concurrently, errors start to assume a new status. In consequence, researchers initiate the task
of analyzing language learners’ errors in the hope of gaining insights into the nature of
language learning to be used in language teaching. “It should be noted... that many of the
researchers who carried out error analyses in the 1970s continued to be concerned with
language teaching. Indeed, the attempt to discover more about L2 acquisition through the
study of errors was itself motivated by a desire to improve pedagogy” (Ellis, 1994: 48.) In
short, disappointment with the contribution of CA stimulated the need for another analytical
method to be utilized in language research. The establishment of the cognitive theory of
language learning and the occurrence of arguments for the systematicity of language learners’
errors provided the framework and rational for the development of EA. Explicitly,

The assumption underlying the description of errors is that they are evidence of a system, not
the system of the target language, but a system of some ‘other’ language. To describe that
‘other’ language is precisely the theoretical objective of error analysis.

(Corder, 1973 : 268)
To come to the point, even though language teachers have practiced EA to some

degree or another for decades, from the 1960s onwards, EA comes to assume “a new
significance.” It becomes a fundamental branch of applied linguistics. The goal was to
discover “a source of explanation for the many as yet unexplained but frequently observed
student errors” (Dulay et al., 1982: 140-141.) It should be noted here that the development of
EA into a recognized part of applied linguistic research owed too much to the linguist S. Pit
Corder. In a series of articles (1967, 1971, 1972, 1976, 1977); Corder “has done more than
anyone else to develop the highly sophisticated view of error analysis that many researchers
adhere to today” (Schachter and Celce-Murcia, 1977: 273.)

As a branch of applied linguistics, EA is widely regarded as the analysis of language
learners’ interlanguage, more specifically, their errors. It is “the systematic investigation of
the types and causes of errors made by speakers and writers in their non-native languages”
(Ringbom, 1995: 281.) It “consists of compiling a corpus of... learner deviations from the
target... language norms — the ‘errors’ learners make — classifying these errors by type and

hypothesizing possible sources for the errors” (Johnson and Johnson, 1998: 110.)
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In this sense, the weak version of CA would serve as a subcomponent in EA,
particularly as a tool for providing explanations for errors attributed to language transfer (cf.
Section 2.4.4.) Yet, EA clearly differs from CA. The latter is based on a theory of language
learning as a process of habit formation, wherein learners are viewed as passive receivers of
TL input who are completely conditioned by their mother tongue structures. By opposition,
the former rests on the belief that language learning is necessarily a cognitive process of rule
creation, wherein learners are actively constructing a system for the TL. Needless to say,
errors are also viewed differently in the two methods. In CA, they are seen as instances of NL
negative interferences that should be “unlearned.” In EA, by contrast, they are considered as
systematic evidences of a rule governed behaviour that can be used for both theoretical and
practical reasons. Besides, CA is a methodological comparison of two, or more, “fully-formed
languages,” namely the learners” NL and TL. EA, however, compares the learners’
interlanguage or “approximative systems” with the fully developed TL. In particular, this last
point seems to capture the essence of EA; “The field of error analysis may be defined as
dealing with the differences between the way people learning a language speak, and the way
adult native speakers of the language use the language” (Richards, 1971b: 114.)

Briefly, EA is a systematic analysis of language learners’ errors directed at
discovering the causes behind their occurrences in an attempt to arrive at more effective
teaching practices. One further goal is to discover the nature of the process of language
learning and the essence of human language. The procedure EA follows to achieve these goals

includes a hierarchy of different stages as it is specified below.

3.5 EA Stages

According to many researchers (Corder 1973; Ellis 1994; Johnson and Johnson 1998)
EA has five major stages. The procedure starts with collecting a sample of learner language.
Afterwards, efforts will be directed at detecting the errors existing in this sample. Then, the
identified errors will be described linguistically. The following step, generally conceived to
be the most important and insightful stage in EA, involves an attempt to understand the
reasons that are behind the occurrence of the identified errors, i.e., to explain the errors’
sources. The final stage, that is not included in many of the currently available error analyses

(EA;,) is the evaluation of errors. In other words, EA consists of the following steps.
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3.5.1 Collection of a Sample of Learner Language

Ellis (1994: 49) clarifies that three major types of samples can be used in EA. A
massive sample is one which consists of several samples of linguistic performances delivered
by a large number of learners who represent the entire population in one particular study. In a
specific sample, however, it suffices to collect one single sample of language use by a limited
number of learners. By contrast, an incidental sample consists only of one sample of linguistic
performance by one single learner. Clearly, a massive sample can provide useful clues to
examine a comprehensive list of errors, but it is a major undertaking. This justifies, Ellis
clarifies, the reason why specific and incidental samples are the most commonly used types.

After choosing the kind of sample he is going to collect, a researcher needs to consider
how to accumulate it. It is generally preferred to gather data from as wide a variety of sources
as possible. To illustrate this point, while collecting instances of oral language use seems
sufficient in a study designed to investigate pronunciation errors, a written sample may be
additionally helpful. Pronunciation problems may occur at both productive and receptive
levels. Whereas it is highly difficult to directly collect reception pronunciation errors, many
indirect procedures, such as dictation exercises, may be very efficient in the task. Indeed,
many spelling errors may reflect phonological (reception of sounds) rather than
orthographical problems. For instance, an error like *lib (written instead of English lip) may
not result from the performer’s inability to distinguish the letters p and b orthographically, but
rather from his incapability to differentiate the sounds /=x/ and /B/ auditoryly. Hence, it is
advised to use data collected from different modes of language use.

Besides, the subjects’ performances need to cover different genres and topics. Asking
learners to write or narrate short stories in an attempt to investigate their command of the use
of English tenses, obviously, will not be very demonstrative. One further point that merits
attention is that the language learners may produce will significantly differ according to
whether it is produced spontaneously or as a result of an elicitation technique. Researchers
generally prefer natural, spontaneously produced language use. They argue that such dada
form a reliable source to describe the subjects’ competence in the TL. Yet, one drawback is
that FL learners do not produce much spontaneous language. Consequently, Corder (1981)
argues for the usefulness of elicited data (cf. Section 3.6.2.) Similarly, McKeating (1981: 217)
claims the utility of the kind of language learners produce in exams as data for EA.
“Examination scripts are a particularly useful additional source of data as these reflect the

students’ unaided efforts,” he justifies. Additionally, one might argue that learners are
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generally more serious and motivated to do their best in exams than in other occasions of TL
language use.

An additional choice the error analyst is asked to make is between collecting his data
longitudinally, i.e., through different intervals of time over a particular period; or cross-
sectionally, i.e., the language use of many learners is collected at one single point in time. The
former manner of data collection is required to detect the developmental nature of learner
language; but, for practicable reasons, the latter is more commonly used.

3.5.2 Identification of Errors

Before considering how errors can be identified, we need first to clarify what is
exactly meant by the term “error.” Up to now, this term has been used in this dissertation to
refer to any feature of language use that deviates from the TL accepted norms. Inconsistently,
Corder (1973, 1981) emphasizes making a distinction between systematic deviations and
random inconsistent ones.

Random deviations, mistakes or lapses in Corder’s terminology, form what is
generally meant by the term slips of the tongue or the pen. They are not systematic; i.e., they
do not result from the performer’s lack of knowledge, but rather from his failure to follow a
known rule because of some external (physiological or psychological) reasons; such as
tiredness, carelessness, nervousness, illness, memory lapses, excitement, etc. In other words,
mistakes are errors of performance; they do not reflect a defect in competence. They can go
unnoticed, but if the performer’s attention is drawn to them, he can readily correct them.
Moreover, mistakes do not occur consistently; they are occasional and they form normal
instances of language use. What is more, they are not peculiar to FL learners, but they are
common to all language users, even adult native speakers.

On the other hand, systematic deviations, errors in Corder’s terminology, occur when
a learner has not yet acquired a particular TL structure and consistently performs it the wrong
way. Errors, in this sense, do not merely represent a performance problem, but they signify a
defect in the underlying knowledge about the TL. In other words, errors do not result from
failure to use the TL code, but they rather represent a breach of the code. Even if they are
recognized by the learner, they cannot be corrected by him since they correspond to the only
rules he knows at the moment. In other words, they are a product reflective of his current
competence in the TL. Certainly, normal adult native speakers do not produce errors.

The above clarified distinction between errors and mistakes is the commonly used one.

Corder (1973,) however, refers to another three level division between errors (the same as
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above,) lapses (the same as mistakes above) and mistakes (those utterances that are acceptable
in terms of the TL rule system, but which are inappropriate in the particular context in which
they occur.) This last taxonomy of deviant forms has not been common in EA literature, but it
seems useful in analyzing students’ errors at the level of pragmatics.

As previously discussed, learners’ errors, in Corder’s sense, can reflect either the
performers’ still developing knowledge about the TL (developmental errors) or their final
stages of competence (fossilized errors.) While both are significant, fossilized errors are
deemed more essential, especially, for pedagogical reasons. Thus, they are seen as a major
concern in EA (cf. Section 3.3.2.) Mistakes, by contrast, can be entirely neglected in EA,
since they reflect a performance problem and consequently bear no significance to the process
of language learning (Corder, 1967: 168; Ellis, 1994: 51; Johnson and Johnson, 1998: 111.)

The researcher’s task, then, may be limited to the identification of only those recurrent
and systematic errors from the whole range of his subjects’ deviant structures or items.
According to Corder (1971, 1972,) the task of identifying errors involves three interdependent
phases: the recognition of errors, the interpretation of the performers’ intended meanings, and
the reconstruction of their original utterances following the TL norms.

The recognition of errors may not be as easy as it seems to be. Corder (ibid) clarifies
that while some of the learners’ deviant utterances may overtly show themselves to be
idiosyncratic, i.e., peculiar to the performers’ interlanguage systems and erroneous in terms of
the TL norms; others may seem perfectly acceptable linguistically speaking, but they are,
nonetheless, deviant, i.e., they are covertly idiosyncratic, as Corder claims. In other words,
learners’ errors may be either overt or covert. If a learner’s utterance is superficially “ill-
formed,” i.e., it is not acceptable in terms of the TL rules, it represents an instance of an overt
error. On the other hand, if it seems all right in the TL structure, there is no guarantee that it is
free from error. The point is that a learner may produce something that is perfectly correct as
far as the TL rules are concerned, but does not convey the meaning he intends to say. For
example , if an FL learner of English says /menl 1/, no one can recognize that he has produced
an error until he realizes that what the learner means is not a hot-tasting vegetable, i.e.,
pepper, but a material used for writing , i.e., paper /melIn /. This is what Corder labels a
covert error. It is an acceptable utterance, but one which is used inappropriately.

As illuminated by Corder, there are two dimensions of appropriateness: referential and
social. The former is judged according to the material truth-value of the utterance. If someone

demonstrates a paper and says this is a /menl | /, his sentence is referentially inappropriate, and
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accordingly it is to be regarded as involving an instance of a covert error. On the other hand,
the social dimension of appropriateness refers to the ability to select the appropriate style or
register of language for a particular situation or context. In this case, the same utterance may
be considered appropriate in one context, but not in another one. For instance, the use of the
informal style of English in a formal situation, or vice versa, is an example of the socially
inappropriate language uses.

The differentiation between overt and covert errors makes it necessary to pay
significant attention while attempts at error identification are being made. “Every utterance is
to be regarded as idiosyncratic until shown to be otherwise” (Corder, 1971b: 21.) In other
words, no utterance is to be considered free from error until it is proved to be superficially
well-formed, identifiable with the performer’s intentions, and appropriate in the specific
context in which it occurs. That is to say, “purely superficial formal correctness is no
guarantee of absence of error” (ibid: 39.)

Obviously, the recognition of covert errors leads the error analyst directly to the
second phase in the identification stage, i.e., the interpretation of the learner’s intended
meanings.

Every utterance of a learner, whether well-formed or not, is potentially erroneous. Only a
careful investigation of the meaning he intended to express will provide us with a means for
determining whether an error is in fact present or not.

(Corder, 1972: 44)

Therefore, the identification of errors necessitates understanding the message the learner
wants to transmit. Here also one needs to be extremely careful because “the immediately
‘obvious’ interpretation is not necessarily the right one” (McKeating, 1981: 219.) Needless to
say, a false interpretation can significantly mislead the researcher throughout the whole EA he
is undertaking (see below.)

Fortunately, many procedures are available on how to interpret learners’ idiosyncratic
utterances. The first of these — and the most reliable, Corder argues — can be only used if the
performer of the erroneous utterance is available. The researcher may immediately ask him to
account for what he intends to say in his NL to get an authoritative interpretation (Corder,
1972: 37.) Alternatively, if the learner is absent, the researcher may try to arrive at the
performer’s intentional meaning by referring to the linguistic and situational contexts of the
utterance to get a plausible interpretation (ibid.) In case this last solution does not work also,
the researcher may additionally resort to the learner’s mother tongue, if he knows it. The

learner’s NL can be helpful, especially with idiosyncrasies caused by L1 transfer.
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After he arrives at interpreting the subjects’ errors, the error analyst is required to
reconstruct their original utterances into others which have the same meaning but which
conform within the TL norms. These form the reconstructed utterances in an EA. By
definition, they are the utterances that a native speaker of the TL might generate, if he wishes
to produce the same meaning the learner intended to convey in the same context. That is to
say, the learners’ original sentences and the reconstructed sentences in one EA are translation
equivalents.

The procedure in which the learners’ original utterances will be reconstructed depends
on the one in which they were interpreted. An authoritative interpretation gives an
authoritative reconstruction. The researcher may use the performer’s account of his erroneous
utterance produced in his NL and then translates it into a well-formed structure in the TL. By
analogy, a plausible interpretation will give a plausible reconstruction. On the other hand, if
recourse to the learner’s NL is needed, the researcher may first translate the original erroneous
utterance literally into the learner’s mother tongue and then translates the resulting NL
sentence back into an acceptable utterance in the TL to get the reconstruction he wants.

Clearly, the three phases involved in error identification are interdependent.
Recognizing errors depends on the interpretation given to the utterances in which they appear.
Additionally, the adopted interpretations will also form the basis of the reconstruction task, as
well as of the following third stage of EA, i.e., the description of errors (Section 3.5.3.)
Hence, it seems justifiable to argue, “the whole success of our description of errors hinges
upon the correctness of our interpretation of the learner’s intentions or meanings” (Corder,
1972: 37.) The end products of the identification stage are two sorts of utterances; the first are
idiosyncratic (the original utterances produced by learners) and the second are well-formed

(the reconstructed utterances). These form the data for EA.

3.5.3 Description of Errors

At this stage, the subjects’ erroneous structures are compared with the reconstructed
forms and accordingly classified into different types. Dulay, Burt and Krashen (1982) give a
detailed account of different descriptive taxonomies of errors. They clarify that learners’
idiosyncrasies can be described and classified according to different criteria: their linguistic
categories, surface forms, comparison with other structures or their communicative effect.

Firstly, in a linguistic category taxonomy, the erroneous utterances are classified
according to the language component or the particular linguistic constituent the error affects.

The categories used in this taxonomy include phonological (pronunciation,) orthographical
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(spelling,) morpho-syntactic (grammar,) lexico-semantic (vocabulary and meaning,) and
discourse (style) classes of errors. For the sake of clarity and precision, learners’ errors may
be further classified according to the different linguistic constituents that comprise each
language level. For example, Richards (1971a) — in one of the earliest published EAs — groups
the grammatical errors he identified into six subcategories. These are errors in the production
of verb groups; errors in the distribution of verb groups; errors in the use of prepositions;
errors in the use of articles; errors in the use of questions; and miscellaneous errors, i.e., those
which carry some features of more than one single type from the previously cited ones
(Richards, 1971a: 209-214.)

Similarly, pronunciation errors can be further classified into three subclasses. Namely,
phonemic (i.e., errors occurring at the level of phonologically distinctive features in the sound
system of one particular language, such as voice in English,) allophonic (i.e., errors at the
level of phonologically redundant features, such as aspiration in English) and distributional
errors (i.e., errors on how phonemes and allophones are distributed within a word; initially,
medially or finally.) These three subcategories form the taxonomy according to which
pronunciation errors are classified in the majority of early studies (e.g., Moulton 1962; in
Briere, 1968: 19.) Recent research, however, considers additional varieties of pronunciation
errors, such as errors of vowels, consonants, clusters, stress, rhythm, and intonation (Celce-
Murcia et al., 1996.)

Secondly, in a surface strategy taxonomy, errors are classified on a “superficial basis;
by the structural deformations the utterance undergoes” (Johnson and Johnson, 1998: 111.)
That is to say, the intention is to describe the ways in which the surface structures of learners’
idiosyncrasies differ from those of the corresponding reconstructed forms. Learners may omit
some required elements, add some unnecessary ones, wrongly select (or misform) their
utterances, or misorder them. Accordingly, errors can be described as errors of omission,
addition, wrong selection, or misordering.

Errors of omission include utterances wherein an item that must appear in a well-
formed structure is absent. By contrast, errors of addition involve an item which must not
occur in a well-formed utterance. Addition errors generally reflect that “some basic rules have
been acquired, but the refinements have not yet been made” (Dulay et al., 1982: 156.) One
common example of such errors is overgeneralization or regularization errors, such as it is
the case in the following erroneous forms: *he putted it, *the sheeps are outside, etc.

On the other hand, wrong selection errors (also called substitution errors) are

characterized by the use of a wrong item instead of the right one. Overgeneralization errors
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that involve the use of a regular form instead of an irregular one; such as *goed, *tooths,
*childs; fall in this class. The final category in this taxonomy includes misordering or
transposition errors, wherein an item, or a group of items, is placed incorrectly. That is to say,
the elements used are right but they are wrongly sequenced, such as in the following
erroneous interrogative sentence: * he can speak English?

The third type of descriptive taxonomies of errors is the comparative taxonomy. Here
the error analyst compares the erroneous structures he is describing with some other types of
constructions, and then classifies them following the comparison findings. For example, it is
customary to compare the structures of FL learners’ idiosyncrasies with those of their mother
tongue corresponding constructions and of the utterances produced by children learning the
same TL as an NL. Accordingly, FL learners’ errors are grouped into four classes:
developmental errors (idiosyncrasies bearing a similarity with young NL learners’
utterances,) interlingual errors (erroneous forms structurally similar to semantically
equivalent utterances in the performers’ mother tongue,) ambiguous errors (those errors
which hold characteristics peculiar to both developmental and interlingual errors,) and other
errors (uniquely structured idiosyncrasies that does not fit in any from the previously cited
categories in this taxonomy.)

Finally, Dulay et al. (1982) refer to one additional descriptive taxonomy. That is the
communicative effect taxonomy. The interest here is not on the structural properties of
learners’ errors, but rather on the effects these latter may have on the listeners or readers. The
goal is to distinguish between errors that cause miscommunication, i.e., those which make the
learner’ speech incomprehensible to the addressees, and those which do not. Accordingly,
learners’ erroneous forms may be described as instances of global or of local errors. Global
errors are those that affect the overall structure of an utterance and consequently hinder
communication significantly. By contrast, local ones are those that affect solely single
elements or constituents in an utterance and do not, usually, hinder communication
significantly (Burt and Kiparsky, 1974). For instance, phonemic errors are generally global;
they affect the whole structure of a word and can cause miscommunication (e.g., /o1 n[w
o+ $u+¢/ which signifies | have two shoes; used instead of /ol n[lw tu+ TYVL+L/, e, |
have to choose.) In opposition, allophonic errors often do not hinder communication in any
way, such as it is the case in the pronunciation of the word “park” [r>1+«k] as *[n[+k].

The descriptive taxonomies reviewed above clarify that the description of errors can

be held at various levels of depth. For example, while the surface strategy taxonomy “merely
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describes errors in terms of the physical differences between the learners’ utterances and the
reconstructed version” (Corder, 1973: 277,) communicative effect taxonomy examines their
effects on the transmission of meaning. Hendrickson (1976; in Dulay et al., 1982: 196-197)
further develops Burt and Kiparsky’s distinction between global and local errors and uses it as
a means to measure his subjects communicative competences. He argues that a high number
of global errors implies a low communicative competence. Therefore, learners who produce
few or no global errors are judged as having an advanced ability to communicate, even when
they make many local errors. On the other hand, a high number of local errors denotes a low
linguistic competence (cf. Section 3.5.5.)

Corder (1973) emphasizes that the above descriptive taxonomies are not mutually
exclusive, but rather complementary to each other. He additionally argues that the
combination of them all provides a sort of a linguistic explanation that would be helpful in the
following stage of EA, i.e., the psychological explanation of errors.

Describing the error as an omission of the article [for example] has little explanatory power...
[We] want to know what the omission is evidence for... Of course, superficial description is a
necessary condition for linguistic explanation (description) but it is not a sufficient one, just as
linguistic explanation is a necessary condition of psychological explanation but not a
sufficient one.

(Corder, 1973: 277)

Dulay et al. (1982,) on the other hand, stresses making a clear distinction between the
descriptive and explanatory stages of EA. The description of errors, they claim, must be based
only on the observable and superficial features of the errors. Afterwards, the error analyst will
try to infer the sources of the errors on the basis of the findings of the descriptive stage. The
surface strategy taxonomy, they add, would be particularly insightful in this task.

Nonetheless, some researchers confuse between the undertakings of describing and
explaining errors in their works. The process of overgeneralization, for instance, is considered
in many EAs as a source of errors on its own. Nevertheless, it — in fact — represents a
superficial result of a hidden cause. Accordingly, it should serve as a linguistic, rather than a
psychological, explanation of some errors, which later on could be helpful in deducing their
true source (cf. Section 3.5.4.) Corder strengthens this claim arguing,

A full description of the error involves ‘explaining’ it in terms of the linguistic processes or
rules which are being followed by the speaker. We infer these from the evidence of this
utterance [which involves the error] and from others from the same learner, in which articles
[for example] are or are not present, whether correctly so or not.

(Corder, 1973 : 277)

3.5.4 Explanation of Errors
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After having identified and described the errors existing in the sample s/he collected,
the error analyst comes to the stage generally regarded as the most important one in EA. That
is the explanation of errors. While the previous stages are linguistic in nature, this one is
psycholinguistic. The goal is to arrive at the errors’ sources, or, in other words, to discover
“how and why the learner’s idiosyncratic dialect is of the nature it is” (Corder, 1971b: 24.) In
fact, this stage serves the very first incentive for EA, which is to bring “the multiple origins of
learners’ errors to our attention” (Dulay, Burt and Krashen, 1982: 138) and consequently to
establish a theory about how languages are learned (cf. Sections 3.3.3 and 3.4.)

Currently available EAs contain different types of explanations for FL learners’
idiosyncrasies. Unfortunately, however, while the same sources seem to be involved in the
majority of these, no consistent labels or definitions of the errors’ causes are adopted. The
following suggested origins of learners’ errors form a good illustration of the above argument.
On the one hand, Richards speaks of intralingual errors which he defines as “those [errors]
which reflect the general characteristics of rule learning, such as faulty generalizations,
incomplete application of rules, and failure to learn conditions under which rules apply”
(Richards, 1971a: 199.) On the other hand, Selinker’s strategies of second language learning
are said to cause such errors which reflect “an identifiable approach by the learner to the
material to be learned” (Selinker, 1972: 179,) whereas his overgeneralization of TL linguistic
materials are claimed to “result [in]... a clear overgeneralization of TL rules” (ibid.)

More serious, however, is the problem of overlap between the types of explanations
used in one single study. To illustrate this point, where should a redundancy reduction error
(an omission error wherein an item or feature that seems unnecessary for the transmission of
the intended meaning, such as the English third person singular present tense morpheme ‘s’, is
eliminated) be classified following Selinker’s explanatory categories? Should it be attributed
to overgeneralization? English verbs generally do not inflect for person. We say | work, you
work, they work, we work, we worked, he worked, she worked, etc; but he/ she/ it works.
Consequently, it is justifiable to suppose that the learner who says *he work has simply
overgeneralized a common morphological rule of English. Nonetheless, the same error can be
readily regarded as a result of a strategy of learning adopted by the performer. The
“economy-seeking” (Jain, 1969: 194) learner may choose to adopt a strategy of ignoring
exceptions in an attempt “to reduce the target language to a small set of general properties”
(Johnson and Johnson, 1998: 112.) As far as the above cited error is concerned, such a
strategy “removes the necessity for concord, thus relieving the learner of considerable effort”

(Richards, 1971a: 199) he otherwise ought to make. Likewise, what about Selinker’s
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strategies of communication? Strategies of communication, Selinker argues, can dictate to the
learners “they know enough of the TL in order to communicate. And [consequently] they stop
learning” (Selinker, 1972: 179.) Correspondingly, the learner may choose not to make efforts
learning where to add the third person singular present tense morpheme ‘s’ in English, as he
may recognize that this “error does not hinder him in satisfying his communicative needs”
(Littlewood, 1984: 34). Or, can the error being considered be the outcome of all the above
processes working in cooperation?

In another study, Richards (1971a,) a distinction is made between intralingual and
developmental errors. The former are defined as those errors “which reflect the general
characteristics of rule learning, such as faulty generalization, incomplete application of rules,
and failure to learn conditions under which rules apply” (Richards, 1971a: 199.) By
opposition, the latter are said to be the product of “the learner attempting to build up
hypotheses about the English language [the TL]” (ibid.) Undoubtedly, many instances of
developmental errors can also be regarded as intralingual. Omissions of the third person
singular present tense morpheme ‘s’ in English form a good exemplification in this case, too.

Conversely, theoretically speaking, the explanatory categories of errors should be
clearly distinguishable so that reliable findings can be achieved in different EAs. The problem,
however, is that the whole process of errors explanation is “speculative” (McKeating, 1981:
229.) It “consists of formulating hypotheses about the cause(s) and gathering enough
confirming evidence to persuade oneself, as well as one’s colleagues, that the hypothesized
cause(s) are correct” (Dulay et al., 1982: 142.) Recourse to the learner, as Corder suggests,
cannot often be guaranteed; he may be absent. Besides, the performer’s presence may not be
always helpful; he may lack the sufficient metalinguistic knowledge required to clearly and
reliably account for his own errors (Taylor, 1986: 148-149.) Subsequently, many researchers
(McKeating, 1981; Dulay et al., 1982; Ellis, 1994) argue for adopting more obviously
distinguishable types of errors’ sources. The explanatory categories adopted in this new stance
are fewer. Nevertheless, they can be highly insightful and more reliable.

In particular, two major categories of errors’ sources are common to all attempts at
explaining idiosyncrasies in the performances of FL learners. These are interlingual (also
termed transfer or external interference) and intralingual (also labeled internal interference)
causes of errors. From a cognitive point of view, these are seen as similar processes (cf.
Section 2.4.3.) As Richards argues, “language learning both in a first and second language
setting involves trying out hypotheses about the language from one’s experience of it (and in

the case of second language learning, from one’s experience of other languages)” (Richards,
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1971b : 122.) That is to say, FL learners do not only have one source of data from which they
can draw hypotheses about the TL structure, but two: the TL structures they have already
assimilated on the one hand, and the whole range of their previously acquired linguistic
knowledge on the other hand.

Naturally, the learners’ guesses about the TL rules will not be always correct. On the
contrary, they may lead to errors (cf. Sections 3.1 and 3.2.) Depending on the source of the
hypothesis that gave rise to the error (the TL itself or other previously learned languages,)
learners’ idiosyncrasies will be attributed to an intralingual or an interlingual source,
respectively. Clearly, the mechanism of transfer, i.e., the use of previously acquired
knowledge in new learning situations, is involved in the two cases. This underlying similarity
notwithstanding, purposefully, intralingual and interlingual causes of errors are deemed
different in EA literature. What is more, the term transfer is commonly associated only with
the latter type and other names are connected with the former. In what follows, there is an

attempt to clarify the differences existing between these two sources of errors.

3.5.4.1 Interlingual Causes of Errors

Even though the behaviourist accounts that gave transfer the lion’s share in describing
and explaining the process of FLL are now widely discredited, transfer is still conceived as a
significant factor affecting any attempt to learn a new language after one’s NL is acquired
(Section 2.5.) To be precise, the learners’ past linguistic knowledge is not now considered as a
hindrance to the acquisition of a new language but rather as useful participant in the process
of FLL, that can act as a heuristic basis from which hypotheses about the TL can be inferred.

Like the native learner, he [the FL learner] can use the evidence provided by the target
language itself... But, unlike the first language learner, he also has an alternative source of
hypotheses... [He] has already mastered the rules of one language... [what he] knows about
the structure of that language is readily available to assist in the formation of hypotheses.
(Wilkins, 1972 : 203)

In other words, “The more about language we know, or the more languages we know
something of, the richer the repertoire of heuristic hypotheses available to us about the
structural properties of the second language data will be” (Corder, 1981: 58.) Thus, one might
argue that the original claim that language transfer has often a negative influence on FLL is
not true. On the contrary, “the learner’s possession of his native language is facilitative”
(Corder, 1967: 170,) since he can “make... up the deficiencies of his knowledge... by
recourse to the appropriate parts of the mother tongue” (Corder, 1973: 284.) Nevertheless,

while it can be helpful, this policy may result in errors (cf. Section 2.5.3.) Such errors,
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however, “are not to be regarded as signs of inhibition, but simply as evidence of [the
learner’s] strategies of learning” (Corder, 1967: 170.)

As to the different types of interlingual errors, Odlin (1989: 37-38) suggests that
transfer pronunciation errors, for instance, can take different forms. In the most apparent kind,
there are substitution errors wherein the learner uses items or structures from previously
learned languages, such as NL sounds, in his TL performances. Calques, on the other hand,
are those transfer errors that reflect very closely the structure of another language known by
the learner. Instances of “cognate pronunciation,” in particular, fall in this category. For
example, some EFL learners who know French pronounce the sound /11 in the English word
“athlete” as */t/, whether or not they can pronounce it correctly in other words.

Clearly, substitutions and calques reflect “an obvious correspondence” (Odlin, 1989:
37) between the TL use of the learner and another language which he knows. By contrast,
alternations of structures are errors that result from transfer, but do not show any direct
influence from any one of the learner’s languages besides the TL. One common example is
errors of hypercorrection. Hypercorrections reflect “overreactions” (ibid: 38) to transfer
influences (Section 2.4.3.) To illustrate this point, Ibrahim (1978; in Odlin, 1989: 38) cites
examples of pronunciation errors in which the English sound /=/ is used instead of /B/ by Arab
EFL learners, such as in the mispronunciation */nirnl It/ of the English word “habit.” Ibrahim
argues that this error is a result of the learners’ attempt to avoid the /r substitution caused by
transfer from Arabic. Transfer errors taking the form of alternations of structures may easily
go unnoticed. Nevertheless, they represent “the most important cases Of cross-linguistic
influences” (Odlin, 1989: 38.) Thus, error analysts must pay significant attention while
deciding whether an error is due to transfer, Odlin advises.

3.5.4.2 Intralingual Causes of Errors

Then, some of the errors FL learners may produce are traceable to cross-linguistic
transfer effects. On the other hand, to make inferences about new structures of an FL, learners
may also resort to the TL knowledge they have formerly assimilated. Similarly, the ultimate
product of this process may be the production of idiosyncratic forms. Such idiosyncrasies
form what is termed intralingual errors.

To be precise, the origins of intralingual errors are found within the TL itself. That is
to say, they do not reflect structures from the learners’ other language(s,) but rather “faulty

generalizations about the rules of the target language” (McKeating, 1981: 231) made while
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the learner attempts to creatively use his TL knowledge. In other words, such errors result
from “the mutual interference of items within the target language” (Richards, 1971a: 207.)
They cover instances in which a rule “is extended to an environment in which, to the learner it
could logically apply, but just does not” (Selinker, 1972: 180.) Accordingly, these errors are
generally common to all the learners of a particular FL, regardless of their linguistic
backgrounds.

McKeating (1981) makes a distinction between two different types of intralingual
causes of errors. These are cross-associations and wrong analogies. In the first type, an FL
learner may cross-associate two seemingly similar, but in fact different, items of the TL
giving rise to “hybrid” structures. This “generally involves the creation of one deviant
structure in place of two target language structures” (Ellis, 1994: 59.) To illustrate this point,
the great variety, and slight differences, of the vowel sounds available in the English
phonological system sometimes cause learners to produce some phonological replacements
from a hybrid origin, i.e., involving features from more than one sound. Avery and Ehrlich,
for instance, show that EFL learners have a general difficulty to discriminate between the
English vowels /e/ and /7/, as in “bet” and “bit”, which results in their “producing a vowel
which is between the two” (Avery and Ehrlich, 1992: 113.)

On the other hand, wrong analogies account for those errors described as instances of
overgeneralization (Section 3.5.3.) Naturally, language learners generally search for “patterns
and regularity in the target language in an effort to reduce the learning load by formulating
rules” (McKeating, 1981: 231.) In their attempts to reorganize their TL materials, however,
they may fail to take into account the boundaries of the rules’ possible applications and
ultimately end by overgeneralizing some of them to contexts where they do not apply. Indeed,
language “learning not only means discovering rules, but also the exact categories to which
they apply” (Corder, 1973: 288.)

The performer’s production of wrong analogies or overgeneralization errors may
result from his limited exposure to the TL, which prevents him from gathering sufficient
information to build adequate hypotheses. Equally well, the learner’s desire to regularize the
language data he receives may cause him to ignore exceptions.

Having found a rule which appears to work well the learner is not inclined to go looking for
exceptions which will only complicate matters. Or, in the interests of simplicity, he may just
ignore counter-examples to his rules.

(McKeating, 1981: 132)

This strategy of learning may have a simplifying effect on the FL structure. That is to say, it

may cause errors of omissions of the TL redundant features that can be seen as “unnecessary
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complication which can be ignored” (ibid.) For example, EFL learners may prefer to avoid
complicating their acquisition of the phonology of English by neglecting aspirating voiceless
plosives in initial positions, as they may realize that their speeches can still be understood.

Other possible types of intralingual pronunciation errors may include deviant
articulations caused by non-correspondences between the TL spelling and phonological
systems. In particular, spelling pronunciation errors are significantly common in the
performances of EFL learners. For instance, while many foreign students of English may have
no difficulty in properly articulating the sound /¢/, they may not pronounce the word
“enough” correctly. Besides spelling pronunciations, the phonetic context in which the sounds
occur may cause further problems. For example, it may be extremely easy for some learners
to produce the sounds /¢/, /|1 and /s/ each in isolation; but it turns to be highly difficult for
them, themselves, to accurately pronounce the final clusters in the words “twelfths”
/10)8|(|)|c5/ and “sixths” /ol ko | of. Similarly, McKeating (1981: 216) refers to a group of
students he had, who are perfectly able to produce the sound /w/ in all contexts except before
the close rounded vowel /U/ such as in the words “woman”, “wolf”, etc.

In addition, inherent difficulty is the source to which “those errors stemming from
marked or complex features in the structure of the target language itself and which thus seem
to be committed by all... learners of the TL regardless of their native language” (Celce-
Murcia et al., 1996: 20) can be attributed. To illustrate this point, many phonological items of
English are “inherently difficult to learn no matter what the background of the learner”
(Richards and Sampson, 1974: 13) is. Namely, the failure to receive and to produce the
distinction between English /e/ and /T)/, such as in “set” and ‘“sat,” on the one hand, and
between /7}/ and /«/, such as in “lack” and “luck,” on the other hand, is common to the
majority of EFL learners (Avery and Ehrlich, 1992: 98-100.)

3.5.4.3 Other Possible Causes

Besides the interlingual and intralingual causes reviewed above, many researchers
conceive the teaching instruction FL learners receive as an additional possible source of
errors. In technical terminology, the resulting idiosyncrasies are called transfer of training
(Selinker, 1972) or induced (Stenson, 1974) errors. To be precise, the choice of teaching
materials, their sequencing and manner of presentation, the examples used to clarify the TL
items being taught and the practice work accompanying these examples can all — if not

adequately designed — hinder learners’ understanding and induce errors.
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To illustrate this point, some of the FL learners’ pronunciation errors may reside in
their teachers’ inadequate pronunciations. Additionally, intralingual errors, such as cross-
associations — even though they can occur spontaneously — are sometimes encouraged by
some teaching practices. In particular, faulty explanations of TL structures or drills performed
without considering the meaning component can lead to such errors. Furthermore, presenting
items or structures that can interfere with each other, such as phonetically similar sounds,
together in the hope of helping learners establish the contrast between them can only further
complicate the confusion in the learners’ minds. The construction of wrong analogies can also
be teaching induced. “Any inexplicit explanation may be open to misunderstanding by the
student” (Stenson, 1974: 67) and consequently “lead to false generalizations” (ibid.) The
occurrence of overgeneralization errors in any language learning process is of course very
natural. The point being made here is that the possibility for them can be further increased by
some teaching practices. What is more, teachers’ overemphasis on some TL sounds which are
generally problematic for their learners may give rise to hypercorrection or overlearning
errors (Richards, 1971a: 200,) such as in the [I/v or the 7/f substitutions by Arab EFL learners
(cf. Section 3.5.4.1.)

In brief, transfer of training can increase the possibility for some errors, as it may lead
to some others that might not otherwise occur (Stenson, 1974.) Stenson argues that such
errors are not systematic in the sense that they are induced by some external factors; mainly,
teaching instruction. Following this claim, induced errors need not form part of EA (cf.
Section 3.5.2.) Nonetheless, inexplicit or inadequate teaching practices may cause learners to
form faulty generalizations that they afterwards internalize in their minds; i.e., they will form
part of their TL competence and accordingly they can give rise to systematic errors whose

analysis is the concern of EA.

3.5.5 Evaluation of Errors

The collection of the four aforementioned stages represents the procedure generally
followed in traditional EAs. More recent research, however, includes one further step. This
latter differs from the other stages of EA in one significant point. At this level, reference is not
made to the learner who produces the error but to the listener/ reader who receives it.
Explicitly, after identifying, describing and explaining the errors his subjects made, the error
analyst may go further to analyze the effects these errors may have on the audience who
receives them. Indeed, this step, error evaluation, is not included in many EA; and it is often

treated as a separate subject.
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The undertaking of error evaluation necessitates making some decisions in advance,
namely, choosing who the addresses (more properly the judges) will be and how their
judgments will be elicited. Firstly, the judges can vary according to whether they are native
speakers or non-native speakers, expert teachers or ordinary people, etc. Secondly, the error
analyst has to select from many alternatives following which he can elicit the addressees’
judgments. He may give them contextualized or decontextualized lists of erroneous utterances
taken from actual samples of learner language. The use of contextualized data is, however,
generally preferred because the same error can be evaluated very differently depending on
who produced it, and how, where, and when it was produced. Then, the investigator may ask
his informants to evaluate the errors the learners made using specified criteria from which a
statement of error gravity can be established. Additionally, he may ask them to correct the
subjects’ errors and to account for their own judgments, particularly, to explain why they have
considered some errors to be more problematic than others. What is more, he can test their
comprehension of the erroneous utterances they are asked to evaluate.

Criteria to be used in assessing error gravity generally include judgments about the
intelligibility of the erroneous utterances, the acceptability of the errors and the degree of
irritation caused by them. The intelligibility of an idiosyncratic form is judged according to
the degree of its comprehensibility; i.e., its message carrying capacity. In other words,
emphasis here is not on how the error differs from accepted TL use, but rather on the degree
of deviance between the learner’s intention and the result caused by his utterance, i.e., the
extent to which the error diverts the addressee from making a direct connection between the
utterance he receives and the performer’s original intention. Burt and Kiparsky’s (1974)
distinction between local and global errors (cf. Section 3.5.3) is especially useful in this task.
Burt and Kiparsky argue that, as far as general sentence comprehensibility is concerned,

13

global errors are more serious than local ones; “ a sentence with both global and local
mistakes improves much more when a global mistake is corrected than a local one, or even a
group of local ones” (Burt and Kiparsky, 1974: 73.) Consequently, global errors would be
more severely judged than local ones.

In addition to judgments about intelligibility, the degree of irritation the error arouses
is another frequently used criterion in error evaluation. Emphasis here is on the addressees’
affective response or emotional state. While it is generally conceived that the most serious
errors are those which can lead to misunderstanding, i.e., errors of intelligibility; one might
think that errors of irritation are equally significant. The irritability of learners’ errors can

dictate the form of the relationship they will have with the addressees and by extension the
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way they will be perceived by them. In particular, an FL learner who goes for a job — or even
a college — entrance interview using a noticeably foreign accent can provide the specific
justification required to reject him, even when he is perfectly successful in communicating his
meanings. Political reasons may further complicate this problem. English used with an Arabic
accent in USA or Great Britain may cause many problems nowadays. Richards accounts for
this matter arguing, “Deviancy from grammatical or phonological norms of a speech
community elicits evaluation reactions that may classify a person unfavorably” (Richards,
1971b: 131.) He also quotes Noss reporting that

It is not uncommon to characterize such people as ‘having a foreign accent’ or speaking
‘brokenly’, even though their vocabulary and general fluency may be quite satisfactory in the
acquired language. Although they have little difficulty in being understood for practical
purposes, they are apt to be considered as perpetual foreigners or outsiders.

(Noss 1967; in Richards, 1971b: 132)

More to the point, Odlin asserts “the more heavily accented a person’s pronunciation is, the
more likely it is that listeners will have negative reactions... a foreign accent can trigger
hostile attitudes” (Odlin, 1989: 158-159.)

The irritability of errors may correlate with their frequency, i.e., the number of errors
learners produce. It is sometimes argued that the frequency of errors is not important as a
criterion to establish error gravity, since the effect of a high number of errors that do not
hinder communication (local errors) is less serious than that produced by few global ones.
Nevertheless, producing a lot of errors may cause the addressees’ irritation or disturbance and
subsequently their loss of attention to meaning. Normally, then, statements about error
intelligibility, irritability and frequency are all important in evaluating the seriousness of
errors. The first norm may cause the performers to fail to make themselves understood, the
second may cause them to be unfavourably evaluated, and the latter may, indirectly, generate
both of the two preceding effects.

In establishing statements about error frequency, it is often useful to make a
distinction between absolute and relative frequencies. An absolute frequency refers to the
number of times in which an error of one particular type occurs (e.g., 2 errors.) By opposition,
a relative frequency mentions the number of times an error occurs balanced against the
number of correct forms used (e.g., 2/10 errors,) as clarified by Ringbom.

The number of errors made with a particular construction (e.g., concord) is balanced against

the number of correctly formed constructions. A potential error index can then be calculated

by dividing the number of erroneous construction with the total number of construction used.
(Ringbom, 1995: 582)

Statements of the relative frequency of errors types are more generally preferred.
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One additional criterion generally used in evaluating errors is about errors’
acceptability. This involves judgments about the seriousness of an error in terms of its
deviance from accepted TL norms. Another related criterion is error naturalness. This is a
somehow vague standard. It is related to the degree of deviation or resonance the error has.
Some errors may sound more “unnatural” to the listener or reader than others. Markedness
factors (Section 2.5.4.1,) for instance, may considerably influence the judges’ evaluations in
this case. Stantos (1987; in Ellis, 1994: 66) argues that errors involving the substitution of
marked items for unmarked ones, like in the case of pronouncing final /c/ as */C/ in the word
“choice”, are less accepted than those incorporating the substitution of unmarked items for
marked ones, such as in mispronouncing “shoes” as */vv+c/. Explicitly, the reason may be
that voiceless stops, that are phonologically common in words’ final positions in most human
languages, are less marked than voiced stops, which occur finally only in few languages, such
as English, and hence their preference by FL learners tends to be more acceptable.

To sum up, a systematic investigation of learners’ errors necessitates the researcher’s
involvement in many stages of analysis. Firstly, an actual sample of oral or written language
use by the learners needs to be collected. Then, the errors existing in this sample will be
identified, described and explained following defined procedures. One further step, which is
not often included, is the evaluation of errors according to some specified criteria. One profit
to be gained from this last stage is the identification of those errors that are more serious, and
consequently which merit more theoretical and pedagogical attention. The procedure
reviewed above is supposed to provide significant illuminations to both theory researchers
and language teachers (Section 3.3.3.) Some researchers, however, disagree about this last

point.

3.6 Charges Levelled against Error Analysis

In the 1970s, EA experienced wide acceptance and popularity. Conversely, the
successive era, the 1980s, saw the occurrence of many arguments against its practicability and
utility (Schachter and Celce-Murcia, 1977; Dulay et al., 1982.) As a result, EA — like CA —
fell into disfavour. Ellis (1994: 67) clarifies that the claimed inadequacies of EA includes both

weaknesses in methodological procedures and limitations in scope.

3.6.1 Weaknesses in Methodological Procedures
The criticisms levelled at EA methodological procedures cover many points, some of

which, those associated with errors’ explanation, have already been discussed (Section 3.5.4.)
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Besides, the procedure suggested by Corder (1971, 1972) to systematically identify learners’
errors is shown by many researchers, including Corder himself, to be an idealized one. No
clear decisions can be adopted at any phase: are the learners’ idiosyncrasies instances of
errors or mistakes? What interpretation can be attributed to each of them in case they are
errors? In what way can they be reconstructed? Moreover, the recognition of idiosyncrasies,
in itself, may not be always easily made. One typical example of this last problem is the
recognition of FL learners’ pronunciation errors.

In particular, the distinction between errors and mistakes has stirred much debate
about the workability of EA. The criterion suggested by Corder, i.e., to see whether the error’s
performer can readily correct it or not, is not always reliable. Learners may confuse some TL
forms (such as some similar grammatical items that need to be employed in different
structures, like since and for) but still know that only one of them would be appropriate in one
particular context. Therefore, if a learner produces a deviant form in such a case and gets
informed that he has produced an error, he can immediately supply the correct structure.
Nevertheless, the learner’s original erroneous utterance was not an instance of a mistake but
of an error; it, indeed, represents a defect in his TL knowledge.

Likewise, the consistency of the occurrence of deviant forms in a learner’s
performance has also been used as a criterion to distinguish errors from mistakes. Errors are
systematic consistent deviances that tend to recur in one piece of performance, whereas
mistakes are occasional and inconsistent. Before perfectly acquiring a particular TL structure,
learners may come through a stage in which they produce both idiosyncratic and target like
forms over it. How can the deviances of the learners be viewed in such a case?

Similarly, a learner may know how to perform a particular TL structure, but — for
some reasons — continues to get it the wrong way in spontaneous language use. An EFL
learner, for example, may acquire the right way of how to articulate /11 and /0 each in
isolation, but turns to produce some other forms instead in natural language use. Equally, the
majority of EFL learners come at one stage to internalize the rule that English verbs used in
the present tense with third person singular pronouns inflect taking an ‘-s’ at the end, but
continue to get them uninflected, especially in oral language use. Additionally, learners may
lose track of a complex structure as they utter it, even though they may produce it correctly in
very relaxed situations. The question is how should such deviant utterances, and others due to
the utterances’ length and the processing time available, be regarded? Are they instances of
errors or of mistakes? Generally, the performers will be able to correct them. Indeed, such

errors do not signify a defect in knowledge but they imply the lack of automaticity in
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language use; i.e., by one way or another, a defect in the TL competence. Normally, FL
learners do not only need to know how the TL is structured, but also to acquire an automatic
command of its structure in spontaneous language use.

Supposing that the researcher was able to successfully recognise all his subjects’
errors, he is still left with another — may be more serious — problem. That is the undertaking of
how to interpret the recognized idiosyncrasies. Learners’ erroneous constructions may be
ambiguous; i.e., they may allow more than one interpretation in one context. Corder (1971b:
22) cites an example of an erroneous sentence, * he did not know the word so he asked a
dictionary, wherein two plausible interpretations are equally possible; “...he asked for a
dictionary” and “...he consulted a dictionary.” The linguistic context of the utterance is not
helpful to determine which from the above meanings the performer intends. Needless to say,
if the researcher selects the wrong interpretation, his reconstruction, description and
explanation of the error will not be valid, too. In fact, he would analyse an error that has not
been produced at all. This problem, Corder argues, may be solved by eliciting an authoritative
interpretation. Nevertheless, this solution can be sometimes either impossible or unreliable
(cf. Section 3.5.4.)

Furthermore, the tasks of describing and classifying errors can be problematic, too.
Any problem at the interpretation level may cause others at this stage. In other words, errors
can be mistakenly attributed to one given category in a descriptive taxonomy because they
were wrongly interpreted. What is more, learners’ idiosyncrasies can be erroneously described
even when they are rightly interpreted. To illustrate this point, some originally auditory
pronunciation problems can be mistaken as orthographic errors (cf. Section 3.5.1.)

Finally, the explanatory stage of EA may present further grave methodological
problems to the analyst. While it seems easy to think about the possible causes of language
errors in abstract, the actual practice of explaining the idiosyncrasies of FL learners is by no
means straightforward. In fact, explanation is a speculative undertaking. It is “a matter for
argument, not definition” (Taylor, 1986: 158.) Therefore, the same error could be ascribed to
a particular cause by one researcher and to another one by another one. The possibility for this
inconsistency is augmented by the fact that the distinctions between the customary adopted
sources of errors are not convincing to all researchers. In particular, intralingual and
interlingual sources of errors can be easily confused. For instance, some of the apparently
intralingual errors — in the sense that they are common to the majority of the FL learners of
one particular language — can also have roots in the mother tongue(s) of some performers. In

other words, “the learner may assign an item to a class on the analogy of the assignment of the
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mother tongue” (Corder, 1973: 189.) The erroneous structure *Il a parti produced by an
English foreign learner of French, for example, can be said to have resulted from the influence
of the French rule for forming the perfect tense with “avoir” (“have” in English); i.e., it is an
intralingual error. On the other hand, the involvement of English transfer, namely the
influence of the “have + past participle” structure like in he has gone, is also highly possible.
Similarly, some pronunciation errors could result from both intralingual causes, such as the
inherent difficulty of the particular items involved; and cross-linguistic transfer influences,
i.e., the influence of the NL phonological system.

The distinction between interlingual and intralingual causes of errors is not easy, then.
More serious, however, is the problem of how to differentiate the different types of
intralingual errors. Teaching induced errors are also difficult to be identified as they may be
readily attributable to other sources of errors, i.e., intralingual and interlingual effects.
Besides, an investigator should not assume that there are “ready-made explanation[s] which
will cover all errors” (Taylor, 1986: 157.) Consequently, “one must be extremely cautious
when claiming to have identified the cause of any given error type” (Schachter and Celce-
Murcia, 1977: 280.)

Clearly, undertaking an EA is not an easy business. What is more, “if clear
explanatory statements about errors are often not possible the value of EA as a tool for
investigating L2 acquisition is thrown into question” (Ellis, 1994: 63.) Nevertheless, the
methodological problems EA is claimed to cause are, in fact, overestimated. The task of
identifying errors really creates many problems, a lot of which, however, can be encountered.
Solutions include cooperation with the errors’ producers, the use of the context in which the
erroneous constructions occur, and the utilization of the knowledge the researcher has about
the interlanguage of his subjects as well as that of other learners who have similar learning
experiences as theirs. In describing and explaining errors, careful pacing may result in many
useful and indispensable illuminations. Besides, the ambiguous sources of some errors may
not be problematic at all; “the same word or construction may well have been arrived at by
different routes” (Ringbom, 1995: 582.) Intralingual and interlingual influences may exist
simultaneously giving additional strength to each other. To illustrate this point, while
intralingual errors are generally common to all the learners of one TL, they tend to be more
serious with those whose NL has structures similar to those of the erroneous construction(s) in
question (cf. Section 2.4.3.) In short, as they may have one single source, errors — equally

well- may have a compound origin.
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3.6.2 Limitations in Scope

In addition to the arguments about weaknesses in the methodological procedures of
EA, other criticisms are levelled at limitations in its scope. In the first instance of these, EA is
said to deny researchers “access to the whole picture” (Freeman and Long, 1991: 61) of
language learning. It is limited by definition to the analysis of only those features of learner
language that deviate from the accepted norms of the TL. No account of what performers do
correctly is required. “The first step in error analysis is the extraction of errors from the
corpus. In many cases the corpus is then excluded from further consideration as the
investigator focuses on the task of organizing the errors” (Schachter and Celce-Murcia, 1977:
276.)

Nevertheless, the incorporation of correct forms in analyzing learner language is
crucial. It can provide significant insights into all the stages of EA, and especially in the
explanatory phase. By exploring both their correct and incorrect language uses, the researcher
can gain a more thorough view about the learners’ competence in the TL. He may better know
what structures are already assimilated by them, what features are still unlearned, what are
their areas of uncertainty or partial learning (the occurrence of both right and wrong forms
over one structure), and what is the extent of “damage” in the learners’ competence
concerning their erroneous structures; is the whole system unlearned? or, are they the
exceptions to the rules solely which cause problems?

As a matter of fact, however, the criticising statements above do not account for
inadequacies within the EA enterprise, but rather they represent weaknesses in some available
EA studies. There is nothing in EA that prevents an analyst from including correct forms in
his data. Besides, Corder — who is generally recognized as a prominent figure among the
proponents of EA — argued for the relevance of correct language uses in the data for EA in
more than one occasion. The following statements by Corder attest this fact. “The
superficially well-formed sentences in terms of one social dialect (the target dialect in the case
of the learner) are just as important as those which are overtly idiosyncratic. They too tell us
what he knows” (Corder, 1971b: 21.) Moreover, “If... our objectives in undertaking ‘error
analysis’ are to make a description of the ‘état de dialecte’ of the learner then the ‘well-
formed and appropriate’ utterances are clearly an important part of our data” (ibid: 30.)

Conversely, the second condemnation of EA at this level is really serious. It may be
the major problem of EA, indeed. Explicitly, it is argued that some of the problems FL
learners may have are elusive for EA, because it seems that they are unlikely to be captured in

corpus-based research. That is to say, EA is not able to reveal all the difficulties learners have.
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Schachter (1974) accounts for this problem clarifying that learners may resort, either
consciously or subconsciously, to avoid certain TL structures which they perceive as difficult
(cf. Section 2.5.3.2.) The error analyst, by consequence, may not be able to build a complete
idea about his subjects’ competence. “The learner... will place limitations upon the data we
work with, by selecting from his actual repertoire, where possible, only those aspects of his
knowledge which, rightly or wrongly, he has most confidence in... [He] will play safe”
(Corder, 1981: 60.)

In other words, EA, which is a corpus-based method of analysis, cannot investigate
what performers do not do. Nonetheless, this charge need not be overvalued. The error analyst
has different means of how to “capture” the phenomenon of avoidance. In particular,
statements about the errors’ relative frequencies (cf. Section 3.5.5) can be helpful. In addition,
elicitation techniques of data collection can provide a workable solution. “The aim is to put
the learner in a position where he has to use a particular language item and thus reveal his true
ability in that particular area” (McKeating, 1981: 217-218.) What is more, an error analyst,
normally, should

Be able to draw upon his or her own knowledge of the language, thus to make judgments
about what is not in the text, as well as on the correctness of what is. We routinely draw on
lexical items ‘absent’ from the text to suggest improvements to a student’s choice of
vocabulary; we can do the same with a syntactic structure, even where on some criteria it
might be ‘correct’.

(Taylor, 1986 : 150)

In pronunciation performances, however, the phenomenon of avoidance is less likely, if not
impossible (cf. Section 2.5.3.2.)

3.7 EA Reassessed

Like CA, EA has been subject to criticism. Its major charge is its “insufficiency” or
limitedness. “But these criticisms need not spell the death of error analysis. They can be met”
(Taylor, 1986: 145.) Indeed, “EA continues to be used as a means of investigating learner
language” (Ellis, 1994: 68.) With careful processing, it “can certainly provide vital clues”
(Harley 1980; in Freeman and Long, 1991: 62.) In other words, “if we are aware of its
limitations, the study of errors, their causes and development, can provide valuable
information on the underlying learning processes” (Ringbom, 1995: 583.)

In short, EA shortcomings need not, and did not, lead to its demise, but rather to the
incorporation of some modifications within its theoretical basis and methodological
procedures, as it is suggested by Schachter and Celce-Murcia (1977,) whose work is widely

seen as a major threat against EA. Schachter and Celce-Murcia argue that “researchers
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carrying out EA projects would attend to this potential pitfalls [i.e., EA limitations] so that the
overall quality of EA research might improve” (Schachter and Celce-Murcia, 1977: 281.)

In fact, EA continues to be practiced, but “with due attention paid to non-errors as well
as to errors” (Ellis, 1994: 68.) Equally, carefulness to whether there are “some units that...
[the learner] uses less frequently than the native speaker, some that he does not use at all”
(Harley 1980; in Freeman and long, 1991: 62) and to considering alternative explanations and
not to suffice by the most apparent ones is highly required. In addition, researchers start
conducting EAs from a deductive rather than from an inductive point of view. That is to say,
EA now “is more likely to serve as a means for investigating a specific research question
rather than for providing a comprehensive account of learners’ idiosyncratic forms” (Ellis,
1994: 70.) To be precise, in this new perspective, error analysts start by generating
“hypotheses, which are themselves then tested against error patterns” (Johnson and Johnson,
1998: 113.) What is more, Ringbom argues, “access to large computerized corpora... will no
doubt give a new impetus to EA” (Ringbom, 1995: 583.) One last point is that while some
researchers retain the term error analysis (Ellis, 1994), others argue that it is misleading and,
thus, prefer to use other names instead such as performance analysis (Freeman and Long,
1991) and corpus analysis, although this latter is associated with other orientations as well
(Aarts, 1995.)

Conclusion

In this chapter, an attempt was made to explain the form of FL learners” TL
performances. Consequently, reference was made to EA. In fact, EA represents the first
significant effort to investigate learner language. Even though it was once discredited, “it is
showing signs of making a come-back” (Ellis, 1994: 69.) As demonstrated earlier, the charges
levelled against EA are not inherent in it; they can be overcome. On the other hand, the
contributions of EA are indispensable. EA has served as an empirical tool to put an end to the
behaviourist/ mentalist (and by extension, the transfer/ intralingual factors) debates of the
1970s (cf. Sections 3.1, 3.5.4 and 3.6.1.) It has contributed to a more comprehensive view
about learner language and to a more rational stance on their errors. Indeed, if any
understanding of the structure of FL learners’ performances is sought, EA, with the new
modifications brought to it, would be inescapable. Accordingly, the sixth chapter in this work
is devoted to analyzing the pronunciation errors of a group of EFL students, in the hope of

bringing illuminations on the process of EFL pronunciation learning.
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PART TWO
CASE STUDY
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Introduction

The first chapter in this dissertation represents a review of some nonlinguistic factors that
have been abundantly reported in literature as having an effect on the process of FL pronunciation
learning. In relation to the claims made there, an attempt is made in this chapter to gather
information concerning how some university teachers of English feel about these factors.
Explicitly, a questionnaire was designed and a group of teachers from the English Departments at
the universities of Guelma and Annaba were asked to fill it. The focus is on the same six
nonlinguistic factors that form the subject of Chapter 1, i.e., on learners’ age, aptitude, attitudes,
motivation, personality traits as well as some external factors that are supposed to affect their
pronunciation performances. The goal is to know about the informants’ viewpoints regarding the
effects of these factors on EFL pronunciation learning. More details about this questionnaire are
provided below by identifying its aim more clearly, describing its layout, and finally reporting its

results.

4.1 Aim of the Questionnaire

In particular, the aim of the questionnaire is to identify the respondents’ views about which
factors correlate best with the learning of an intelligible pronunciation of English. All the
informants are teachers of English at the university level. Their long experience with the English
language, as learners then as teachers, is assumed to represent a rich informative basis for

gathering information about what really contributes to success in EFL pronunciation learning.

4.2 Description of the Questionnaire

The questionnaire was handed to 45 teachers from the English departments in the
universities of Guelma and Annaba. In particular, 20 respondents are from the University of
Guelma and the other 25 teachers are from the University of Annaba. Only 34 copies of the

questionnaire were returned; 18 from the teachers of Guelma and 16 from the teachers of Annaba.

University Handed Returned
8™ May, 1945 — Guelma | 20 100% | 18 90%
Baji Mokhtar — Annaba 25 100% | 16 64%
Total 45 100% | 34 75,55%

Table 4.1: Number of handed and returned questionnaires
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The questionnaire consists of some open questions, where the informants are asked to
provide a full personal answer, and different groups of statements about which they are required to
describe their opinions by selecting from a number of given possibilities. A copy of the
questionnaire is provided in appendix 1. It is made up of four sections.

The first section, Teaching Experience Background, includes two questions (Q1 and Q2)
aiming at identifying the number of years the respondents have spent teaching English (Q1,) and
the modules they teach at the university (Q2.) The second section, Opinions, covers seven
different parts. Each part includes a number of statements about the effect of a given factor on
achievement in pronunciation learning. The informants are asked to indicate their degree of
agreement (whether they strongly agree, agree, are undecided, disagree or strongly disagree) about
each statement by ticking one of the offered possibilities.

The first part in this section deals with The Effect of Age on Pronunciation Achievement.
It includes five statements (S1-S5) which aim at detecting the teachers’ opinions about children’s
superiority over adults in pronunciation learning (S1,) the possible degree of attainment by
adolescents and adults in the area of pronunciation (S2,) the likelihood of improving one’s
fossilized pronunciation after childhood (S3,) the preference of an early exposure to English in
pronunciation learning (S4,) and the possibility of achieving advanced levels in EFL pronunciation
learning by adolescents and adults if adequate exposure to English is guaranteed (S5.)

The second part, The Effect of Aptitude, embodies five statements all dealing with the
contribution of specific innate abilities to pronunciation learning. In particular, the statements in
this part consider the importance of having a talent in sound discrimination (S1,) a gift to mimic
foreign sounds (S2,) and an advanced ability to memorize these sounds (S3) in successful
pronunciation learning. In the fourth and fifth statements in this part, teachers are required firstly to
identify the degree to which they think that success in EFL pronunciation learning is dependent on
the above abilities (S4,) and secondly to mention how they feel about the claim that these abilities
are not significantly important in this task, which can be successfully achieved by every normal
human being (S5.)

In the third part, The Effect of Students’ Attitudes, there are three statements. The two
first ones intend to gather information about whether students’ attitudes towards English native
speakers (S1) and towards their teachers and teaching materials (S2) affect their achievement in
pronunciation learning. The questioned teachers are also asked to indicate their opinions about
whether FL learners can overcome their negative attitudes towards English native speakers and

achieve a high level of proficiency in the area of pronunciation (S3.)
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Both of the fourth and fifth parts are designed to investigate the contribution of motivation
in the task of pronunciation learning. In particular, the fourth part, The Effect of Students’
Motivation, aims at identifying the magnitude of the effect of this factor. This is assumed to be
achieved by tracing the respondents’ opinions about how necessary motivation is in EFL
pronunciation learning (S1,) and about the efficacy of some intermediate effects motivation is
supposed to have on this process (S2.) The informants are also asked to express their views about
whether motivation is more significant in English pronunciation learning than aptitude (S3) and
teaching instruction (S4,) and finally about the relationship between learners’ expectations of
success, their motivation, and their pronunciation attainments (S5.)

On the other hand, the fifth part, Integrative and Instrumental Motives, intends to
identify which type of motivation, integrative or instrumental, is really significant in the area of
pronunciation. For this reason, six statements are put to stimulate the teachers to express their
views about this controversy. The three first statements seek information about the role of
integrative motivation. Specifically, teachers are asked to clarify their degrees of agreement about
whether students’ achievement in pronunciation learning is dependent on having an intention to
socially integrate in the English society (S1,) and a desire to sound like English native speakers
(S2), as well as about whether the learners’ degrees of success in the area of pronunciation will
reflect the strength of their integrative motives (S3.) The two following statements deal with the
effect of instrumental motivation, in particular, with whether instrumental motives can create
success in pronunciation acquisition (S4,) and whether learners with strong utilitarian motives can
outperform those with integrative reasons to learn (S5.) Finally, teachers are asked if they agree
that what matters about motivation is its strength, not its type (S6.)

The sixth part, The Effect of Students’ Personality Traits, includes eight statements
intending to gather information about the relevance of learners’ personality characteristics to their
pronunciation achievements (S1), as well as about the superiority of students who are extroverted
(S2,) empathetic (S3,) who have permeable ego boundaries (S4,) and lots of self confidence (S5);
over those who are introverted (S2,) unsympathetic (S3,) who have strong ego boundaries (S4,)
and who lacks self confidence (S5.) The respondents are also asked to give their opinions about the
effects of learners’ anxiety (S6 and S7) and locus of control (S8) on their pronunciation
attainments.

The seventh and last part in section two, The Effect of Social and Environmental
Factors, embodies two statements dealing with the influence of external factors, namely learners’
environmental opportunities of learning (S1,) and their degree of exposure to authentic English

(S2) on pronunciation achievements.
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The third section of the questionnaire, Personal Perceptions, aims at identifying the
characteristics of a good pronunciation learner by asking the informants to indicate whether each
from twenty-three given traits is very important, quite important, important, not very important or
not at all important. The given characteristics include: having started learning at an early age (S1);
having advanced abilities for FLL (S2, S3 and S4); holding strong motives to learn (S5) and to
succeed (S6) as well as carrying positive attitudes towards EFL learning (S7,) the English language
and culture (S8,) and English native speakers (S9, S10 and S11.) With the goal of eliciting the
respondents’ relevant opinions, it is also stated that a good pronunciation learner expects success
(S12,) makes volunteer efforts to learn (S13,) has lots of self-confidence (S14,) and a high degree
of sociability (S15.) What is more, it is declared that successful pronunciation learning requires a
learner who is sympathetic with English native speakers (S16); who lacks inhibition (S17); and
who likes change (S18,) and risk taking (S19.) In addition, it is suggested that success in
pronunciation learning is related to having a willingness to make mistakes (S20,) to be
permanently involved in classroom discussions (S21,) to practice one’s pronunciation skills as
often as possible (S22,) and finally to take responsibility for one’s own learning (S23.)

The fourth and last section in the questionnaire, Other Suggestions, includes one single
question wherein the respondents are asked to supply any further information they have about the

processes of English pronunciation learning and teaching.

4.3 Analysis of the Questionnaire
4.3.1 Section 1: Teaching Experience Background

Question 1: How many years have you spent teaching English?

1-5years | 6-10years | 11 —-15years | 16 —20 years | 21 —25years | 26 — 38 years
06 17,65% | 04 11,76% |07  20,59% | 05 14,70% |05  14,70% | 07  20,59%

Table 4.2: Number of respondents grouped by number of years of experience in teaching English

As displayed in table 4.2, the questionnaire’s respondents are classified in six different
groups according to the number of years they have spent in teaching English. The seven teachers
from the last category (26 — 38 years,) in particular, are assumed to provide many insightful views
via their long experience in the field. Nonetheless, the opinions presented by the least experienced
teachers in the present questionnaire, i.e., those who have from one to five years of experience in
teaching English, are also considered highly significant because of the informants’ recent

experiences as learners of English.
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Question 2: What are the module(s) you teach at the university?

Phonetics Oral Expression Linguistics Others
(literature, civilization and ESP)
04 11,76% | 22 64,71% | 03 08,82% | 05 14,70%

Table 4.3: Number of respondents grouped by the modules they teach

The questionnaire’s respondents fall in another four different groups according to the type
of modules they teach (Table 4.3.) Whereas the views of the teachers of phonetics and of oral
expression may seem the most relevant to the present study, the teachers of linguistics and of the
other modules may also represent interesting ideas due to their familiarity with the students’
spoken English, their pronunciation performances in particular.

4.3.2 Section 2: Opinions
4.3.2.1 The Effect of Age on Pronunciation Achievement

Statement 1: Children acquire native-like pronunciation of a foreign language more readily than
adults.

Years of Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly | Total
experience in agree disagree
teaching
1-5years |05 83,33% | 01 16,67% | 00 00 00 06
6 — 10 years | 02 50% | 02 50% | 00 00 00 04
11 - 15 years | 05 71,43% | 01 14,29% | 00 01 14,29% | 00 07
16 — 20 years | 03 60% | 02 40% | 00 00 00 05
21 — 25 years | 03 60% | 01 20% | 00 01 20% | 00 05
26 — 38 years | 06 85, 71% | 01 14,29% | 00 00 00 07
Total 24 70,59% | 08 23,52% | 00 02 05,88% | 00 34

Table 4.4: Teachers’ degrees of agreement about children’s superiority over adults in
pronunciation learning
From table 4.4 above, it can be easily noticed that for the vast majority of respondents,
children are better pronunciation learners than adults. In particular, 70,59% and 23,52% of the total
34 responded teachers strongly agree and agree, respectively, with the statement in question. On
the other hand, only two teachers disagree, and no one has expressed strong disagreement, about

the relative easiness children have over adults in mastering foreign pronunciations.
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Statement 2: For the great majority of adolescent and adult English foreign language learners, an

accurate pronunciation is not a realistic pedagogical goal.

Years of Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly | Total
experience in agree disagree
teaching
1-5years |00 04 66,67% |01 16,67% |01  16,67% | 00 06
6 —10years |01 25% | 01 25% | 01 25% | 01 25% | 00 04
11— 15years | 00 02 2857% |02 2857% |03  42,86% | 00 07
16 — 20 years | 00 03 60% | 01 20% | 01 20% | 00 05
21 — 25 years | 00 03 60% | 01 20% | 01 20% | 00 05
26 — 38 years | 00 03 50% | 00 03 50% | 00 06
Total 01 03,03% |16  48,48% |06  18,18% | 10  30,30% | 00 33

Table 4.5: Teachers’ degrees of agreement about the possibility of acquiring an accurate
pronunciation by adolescent and adult EFL learners

The informants’ views about the possible levels of attainment by adolescents and adults in

the area of pronunciation are not totally conclusive; some teachers agree (48,48%) and some others

disagree (30,30%) with the statement under consideration. Nevertheless, a predisposition to adopt

the stance calling for the difficulty EFL pronunciation learning presents for adults can be noticed,;

one teacher strongly agree, 16 agree, and 6 are undecided about the unfeasibility for foreign adult

students to achieve an accurate pronunciation of English.

Statement 3: After childhood, it is impossible to change a learner’s fossilized pronunciation.

Years of Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Total
experience in agree disagree
teaching
1-5years |00 00 03 50% | 02 33,33% | 01 16,67% 06
6 — 10 years | 00 00 00 04 100% | 00 04
11 - 15 years | 00 00 00 06 85,71% 01 14,29% 07
16 — 20 years | 00 00 00 05 100% | 00 05
21 — 25 years | 00 01 20% | 00 03 60% | 01 20% 05
26 — 38 years | 00 01  14,29% | 00 05 71,43% 01 14,29% 07
Total 00 02  05,88% | 03 08,82% | 25 73,53% 04 11,76% 34

Table 4.6: Teachers’ degrees of agreement about the possibility of changing one’s fossilized
pronunciation after childhood
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Even though they recognize the difficulty adults have in EFL pronunciation learning, nearly

all the respondents (11,76% + 73,53%) are against the belief that a fossilized pronunciation cannot

be corrected after childhood.

Statement 4: The earlier the learner’s exposure to English, the better his acquisition of

pronunciation.

Years of Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly | Total
experience in agree disagree
teaching
1-5years |03 50% | 03 50% | 00 00 00 06
6 — 10 years | 02 50% | 02 50% | 00 00 00 04
11-15years |05  71,43% |02  28,57% | 00 00 00 07
16 — 20 years | 03 60% | 02 40% | 00 00 00 05
21 — 25 years | 04 80% | 01 20% | 00 00 00 05
26 -38years |05  71,43% | 02  28,57% | 00 00 00 07
Total 22 64,71% |12  35,29% | 00 00 00 34

Table 4.7: Teachers’ degrees of agreement about the existence of a sensitive period for EFL
pronunciation learning

As clearly shown in table 4.7, all the informants agree (to different degrees) about the

positive effect an early exposure to English can have on one’s ultimate level of attainment in the

area of pronunciation.

Statement 5: With adequate exposure to English, adolescents

levels in English foreign language pronunciation learning.

and adults can achieve advanced

Years of Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly | Total
experience in agree disagree
teaching
1-5years |03 50% | 03 50% | 00 00 00 06
6 — 10 years | 01 25% | 03 75% | 00 00 00 04
11 - 15 years | 03 42.86% | 04 57,14% | 00 00 00 07
16 — 20 years | 02 40% | 03 60% | 00 00 00 05
21— 25 years | 01 20% | 03 60% | 01 20% | 00 00 05
26 — 38 years | 01 14,29% | 05 71,43% | 00 01 14,29% | 00 07
Total 11 32,35% | 21 61,76% | 01 02,94% | 01 02,94% | 00 34

Table 4.8: Teachers’ degrees of agreement about the possibility of overcoming adolescents and
adults’ difficulties in the area of pronunciation by ensuring adequate exposure to English
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Except for one teacher who is undecided and another who disagree, all the respondents
agree, to different degrees, that the difficulties adults and adolescents have in foreign pronunciation
learning can be overcome given adequate exposure to the TL. In other words, according to the
responded teachers, successful pronunciation learning after childhood is not impossible.

To conclude, from the informants’ opinions about the five aforementioned statements, a
general preference for an early exposure (during the learners’ childhood) to foreign target
languages is significant. The questioned teachers, however, do not deny the likelihood of achieving
success in FL pronunciation learning in adolescence or adulthood. In short, the expressed idea is
that whereas FL pronunciation learning is easier and more fruitful during childhood, it is also

feasible, but more demanding, thereafter.

4.3.2.2 The Effect of Aptitude

Statement 1: Some students have a better “ear” for language sounds than others, and are, thus,
more gifted in the area of pronunciation.

Years of Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly | Total
experience in agree disagree
teaching
1-5years |02 3333% |02 3333% |02 33,33% | 00 00 06
6 — 10 years | 02 50% | 02 50% | 00 00 00 04
11-15years |05  71,43% |02  28,57% | 00 00 00 07
16 — 20 years | 03 60% | 02 40% | 00 00 00 05
21— 25years | 00 03 60% | 02 40% | 00 00 05
26 -38years | 02  2857% | 04 57,14% |01  14,29% | 00 00 07
Total 14 41,18% | 15  44,12% |05  14,70% | 00 00 34

Table 4.9: Teachers’ degrees of agreement about the significance of the learners’ phonetic coding
abilities in FL pronunciation learning

Except for five teachers who are undecided, all the other respondents (41,18% strongly

agree and 44,12% agree) acknowledge that FL learners differ in their abilities to discriminate

between foreign sounds, and, hence, in their potential to learn a foreign language’s pronunciation.
Statement 2: Some students have a better ability to mimic foreign sounds than others, and are,
thus, more gifted in the area of pronunciation.

Table 4.10 below demonstrates that the majority of informants (29,41% + 61,76%) agree
that FL learners differ in their abilities in sound mimicry, and that this may affect their learning

outcomes in the area of pronunciation.
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Years of Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly | Total
experience in agree disagree
teaching
1-5years |01  16,67% | 03 50% | 02  33,33% | 00 00 06
6 — 10 years | 02 50% | 02 50% | 00 00 00 04
11-15years | 04  57,14% | 03  42,86% | 00 00 00 07
16 — 20 years | 01 20% | 04 80% | 00 00 00 05
21 —25years | 00 04 80% | 00 01 20% | 00 05
26 —38years | 02  2857% |05  71,43% | 00 00 00 07
Total 10 29,41% |21 61,76% |02 05,88% | 01  02,94% 00 34

Table 4.10: Teachers’ degrees of agreement about the significance of the learners’ abilities to
mimic foreign sounds in FL pronunciation learning

Statement 3: Some students have a better memorizing ability than others, and are, thus, more
gifted in the area of pronunciation.

Years of Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Total
experience in agree disagree
teaching
1-5years |00 03 50% | 00 02 33,33% | 01 16,67% 06
6 — 10 years | 02 50% | 02 50% | 00 00 00 04
11 - 15 years | 04 57,14% | 02 28,57% | 00 01 14,29% | 00 07
16 — 20 years | 02 40% | 02 40% | 01 20% | 00 00 05
21 — 25 years | 02 40% | 01 20% | 02 40% | 00 00 05
26 — 38 years | 00 05 71,43% | 02 28,57% | 00 00 07
Total 10 29,41% | 15 44.12% | 05 14,70% | 03 08,82% | 01 02,94% 34

Table 4.11: Teachers’ degrees of agreement about the significance of the learners’ memorizing
abilities in FL pronunciation learning

To a smaller, but a considerable percentage (29,41% + 44,12%,) the questioned teachers

also think that differences in memorizing abilities may affect the process and results of FL

pronunciation learning.

Statement 4: The different degrees of success experienced by different learners in English foreign
language pronunciation learning are due to the learners’ different abilities.

In relation to their views about the three preceding statements, the respondents, in a

considerable majority (11,76% + 61,76%,) show their support for the claim that FL learners’

different abilities for language learning cause them to realize different degrees of success in

pronunciation acquisition (Table 4.12.)
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Years of Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly | Total
experience in agree disagree
teaching
1-5years |00 03 50% | 01  16,67% | 02  33,33% | 00 06
6 — 10 years | 01 25% | 02 50% | 00 01 25% | 00 04
11-15years |01  14,29% | 03  42,86% | 02  28,57% | 01  14,29% 00 07
16 — 20 years | 00 04 80% | 01 20% | 00 00 05
21 —25years | 01 20% | 03 60% | 00 01 20% | 00 05
26—38years |01  14,29% | 06  85,71% | 00 00 00 07
Total 04 11,76% |21  61,76% | 04  11,76% | 05  14,70% 00 34

Table 4.12: Teachers’ degrees of agreement about the dependence of pronunciation achievement

on the learners’ innate abilities

Statement 5: Every normal human being has the potential to successfully learn the pronunciation

of English.
Years of Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly | Total
experience in agree disagree
teaching
1-5years |02 33,33% | 02 33,33% | 00 02 33,33% | 00 06
6 —10years |01 25% | 01 25% | 02 50% | 00 00 04
11 -15years | 01 14,29% | 04 57,14% | 00 02 28,57% | 00 07
16 — 20 years | 00 01 20% | 03 60% | 01 20% | 00 05
21 — 25 years | 02 40% | 02 40% | 00 01 20% | 00 05
26 — 38 years | 03 42.86% | 04 57,14% | 00 00 00 07
Total 09 26,47% | 14 41,18% | 05 14,70% | 06 17,65% | 00 34

Table 4.13: Teachers’ degrees of agreement about the possibility of experiencing success in EFL
pronunciation learning by every normal human being

The above views notwithstanding, the teachers’ responses in relation to the present

statement add to the belief that EFL pronunciation learning can be accomplished by every normal

human being. That is to say, no matter how difficult it is, successful learning of the pronunciation

of English does not demand exceptional abnormal capacities.

In summary, some FL learners have some advanced abilities that can support their

pronunciation learning. For example, abilities in foreign sounds discrimination and mimicry can

logically make the process of EFL pronunciation learning easier. Nonetheless, the present

questionnaire’s respondents do not believe that these gifts are really a prerequisite for a successful

acquisition of the pronunciation of English.
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4.3.2.3 The Effect of Students’ Attitudes

Statement 1: Negative attitudes towards English native speakers create internal barriers against
accepting their speech as a model for pronunciation learning.

Years of Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly | Total
experience in agree disagree
teaching
1-5years |01 16,67% | 02 33,33% | 01 16,67% | 02 33,33% | 00 06
6 — 10 years | 00 04 100% | 00 00 00 04
11 - 15 years | 00 02 33,33% | 01 16,67% | 02 33,33% | 01 16,67% | 06
16 — 20 years | 01 20% | 01 20% | 02 40% | 01 20% | 00 05
21 — 25 years | 00 01 20% | 00 04 80% | 00 05
26 — 38 years | 04 57,14% | 01 14,29% | 02 28,57% | 00 00 07
Total 06 18,18% | 11 33,33% | 06 18,18% | 09 27,27% | 01 03,03% | 33

Table 4.14: Teachers’ degrees of agreement about the hindering effect negative attitudes towards

English native speakers have on achievement in EFL pronunciation learning

The responses presented in table 4.14 are not totally conclusive. Nonetheless, it can be said
that the majority (18,18% + 33,33% = 51,51%) agree about the undesirable effect holding negative

attitudes towards English native speakers can have on English pronunciation learning.

Statement 2: Students’ attitudes towards their teachers and teaching materials influence the degree
of English pronunciation proficiency they can achieve.

Years of Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly | Total
experience in agree disagree
teaching
1-5years |02 3333% |02 3333% |01 16,67% |01 16,67% | 00 06
6—10years |01 25% | 03 75% | 00 00 00 04
11-15years |02  28,57% |05 71,43% | 00 00 00 07
16 — 20 years | 01 20% | 03 60% | 00 01 20% | 00 05
21 — 25 years | 02 40% | 02 40% | 00 01 20% | 00 05
26 —38years |01  1429% |05 71,43% |01  14,29% | 00 00 07
Total 09 26,47% |20 58,82% |02  0588% | 03  08,82% | 00 34

Table 4.15: Teachers’ degrees of agreement about the involvement of FL learners’ attitudes
towards their teachers and teaching materials in their pronunciation learning

85,29% (26,47% + 58,82%) of the informants think that in a foreign learning context, and

in the absence of a direct contact between the learners and the TL native speakers, students’

attitudes towards their teachers and teaching materials greatly affect their learning outcomes.
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Statement 3: If they wish, learners who hold negative attitudes towards English native speakers
and the English culture can achieve a high level of proficiency in the area of pronunciation.

Years of Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly | Total
experience in agree disagree
teaching
1-5years |02  33,33% | 03 50% | 00 01 16,67% | 00 06
6 — 10 years | 00 03 75% | 00 01 25% | 00 04
11-15years | 01  14,29% | 03  42,86% | 00 03  42,86% | 00 07
16 — 20 years | 00 01 20% | 03 60% | 00 01 20% | 05
21 — 25 years | 01 20% | 04 80% | 00 00 00 05
26 — 38 years | 00 06  85,71% | 00 01  14,29% | 00 07
Total 04 11,76% |20 58,82% |03  08,82% | 06  17,65% 01 02,94% | 34

Table 4.16: Teachers’ degrees of agreement about the potential of achieving success in EFL
pronunciation learning by learners who hold negative attitudes towards English natives

Whereas the respondents agree about the disagreeable outcomes of holding negative

attitudes on achievement in pronunciation learning, the greatest part of them (70,58%= 11,76% +

58,82%) do not consider these attitudes a true handicap. Explicitly, although learners’ unfavorable

attitudes towards English native speakers are thought to affect their pronunciation attainments, the

informants still believe that these feelings may be overcome and their effect can be abolished.

4.3.2.4 The Effect of Students’ Motivation

Statement 1: Motivation is quite necessary in English foreign language pronunciation learning.

Years of Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly | Total
experience in agree disagree
teaching
1-5years |04 66,67% |01 16,67% | 00 01 16,67% | 00 06
6 — 10 years | 02 50% | 02 50% | 00 00 00 04
11-15years |05  71,43% |02  28,57% | 00 00 00 07
16 — 20 years | 04 80% | 01 20% | 00 00 00 05
21 — 25 years | 04 80% | 01 20% | 00 00 00 05
26 -38years |05 7143% |02  28,57% | 00 00 00 07
Total 24 70,59% | 09  26,47% | 00 01  02,94% | 00 34

Table 4.17: Teachers’ degrees of agreement about the importance of motivation in EFL
pronunciation learning
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Table 4.17 significantly demonstrates that, with the exception of one teacher, all the

informants recognize the great importance of motivation in pronunciation learning.

Statement 2: The more motivated the student is, the more efforts he will make while learning, the
longer he will persist in difficult tasks, and, thus, the more successful he will be.

Years of Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly | Total
experience in agree disagree
teaching
1-5years |04 66,67% |01  16,67% | 00 01 16,67% | 00 06
6 — 10 years | 03 75% | 01 25% | 00 00 00 04
11-15years |06 85,71% |01  14,29% | 00 00 00 07
16 — 20 years | 03 60% | 02 40% | 00 00 00 05
21 — 25 years | 04 80% | 01 20% | 00 00 00 05
26 -38years |06  85,71% | 01  14,29% | 00 00 00 07
Total 26  76,47% | 07  20,59% | 00 01 02,94% | 00 34

Table 4.18: Teachers’ degrees of agreement about the positive effects motivation has on
pronunciation learning

Again, except for one teacher, all the respondents agree with regard to the contribution of

motivation and its positive intermediate effects on the process of FL pronunciation learning.

Statement 3: Motivation plays a larger role in determining success in the area of pronunciation
than aptitude (ability.)

Years of Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly | Total
experience in agree disagree
teaching
1-5years |00 03 50% | 03 50% | 00 00 06
6 — 10 years | 02 50% | 00 02 50% | 00 00 04
11-15years |01  14,29% | 04  57,14% |01  14,29% | 01  14,29% | 00 07
16 — 20 years | 00 04 80% | 01 20% | 00 00 05
21— 25 years | 02 40% | 01 20% | 00 02 40% | 00 05
26 — 38 years | 00 05 7143% |01 1429% |01  14,29% | 00 07
Total 05 14,70% | 17 50% | 08  23,52% | 04  11,76% | 00 34

Table 4.19: Teachers’ degrees of agreement about the superiority of motivation over aptitude in
the area of pronunciation

In table 4.19, it is displayed that more than half of the questioned teachers (14,70% + 50%-=
64,70%) think that motivation is much more important to successful EFL pronunciation learning

than aptitude. 11,76% of the informants , however, disagree with this statement.
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Statement 4: Regardless of the state of teaching instruction, students who do not want to improve
their English pronunciations do not improve it.

Years of Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly | Total
experience in agree disagree
teaching
1-5years |02 33,33% | 03 50% | 00 01 16,67% | 00 06
6 — 10 years | 02 50% | 01 25% | 01 25% | 00 00 04
11— 15 years | 02 28,57% | 05 71,43% | 00 00 00 07
16 — 20 years | 01 20% | 03 60% | 01 20% | 00 00 05
21 — 25 years | 03 60% | 02 40% | 00 00 00 05
26 — 38 years | 02 33,33% | 03 50% | 01 16,67% | 00 00 06
Total 12 36,36% | 17 51,51% | 03 09,09% | 01 03,03% | 00 33

Table 4.20: Teachers’ degrees of agreement about the superiority of motivation over teaching
instruction in the area of pronunciation

As it can be noticed from table 4.20 above, 87,87% (36,36% + 51,51%) of the respondents

believe that the absence of motivation in EFL pronunciation learning may be truly handicapping.

Statement 5: The higher the learners’ expectations of success, the higher their motivation and the
higher their achievements.

Years of Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly | Total
experience in agree disagree
teaching
1-5years |00 06 100% | 00 00 00 06
6 — 10 years |01 25% | 02 50% | 01 25% | 00 00 04
11-15years |02  28,57% |04 57,14% | 00 01  14,29% | 00 07
16 — 20 years | 01 20% | 04 80% | 00 00 00 05
21 — 25 years | 02 40% | 02 40% | 01 20% | 00 00 05
26 —38years | 03  42,86% | 02  28,57% | 02  28,57% | 00 00 07
Total 09 2647% |20 5882% |04 11,76% |01  02,94% | 00 34

Table 4.21: Teachers’ degrees of agreement about the existence of a correlation between the
learners’ expectations of success, their motivation and their pronunciation achievement

The majority of informants (26,47% + 58,82% = 85,29%) also agree that there is a positive
correlation between learners’ expectations of success and the strength of their motivation. They
think that these two factors enhance the process of EFL pronunciation learning, too.

If the opinions given about the five statements above are compared together, one paramount
conclusion comes out; motivation is an essential requirement to successful EFL pronunciation

learning.
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4.3.2.5 Integrative and Instrumental Motives

Statement 1: A learner’s desire to socially integrate into the English society determines his level
of accuracy in pronouncing English.

Years of Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly | Total
experience in agree disagree
teaching
1-5years |00 03 50% | 00 03 50% | 00 06
6 — 10 years | 00 04 100% | 00 00 00 04
11 -15vyears | 01 14,29% | 04 57,14% | 01 14,29% | 01 14,29% | 00 07
16 — 20 years | 02 40% | 01 20% | 00 02 40% | 00 05
21 — 25 years | 02 40% | 03 60% | 00 00 00 05
26 — 38 years | 02 33,33% | 04 66,67% | 00 00 00 06
Total 07 21,21% | 19 57,58% | 01 03,03% | 06 18,18% | 00 33

Table 4.22: Teachers’ degrees of agreement about the necessity of integrative motives in
pronunciation learning

From table 4.22, it can be easily noticed that integrative motivation is generally thought to

support EFL pronunciation learning.

Statement 2: Successful English foreign language pronunciation learning necessitates a strong
desire to sound like English native speakers by the learner.

Years of Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly | Total
experience in agree disagree
teaching
1-5years |02 3333% |02 33,33% |01 16,67% | 00 01 16,67% | 06
6 — 10 years |01 25% | 03 75% | 00 00 00 04
11-15years | 01  14,29% | 04  57,14% | 00 02  28,57% | 00 07
16 — 20 years | 00 04 80% | 01 20% | 00 00 05
21 — 25 years | 01 20% | 02 40% | 01 20% | 01 20% | 00 05
26 —38years | 03  42,86% | 03  42,86% | 00 01  14,29% | 00 07
Total 08 2352% |18 52,94% |03  08,82% | 04  11,76% 01 02,94% | 34

Table 4.23: Teachers’ degrees of agreement about the necessity of a desire to sound like native
speakers in pronunciation learning

More than 70% of the responses show a general preference for having a desire to sound like

English native speakers by FL students to succeed in the task of pronunciation learning. It ought to

be recognized here that this feeling can only emerge from a primary tendency to accept English

native speakers’ speeches as a model for pronunciation learning.
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Statement 3: Students will acquire English pronunciation to the degree they want to integrate in
the English culture and society.

Years of Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly | Total
experience in agree disagree
teaching
1-5years |00 02 33,33% | 02 33,33% | 02 33,33% | 00 06
6 — 10 years | 00 03 75% | 00 01 25% | 00 04
11 - 15 years | 00 02 28,57% | 01 14,29% | 04 57,14% | 00 07
16 — 20 years | 01 20% | 02 40% | 01 20% | 01 20% | 00 05
21 — 25 years | 00 02 40% | 02 40% | 01 20% | 00 05
26 — 38 years | 00 02 33,33% | 02 33,33% | 02 33,33% | 00 06
Total 01 03,03% | 13 39,39% | 08 24.24% | 11 33,33% | 00 33

Table 4.24: Teachers’ degrees of agreement about the dependence of the learners’ pronunciation
achievement on the strength of their integrative motives
No confident conclusions can be generalized from the results displayed in table 4.24. These
responses, however, together with those presented in tables 4.22 and 4.23 above, can be used to
conclude that the informants think holding integrative motives by students is facilitative in the

process of FL pronunciation learning, but they do not regard these drives as highly determinative.

Statement 4: A desire to learn English for a utilitarian reason is not enough, no matter how strong
it is, to motivate learners make the hard efforts needed to accurately acquire its pronunciation.

Years of Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Total
experience in agree disagree
teaching
1-5years |00 03 50% | 00 02 3333% |01 16,67% | 06
6 — 10 years | 00 02 50% | 00 02 50% | 00 04
11 - 15 years | 00 01 14,29% |02 2857% | 04 57,14% | 00 07
16 — 20 years | 01 20% | 02 40% | 02 40% | 00 00 05
21 — 25 years | 00 04 80% | 00 01 20% | 00 05
26 —-38years |01  1429% | 02  2857% | 02  28,57% | 02 28,57% | 00 07
Total 02 0588% |14 41,18% (06  17,65% | 11 32,35% | 01 02,94% | 34

Table 4.25: Teachers’ degrees of agreement about the non-sufficiency of instrumental motives in
the area of pronunciation

Once more the responses are not significantly conclusive. An attempt to arrive at a logical

interpretation of these results is provided in what follows.
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Statement 5: Learners who have a strong external reason to learn may outperform those who have

an internal desire to integrate in the English society and culture.

Years of Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Total
experience in agree disagree
teaching
1-5years |00 01 16,67% |04  66,67% | 00 01 16,67% @ 06
6 — 10 years | 00 02 50% | 01 25% | 01 25% | 00 04
11 - 15 years | 00 02 2857% |03 42,86% | 02  28,57% | 00 07
16 — 20 years | 00 02 40% | 02 40% | 01 20% | 00 05
21 — 25 years | 01 20% | 02 40% | 01 20% | 01 20% | 00 05
26 -38years | 01  14,29% | 04  57,14% |01  14,29% |01  14,29% | 00 07
Total 02 0588% |13 38,23% |12 3529% |06 17,65% 01 02,94% | 34

Table 4.26: Teachers’ degrees of agreement about the likelihood of learners with strong
instrumental motives to outperform those with integrative motives in pronunciation learning

Nearly half of the teachers (44,11%=05,88% + 38,23%) agree that strong utilitarian reasons

for FL pronunciation learning may lead to satisfying outcomes in the task. From table 4.25 above,

however, it can be detected that a slightly higher percentage (47,06%) of the informants think

instrumental motives are useless. The point may be that whereas the respondents believe that

integrative motives are more supportive in the task of pronunciation learning than instrumental

ones (cf. tables 4.22, 4.23 and 4.24,) they still think that a highly strong utilitarian motivation can

also result in success. This conclusion is further supported by the responses given with regard to

the following statement as illustrated in table 4.27.

Statement 6: The stronger a student’s motivation to learn English pronunciation, the more
successful he will be, regardless of whether his motives are integrative or instrumental.

Years of Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly | Total
experience in agree disagree
teaching
1-5years |01 16,67% |04 66,67% |01  16,67% | 00 00 06
6 — 10 years |01 25% | 03 75% | 00 00 00 04
11-15years |02  2857% |04 57,14% |01  14,29% | 00 00 07
16 — 20 years | 01 20% | 02 40% | 01 20% | 01 20% | 00 05
21 — 25 years | 01 20% | 02 40% | 01 20% | 01 20% | 00 05
26 —38years | 04  57,14% | 03  42,86% | 00 00 00 07
Total 10 29,41% (18 52,94% |04  11,76% | 02  05,88% | 00 34

Table 4.27: Teachers’ degrees of agreement about the determinativeness of the strength of

motivation, rather than its type, in the area of pronunciation
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The vast majority of the responses (29,41% + 52,94% = 82,35%) are in favour of the

determinative effect the strength of motivation, rather than its type, has on pronunciation learning.

Thus, it can be said that whereas integrative and instrumental motives are widely thought to have

different effects, these effects can be transposed by the relative strengths of the motivating forces.

4.3.2.6 The Effect of Students’ Personality Traits

Statement 1: Students’ success in the area of pronunciation depends on their personality
characteristics.

Years of Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly | Total
experience in agree disagree
teaching
1-5years |00 02 33,33% | 02 33,33% | 02 33,33% | 00 06
6 —10years |01 25% | 02 50% | 01 25% | 00 00 04
11 -15years | 01 14,29% | 04 57,14% | 01 14,29% | 01 14,29% | 00 07
16 — 20 years | 01 20% | 02 40% | 02 40% | 00 00 05
21 — 25 years | 00 02 40% | 01 20% | 01 20% | 01 20% | 05
26 — 38 years | 00 04 66,67% | 02 33,33% | 00 00 06
Total 03 09,09% | 16 48,48% | 09 27.27% | 04 12,12% | 01 03,03% | 33

Table 4.28: Teachers’ degrees of agreement about the dependence of the learners’ pronunciation
achievement on their personality traits

As table 4.28 exhibits, most of the teachers (57,57% = 09,09% + 48,48%) agree about the

relevance of FL learners’ personality traits to their pronunciation attainments.

Statement 2: Extroverted (sociable) students will learn to pronounce English better than
introverted students.

Years of Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly | Total
experience in agree disagree
teaching
1-5years |01 16,67% |04 66,67% |01  16,67% | 00 00 06
6 — 10 years | 03 75% | 01 25% | 00 00 00 04
11-15years |01  14,29% | 03  42,86% | 01  14,29% | 02  28,57% | 00 07
16 — 20 years | 01 20% | 03 60% | 00 01 20% | 00 05
21— 25 years | 04 80% | 01 20% | 00 00 00 05
26 -38years | 02  2857% |05 71,43% | 00 00 00 07
Total 12 3529% | 17 50% | 02  05,88% | 03  08,82% | 00 34

Table 4.29: Teachers’ degrees of agreement about the superiority of extroverted learners over
their introverted classmates in the area of pronunciation
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For the vast majority of respondents (85,29%,) extroverted individuals are better

pronunciation learners than introverted persons.

Statement 3: Empathetic students are able to identify themselves more easily with foreigners than
unsympathetic students, and, thus, they are readier to accept English native speakers’ speeches as a
model in their learning.

Years of Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Total
experience in agree disagree
teaching
1-5years |00 05 8333% |01 16,67% | 00 00 06
6 —10years |01 25% | 02 50% | 00 01 25% | 00 04
11-15years |01  14,29% |05  71,43% | 00 01  14,29% | 00 07
16 — 20 years | 01 20% | 02 40% | 01 20% | 01 20% | 00 05
21 — 25 years | 00 02 40% | 01 20% | 02 40% | 00 05
26 —38years | 03  42,86% | 03  42,86% | 01  14,29% | 00 00 07
Total 06 17,65% |19 5588% |04 11,76% | 05  14,70% | 00 34

Table 4.30: Teachers’ degrees of agreement about the superiority of empathetic learners over their
unsympathetic classmates in the area of pronunciation

Table 4.30 demonstrates that most of the questioned teachers (17,65% + 55,88% = 73,53%)
think that empathetic students are better suited for the task of pronunciation learning than

unsympathetic ones.

Statement 4: Students with strong ego boundaries (i.e., who are enclosed on their selves) have
more difficulty to learn English pronunciation than those with permeable ego boundaries.

Years of Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly | Total
experience in agree disagree
teaching
1-5years |01 16,67% |04  66,67% | 00 00 01 16,67% 06
6 — 10 years | 02 50% | 02 50% | 00 00 00 04
11 - 15 years | 00 04 57,14% |02 2857% |01  14,29% | 00 07
16 — 20 years | 00 03 60% | 01 20% | 01 20% | 00 05
21 — 25 years | 02 40% | 01 20% | 00 02 40% | 00 05
26 —38years | 02  2857% |04  57,14% | 00 01  14,29% | 00 07
Total 07 20,59% |18 52,94% [ 03  08,82% | 05  14,70% | 01 02,94% 34

Table 4.31: Teachers’ degrees of agreement about the superiority of learners with permeable ego
boundaries over those who have strong ego boundaries in the area of pronunciation
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73,53% (20,59% + 52,94%) of the responses express the belief that firm ego boundaries

are unfavourable for FL pronunciation learning.

Statement 5: The higher the student’s self-confidence, the higher his oral participation in the
classroom and the more positively he is going to accept his teacher’s feedback on his pronunciation
errors, and, thus, the more successful he will be.

Years of Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly | Total
experience in agree disagree
teaching
1-5years |01 16,67% | 03 50% | 02 33,33% | 00 00 06
6 — 10 years | 04 100% | 00 00 00 00 04
11 -15years | 03 42 86% | 04 57,14% | 00 00 00 07
16 — 20 years | 01 20% | 03 60% | 00 01 20% | 00 05
21 — 25 years | 04 80% | 01 20% | 00 00 00 05
26 — 38 years | 03 42 86% | 04 57,14% | 00 00 00 07
Total 16 47,06% | 15 44.12% | 02 05,88% | 01 02,94% | 00 34

Table 4.32: Teachers’ degrees of agreement about the superiority of self-confident learners in the
area of pronunciation

Except for one who disagree and two who are undecided, all the other respondents think

that self-confidence can greatly enhance the process of pronunciation learning.

Statement 6: A high degree of anxiety about success handicaps learners and hinders learning.

Years of Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Total
experience in agree disagree
teaching
1-5years |00 05 83,33% |01 16,67% |00 00 06
6— 10 years |01 25% | 02 50% | 00 01 25% |00 04
11 -15years | 00 05 7143% |01 14,29% | 00 01 14,29% | 07
16 — 20 years | 00 03 60% | 00 02 40% | 00 05
21 — 25 years | 00 05 100% | 00 00 00 05
26 —38years |01  16,67% | 04  66,67% | 01 16,67% | 00 00 06
Total 02 06,06% | 24  72,73% | 03 09,09% | 03 09,09% |01 03,03% | 33

Table 4.33: Teachers’ degrees of agreement about the negative effect of high level anxiety on
pronunciation learning

Nearly all informants (78,79%) agree that high level anxiety is handicapping in FL

pronunciation learning.
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Statement 7: A moderate amount of anxiety can push learners to work harder, and, thus, to
experience more success.

Years of Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly | Total
experience in agree disagree
teaching
1-5years |02  33,33% | 03 50% | 01  16,67% | 00 00 06
6—10 years | 01 25% | 03 75% | 00 00 00 04
11— 15years | 00 06  85,71% | 00 01  14,29% | 00 07
16 — 20 years | 00 02 40% | 03 60% | 00 00 05
21— 25 years | 00 05 100% | 00 00 00 05
26 —38years |01  14,29% |04  57,14% |02  28,57% | 00 00 07
Total 04 11,76% | 23  67,65% | 06  17,65% | 01 2,94% | 00 34

Table 4.34: Teachers’ degrees of agreement about the positive effect of moderate anxiety on
pronunciation learning

Whereas 78,79% of the respondents believe that a high amount of anxiety hinders FL
pronunciation learning (cf. Table 4.33,) 79,41% (11,76% + 67,65%) of them also think that

moderate anxiety can enhance the learners’ achievements in this field.

Statement 8: The more learners think their success is not dependent on them, but on external
factors (e.g., efficacy of teaching, opportunities of learning,) the less they can achieve in the area of
pronunciation.

Years of Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly | Total
experience in agree disagree
teaching
1-5years |01 16,67% |04 66,67% |01  16,67% | 00 00 06
6— 10 years |01 25% | 02 50% | 01 25% | 00 00 04
11 - 15 years | 00 04 57,14% |01 1429% |02  2857% | 00 07
16 — 20 years | 00 02 40% | 00 03 60% | 00 05
21 — 25 years | 01 20% | 02 40% | 01 20% | 01 20% | 00 05
26 —38years | 02  2857% |04 57,14% |01  14,29% | 00 00 07
Total 05 14,70% |18 52,94% |05 14,70% | 06  17,65% | 00 34

Table 4.35: Teachers’ degrees of agreement about the dependence of learners’ achievement in
pronunciation learning on their locus of control

Table 4.35 above demonstrates the teachers’ general belief that FL students who think their

learning achievements are dependent on external factors, not on them, are the least successful in

the area of pronunciation, when compared with those who feel and take responsibility for their own

learning.
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4.3.2.7 The Effect of Social and Environmental Factors

Statement 1: The social and environmental opportunities of learning available to each learner
affect his degree of attainment in English pronunciation.

Years of Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly | Total
experience in agree disagree
teaching
1-5years |01 16,67% | 03 50% | 01 16,67% | 01 16,67% | 00 06
6 — 10 years | 02 50% | 02 50% | 00 00 00 04
11 - 15 years | 05 71,43% | 02 28,57% | 00 00 00 07
16 — 20 years | 01 20% | 02 40% | 01 20% | 01 20% | 00 05
21 — 25 years | 04 80% | 01 20% | 00 00 00 05
26 — 38 years | 03 42 86% | 04 57,14% | 00 00 00 07
Total 16 47,06% | 14 41,18% | 02 05,88% | 02 05,88% | 00 34

Table 4.36: Teachers’ degrees of agreement about the dependence of pronunciation achievement

on the external opportunities of learning the students have

Approximately all the teachers (88,24%) are in agreement that social and environmental

opportunities of learning affect FL students’ levels of achievement in the area of pronunciation.

Statement 2: The degree of success in English foreign language pronunciation learning depends
on the amount of exposure to authentic English the learners have.

Years of Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly | Total
experience in agree disagree
teaching
1-5years |05 83,33% | 00 00 01 16,67% | 00 06
6 — 10 years | 03 75% | 01 25% | 00 00 00 04
11-15years |06 85,71% |01  14,29% | 00 00 00 07
16 — 20 years | 04 80% | 01 20% | 00 00 00 05
21— 25 years | 03 60% | 01 20% | 00 01 20% | 00 05
26 —38years | 04  57,14% |03  42,86% | 00 00 00 07
Total 25 73,53% | 07  20,59% | 00 02  05,88% | 00 34

Table 4.37: Teachers’ degrees of agreement about the dependence of pronunciation achievement
on the learners’ amount of exposure to English

More than 94% (94,12% = 73,53% + 20,59%) of the informants think that EFL learners’

levels of pronunciation proficiency are dependent on their amounts of exposure to authentic

English.
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4.3.3 Section 3: Personal Perceptions

Statement 1: A good pronunciation learner has started learning at an early age.

Years of Very Quite Important Not very Notatall | Total
experience in important important important important
teaching
1-5years |02 33,33% |02 33,33% |01 16,67% |01 16,67% | 00 06
6 — 10 years | 02 50% | 01 25% | 01 25% | 00 00 04
11-15years | 05 71,43% | 00 01 14,29% | 01 14,29% | 00 07
16 — 20 years | 03 60% | 00 02 40% | 00 00 05
21 — 25 years | 02 40% | 03 60% | 00 00 00 05
26 -38years | 04 57,14% | 01 14,29% | 02 28,57% | 00 00 07
Total 18 5294% | 07 20,59% | 07 20,59% | 02 05,88% | 00 34

Table 4.38: Degrees of importance given to an early exposure to English

52,94% of the respondents conceive starting EFL learning early in childhood as very

important to pronunciation acquisition, 20,59% regard it as quite important and 20,59% think it is

important.

Statement 2: A good pronunciation learner has an “ear” for foreign sounds.

Years of Very Quite Important Not very Notatall | Total
experience in important important important | important
teaching
1-5years |03 50% | 01 16,67% | 00 02 33,33% | 00 06
6—10years |01 25% | 02 50% | 01 25% | 00 00 04
11 -15years | 03  42,86% | 02 28,57% | 02  28,57% | 00 00 07
16 — 20 years | 04 80% | 01 20% | 00 00 00 05
21 25 years | 00 02 50% | 00 02 50% | 00 04
26 -38years | 02 2857% | 04 57,14% | 01 14,29% | 00 00 07
Total 13 39,39% | 12 36,36% | 04 12,12% | 04  12,12% | 00 33

Table 4.39: Degrees of importance given to phonetic coding ability

Some informants, exactly 39,39% and 36,36% of them, consider the skill of phonetic

coding to be, respectively, very important and quite important in pronunciation learning. The rest

of teachers are divided into two equal groups. The first regard this talent as only important to

acquire an FL pronunciation and the second think that it is not very important.
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Statement 3: A good pronunciation learner is endowed with an ability to mimic foreign sounds.

Years of Very Quite Important Not very Notatall | Total
experience in important important important important
teaching
1-5years |03 50% | 02  33,33% | 00 00 01 16,67% | 06
6—10years |01 25% | 01 25% | 02 50% | 00 00 04
11-15years | 03  42,86% | 03  42,86% | 01  14,29% | 00 00 07
16 — 20 years | 03 60% | 02 40% | 00 00 00 05
21— 25 years | 01 20% | 01 20% | 02 40% | 01 20% | 00 05
26 —38years | 01  14,29% | 03  42,86% | 03  42,86% | 00 00 07
Total 12 3529% | 12 35,29% | 08 23,52% | 01 02,94% 01 02,94% | 34

Table 4.40: Degrees of importance given to ability in phonemic mimicry

Table 4.40 demonstrates that the majority of respondents view ability in phonemic mimicry

as significant. In particular, 35,29% of them state it is very important, 35,29% assert it is quite

important, and 23,52% declare it is important.

Statement 4: A good pronunciation learner has a large memory capacity.

Years of Very Quite Important Not very Notatall | Total
experience in important important important important
teaching
1-5years |01 16,67% | 02 33,33% | 02 33,33% |01 16,67% | 00 06
6 — 10 years | 02 50% | 01 25% | 01 25% | 00 00 04
11-15years | 03 42,86% | 01 14,29% | 03  42,86% | 00 00 07
16 — 20 years | 03 60% | 01 20% | 01 20% | 00 00 05
21— 25 years | 01 20% | 02 40% | 01 20% | 01 20% | 00 05
26 -38years | 01  14,29% | 01  14,29% | 02 28,57% | 03  42,86% | 00 07
Total 11 32,35% | 08 23,52% | 10 29,41% | 05 14,70% | 00 34

Table 4.41: Degrees of importance given to memory ability

Five teachers from the thirty-four respondents feel that memory ability is not very

important in pronunciation learning. Nonetheless, the majority judge this gift to be very important,

quite important or important, as it can be easily noticed from table 4.41.
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Statement 5: A good pronunciation learner has strong motives to learn.

Years of Very Quite Important Not very Notatall | Total
experience in important important important important
teaching
1-5years |01 16,67% | 04 66,67% | 01 16,67% | 00 00 06
6 — 10 years | 03 75% | 01 25% | 00 00 00 04
11-15years | 03  42,86% | 03  42,86% | 01  14,29% | 00 00 07
16 — 20 years | 03 60% | 01 20% | 01 20% | 00 00 05
21— 25 years | 02 40% | 02 40% | 01 20% | 00 00 05
26 —38years | 03  42,86% | 02 28,57% | 02 28,57% | 00 00 07
Total 15 44,12% | 13 38,23% | 06  17,65% | 00 00 34

Table 4.42: Degrees of importance given to motivation

As revealed by the results above, most of the questioned teachers (44,12%) feel that

motivation is very important to learn an FL pronunciation. A smaller percentage of them (38,23%)

state that it is quite important, and the smallest proportion (17,65%) regard it as important, but no

one thinks motivation is not significant.

Statement 6: A good pronunciation learner is dominated by a drive, a strong desire, to succeed in
every thing he does.

Years of Very Quite Important Not very Notatall | Total
experience in important important important important
teaching
1-5years |01 16,67% | 02 33,33% | 03 50% | 00 00 06
610 years | 01 25% | 02 50% | 00 01 25% | 00 04
11-15years | 02 28,57% | 02 28,57% | 02 28,57% | 01 14,29% | 00 07
16 — 20 years | 00 03 60% | 01 20% | 01 20% | 00 05
21— 25 years | 01 20% | 00 01 20% | 03 60% | 00 05
26 -38years | 02 2857% | 01 14,29% | 04 57,14% | 00 00 07
Total 07 2059% | 10 29,41% |11 32,35% |06 17,65% | 00 34

Table 4.43: Degrees of importance given to having a drive for success

From the results displayed in table 4.43, it seems that the great part of the respondents

believe that being motivated by a drive to succeed in everything one does is important in FL

pronunciation learning.
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Statement 7:

A good pronunciation learner values English foreign language learning.

Years of Very Quite Important Not very Notatall | Total
experience in important important important important
teaching
1-5years |01 16,67% | 02 33,33% | 02 33,33% | 00 01 16,67% | 06
6 — 10 years | 02 50% | 02 50% | 00 00 00 04
11-15years | 02 2857% | 02 28,57% | 03  42,86% | 00 00 07
16 — 20 years | 01 20% | 03 60% | 01 20% | 00 00 05
21 —25years | 01 20% | 01 20% | 02 40% | 01 20% | 00 05
26 —38years | 02 2857% | 01 14,29% | 03  42,86% | 01  14,29% | 00 07
Total 09 2647% |11 32,35% |11 32,35% | 02 05,88% | 01 02,94% | 34

Table 4.44: Degrees of importance given to holding positive attitudes towards EFL learning

The collected answers in relation to the present statement reveal that the majority think

valuing EFL learning is quite important (32,35%) or important (32,35%) to pronunciation

achievement.

Statement 8: A good pronunciation learner has a sincere personal interest in the English language

and culture.
Years of Very Quite Important Not very Notatall | Total
experience in important important important important
teaching
1-5years |01 16,67% | 02 33,33% |01 16,67% | 02 33,33% | 00 06
6—10years |01 25% | 02 50% | 01 25% | 00 00 04
11-15years | 02 28,57% | 03  42,86% | 00 01 14,29% | 01 14,29% | 07
16 — 20 years | 01 20% | 03 60% | 01 20% | 00 00 05
21 —25years | 01 20% | 01 20% | 02 40% | 01 20% | 00 05
26 -38years | 02 28,57% | 00 03 42,86% | 02 28,57% | 00 07
Total 08 2352% | 11 32,35% | 08 2352% |06 17,65% | 01 02,94% @ 34

Table 4.45: Degrees of importance given to holding positive attitudes towards the English
language and culture

The results are not totally in accord, but it can be said that having a personal interest in the

English language and culture is generally deemed important to the learning of its pronunciation.
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Statement 9: A good pronunciation learner has a willingness, or a desire, to be like English native

speakers.
Years of Very Quite Important Not very Notatall | Total
experience in important important important important
teaching
1-5years |00 02 33,33% |01 16,67% | 03 50% | 00 06
6 — 10 years | 00 02 50% | 00 02 50% | 00 04
11 -15years | 03  42,86% | 02 28,57% | 00 02 2857% | 00 07
16 — 20 years | 00 02 40% | 02 40% | 00 01 20% | 05
21 — 25 years | 00 01 20% | 01 20% | 02 40% | 01 20% | 05
26 -38years | 02 2857% | 01 14,29% | 02 28,57% | 02 28,57% | 00 07
Total 05 14,70% | 10 29,41% | 06 17,65% | 11 32,35% | 02 05,88% | 34

Table 4.46: Degrees of importance given to holding positive attitudes towards English native
speakers (desire to be like them)

Again the teachers’ views are inconsistent. Nonetheless, it can be concluded that the

majority do not think that EFL pronunciation learners really need to feel a desire to be like English

native speakers.

Statement 10: A good pronunciation learner admires English native speakers.

Years of Very Quite Important Not very Notatall | Total
experience in important important important important
teaching
1-5years |00 01 16,67% |01 16,67% | 03 50% | 01 16,67% | 06
6 — 10 years | 00 01 25% | 00 03 75% | 00 04
11-15years | 04 57,14% | 00 01 1429% | 02 28,57% | 00 07
16 — 20 years | 01 20% | 01 20% | 02 40% | 00 01 20% | 05
21 25 years | 00 00 01 20% | 03 60% | 01 20% | 05
26 —38years | 03  42,86% | 00 01 1429% | 02 2857% | 01 14,29% @ 07
Total 08 2352% |03 08,82% |06 17,65% | 13 38,23% | 04 11,76% 34

Table 4.47: Degrees of importance given to holding positive attitudes towards English native
speakers (admiration for them)

The informants’ opinions concerning the present statement are similar to those given with

regard to the previous one. Different views come out, but as a majority decision, FL pronunciation

learners do not need to admire the TL native speakers.
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Statement 11: A good pronunciation learner wants to sound like English native speakers.

Years of Very Quite Important Not very Notatall | Total
experience in important important important important
teaching
1-5years |01 16,67% | 01 16,67% | 04 66,67% | 00 00 06
6 — 10 years | 00 03 75% | 01 25% | 00 00 04
11-15years | 03 42,86% | 01 14,29% | 02 28,57% | 01  14,29% | 00 07
16 — 20 years | 01 20% | 03 60% | 00 00 01 20% | 05
21 —25years | 01 20% | 02 40% | 02 40% | 00 00 05
26 —38years | 02 2857% | 01 14,29% | 04 57,14% | 00 00 07
Total 08 2352% | 11 32,35% | 13 38,23% | 01 02,94% | 01 02,94% | 34

Table 4.48: Degrees of importance given to holding positive attitudes towards English native
speakers (desire to sound like them)

Whereas the questioned teachers do not think EFL pronunciation students are required to

admire English native speakers or to be like them, they still believe they need to feel a desire to

sound like them. This, of course, has not to affect the learners’ individual personality traits because

it is simply related to the act of choosing native speakers’ speeches as a model for pronunciation

learning.

Statement 12: A good pronunciation learner expects success.

Years of Very Quite Important Not very Notatall | Total
experience in important important important important
teaching
1-5years |02 33,33% | 02 33,33% | 02 33,33% | 00 00 06
610 years | 01 25% | 03 75% | 00 00 00 04
11-15years | 02 28,57% | 04 57,14% | 00 01 14,29% | 00 07
16 — 20 years | 00 02 40% | 03 60% | 00 00 05
21 — 25 years | 02 40% | 01 20% | 01 20% | 01 20% | 00 05
26 —38years | 01 14,29% | 03  42,86% | 02 28,57% | 01  14,29% | 00 07
Total 08 2352% | 15 44,12% | 08 23,52% | 03 08,82% | 00 34

Table 4.49: Degrees of importance given to learners’ expectations of success

As shown by the results in table 4.49, nearly all the respondents consider having high

expectations of success by learners to be important (to different degrees) to pronunciation

achievement.
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Statement 13: A good pronunciation learner makes volunteer efforts to learn.

Years of Very Quite Important Not very Notatall | Total
experience in important important important important
teaching
1-5years |02 3333% |01 16,67% | 03 50% | 00 00 06
6 — 10 years | 01 25% | 03 75% | 00 00 00 04
11-15years | 04 57,14% | 02 28,57% | 01  14,29% | 00 00 07
16 — 20 years | 00 03 60% | 02 40% | 00 00 05
21— 25 years | 03 60% | 02 40% | 00 00 00 05
26 —38years | 02 2857% | 02 2857% | 02 2857% | 01  14,29% | 00 07
Total 12 3529% | 13  38,23% | 08  23,52% | 01  02,94% | 00 34

Table 4.50: Degrees of importance given to making volunteer efforts to learn

It can be concluded from the teachers’ responses above that a good pronunciation learner

must take responsibility for his own learning. This same conclusion is further conformed by the

results shown in table 4.60.

Statement 14: A good pronunciation learner has a good self-image and a lot of confidence.

Years of Very Quite Important Not very Notatall | Total
experience in important important important | important
teaching
1-5years |02 33,33% |02 33,33% | 02 33,33% | 00 00 06
6—10years |01 25% | 03 75% | 00 00 00 04
11-15years | 01  14,29% | 03  42,86% | 03  42,86% | 00 00 07
16 — 20 years | 01 20% | 02 40% | 02 40% | 00 00 05
21 25 years | 00 03 60% | 02 40% | 00 00 05
26 —38years | 01 14,29% | 02 28,57% | 03  42,86% | 01  14,29% | 00 07
Total 06 17,65% |15 4412% | 12  35,29% | 01 2,94% | 00 34

Table 4.51: Degrees of importance given to self-confidence

Once more, the majority of the questioned teachers (97,06% = 17,65% + 44,12% +

35,29%) express their belief that the trait self-confidence is really supportive in FL pronunciation
learning (cf. Table 4.32.)
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Statement 15: A good pronunciation learner has a high degree of sociability.

Years of Very Quite Important Not very Notatall | Total
experience in important important important important
teaching
1-5years |00 03 50% | 03 50% | 00 00 06
6 — 10 years | 01 25% | 02 50% | 01 25% | 00 00 04
11-15years | 01  14,29% | 03  42,86% | 03  42,86% | 00 00 07
16 — 20 years | 01 20% | 03 60% | 00 01 20% | 00 05
21 —25years | 01 20% | 01 20% | 02 40% | 01 20% | 00 05
26—38years | 01  14,29% | 00 05 71,43% | 00 01 14,29% | 07
Total 05 14,70% | 12 3529% | 14 41,18% | 02 05,88% | 01 02,94% | 34

Table 4.52: Degrees of importance given to sociability

Being sociable is also deemed important to pronunciation learning by most of the

informants. Particularly, 14,70% of them regard this trait as very important, 35,29% consider it

quite important, and 05,88% think it is important.

Statement 16: A good pronunciation learner is sympathetic with English native speakers, their
cultural values and their ways of thinking.

Years of Very Quite Important Not very Notatall | Total
experience in important important important important
teaching
1-5years |00 00 02 33,33% | 03 50% | 01 16,67% | 06
6 — 10 years | 00 02 50% | 01 25% | 00 01 25% | 04
11-15years | 01  14,29% | 01  14,29% | 02 28,57% | 02 28,57% | 01 14,29% | 07
16 — 20 years | 01 20% | 03 60% | 00 01 20% | 00 05
21 — 25 years | 00 00 00 03 60% | 02 40% | 05
26 — 38 years | 00 01 16,67% | 02 33,33% | 03 50% | 00 06
Total 02 06,06% | 07 21,21% |07 21,21% |12 36,36% | 05 15,15% | 33

Table 4.53: Degrees of importance given to sympathy

The responses recorded in table 4.53 show that the majority do not feel a need to be

sympathetic towards English native speakers to succeed in learning the pronunciation of their

language. In particular, 06,06%, 21,21% and 21,21% of the questioned teachers state that this

feature is, respectively, very important, quite important and important. On the other hand, a

majority of 36,36% believe this quality is not very important and 15,15% declare that it is not at all

important to EFL pronunciation learning.
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Statement 17: A good pronunciation learner lacks inhibition.

Years of Very Quite Important Not very Notatall | Total
experience in important important important important
teaching
1-5years |01 16,67% |01 16,67% |02 33,33% |01 16,67% | 01 16,67% | 06
6—10years |01 25% | 03 75% | 00 00 00 04
11-15years | 01  14,29% | 02 28,57% | 03  42,86% | 00 01 14,29% | 07
16 — 20 years | 00 03 60% | 00 01 20% | 01 20% | 05
21— 25 years | 00 01 25% | 01 25% | 02 50% | 00 04
26 —38years | 01  14,29% | 01 14,29% | 02 2857% | 02 28,57% | 01 14,29% | 07
Total 04 12,12% | 11 33,33% | 08 24,24% | 06 18,18% | 04 12,12% 33

Table 4.54: Degrees of importance given to lacking inhibition

The greatest part of the respondents thinks that inhibition has negative effects on the

process of EFL pronunciation learning. Accordingly, they report in a majority of 69,69% (12,12%

+ 33,33% + 24,24%) that lacking this characteristic is desirable to come at satisfying results in this

field of study.

Statement 18: A good pronunciation learner likes change.

Years of Very Quite Important Not very Notatall | Total
experience in important important important important
teaching
1-5years |00 00 02 33,33% | 03 50% | 01 16,67% | 06
6 — 10 years | 00 02 50% | 01 25% | 01 25% | 00 04
11-15years | 01  14,29% | 01  14,29% | 02 28,57% | 02 28,57% | 01 14,29% | 07
16 — 20 years | 00 01 20% | 02 40% | 02 40% | 00 05
21— 25 years | 00 01 20% | 00 02 40% | 02 40% | 05
26 —38years | 01  16,67% | 00 03 50% | 01 16,67% | 01 16,67% | 06
Total 02 06,06% [ 05 1515% | 10 30,30% | 11  33,33% | 05 15,15% | 33

Table 4.55: Degrees of importance given to liking change

It general, the results displayed in table 4.55 above show that the questioned teachers do not

think liking change is really important to pronunciation learning.
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Statement 19: A good pronunciation learner is a risk taker.

Years of Very Quite Important Not very Notatall | Total
experience in important important important important
teaching
1-5years |00 01 16,67% | 03 50% | 00 02 33,33% | 06
6 — 10 years | 00 02 50% | 01 25% | 01 25% | 00 04
11-15years | 01  14,29% | 00 03 4286% | 01 14,29% | 02 28,57% | 07
16 — 20 years | 00 00 04 80% | 00 01 20% | 05
21— 25 years | 00 00 01 20% | 01 20% | 03 60% | 05
26—38years | 01  14,29% | 01  14,29% | 03  42,86% | 01  14,29% | 01 14,29% | 07
Total 02 0588% |04 11,76% |15 44,12% |04 11,76% | 09 26,47% | 34

Table 4.56: Degrees of importance given to risk taking

The informants represent different views about how well risk takers do in pronunciation

learning. Two and four teachers state that the present characteristic is very important and quite

important, respectively. Nine respondents, however, declare that risk taking is not at all important

in pronunciation acquisition. Yet, the majority (fifteen teachers: 44,12%) think it is important.

Statement 20: A good pronunciation learner is willing to make mistakes.

Years of Very Quite Important Not very Notatall | Total
experience in important important important important
teaching
1-5years |00 00 04 6667% |01 16,67% | 01 16,67% | 06
6 — 10 years | 00 01 25% | 02 50% | 00 01 25% | 04
11-15years | 01  14,29% | 00 02 2857% |01 14,29% | 03 42,86% | 07
16 — 20 years | 00 00 03 60% | 01 20% | 01 20% | 05
21 —25years | 01 20% | 00 01 20% | 01 20% | 02 40% | 05
26 —38years | 01 16,67% | 01  16,67% | 03 50% | 01 16,67% | 00 06
Total 03 09,09% | 02 06,06% | 15 4545% | 05 15,15% | 08 24,24% | 33

Table 4.57: Degrees of importance given to having a willingness to make mistakes

The respondents’ views concerning learners’ willingness to make mistakes while speaking

English and the effect of this on their pronunciation attainment are not in agreement, too. Different

degrees of importance are attached to this trait, but the largest part (45,45%) regards it as

important.
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Statement 21: A good pronunciation learner is permanently involved in classroom discussions and
debates.

Years of Very Quite Important Not very Notatall | Total
experience in important important important important
teaching
1-5years |02 3333% |01 16,67% | 03 50% | 00 00 06
6—10years |01 25% | 02 50% | 01 25% | 00 00 04
11 -15years | 03  42,86% | 01  14,29% | 03  42,86% | 00 00 07
16 — 20 years | 01 20% | 02 40% | 01 20% | 01 20% | 00 05
21 — 25 years | 03 60% | 01 20% | 01 20% | 00 00 05
26 — 38 years | 00 05 71,43% |02 2857% | 00 00 07
Total 10 2941% |12 3529% | 11  32,35% | 01  02,94% | 00 34

Table 4.58: Degrees of importance given to permanent participation in classroom discussions

As demonstrated in table 4.58, all the questioned teachers, except for one, view

participation in classroom discussions as essential to pronunciation achievement.

Statement 22: A good pronunciation learner practices his language skills as often as possible.

Years of Very Quite Important Not very Notatall | Total
experience in important important important important
teaching
1-5years |02 33,33% |02 33,33% | 02 33,33% | 00 00 06
6 — 10 years | 02 50% | 02 50% | 00 00 00 04
11-15years | 03 42,86% | 03 42,86% | 01  14,29% | 00 00 07
16 — 20 years | 02 40% | 02 40% | 01 20% | 00 00 05
21 — 25 years | 04 80% | 01 20% | 00 00 00 05
26 —-38years | 02 2857% |05 71,43% | 00 00 00 07
Total 15 4412% | 15 44,12% | 04  11,76% | 00 00 34

Table 4.59: Degrees of importance given to practice

All the teachers, with no exception, regard pronunciation practice as very important, quite
important or important to learners’ attainments in the area of pronunciation. In other words,
whereas the informants differ in how much significant they conceive it, no one disregard the role
of practice in EFL pronunciation learning. What is more, only four respondents value it as merely

important and the rest declare it is very or quite important.
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Statement 23: A good pronunciation learner takes responsibility for his own learning and does not
completely rely on his teacher.

Years of Very Quite Important Not very Notatall | Total
experience in important important important important
teaching
1-5years |03 50% | 01 16,67% | 02  33,33% | 00 00 06
6 —10 years | 03 75% | 01 25% | 00 00 00 04
11-15years | 02 28,57% | 03  42,86% | 01  14,29% | 01  14,29% | 00 07
16 — 20 years | 01 20% | 02 40% | 01 20% | 01 20% | 00 05
21— 25 years | 01 20% | 02 40% | 01 20% | 01 20% | 00 05
26 -38years | 02 2857% | 02 2857% |01 14,29% | 02 28,57% | 00 07
Total 12 3529% | 11 32,35% | 06 17,65% | 05 14,70% | 00 34

Table 4.60: Degrees of importance given to learners’ locus of control

In accordance with the results displayed in Table 4.50, the teachers reaffirm their
conviction that EFL pronunciation learners must take responsibility for their learning.

In order to arrive at more clear conclusions about the characteristics teachers deem essential
to pronunciation learning, an attempt is made in what follows to contrast the respondents’ views
about all the provided qualities together so that more determinative results can emerge. For
example, table 4.61 compares how many teachers state that a particular characteristic is very
important for all the given traits. The table noticeably demonstrates that starting EFL learning
early is regarded by the informants as the most important characteristic to successful pronunciation
acquisition. Clearly, 52,94% of the questioned teachers state that this quality is very important. In
addition, 44,12% of the teachers qualifies motivation and practice as very important. On the other
hand, only 06,06% think that liking change and sympathy are very important to pronunciation
achievement, and merely 05,88% judge risk taking in a similar way. In short, it can be concluded
that — according to our respondents — starting EFL learning early, motivation and practice are the
first characteristics considered essential to EFL pronunciation learning.

More to the point, as it can be noticed from table 4.62, the teachers confirm the significance
they attribute to practice and motivation by stating in a majority of 44,12% that practice and high
expectations of success (a trait shown earlier to be related to motivation, cf. sections 1.4 and
4.3.2.4) are quite important to pronunciation learning. What is more, 44,12% of the informants
show that self-confidence is also quite important in this process. In addition to the characteristics
the informants regard as highly essential in the task of EFL pronunciation learning, the results in
table 4.63 show that willingness to make mistakes, risk taking and sociability are judged by
45,45%, 44,12% and 41,18% of the respondents to be important.
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The provided 1-5 6-10 | 11-15 | 16-20 | 21-25 | 2638 Total
characteristics years years years years years years

An early exposure to 02 02 05 03 02 04 18
English 33,33% 50% 71,43% 60% 40% 57,14% | 52,94%

Phonetic coding ability 03 01 03 04 00 02 13
50% 25% 42,86% 80% 28,57% | 39,39%

Phonemic mimicry 03 01 03 03 01 01 12
50% 25% 42,86% 60% 20% 14,29% | 35,29%

Memory capacity 01 02 03 03 01 01 11
16,67% 50% 42,86% 60% 20% 14,29% | 32,35%

Motivation 01 03 03 03 02 03 15
16,67% 75% 42,86% 60% 40% 42,86% | 44,12%

Drive for success 01 01 02 00 01 02 07
16,67% 25% 28,57% 20% 28,57% | 20,59%

Positive attitudes towards 01 02 02 01 01 02 09
EFL learning 16,67% 50% 28,57% 20% 20% 28,57% | 26,47%

Positive attitudes towards 01 01 02 01 01 02 08
English and its culture 16,67% 25% 28,57% 20% 20% 28,57% | 23,52%

Desire to be like English 00 00 03 00 00 02 05
native speakers 42,86% 28,57% | 14,70%

Admiration for English 00 00 04 01 00 03 08
native speakers 57,14% 20% 42,86% | 23,52%

Desire to sound like 01 00 03 01 01 02 08
English native speakers 16,67% 42,86% 20% 20% 28,57% | 23,52%

Expectations of success 02 01 02 00 02 01 08
33,33% 25% 28,57% 40% 14,29% | 23,52%

Making volunteer efforts 02 01 04 00 03 02 12
to learn 33,33% 25% 57,14% 60% 28,57% | 35,29%

Self-confidence 02 01 01 01 00 01 06
33,33% 25% 14,29% 20% 14,29% | 17,65%

Sociability 00 01 01 01 01 01 05
25% 14,29% 20% 20% 14,29% | 14,70%

Sympathy 00 00 01 01 00 00 02
14,29% 20% 06,06%

Lacking inhibition 01 01 01 00 00 01 04
16,67% 25% 14,29% 14,29% | 12,12%

Liking change 00 00 01 00 00 01 02
14,29% 16,67% | 06,06%

Risk taking 00 00 01 00 00 01 02
14,29% 14,29% | 05,88%

Willingness to make 00 00 01 00 01 01 03
mistakes 14,29% 20% 16,67% | 09,09%

Classroom participation 02 01 03 01 03 00 10
33,33% 25% 42,86% 20% 60% 29,41%

Practice 02 02 03 02 04 02 15
33,33% 50% 42,86% 40% 80% 28,57% | 44,12%

Locus of control 03 03 02 01 01 02 12
50% 75% 28,57% 20% 20% 28,57% | 35,29%

Table 4.61: Degrees of importance: very important
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The provided 1-5 6-10 | 11-15 | 16-20 | 21-25 | 2638 Total
characteristics years years years years years years

An early exposure to 02 01 00 00 03 01 07
English 33,33% 25% 60% 14,29% | 20,59%

Phonetic coding ability 01 02 02 01 02 04 12
16,67% 50% 28,57% 20% 50% 57,14% | 36,36%

Phonemic mimicry 02 01 03 02 01 03 12
33,33% 25% 42,86% 40% 20% 42,86% | 35,29%

Memory capacity 02 01 01 01 02 01 08
33,33% 25% 14,29% 20% 40% 14,29% | 23,52%

Motivation 04 01 03 01 02 02 13
66,67% 25% 42,86% 20% 40% 28,57% | 38,23%

Drive for success 02 02 02 03 00 01 10
33,33% 50% 28,57% 60% 14,29% | 29,41%

Positive attitudes towards 02 02 02 03 01 01 11
EFL learning 33,33% 50% 28,57% 60% 20% 14,29% | 32,35%

Positive attitudes towards 02 02 03 03 01 00 11
English and its culture 33,33% 50% 42,86% 60% 20% 32,35%

Desire to be like English 02 02 02 02 01 01 10
native speakers 33,33% 50% 28,57% 40% 20% 14,29% | 29,41%

Admiration for English 01 01 00 01 00 00 03
native speakers 16,67% 25% 20% 08,82%

Desire to sound like 01 03 01 03 02 01 11
English native speakers 16,67% 75% 14,29% 60% 40% 14,29% | 32,35%

Expectations of success 02 03 04 02 01 03 15
33,33% 75% 57,14% 40% 20% 42,86% | 44,12%

Making volunteer efforts 01 03 02 03 02 02 13
to learn 16,67% 75% 28,57% 60% 40% 28,57% | 38,23%

Self-confidence 02 03 03 02 03 02 15
33,33% 75% 42,86% 40% 60% 28,57% | 44,12%

Sociability 03 02 03 03 01 00 12
50% 50% 42,86% 60% 20% 35,29%

Sympathy 00 02 01 03 00 01 07
50% 14,29% 60% 16,67% | 21,21%

Lacking inhibition 01 03 02 03 01 01 11
16,67% 75% 28,57% 60% 25% 14,29% | 33,33%

Liking change 00 02 01 01 01 00 05
50% 14,29% 20% 20% 15,15%

Risk taking 01 02 00 00 00 01 04
16,67% 50% 14,29% | 11,76%

Willingness to make 00 01 00 00 00 01 02
mistakes 25% 16,67% | 06,06%

Classroom participation 01 02 01 02 01 05 12
16,67% 50% 14,29% 40% 20% 71,43% | 35,29%

Practice 02 02 03 02 01 05 15
33,33% 50% 42,86% 40% 20% 71,43% | 44,12%

Locus of control 01 01 03 02 02 02 11
16,67% 25% 42,86% 40% 40% 28,57% | 32,35%

Table 4.62: Degrees of importance: quite important
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The provided 1-5 6-10 | 11-15 | 16-20 | 21-25 | 2638 Total
characteristics years years years years years years

An early exposure to 01 01 01 02 00 02 07
English 16,67% 25% 14,29% 40% 28,57% | 20,59%

Phonetic coding ability 00 01 02 00 00 01 04
25% 28,57% 14,29% | 12,12%

Phonemic mimicry 00 02 01 00 02 03 08
50% 14,29% 40% 42,86% | 23,52%

Memory capacity 02 01 03 01 01 02 10
33,33% 25% 42,86% 20% 20% 28,57% | 29,41%

Motivation 01 00 01 01 01 02 06
16,67% 14,29% 20% 20% 28,57% | 17,65%

Drive for success 03 00 02 01 01 04 11
50% 28,57% 20% 20% 57,14% | 32,35%

Positive attitudes towards 02 00 03 01 02 03 11
EFL learning 33,33% 42,86% 20% 40% 42,86% | 32,35%

Positive attitudes towards 01 01 00 01 02 03 08
English and its culture 16,67% 25% 20% 40% 42,86% | 23,52%

Desire to be like English 01 00 00 02 01 02 06
native speakers 16,67% 40% 20% 28,57% | 17,65%

Admiration for English 01 00 01 02 01 01 06
native speakers 16,67% 14,29% 40% 20% 14,29% | 17,65%

Desire to sound like 04 01 02 00 02 04 13
English native speakers 66,67% 25% 28,57% 40% 57,14% | 38,23%

Expectations of success 02 00 00 03 01 02 08
33,33% 60% 20% 28,57% | 23,52%

Making volunteer efforts 03 00 01 02 00 02 08
to learn 50% 14,29% 40% 28,57% | 23,52%

Self-confidence 02 00 03 02 02 03 12
33,33% 42,86% 40% 40% 42,86% | 35,29%

Sociability 03 01 03 00 02 05 14
50% 25% 42,86% 40% 71,43% | 41,18%

Sympathy 02 01 02 00 00 02 07
33,33% 25% 28,57% 33,33% | 21,21%

Lacking inhibition 02 00 03 00 01 02 08
33,33% 42,86% 25% 28,57% | 24,24%

Liking change 02 01 02 02 00 03 10
33,33% 25% 28,57% 40% 50% 30,30%

Risk taking 03 01 03 04 01 03 15
50% 25% 42,86% 80% 20% 42,86% | 44,12%

Willingness to make 04 02 02 03 01 03 15
mistakes 66,67% 50% 28,57% 60% 20% 50% 45,45%

Classroom participation 03 01 03 01 01 02 11
50% 25% 42,86% 20% 20% 28,57% | 32,35%

Practice 02 00 01 01 00 00 04
33,33% 14,29% 20% 11,76%

Locus of control 02 00 01 01 01 01 06
33,33% 14,29% 20% 20% 14,29% | 17,65%

Table 4.63: Degrees of importance: important
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4.3.4 Section 4: Other Suggestions

Question 1: Are there any further points you would like to make about pronunciation learning and

teaching?

Years of Answered Did not Total
experience in answered
teaching
1-5years |05 83,33% |01 16,67% 06
6 — 10 years | 04 100% | 00 04
11-15years | 05 71,43% | 02 28,57% 07
16 — 20 years | 04 80% | 01 20% 05
21 — 25 years | 03 60% | 02 40% 05
26 —38years | 04 57,14% | 03  42,86% 07
Total 25 7353% | 09 26,47% 34

Table 4.64: Number of given suggestions

The respondents’ suggestions came as follows:

*
A X4

*
A X4

Nearly all the respondents (88,23% of the maximum 25 teachers who provided further
suggestions) recommend that hours devoted to pronunciation teaching (both theory and
practice) should be increased.

19 teachers (76%) emphasize that practice is the key requirement in pronunciation
learning. Some informants from these (78,95%) suggest that listen and repeat activities are,
in particular, highly helpful. Students, according to them, must familiarize themselves with
the native speakers’ speech patterns by watching English speaking channels, especially
BBC (British Broadcasting Corporation) news. The other respondents (21,05%,) however,
propose that the learning of an accurate pronunciation of English necessitates direct contact
with native speakers. Another teacher further suggests that universities should either
organize occasional trips to England or USA for the students, or try to bring some
specialized native speakers to teach learners pronunciation accurately.

One teacher further argues that an earlier exposure to accurate English can significantly
enhance the levels of pronunciation achievement by the students.

In addition, 28% of the informants highlight the effect of learners’ affective characteristics
on their pronunciation attainments. 57,14% from these put the greatest emphasis on the role

of motivation which they consider “a fundamental criterion in pronunciation learning.” The
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other teachers (42,86%) argue that what is really determinative in pronunciation learning is
the learners’ sincere involvement in the task and their taking of responsibility for their own
learning. Another teacher from this last category further explains that the students’ affective
state may act against them and delay their learning. In particular, she exemplifies, learners’

inhibition is a serious impediment to accurate pronunciation learning.

X/
°e

From a different perspective, 8% of the respondents argue that accurate pronunciation
learning depends on having “qualified teachers.” One of these, a teacher with 31 years of
experience in teaching the pronunciation of English, recommends that “hard work,”
“patience,” “motivation,” ‘“‘competence,” and “love of pronunciation teaching” are
qualities that must characterize pronunciation teachers.

% From a similar perspective, another teacher proposes that pronunciation must be the first

skill to develop in learners “before any grammar or other learning” is sought.

 Finally, 16% of the informants emphasize the role of explicit pronunciation teaching. The
concerned teachers particularly suggest that introducing the IPA (International Phonetic
Alphabet) form an early stage can provide the learners with many indispensable

opportunities for pronunciation practice with the help of dictionaries.

Conclusion

In this chapter, an attempt was made to gather information about the viewpoints of a group
of teachers regarding the effects of some nonlinguistic factors on learners’ attainments in EFL
pronunciation learning. The teachers’ responses mainly confirm the claims made for the major
roles motivation and practice have in shaping learners’ outcomes in this field of study (cf. Tables
4.17, 4.18, 4.20, 4.42 and 4.59.) The crucial impacts of motivation and practice are also affirmed
by the support the respondents give to the influences of some related characteristics, such as having
high expectations of success (Table 4.21) and making volunteer efforts to learn (Table 4.50.)
Starting EFL learning early in childhood is also deemed essential to pronunciation acquisition (cf.
Table 4.61.) Besides, some personality traits are repeatedly reported in the questionnaire’s results
as having a considerable influence on pronunciation achievement. These include self-confidence
(Tables 4.32 and 4.51) and some other related attributes like willingness to make mistakes and risk
taking (cf. Table 4.63.) What is more, sociable learners are also strongly declared to have a

privilege in pronunciation learning (Tables 4.29 and 4.52.)
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AN INVESTIGATION INTO THE LEARNERS’ VARIABLES RELATED
TO LEVELS OF PRONUNCIATION ACHIEVEMENT

T [N ot AT ] o USSR 165
TR A TF o =Tt £SO PS 165
5.2 Data COlIECtiON PrOCEAUIES ......ccviiieiiieiesieesie ettt sttt nnennee s 166
5.2.1 Students’ QUEStIONNAITE ........iiiutit ittt e e e e e e e eeeeeeeiaeeea 167
5.2.1.1 Aim of the QUESHIONNAILE ........cccecoviieeriiereieirieeteeeeieeeee et ere e sree et rre e 167
5.2.1.2 Description of the QUESTIONNAITE ...........ccevveiiiieieee e 167
5.2.1.3 Analysis of the QUESTIONNAITE .........coceiiiiiiiiieieer e 168
5.2.1.4 Final Results of the QUESHIONNAIE...........ceeiiiiiieiie e 179
5.2.1.4.1 Final Results Concerning the Age Variable ............ccccooiiiiiincicicice 180
5.2.1.4.2 Final Results: Frequency of Pronunciation Practice .............cccccevvviivenunnen. 182
5.2.1.4.3 Final Results: Motivation Strength ............ccccooeviniiiiiene e 182
5.2.1.4.4 Final Results: Attitudes towards English ..o 182
5.2.1.4.5 Final Results: Personality TraitS .........ccccoovriiiniiiiiiie e 182

5.2.2 The APLITUAE TESL ..c.vieieieecieee sttt re e ae e nne s 182
5.2.2.1 AIM OF the TESE .eeveerieiie et ee e sne e 182
5.2.2.2 Description 0f the TeSE ......cvciiiiiieceece e 187
5.2.2.3 AdMINIStration 0f the TESt .......cecieiiee e 187
5.2.2.4 ReSUILS OF the TSt ....eevieieiicecee e 188

5.2.3 Test of Pronunciation INtelligibility ..........ccccoiiiiiiiiie e 188
5.2.3.1 AM OF the TESE ...oviiiiiiiceee e e e 188
5.2.3.2 Description OF the TEeSE ......ccoiiiiiiiieice s 190
5.2.3.3 Administration 0f the TSt .........ccerrieiiiiie s 190
5.2.3.4 Analysis and RESUILS .........cooiiiiiiiiieeee s 191

5.3 Analytical Procedures and RESUILS ...........cceiieiiiiiiicic e 191
5.3.1 Independent Groups T-Test between MEaNS ..........cccevveeieereiiesee e 192
5.3.2 Spearman’s Rank Correlation CoeffiCient ...........ccoccveveiieiiiiiici e 193
5.4 DISCUSSION ..vtevieiiesteeteesieestesseesteesaesseestaesteaseesseesseaseesteesseaseesseenseaneenseesseaneenseensenneesseensens 196
5.5 Pedagogical IMPlICALIONS ..........ceiiiiiiic e 197
5.5.1 The Benefit of Pronunciation PraCtiCe ...........cceeveveiieiiiere s 198
5.5.2 The Contribution 0f MOTIVALION .........ccciiiiiiiieiieece s 199
5.5.3 The Effect of Personality TraitS ........ccoceiiiiiiiiiiiieieesc e 200
5.5.4 The Role of the Language Laboratory ..........ccccoveiieiieiiieiii s 200
CONCIUSION ... b bbbttt et e b bbbt b e s et nn e 200



Introduction

The data gathered via the teachers’ questionnaire in Chapter 4 are considered reliable
to release conclusions about the process of EFL pronunciation learning owing to the
respondents’ practical experiences with different groups of EFL learners. As a measure to
even further increase the credibility of the findings, another questionnaire is designed for
students. This questionnaire aims at measuring the individual characteristics (namely,
attitudes to English and EFL pronunciation learning, motivation to achieve intelligible speech
patterns, personality traits and amounts of pronunciation practice) of a group of students and
at identifying the age levels at which they have started learning English as an FL. In addition
to this questionnaire, two tests are also employed to measure the learners’ aptitude for
pronunciation learning and their levels of pronunciation intelligibility. The questionnaire and
the two tests are scored and the resulting measures are used to empirically identify which
variables significantly correlate with attaining intelligible speech patterns of English by the
subject students.

The analytical procedures used to arrive at the abovementioned goal are described in
this chapter. For thorough coverage, however, these are preceded by a depiction of the
attributes of the students who participated in the study and a description of each of the three
employed data collection procedures, i.e., the questionnaire and the two tests. A discussion of
the final findings follows. At this level, an attempt is made to interpret the statistical results
exhibiting the main findings more clearly. Finally, in the hope of improving pronunciation
teaching instruction, some implications are inferred from a consideration of the results
reached in this chapter, together with those obtained from the analysis of the teachers’
questionnaire in Chapter 4.

5.1 Subjects

The subjects in this study are twenty-three male and female students in their third year
of an undergraduate course of English at the University of Guelma, all of whom have an
Algerian nationality (specifically, they come from eastern Algeria,) except for one learner
from Western Sahara. These subjects were randomly selected from the population of third
year students of English at the University of Guelma. They belong to one of five groups
composing the whole population. In addition, they are all native speakers of Arabic.

This subject group presents many advantages. Firstly, at this stage in their learning
(third year at the university,) the students are about to finish their courses of phonetics and of

oral expression, which are designed to support their knowledge and performance of the
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pronunciation of English. Hence, it could be assumed that their pronunciation performances
do not represent a “transitional competence,” but ultimate levels of attainment; and that those
pronunciation errors still present in their speeches are the most difficult for them. Secondly,
the subjects are all well-motivated and eager to participate in the present study. They are
about to terminate their formal career learning English. Consequently, they show a desire to
benefit from a systematic analysis of their pronunciation performances before they embark in
their professional lives with the English language. Because of this, they were ready to
participate in all the tasks involved in the study and to reveal as much relevant information as
they can.

The third advantage represented by the subjects in this enquiry is that they all belong
to the same class. This fact can ensure that they had exactly the same learning experiences at
the university level. Therefore, any differences which may exist in the levels of pronunciation
intelligibility they exhibit could be trustworthily related to their individual characteristics
(which form the focus of the present research work,) such as their attitudes, motivation, etc.

Finally, the subjects diverge as far as their first formal contact with the English
language is concerned. Explicitly, six students have started learning English at the primary
school, sixteen at the middle school and one (the student from Western Sahara) at the
university level. As already pointed out (Section 1.1,) the effect of learners’ age is claimed to
be significant in determining their ultimate level of achievement in FL pronunciation learning.
Hence, this divergence is believed to be useful in investigating the age effect in this study.
The number of students who form the different age subgroups is clearly limited, however.
Nonetheless, it could be assumed that some conclusions could be gained if this number

limitation are taken in consideration.

5.2 Data Collection Procedures

Three data collection procedures, which differ to suit the variables of the information
that is sought, are employed in this study. These include a questionnaire and two tests. The
first of the two latter is designed to examine the learners’ aptitude for pronunciation learning
by testing their abilities in sound discrimination and identification. On the other hand, the
second test aims at investigating the subjects’ performances in English pronunciation.
Detailed information about each of these three elicitation techniques is provided in what

follows.
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5.2.1 Students’ Questionnaire

5.2.1.1 Aim of the Questionnaire

The present questionnaire is aimed at detecting the subject learners’ affective
characteristics, namely, their attitudes, motivation, and personality traits, as well as at
identifying the age levels at which they have started learning English and how frequently they
practice their pronunciation skill. The results of this questionnaire will be analyzed in relation
with the subjects’ achievements on a test designed to examine their phonetic coding abilities
and another meant to identify their levels of pronunciation intelligibility. Openly, the findings
of the three elicitation instruments will be processed together to meet the research final goal,
which is to identify which learner characteristics correlate best with the ability to attain an

intelligible pronunciation of English.

5.2.1.2 Description of the Questionnaire

The questionnaire was handed to the subject students (cf. Section 5.1) during a class
session under the supervision of the writer of this dissertation. The questionnaire consists of
close and open questions and it is made up of seven main sections (the questionnaire is
provided in appendix 2.)

The first section, General Background, contains three questions (Q1-Q3.) The first of
these (Q1) aims at identifying the respondent’s name. It needs to be mentioned here that the
subjects were informed that they were required to reveal their identities for research purposes
and that their names would not be divulged in the report, but they will be replaced by a given
system of coding. The second and third questions in this section intend to find out each
respondent’s native language (Q2) along with the other languages he can speak (Q3.)

The second section, English Study Background, includes seven questions (Q4-Q10)
dealing with the level at which the respondents have started learning English (Q4,) how often
they speak English (Q5,) whether they use it outside the classroom (Q6,) and with whom
(Question 6-a.) The subjects are also required to reveal whether they have more experience
with British English or American English (Q7,) whether they possess any supportive media
that they use to improve their pronunciation (Q8,) which media (Q8-a,) and how often they
use them (Q8-b.) In addition, the respondents are asked to mention if they know any people
who speak English where they live (Q9,) and who these persons are (Q9-a.) Finally, they are
requested to describe their exposure to English (Q10.)

The third section, Attitudes towards the Study of English, embodies four questions
(Q11-Q14) related to the learners’ attitudes towards English pronunciation learning (Q11,)
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their target in learning the pronunciation of English (Q12,) how they perceive the English
people and their culture (Q13,) and why (Q14.)

The fourth section, Motivation for Learning English Pronunciation, covers seven
questions (Q15-Q21) which seek information about the way English was chosen to be studied
by the subjects (Q15,) their goals in learning English (Q16,) whether they dream to travel to
an English speaking country (Q17,) which country (Q17-a,) and for what reason (Q17-b.) The
questioned students are also inquired to describe their motivation to learn the pronunciation of
English (Q18,) their expectation of success in this area (Q19,) their behaviour when they
encounter an unknown word in an English reading text (Q20,) and what they do after school
to improve their pronunciation level (Q21.)

The fifth section, Self-Awareness, contains five questions (Q22-Q26) intending to
identify the learners’ feelings while using English (Q22,) their preferences when they speak in
English (Q23,) their behaviours during classroom discussion sessions (Q24,) why they behave
in the suggested manners (Q24-a,) their sympathetic orientations (Q25,) and some of their
personality traits (Q26.)

The sixth section, Beliefs and Perceptions, consists of two questions (Q27-Q28)
which aim at identifying the respondents’ locus of control (Q27,) and part of their attitudes
towards English pronunciation learning and English native speakers (Q28.)

The seventh and last section in the questionnaire, Other Suggestions, includes one
single question (Q29.) In particular, this question seeks to enrich the obtained data with any
further information the respondents are ready to supply about their experience in English

pronunciation learning.

5.2.1.3 Analysis of the Questionnaire
At this stage, only general information about the way the subjects’ answers to each
question are analysed and measured will be given. A detailed account of all the subjects’

responses to each question in the questionnaire is provided in appendix 3.

Section 1: General Background

Question 1: What is your name?
Each subject revealed his/her first and last names so that he/she can be distinguished
from the other students participating in the study. In appendix 3 each respondent’s name is

replaced by a given number.
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Question 2: What is your native language?
All the subjects confirmed that their native language is Arabic. The Arabic language is
coded as A in appendix 3.

Question 3: What are the other languages you can speak (not including English)?

The languages which the subjects declared they know are French, Chaouia, Spanish,
Italian and German. These languages are coded in appendix 3 as B, C, D, E and F,
respectively. In addition, the proficiency levels of the subjects in each of these languages are
presented by 1: basic, 2: intermediate, 3: advanced for each language (cf. Appendix 3.) The
purpose of including question 3 in the questionnaire is to gain information about all the
linguistic varieties the subjects know. This information would be especially valuable in

Chapter 6, mainly in tracing the sources of the learners’ pronunciation errors (cf. Section 6.4.)

Section 2: English Study Background

Question 4: At what level have you started learning English?

Primary school A
Middle school B
Secondary school C
University D

The respondents’ answers are presented in appendix 3 as it is shown above. Explicitly,
A means that the subject has started learning English at the primary school. Whereas B, C and
D respectively signify that the respondent has initiated this task at the middle school, at the
secondary school or at the university level. These answers will be used to classify the subjects
in different subgroups to see whether starting learning English at different age levels results in

arriving at different levels of proficiency in pronunciation acquisition.

Question 5: In general, how often do you speak English?

Too often 5
Often 4
Sometimes 3
Rarely 2
Too rarely 1

The present question is used to know how often each subject learner speaks English,
and this is assumed to reflect the frequency of his pronunciation practice. Five point scale is
used to rate the subjects’ responses. Explicitly, it is assumed that the more frequently a learner
speaks English, the more often he practices his pronunciation skill and, accordingly, the

higher his rank in the scale will be, as it is clarified above.
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Question 6: Do you speak English outside the classroom?
Yes 1
No 0

The respondents’ answers are ranked on a two point scale as demonstrated above. It is
assumed that learners who speak English outside the classroom practice their pronunciation

skill more than those who do not.

Question 6-a: If yes, with whom?

English teachers A
Classmates B
Native speakers C
Others D

The responses are coded as: A: English teachers, B: colleagues, C: native speakers and
D: others.

Question 7: Have you had more experience with British English or American English?
British English A
American English B

British English is presented in appendix 3 as A and American English as B. The
reason behind including this question in the questionnaire is to know the pronunciation variety
to which the learners were much more exposed, and hence to identify the norm of their

pronunciation learning.

Question 8: Do you have the access to any media that you use to improve your pronunciation

of English?
Yes 1
No 0

Here also the subjects’ responses are graded on a two point scale. The assumption is
that learners who have access to some media which they use to improve their pronunciation of
English have more opportunities to practice their pronunciation skill than the other subjects.

Question 8-a: If yes, please specify.
Easy access to an English speaking channel
Personnel computer (or family computer)
Multimedia equipments (e.g., tapes, CDs, internet)
Teaching pronunciation books
Others

The answers provided by the subjects are presented in appendix 3 following the

mooOw>

coding system demonstrated above.
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Question 8-b: How frequently do you use these tools?

Too often 5 Rarely 2
Often 4
Sometimes 3 Too rarely 1

The frequency of the use of the media which the subjects have clarified (cf. questions
8 and 8-a) that they utilize to improve their pronunciation proficiency is assumed to reflect the
frequency of their pronunciation practice. Accordingly, the learners are ranked on a five point
scale (5 being high) according to how frequently they use these tools, and by extension how

frequently they are assumed to practice their pronunciation skill.

Question 9: Are there any people who know English in the environment where you live?
Yes 1
No 0

On the basis of the assumption that the presence of English speakers in the
environments where the subjects live would give them additional opportunities for practice,
the learners’ responses to the question being considered are rated on a two point scale;

wherein 1 corresponds to the presence of English speakers and 0 to their absence.

Question 9-a: If yes, please specify.
Parents
Brothers/sisters
Friends
Neighbors
Relatives
Others

The respondents’ answers to this question are coded in appendix 3 as A: parents, B:

TmMOO >

brothers/sisters, C: friends, D: neighbors, E: relatives and F: others.

Question 10: In general how can you describe your exposure to English?

Very frequent 5
Frequent 4
Average 3
Rare 2
Very rare 1

In this question, the subjects are asked to describe their exposure to English in the
assumption that this would also describe their receptive practice of English pronunciation.
Consequently, the learners are ranked on a five point scale following the same principle
adopted in analyzing the answers given to question 8-b. Clearly, the learners who describe
their exposure to English as “very frequent” are placed in the highest rank (rank 5) and are

assumed to receive the largest amount of practice, and so forth.
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Section 3: Attitudes towards the Study of English

Question 11: Learning the pronunciation of English is:

Challenging +1 boring -1
Good +1 bad -1
Valuable +1 worthless -1
Pleasant +1 unpleasant -1

In analysing the answers given in relation to the present question, an attempt is made
to measure the subjects’ attitudes towards EFL pronunciation learning. This is accomplished,
as it is shown above, by giving each respondent (+1) for each positive perception of the task

of English pronunciation learning and (-1) for each negative view about this task.

Question 12: According to me,

It is not important to improve my pronunciation of English. -1
My own accent is good; I do not want to sound like English native speakers. -1
Sounding like English native speakers is valuable. +1

This question has the same goal as question 11 above. What is more, the answers

brought by it are analysed in the same way, too.

Question 13: What do you think about the English people and culture?

Question 13 is meant to lead the subjects to further clarify the direction of their
attitudes towards the English people and their culture, i.e., whether they perceive them
negatively or positively. In accordance with the two previous questions, positive attitudes are
marked with (+1) and negative ones with (-1.)

Question 14: Please justify your feeling (i.e., cite the reasons why you feel this way.)

By answering this question, the subjects would confirm the hints they provide within
the answers they give to question 13. Hence, they would release more data about their
attitudinal orientation towards the English people and culture. The system of analysis
employed on the responses here is the same as the one adopted with the previous questions in

this section; i.e., positive attitudes give (+1) and negative ones give (-1.)

Section 4: Motivation for Learning English Pronunciation

Question 15: Studying English was:
A personal choice
Imposed by parents
Imposed by pedagogical authorities
Haphazard

oOOw>
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The respondents’ answers to question 15 are coded as: A: personal choice, B: imposed

by parents, C: imposed by pedagogical authorities and D: haphazard.

Question 16: Do you want to learn English to:
Satisfy a personnel interest in the English language and culture?
Use it to communicate with English people?
Use it as a means for worldwide communication?
Get the license degree?
Get a job in future?
Improve your social status and be a better educated person?

W@ >

With regard to this question the intention is to identify the orientation of the subjects’
motives to learn English, i.e., whether their motivation is integrative or instrumental. From the
six drives given above, the two first ones are assumed to represent integrative reasons to learn
and, thus, both are coded the same in appendix 3; as A. The rest motives are all coded as B
because they are believed to reflect the respondents’ instrumental motivation in taking the

English course.

Question 17: Do you wish to travel to an English speaking country?
Yes A
No B

With the assumption that learners who want to travel to an English speaking country
hold more integrative motives than those who do not, the students’ responses are coded in the

following way: yes: A and no: B (cf. Question 16.)

Question 17-a: If yes, which country?

England A
USA B
Others C

The country(s) to which each student, from those who responded positively to the
previous question, wishes to travel is/are identified in appendix 3 using the symbols identified
above. Clearly, A stands for England, whereas, B refers to USA. On the other hand, C

represents other countries, such as Canada, Australia and New Zealand.

Question 17-b: For what reason?

To know more about the English culture and people A
To study B
To work B
To spend holyday B

The coding system used in analyzing the answers given to questions 16 and 17 is also

adopted here. Explicitly, the first reason for traveling suggested above is believed to reflect an
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integrative motivation and, hence, it is coded A. The three following motives, however, are

considered instrumental and accordingly they are represented in appendix 3 by B.

Question 18: Sincerely, how would you describe your motivation to learn the pronunciation
of English at the moment?
Very high
High
Average
Low
Very low

PN WO

The subjects’ responses are ranked on a five point scale (5 being high,) in an attempt
to rate them with reference to the strength of their motivation to learn the pronunciation of

English.

Question 19: How do you feel about the following statement?

statement Strongly | agree | undecided | disagree Strongly
agree disagree
Only those who start learning 00 01 02 03 04
English  during childhood can
acquire its pronunciation without
accent.

Table 5.1: Five point scale to rate the subjects in relation to their expectations of success
As it is shown in table 5.1, the students’ responses are rated on a five point scale. The
assumption is that learners who strongly disagree with the given statement have the highest
degree of expectations of success. These are followed, in a descending order, by the
respondents who disagree with the claim, those who are undecided, those who agree and
finally those who strongly agree with it. Obviously, learners who belong to this last category

are assumed to have the lowest degree of expectations of success.

Question 20: While reading an English text, if you encounter an unknown word do you:

always | usually | sometimes | rarely never
consult a dictionary to know its pronunciation? 04 03 02 01 00
ask your teacher about its pronunciation? 04 03 02 01 00
ask a colleague about its pronunciation? 04 03 02 01 00
not worry about it and just continue reading? -04 -03 -02 -01 00

Table 5.2: Five point scales to rate the subjects in relation to the strength of their motivation

The subjects’ responses in connection with each suggestion from those provided above

are ranked on a five point scale following the way clarified in table 5.2. The idea is that

students who always consult a dictionary, or ask a teacher or a colleague about the
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pronunciation of unfamiliar words have the highest degree of motivation to acquire the

pronunciation of English. By contrast, learners who do not worry about the way an unknown

word is accurately pronounced are the least motivation in this field of study.

Question 21: What do you do after school to improve your pronunciation of English?

always | usually | sometimes | rarely never
Watch an English speaking channel. 04 03 02 01 00
Use the pronunciation guide in your dictionary. 04 03 02 01 00
Try to speak English as frequently as possible. 04 03 02 01 00
Talk on the phone to a native speaker. 04 03 02 01 00
Read about articulatory phonetics. 04 03 02 01 00
Listen to English songs. 04 03 02 01 00
Listen to English recorded texts. 04 03 02 01 00
Listen to any thing in English. 04 03 02 01 00
Nothing. -04 -03 -02 -01 00

Table 5.3: Five point scales to rate the subjects in relation to the frequency of their

pronunciation practice

The intention behind this question is to gather information about how frequently the

subjects practice their pronunciation skill, either receptively or productively, directly or

indirectly. As shown in table 5.3, the answers are ranked on five point scales. Learners who

always watch English speaking channels, use the pronunciation guide in their dictionaries, try

to speak in English as frequently as possible, talk on the phone to native speakers, read about

articulatory phonetics, listen to English songs and recorded texts or to anything in English, are

assumed to practice their pronunciation skill the most frequently. By contrast, those who have

never performed any task from those just cited execute the least amount of practice in the area

of pronunciation learning. In addition, students who always do nothing after school to

improve their skill in using the phonological system of English are assumed to accomplish the

least amount of practice, and vice versa. Logically, the subjects’ answers fall in between these

extremes without fully corresponding to them.

Section 5: Self-Awareness

Question 22: In using English in conversation, do you feel,

Confident +1
Comfortable +1

hesitant
uncomfortable

-1
-1

Question 22 aims at inducing hints about the respondents’ personality traits, in

particular, their feelings while using English. The responses, as it is illustrated above, are

coded by giving (+1) for each positive state and (-1) for each negative sensation.
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Question 23: In using English in conversation, do you,

always | usually | sometimes | rarely never
try to express all your ideas even if you think | 04 03 02 01 00
you are going to make an error?
give up some of your ideas to avoid making | -04 -03 -02 -01 00
errors?

Table 5.4: Five point scales to rate the subjects in relation to their amount of self-confidence

Aiming at measuring the subjects’ amounts of self-confidence and willingness to make

errors, the respondents’ answers are ranked on two different five point scales as it is

demonstrated in table 5.4. Clearly, students who are willing to express all their ideas even

when they think they are going to produce errors are assumed to be more self-confident than

those who give up some of their thoughts to avoid errors.

Question 24: In classroom discussion topics (e.g., in oral expression) do you:

always | usually | sometimes | rarely never
try to make many volunteer turns to 04 03 02 01 00
participate?
just listen and avoid expressing your views 00 01 02 03 04
unless the teacher calls you?

Table 5.5: Five point scales to rate the subjects in relation to their degree of extroversion

The goal here is to measure the respondents’ degree of extroversion. The assumption

is that learners who try to make many volunteer turns to participate in classroom discussions

are more extroverted than those who just listen and avoid expressing their views. On the basis

of this assumption, the subjects’ answers are graded on a five point scale for each suggestion,

as it is shown in table 5.5. Learners who always search for opportunities to speak in the

classroom and who never prefer to just listen score the highest in the two scales, and vice

versa.

Question 24-a: If you have chosen the second suggestion (just listen and...,) please justify

your answer.

always | usually | Sometimes | rarely | never
Other students precede in expressing ideas 00 01 02 03 04
similar as yours.
You do not want to speak. 00 01 02 03 04
You are afraid from making errors. 00 01 02 03 04

Table 5.6: Five point scales to rate the subjects in relation to their amount of self-confidence
and degree of extroversion

This question is, indeed, a continuation of the two previous ones. The purpose is still

to measure the subjects’ amounts of extroversion and self-confidence. The point is that

learners who do not participate in classroom discussions because their classmates always
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precede in expressing ideas similar as theirs, who do not want to speak, and who are afraid of
making errors, have the lowest amounts of extroversion and self-confidence. Accordingly,
they are ranked the lowest in the scales used to analyse the responses to question 24-a (cf.
Table 5.6.)

Question 25: If, while discussing a particular topic, someone interrupts you and presents
ideas that completely oppose your point of view, will you:

certainly | perhaps | never
leave him continue speaking, listen to him carefully, try to 02 01 00
understand his argument and to adopt it if he is right?
leave him finish then try to convince him with your point of view if 02 01 00
he is mistaken?
interrupt him and try to show he is wrong? -02 -01 +01
get angry and leave? -02 -01 +01

Table 5.7: Three point scale to rate the subjects in relation to their amount of sympathy
The reason behind question 25 is to assess the subjects’ amounts of sympathy. As
illustrated in table 5.7, the answers are ranked on different scales. The assumption is that
students who are willing to adopt others’ views and who give others the opportunity to
express ideas which contradict their own beliefs are more empathetic than those who interrupt
any discussion of an idea that they do not share or who get angry because of hearing opinions
which they do not accept. Hence, learners from the first category are ranked the highest in the

scale, whereas those from the second group are put at the bottom.

Question 26: Please, tick the most appropriate column.

always | usually | sometimes | rarely never
| feel somewhat embarrassed in class when | 00 01 02 03 04
am trying to speak.
In class, | prefer to say a sentence to myself | 00 01 02 03 04
before | speak it.
| start to panic when | have to speak without | 00 01 02 03 04
preparation in my class.
I am afraid that my English teacher is ready to 00 01 02 03 04
correct every error | make.
I tremble when | know | am going to be called 00 01 02 03 04
on in the class (e.g., in oral expression).
I get nervous when I do not understand every | 00 01 02 03 04
word | hear in class.
| feel frightened and blocked when | am asked 00 01 02 03 04
a question in class.
When | speak, | fear | make many errors and 00 01 02 03 04
be the laughing stock of the class.

Table 5.8: Five point scale to rate the subjects in relation to their personality traits
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Question 26 is used to measure different personality traits of the respondents. A five
point scale is used to rank the responses provided in relation to each suggestion. Generally,
the more positive the subjects’ personality characteristics are, the higher their rank will be,

and vice versa.

Section 6: Beliefs and Perceptions

Question 27: Do you think that your proficiency in learning English pronunciation is,

absolutely | probably | do not | probably | not at all
yes yes know no
within your own control? 02 01 00 -01 -02
within your teacher’s control? -02 -01 00 01 02
determined by external factors (e.g., -02 -01 00 01 02
opportunities of learning) ?

Table 5.9: Five point scale to rate the subjects in relation to their locus of control

The reason for requiring the subjects to answer question 27 is to know the direction of
their locus of control. Table 5.9 illustrates how the provided answers are marked. The
assumption is that the more a learner thinks his achievement in pronunciation learning is
dependent on him, the higher his internal locus of control is. By contrast, the more he thinks

his attainment is determined by some other people (e.g., teachers) or some other external

factors (e.g., opportunities for learning,) the lower his internal locus of control is.

Question 28: If you have the opportunity to travel to an English speaking country, will you:

certainly | perhaps | never
try to profit to the maximum to improve your pronunciation by 02 01 00
getting involved in many conversations with natives?
stick to your own accent and avoid talking to native speakers -02 -01 00
except when you are obliged to?
try to improve your pronunciation individually, and will not try to 01 00 00
be actively involved in many conversations with natives?

Table 5.10: Scales to rate the subjects in relation to their attitudinal orientation

The answers brought by this question are analysed along with those given to questions
11, 12, 13, and 14, in an attempt to gather information about the respondents’ attitudinal
orientation towards English and EFL pronunciation learning. The way the answers are scored
is shown above. The idea is that learners with positive attitudes towards native speakers of
English intend to come in touch with them if only they would have the opportunity to. On the
other hand, students who hold negative attitudes towards English native speakers think of

avoiding them, as much as possible, even if they are in an English speaking country.
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Section 7: Other Suggestions

Question 29: Are there any further points you would like to make about your experience in
pronunciation learning?

Answered Did not answered Total

13 56,52% | 10 43,48% | 23 100%

Table 5.11: Number of given suggestions

The subjects’ suggestions emphasise different aspects of pronunciation learning. Some
learners (17,39%) argue that their weaknesses would be overcome given direct contact with
native speakers. Some others (17,39%) expressed a wish to receive more instruction about the
pronunciation of English and to be given more opportunities to speak in class, so that they can
practice their language formerly and gain adequate feedback on their pronunciation errors
from teachers.

In addition, 13,04% of the respondents highlight the role of practice, mainly listen and
repeat activities, in pronunciation learning. They think that FL learners should expose
themselves to native speakers’ talk as much as possible. More to the point, 08,70% of the
subjects give importance to the crucial role of supportive media in creating valuable
opportunities for pronunciation practice. Particularly, they cited the benefits of having access
to English speaking channels, video cassettes recording native speakers’ conversations in
natural contexts, the internet, etc.

What is more, while one single student showed satisfaction with her pronunciation
attainment, three others (13,04%) expressed their disappointment about their achievements.
One of these latter attributed her failure to her lack of motivation and tiredness because of her
involvement in many other tasks. Concerning the two other students, they believe that
inhibition and the difficulty of the task of EFL pronunciation learning are the reasons behind

their failure.

5.2.1.4 Final Results of the Questionnaire

As already stated the present questionnaire is intended to collect data about the
subjects’ attitudes, motivation, personality traits, amounts of practice, as well as the age levels
at which they have started learning English. Information about each from these five variables
is sought following the following procedure. Firstly, an assumption about the way each
variable can be measured or identified is formulated (cf. Section 5.2.1.3.) Secondly, on the
basis of this assumption, one gquestion or more is/are put to assess the variable. In particular,

question 4 is used to identify when the respondents have started learning English. Questions
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5, 6, 8, 8-b, 9, 10 and 21 aim at measuring the frequency of the subjects’ pronunciation
practice. Questions 18, 19, and 20 are designed to know how much motivated the subjects are.
On the other hand, the intention behind questions 11, 12, 13, 14 and 28 is to rate the subjects
in relation to the strength of their positive attitudes towards English and EFL pronunciation
learning. Finally, questions 22, 23, 24, 24-a, 25, 26 and 27 intend to examine the subject
learners’ personality traits.

The third step in the procedure adopted to investigate the five variables which form
the focus of the present questionnaire is to obtain a total score for each subject in relation to
each variable. This is accomplished by summing the values of each of the responses given
with regard to the variable in question. The value attributed to each response in the
questionnaire is provided in Section 5.2.1.3 within the analysis of each question. In addition,
all the respondents’ scores, together with the way they are obtained, are displayed below
(Tables 5.12,5.13, 5.14, 5.15 and 5.16.)

It ought to be clarified here that the obtained scores are not used to exactly define how
much of a variable to attribute to one subject, but simply to place the subjects in a rank-order
in respect to each other. In other words, the score 10, for example, is not two points worse
than the score 12, nor it is three points better than the score 7. All what is meant is that the
subject who scores 10 is worse than the one who scores 12, but better than the one who scores
7. In short, the learners’ scores do not represent an interval or a rational scale, but rather an

ordinal scale on the basis of which the subjects are ranked.

5.2.1.4.1 Final Results Concerning the Age Variable

As already mentioned, some of the respondents in this questionnaire have started
learning English at the primary school, others at the middle school and one at the university
level. Continuous research in the area of Second Language Acquisition concludes that what
matters about the age effect is the benefit that could be gained from starting to learn before the
end of a sensitive period extending from birth to puberty (cf. Section 1.1.) Consequently, the
difference between initiating the task of EFL learning at the middle school or at the university
is not considered significant. Accordingly, the subjects are divided into two subgroups only.
The first subgroup (group A in table 5.12) consists of the six subjects who have started EFL
learning at the primary school level, i.e., before the end of the sensitive period for FLL. The
second group (group B in table 5.12,) by contrast, contains the rest of the subjects, i.e., those

who have started learning English at the middle school and at the university level.
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The
group B A B A B B A A B B A B A B B B B B B B B B B
category

Table 5.12: Final results concerning the age variable
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5.2.1.4.2 Final Results: Frequency of Pronunciation Practice

The values of the responses of each subject to questions 5, 6, 8, 8-b, 9, 10 and 21 are
added together to obtain a total score assumed to reflect the respondent’s frequency of
pronunciation practice. This score could range from 0 to 50. The way each subject’s final

mark in relation to practice is obtained is statistically demonstrated in table 5.13.

5.2.1.4.3 Final Results: Motivation Strength

To rank the subjects in relation to the strength of their learning motives, an attempt is
made to give each of them a score with reference to this variable. As clarified in table 5.14,
this is done by summing up the values of the responses given to questions 18, 19 and 20. The
obtained totals could range from 0 to 20.

5.2.1.4.4 Final Results: Attitudes towards English

The goal here is to measure the subjects’ positive attitudes towards English and
English pronunciation learning. For this reason, the respondents’ answers to questions 11, 12,
13, 14 and 28 are valued and the values are added together. The final marks could range from
0 to 10 and are assumed to reflect the learners’ ratings for positive attitudinal orientations.

The results are displayed in table 5.15.

5.2.1.4.5 Final Results: Personality Traits

Questions 22, 23, 24, 24-a, 25, 26 and 27 in the questionnaire are designed to measure
the subjects’ personality traits. Thus, the values of the corresponding answers are summed and
the obtained totals are used to rank the respondents in terms of how much positive their
personality traits are. The final marks are provided in table 5.16, they could range from 0 to
70.

5.2.2 The Aptitude Test

5.2.2.1 Aim of the Test

The goal behind this test is to arrive at a measure on the basis of which to rank the
subjects with respect to their abilities in sound discrimination and recognition, i.e., their
phonetic coding abilities. That is to say, the aim of this test is to gather information about the

aptitude variable.
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Table 5.13: The subjects’ total scores: frequency of pronunciation practice
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Table 5.14: The subjects’ total scores: motivation strength
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Question | +4 | 43 | +4 | 43 | +2 | 43 | +4 | +4 | +2 | +2 | +3 | +4 | +1 | +4 | +4 | +4 | +4 | 42 | +3 | +4 | +4 | +4 | +4
ng-sjiion +1 [ 41 | +1 | +1 | +1 | +1 | +1 | +1 | +1 | +1 | +1 | +1 | O | +1 | -1 | +1 | +1 | -1 | +1 | +1 | +1 | +1 | +1
ng-sztion +1 (41 | +1 | +1 | -1 | +1 | +1 | -1 | +1 | +1 | +1 | +1 | +1 | -1 | +1 | +1 | +1 | +1 | +1 | +1 | +1 | +1 | +1
Qu:s?',[ion +1 (41 | +1 | +1 | -1 | +1 | +1 | -1 | +1 | +1 | +1 | +1 | +1 | -1 | +1 | +1 | +1 | +1 | +1 | +1 | +1 | +1 | +1

14

Question | +2 | +2 | +2 | +1 | +2 | +2 | +2 | +2 | +2 | 42 | 42 | 42 | 42 | 42 | 42 | 42 | 42 | 42 | +2 | O | +2 | +2 | 42
28 0 0 0O |-1]0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0| -11]0 0O |-1]0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 |+1] 0 0O [+1| O 0 0

Table 5.15: The subjects’ total scores: strength of the learners’ positive attitudinal orientations
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Table 5.16: The subjects’ total scores: personality traits
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5.2.2.2 Description of the Test

The test requires the subjects to listen to a seven minute tape recorded speech and to
fill in the gaps in two paragraphs extracted from it. The speech is delivered by Martin Luther
King and is entitled “I have a dream” (a transcript of the speech is provided in appendix 4.)

Luther King’s “I have a dream” was chosen to be the focus of the present test for
many reasons. Firstly, as a real life speech, it would provide the learners with a reason to look
forward for additional information and not simply to attend to sound discriminations in an
artificial manner. Secondly, the text deals with a common topic, slavery, which had been, few
weeks before the test was administered, the subject of the lectures the learners had attended in
the American Civilization module. In other words, the subjects have rich background
information about the topic of the speech. Conversely, none of the students had previously
listened to the speech itself. Hence, the possibilities that the subjects may fail to get the
missing words because of their lack of comprehension of the content, or that they may
succeed in the task solely because of their familiarity with the speech itself, could be
excluded.

One counterargument about the usefulness of the chosen speech, however, might
consider the fact that Luther King’s speech patterns may not fall within the standards of either
the British or the American English pronouncing systems; the two varieties from which the
selection of a target for EFL pronunciation learning is usually made. Nevertheless, Luther’s
speech has been intelligible to both British and American native speakers of English. Thus, it
ought to be so to successful EFL learners, too. At this point, it should be reminded that the
interest in this research work is pronunciation intelligibility. More importantly, the goal
behind the test at issue is to define the subjects’ differences in sound discrimination abilities.
Overtly, the objective is to rank the learners on the basis of how well they can distinguish
between the speech’s sound patterns. In other words, all what is assumed here is that a student
who scores higher in this test has also a better sound discrimination ability. That is to say, no
implications are made about the subjects’ capacity to properly receive the features of the

phonological system of a particular variety of English.

5.2.2.3 Administration of the Test

The test was administered in a language laboratory in the presence of the subjects’
teacher of oral expression and the writer of this dissertation (who already had the habit of
attending with the group in their oral expression sessions.) Unfortunately, two subjects were

absent and it was not possible that they pass the test another time; other students could have
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told them about the speech topic, the test requirement, or even the answers. Additionally, it
could not have been reliable to direct another test for these two students. The goal is to
compare the subjects’ performances together and to rank them accordingly. Therefore, all the
subjects had to pass exactly the same examination.

Explicitly, the test was administered as follows: Firstly, the teacher explained that the
subjects were going to listen to a speech by Martin Luther King and, then, would have to
answer questions about it. Subsequently, after they had listened to the speech once, the
students were informed that they were required to fill in the gaps in two paragraphs extracted
from the text to which they were listening. Afterwards, a sheet of the test paper (cf. Appendix
4) was given to each subject learner. The paper embodies the two paragraphs into
consideration (the fifth and sixth paragraphs from the speech, they are written in bold letters
in the transcript provided in appendix 4) with twelve gaps removed from them. After that, the
teacher clarified that each learner was free to listen to the whole recording, or to any part of it,
as much as he wanted (he had only to ask.) Additionally, she made it clear that the students
were invited to take all the time they need to complete the task in a very relaxed manner.
Next, the speech was played again and the subjects were given the opportunity to listen to the
two paragraphs in question at least seven successive times. The subjects were of course
forbidden from having any intercommunication between each other and from using any extra

notes.

5.2.2.4 Results of the Test

The test was marked by the writer of this dissertation. Each student’s performance on
the test was scored by giving him half a point for each correctly identified word from the
twelve missing in the text. That is to say, each subject’s total score could range from 0 to 6.
Spelling mistakes were not taken in consideration. The exact results of the test are displayed
in table 5.17.

5.2.3 Test of Pronunciation Intelligibility

5.2.3.1 Aim of the Test
The motivation for the present test is to examine the subjects’ English pronunciation
performances and to rank them for degrees of intelligibility. In other words, the target is to

rate the learners according to how intelligible their English vocalizations are.
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/ |02,50|04|04|05|03|0150|04] /

Total | 04,50 | 03,50 | 04 | 03 | 03,50 | 04 | 03 | 04 | 03,50 | 04,50 | 03,50 | 03 | 04,50 | 04

score

Note
[ : the subject did not pass the test
Table 5.17: The subjects’ total scores: results of the aptitude test

Table 5.18: The subjects’ ratings for pronunciation intelligibility
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5.2.3.2 Description of the Test

The present test consists of two complementary parts. In the first part, each learner is
asked to individually read a diagnostic passage. This latter is a text reading which is
purposefully created to contain all or almost all the segmental and suprasegmental features of
the pronunciation of English. In particular, the intention is to include those sound features
(mainly suprasegmentals) which might not appear in a natural speech situation. The diagnostic
passage used in the present test is extracted from Celce-Murcia et al. (1996: 398,) and a copy of
which is provided in appendix 5. In the second part of the test, each student is required to
spontaneously speak about a topic of his choice for approximately two minutes. The choice of
the topic is left to each performer to augment the possibility that s/he would feel at ease while
discussing it. The topics chosen by the subject students are indicated in appendix 6.

The two parts of the test are designed to complement each other in giving a thorough
picture about the subjects’ levels of pronunciation intelligibility. Openly, the diagnostic
passage is used as an elicitation technique to put the subjects in a position where they have to
produce all the sound features of English and thus to reveal their true ability in the area of
pronunciation (cf. Section 3.6.2.) The usefulness of the diagnostic passage notwithstanding, no
reading text can lead to a representation of the performers’ spontanecous speech or to provide a
fully reliable evidence about their pronunciation abilities. For these reasons, it was essential to
obtain a more unstructured sample of the subjects’ spoken English, and this formed the motive
for the second part of the test being discussed. In their free English uses, the subjects would
concentrate on meaning rather than on linguistic form. Hence, their performances here are

assumed to represent their speeches in natural contexts of language use.

5.2.3.3 Administration of the Test

Before the test was administered, the subjects were informed that, as an integral part of
the research work in which they knew they were involved, they were required to take a
pronunciation test the coming week. Then, after the writer of this dissertation had explained the
test requirements to them, she gave a copy of the diagnostic passage to each participant. The
intention was to give the subjects an opportunity to practice the text in advance. This measure
was especially undertaken to reduce any amount of anxiety or inhibition that the students might
feel if confronted with the reading passage for the first time during the duration of the test. In
other words, the goal was to try, as much as possible, to create a situation in which the learners
would perform in their natural way.

Each part of the test was administered in a separate day to avoid tiring the subjects.

Both parts, however, were completed following the same procedure. The researcher sat in a
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classroom wherein each subject was asked to enter individually, to perform the test requirement
(reading aloud or free speech,) and then to leave to allow the other learners to take their turns.
The learners’ performances were recorded using an MP4 (an instrument used for recording
sounds and other sorts of data) and the students were aware that they were being recorded.

Consequently, the test procedure ended with getting two types of recorded spoken
production samples by the subjects: a sample of the learners’ reading aloud (henceforth reading
data) and a sample of their free speech (henceforth spontaneous data.) The whole recorded
learners’ performance takes one hour, thirty-eight minutes and nine seconds (01 h, 38 mn and
09 s.) Exactly, the reading data takes forty minutes and fifty-four seconds (40 mn and 54 s) and
the spontaneous data extends over fifty-seven minutes an fifteen seconds (57 mn and 15 s.)
Individual performances range from one minute and twenty-eight seconds (01 mn and 28 s) to
two minutes and twenty-two seconds (02 mn and 22 s) for the reading data and from fifty
seconds (50 s) to five minutes and twenty-one seconds (05 mn and 54 s) for the spontaneous
data.

5.2.3.4 Analysis and Results

The subjects’ recorded performances were analysed with the aid of a qualified
informant. This informant is an Algerian native speaker of Arabic who has been living in
London for twenty years. On the one hand, the informant’s Arabic origins make him familiar
with the problems that the native speakers of Arabic face in learning the pronunciation of
English. On the other hand, his constant contact with literate English native speakers in London
has helped him to acquire not only the sound patterns of the pronunciation of English, but also
some of the intuitions English natives have about the phonological system of their mother
tongue. Indeed, the two foregoing factors make the support of this informant crucial to increase
the credibility of the present research work.

With the cooperation of this informant, the present researcher rated the subjects’
performances on a scale of 1 to 5 (5 being high) for pronunciation intelligibility, i.e., from the
least intelligible performance (rank 1) to the most intelligible one (rank 5.) To be precise, the
speeches were evaluated on the basis of five criteria; clarity, speed, loudness, breath groups

(pauses) and fluency. The subjects’ final ranks are presented in table 5.18.

5.3 Analytical Procedures and Results

Section 5.2 demonstrates the way data were collected about the subjects’ individual
characteristics under consideration. In particular, the focus was on the learners’ age levels
when they have started EFLL, their attitudes towards English and its native speakers,

motivation to learn intelligible speech patterns, personality traits, amounts of pronunciation

191



practice, abilities in sound discrimination, as well as grades of pronunciation intelligibility.
Now, the requirement is to use these data to investigate the effect of each from the six firstly
cited factors on attainment in EFL pronunciation learning. Two methods of analysis are used
for this sake. Firstly, an independent groups t-test between means is employed to examine the
influence of age on the learners’ final achievements in the area of pronunciation. Secondly,
Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient rho is used to indicate the degree of agreement
between the subjects’ ranks for pronunciation intelligibility and their ratings for each of the five
remaining variables. Explicitly, the intention is to examine the relationship between each
couple of variables to see if any particular variable affects attainment in pronunciation learning
more than any other. Detailed information about the way these two analytical techniques are

employed and the results they bring are displayed below.

5.3.1 Independent Groups T-Test between Means

As already clarified, the research subjects are divided into two groups with reference to
the age variable. The first subgroup (group A henceforth) consists of six learners, all of whom
have started English FLL at the primary school; before puberty. By contrast, the second group
(group B henceforth) includes seventeen students, each of them has initiated English FLL
thereafter; after puberty. Whereas the mean rating for pronunciation intelligibility of group A is
2,67, that of group B is 2,88. An independent groups t-test is performed to compare these two
mean ratings to see whether they significantly differ from each other. The t-statistic is not
found to be significant at the 0,05 critical alpha level, t(21)=0,399, p=0,347 (one-tailed test.)
Therefore, we cannot reject the null hypothesis which states that the difference between the
pronunciation performances of the two age subgroups is not significant. To clarify, the results

of the t-test are further demonstrated in table 5.19.

Mean of group A 2,667
 Unbiased standard deviation of group A~ | | 0516
| Sample size of group A | w6
Mean of group B 2,882
 Unbiased standard deviation of groupB8 | 1269
Sample sizeof groupB | 7
t value 0,399
| Degrees of fr,edom | 21
 One-tailed probability | 0347

Table 5.19: Descriptive statistics table displaying the results of the t-test
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5.3.2 Spearman’s Rank Correlation Coefficient rho

To measure the degree of association between two variables, correlation techniques of
analysis are often used, and this study is not an exception. Since all the variables in this
research are ordinal, Spearman’s technique, rank correlation coefficient rho, is chosen. The
subjects’ ratings for pronunciation intelligibility, attitudes to English FLL, strength of
motivation, personality traits, amount of practice and ability in sound discrimination are
correlated with one another. The resulting coefficients are portrayed in a correlation matrix
(table 5.20.) The correlation of 1,00 in the matrix represents the correlation of the variable with
itself. The critical value of the correlation coefficients (the value required for significant
correlations) is rh0>0,351 (N=23, p=0,05, one-tailed test.)

Variable pronunciation | practice | personality | motivation | aptitude | attitudes
intelligibility

pronunciation 1,00 0,62 0,45 0,40 0,33 0,28
intelligibility

practice 0,62 1,00 0,60 0,47 0,15 0,33
personality 0,45 0,60 1,00 0,41 0,30 0,19
motivation 0,40 0,47 0,41 1,00 -0,17 0,39
aptitude 0,33 0,15 0,30 -0,17 1,00 -0,15
attitudes 0,28 0,33 0,19 0,39 -0,15 1,00
Note

Only the correlation coefficients written in bold letters are significant at the 0,05 critical alpha level
Table 5.20: The correlation matrix

The results in the correlation matrix clearly demonstrate that there are positive
significant relationships between the subjects’ grades for pronunciation intelligibility on the
one hand and their amounts of practice, personality traits and motivation strengths on the other
hand. The correlation coefficients range from rho=0,62 (N=23, p<0,05) for practice to rho=0,40
(N=23, p<0,05) for motivation. The correlation between pronunciation and personality is
rho=0,45 (N=23, p<0,05.) On the other hand, the observed correlation coefficients for
pronunciation and aptitude and for pronunciation and attitudes are rho=0,33 and rho=0,28,
respectively. Since each of these two coefficients is lower than the critical value (rho>351,
N=23, p<0,05,) we conclude that the two correlations in question are not significant at the 0,05
critical alpha level. That is to say, we fail to reject the null hypotheses which state that there are
not significant correlations between aptitude and pronunciation attainment on the one hand, and
between attitudes and pronunciation attainment on the other hand. For more clarification, each
of the five degrees of correlations described above is diagrammatically shown in one of the

graphs represented in the figures 5.1, 5.2, 5.3, 5.4 and 5.5.
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Figure 5.1: The degrees of correlation between the subjects’ ranks for pronunciation intelligibility and
their ratings for aptitude in sound discrimination
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Figure 5.2: The degrees of correlation between the subjects’ ranks for pronunciation intelligibility and
their ratings for attitudes to English FLL
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Figure 5.3: The degrees of correlation between the subjects’ ranks for pronunciation intelligibility and
their ratings for the degree of motivation
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Figure 5.4: The degrees of correlation between the subjects’ ranks for pronunciation intelligibility and
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Figure 5.5: The degrees of correlation between the subjects’ ranks for pronunciation intelligibility and

their ratings for amounts of practice
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In addition, the correlation matrix (table 5.20) displays other significant positive
correlations between practice and personality (rho=0,60, N=23, p<0,05,) between practice and
motivation (rho=0,47, N=23, p<0,05,) between personality and motivation (rho=0,41, N=23,
p<0,05) and between motivation and attitudes (rho=0,39, N=23, p<0,05.)

5.4 Discussion

In the present research work, the comparison of the subjects’ ranks for pronunciation
intelligibility with those for pronunciation practice and motivation shows significant
correlations providing empirical support for the hypotheses that attainment in FL
pronunciation learning is positively related to the learners’ amounts of practice and intensity
of motivation. More to the point, the two variables just mentioned (motivation and practice)
correlate significantly with one another (Table 5.20.) Explicitly, these results suggest that the
more motivated the learners are, the more they are going to practice their pronunciation skill
and conclusively the higher their level of pronunciation intelligibility will be. Additionally, it
needs to be mentioned that from all the other variables, it is practice which correlates the most
highly with pronunciation intelligibility (rho=0,62.) Indeed, it overwhelmingly seems that
amounts of practice are closely related to achievements in EFL pronunciation learning.

What is more, the investigated personality traits, namely self-confidence, empathy,
extroversion, and locus of control (cf. Section 5.2.1.3) also correlate significantly with the
learners’ amounts of practice (rho=0,60,) pronunciation achievements (rho=0,45) and
strengths of motivation (rho=0,41.) Overtly, this finding validates the hypothesis that the
more self-confident, empathetic, and extroverted the learners are, the more they are going to
benefit from opportunities to practice their pronunciation skill and ultimately the better their
pronunciation proficiency will be. Furthermore, these results also show that learners who
have the highest amounts of self-confidence, empathy, extroversion and internal locus of
control are as well the most motivated ones to learn the pronunciation of English.

In this study, however, the subjects’ attitudes to English and its native speakers do not
correlate significantly with their pronunciation achievements. The justification may be that
learning the pronunciation of English in an FLL context, where students do not have a direct
contact with English native speakers, is not significantly influenced by the learners’ attitudes
(cf. Section 1.3.) Nonetheless, a reliable correlation (rho=0,39, N=23, p<0,05) is found
between attitudes and motivation to learn. Such a result, however, might not seem strange
because of the close relationship reported in literature between the two variables (Sections 1.3

and 1.4.) Explicitly, the point may be that the effect of the subjects’ attitudes on their
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pronunciation learning was weakened due to the lack of interaction between them and English
native speakers, but, even though, attitudes still have a modest impact especially by affecting
the learners’ motivation to learn.

Moreover, the correlation between aptitude measures and levels of pronunciation
intelligibility does not reach statistical significance (rho=0,33, N=21, p>0,05,) nor is it the
case with the correlations of aptitude with the other variables (Table 5.20.) No dependable
explanations appear to account for such low correlations except for the drawback that the
aptitude test, for administrative purposes, was held in the afternoon, a fact that might have
influenced the reliability of the test results.

In addition, the difference between the pronunciation performances of the two age
subgroups is not found to be significant at the 0,05 critical alpha level (Section 5.3.1.) To be
cautious, no trustworthy conclusions could be safely drawn from such a finding, mainly
because of the small sample size (only six learners form the population of group A.)
Nevertheless, given the great divergence of the result from the required value for a significant
finding (p=0,347, one-tailed test) some inferences could be justifiable. In particular, the effect
of the environment of learning can be considered to be a due justification for this insignificant
result. The majority of the empirical studies which support the Critical Period Hypothesis
(CPH) are carried in natural acquisition environments, where the use of the TL is not limited
to one setting or context such as in the case of English at the University of Guelma. To be
precise, in this study, the subjects who have started English FLL in the primary school, when
compared to the other learners, may have the benefit of having learned English in an earlier
and longer period of their lives. Nonetheless, the rate and kind of their exposure to English
during this period might not be really beneficial (cf. Section 1.1.2.)

5.5 Pedagogical Implications

A comparison — that is just superficial — of the findings brought by the statistical
treatment of data in this chapter with the results obtained from the analysis of the teachers’
questionnaire in the previous chapter can reveal that empirical evidence supports practical
experience to highlight that large amounts of practice, supportive personality traits and high
degrees of motivation are distinguishably the attributes of successful EFL pronunciation
learners. This result can be used to infer some important implications for the teachers of
English pronunciation, as well as for the learners. In what follows is an attempt to clarify

these implications together with some suggestions on how they can be met.
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5.5.1 The Benefit of Pronunciation Practice

Many of the subjects in this research complain about the fact that they spend most of
their time at the university listening to their teachers and that they are not given sufficient
opportunities to practice their English orally neither inside, nor outside the classroom. The
abovementioned findings, however, suggest that amounts of practice are the variable which
most evidently distinguishes successful learners from underachievers in the area of
pronunciation. Therefore, the time allocated for pronunciation practice should be reconsidered
and learners must be given more appropriate, varied and adequate opportunities to use their
English orally and to rehearse their pronunciation.

Inside the classroom, pronunciation practice can take a wide variety of forms; from
structural exercises to more communicative activities and from oral to aural tasks. To cite
only few, suggestions include dictation, transcribing written or spoken texts, filling in the
gaps, sound discrimination exercises, reading aloud tasks, deciphering transcribed sentences
or texts, listen and repeat drills, language games, role plays, simulations, discussions, debates,
etc. Besides, exposing learners to authentic English is generally held crucial. Students must be
familiarized with native speakers’ speech patterns in a variety of natural contexts. In the
absence of a direct contact with English natives, these listening tasks, in addition to formal
descriptive instruction about the English phonological system, serve as the primary input to
the learners’ pronunciation learning. Moreover, students can support this input by searching
for occasions to talk with some native speakers of English, on the phone or more favourably,
for economical reasons, from one PC to another PC using the internet.

The role of the classroom and the pronunciation teacher notwithstanding, authorities in
the field (Avery and Ehrlich, 1992: 215-219; Celce-Murcia, Brinton and Goodwin, 1996: 348-
351; Harmer, 2001: 335-336) suggest that the most efficient undertaking in pronunciation
teaching is to build learner autonomy by helping students develop self-correcting and self-
monitoring strategies. This activity is highly preferable because it can extend pronunciation
practice beyond the classroom. In particular, teachers may require their students to record
their speeches and to try to monitor them afterwards concentrating on particular aspects of
pronunciation accuracy; such as the articulation of vowels and consonants, clusters, stress and
prominence, intonation patterns or adjustments in connected speech. Students may also
benefit from speaking in front of a mirror paying attention to the movements of their
articulators. In addition, as a continuation to their receptive practice at school, they may
establish the habit of watching English TV programs to get their ears accustomed with the

English language and its phonological features. For advanced levels of practice, reading about
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phonetics and the phonological system of English can be very effective. Teachers may help by
providing their learners with lists of reference books appropriate to their levels.

More to the point, establishing opportunities for cooperative learning can have an
efficient role in increasing chances for pronunciation practice. For instance, instructing
learners to work in groups can create opportunities where they discuss the task before they
present it in front of the class. Additionally, group work can provide creative opportunities for
interaction where peers may give each other valuable bits of feedback on their errors. Besides,
cooperative learning nourishes competitive feelings between students and consequently can

increase their motivation to learn.

5.5.2 The Contribution of Motivation

Enhancing students’ motivation to improve their levels of pronunciation intelligibility
can be most guaranteed by raising their awareness about the importance of pronunciation in
communicating effectively. For example, asking a student to dictate a passage to his
classmates, then to compare the text’s sample he has with those they are going to write can
help him recognize the need to improve his pronunciation performance more than an
observation from his teacher that he ought to. Similarly, structuring activities in which
learners are asked to discuss some topics of mutual interest can boost the interaction between
them and create a natural context for language exchange, where the desire to understand and
to be understood can highly raise the participants’ desire to improve their pronunciation
performance, as well as their overall production and comprehension skills. In brief, a
communicative natural context for pronunciation practice can make it both interesting and
entertaining for the students and consequently elevate their motivation to learn.

In addition, the teachers’ attempts at raising their students’ expectations of success can
have significant effects on motivation. Explicitly, learners’ preconceptions about their
possible levels of attainment in pronunciation learning can considerably affect their desire and
readiness to make efforts in this area. Accordingly, it is important that teachers convince
students that their English pronunciation learning is principally their own responsibility. In
sum, if all students come to recognize the importance of pronunciation in communicating
effectively, the possibility to achieve fairly good results in their pronunciation learning and
their determinative roles in arriving at this outcome, the problem of motivation will be greatly

lessened, if not totally solved.
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5.5.3 The Effect of Personality Traits

The findings in section 5.3.2 suggest that the learners’ personality traits are related to
their pronunciation achievements, as well as to how much practice they perform and how
much motivated they are. Consequently, it is concluded that the students’ personality
characteristics are worth attention in any pronunciation class. In particular, the teachers
should make trials at relaxing students and raising their self-confidence by using some
warming-up activities. As a warming-up activity, some scholars (Celce-Murcia, Brinton and
Goodwin, 1996: 306-308) advise using relaxation techniques adapted from psychology, such
as breathing exercises, to help learners feel relaxed during sessions of pronunciation practice.
Relieving the students’ anxieties by showing that their errors are inevitable, will be accepted
and will not be laughed out in class can also bring valuable results. In addition, if highly
anxious learners can be convinced to participate in some primary tasks wherein they can
communicate successfully, the resulting self-confidence can help them to be more
adventurous in future, and ultimately this can augment their opportunities for practice and
learning, too. More to the point, the language laboratory, as it is further clarified below, can
create crucial chances for practice for those students who feel uncomfortable or embarrassed

when speaking in front of a group.

5.5.4 The Role of the Language Laboratory

Today’s language laboratory with its updated technological capabilities and wide
variety of software materials can be a precious tool at the disposal of the pronunciation
teacher. Firstly, it is usable to create sophisticated levels of practice wherein learners can get
exposed to various samples of native speaker talks. The facilities provided by the language lab
can also help students to record, reply, self-monitor and compare their own speech samples
with a model with great easiness. The learners’ recorded performances can also be used as a
basis for providing the performers with adequate feedback on different aspects of
pronunciation accuracy by their teachers, as well as by their peers. What is more, the language
lab is useful to increase the learners’ motivation and to lower their affective filters by building
an entertaining game-like atmosphere for learning and a supportive stress-free environment

for mimicry.

Conclusion
This chapter embodies an attempt to empirically find which factors from six learner-

based variables significantly correlate with success in achieving an intelligible pronunciation
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of English by EFL students at the University of Guelma. The results show that pronunciation

practice, personality traits and motivation are the most important variables. Eventually, this

finding is used to suggest some implications for those involved in the task of EFL

pronunciation teaching. To be precise, the most important recommendations can be

summarized into the following:

R/
L X4

Building learner-centered, teacher-guided classrooms where students are provided
with authentic language materials and are engaged in a meaningful interchange of
English,

Developing self-correcting and self-monitoring strategies to create learner
autonomy and consequently to extend pronunciation practice beyond the
classroom,

Keeping the learning process interesting and creative,

Increasing learners’ interest in acquiring intelligible speech patterns by raising
their awareness about the importance of pronunciation in communicating
effectively,

Raising learners’ expectations of success and encouraging them to take
responsibility for their pronunciation learning,

Encouraging cooperation and meaningful interaction between classmates as a basis
for pronunciation practice,

Setting up conference groups so that peers can interact and give feedback to each
other,

Using warming-up activities and encouraging errors to create a supportive
environment for practice and learning, and

Improving the quality of pronunciation practice and feedback by using
instructional technologies, such as computer software programs, audio-recorders,

etc.

The foregoing points are, of course, only suggestions. Pronunciation teachers may find other

techniques on how to increase opportunities for practice, build self-confidence and motivate

learners.
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Introduction

After identifying the factors that correlate with learners’ success in EFL pronunciation
learning in Chapter 5, an attempt is made in this chapter to arrive at the nature and the sources
of their weaknesses in this area of study. Explicitly, this chapter reports an error analysis of
the English oral performances of the same subjects whose individual characteristics in relation
to English pronunciation learning were investigated in the previous chapter. In particular, the
segmental pronunciation errors the collected corpus contains are identified, described in terms
of their linguistic structure and their superficial form, and ultimately explained with the goal
of detecting their causes. Subsequently, the identified errors are classified with reference to
the recognized sources and the frequencies are counted to arrive at an exact statement about
the most problematic influences on the students’ pronunciation performances. Finally, the

main findings are discussed and a number of pedagogical implications are suggested.

6.1 Data

The learners’ recorded performances in the pronunciation intelligibility test described
in Chapter 5 (Section 5.2.3) are adopted as data for the error analysis in this chapter, too. As
already clarified, these performances are delivered by twenty-three third year university
students of English (Section 5.1) and they fall into two different categories (Section 5.2.3.3): a
sample of the learners’ readings aloud (reading data) and another of their free speeches
(spontaneous data.) In view of that, the whole corpus can be considered as an instance of a

limited massive sample of the learners’ oral English (cf. Section 3.5.1.)

6.2 Identification of the Learners’ Segmental Pronunciation Errors

The examined subject learners’ oral performances include a wide variety of linguistic
errors. This analysis, however, is confined to serious segmental pronunciation errors solely, in
particular, to those which are likely to induce unintelligibility or unfavourable estimations
about the performers or their overall abilities. As stated in the dissertation’s general
introduction, the pronunciation variety adopted as a model in this study is the one of British
Standard English; that is, Received Pronunciation (RP.) Hence, emphasis here is put on the
subjects’ serious pronunciation deviancies from the RP model; explicitly, those pronunciation
errors which interfere with the comprehensibility of the messages, which significantly deviate
from the norms of RP and consequently cause the speeches to sound remarkably foreign or
which tend to reappear in the production samples of several learners. Despite their significant
frequency throughout the performances, errors in the use of the redundant features in the
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phonology of English, such as aspiration, are not taken in consideration because of their
unlikelihood to affect the intelligibility of the utterances wherein they occur.

In Sections 5.2.3.2 and 5.2.3.3, it is clarified that the learners were given sufficient
time and freedom to prepare for the pronunciation intelligibility test; the diagnostic passage
was given to them in advance and they had the opportunity to individually select the topics of
their free speeches, as well. What is more, the two types of performances (readings and free
speeches) were recorded with ample time in between to avoid tiring the subjects. Specifically,
these two measures were taken in an attempt to exclude as many non-structural factors, such
as the learners’ discomfort, anxiety or exhaustion, as possible. Consequently, it can be
assumed that the resulting performances include only errors, not mistakes, following Corder’s
terminology (cf. Section 3.5.2.) Similarly, because of the subjects having reached an advanced
level in their English course (third year at the university,) the corpus under consideration is
believed to contain no developmental errors. In other words, all the pronunciation
idiosyncrasies the subjects produce are regarded as fossilised pronouncing habits (cf. Section
3.3.2)

The learners’ serious segmental pronunciation errors were identified by the writer of
this dissertation after many detached attempts to carefully examine the samples of their
reading and free performances. Specifically, the errors were identified by comparing the
subjects’ utterances with the RP reconstructed forms (cf. Section 3.5.2.) Fortunately, the
learners’ free performances include only very few instances of covert errors (cf. section
3.5.2.) These were recognised by the consideration of the linguistic and situational contexts of
the utterances wherein they occur. On the other hand, the written version of the diagnostic
passage ensures that no errors in the reading data can pass unnoticed because they resemble
other RP accepted forms. Table 6.1 below illustrates the subjects’ covert errors together with

the linguistic contexts wherein they appear and the RP reconstructed forms.

The learners’ original utterances The RP reconstructed forms
| need to work hard /m[1+d/ (heard.) oo/
..and through /| pOU/ (throw) time... /| po+/

...someone who throw /|pl)+/ (through) /\pDU/
himself from...

| need to do many things / | Cvko! (thinks)... /\HDC/
many things / | kol are...

The place where you fall /¢v=+I/ (fool) down | /opLI=I/
... your fall /pu=l/...
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Table 6.1: The recognized covert errors
The identified segmental pronunciation errors which form the end result in this stage are
further examined in the coming sections in an attempt to describe their nature and to discern

their origins.

6.3 Description of Errors

Based on the points on which the learners’ recognized erroneous utterances differ
from the RP reconstructed forms, the identified errors are classified according to different
criteria. Firstly, following a linguistic category taxonomy, the subjects’ idiosyncrasies at issue
are categorized into errors of vowels, of consonants and of clusters. The category “vowels”
here is used to include English pure vowels, as well as diphthongs and triphthongs. Likewise,
both of English consonants and semi-vowels are treated under the title “consonants.”
Secondly, in reference to a surface strategy taxonomy, the learners’ errors are divided into
three different categories: substitutions, additions and omissions. Finally, they are further
organized according to whether they belong to the reading or to the spontaneous data.

In appendix 7, the above descriptive categories are illustrated by citing examples from
the learners’ original utterances written firstly using letters of the English alphabet then
transcribed phonetically. At the maximum, three erroneous articulations are used to exemplify
each error category. In case where an utterance used to exemplify a given descriptive category
of error contains more than one single deviant form, it is transcribed as it was produced by its
performer(s,) but with only the erroneous pronunciation features in question demonstrated in
bold type. On the other hand, to exemplify the presence of an omission error, a space is left
between the two neighbouring sounds of the omitted phoneme. For instance, the omission of
the vowel /¢/ in articulating the word “develop” /6l JwellIn/ is illustrated by the transcription
*/60Jw I/, In addition, appendix 7 also displays the errors’ frequencies in each descriptive
category, along with the number of students who produced them.

Generally speaking, the majority of the learners’ segmental pronunciation errors are
found to be substitutions of the vowel type. Overtly, as it is revealed in Table 6.3, from a
maximum of 394 recognized error, 248 errors (62,94%) are wrong selections of vowel
sounds. What is more, this type of pronunciation deviancies form 66,67% of the overall errors
identified in the reading data, and 57,83% from those in the spontaneous data.

From the overall wrong selections of vowel sounds, substitutions of the English short
vowel /T)/ are, particularly, very numerous. To cite few examples, the /C)/ phoneme is

substituted by /U/ seventeen times (for example in the articulation */cUlv+wv/ produced for
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the RP /oOlu+vv/ to mean solution,) by /[1/ sixteen times (for example in the articulation
*/plonQnoOBIOrI/ produced for the RP /pllonQveOpLIdri/ to mean responsibility) and by
/el ten times (for example in the articulation */edpec/ produced for the RP /Odpea/ to mean
address.) Other substitutions for the /[/ vowel detected from the learners’ verbal
performances include /</, /C+/, I+, [, 100, 1Q/ and /C=+/. Similarly, /0 is recorded to be
wrongly used for /e/, </, I/ and /e)/. Appendix 7 illustrates these vowels’ errors together
with others, such as the use of /[1+/ for /e[)/ and /Q/ for /LU / which appear seventeen and
eighteen times, respectively, in the reading data alone.

In addition, substitutions and additions of consonants are also quite widespread
throughout the data. To be exact, they account for 17,51% and 12,18% of the total 394 errors.
Examples mainly include the substitutions of // for /8\/ and /vL// for /C)/, along with the
additions of post-vocalic and final /p/. On the other hand, the learners’ verbalizations include
relatively few, but not less serious, errors of clusters. This last category of errors consists
exclusively of vowel insertions in between adjacent consonants (such as in the articulation
*/oex Ivo+pi/ produced for the RP /oekl lvépi/ to mean secondary.)

As it was predicted, Tables 6.2 and 6.3 show that the reading data include far more
errors than the learners’ free speeches, especially with reference to some error categories. On
the whole, errors from the reading corpus consist of 228 erroneous articulations, i.e., they
form 57,87% of the totality 394 errors. Simply, the point is that the diagnostic passage, being
intentionally prepared to test the students’ pronunciation abilities, includes more features of
the phonology of English in different phonetic contexts than the learners’ free verbalizations
(Section 5.2.3.2.) Hence, it reasonably elicits more errors. All the above mentioned statistical

findings are further demonstrated, along with others, in tables 6.2 and 6.3.

Reading data Spontaneous data

substitutions | additions | omissions | substitutions | additions | omissions Total

Vowels 152 01 01 96 00 01 251
60,56% 0,40% 0,40% 38,25% 0,40% | 63,70%

Consonants 39 18 08 30 30 00 125
31,20% 14,40% | 06,40% 24% 24% 31,73%

Clusters 00 09 00 00 09 00 18
50% 50% 04,57%

Total 191 28 09 126 39 01 394

48,48% 07,11% | 02,28% 31,98% 09,90% 0,25%

Table 6.2: Frequencies of errors classified by linguistic categories
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Vowels Consonants Clusters Total
substitutions | additions | omissions | substitutions | additions | omissions | substitutions | additions | omissions

Reading 152 01 01 39 18 08 00 09 00 228
data 66,67% 0,44% 0,44% 17,10% 07,89% 03,51% 03,95% 57,87%

Spontaneous 96 00 01 30 30 00 00 09 00 166
data 57,83% 0,60% 18,07% 18,07% 05,42% 42,13%

Total 248 01 02 69 48 08 00 18 00 394

62,94% 0,25% 0,51% 17,51% 12,18% 02,03% 04,57%

Table 6.3: Frequencies of errors classified by type of data
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6.4 Explanation of Errors

At this level, an attempt is made to understand the underlying processes which stand
behind the occurrence of the learners’ deviant pronunciations described above. In particular,
two distinguishable sources of errors are identified. These are intralingual, or internal
interference, causes of errors and interlingual, or external interference, causes of errors.

Specifically, intralingual sources of errors account for those idiosyncratic forms which
have roots in the phonological system of English itself or in the intersections of this system
with other areas of English such as orthography and lexis. Accordingly, the errors attributed
to this broad source of interference are further classified into errors due to inherent difficulty,
spelling pronunciation errors, letter-sound confusion induced errors, and lexical confusion
induced errors. By contrast, interlingual causes represent the interfering effects that the
learners’ languages other than English, mainly, Arabic and French, have on their English
pronunciation learning and performances. Despite the subjects claim that they basically know
other languages; Spanish, Italian and German in particular (Section 5.2.1.3), the elementary
levels they have in these foreign languages have not encouraged transfer from the
corresponding phonological systems to that of English. On the basis of the forms in which the
external interferences on the students’ pronunciation performances are manifested, the
resulting errors are subdivided into substitutions, calques and hypercorrections. Besides, as
they allow both intralingual and interlingual explanations, some errors are said to result from
miscellaneous causes. Some others, however, being unique in character and not readily
traceable to either source, are attributed to other causes.

In view of the aforementioned explanatory categories, the eighteen tables below
display the segmental pronunciation errors identified in Section 6.2 and described in Section
6.3 classified by origin. In these tables, the words the learners intend to produce are presented
to provide hints about the phonetic contexts wherein the errors occur. These are firstly written
in the English alphabet and then transcribed phonetically according to the RP accepted norms.
Next, the subjects’ erroneous articulations are also presented in the International Phonetic
Alphabet (IPA) with the errors in question highlighted in bold type. Furthermore, the tables
below list the frequencies of the errors and the number of students who produce them. Some
of the illustrated errors occur only once throughout the data. Nevertheless, they are considered
worth being mentioned given that they are seen as superficial forms that can add insights into
the deep-rooted problems the learners have with the pronunciation of English.
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6.4.1 Intralingual Causes of Errors

6.4.1.1 Inherent Difficulty

The cause “inherent difficulty” accounts for those pronunciation errors which stem
from naturally difficult features of the phonological system of English, and which are,
consequently, problematic for most its learners, foreign learners and young native speakers
alike. In our case, errors from this category are exclusively of the vowel type (cf. tables 6.4
and 6.5.)

English has a large number of vowel sounds: seven short vowels /C/, lel, [0/, 1<, I,
/Q/ and /U/; five long vowels /i+/, /<1, [C+/, I+ and /v+/; eight diphthongs /C101/, /elJ/, IUL,
[, lal )/, 1703, 10U/ and /aU/; in addition to five triphthongs /eI, /a0, /0000, /DU and
/aUC)/. More to the point, the differences in the tongue positioning between many of these
phonemic sounds are very slight and confusing indeed. In particular, confusions between the
RP /00 and /e, I/ and /e/, I} and /0, /0] and [e/, 10/ and [0/, [«<—/ and /)], [<—/ and /e/ as well
as between /[+/ and /(1+/ are reported in literature to be common to different groups of EFL
learners (Avery and Ehrlich, 1992: 95-100; O’Connor, 1980: 138-146.) These errors are also
quite constant in the recordings of the subjects of this study, as it is demonstrated in tables 6.4
and 6.5. Additionally, the RP triphthongs, being marked and cross-linguistically rare, are a
common area of difficulty for nearly all English foreigners at both articulatory and auditory
levels (Roach, 1991: 23.) The students whose English pronunciation performances are under

consideration are not an exception to this last statement.

6.4.1.2 Spelling Pronunciation Errors

In addition to the complexity of its vowel system, the non-correspondences between
English spelling forms and the ways they are pronounced further complicate the task of its
pronunciation learning. In the corpus being analysed, 104 errors (56 from the reading data +
48 from the spontaneous data) from the overall 394 recognized errors are of this type.
Explicitly, the learners’ familiarity with written rather than accurately spoken English has
caused them to base their pronunciation performances on the target words’ spelling forms.
Conclusively, they say */ctQu+tew/, for the RP /otQulk/, to mean stomach; */o0+pd/, for
the RP /w-+6/, to mean word; and */mQveoti/, for the RP /QvOoti/, to mean honesty. The

other erroneous pronunciation listed in tables 6.6 and 6.7 are similar instances.
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The words The RP The learners’ Number of learners Error
learners intend pronunciation pronunciation who made the error | frequency
to produce (N=23)
listening NOcvii/ Nleovivil 01 01
applied [Onlas/ Ieplal 18/ 01 01
address [08pec/ ledpeo! 02 03
foreign 16Qp0v/ 16Qp0v/ 01 01
accent [Oxoevt/ lexcevt/ 01 02
France IppA:ivo/ lbpevol 01 01
manage [uOvOsd/ [uOvel 1/ 03 03
Iugved! 01 02
country Ik€—vrpil IxOvrpi/ 01 01
lxgvtpil 01 01
hard MO+ mO+pd/ 01 01
Total 10 17

Table 6.4: Reading data: intralingual causes: inherent difficulty
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The words The RP The learners’ Number of learners Error
learners intend pronunciation pronunciation who made the error | frequency
to produce (N=23)
pregnant Inpelvvt/ Inpdvevt 01 02
level Nlewl/ NOw0l/ 01 01
well loel/ [0/ 01 01
destiny I5€ct0vil 180cvil 01 02
ethnic /e ‘ v/ 0 ‘ v/ 01 01
supported Jon+108/ JoOn+prl18/ 01 01
restaurant Ip€ctplivt/ Ip0otQpIvt/ 01 01
comfortable Jc<—pdtpI/ xQud+ptBl/ 01 01
instead [Ovoted/ levotdo/ 01 02
equal fi+xoOl/ fi+xoel/ 01 01
again Igvl 00O/ 01 01
cover Ike—wl Ixgwlpl 01 01
difficulties 160 OIti+¢/ 180090 Iti+C/ 01 03
charm lee O/ leeO+pp/ 01 01
hard MO+ mO+5! 01 03
betray IBCrpel! IBCrpo/ 01 01
violence loa00lOve! lwaOlOve! 01 01
Total 11 24

Table 6.5: Spontaneous data: intralingual causes: inherent difficulty
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The words The RP The learners’ Number of learners Error
learners intend pronunciation pronunciation who made the error | frequency
to produce (N=23)

your native... | /oli+/ lo+pl 02 02
over the... DUl IoUwslp/ 04 04
hard mo+o/ InC+pd/ 01 01
another country | /Civ<—[/ [Ove—L10pl 01 01
noticed IvOUt ot/ IvOU o0/ 08 03
learn NO+v/ N0pv/ 01 02
appears i nld} [mi+pC/ 01 02
carefully IkeDoOli/ IxO+poUli/ 03 09
hO=oUli/ 01 02

individuals Iovslw0dUnl | 1ovela8eUIe/ 03 08
cases Ixelo1C/ Ixelol o/ 01 01
desire 18 &0l 1 [5G0 1Y 01 01
manage JuvOsd/ InvelN/ 02 02
I velds 02 02

foreign 16Qp0v/ 16Qpelv/ 01 01
16Qp00V/ 01 01

ear I} Ie0) 03 03
fi+pl 01 02

country [c€—vpil I<Qvrpil 03 03
hOUvrpil 01 01

Total 21 56

Table 6.6: Reading data: intralingual causes: spelling pronunciation errors
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The words The RP pronunciation The learners’ Number of learners Error
learners intend pronunciation who made the error | frequency
to produce (N=23)
Asked I2+oxt IC+ok18/ 01 01
liked Not Tt/ Not K08/ 01 01
honesty 1QvOoril mQveoti/ 01 02
talk [t +x/ Jme Y 01 05
culture Ik—lter) kUl 01 02
stomach lotQulik/ lotQul+Tw/ 01 03
cover her... Ix«—wl ] Ixewpl 01 01
orders [0=80¢/ I0+pdpe/ 01 02
charm [tel+p/ [t Cpu/ 01 01
writer Ipal it/ Ipal np/ 01 01
served lol+wdl Io +pwd/ 01 01
card I+l Ik=+pdl 01 01
supported lolInl1+tl15/ lom +ptd/ 01 01
farewell I9e0wel/ [90+pwel/ 01 02
first 1§0+o1/ Io0pot/ 01 01
responsibility | /5T 6nQveOprlOri/ | /plonQvop lTxi/ 02 04
enrich [Ovplite/ levpliw/ 01 01
religion IpOIS v Ipgl v/ 01 01
parent Ine0pive/ InO+p vt/ 01 01
breath IBpe |/ IBpi+ |/ 01 01
wear when... | joell/ loi+p/ 01 08
love /lée—w/ /IQm/ 01 01
other Je1/ 1QUY 01 01
word loO+5/ JoO+ps/ 01 02
world JoO+18/ JoO+18/ 01 01
solution IoOlo=wv/ IoUlv=wv/ 01 01
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discover

[0 loxé—wl]/

18 oxOUw )/

01

01

Total

13

48

Table 6.7: Spontaneous data: intralingual causes: spelling pronunciation errors
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6.4.1.3 Letter-Sound Confusion Induced Errors

In addition to being able to induce incorrect pronunciations, the lack of a one-to-one
correspondence between orthography and phonology in English creates additional confusion
in the learners’ minds about how some letters can be realized phonemically. The letter “o0”
and the digraph (two-letter sequence) “th” in English, for example, have two equally frequent
pronunciations each; /-U/ and /Q/ for “o0” and / |/ and /0 for “th.” This fact, along with the
students’ lack of exposure to native speakers’ spoken English, cause them to be unaware
about how to appropriately articulate some letters in given contexts. For instance, they
produce */Qvli/ for only /OUvIi/ and */xI"1U | o/ for clothes lkltuag/.

The recordings of the learners’ speeches prove that the errors cited above are not
articulatory in nature; the same students who produce these errors are also recorded to
correctly pronounce the wrongly articulated phonemes here in different phonetic contexts
elsewhere, either appropriately or inappropriately. For example, they say /O0Uw()/ for “over,”
JvOUt s/ for “notice” and */| pOU/ for “through”. Equally, the learner who pronounces
“clothes” as */«xI[lU| o/ is found to be able to articulate the voiced fricative /(1/ in quite
different contexts, such as in the following instances: “they,” “this,” “then,” “another,”
“without,” etc. Concerning the erroneous substitution of /o/ for /C/ in */xI[1U | o, it is only
induced by the wrong selection of /|1 for /7 and the performer’s elsewhere verbalizations
prove that she can readily correct it, if /(1/ is again substituted for / 1.

Clearly, the errors at issue could not be attributed to the cause “spelling
pronunciation” since both of the learners’ erroneous articulations and the RP reconstructed
phonemes are equally common verbal realizations for the concerned letters in English.
Explicitly, the errors’ performers are not indeed misled by the spelling forms, but rather
confused by the infirm relationship existing between letters and phonemes in English; many
letters have more than one frequent articulation in RP, and vice versa.

More to the point, the errors listed in tables 9.8 and 9.9 also demonstrate that the
subjects have a general tendency to prefer pure vowels over diphthongs. Peter Roach argues
that errors of this type (substitutions of vowels for diphthongs) are “of the most common
pronunciation mistakes that result in a learner of English having a ‘foreign’ accent” (Roach,
1991: 20.) Moreover, in our case these mispronunciations seem explicable in terms of an
interlingual interference; that is, the relative rarity of diphthongs in Arabic and their absence
in French. This explanation, however, is disregarded because of the fairly frequent

occurrences of diphthongs throughout the subjects’ English verbal performances, in
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appropriate as well as inappropriate contexts. To exemplify this point, the word “foreign” is
incorrectly pronounced as */¢+peliv/, for the RP /pQpOv/, in fourteen instances (cf.
Appendix 7.) Diphthong /IU/ is also wrongly selected for /«<—/ two times, not to include
appropriate uses; particularly, the words “discover” and ‘“country” are, respectively,
pronounced as */o loxOUwml)/ and */x0OUvtpi/. Indeed, these instances significantly testify
that the learners’ problems with the English diphthongs stem from the confusing nature of its
orthography, rather than from an articulatory difficulty due to negative influences from the

learners’ other languages.

6.4.1.4 Lexical Confusion Induced Errors

In addition to being confused by the spelling forms of English in their pronunciation
performances, the learners’ inability to distinguish between some vocabulary terms can cause
them to originate additional errors of pronunciation. Two from the research subjects, for
instance, are recorded to use each of the RP articulations of the words through /| pv+/ and
throw / | pOU/ to signify the meaning acceptably expressed by the other (Table 6.11.)

A third learner pronounces the word things /\DD(;/ as */| Cvko/ in two successive
examples. Although the performer of this last error has a general difficulty to articulate the RP
nasal consonant /C/, the error at hand is not simply articulatory in nature because, given the
learner’s habitual pronunciation performances, he might produce the word as */ | “wOE/, rather
than */| vko/ (cf. tables 6.18 and 6.19.) Additionally, given the fact that this error occurs
repeatedly in the performer’s speech, Corder’s hypothesis that it is simply a mistake (a slip of
the tongue) is not likely. Hence, the only plausible explanation seems to be that the learner
intends to produce “thing”, but has “think” in mind, even though his articulation is not exactly
the RP required form /|70, Other lexical items that the subjects confuse and which
consequently induce pronunciation faults are listed in table 6.10; these are, belief vs. believe

and over vs. ever.
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The words The RP The learners’ Number of learners Error
learners intend | pronunciation pronunciation | who made the error | frequency
to produce (N=23)
changed Jrwellvals/ wOvis/ 03 03
identify lodéevtlipalll | /[Ldevilldpall 03 03
only /OUvli/ 1Qvli/ 08 08
old /auls/ 1Qls/ 04 06
noticed NOUt ot/ IVQrlol18/ 04 04
Total 12 24

Table 6.8: Reading data: intralingual causes: letter-sound confusion induced errors

The words The RP The learners’ Number of learners Error
learners intend | pronunciation pronunciation | who made the error | frequency
to produce (N=23)
gown IDalUv/ /0aUv/ 01 07
clothes IIoUOg KIoU | o 01 02
throat /10U /] po=t/ 01 01
dowry 18aUpi/ 160+pil 01 01
Total 03 11

Table 6.9: Spontaneous data: intralingual causes: letter-sound confusion induced errors
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The words learners The RP The learners’ Number of learners Error
intend to produce pronunciation pronunciation | who m(?\?fztg)e error | frequency
belief (vs. believe) IBCNli+¢y/ 1B li=wl 01 01
over (vs. ever) OUw 1/ lew ] 01 01
Total 02 02

Table 6.10: Reading data: intralingual causes: lexical confusion induced errors

The words learners The RP The learners’ Number of learners Error
intend to produce pronunciation pronunciation | who maNdfztg)e error | frequency
things (vs. thinks) /| an'd] /| ovko! : 01 04
through (vs. throw) | /| pu+/ /] p0OUI 01 01
throw (vs. through) | /| 500U/ /] pos/ 01 01
Total 03 06

Table 6.11: Spontaneous data: intralingual causes: lexical confusion induced errors
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6.4.2 Interlingual Causes of Errors

6.4.2.1 Substitutions

One additional category of pronunciation errors the learners produce consists of
substitutions of RP phonemes due to external interference from the phonological systems of
the learners’ languages other than English, namely, Arabic and French. In particular, the
subjects constantly substitute /e/ and /4/ for the RP /tw/ and /84/, respectively; in
consequence of the relative rarity of affricates in their two firstly learned languages. The
vowels /Q/ and /[+/, being missing in the phonological system of the subjects’ mother tongue,
are also occasionally replaced by /U/ and /uv+/.

In addition, despite the fact that the phonological system of Standard Arabic contains
only one single bilabial plosive: the voiced phoneme /f/; errors with /B/ substituted for /r/ in
tables 6.12 and 6.13 are common to one subject only: the student from Western Sahara (cf.
Section 5.1.) The point may be that, unlike this learner, the Algerian subjects are able to
overcome the contrastive difficulty associated with producing the /n/ phoneme due to the
different sociolinguistic contexts involved in each case. To be exact, the /n/ sound can be
easily articulated by the Algerian students in this study owing to its existence in Algerian
colloquial Arabic, mainly in some borrowed words, and the extensive societal use of French,
whose phonological system includes the sound contrast between /B/ and /xt/, in everyday life
in Algeria.

What is more, the problem the subject from Western Sahara has in articulating the RP
voiceless plosive /ri/ is not totally handicapping. On the contrary, this learner is recorded to
accurately produce the /n/ sound in diverse phonetic contexts; such as in the words: “people,”
“Spanish,” “speciality,” “appears,” “exposure,” “develop,” “give up,” etc. Thus, it can be
confidently said that the learners’ wrong selections for /r/ do not really reflect a defect in his
articulatory abilities, but rather an inadequate habit formation. In other words, the performer
can readily articulate the sound in question, but by reason of his lack of familiarity (non-

existence in the phonology of the native language) with it he cannot get it automatically.

6.4.2.2 Calques

By calques, we refer to the learners’ errors which very closely reflect the structure of
one of their languages other than English. Specifically, faulty cognate pronunciations and
pronunciation deviances induced by the application of the phonological rules of another

language fall in this category (cf. Section 3.5.4.1.) Errors from this kind are quite recurrent
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throughout the data. They mainly consist of cognate pronunciations due to negative transfer
from French. The erroneous articulations of the words “France,” “identify,” “marriage,”
“religion,” “speciality,” “separateness,” “separated,” “generally,” “develop” and “method”
illustrated in tables 6.14 and 6.15 are the relevant examples.

Some word final syllables are also wrongly pronounced by the students in analogy
with the French corresponding phonological realizations. For instance, the word final syllable
“-age” is repeatedly verbally produced by the learners as */ed/ instead of the RP /08{/ (cf.
table 6.14.) Likewise, despite it regularly correspond to the RP short vowel /O/, the agent
suffix “-er,” such as in the word “speaker,” is pronounced */Up/ in analogy with the French
articulation of the corresponding form “-eur,” such as in “acteur” meaning “actor” in English.
The English definite article “the” is as well erroneously articulated as */CJU/ in analogy with
the way the equivalent French “le” is pronounced.

What is more, the learners seem to respect the phonological rules of French in their
English performances, too. For instance, they pronounce intervocalic “s” as /C/ even when the
RP required form is /o/ (table 6.14.) Moreover, as demanded in French, one of the subjects is
recorded to pronounce the digraph “gn” by a glide from the consonant /v/ to the short vowel
similar to the semivowel /¢/, /(1] in particular (table 6.14.) Indeed, the sound she produced
was not identical, but very close to the French voiced palatal stop /J/, such as in the word

“vigne” /viJ/ which means “vine” in English.

6.4.2.3 Hypercorrections

Hypercorrections are errors which result from interlingual transfer, but which do not
clearly reflect the structure of the source language. In essence, they are overreactions to
transfer effects. Only two from the maximum 394 identified pronunciation errors are
attributable to this cause. Nevertheless, these two errors are considered worth of attention for
the reason that they can provide additional evidence for the pronunciation problems the
performers are elsewhere reported to have.

Clearly, one of the subjects, being a proficient speaker of French and aware of the
quite noticeable French accent in her English verbalizations, overreacted by trying to avoid
resembling the French articulation of the word “universel,” and ultimately pronounces
“universal” in English as */pu+viiw+=Cl/. This error is typically encouraged by the
performer’s belief that the substitution of /%/ for /c/ is peculiar to English in contrast with

French. Similarly, another learner, to avoid her common errors inserting a vowel sound in
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between adjacent consonants in RP, as a result of negative transfer from Arabic and French

(cf. Section 6.4.3), pronounces “noticed” /v UtOot/ as */vUt cJd/.
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The words The RP The learners’ Number of learners Error
learners intend pronunciation pronunciation who made the error | frequency
to produce (N=23)
example J00E -+l 1006 =ppl/ 01 01
pronunciation | /o ve—vollellwv/ | IPpQv<—voicwy/ 01 01
applied IOmlor 8/ leBlar 18/ 01 01
manage IuovESd Iulivel N 04 04
just 184 «c/ A 02 02
changed It e oL/ /9 Cvs] 02 04
reported IpUinO+t 18/ IpLimu+t 15/ 01 01
common IeQuiv/ heUpov/ 01 01
an accent /CIv/ /=v/ 01 02
Total 08 17
Table 6.12: Reading data: interlingual causes: substitutions
The words The RP The learners’ Number of learners Error
learners intend pronunciation pronunciation who made the error | frequency
to produce (N=23)
improve [Dumpu+w/ ITuPpo+o/ 01 01
experience IDxom I pillve/ I"xoPlpil lvel 01 01
religion IpIESY v/ Ipel v/ 01 01
enrich [Cvpl T/ levpl 1w/ 01 01
important [Durld+=tvt/ [Opmo+tvt/ 01 02
fall 1901/ [pv+I/ 01 02
because IBeQc/ IBKV+C/ 01 02
Total 05 10

Table 6.13: Spontaneous data: interlingual causes: substitutions
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The words The RP The learners’ Number of learners Error
learners intend pronunciation pronunciation who made the error | frequency
to produce (N=23)
cases IxelloC/ IxelEC/ 03 03
foreign 16QpLiv/ 16QpLv/ 01 01
manage o8/ Iueved! 04 08
France IdpAvol 1opQval/ 04 04
identify loddgvt lpou 1/ M08Q vt oo/ 02 04
speakers lomi+xE/ lomi+xUpg/ 03 06
the English / [0/ U/ 01 02
end
Total 11 28
Table 6.14: Reading data: interlingual causes: calques
The words The RP The learners’ Number of learners Error
learners intend pronunciation pronunciation who made the error | frequency
to produce (N=23)
marriage Jurp08Y 1 IWp@/ 01 03
/ qu(pS\lr/ 02 12
01 04
U p@ES/
religion Ip0InS v/ NS EVRY, 01 02
speciality Ione OO0/ lonOo@elri/ 01 05
separateness loendpltvilo/ loOnO+prvio/ 01 02
separated loenpel It 15/ loOn+pel T8/ 01 02
generally 183-evpOli/ NOvOpeli/ 01 04
develop 1§ weln/ 180w 1Qn/ 01 02
method Ing | 06/ In] Qa/ 01 02
the woman/ /o0 or /0i/ /mlV)] 03 04
home/unknown
Total 08 42

Table 6.15: Spontaneous data: interlingual causes: calques
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The words The RP The learners’ Number of learners Error
learners intend pronunciation pronunciation who made the error | frequency
to produce (N=23)
noticed VOU ot/ IviUr o018/ 01 01
Total 01 01
Table 6.16: Reading data: interlingual causes: hypercorrection
The words The RP The learners’ Number of learners Error
learners intend pronunciation pronunciation who made the error | frequency
to produce (N=23)
universal lpv+viwl=ol/ lpv+vw =W/ 01 01
Total 01 01

Table 6.17: Spontaneous data: interlingual causes: hypercorrection
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6.4.3 Miscellaneous Causes of Errors

Errors under this category are of a complex nature; they have roots in more than one
single source. The substitutions of the two-consonant sequence /v_/ for the RP /J/ in words
which end with the digraph “ng,” for example, is encouraged by both the orthography of
English and the phonological system of Arabic (the nonexistence of phonemic /L)/ in Arabic.)
It should be noted, however, that in rapid connected speech, it might be difficult to pronounce
the alveolar-velar combination and, consequently, students may alter to pronounce /(1C1/ for
the RP // instead of /vL /.

Likewise, the subjects’ tendency to insert vowel sounds within English clusters allows
both intralingual and interlingual explanations. Openly, this type of pronunciation errors
produced by Arab EFL learners is generally explained in terms of negative transfer from
Arabic (the relative rarity of clusters in Arabic, as well as in French.) Nonetheless, internal
interference from the orthography of English is an equally likely justification. In fact, though
their mother tongue and French might have an influence, none of the subjects is recorded to
produce a cluster error where no vowel letter exists in the spelling form of the target word.
For instance, they say */cexllvol+pi/ for the RP /oexllvdpi/ to mean ‘secondary,”
*/+ok08/ for the RP /l+okt/ to mean “asked” and */xQu¢C+ptlpl/ for the RP
Ic«—pdtBl/ to mean “comfortable.” By contrast, they do not violate any of the clusters in the
words: “example” and “applied,” as well as in “study,” “strong,” “throw,” “clothes,” etc,
despite the extreme rarity of initial clusters in Arabic.

In addition, some of the learners’ apparently erroneous pronunciations due to the
inherent difficulty involved in learning the pronunciation of English (e.g., the confusion
between the vowels /¢/ and /[7/) or the negative influence of its orthography are also regarded
as superficial manifestations of a miscellaneous source as they are also encouraged by the
phonological system of French (cognate pronunciations.) Except for the errors of clusters and
the substitutions for the phoneme //, all the other deviant articulations listed in tables 6.18

and 6.19 are from this last class.

6.4.4 Other Causes of Errors

About a fifth of the subjects’ pronunciation errors (69 errors out of the total 394
identified mispronunciations) seem to result from sources other than those listed above. For
instance, except for six students who can get the word “accurate” pronounced RP like, all the

other subjects (seventeen students) are recorded to produce different articulations instead, as it
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is shown in table 6.20. Although the inherent difficulty associated with making distinctions
between some RP sounds and the confusing nature of the English spelling forms are plausible
explanations, the pronunciation deviances at hand seem to be related with the word “accurate”
itself, rather than with the production of the segmental features involved in its articulation. In
other words, the learners do not seem to have difficulties articulating the sounds in question,
as their elsewhere performances testify, but to be unaware about how the word in question can
be accurately pronounced in RP. Possible sources of this unawareness include: a defect in the
kind of pronunciation teaching the students receive at school, a lack of exposure to accurately
RP spoken English and a lack of motivation on the part of the learners to go and check how
the word is pronounced in a reliable dictionary.

The learners’ errors pronouncing the word “afraid” form a similar case to the one just
described. Explicitly, even though they do not have any difficulties in producing the
diphthong /e"// (as the pronunciation idiosyncrasies of the word “accurate” listed in table 6.20
exemplify,) seventeen of the subjects produce */Cipp0+d/, and one */eppld/, for the RP
required /Cippedd/. This instance is clearly a reflection of a deficiency in the kind of English
and the pronunciation teaching instruction to which the subjects are exposed; the deviance of
their teachers’ pronunciations, for example.

Similarly, despite neither diphthong /CJU/ nor consonant /\/ cause any articulatory
complications for one of the subjects, he pronounces exposure /“korOUN D/ as */CiconeUL.
Indeed, by doing so, the learner further complicates his performance by altering an RP
articulation, /JxonOUN0/, which would raise no difficulties for him (in view of his elsewhere
verbalizations) to a more demanding articulatory movement, */CxorneUL/. Actually, the
learner showed signs for this articulatory difficulty by producing the faulty articulation in
question after two trials. At first, he produced only the first part /[lkon/ without fully
releasing the air compressed for the production of the plosive /n/. Then, he made the whole
ITxomeUr/ noticeably slowly.

More to the point, the substitution of the voiced plosive /B/ for the voiceless /r/ is also
found in the recorded speech of a subject other than the learner from Western Sahara, but only
in one single instance. The learner to whom we refer here pronounces “people,” “progress,”
“speak,” “appear,” “express,” “accept,” for example, with accurately articulated instances of
the /=/ sound, but gets “campus” /x[lunllo/ as */xuPlio/. Accordingly, it is concluded that

her problem substituting /B/ for /n/ is only related to this word. In fact, maybe due to an
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acoustic or, less likely, an auditory problem, the learner is not aware that “campus” is written

with the letter “p” and pronounced with the phoneme /n/.
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The words The RP The learners’ Number of learners Error
learners intend pronunciation pronunciation who made the error | frequency
to produce (N=23)

strong IotpQLY IotpQvL/ 03 03
listening Novi O/ Nleov VOl 01 01
NCsUvir) 01 o1
noticed IviUtl ot/ IvOUt 1ed8/ 08 08
pronunciation ImpOve—vollellwv/ | IBpQve—voiie v/ 01 01
influence [Ov$lUlvol levolU vol 01 01
Total 12 15

Table 6.18: Reading data: miscellaneous causes
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The words The RP The learners’ Number of learners Error
learners intend pronunciation pronunciation who made the error | frequency
to produce (N=23)

sing Io 0 IsvO/ 01 01
studying lot«3 el 0/ lote3 ol v/ 01 01
beginning IRV IBCvEovEY 01 01
coming Ie—p 0/ lce—pvO/ 01 01
among [oneD/ IDpevO/ 01 01
long NQL/ nQvey/ 01 01
asked [C+oxt/ [N+ox8/ 01 01
liked NalTxet! Nol 08/ 01 01
universal lpv+vl lwl +cl/ lpu=viw =l 01 01
level llewl/ NOwOl/ 01 01
secondary loexIvdpil loekIveO+pil 01 01
important [Oun+tvt/ [Dumo+tOve/ 01 02
comfortable Ice—pdt Bl IcQuo=prIpl/ 01 02
restaurant Ipeotplivt/ IpotQplive/ 01 01
conditions IcOverwve/ Qs iwve/ 01 01
effort I/ [O¢0+pr/ 01 03
segregation Ioglp el 1w vl IO p0e e/ 01 01
president Impel[ 18 vt/ ImpUC 18 vt/ 01 01
insist [Ovelot/ levellot 01 01

Total 12 23

Table 6.19: Spontaneous data: miscellaneous causes
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The words The RP The learners’ | Number of learners Error
learners intend pronunciation pronunciation | who made the error | frequency
to produce (N=23)
accurate [OxeOpOr/ DU pelt/ 08 21
[OxeUplin/ 8% 8;1
[OeeU pOrt/ 03 11
[OxOpelt/ 02 06
IoxOped 01 03
lexUplit/
afraid IDppels/ I0pp+5/ 17 17
ledpl1d/ 01 01
exposure IoxenOUN DY ITkoneUD/ 01 02
Total 22 68
Table 6.20: Reading data: other causes
The words The RP The learners” | Number of learners Error
learners intend pronunciation pronunciation | who made the error | frequency
to produce (N=23)
campus Ixumtllo/ IuBlo/ 01 01
Total 01 01

Table 6.21: Spontaneous data: other causes
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Intralingual causes Interlingual causes
Inherent Spelling Orthographic | Lexical | Calques | Substitutions | Hypercorrection Miscellaneous | Other - Total
cer . 2 . . causes causes
difficulty | pronunciation confusion confusion
errors induced errors | induced
errors
Reading 17 56 24 02 28 17 01 15 68 228
data 07,46% 24,56% 10,53% 0,88% | 12,28% 07,46% 0,44% 06,58% 29,82%
Spontaneous 24 48 11 06 42 10 01 23 01 166
data 14,46% 28,92% 06,63% 03,61% | 25,30% 06,02% 0,60% 13,85% 0,60%
Total 41 104 35 08 70 27 02 38 69 394
10,41% 26,40% 08,88% 02,03% | 17,77% 06,85% 0,51% 09,64% 17,51%
Table 6.22: Relative frequencies of the errors induced by particular causes

228



6.4.5 Relative Frequencies of the Identified Errors Classified by Cause

Table 6.22 displays the relative frequencies of the errors attributed to each of the
explanatory categories described above. It can be easily noticed that spelling pronunciation
errors are the most frequent from all. They form 26,40% of the maximum 394 errors. Calques
and the errors induced by other causes are also quite common; they respectively form 17,77%
and 17,51% of the whole total. Then, in a descending order of frequency, come the errors
ascribed to inherent difficulty (10,41%,) miscellaneous causes (09,64%,) letter-sound confusion
(08,88%,) interlingual substitutions (06,85%,) lexical confusion (02,03%) and at last
hypercorrections (0,51%.)

Reasonably, spelling pronunciation and letter-sound confusion induced errors are more
recurrent in the reading than in the spontaneous data. Equally, the relative frequency of errors
resulting from other causes greatly changes from the reading to the free data. Specifically, they
from 29,82% (the highest percentage) of the reading data, but only 0,60% (the lowest
percentage) of the spontaneous data. The reason is simply that errors of this type — being word-
related (Section 6.4.4) — are inclined to occur more often in the reading data, where each word
is produced at least twenty-three times (the number of the participating subjects,) than in the
learners’ free speeches.

By contrast, understandably, calques are more common in the spontaneous data. The
point is that, being a result of interlingual interference that is generally subconscious, these
errors are more likely to appear in free rather than in reading focused performances. Errors due
to inherent difficulty, lexical confusion and miscellaneous causes are also more numerous in the
learners’ free speeches than in their reading performances. Explicably, the more demanding
nature of spontaneous language use, where the performers are asked to exhibit their overall
linguistic capabilities, distracts them from attending solely to the correctness of their speech
patterns, and as so, it brings out more pronunciation errors.

In addition to the frequencies reported so far, Table 6.23 below is created to arrive at a
clearer indication of the relative strengths of intralingual and interlingual effects on the
learners’ pronunciation performances. Overtly, it is assumed that by considering the rate of
occurrence of the English internal interference caused errors in opposition to that of those
stemming from external negative transfer the most hindering influences on the learners’
English pronunciation verbalizations will be revealed.

In accordance with the initiating hypotheses, intralingual sources of interference are
significantly found to be the most problematic in the learners’ pronunciation performances.

Specifically, they account for 47,72% of the maximum 394 errors; that is, nearly half of the
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learners’ overall errors and approximately double the errors caused by interlingual sources. The
new clue, however, is with reference to the subjects’ errors ascribed to other causes. Although
they come in third order of frequency, these errors are considered significant attention because

they raise questions about the nature of the pronunciation teaching instruction to which the

learners are exposed.

Intralingual | Interlingual | Miscellaneous Other causes Total
causes causes causes
Reading 99 46 15 68 228
data 43,43% 20,17% 06,58% 29,82%
Spontaneous 89 53 23 01 166
data 53,62% 31,93% 13,85% 0,60%
Total 188 99 38 69 394
47,72% 25,13% 09,64% 17,51%

Table 6.23: Relative frequencies of the errors due to interlingual, intralingual, miscellaneous
and other causes

6.5 Discussion

As it was hypothesized, the error analysis of the subjects’ verbal performances in
English revealed that the majority of their segmental pronunciation errors are substitutions of
the vowel type. In particular, about two thirds (62,94%) of the identified 394 errors fall in this
category (cf. Table 6.3.) The learners are also recorded to produce fewer but serious (likely to
cause unintelligibility or a noticeably foreign accent) errors of consonants and clusters. For
example, despite the fact that it has no double in the data being analyzed, the idiosyncratic
articulation of the word “secondary” /oex[ vdpi/ as */ocexl vol+pi/ has greater resonance than
many other errors which are recurrent throughout the data.

As far as the errors’ sources are concerned, intralingual causes, as already stated, seem
to be the primary source of difficulty in the learners’ pronunciation performances. Particularly,
the notoriously confusing nature of the orthography of English along with the inherent
difficulty involved in attaining mastery over its phonological system, mainly due to the large
number and slight articulatory differences of the available sound contrasts, greatly complicate
the demands raised on the learners and cause them to produce many pronunciation errors.
Moreover, the learners’ confusion between some lexical terms elicits further erroneous
articulations.

Negative transfer from the other languages the students speak is also proved to be
significantly present in their English pronunciation performances due to the considerable

number and the negative effects of the errors it causes on the quality of the learners’
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vocalizations. For example, some RP sounds, namely /0, /tw/, /84, IQ/ and /i+/, are
constantly substituted in the learners’ speeches by reason of their unfamiliarity with these
sounds as they are either totally absent or rare in Arabic and French; the students’ two firstly
learned languages. Additionally, the learners are recorded to produce some other RP apparently
deviant articulations in analogy with the French pronunciations of some cognate and borrowed
words. In doing so, the learners may be either subconsciously influenced by the French forms
with which they have more familiarity (inadequate habit formation,) or totally unaware that the
two languages’ pronunciations of the words in question are different (a defect in knowledge.)
Conversely, the absence of some articulatory difficulties of the consonant type which are
reported in literature to be common to different groups of EFL learners, such as those in
relation to the RP fricatives /|/, /0/ and /w/ (Avery and Ehrlich, 1992: 101-103), gives
evidence of the presence of positive effects of transfer from Arabic and French on the subjects
English pronunciation learning and performances, as well.

As they can result from an intralingual or an interlingual source of interference, the data
under consideration testifies that errors due to wrong analogies can be also encouraged by both
of these interfering factors. That is to say, they can originate from a miscellaneous source. For
instance, the English spelling form, the French corresponding pronunciation and the rarity of
adjacent consonants in Arabic are all plausible influences that can cause the learners to say
*k«QuoO+pt 1B/ rather than /ke—pdtBl/ for “comfortable.”

Furthermore, some other faulty pronunciations by the learners; being associated with
particular words, common to the majority of the subjects, and inexplicable in terms of the
abovementioned interfering affects, give evidence about a defect in the kind of English and the
pronunciation instructional materials to which the learners are exposed. To illustrate this point,
although their overall performances prove their ability to accurately articulate the diphthong
le[7] with great easiness, seventeen of the twenty-three subjects pronounce the word “afraid” as
*[[1ppT+d/. More to the point, instances of this erroneous articulation were detected from the
subjects’ reading performances of a diagnostic passage which had been given to them a weak
before their readings were recorded to allow them to prepare it adequately (cf. Sections 5.2.3.3
and 6.1.) Overtly, because of some non-linguistic effects such as imperfect classroom
experiences, the performers of the error being considered seem to be convinced that what they
produce is the RP required form for “afraid.”

Besides, the large number of spelling pronunciation errors the learners are found to

produce (104 errors out of the totality 394 identified errors) also reflects the poor quality of the
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kind of pronunciation teaching they have received. Undeniably, it is true that the orthography
English provides confusing hints about its pronunciation. Nevertheless, students of English at
such an advanced level (third year at the university) should have developed an awareness about
the untrustworthiness of the spelling forms of English as guides to pronunciation performances.
To cite only few examples, it is not accepted from a third year university student of English
having RP as a model for his pronunciation learning to constantly add /p/ where it exists in the
spelling form of the target word but it is not required by RP or to pronounce “stomach” as
*/otQud+tw/! Similarly, even though the various cognate pronunciations the learners are
recorded to produce seem to be caused by negative transfer from French, these same errors also
signify the performers’ lack of exposure to RP English as opposed to French.

In short, though the pronunciation errors examined so far appear to result from diverse
sources, many of them may also have roots in one common origin; that is, inadequate inputs for
adequate pronunciation learning and performances. This stance is mainly adopted because of
the learners having proved their ability to articulate the great majority of RP sounds quite
correctly. Indeed, a detailed examination of the participating subjects’ English oral
performances can reveal that, with only few exceptions, their pronunciation problems do not
result from a defect on how to articulate the concerned sound features, but rather from a lack of
understanding where to appropriately use these phonological features. That is to say, the
subjects generally produce the right articulations but in inappropriate contexts. To exemplify
this point, despite being able to accurately produce the RP short vowel /7// in different phonetic
contexts such as the ones represented by the words: afraid /O¢pe 16/, over /T Uwl/ and second
loexvd/; one subject turned to produce /e/, /elll, and /U/ instead in the same piece of
performance. Particularly, she says */mpllvevt/, for the RP /mpelivlvt/, to mean pregnant;
*/oQpellv/, for the RP /9Qplv/, to mean foreign; and */CxeUpelt/, for the RP /[ikeOpOit/, to
mean accurate.

Consequently, it is concluded that the subjects’ real handicap in learning and
performing the pronunciation of English originates from their lack of exposure to authentic RP
language use. Spelling pronunciation errors, calques, and many of their other sorts of faulty
articulations are only ultimate results of their subsequent resort to base their pronunciation
performances on the English spelling forms, the French corresponding pronunciations and even
their own pure assumptions on how the target words can be pronounced in English. Finally, it

needs to be stated that the lack of familiarity the learners have with accurately spoken English
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is not only the blame of teachers and teaching alone. On the contrary, the learners, themselves,

share an equal or even a larger amount of responsibility, too.

6.6 Pedagogical Implications

The error analysis performed in this chapter was undertaken with the goal of identifying
the sources of the difficulties the twenty-three participating subjects have with the
pronunciation of English. The results notably show that, despite the fact that they appear as
simple manifestations of some intralingual and interlingual effects, the learners’ pronunciation
errors mainly result from their unfamiliarity with RP English and their consequential remedy to
adopt other, inadequate, inputs as models for their pronunciation performances. These latter
mainly include the English spelling structures, the French corresponding pronouncing forms,
other FL learners’, such as their teachers’, faulty articulations, and their own guesses about the
possible pronunciations of the intended words. In consequence of the random procedure
adopted in selecting the subjects who participated in this study, these findings are assumed to
also account for the pronunciation learning and performances of the other students of English at
the University of Guelma.

As it is usually the case in FLL literature, error analysis has a role in determining the
concern of remedial teaching. Accordingly, the results of the error analysis adopted in this
chapter are also used to provide some suggestions on how to improve the pronunciation
performances of the students in question. In general, it is proposed that given sufficient
exposure to accurately spoken English, together with adequate types and amounts of
pronunciation practice by the students, they would be able to overcome the great majority of
the pronunciation problems they have. The most pervasive from all would be errors due to
inherent difficulty or substitutions under interlingual interference. Fortunately, in view of the
performances of this study’s subjects, errors from these two types are found to be relatively
uncommon; they together form less than one fifth (17,26% = 10,41% + 06,85%) of the total
number of the identified errors (cf. Table 6.22.) What is more, with the support of adequate
pronunciation feedback and intensive practice the learners can eradicate, or at least remodel,
many of their pronunciation errors of these types.

To be exact, it is our belief that if the below suggestions will be met, the overall
pronunciation proficiencies of the students will significantly increase. In particular, teachers are
invited to:

% increase learners’ exposure to authentic RP English, especially in communicative

everyday life contexts of language use;
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%+ give students numerous opportunities to practice the different aspects of the English
sound system in both listening-imitative and productive activities;

% create meaningful contexts for pronunciation practice because it is common that
students can produce some sounds correctly in isolation but not in connected
spontaneous speech;

% provide learners with informative pronunciation teaching sessions where they get
acquainted with adequate articulatory descriptions, along with relevant contrastive

information;

X/
°

raise learners’ awareness about the non-correspondences between the English

phonological and spelling forms and the non-similarities between the English and

French pronunciations of cognate words by practicing different relevant examples;

% introduce learners to the use of the phonetic alphabet (IPA) as the only reliable
written version of the pronunciation of English;

% base descriptive instructional feedback and intensive practice on the pronunciation
problems the learners actually have; and

%+ encourage learners to adopt more appropriate speech habits, if their articulatory

difficulties are so persistent to be totally overcome. For example, to avoid

substituting /vCl/ for /(J/, the performers can be promoted to produce the nasal

phoneme /v/ instead for this would sound less foreign and more acceptable.

On their part, students are required to cooperate with their teachers to carry the above
suggestions through. Of course, no matter how effective the teaching instruction is,
uninterested or uncooperative students will not learn. Mastering the pronunciation of English
is, especially, highly demanding. Without motivated learners, teachers cannot really do many
things, if ever. What is more, the time and situational limitations the classroom creates makes
the teacher’s contribution at best insufficient. Explicitly, as already stated, students are
recommended to go on with their pronunciation learning besides the classroom. They are asked
to search for good models to listen to. Likewise, they are required to attend to the quality of
their own speech performances; because once developed, fossilized pronunciations are very

hard to eradicate.
Conclusion

In this chapter, the verbal performances of a group of EFL students from the University

of Guelma are examined. Explicitly, the segmental pronunciation errors involved in these data
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are identified, described and explained in an attempt to discover the sources from which they
arise. Contrary to what would be revealed by a pure contrastive analysis, and even though some
linguistic interfering effects are recognized, the principal cause of the pronunciation difficulties
the learners are found to have seems to result from their unfamiliarity with RP English.
Certainly, learning the pronunciation of English as a foreign language might be difficult for
anyone. The inherent difficulty involved in the task, however, will be even more problematic
where generations of non-native speakers teach each other with little exposure to the accents of
native English users, as it is the case at the University of Guelma.

In view of the final findings, some suggestions on how to boost the concerned students’
skill in pronouncing English are provided. Globally speaking, teachers are advised to
supplement analytic linguistic pronunciation teaching techniques by intuitive practice activities,
wherein learners get exposed to the target speech variety in authentic contexts of language use.
The supplied proposals in this chapter, along with those provided in the previous one, are
believed to create more contributing contexts for English foreign language pronunciation

teaching at the University of Guelma.
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CONCLUSION

The present research work is set up with the aim of exploring the English foreign
language pronunciation learning at the University of Guelma. Particularly, the interest is to
examine the relationship between the ability to pronounce English intelligibly and a set of
learner-based variables. In addition, it is intended to discover the sources of the problems the
participating students have with the sound system of English.

The statistical procedures adopted, namely quantitative analysis of questionnaire data
and Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient rho, prove the hypothesized significant positive
correlations between the learners’ levels of pronunciation intelligibility on the one hand, and
the amounts of practice they exhibit, the personality traits they reveal and the degrees of
motivation they demonstrate, on the other hand. Specifically, learners with large amounts of
practice, lots of self confidence and high degrees of motivation are found to be the most
successful in acquiring an intelligible articulation of English.

Additionally, the error analysis of the subjects’ English verbal performances shows
that, as it was hypothesized, their major causes of difficulty in pronouncing English are
intralingual, mainly due to the non-correspondences between English spelling structures and
pronouncing forms. Moreover, the students are also found to produce fewer, but not less
serious, pronunciation errors stemming from interlingual, miscellaneous and other causes.
Nonetheless, the advanced examination of all the identified errors and sources reveals the new
hint that nearly all the problems the subjects have with the pronunciation of English are an
indirect result of their lack of exposure to the native speakers’ verbal language. Explicitly, the
students’ unfamiliarity with accurately spoken English have caused them to base their
pronunciation performances on misleading inputs, particularly, the orthography of English,
the French corresponding pronunciations, their teachers’ sometimes erroneous articulations,
and their own assumptions about how the target words can be properly pronounced.

The findings of the present study bear important implications for both pronunciation
teachers and students at the English department at the University of Guelma. In particular,
teachers are invited to increase their learners’ exposure to, and practice of, RP accurately
pronounced speech patterns. Promoting students’ motivation to learn can also be remarkably
helpful as it can multiply their chances of benefiting from teaching and practice sessions. This
could be ensured by raising the learners’ awareness about the importance of pronunciation to

communicate effectively and by building enjoyable communicative contexts for pronunciation
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teaching and practice. On their part, the students are asked to positively cooperate with their
teachers to realise the maximum amounts of benefit. They are equally required to take
responsibility for their own learning, to search for good models to listen to, to maximise their
opportunities for productive pronunciation practice, and to carefully attend to the quality of
their own speech patterns to avoid developing fossilised pronunciations.

Finally, it needs to be clarified that the significant correlations the present research has
established between levels of pronunciation intelligibility and amounts of practice, degrees of
motivation as well as certain types of personality traits do not imply a causality relationship
between the involved variables. All what is meant here is that the variables in question go
together and that where one is present the others are also likely to be there. A cause-effect
relationship is only a plausible supposition that can serve as a hypothesis for further research

in future.
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APPENDIX 1
Teachers’ Questionnaire

An Investigation of the Different Factors Affecting Achievement in English Foreign Language
Pronunciation Learning

Dear Madam or Sir,

This questionnaire is part of a Magistére Dissertation. It mainly deals with the pronunciation
learning and achievements of the students of English at the University of Guelma. In particular, the
intention is to identify the different factors that affect the process of pronunciation acquisition in an

attempt to help students do better in their learning.

Your points of view will be of great help to this research work which would contribute to English
foreign language pronunciation learning at the University of Guelma. Be sure that this questionnaire is
anonymous and confidential. Your cooperation is deeply appreciated. Thank you very much in advance.

Please tick (V) the appropriate box or give full answers where necessary.

. Teaching Experience Background

1 How many years have you spent teaching English?

2 What are the module(s) you teach at the UNIVersity? ..........coooiiiiiii e

1. Opinions

The following statements are controversial. Please indicate your agreement or disagreement by
ticking the column with the heading that best describes your opinions.

2.1 The effect of age on pronunciation achievement

statement

strongly
agree

agree

undecided

disagree

strongly
disagree

1 Children acquire native-like pronunciation of a
foreign language more readily than adults.

2 For the great majority of adolescent and adult
English foreign language learners, an accurate
pronunciation is not a realistic pedagogical goal.

3 After childhood, it is impossible to change a
learner’s fossilized pronunciation.

4 The earlier the learner’s exposure to English, the
better his acquisition of pronunciation.

5 With adequate exposure to English, adolescents
and adults can achieve advanced levels in English
foreign language pronunciation learning.
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2.2 The effect of aptitude (the learner’s innate ability for foreign language learning)

statement

strongly
agree

agree

undecided

disagree

strongly
disagree

1 Some students have a better “ear” for language
sounds than others, and are, thus, more gifted in the
area of pronunciation.

2 Some students have a better ability to mimic
foreign sounds than others, and are, thus, more gifted
in the area of pronunciation.

3 Some students have a better memorizing ability
than others, and are, thus, more gifted in the area of
pronunciation.

4 The different degrees of success experienced by
different learners in English foreign language
pronunciation learning are due to the learners’
different abilities.

5 Every normal human being has the potential to
successfully learn the pronunciation of English.

2.3 The effect of students’ attitudes

Statement

strongly
agree

agree

undecided

disagree

strongly
disagree

1 Negative attitudes towards English native speakers
create internal barriers against accepting their speech
as a model for pronunciation learning.

2 Students’ attitudes towards their teachers and
teaching materials influence the degree of English
pronunciation proficiency they can achieve.

3 If they wish, learners who hold negative attitudes
towards English native speakers and the English
culture can achieve a high level of proficiency in the
area of pronunciation.
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2.4 The effect of students’ motivation

statement

strongly
agree

agree

undecided

disagree

strongly
disagree

1 Motivation is quite necessary in English foreign
language pronunciation learning.

2 The more motivated the student is, the more efforts
he will make while learning, the longer he will
persist in difficult tasks, and, thus, the more
successful he will be.

3 Motivation plays a larger role in determining
success in the area of pronunciation than aptitude.

4 Regardless of the state of teaching instruction,
students who do not want to improve their English
pronunciations do not improve it.

5. The higher the learners’ expectations of success,
the higher their motivation and the higher their
achievements.

2.5 Integrative and instrumental motives

statement

strongly
agree

agree

undecided

disagree

strongly
disagree

1 A learner’s desire to socially integrate into the
English society determines his level of accuracy in
pronouncing English.

2 Successful English foreign language pronunciation
learning necessitates a strong desire to sound like
English native speakers by the learner.

3 Students will acquire English pronunciation to the
degree they want to integrate in the English culture
and society.

4 A desire to learn English for a utilitarian reason is
not enough, no matter how strong it is, to motivate
learners make the hard efforts needed to accurately
acquire its pronunciation.

5 Learners who have a strong external reason to learn
may outperform those who have an internal desire to
integrate in the English society and culture.

6 The stronger a student’s motivation to learn
English pronunciation, the more successful he will
be, regardless of whether his motives are integrative
or instrumental.
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2.6 The effect of students’ personality traits

statement

strongly
agree

agree

undecided

disagree

strongly
disagree

1 Students’ success in the area of pronunciation
depends on their personality characteristics.

2 Extroverted (sociable) students will learn to
pronounce English better than introverted students.

3 Empathetic students are able to identify themselves
more easily with foreigners than unsympathetic
students, and, thus, they are readier to accept English
native speakers’ speeches as a model in their
learning.

4 Students with strong ego boundaries (i.e., who are
enclosed on their selves) have more difficulty to
learn English pronunciation than those with
permeable ego boundaries.

5 The higher the student’s self-confidence, the higher
his oral participation in the classroom and the more
positively he is going to accept his teacher’s
feedback on his pronunciation errors, and, thus, the
more successful he will be.

6 A high degree of anxiety about success handicaps
learners and hinders learning.

7 A moderate amount of anxiety can push learners to
work harder, and, thus, to experience more success.

8 The more learners think their success is not
dependent on them, but on external factors (e.g.,
efficacy of teaching, opportunities of learning), the
less they can achieve in the area of pronunciation.

2.7 The effect of social and environmental factors

statement strongly
agree

agree

undecided

disagree

strongly
disagree

1 The social and environmental opportunities
of learning available to each learner affect his
degree of attainment in English pronunciation.

2 The degree of success in English foreign
language pronunciation learning depends on
the amount of exposure to authentic English
the learners have.

252




I11.  Personal Perceptions
Please tick the appropriate column.
A good pronunciation learner is someone who,

Statement

very
important

quite
important

important

not very
important

not at all
important

1 has started learning at an early age.

2 has an “ear” for foreign sounds.

3 is endowed with an ability to mimic foreign
sounds.

4 has a large memory capacity.

5 has strong motives to learn.

6 is dominated by a drive, a strong desire, to
succeed in every thing he does.

7 values English foreign language learning.

8 has a sincere personal interest in the
English language and culture.

9 has willingness to be like English natives.

10 admires English native speakers.

11 wants to sound like English natives.

12 expects success.

13 makes volunteer efforts to learn.

14 has a good self-image and a lot of
confidence.

15 has a high degree of sociability.

16 is sympathetic with English natives, their
cultural values and their ways of thinking.

17 lacks inhibition.

18 likes change.

19 is a risk taker.

20 is willing to make mistakes.

21 is permanently involved in classroom
discussions and debates.

22 practices his language skills as often as
possible.

23 takes responsibility for his own learning
and does not completely rely on his teacher.

IV.  Other Suggestions

1 Are there any further points you would like to make about pronunciation learning and teaching?

Thank you very much for your cooperation.




APPENDIX 2
Students’ Questionnaire

An Investigation into the Learners’ Variables Related to Levels of Achievement in English
Foreign Language Pronunciation Learning and Performance

Dear student,

This questionnaire is part of a Magistere Dissertation. It is a way for me to come to know you better.
I want to ask you some questions about your background, your attitudes towards English and English
people, your motivation and other things. My aim is to know the factors that have affected your English
pronunciation learning throughout your period of study. Please answer as completely as you can and
with the maximum of objectivity and honesty. Your views would be of great help to this work which is
designed to help you improve your English pronunciation. Be sure that this questionnaire is anonymous
and confidential. Your cooperation is deeply appreciated. Thank you very much in advance.

Please tick (V) the appropriate box (if necessary, you can tick more than one single box,) or give
full answers where required.

I. General Background

1 What iS YOUr NAME? ....ccveeviiie ettt
2 What is your native 1anguage? ........ccoeeeriiininneeee e
3 What are the other languages you can speak (not including English)?

Proficiency level: basic O intermediate O advanced O

Il. English Study Background

4 At what level have you started learning English?
O Primary school 0O Middle school [ Secondary school 0O University

5 In general, how often do you speak English?
O too often O often O sometimes O rarely 0O too rarely

6 Do you speak English outside the classroom?
Oyes Ono
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a) If yes, with whom?
O English teachers O classmates O native speakers
00 Others (PIEase SPECITY). . ... ettt ———

7 Have you had more experience with British English or American English?
O British English & American English

8 Do you have the access to any media that you use to improve your pronunciation of English?
Oyes Ono

a) If yes, please specify.

O easy access to an English speaking channel O personnel computer (or family computer)
O multimedia equipments (e.g., tapes, CDs, internet) O teaching pronunciation books

00 Others (PIeaSse SPECITY). .. ..ue ettt e

b) How frequently do you use these tools?
O too often O often O sometimes O rarely O too rarely

9 Are there any people who know English in the environment where you live?
Oyes Ono

a) If yes, please specify.
O parents O brothers/sisters O friends O neighbors O relatives
00 Others (PIASE SPECITY). ... uit ittt e e

10 In general how can you describe your exposure to English? (inside and outside the classroom.)
O very frequent O frequent O average O rare [ very rare

I11.  Attitudes towards the Study of English

In the following, try to explain your attitude towards English learning, in general, and English
foreign language pronunciation learning, in particular, by ticking (V) the appropriate box or by giving a
full answer where required.

11 Learning the pronunciation of English is: (you can tick more than one box.)

O challenging O boring

O good O bad

O valuable O worthless
O pleasant O unpleasant

00 others (Please SPECIEY). .. uunt ittt
12 According to me,

O it is not important to improve my pronunciation of English.

O my own accent is good, | do not want to sound like English native speakers.

O sounding like English native speakers is valuable.

O other attitudes (PIeaSe SPECITY). ... .niiei i



13 What do you think about the English people and culture?

IV.  Motivation for Learning English Pronunciation

15 Studying English was:
O a personal choice O imposed by parents O imposed by pedagogical authorities
O haphazard

16 Do you want to learn English to:
O satisfy a personnel interest in the English language and culture?
O use it to communicate with English people?
O use it as a means for worldwide communication?
O get the license degree?
O get a job in future?
O improve your social status and be a better educated person?
[0 Others (Please SPECIEY ). . uuinti ettt e e e ettt et e e

17 Do you wish to travel to an English speaking country?
Oyes Ono

a) If yes, which country?
O England O USA

00 Others (Please SPECTEY). .. uuuiiitt ettt e eeaees

b) For what reason?
O to study O towork 0O to know more about the English culture and people
O to spend holyday
00 Others (Please SPECITY). .. ..o

18 Sincerely, how would you describe your motivation to learn the pronunciation of English at the
moment?

O very high O high O average O low O very low

19 How do you feel about the following statement? (Please tick (V) the appropriate answer.)

statement strongly agree undecided | disagree | strongly
agree disagree

Only those who start learning English during
childhood can acquire its pronunciation
without accent.
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20 While reading an English text, if you encounter an unknown word do you: (please tick (V) the
column with the most appropriate heading in each case.)

always | usually | sometimes | rarely never

consult a dictionary to know its pronunciation?

ask your teacher about its pronunciation?

ask a colleague about its pronunciation?

not worry about it and just continue reading?

21 What do you do after school to improve your pronunciation of English?

always | usually | sometimes | rarely never

Watch an English speaking channel.

Use the pronunciation guide in your dictionary.

Try to speak English as frequently as possible.

Talk on the phone to a native speaker.

Read about articulatory phonetics.

Listen to English songs.

Listen to English recorded texts.

Listen to any thing in English.

Nothing.

Others (please SpPecify) .......cccvvvvvieviviicieennnnn,

V. Self-awareness

22 In using English in conversation, do you feel, (you can tick more than one box)
O confident O hesitant

O comfortable O uncomfortable
O other (Please SPECIEY)....ouuiuiin it

23 In using English in conversation, do you,

always | usually | sometimes | rarely never

try to express all your ideas even if you think
you are going to make an error?

give up some of your ideas to avoid making
errors?
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24 In classroom discussion topics (e.g., in oral expression) do you:

always | usually | sometimes | rarely never

try to make many volunteer turns to participate?

just listen and avoid expressing your Vviews
unless the teacher calls you?

a) If you have chosen the second suggestion (just listen and...), please justify your answer.

always | usually | Sometimes | rarely never

The topic does not appeal to you.

Other students precede in expressing ideas similar
as yours.

You do not want to speak.

You are afraid from making errors.

Other reasons (please SPecCify).......cccvvvvveiverecnnnnn.

25 If, while discussing a particular topic, someone interrupts you and presents ideas that completely
oppose your point of view, will you:

certainly | perhaps | never

leave him continue speaking, listen to him carefully, try to
understand his argument and to adopt it if he is right?

leave him finish then try to convince him with your point of view if
he is mistaken?

interrupt him and try to show he is wrong?

get angry and leave?

other possibilities (please SPeCIfY)........ccvveviiiiiiciicc e

26 Please, tick the most appropriate column.

always | usually | sometimes | rarely never

| feel somewhat embarrassed in class when |
am trying to speak.

In class, | prefer to say a sentence to myself
before | speak it.

| start to panic when | have to speak without
preparation in my class.

I am afraid that my English teacher is ready to
correct every error | make.

I tremble when | know I am going to be called
on in the class (e.g., in oral expression).

I get nervous when | do not understand every
word | hear in class.

| feel frightened and blocked when | am asked
a question in class.

When | speak, | fear | make many errors and
be the laughing stock of the class.
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V1.  Beliefs and Perceptions

27 Do you think that your proficiency in learning English pronunciation is,

absolutely | probably | donot | probably | not at
yes yes know no all

within your own control?

within your teacher’s control?

determined by external factors (e.g.,
opportunities of learning) ?

28 If you have the opportunity to travel to an English speaking country, will you:

certainly | perhaps | never

try to profit to the maximum to improve your pronunciation by
getting involved in many conversations with natives?

stick to your own accent and avoid talking to native speakers
except when you are obliged to?

try to improve your pronunciation individually, and will not try to
be actively involved in many conversations with natives?

VIIl. Other Suggestions

29 Are there any further points you would like to make about your experience in pronunciation
learning?

Thank you very much for your cooperation.

Please return your completed questionnaire.
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APPENDIX 3

Detailed Results of the Students’ Questionnaire
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Notes on the Used Symbols

Q: question

Sub: subject

/: the subject has not answered the question
Q 1: What is your name?

Q 2: What is your native language?

A: Arabic

Q 3: What are the other languages you can speak?
B: French 1: basic
C: Chaouia 2: intermediate
D: Spanish 3: advanced
E: Italian
F: German

Q 4: At what level have you started learning English?
A: Primary school
B: Middle school
D: University

Q 5: In general, how often do you speak English?
4: Often
3: Sometimes
2: Rarely
1: Too rarely

Q 6: Do you speak English outside the classroom?
1: Yes
0: No

Q 6-a: If yes, with whom?
A: English teachers
B: Classmates
C: Native speakers
D: Others

Q 7: Have you had more experience with British or American English?
A: British English
B: American English

Q 8: Do you have the access to any media that you use to improve your pronunciation of English?
1: Yes
0: No

Q 8-a: If yes, please specify.
A: Easy access to an English speaking channel
B: Personnel computer (or family computer)
C: Multimedia equipments (e.g., tapes, CDs, internet)
D: Teaching pronunciation books

Q 8-b: How much frequently do you use these tools?
5: Too often
4: Often
3: Sometimes
2: Rarely
1: Too rarely

Q 9: Are there any people who know English in the environment where you live?
1: Yes 2:No
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Q 9-a: If yes, please specify.
A Parents
B: Brothers/sisters
C: Friends
D: Neighbors
E: Relatives

Q 10: In general how can you describe your exposure to English?
5: Very frequent

4: Frequent
3: Average
2: Rare

Q 11: Learning the pronunciation of English is:
Challenging: +1 boring: -1
Good: +1 bad: -1
Valuable: +1 worthless: -1
Pleasant: +1 unpleasant: -1

Q 12: According to you,
It is not important to improve your pronunciation of English:

Your own accent is good; you do not want to sound like English native speakers:

Sounding like English native speakers is valuable:

Q 13: What do you think about the English people and culture?
+1: positive attitude
-1: negative attitude

Q 14: Please justify your feeling.
+1: positive attitude
-1: negative attitude

Q 15: Studying English was:
A: A personal choice
B: Imposed by parents
C: Imposed by pedagogical authorities

Q 16: You want to learn English to:
A: Satisfy a personnel interest in the English language and culture?
A: Use it to communicate with English people?
B: Use it as a means for worldwide communication?
B: Get the license degree?
B: Get a job in future?
B: Improve your social status and be a better educated person?

Q 17: Do you wish to travel to an English speaking country?
A:Yes
B: No

Q 17-a: If yes, which country?
A: England
B: USA
C: Others

Q 17-b: For what reason?
A: To know more about the English culture and people
B: To study
B: To work
B: To spend holyday
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ANANENEN

Q 18: Sincerely, how would you describe your motivation to learn English pronunciation?

5: Very high
4: High

3: Average
2: Low

Q 19: How do you feel about the statement: only those who start learning English during childhood
can acquire its pronunciation without accent?

Strongly agree Agree Undecided

Disagree

Strongly disagree

00 01 02

03

04

Q 20: While reading an English text, if you encounter an unknown word do you:

AN

\

ASENENENENEN

v

v

v

v

v

always | usually sometimes | rarely never
consult a dictionary to know its pronunciation? 04 03 02 01 00
ask your teacher about its pronunciation? 04 03 02 01 00
ask a colleague about its pronunciation? 04 03 02 01 00
not worry about it and just continue reading? 04 03 02 01 00
Q 21: What do you do after school to improve your pronunciation of English?
always | usually sometimes | rarely never
Watch an English speaking channel. 04 03 02 01 00
U_se_the pronunciation key or guide in your 04 03 02 01 00
dictionary.
Try to speak English as frequently as 04 03 02 01 00
Talk on the phone to a native speaker. 04 03 02 01 00
Read about articulatory phonetics. 04 03 02 01 00
Listen to English songs. 04 03 02 01 00
Listen to English recorded texts. 04 03 02 01 00
Listen to any thing in English. 04 03 202 01 00
Nothing.
Q 22: In using English in conversation, do you feel,
Confident:  +1 hesitant: -1
Comfortable: +1 uncomfortable: -1
Q 23: In using English in conversation, do you:
try to express all your ideas even if you | always | usually sometimes | rarely never
think you are going to make an error? 04 03 02 01 00
give up some of your ideas to avoid 04 03 02 01 00
making errors?
Q 24: In classroom discussion topics (e.g., in oral expression) do you:
try to make many volunteer turns to | always | usually sometimes | rarely never
participate? 04 03 02 01 00
just listen and avoid expressing your views 00 01 02 03 04
except the teacher calls you?
Q 24-a: If you have chosen the second suggestion (just listen and...), please justify your answer.
Other students precede in expressing ideas | always | usually | Sometimes | rarely never
similar as yours. 00 01 02 03 04
You do not want to speak. 00 01 02 03 04
You are afraid from making errors. 00 01 02 03 04

v
v
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Q 25: If, while discussing a particular topic, someone interrupts you and represents ideas

completely oppose your point of view, will you:

that

v" leave him continue speaking, listen to him carefully, try to | certainly perhaps | never
understand his argument and to adopt it if he is right? 02 01 00
v"leave him finish then try to convince him with your point of view 02 o1 00
if he is mistaken?
v"interrupt him and try to show he is wrong? -02 -01 +01
v getangry and leave? -02 -01 +01
Q 26: Please, tick the most appropriate column.
v’ | feel somewhat embarrassed in class when | always | usually sometimes | rarely never
| am trying to speak. 00 01 02 03 04
v Inclass, | prefer to say a sentence to myself
before I speak it. 00 01 02 03 04
v | start to panic when | have to speak
without preparation in my class. 00 01 02 03 04
v' | am afraid that my English teacher is ready
to correct every error | make. 00 01 02 03 04
v | tremble when | know | am going to be
called on in the class (e.g., in oral 00 01 02 03 04
expression).
v" | get nervous when | do not understand 00 01 02 03 04
every word | hear in class.
v' | feel frightened and blocked when | am [ qg 01 02 03 04
asked a question in class.
v" When | speak, | fear | make many errors 00 01 02 03 04
and be the laughing stock of the class.
Q 27: Do you think that your proficiency in learning English pronunciation is:
absolutely | probably | donot | probably not at all
v within your own control? yes yes know no
v" within your teacher’s control? 02 01 00 -01 -02
v determined by external factors -02 01 00 01 02
). o
(e.g., opportunities of learning)* 02 ol 0 o1 02
Q 28: If you have the opportunity to travel to an English speaking country, will you:
v' try to profit the maximum to improve your pronunciation by | certainly perhaps | never
getting involved in many conversations with natives? 02 01 00
v’ stick to your own accent and avoid talking to native speakers
except when you are obliged to? -02 -01 00
v try to improve your pronunciation individually; and will not try
to be actively involved in many conversations with natives? 01 00 00

Q 29: Are there any further points you would like to make about your experience in pronunciation
learning?

A: answered
B: did not answered
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APPENDIX 4

The Aptitude Test
I. The Transcript
Martin Luther King, Jr.: “l Have a Dream”

| am happy to join with you today in what will go down in history as the greatest
demonstration for freedom in the history of our nation.

Five score years ago, a great American, in whose symbolic shadow we stand today,
signed the Emancipation Proclamation. This momentous decree came as a great beacon light
of hope to millions of Negro slaves who had been seared in the flames of withering injustice.
It came as a joyous daybreak to end the long night of their captivity.

But one hundred years later, the Negro still is not free. One hundred years later, the
life of the Negro is still sadly crippled by the manacles of segregation and the chains of
discrimination. One hundred years later, the Negro lives on a lonely island of poverty in the
midst of a vast ocean of material prosperity. One hundred years later, the Negro is still
languished in the corners of American society and finds himself an exile in his own land. And
so we’ve come here today to dramatize a shameful condition.

In a sense we’ve come to our nation’s capital to cash a check. When the architects of
our republic wrote the magnificent words of the Constitution and the Declaration of
Independence, they were signing a promissory note to which every American was to fall heir.
This note was a promise that all men, yes, black men as well as white men, would be
guaranteed the “unalienable Rights” of “Life, Liberty and the pursuit of Happiness.” It is
obvious today that America has defaulted on this promissory note, insofar as her citizens of
color are concerned. Instead of honoring this sacred obligation, America has given the Negro
people a bad check, a check which has come back marked “insufficient funds.”

But we refuse to believe that the bank of justice is bankrupt. We refuse to believe
that there are insufficient funds in the great vaults of opportunity of this nation. And so,
we’ve come to cash this check, a check that will give us upon demand the riches of
freedom and the security of justice.

We have also come to this hallowed spot to remind America of the fierce urgency
of Now. This is no time to engage in the luxury of cooling off or to take the tranquilizing
drug of gradualism. Now is the time to make real the promises of democracy. Now is the
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time to rise from the dark and desolate valley of segregation to the sunlit path of racial
justice. Now is the time to lift our nation from the quicksands of racial injustice to the
solid rock of brotherhood. Now is the time to make justice a reality for all of God’s
children.

It would be fatal for the nation to overlook the urgency of the moment. This sweltering
summer of the Negro’s legitimate discontent will not pass until there is an invigorating
autumn of freedom and equality. Nineteen sixty-three is not an end, but a beginning. And
those who hope that the Negro needed to blow off steam and will now be content will have a
rude awakening if the nation returns to business as usual. And there will be neither rest nor
tranquility in America until the Negro is granted his citizenship rights. The whirlwinds of
revolt will continue to shake the foundations of our nation until the bright day of justice
emerges.

But there is something that | must say to my people, who stand on the warm threshold
which leads into the palace of justice: In the process of gaining our rightful place, we must not
be guilty of wrongful deeds. Let us not seek to satisfy our thirst for freedom by drinking from
the cup of bitterness and hatred. We must forever conduct our struggle on the high plane of
dignity and discipline. We must not allow our creative protest to degenerate into physical
violence. Again and again, we must rise to the majestic heights of meeting physical force with
soul force.

The marvelous new militancy which has engulfed the Negro community must not lead
us to a distrust of all white people, for many of our white brothers, as evidenced by their
presence here today, have come to realize that their destiny is tied up with our destiny. And
they have come to realize that their freedom is inextricably bound to our freedom.

We cannot walk alone. And as we walk, we must make the pledge that we shall
always march ahead. We cannot turn back.

There are those who are asking the devotees of civil rights, “when will you be
satisfied?” We can never be satisfied as long as the Negro is the victim of the unspeakable
horrors of police brutality. We can never be satisfied as long as our bodies, heavy with the
fatigue of travel, cannot gain lodging in the motels of the highways and the hotels of the
cities. We cannot be satisfied as long as the negro’s basic mobility is from a smaller ghetto to
a larger one. We can never be satisfied as long as our children are stripped of their self-hood
and robbed of their dignity by a sign stating: “For Whites Only.” We cannot be satisfied as

long as a Negro in Mississippi cannot vote and a Negro in New York believes he has nothing
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for which to vote. No, no, we are not satisfied, and we will not be satisfied until “justice rolls
down like waters, and righteousness like a mighty stream.”

| am not unmindful that some of you have come here out of great trials and
tribulations. Some of you have come fresh from narrow jail cells. And some of you have
come from areas where your quest -- quest for freedom left you battered by the storms of
persecution and staggered by the winds of police brutality. You have been the veterans of
creative suffering. Continue to work with the faith that unearned suffering is redemptive. Go
back to Mississippi, go back to Alabama, go back to South Carolina, go back to Georgia, go
back to Louisiana, go back to the slums and ghettos of our northern cities, knowing that
somehow this situation can and will be changed.

Let us not wallow in the valley of despair, | say to you today, my friends. And so even
though we face the difficulties of today and tomorrow, | still have a dream. It is a dream
deeply rooted in the American dream.

| have a dream that one day this nation will rise up and live out the true meaning of its
creed: “We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men are created equal.” | have a dream
that one day on the red hills of Georgia, the sons of former slaves and the sons of former slave
owners will be able to sit down together at the table of brotherhood.

| have a dream that one day even the state of Mississippi, a state sweltering with the
heat of injustice, sweltering with the heat of oppression, will be transformed into an oasis of
freedom and justice. | have a dream that my four little children will one day live in a nation
where they will not be judged by the color of their skin but by the content of their character.
| have a dream today!

| have a dream that one day, down in Alabama, with its vicious racists, with its
governor having his lips dripping with the words of “interposition” and "nullification” -- one
day right there in Alabama little black boys and black girls will be able to join hands with
little white boys and white girls as sisters and brothers.
| have a dream today!

| have a dream that one day every valley shall be exalted, and every hill and mountain
shall be made low, the rough places will be made plain, and the crooked places will be made
straight; “and the glory of the Lord shall be revealed and all flesh shall see it together.” This is
our hope, and this is the faith that | go back to the South with.

With this faith, we will be able to hew out of the mountain of despair a stone of hope.
With this faith, we will be able to transform the jangling discords of our nation into a

beautiful symphony of brotherhood. With this faith, we will be able to work together, to pray

270



together, to struggle together, to go to jail together, to stand up for freedom together, knowing
that we will be free one day. And this will be the day -- this will be the day when all of God’s
children will be able to sing with new meaning:
My country 1is of thee, sweet land of liberty, of thee I sing.
Land where my fathers died, land of the Pilgrim’s pride,
From every mountainside, let freedom ring!

And if America is to be a great nation, this must become true. And so let freedom ring
from the prodigious hilltops of New Hampshire. Let freedom ring from the mighty mountains
of New York. Let freedom ring from the heightening Alleghenies of Pennsylvania. Let
freedom ring from the snow-capped Rockies of Colorado. Let freedom ring from the
curvaceous slopes of California. But not only that: Let freedom ring from Stone Mountain of
Georgia. Let freedom ring from Lookout Mountain of Tennessee. Let freedom ring from
every hill and molehill of Mississippi. From every mountainside, let freedom ring.

And when this happens, when we allow freedom ring, when we let it ring from every
village and every hamlet, from every state and every city, we will be able to speed up that day
when all of God’s children, black men and white men, Jews and Gentiles, Protestants and
Catholics, will be able to join hands and sing in the words of the old Negro spiritual:

Free at last! Free at last!
Thank God Almighty, we are free at last!
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Il. The Test Paper

University of GUELMA Group: 05

Department of English Firstname: ...................
Aural Expression Family name: ................
Third Year

Listen to the speech carefully and fill in the following gaps

But we refuse to believe that the bank of justiceis  *. We refuse to believe that there
are 2 3inthe great vaults of  * of this nation. And so, we’ve cometo  °this © a
check that will give us upon demand the riches of freedom and the security of justice.

We have also come to this hallowed spot to remind America of the fierce urgency of
Now. This is no time to engage in the " of cooling off or to take the 8 drug of
gradualism. Now is the time to make real the promises of democracy. Now is the time to rise
from the dark and ~ ° valley of  *° to the sunlit path of racial justice. Now is the time to lift
our nation from the quicksands of racial injustice to the solid rock of . Now is the time to

make justice a reality for all of God’s ~ *2.
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APPENDIX 5

The Diagnostic Passage

If English is not your native language, people may have noticed that you come from
another country because of your “foreign accent.” Why do people usually have an accent
when they speak a second language? Several theories address this issue. Many people believe
that only young children can learn a second language without an accent, but applied linguists
have reported cases of older individuals who have mastered a second language without an
accent. Another common belief is that your first language influences your pronunciation in a
second language. Most native speakers of English can, for example, recognize people from
France by their French accents. They may also be able to identify Spanish or Arabic speakers
over the telephone, just by listening carefully to their pronunciation. Does this mean that
accents can’t be changed? Not at all! But old habits won’t change without a lot of hard work,
will they? In the end, the path to learning to speak a second language without an accent
appears to be a combination of hard work, a good ear, and a strong desire to sound like a
native speaker. You also need accurate information about the English sound system and lots
of exposure to the spoken language. Will you manage to make progress, or will you just give

up? Only time will tell, I’'m afraid. Good luck, and don’t forget to work hard!
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APPENDIX 6
The Topics Discussed by the Subjects

Subject 1: English Language Learning Experience
Subject 2: Plastic Surgery

Subject 3: Algerian Customs and Traditions
Subject 4: The Islamic Veil

Subject 5: Algerian Hospitals

Subject 6: Immigration

Subject 7: Marriage

Subject 8: An Incidence of Death

Subject 9: English Language Learning Experience
Subject 10: The Iranian Conflict

Subject 11: Friendship between Men and Women
Subject 12: Earnest Hemingway

Subject 13: English Language Learning Experience
Subject 14: English Language Learning Experience
Subject 15: Suicide

Subject 16: English Language Learning Experience
Subject 17: Racism

Subject 18: Cheating in Exams

Subject 19: English Language Learning Experience
Subject 20: Immigration

Subject 21: The Effect of TV Musical Programs on Teenagers’ School Attainment
Subject 22: A Summary of an African Story
Subject 23: Women’s Rights
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APPENDIX 7

The Learners’ Segmental Pronunciation Errors
Classified by Descriptive Categories

1 Reading data: Vowels’ errors: Substitutions

Category Examples Number of subjects Error frequency
who made the error
(N=23)
le [for /LI | applied /eplal 15/
address /edpeo/ 02 04
[07 for /0| foreign / ¢QpOIviy
accurate /" ikoUplUr/; lexOpel It/ 06 07
[0+ for 121 | an /O0<-v/ accent 01 02
lelil for I7] | accurate /exlpelt/
foreign /¢l +pellv/ 13 14
201 for /01| foreign /¢+p0I0v/ 01 01
U/ for 12/ | carefully /x[=poUli/
accurate /“kceUpe It/ 14 16
speakers / ori+xUp&/
1Q/ for [T/ | pronunciation /BpQv<«vee v v/ 01 01
lel for IZ1 | listening /lesvivi)/
manage /uved/ 06 06
influence /evolUve/
Il for 101 | manage /ucvedd/ 04 04
/U/ for /0] | the /U end 01 02
the /CU/ English
IQI for /el | identify /8Qvtlpas 02 02
I0f for 1«1 | country /xOvrpil 01 01
lel for 1<~/ | country /xgvrpil 01 01
1001 for I« | country /xkOUvrpil 01 01
1Q/ for I«—/ | country /«Qvrpi/ 03 03
lel for U] | accurate /exoUpslIt/
03 04
accent /excevt/
2 for 101 | accurate /OxeUpel It/
09 14
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manage /ulve N/

Category Examples Number of subjects Error frequency
who made the error
(N=23)
IQI for I+ | France /ppQval 04 04
[0+ for [+/ hard /n[]_pﬁ/ 01 01
I/ for /L= | learn /IDPV/ 01 02
fo+/ for [1+/ report /p im0t/ 01 01
1U/ for /Q/ | common /xUpiIv/ 01 01
[0 for [ | afraid /eppOs/ 01 01
[0 for [e-/ change /v v/ 03 03
[0=1 for I | afraid /0ppO+8/ 17 17
I+ for [ell] | carefully /xO+p¢UIL/ 04 04
[l for IT00] | ear /e[1/ 03 03
li+/ for /00 | ear /|—p/ 02 02
appears / [ri<+pl/
/00 for Jo) | identify /O08evtloal 05 05
lel for ITU/ | over lew/ 01 01
1Q/ for /2UI | only /Qvli/
old /QIs/ 11 18
noticed /vQ1t o158/
loU/ for /U/ | exposure /Dkon@U/ 01 02
loU/ for /UL | individuals /vewm15@UIL/ 03 04
Total 23 152
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2 Spontaneous data: Vowels’ errors: Substitutions

Category Examples Number of subjects Error
who made the error frequency
(N=23)
le[for [T | equal /i+xoel/
honesty /mQveori/ 06 06
pregnant /rpl I Ivevt/
[0f for 121 | destiny /80 Iotlvi/
supported /oUn +ptl 15/ 07 09
responsibility /plonQveUBUIzi/
I« for [0/ | difficulties /50l cé—lti=C/ 01 03
71 for 17 | stomach /otQuli+tw/ 02 03
separated /ol n0+pelit 18/
/Ul for /0| solution /cUlv=wv/ 01 01
QI for /7)) | condition /xQvdlev/
develop /8 w1Qmn/ 05 05
restaurant /plotQplivt/
[T+ for 171 | effort /0¢0+pt/ 01 01
lel for [T/ insist /evel ot/
instead /evot 16/ 03 04
enrich /evpliv/
[+ for )/ marriage /HDP(PD+‘L/ 02 03
U/ for 121 | religion /pUIC Cv/
the /71U out 03 03
the /JU/ unknown
101 for /el President /np0¢ 18evt/
ethnic /0| v/ o7 16
method /uCl | Q3
li+l for lel | breath /Bpi=+|/ 01 01
[Tl for lel | instead /evotds/ 01 01
[+ for /¢l again /C00+v/ 01 01
lel for <~ | cover IkewIp/ 01 01
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[2Ul for 1</ | discover /8 ok OUwl )/ 01 01
1Q/ for <~/ | love /IQw/
other /QLIY/ 04 04
comfortable /xQu¢+ptIBI/
U/ for [«-/ | culture /xUl<0)/ 01 01
Category Examples Number of subjects Error
who made the error frequency
(N=23)
[ 1=/ for [/ charm /TVD+pM/ 02 04
hard /n[1+6/
[/ for /0+/ first /¢| pG’E/ 01 01
[0+ for 17+l | world /o=18/ 02 02
word /w[1+pd/
10U/ for fo+! | through /| pOU/ 01 01
lalil for [0 | betray /BLtpal/ 01 01
[i+/ for /€] wear /(Dl—p/ 01 04
[T+l for e | farewell /¢O+pwel/ 01 01
[0+ for )] parent /n{d+pCivt/ 01 01
lall for lal17/ | violence /wadICve/ 01 01
fo+/ for ICU! | throat / | pL=T/ 02 02
throw / | pL~+/
o=/ for QI | because /BrikvL/ 01 02
ol for [0+ | fall /po-+l/ 02 04
important /. juro-+-tl vt/
[T+l for laUl | dowry /60+pi/ 01 01
12U/ for faUl | gown /00O0Uv/ 01 07
Total 21 96
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3 Reading data: Vowels’ errors: Additions

Category Examples Number of subjects Error frequency
who made the error
(N=23)
1/ for @ foreign /¢Qplvi/ 01 01
Total 01 01
4 Reading data: Vowels’ errors: Omissions
Category Examples Number of subjects Error frequency
who made the error
(N=23)
@ for /7] noticed /v(1Ut ol 18/ 01 01
Total 01 01
5 Spontaneous data: Vowels’ errors: Omissions
Category Examples Number of subjects Error frequency
who made the error
(N=23)
@ for /el develop /81w 1Qm/ 01 01
Total 01 01




6 Reading data: Consonants’ errors: Substitutions

Category Examples Number of subjects Error frequency
who made the error
(N=23)
Il for In/ | applied /eBla1s/
example /0 =puBl/ 01 03
pronunciation /BpQv<volig 1w v/
8/ for It/ | noticed /vOIUT o118/ 08 08
Iol for IZ/ | cases /kel oo/
desire /3l lcal 11/ 02 02
IC/ forlsl | cases /xe G/ 03 03
Iwl for [/ | belief /BCli+w/ 01 01
lw/for [t/ | change /W v/ 02 02
N1 for 1841 | manage /urived/ 09 12
just Y
change /v v
18/ for 184/ | individuals /v 1w 8eUIC/ 03 04
vl for /T | listening /lecvivO/ 04 04
strong /otpQvLl/
Total 15 39
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7 Spontaneous data: Consonants’ errors: Substitutions

Category Examples Number of subjects Error frequency
who made the error
(N=23)
Il for /n/ | improve /CuBpu+w/
experience /TioBIplTve/ 02 03
campus /x uPlic/
18/ for It/ | asked /- +ox 8/ 02 02
liked /la 1/
Il for IC/ | things /| Civio! 02 03
clothes /xI U | o/
Iwlfor /sl | universal /pu+viiw =@/ 01 01
Iol for /el | speciality /onioeelri/ 01 01
I1for 121 | clothes kI U | of 01 01
Ivwlfor /x/ | stomach /otQu_+T%/ 01 01
Iwlfor/xel | enrich /evple/ 01 01
It/ for /te/ | culture /xUlTC)/ 01 01
1 for 181 | generally Neoviprlif
religion /pUID»JrDv/ 05 07
change /v v
WO for /01| sing lovOl/
04 07
among /Cpu«vL/
coming /x<«—p v/
Ivkl for IT1 | thing /| Cvicol 01 02
Total 11 30




8 Reading data: Consonants’ errors: Additions

Category Examples Number of subjects Error frequency
who made the error
(N=23)
Ipl for & carefully /x[1+pUli/
over /[(Uwlp/ the ... 12 18
hard /m+pd/
Total 12 18

9 Spontaneous data: consonants’ errors: additions

Category Examples Number of subjects Error frequency
who made the error
(N=23)
Ipl for @ charm /te[+pu/
. 07 17
orders /[+pdIpc/
support /clinl+pt/
Il for @ marriage /p Ip@+/ 04 07
/Il for @ talk /t<l/ 01 05
I/ for @ honesty /nQveori/ 01 01
Total 10 30

10 Reading data: Consonants’ errors: Omissions

Category Examples Number of subjects Error frequency
who made the error
(N=23)
@ for lo/ accurate /ex lpelt/ 07 07
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@ for I/

exposure /[komeU [/

01

01

Total

08

08

11 Reading data: Clusters’ errors

Category Examples Number of subjects Error frequency
who made the error
(N=23)
/0l for@ | noticed /viUt 608/ 09 09
listening /Illcvi I/
Total 09 09

12 Spontaneous data: clusters’ errors

Category Examples Number of subjects Error frequency
who made the error
(N=23)
IOl for @ | universal /pu+viiw +»0l/
asked /=ox08/ 05 06
important /Cprv+tlvt/
IO/ for@ | generally AovOpoli/ 01 01
[T+l for @ | secondary /oexve+pi/ 01 01
[0+pl for @ | comfortable /xQu¢+ptipl/ 01 01
Total 07 09
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RESUME

La prononciation intelligible est considérée un des plus grand défi pour les apprenants
de I’anglais. Ceci est dii non seulement au systéme phonologique complexe de cette langue
mais aussi a la nature confuse de son orthographe. Les deux exigent un effort remarquable de
la part des étrangers qui vise la maitrise de I'anglais orale.

Cette Vérité, avec la baisse continue du niveau de performance orale des étudiants de
I'anglais a l'université de Guelma, nous a poussé a faire cette étude. Un motif a la recherche
dans le processus d'apprentissage de la prononciation anglaise pour discerner les moyens
d'améliorer la performance des apprenants.

Pour réaliser cet objectif, on a procédé a une étude descriptive d'un cas de vingt trois
étudiants de troisieme année anglais a l'université de Guelma ou trois procédures statistiques
ont été utilisés : une analyse quantitative d'un questionnaire destiné aux enseignants, I'échelle
de rho du coefficient de corrélation de Spearman et un t-test entre moyenne de groupes
indépendants pour découvrir les caractéristiques des apprenants qui ont acquis une bonne
performance. On a, aussi, analysé les erreurs de performance orale des étudiants membres du
cas d'étude afin d'identifier les sources de leur faible performance.

Comme estimé, les résultats montrent que la pratique intensif, la haute motivation, la
confiance en soi ainsi que le niveau bas de l'anxiété sont les principales caractéristiques des
apprenants qui ont oralement bien performé. L'observation de la performance orale des
membres sujets de I'étude prouve que leurs erreurs sont a source intralinguistique dérivant de
la nature complexe du systéme phonologique de I'anglais et de son intersection avec les autres
aspects de la langue tel que I'orthographe et le lexique. On a aussi détecté d'autres sources
inter-linguistiques comme le transfert négatif du francais et de l'arabe.

L'analyse profonde a, également, révélé que presque tous les problemes de
prononciation que les apprenants trouvent sont dus au manque d'exposition a l'anglais parlée
native et leur dépendance sur des procédés inconvenables pour apprendre tels que
I'orthographe des mots, la prononciation de leurs enseignants qui peut dévier des normes
préconises ou sur leur imagination de la prononciation des mots peu utilisés. Enfin, on jugé
utile de présenter quelques suggestions pour une éventuelle amélioration de la performance

orale des étudiants d'anglais.
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