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Abstract

Within the domains of phonetics and speech perception, the role of
exposure to perceptual input in the acquisition of target-language sounds has
been widely recognized (see Flege, 1995). The current study examines how
exposure to L2 sounds along with metalinguistic explanations and online
pronunciation tasks assigned as homework positively impacted students’
ability to produce L2 phones. Participants (n=12) were students of a college
level Intermediate Spanish Conversation course and were divided into three
experimental groups. Group A received perceptual input online in the form
of sound files and then completed language discrimination tasks. Group B
completed the same tasks without perceptual input, but was provided with
additional metalinguistic explanation on how to produce the target sounds.
Group C served as the control group. Initial data analysis indicates that
Group A improved the most in their Spanish perception and also production,
suggesting that exposure to input and metalinguistic explanation aid in the
production of L2 phonology. Furthermore, the results have pedagogical
implications, as any L2 instructor looking to incorporate pronunciation
learning in their course can adopt the methodologies used.
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target language

Introduction

A common question in second language acquisition research has to
do with whether the ability to perceive novel speech sounds in a second
language aids in a learner’s production of these sounds. The study presented
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here aims to add to the literature on this subject by showing how extended
exposure to examples of second-language speech has improved the
pronunciation of beginning learners of Spanish. By manipulating the
students’ exposure to perceptual input, corrective feedback, and
metalinguistic explanation, second language learners were able to improve
not only their perception of L2 sounds, but also their production. We will
begin by briefly discussing accentedness, the role of extended exposure,
perception, and explicit instruction in phonological acquisition.

Background

The proper pronunciation of speech sounds in a second language is of
great importance to many language learners; however, it is common that
learners of a second language will have a non-native accent if they begin
learning another language as an adult (Moyer, 1999). Many of those who
wish to achieve a high level of proficiency in another language also seek to
minimize the presence of any non-native features in their L2 speech. There
are valid reasons for attempting to hide non-native speech features as
attitudes towards non-native speech have historically been negative. The
detection of a foreign accent occasionally has been used as a discriminatory
tactic at various points throughout history as well as in everyday life, and at
some points even resulting in the loss of life (McNamara 2005). Research
has long found that there is a bias in favor of the “standard” dialect of a
language, a fact that has been found across languages and can vary further
according to the background of the listener (Ryan, Carranza et. al. 1977;
Brennan and Brennan, 1981). Moreover, detection of an accent is almost
immediate, with research showing that listeners are able to detect an accent
in speech segments as short as 30 milliseconds (Flege, 1984) and speakers
are highly attuned to the properties of accentedness (Magen, 1998).
However, despite the quickness with which one’s accent is noticed and the
myriad of attitudes associated with non-native speech patterns, little
classroom time is devoted to second language pronunciation instruction,
particularly in the elementary and intermediate levels (Elliot, 1995a; Lord,
2010).

Reasons for a lack of pronunciation teaching at the classroom are due
to several factors, for example, there is debate concerning the effectiveness
of extended exposure on learning novel or challenging second language
speech sounds. Also, it has been found that improvement of novel speech
sounds can sometimes depend on the sounds involved. Looking first at how
extended exposure can affect pronunciation, a valuable source can be found
in study abroad research. In a 2004 study, Diaz-Campos investigated
possible improvements of the speech of students who had studied abroad to
those who only studied in a classroom environment. This experiment
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analyzed the speech of 46 university-aged second language learners of
Spanish, 26 of whom had participated in a study abroad program and 20 who
only studied in a classroom environment and looked particularly at their
pronunciation of commonly problematic sounds in the Spanish language.
These sounds included the voiceless stops [p,t,k], the voiced fricatives
[B,0,v], the liquid consonant [1], and the palatal nasal [n]. The study abroad
students were participants in a 10-week study abroad program in Alicante,
Spain and the classroom students were aged from 17 to 42 (the majority of
participants were in their early 20s). Students read a text which included
target-words that contained the sounds under investigation both before and
after the treatment phase of the experiment. The results found that overall,
while non-native speech patterns still dominated their speech, the study
abroad group did see improvements over time for the voiceless stops and the
liquid [lI]. However, no improvement was found for the voiced fricatives or
the palatal nasal (which was produced correctly by the majority of
participant at the pretest phase). Similar results were found in Lord (2010),
who looked at improvements by students who participated in a two-month
summer immersion program in Mexico. She analyzed students’ production
of the voiced stops [b,d,g] and the voiced fricatives [B,0,y]. Participants read
a list of sixty words and phrases before and after the immersion program;
accuracy of pronunciation was expectedly high, yet accurate pronunciation
of voiced fricatives didn’t even reach a 25% accuracy rating in her study.
However, another component of her study, the effects of pronunciation
instruction on production accuracy, yielded results that appear to confirm the
usefulness of teaching pronunciation in the classroom. Half of the
participants in her study had taken a course in Spanish phonetics prior to the
study abroad program. These participants saw significant improvments in
their production of the voiced fricatives after the immersion program. Many
articles have also been written on the (lack of) benefits of explicit
pronunciation instruction on language learners with regard to morphosyntax
(Sanz and Morgan-Short, 2004; Van Patten and Oikennon, 1996; Wong and
Van Patten, 2003). However, much fewer (like Lord discussed above) have
been carried out regarding second language phonology and explicit
instruction / metalinguistic explanation, showing explanation is indeed
helpful in the production of second language sounds (DeWilde, 2009;
Huthaily, 2008).

Significant contributions have also been made regarding the effects
of perceptual input to the improvement of L2 phonological production
(Bradlow et. al., 1997; Counselman, 2010). One such study was by Wang
and colleagues (2002), in which sixteen native speakers of American English
were trained in the perception of 4 Mandarin tones over a two week period,
with pre- and posttests. Analysis of the data showed not only improvement
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in the learners’ perception of all 4 tones, but in their production as well,
without any type of production training. Furthermore, the improvement was
extended to novel stimuli which was not used in the perception training.
These results also indicate that the effect of training in perception transferred
to the production domain. Additionally, there are several useful findings
within the field of speech-language pathology. The findings of Rvachew et.
al. (2004) support the hypothesis that perceptual input may be key in
production, as it was noted that perception training aided in the sound
perception of problem sounds (a series of several consonants) and in
articulatory accuracy in children with phonological disabilities, compared to
those subjects who received only traditional speech therapy.

Current Study

The current study took place during fall 2007 at Pennsylvania State
University. Participants were solicited from every section of an intermediate-
level Spanish conversation course, and were divided into three experimental
participant groups (n=12). At the beginning of the experimental period,
participants came to the univeristy’s Language Processing Lab, at which
time, participants completed IRB paperwork, Language History
Questionnaires (LEAP-Q, Marian et. al.,, 2007) and the Pronunciation
Attitude Inventory (Elliot, 1995b). Participants then completed the pretest in
L2 speech perception and production skills. A .wav file lasting no longer
than 30 ms. was provided, consisting of various (lateral)-vowel-lateral
combinations (i.e. [al#], [ol#], [ul#]'). Participants were required to
determine whether the sounds they heard were English (option A) or Spanish
(option B). This speech discrimination task comprised twenty questions;
participants then completed a word-naming task in which they were required
to produce L2 words which appeared randomly on the computer screen. All
tokens from the list contained the [I] allophone in various positions. The
word naming tasks were digitally recorded and analyzed using Praat
Phonetics software.

For an eight-week period, Group A (n=4) completed tasks in first and
second language (L1 and L2 respectively) speech discrimination using the
university’s online course management system. Each weekly task was made
up of twenty questions similar to those of the pretest. After the task,
participants were able to see their results. Group B (n=4) completed the
same discrimination exercises as Group A, but did not receive feedback on
their language perception ‘quizzes’. However, participants were provided
with an additional metalinguistic articulatory explanation in prose of lateral
coda velarization in English (and other phonological differences between
English and Spanish, discussed below), accompanied with additional sound
files. Group C (n=4) served as the control group, receiving short listening
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passages about the economies of various Latin American countries. They
also completed the twenty-question discrimination task, but did not receive
feedback. The following table summarizes the participant groups.
Table (1): Participant Groups
Group Type of linguistic exposure
Language discrimination tasks (received feedback from tasks) +
Additional metalinguistic explanation

B Language discrimination tasks (ho feedback) +
Additional metalinguistic explanation
C Control (Language discrimination tasks, no feedback)

The tasks in this study focused on the non-velarized coda [I] of L2
Spanish. In both English and Spanish, the consonant [I] surfaces in the coda
position of the syllable, however, in English when the [I] appears in the
syllable final position the phone is velarized, surfacing as [t] (Giegerich,
1992; Ladefoged & Maddieson, 1996). This process does not occur in
Spanish (Harris, 1969; Lipski, 1994; Nufez Cedefio, & Morales-Front,
1999), although there are varieties of contact Spanish in which and
circumstances under which a velarized [t] allophone may be produced
(Bullock et. al.; 2004). The velarization of the [l] allophone can be easily
dectected with acoustic analysis by looking at the F2 frequency (Ladefoged
2003:147); the non-velarized variety of [I] has an F2 that resonates around
1200 Hz and its velarized counterpart has an F2 at aproximately 800 Hz.

Results

In Figure (1) we see the speech discrimination scores of Group A.
During the pretest, two participants scored at 60% (items discriminated
correctly) and two at 80%. After the first week, one participant scores at
90%, with the other three at 100%. Scores remain at 90% or above for all
participants (except for Participant 4 during week 8). The posttest scores
show us that two participants scored at 90%. The posttest scores compared
to the pretest scored show that Group A improved in their L2 speech
discrimination abilities.
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Figure (1): Group A Perception Scores
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In Figure (2), we note that the pretest scores of Group B are slightly
lower than that of Group A, with one participant scoring at 50%, two at 60%
and one at 80%. Over the eight week period, we can note improvement in all
four participants, but the improvements are not as drastic compared to those
of Group A. During the posttest, we see that two participants scored at 90%
and the other two scored 100%. Finally for Group C (the control group), we
note that the pretest scores again range from 60% to 80%. Over the eight-
week period, there is no significant weekly improvement when compared to
the performance of Groups A and B. During the posttest one participant
scored 80% and the other three 85%. Group C did improve, but not to the

degree of the other two groups.
Figure (2): Group B Perception Scores
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Figure (3): Group C Perception Scores

Group C

120
100
80
60
40
20

Score

Pe 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 |8 POS

==o==Participant1, 60 | 65 | 65 | 60 | 75 | 80 | 85 | 85 | 85 | 85

~-Participant2| 80 | 75 | 50 | 60 | 40 (66,67 40 | 100 | 100 | 80

«=h=Participant3, 75 | 60 | 80 | 20 | 60 | 75 | 60 | 75 | 80 | 85

Participant4| 60 | 65 | 65 | 60 | 50 (66,67 60 | 80 | 80 | 85
Week / Quiz

After the eight-week experimental period, students returned to the lab
and completed the posttest, which consisted of the identical speech
perception and production tasks of the pretest. When we examine the L2
language production results, we notice behavior perhaps not expected.
Group A was already producing a high F2 during the pretest, and during the

postest produced target-like allophones.
Figure (4): Group A Production Scores
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Figure (5) shows us that Group B participants were producing more
L1-like allophones during the pretest, and improved their production of L2
allophones with a mean Hz frequency of approximately 1000. However, the
more curious results are displayed by Figure (6); the production of the
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control group. During the pretest and posttest participants were producing
allophones with a Hz of approximately 1400 (i.e. they were producing
allophones with frequencies higher than those typical of the target-language
sounds).

Figure (5): Group B Production Scores
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Figure (6): Group C Production Scores
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Conclusion

This study aimed to investigate the roles of discrimination tasks (in
the form of speech perception) and metalinguistic explanation in the
improvement of production of second language sounds. With regards to
language discrimination abilities, experimental groups receiving feedback
from their perception tasks as well as metalinguistic explanation displayed
improved performance throughout the experimental eight-week period.
However, with regards to L2 speech production, results were not as

29



International Journal of Linguistics, Literature and Culture (Linqua- LLC) March 2015 edition VVol.2 No.1 ISSN 2410-6577

promising: Group A produced an F2 higher than normal during the pretest
and Group C producing an F2 with even higher frequencies. More
conclusive results will undoubtedly be yielded by increasing the number of
participants, as well as the number of speech perception exercises given
through the experimental period. It will also be beneficial to isolate the
aforementioned variables (exposure to target language, discrimination tasks,
and metalinguistic explanation) into their own subject groups.

References:

Boersma, P & Weenink, D. (2013). “Praat: Doing Phonetics by Computer”
[Computer program]. Version 5.3.532013. Downloaded 9 June 2014.
Bradlow, A. R., Pisoni, D. B., Akahane-Yamada, R. & Tohkura, Y. (1997).
“Training Japanese Listeners to Identify English /r/ & /I/ IV: Some Effects
of Perceptual Learning on Speech Production.” Journal of the Acoustical
Society of America 101: 2299-2310.

Brennan, E. M. and J. S. Brennan (1981). "Accent Scaling and Language
Attitudes: Reactions to Mexican American English Speech.” Language and
Speech 24(3).

Bullock, B. E., Toribio, A. J., Davis, K. A. & Botero, C. G. (2004).
“Phonetic convergence in bilingual Puerto Rican Spanish.” In WCCFL 23:
Proceedings of the 23rd West Coast Conference on Formal Linguistics, V.
Chand, A. Kelleher, A. Rodriguez, & B. Schmeiser (eds.), 113-125.
Somerville, MA: Cascadilla Press.

Counselman, D. (2010). "Improving Pronunciation Instruction in the
Second-language Classroom.” Doctoral Dissertation. Pennsylvania State
University.

De Wilde, E. (2009). “Perception and Production in Second-language
Phonology: Effect of Audiovisual Training on the Acquisition of English
Dental Fricatives.” M.A. Thesis. Universiteit Gent.

Diaz-Campos, M. (2004). Context of learning in the acquisition of

spanish secondlanguage phonology. SSLA, 26, 249-273.

Elliot, A. (1995a). “Field Independence/Dependence, Hemispheric
Specialization, and Attitude in Relation to Pronunciation Accuracy in
Spanish as a Foreign Language.” Modern Language Journal 79.3: 356-371.
Elliot, A. (1995b). “Foreign Language Phonology: Field Independence,
Attitude, and the Success of Formal Instruction in Spanish Pronunciation.”
Modern Language Journal 79.4: 530-542.

Flege, J. E. (1995). “Second Language Speech Learning: Theory, Findings,
and Problems.” Speech Perception and Linguistic Experience: Issues in
Cross-language Research. Baltimore: York Press.

---. (1984). “The Detection of French Accent by American Listeners.”
Journal of the Acoustical Society of America 76.3: 692-707.

30



International Journal of Linguistics, Literature and Culture (Linqua- LLC) March 2015 edition VVol.2 No.1 ISSN 2410-6577

Giegerich, H. J. (1992). English Phonology. An Introduction. Cambridge
University Press.

Harris, J.W. (1969). Spanish Phonology. Cambridge, M.A. and London,
England: MIT Press.

Huthaily, K Y. (2008). *“Second-language Instruction with Phonological
Knowledge: Teaching Arabic to Speakers of English”. Doctoral
Dissertation. University of Montana, 2008.

Ladefoged, P. (2003). Phonetic Data Analysis. Malden, MA: Blackwell.
Ladefoged, P. & Maddieson, I. (1996). The Sounds of the Worlds
Languages. Oxford, Blackwell.

Lipski, J. M. (1994). Latin American Spanish. 2nd. New York: Addison
Wesley Longman.

Lord, G. (2010). "The Combined Effects of Immersion and Instruction on
Second-language Pronunciation.” Foreign Language Annals 43.3: 488-503.
Magen, H. S. (1998). “The Perception of Foreign-accented Speech.” Journal
of Phonetics 26: 381-400.

Marian, V., Blumenfled, H.K., & Kaushanskaya, M. (2007). “The
Language Experience and Proficiency Questionnaire” (LEAP-Q): Assessing
language profiles in bilinguals and multilinguals.” Journal of Speech
Language and Hearing Research 50.4: 940-967.

McNamara, T. (2005). "21st Century Shibboleth: Language Tests, ldentity
and Intergroup Conflict." Language Policy 4: 351-370.

Moyer, A. (1999). Ultimate Attainment in L2 Phonology: The Critical
Factors of Age, Motivation and Instruction. Studies in Second Language
Acquisition 21: 81-108.

Nufiez Cedefio, R. A. & Morales-Front, A. (1999). Fonologia Generativa
Contemporanea de la Lengua Espafiola. Washington, DC: Georgetown
University Press.

Piske, T., MacKay, I. R. A., & Flege, J. E. (2001). Factors affecting degree
of foreign accent in an L2: areview. In Journal of Phonetics 29: 191-215.
Rvachew, S., Nowak, M., & Cloutier, G. (2004). “Effects of Phonemic
Perception Training on Speech Production and Phonological Awareness
Skills of Children with Expressive phonological delay. American Journal of
Speech-Language Pathology 13.3: 250-263.

Ryan, E. B., et al. (1977). "Reactions toward Varying Degrees of
Accentedness in the Speech of Spanish-English Bilinguals.” Language and
Speech 20(3): 267.

Sanz, C. & Morgan-Short, K (2004). “Positive Evidence Versus Explicit
Rule Presentation and Explicit Negative Feedback: A Computer Assisted
Study.” Language Learning 54.1: 35-78.

31



International Journal of Linguistics, Literature and Culture (Linqua- LLC) March 2015 edition VVol.2 No.1 ISSN 2410-6577

VanPatten , B. & Oikkenon, S. (1996). “Explanation versus Structured
Input in Processing Instruction.” Studies in Second Language Acquisition
18.4: 495-510.

Wang, Y., Jongman, A. & Sereno, J. (2002). “Acoustic and Perceptual
Evaluation of Mandarin Tone Productions Before and After Perceptual
Training.” Journal of the Acoustical Society of America 113: 1033-1043.

Wong, W. & Van Patten, B. (2003). “The Evidence is IN: Drills are OUT.”
Foreign Language Annals 36: 403-423.

Linqua — International Journal of Linguistics, Literature and Culture (1JLLC) 2014

32



