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RESUMEN 

A pesar de la importancia actual que se le da a la comunicación en el aula de 

lenguas extranjeras, la pronunciación, elemento clave en la transmisión de la información, 

y su significado social y pragmático, comenzaron a ganar protagonismo solo hace unos 

años (Reed y Levis, 2015). Por novedoso que parezca, el interés por la pronunciación ha 

experimentado altibajos desde su establecimiento entre el resto de las habilidades 

lingüísticas (Murphy y Baker, 2015). Sin embargo, hoy en día, conceptos como la 

comprensibilidad y la inteligibilidad (Abercrombie, 1949; Munro y Derwing, 2015) y 

World Englishes (Kang, 2012; Smith y Nelson, 1985) son más conocido entre los 

profesores de inglés y académicos, y la pronunciación ha volver a ser un objetivo de 

investigación. Para comprender mejor hasta qué punto la pronunciación ha sido ignorada 

por el campo de la enseñanza del idioma inglés (ELT, por sus siglas en inglés), bastaría 

con señalar la escasez de investigación en los últimos 150 años. De hecho, ha sido solo a 

partir del nuevo milenio que se están obteniendo resultados de estudios empíricos (Baker, 

2014; Saito y Plonsky, 2019), pero las contribuciones más recientes aún son escasas y 

tentativas. 

Si bien el campo del inglés como segundo idioma (ESL, por sus siglas en inglés) 

hizo un esfuerzo considerable para investigar la lectura y escritura en L2, no fue hasta 

finales de la década de 1990 que la enseñanza de la pronunciación comenzó a aparecer 

nuevamente. Las conferencias enfocadas en la pronunciación de lenguas extranjeras han 

aumentado su número, y después de representar solo el 3% de los artículos en revistas 

respetadas en una encuesta que abarcó de 1999 a 2008 (Deng, Holtby, Howden-Weaver, 

Nessim, Nicholas y Nickle, 2009), 55 artículos que tratan sobre pronunciación de un 

segundo idioma se publicaron en una variedad de revistas entre 2010 y 2012. A 
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continuación 2015 vio la primera revista (Journal of Second Language Pronunciation) 

dedicada a la pronunciación de L2, y muy recientemente Saito y Plonsky (2019) 

publicaron el primer Marco para la medición de la pronunciación de L2, mientras 

realizando también un meta-análisis de 77 estudios sobre enseñanza de la pronunciación 

publicados en revistas internacionales entre 1982 y 2017. Sin embargo, hay demasiadas 

dudas sobre los factores que afectan la enseñanza-aprendizaje como para hacer 

suposiciones claras sobre los mejores enfoques pedagógicos (Darcy, Ewert y Lidster, 

2012). 

Teniendo en cuenta la variedad de estudios revisados en esta tesis, parece claro 

que existe un desajuste de enfoques, resultados no concluyentes y sugerencias 

contradictorias. Por otro lado, hay algunos hallazgos valiosos y, hasta cierto punto, 

patrones comunes. 

En cuanto a los estudiantes, si bien existe cierta evidencia de uso de estrategias de 

aprendizaje de la pronunciación (PLS) metacognitivas, afectivas y sociales, existe una 

clara preferencia por los tipos tradicionales cognitivas y de memorización, 

independientemente de si la PLS está aislada o forma parte de una sucesión de estrategias. 

Además, la mayoría de las mejoras en la pronunciación parecen estar relacionadas con 

PLS específicas en lugar de la frecuencia, y con factores individuales como la aptitud, los 

niveles de dominio, los niveles de ansiedad, el género y los estilos de aprendizaje, entre 

otros. Sin embargo, lo que parece ser cierto es el hecho de que los estudiantes encuentran 

que la enseñanza de la pronunciación es efectiva, aunque no siempre agradable. Cuando 

se trata de la metodología y el diseño de los estudios, existe una variedad de medidas para 

evaluar el uso de PLS, que es un tema crítico cuando se trata de comparar y generalizar 

los resultados de las investigaciones disponibles. Además, la capacidad de pronunciación 

se ha analizado de formas tan diferentes y los análisis de correlación entre el uso de PLS 
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y otras variables son tan inconsistentes, que es imposible hacer afirmaciones sobre las 

conexiones de causa y efecto. Además de estos, los escasos estudios sobre factores 

individuales y uso de PLS y uso de PLS y actividades de aprendizaje son tan pocos que 

sacar conclusiones sería especular. Asimismo, el idioma de destino y el tipo de 

participantes son limitados, con estudios que se centran en el inglés y en estudiantes 

universitarios en contextos como Polonia y Turquía. Sin embargo, estos puntos inciertos 

en la investigación de PLS significa que hay mucho por investigar en el futuro. 

Aún así, de la información disponible se pueden obtener consideraciones para 

planificar futuros estudios de PLS: (i) es crucial determinar las categorías de PLS; (ii) la 

prueba debe ajustarse a los requisitos de la tarea; (iii) las tareas deben combinar la práctica 

controlada y la espontánea; (iv) los métodos de calificación serían más completos si se 

incluyeran elementos subjetivos y objetivos; (v) factores individuales, contexto de 

aprendizaje, L1 y los asociados a la personalidad, como la motivación y la autoeficacia, 

deben recibir más atención en la dinámica de uso de PLS. 

Es por ello que el principal foco de investigación de la presente tesis es el análisis 

de la interacción entre las estrategias de aprendizaje de la pronunciación y algunos de los 

factores individuales que afectan su implementación en el aula. El objetivo de esta 

investigación se basa en la doble premisa de que (i) el conocimiento de las estrategias de 

pronunciación y los factores relacionados pueden conducir al diseño de mejores prácticas 

de instrucción; y que (ii) una mayor conciencia de los estudiantes sobre cómo usar 

estrategias de aprendizaje de la pronunciación puede llevarlos a ponerlas en práctica. 

En cuanto a los objetivos de la investigación, los dos principales fueron (i) 

examinar y describir la relación entre el uso de estrategias de aprendizaje de la 

pronunciación y factores individuales con la competencia en pronunciación de 

estudiantes universitarios de Educación Primaria; (ii) evaluar la mejora en la 
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pronunciación de los estudiantes universitarios de Educación Primaria especializados en 

la enseñanza del inglés como lengua extranjera mediante el uso de estrategias de 

aprendizaje de la pronunciación. 

Con respecto a los objetivos secundarios de este trabajo, fueron: (i) identificar qué 

factores individuales se relacionan con el uso de estrategias de aprendizaje de la 

pronunciación; (ii) analizar la relación entre los factores individuales, el uso de estrategias 

de aprendizaje de la pronunciación y el dominio de la pronunciación; (iii) evaluar cómo 

afecta la inclusión de estrategias de aprendizaje de la pronunciación como herramienta de 

aprendizaje dentro de la asignatura de Didáctica de la fonética del inglés al dominio de la 

pronunciación. 

El diseño del estudio es una investigación de evaluación, que analiza el impacto 

de un programa en particular sobre un problema determinado que el programa trata de 

resolver. Los participantes pertenecen a ISEN, campus universitario adscrito a la 

Universidad de Murcia. Este grupo de estudiantes era similar en contexto y características 

a los estudiantes de la UM.  

El proceso del estudio siguió un planteamiento en tres fases: 

Fase uno. Revisión bibliográfica y rediseño de la asignatura Didáctica de la 

Fonética del inglés. El proceso seguido durante esta primera fase incluyó una revisión 

exhaustiva de la literatura disponible, que ayudó a definir el tema de investigación y sentó 

las bases de la tesis. Una vez establecidos los objetivos de la investigación, se procedió a 

la selección y diseño de los instrumentos: 

• (Berkil, 2008) Inventario de Estrategias de Aprendizaje de Pronunciación (PLSI).

Al principio y al final, pre-test y post-test. Mide el uso de estrategias de

aprendizaje de la pronunciación.
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• (Sardegna, Lee, & Kusey, 2014) Actitudes y motivaciones de los estudiantes para

la pronunciación (LAMP). Al principio y al final, pre-test y post-test.

• (Campos, 2018) Prueba de pronunciación con cuatro secciones. Al principio y al

final, pre-test y post-test.

• Elementos específicos de las PLSI y las Estrategias para la mejora de la

pronunciación (SPI) para las encuestas abiertas a lo largo del curso.

• Encuesta abierta del profesor (tareas de clase y observación)

A continuación, se rediseñó la asignatura Didáctica de la Fonética del inglés con

el fin de actualizar sus contenidos e incluir el uso de estrategias de aprendizaje de la 

pronunciación. Los instrumentos de evaluación elegidos demostraron ser confiables y 

válidos por investigaciones previas, sin embargo, también fueron evaluados por juicio de 

expertos para asegurarse de que fueran adecuados para el estudio y el contexto específico. 

Fase dos. Validación del instrumento. Una vez rediseñada la asignatura, se envió 

el documento a dos grupos de expertos, especialistas en pronunciación del inglés y 

expertos en metodología de la investigación. Además de la planificación y los recursos, 

también se envió una herramienta de evaluación para que cumplimentaran y revisaran su 

validez y fiabilidad, y sugirieran mejoras. 

Fase tres. Intervención en el aula y recogida de datos. Durante el primer 

cuatrimestre se implantó el nuevo programa de la asignatura Didáctica de la Fonética del 

inglés en el cuarto curso. A lo largo del primer trimestre, se utilizó una variedad de 

herramientas para recopilar datos sobre el progreso de los estudiantes con respecto a la 

pronunciación y el uso de PLS. 

Fase cuatro. Análisis de datos y redacción del manuscrito. Se analizaron los datos 

en profundidad y se procedió a la finalización de manuscrito doctoral. 
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Los resultados obtenidos se suman a la escasa investigación realizada sobre PLS 

y ofrecen sugerencias interesantes para el campo de la enseñanza. Como se discutió a lo 

largo de este estudio, la pronunciación se considera crucial para una comunicación 

efectiva, pero mejorar las habilidades de pronunciación requiere tiempo y esfuerzo. Esta 

mejora es fundamental en la adquisición de una L2 porque la pronunciación es la base de 

la inteligibilidad, la fluidez y la comunicación. Por lo tanto, los futuros profesores de 

lenguas extranjeras deben estar equipados con conocimientos de PLS para que puedan 

ser más eficientes en la adquisición y posterior enseñanza de la pronunciación. 

Uno de los principales hallazgos del estudio es que si bien la motivación, 

especialmente de tipo intrínseco, es un factor de impacto tanto para el aprendizaje de 

idiomas como para la pronunciación, también se deben promover actitudes de 

autoeficacia y propiedad con respecto al aprendizaje. Los maestros deben invertir tiempo 

en el refuerzo de actitudes que se basan en conjuntos duraderos de creencias. Esto se 

podría hacer observando a cada alumno individualmente, identificando sus sentimientos 

de insuficiencia y ansiedad, y alentando el desarrollo de la resiliencia y la perseverancia. 

Uno de esos enfoques podría incluir reconocer sus esfuerzos y tener conversaciones 

periódicas sobre su progreso, tanto real como percibido. 

Al final de la intervención docente, ni el género ni el tiempo pasado en el 

extranjero marcaron una diferencia relevante en el dominio de la pronunciación. Es cierto 

que hubo alguna evidencia de que las mujeres usaban más estrategias sociales, que los 

hombres estaban menos ansiosos, y que las personas que habían estado en el extranjero 

se sentían más cómodas con el uso de estrategias sociales. Sin embargo, los profesores 

no deben basar sus prácticas en estos factores hasta obtener más fundamentación 

científica si el objetivo es ayudar a los estudiantes a mejorar su rendimiento de 

pronunciación en clase, donde normalmente hay limitaciones de tiempo y currículo. 
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Dado que la calidad de la instrucción parece ser la variable más significativa en 

el estudio, los docentes deben esforzarse por elegir actividades adaptadas a las fortalezas 

y debilidades de sus alumnos y a las metas que desean alcanzar. Estas tareas deben 

contemplar cambios temporales en la forma en que los estudiantes abordan la 

pronunciación, y los profesores también deben considerar enfoques de instrucción que 

incluyan explicaciones orientadas cognitivamente, mejora de la percepción y formas de 

práctica controladas, semicontroladas y espontáneas. 

El último hallazgo discutido en el estudio se relaciona directamente con el uso de 

estrategias de aprendizaje de la pronunciación. En los datos recopilados, los participantes, 

independientemente de sus niveles de competencia, favorecieron un conjunto específico 

de técnicas directas, a saber, estrategias cognitivas y de memoria. Aunque puede haber 

algún valor en la enseñanza de enfoques indirectos como las estrategias metacognitivas y 

afectivas, el punto de inflexión, en este caso, se refiere a la frecuencia y la eficacia en el 

uso de las estrategias seleccionadas. Por lo tanto, después de presentarles a los estudiantes 

una variedad de estrategias e instruirlos sobre cómo aplicar estas estrategias de manera 

efectiva a su propio aprendizaje, los maestros deben asegurarse de que se usen de manera 

constante y diligente. Además, los docentes deben promover el uso de terminología y 

herramientas específicas para la autorreflexión, de modo que los estudiantes puedan 

identificar las estrategias que encuentran más efectivas y con las que se sienten más 

cómodos. De esta manera, los estudiantes pueden participar activamente e involucrarse 

en el proceso de aprendizaje mientras aplican estrategias de aprendizaje de pronunciación 

que les ayuden a dirigir sus esfuerzos para lograr un progreso constante. 
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INTRODUCTION 

In this section a general overview of the study is first provided. The research 

problem that this study attempts to investigate is stated, its rationale is discussed, and the 

research questions are then formulated. Finally, a brief outline of the thesis is presented. 

0.1. General overview of the study 
 

Very few people today would deny that speaking well involves being understood 

by the interlocutor and that, to achieve a certain level of oral intelligibility, pronunciation 

is one of the most important skills to master (Gilakjani, 2011). In 1994, Dalton and 

Seidlhofer characterized pronunciation as the production of sounds used by humans to 

understand and interpret meaning, which means that, if pronunciation is poor, 

breakdowns in communication are bound to occur (Sihombing, 2014). This is evident in 

the fact that English as a Foreign Language (EFL) learners who are perceived to lack the 

ability to pronounce intelligibly are often avoided by their potential interlocutors because 

of the difficulties in understanding them (Akyol, 2012; Gilakjani & Sabouri, 2016).  

Despite its central role in English language learning, pronunciation has usually 

been considered a neglected skill, often being compared to “Cinderella” in the EFL 

context (Underhill, 2013). According to Setter (2008), the abilities related to reading and 

writing have usually been prioritised over pronunciation even though “it seems rather 

pointless to study a (living) foreign language at all if one does not intend to communicate 

in it with other speakers of that language and, to this end, one must learn how to 

pronounce it in a way which can be understood by a variety of listeners.” (p. 447). 

Among the many reasons suggested to account for this situation, some of them 

are directly related to the fact that EFL teachers (i) are generally uncertain whether 
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pronunciation instruction should be direct or integrated with other skills, (ii) feel insecure 

about themselves as role models for students to imitate, (iii) must cope with large classes, 

(iv) usually have very little time to focus only on pronunciation,  and (v) lack the 

necessary materials and adequate training (Calvo-Benzies, 2013; Derwing & Rossiter, 

2002; Fouz-González, 2015; Gilbert, 2008; Noom-ura, 2013). In consonance with these 

concerns, the articulation of sounds is also frequently neglected in teacher training books 

(Derwing & Munro, 2005) and, in the rare cases in which educational regulations 

advocate the inclusion of pronunciation goals in the curriculum, a wide gap is normally 

encountered between what is established on paper and what really happens in the 

classroom (Calvo-Benzies, 2013; de Jódar, 2008). Foreign language learners also add to 

this feeling of neglect, as they tend to think that pronunciation is one of most difficult 

skills in language learning and, consequently, that more time should be dedicated to its 

practice (Calvo-Benzies, 2013). 

Fortunately, a growing number of studies are currently providing cumulative 

evidence on the effectiveness of pronunciation teaching in general (e.g., Derwing & 

Munro, 2015; Lee, Jang & Plonsky, 2015) and, more specifically, on the convenience of 

encouraging students to engage in pronunciation learning strategies (Couper, 2011; 

Thomson, 2012). For instance, Rokoszewska (2012) found significant correlations 

between pronunciation learning strategies and production of vowels and consonants, and 

Eckstein (2007) reported that asking for pronunciation help and noticing others' mistakes 

helped students improve pronunciation in spontaneous speech. Additionally, Campos 

(2018) found positive correlations between pronunciation learning strategies and 

intelligibility levels. This emerging field of inquiry thus seems to make a strong case for 

explicit instruction to provide learners with effective pronunciation learning strategies 

that they may apply in their everyday practice and lifelong learning. However, most of 
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the studies so far conducted provide little information on how instruction in strategies has 

been carried out but, most importantly, they exhibit a remarkable paucity of information 

on the relationship between individual factors (e.g., anxiety, aptitude, motivation) and 

strategy implementation (Darcy, 2018; Saito & Plonsky, 2019).  

The main research focus of the present dissertation is thus the analysis of the 

interplay between pronunciation learning strategies and some of the individual factors 

that affect their implementation in the classroom (see next section). This general research 

aim is based on the double premise that (i) knowledge of pronunciation strategies and 

related factors may lead to the design and development of better instructional practices; 

and that (ii) students' (student teachers, in this case) increased awareness of how to use 

pronunciation learning strategies may potentially lead them to put those strategies into 

practice not only to improve their pronunciation proficiency but also their future teaching 

practice. 

0.2. Rationale for the study 
 

As mentioned above, interaction between speakers may be unsuccessful if the 

language of communication is not articulated clearly (Kelly, 2000). Mispronouncing 

sounds may certainly give rise to confusion and, for that reason, learners tend to consider 

pronunciation as a crucial skill to achieve understandable communication (Hewings, 

2004). However, despite the importance given to communication in second and foreign 

language classrooms, the correct articulation of sounds has only started to gain 

prominence in recent years (Reed & Levis, 2015).  

While considerable effort has always been devoted to research on reading and 

writing in the fields of English as a Second Language (ESL) and English as a Foreign 

Language (EFL), it was not until the late 1990s that pronunciation teaching began to 
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emerge. Since then, its importance has increasingly been recognized with the appearance 

of more and more specialists, and nowadays the pace is picking up with the addition of 

empirical researchers interested in addressing pressing issues. Conferences on L2 

pronunciation have increased their numbers, and while only 3% of the articles published 

in high quality journals between 1999 and 2008 were focused on second language 

pronunciation (Deng, Holtby, Howden-Weaver, Nessim, Nicholas, & Nickle, 2009), the 

number rose to 55% between 2010 and 2012. The first journal specifically focused on L2 

pronunciation (the Journal of Second Language Pronunciation) appeared in 2015, and in 

2019 Saito and Plonsky (2019) published the Framework for L2 Pronunciation 

Measurement, in conjunction with a meta-analysis of 77 studies on pronunciation 

teaching published in international journals between 1982 and 2017.  

Although, from a conceptual perspective, pronunciation is considered a part of 

phonetics, it is generally assumed that these two constructs cannot be used 

interchangeably (Sobkowiak, 1996). While phonetics deals with the analysis and 

description of the physical aspects of speech sounds (Jassem, 1987), pronunciation must 

be understood as the production and perception of those sounds, i.e., the “know-how” 

students need to speak clearly (Sobkowiak, 1996). In consonance with these premises, 

Roach (2009) distinguishes between phonetics, as the theory of how speech sounds are 

used in a specific language, and pronunciation, as the practical application of these 

theoretical aspects. 

Burgess and Spencer (2000) see pronunciation learning as part of the skills of 

speaking and listening, which are in turn linked to speech production and speech 

perception, understood by Dalton and Seildhofer (1994) as pronunciation. Even though 

there is some controversy as to whether production comes before perception or vice versa 

(Nowacka, 2011), their essential role as language transmitters of meaningful messages is 
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unquestionable. Drawing on these distinctions, and following Burgess and Spencer's 

(2000) views on this issue, in the present dissertation pronunciation is conceptualized as 

the way foreign language learners perceive, produce and interpret segmental (e.g., 

phonemes) and suprasegmental (e.g., rhythm and intonation) features of the target 

language  

Bearing this componential characterization in mind, it goes without saying that 

pronunciation is crucial in the acquisition of an L2 because it is the basis for learners' 

development of oral intelligibility and communicative ability regardless of their L1 

background (Munro, 2018). In fact, although the adequate production of L2 sounds is 

essential for people with different L1 backgrounds to reach mutual understanding, 

pronunciation instruction is also particularly important for L1 learners who share the same 

articulatory features since in today’s world they need to be understood internationally. 

Consequently, the foreign language teacher must become familiar with the types of 

pronunciation practice and strategies that are indispensable for L2 pronunciation learning 

to occur. In this context, it is our belief that teaching EFL student teachers to understand 

pronunciation features while bearing in mind their own individual ways of learning may 

not only help them improve their pronunciation skills, confidence and attitudes towards 

pronunciation but also encourage them to incorporate pronunciation learning strategies 

(PLS) into their future teaching practice. For these reasons, it is crucial to analyze the 

array of PLS at their disposal together with the individual factors that have been found to 

play a role in pronunciation learning. As briefly shown below, these factors are linguistic, 

biological, environmental, and psychological in nature. 

One of the most relevant individual factors in the acquisition of foreign language 

phonology is the L1 of the learner (Best & Tyler, 2007; Wardhaugh, 1970). The L1 is 

believed to act as such a powerful filter of foreign sounds that learners without the 



21 
 

required L2 knowledge and skills may end up assimilating L2 sounds to similar sounds 

in their L1 and using L1-based articulatory movements in both languages (Flege, 1995; 

1987). The age at which language learning starts is also considered a very influential 

factor in the acquisition of pronunciation, although nowadays the idea that it is impossible 

to reach native-like proficiency after a critical or sensitive period is strongly debated 

(Bongaerts, 1999; Singleton, 1995; Scovel, 1969). The environment in which the FL is 

learnt also impacts the type of exposure and the amount of practice learners may engage 

in, both being key factors in the development of pronunciation. In this respect, most 

scholars would currently agree that a combination of exposure to comprehensible input 

and direct instruction is needed for FL pronunciation instruction to be effective. The 

former would guarantee quantity and quality of input, and the latter would enable learners 

to identify potential fossilised mistakes and get adequate training in the perception and 

production of target sounds (Odlin, 1989). 

Beyond these, psychological factors such as personality traits, anxiety, attitudes 

and motivation have also been found to be relevant for the development of pronunciation 

proficiency (Skehan, 1989). The way a speaker pronounces has been considered one of 

the most unique elements of linguistic identity, but also a factor with rather negative 

effects on practice (Cortés Moreno, 2000; Setter & Jenkins, 2005). The more two 

languages are different in their articulatory phonetics, the more awkward language 

learners may feel when trying to imitate foreign sounds. This might explain why late 

learners feel more embarrassed than young children when trying to imitate foreign sounds 

(Guiora, Beit-Hallahmi, Brannon, Dull, & Scovel, 1972) or why students produce better 

results when they feel less self-aware (Guiora, Acton, Erard, & Strickland, 1980; Morley, 

1994; Ramírez-Verdugo, 2006). Anxiety has also been identified as one of the most 

negative feelings caused by foreign language pronunciation (Baran-Łucarz, 2014). High 
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levels of anxiety may result in low quality performance or rejection to speak and may 

even limit learners` willingness to communicate in future foreign language interactions 

(Szyszka, 2011). Closely linked to willingness to communicate are students’ motivation 

for and attitudes towards learning pronunciation. Since it is very unlikely for foreign 

learners to gain native-like mastery, it is essential that students are prepared and motivated 

to change their pronunciation and to perceive this progress as a necessary step to achieve 

satisfactory proficiency (Pennington, 1994). This assumption has been supported by 

research showing positive correlations between performance and high motivation for 

developing foreign pronunciation (Elliott, 1995; Moyer, 1999), although it is also true 

that some learners showing positive attitudes are not always the ones that benefit the most 

from pronunciation instruction (Elliott, 1995). 

Having highlighted the importance of individual factors in pronunciation learning, 

we think it is now more evident that, as mentioned in the previous section, the main 

purpose behind the analysis of the interplay between pronunciation learning strategies 

and some of these factors is to make student teachers realistically aware of the benefits 

involved in their use. This perspective is in close correspondence with research showing 

that “learners with strategic knowledge of language learning, compared with those 

without, become more efficient, resourceful, and flexible, thus acquiring a language more 

easily” (Tseng, Dörnyei, & Schmitt, 2006, p. 78). In line with these ideas, it is expected 

that, equipped with adequate PLS knowledge, future EFL teachers will be more efficient 

not only in acquiring their own L2 pronunciation skills but also in teaching these skills 

later.  

0.3. Aims of the study 
The previous discussion was intended to (i) sketch out a general framework of the 

most relevant theoretical assumptions and empirical findings underlying the teaching and 
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learning of pronunciation; and (ii) describe how pronunciation learning strategies and 

related individual factors could be instrumental in improving this domain. The discussion 

has suggested that the inclusion of pronunciation learning strategies in the teaching of 

pronunciation may be a valuable method to help students improve pronunciation 

proficiency, and that the exploration of this field may open up a new avenue of empirical 

research.   

With these basic assumptions in mind, this dissertation is intended as an attempt 

to produce research-based recommendations for the teaching of English pronunciation to 

future primary school EFL teachers. This general purpose is specified in these two main 

objectives:  

1) To assess the improvement, if any, in pronunciation proficiency of future 

primary school EFL teachers throughout a course specifically oriented at developing their 

pronunciation skills and learning strategies. 

2) To analyze the relationship between the use of pronunciation learning strategies 

by those students, the individual factors impinging on this use (e.g., gender, motivation 

and attitude towards pronunciation, and length of experience abroad) and their 

pronunciation proficiency throughout the abovementioned course.  

By addressing these two main objectives, this dissertation is expected to provide 

insights into how (i) the use of specific strategies may contribute to the development of 

pronunciation proficiency; (ii) learners’ individual characteristics may affect the efficient 

use of pronunciation learning strategies; and (iii) the interplay of these factors may guide 

us in the design of a much needed pedagogical approach to pronunciation learning. 

The study is exploratory and longitudinal in nature since it was conducted through 

an entire university academic term and the design borrowed aspects from correlational 

and case study approaches.  The research gathers data by means of five instruments used 
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to obtain both quantitative and qualitative information (see chapter 6), thus assuring the 

thoroughness of the data collection process and the veracity of the findings. 

As shown below, the dissertation has been divided into 7 chapters. In Chapter 1, 

a set of theoretical perspectives underlying pronunciation research, as well as 

pronunciation teaching and learning are reviewed. These theories include constructs such 

as comprehensible input, attention, noticing and awareness, as well as the dichotomy 

between explicit and implicit instruction, but they make use of these constructs at 

different levels, as will be shown below. While the Linguistic perspective explores the 

relationship between pronunciation, knowledge of previous languages and learners' 

perceptual experiences, the Psychological perspective shows the need for explicit 

instruction, practice and specific tasks for fluency development. The Interactionist and 

Sociocultural perspectives privilege learning through interaction and, in this respect, 

provide theoretical support for the assumption that pronunciation can be learned, beyond 

explicit instruction, i.e., by means of social interaction. The Identity perspective, in turn, 

adds that pronunciation learning varies as a function of the individual construction of 

imagined communities, and the Sociocognitive perspective suggests the concept of 

alignment to explain how people relate to each other. The main conclusion of this review 

is that the connection between theory and practice is only possible through the 

development of applied research intended to solve practical issues in real teaching and 

learning contexts.  

Chapter 2 provides a brief overview of over 150 years in the history of 

pronunciation teaching, although it makes clear that for most of this time there has been 

little evidence of the practices involved, probably because of the lack of video and audio 

recordings prior to the second half of the twentieth century. The review of the literature 

shows that only at the beginning of 2000 researchers started documenting what teachers 
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did in classrooms regarding pronunciation. This chapter highlights the fact that it takes 

time for the findings of specialists to influence in-practice teachers, but also that although 

there are very few classroom studies focused on pronunciation teaching, interest in the 

field is nonetheless increasing.  

Chapter 3 focuses on and develops the four areas of interest identified in the last 

part of the previous chapter. These areas include the goals and models followed in L2 

pronunciation teaching and learning, the target features to be taught, the preferences of 

teachers and students regarding English pronunciation, and the individual factors that 

impact the acquisition of pronunciation. The section brings up the idea of intelligibility 

as the main aim of pronunciation teaching, but also notes that, despite the support it has 

recently received, traditional pronunciation models like Received Pronunciation and 

General American are still prevalent. Additionally, the main factors affecting 

pronunciation learning, i.e., gender, age, aptitude, personality, identity, anxiety and 

motivation are also discussed. One of the main conclusions of the chapter is that students 

should be provided with a variety of linguistic tools, such as pronunciation learning 

strategies, to support their guided instruction and autonomous learning,  

Chapter 4 explores the definition of language learning strategies (LLS) and 

emphasizes that, despite their importance for both students and teachers, the relationship 

between the acquisition of pronunciation and LLS has so far been explored by only a 

handful of researchers. The chapter therefore goes in depth into the few studies that have 

been published and discusses some common findings. These include the preference of 

students for cognitive and memory strategies and the effect of individual factors on 

pronunciation gains. It also makes clear that the methodology and study designs are too 

varied to generalize the findings reported and that the range of target languages so far 

analyzed is quite narrow. However, Chapter 4 uses the current research context to offer a 
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series of considerations for planning PLS research. Most of these considerations have 

been followed in the design and empirical execution of the present study. 

The final chapter in the literature review (Chapter 5) outlines the state of English 

language teaching in Spain and describes how EFL teachers in the country struggle to 

spread English proficiency among their students. It claims that, although written skills 

are quite well developed among the population, oral skills lag far behind despite all 

efforts. The chapter shows that there is an urgent need to explore appropriate teaching 

methods and pedagogical practices to help Spanish people reach the proficiency levels 

attained by citizens in the European Union as a whole. 

The second section of the dissertation is focused on the empirical study. Chapter 

6 describes the study objectives, research design, participants, and instruments and 

procedures for data collection and analysis. Next, the results drawn from in-depth analysis 

of the data collected are presented at length in Chapter 7.  Finally, in Chapter 8, the 

discussion of the findings and the pedagogical implications of the study are presented. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



27 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



28 

CHAPTER 1. LEARNING ENGLISH 

PRONUNCIATION 

In the present chapter the most important theoretical perspectives related to second 

language acquisition are discussed. Although it must be acknowledged from the outset 

that pronunciation learning as such does not properly fit into any of these theories, it will 

be shown below that most of them attend to aspects or are based on constructs (e.g., 

comprehensible input, attention, noticing, awareness, and explicit and implicit 

instruction) which are essential for an adequate conceptualization of pronunciation-

related issues.  

1.1. Second Language Acquisition (SLA) theories and Foreign 
Language Pronunciation Learning 
Although it may seem paradoxical, many foreign and second language learners 

consider pronunciation one of the most difficult language skills to acquire, but also the 

skill they most desire to master (Fraser, 2010). In consonance with these concerns, 

pronunciation is nowadays gaining relevance in the second language field (Thomson & 

Derwing, 2015). However, despite this increase in relevance and the fact that there are 

some theories supporting pronunciation teaching and learning, there is still a noticeable 

gap compared to the development of other language skills. Two major reasons may be 

adduced to account for this situation. One reason would be that most theoretical 

perspectives on second language acquisition (SLA) are either too broad or too limited to 

have pronunciation at their core, while a second reason would probably be related to the 

lack of familiarity of some researchers with the SLA theories that support pronunciation 

teaching (Foote & Trofimovich, 2018). Because of these reasons, the most prominent 
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theories of second language acquisition must be discussed, as these might be an adequate 

starting point for pronunciation teaching. This is the purpose of the following sections.  

1.1.1 Basic cognitive constructs in second language acquisition 

Before delving into the theories themselves, some clarification is in order of the 

role played by cognition in second language acquisition (SLA). Generally, positions have 

ranged from those which claim that there is an innate language acquisition device (LAD) 

(Chomsky, 1965) to those based on constructivist approaches (Ellis, 2001). 

The nativist approach to language claims that human beings are born with an 

innate ability to acquire a language and, therefore, that children have an inherent 

knowledge of grammar that enables them to develop their L1 without direct instruction. 

This theory made up the roots of SLA until the 1980s (Macaro, 2003) and supported the 

idea of comprehensible input and the monitor hypothesis propounded by Krashen (1982). 

This renowned second-language acquisition researcher drew a hard line between 

knowledge that is “acquired” (not taught) and knowledge that is “learned” (through 

instruction), which are in turn directly related to the notions of implicit and explicit 

knowledge. The assumption that learned knowledge can never turn into acquired 

knowledge reduces the teacher’s role to just supplying comprehensible input, since 

instruction would never influence acquisition (Doughty, 2003). On the other hand, the 

role that perception and memory appear to play in language learning seems to suggest 

that there is some interface, however weak it might be (Ellis, 2006), that allows explicit 

knowledge to become implicit knowledge particularly through instruction (Housen & 

Pierrard, 2005). A further distinction, often drawn between declarative knowledge and 

procedural knowledge (knowing “that” and knowing “how”) also suggests that explicit 

instruction has a role to play in SLA (Macaro, 2003). 
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In clear contrast to the LAD theory, other scholars hold that the second language 

can be learned like any other skill (Anderson, 1993; DeKeyser, 1998) and privilege, as a 

result, the role played by such notions as attention, noticing and awareness (Schmidt, 

2001). From this perspective, it is believed that the amount of attention that learners pay 

to language is related to their level of awareness, i.e., whether they perceive, detect, notice 

or understand the linguistic form involved. According to Schmidt (2001), noticing can be 

defined as the process of paying attention to surface features of language, while 

metalinguistic awareness occurs when attention is directed to abstract rules. Either way, 

attention is posited to help students detect the gap between their current production and 

the target form, and it is thus considered a fundamental cognitive process for acquiring 

L2 language with valuable implications for the classroom (Couper, 2015). Also based on 

Schmidt’s Noticing Hypothesis is the notion of corrective feedback (CF), which has been 

developed by other interface positions such as Long’s (1996) Interaction Hypothesis 

(through the notion of meaning negotiation) or Swain’s (1995) output Hypothesis 

(through the idea of output reprocessing). 

The concepts and constructs presented above provide the necessary framework to 

understand the SLA theories discussed in the following sections. 

1.1.2. The Linguistic perspective 

Despite the observed fact that most SLA theories do not have pronunciation at 

their core, the field of linguistics and specifically the subfields of phonology and 

phonetics have given rise to some of the most widely acknowledged theoretical 

perspectives on pronunciation. The perceptual assimilation model (PAM), propounded 

by Best (1995), is a case in point. The model focuses on the contrast that non-native 

listeners initially fail to notice in L2 vowel and consonant sounds, i.e., between /f/ and /v/ 
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in words such as fan and van. The PAM considers that the difficulty in distinguishing 

these differences lies in the association between the sound in the L2 and the same sound 

in the L1. In other words, from the PAM perspective, some contrasting L2 sounds are 

assimilated to only one L1 sound, thus making those L2 sounds difficult for foreign 

speakers to identify. Another instance is when the two contrasting L2 sounds are each 

assimilated to a different L1 sound, in which case discrimination is expected to be good 

because the listener may perceive an L1-based phonological contrast between the two L2 

sounds. Finally, L2 sounds can be considered “non-assimilable” to any L1 sound and, 

consequently, easy to distinguish. All these variations mean that the level of 

discrimination can range from poor to very good, depending on the proximity of the L2 

sounds to each other and their similarity to the corresponding L1 phonological categories. 

Since its appearance, the PAM has been used to explain differences and similarities in the 

assimilation of L2 sounds to L1 sounds by non-native listeners and many of the findings 

reported are still valuable (Best & Tyler, 2007). However, the dominant theoretical 

perspective on second language pronunciation learning is unarguably Fledge’s Speech 

Learning Model (Flege, 1995, 2003; see also a revised and updated version in Flege, 

Aoyama & Bohn, 2020).  

The Speech Learning Model (SLM) holds that the acquisition of the sounds of a 

second language largely depends on the creation and use of long-term memory categories 

for these sounds, with the level of success in this process being determined by the learner's 

ability to notice variations across languages. In a similar fashion to the PAM, the SLM 

contends that when learners are sensitive to differences between an L2 sound and 

perceptually similar L1 sounds, they will be in a position to create a new separate L2 

sound category. Conversely, an L2 sound could be completely assimilated to an L1 

category if the L2-L1 sound pair is noticed as perceptually similar by the learner. But, 
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most importantly, the SLM posits that learners have the possibility of learning L2 sounds 

throughout their lifetime and highlights the importance of exposure to quantity and 

quality of input for the creation of foreign sound categories (Flege, 2009).  

Despite the considerable number of studies based on the PAM and the SLM (e.g., 

Best & Tyler, 2007; Flege, Aoyama & Bohn, 2020), it must be noted that both models 

mainly focus on learning L2 individual sounds and on describing how the L1 affects the 

perception and production of the L2. Neither model, however, says much about L2 

pronunciation besides the fact that having previous experience with other languages helps 

perceive new sounds. Additionally, their simplistic way of categorizing sounds as either 

part of a phonetic category or not has been critiqued, along with the fact that neither 

theory accounts for social factors (Thomson, Nearey & Derwing, 2009), 

1.1.3. The Psychological perspective 

One of the most appropriate psychological perspectives in connection with L2 

pronunciation learning is Skill Acquisition theory, as propounded by DeKeyser (1998; 

2007; 2015). According to this theory, the learning of a new skill develops in three stages 

from initial exposure to mastering its performance. These three stages include: (i) 

declarative knowledge, which involves the learning of rules by reading books or 

observing a teacher; (ii) procedural knowledge, when the learner goes through slow 

practice and conscious learning; and (iii) automatization, when performance is carried out 

effortlessly. The progression from one stage to the next is based on the law of practice, 

which holds that practice helps learners improve but also that, as the intensity of practice 

increases, gains decrease (DeKeyser, 2007; Segalowitz, 2010). 
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These characteristics of the theory may help us explain some observed limitations 

in L2 pronunciation learning. As frequency, type of instruction and output have a direct 

impact on declarative knowledge and the way it is practiced (DeKeyser, 2015), some 

people may find pronunciation learning difficult because they have not received adequate 

training or input, or because they have not practiced enough. Yet, on the other hand, 

practice may be useless when what ends up being automatized is knowledge based on 

inaccurate input.  

 Even though Skill Acquisition theory encompasses individual factors such as age, 

motivation, and aptitude (Carlson, 2003), it does not explain learning effects related to 

identity. Nor does it describe the role played by the L1 besides its interaction with the 

declarative and procedural stages. Nevertheless, what is clear from the theory is that 

pronunciation needs explicit instruction, copious amount of practice, and fluency tasks so 

that the three stages of Skill Acquisition theory are met (Celce-Murcia, Brinton & 

Goodwin, 2010). Additionally, the theory attaches great importance to early instruction 

and the appropriate progression from declarative to procedural knowledge (Saito, 2013; 

Thomson, 2015). Unfortunately, not much research based on this theory has so far been 

conducted, and questions such as which type of instruction and timing is more effective 

in each stage and how learners' progression through the different stages is affected by 

individual factors remain unanswered.  

1.1.4. The Interactionist perspective 

This theory is based on the assumption that by interacting with interlocutors, 

learners may perceive the similarities and differences between their own language and 

that of their speaking partners and make progress as a result. This process involves 

exposure to and production of language, as well as reception of feedback on production 
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(Gass & Mackey, 2015). Foreign language learning thus occurs, according to this 

perspective, when learners make efforts to co-construct communication by means of 

clarification requests, feedback provision, confirmation and comprehension checks, a 

type of behaviour usually known as “negotiation for meaning”. 

The interactionist perspective, unlike the nativeness principle, which focuses on 

achieving pronunciation without a foreign accent, is a suitable theoretical framework for 

L2 pronunciation teaching and learning because it may easily be related to the 

intelligibility principle, which highlights the learner's ability to be understood even when 

they have an obvious accent (Levis, 2005). Additionally, the emphasis placed by this 

perspective on input and communication promotes the idea that pronunciation can be 

learned not only through explicit instruction and controlled activities, but also outside the 

classroom by interacting with people. Being aware of the opportunities for interaction 

outside the classroom (if any) and taking advantage of them is a key factor for those 

learners who do not get enough pronunciation instruction during their lessons and still 

want to get more practice (Foote, Trofimovich, Collins & Soler Urzúa, 2016). 

Even though the interactionist perspective has many advantages, it does not 

provide an adequate explanation for the influence of individual differences, such as L1, 

identity or age, on SLA. Furthermore, it only considers the articulatory side of 

pronunciation when the wrong production of words is related to breakdowns in 

communication and loss of intelligibility. Besides, this perspective does not seem to pay 

any attention to the fact that some people do not engage in oral interaction despite having 

the opportunity to do so and that, as a result, they may only develop their articulatory 

skills through explicit pronunciation instruction (Derwing, Munro, Foote, Waugh & 

Fleming, 2014; Derwing & Munro, 2013). 
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1.1.5. The Sociocultural perspective 

Heavily influenced by Vygotsky’s (1987) sociocultural view of language 

learning, the Sociocultural perspective holds that biological factors develop into mental 

processes because of social and cultural tools (Lantolf, Thorne & Poehner, 2015). The 

main cultural tools that act on the mind may be physical, such as learning apps, or 

symbolic, such as language. However, it is only through interaction and social activities 

based on language that learners can self-regulate their own thinking and create and 

transform their thoughts. Language is thus considered the most crucial tool for anyone to 

thrive in the world and associate with people. In consonance with these principles, 

Sociocultural Theory has framed a considerable amount of research on the so-called 

"zone of proximal development" (ZPD), a construct intended to account for the 

developmental gap between what one person can achieve alone and what the same 

individual may accomplish with the help of others. In L2 learning, the ZPD can be 

conceptualized as the way a learner can benefit from the adjusted support provided by a 

teacher or a more advanced classmate in order to improve their own ability (de Guerrero 

& Villamil, 2000).  

 Sociocultural Theory may account for some particularities of L2 pronunciation 

learning. For instance, it supports the idea that learning occurs through the connection of 

linguistic input and output embedded in a sociocultural context, and that learners and 

teachers co-construct knowledge together through scaffolded instruction, which allows 

for learning opportunities within the ZPD of the former. Contrary to the interactionist 

perspective, however, Sociocultural Theory agrees with direct instruction more than with 

a naturalistic view of learning and thus posits that differences in learning outcomes 

depend both on the type of instruction provided and individual goals (Lantolf et al., 2015). 

The fact that this theory takes goals into account means that it also contemplates issues 
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related to motivation and identity, although the role played by the mother tongue in the 

motor processes involved in the articulation of L2 speech is overlooked. Finally, it must 

be noted that despite its strengths for L2 pronunciation learning within the ZPD, very 

little research has used Sociocultural Theory as a frame of reference.  

1.1.6. The Identity perspective 

Most recent research considers identity as a flexible and changing individual 

feature that is affected not only by the situational context but also by cultural and 

historical events (Darvin & Norton, 2015). Among the areas covered by research on 

identity, the issue of imagined communities stands out as the most relevant. From the 

language learner's perspective, imagined communities are groups of people they can 

relate to through their imagination or their desire of belonging and which act as powerful 

motivators for language learning (Pavlenko & Norton, 2007). 

Early and Norton’s (2012) study provides an example of this motivation to learn 

a language when they describe the vicissitudes experienced by Paul, a Ugandan child who 

had to adapt not only to the Canadian accent when his parents moved to Canada, but also 

to the social and cultural changes he found in the new classroom context. Unfortunately, 

when Paul went back to Uganda, his Canadian accent was not much valued, and his own 

perception of the Ugandan English accent was one of unfamiliarity. Moreover, he had 

great difficulty in adapting to the new classroom practices. This meant that Paul had to 

re-negotiate his identity once more. Another illustration of the idea of imagined 

communities and its influence on pronunciation can be found in Pavlenko (2003). This 

study retells the story of a L2 learner who spent a considerable amount of time taking 

English lessons on pronunciation and intonation because her idea of an imagined 

community provided her with the motivation and positive attitudes to do so. Both 
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examples show how the desire of belonging to an imagined community can impact the 

way learners undertake language learning and illustrate how imagined communities 

provide a theoretical lens through which the connection between identity and 

pronunciation learning can be interpreted.  

The desire to belong to a community, real or imagined, and assimilate its cultural 

and linguistic particularities has a real impact on the way a learner chooses a specific 

pronunciation model and approaches its learning. For instance, if a Spanish speaker's goal 

is to go to Germany to find work as an engineer, she might picture herself as part of an 

imagined international community who uses English as a lingua franca to communicate. 

However, if her objective is to work in an international British school where the 

community of teachers is mainly from the UK, she would probably aim to acquire a 

British native speaker accent. Beyond the desire of being included in a specific 

community, the feeling of loyalty and the expectations of how pronunciation will affect 

status and membership within the group also have a great impact on pronunciation 

learning (Trofimovich & Turuševa, 2015). 

Even though Identity Theory cannot entirely explain how pronunciation is learned 

and developed, it can certainly account for the fact that approaches to pronunciation 

learning vary in consonance with each individual’s imagined community. It must be 

noted, in this respect, that although Identity Theory may not account for cognitive or 

motor processes in pronunciation learning, it fully supports the idea of language 

development as determined by individual, social and geopolitical narratives (Nur Raihan 

& Deterding, 2018). 



38 
 

1.1.7. The Sociocognitive perspective 

The basic tenet of Sociocognitive Theory, which combines ideas from 

sociocultural and cognitive perspectives, is that the human mind can only be understood 

if it is not separated from the body and the context in which the body resides (Atkinson, 

2011). From this basic premise, learning is taken to occur in the social and physical world, 

and language is regarded as an internal and social tool that help learners “align” in and to 

the environment in which they interact with other people. In addition to language, "the 

activities of human beings acting-thinking-being-aligning in and to the world" (Atkinson, 

Churchill, Nishino & Okada, 2007, p. 172) are also performed by means of non-verbal 

tools, such as facial expressions, voice quality or eye gaze, and are influenced by social 

behaviour, beliefs, and identity marks (Atkinson, 2014). 

Alignment, as a key component of the Sociocognitive perspective, has been 

extensively investigated in the fields of cognitive and social psychology. According to 

sociolinguists, a speaker may use fluency, pronunciation, and intonation to show their 

attitude and intention to connect with others, independently of whether the person wants 

to be accepted by the community or create distance (Giles & Ogay, 2007). From a 

cognitive perspective, alignment is posited to act as a procedure that people use to 

communicate, as shown when speakers tend to copy and imitate each other’s linguistic 

and non-linguistic behaviours to facilitate understanding. In the case of pronunciation 

learning, this might involve adapting the way the speaker produces vowels and 

consonants, or their fluency and prosody, to fit in with the social group. Even though 

these processes tend to be automatic, they can also be deployed consciously with the 

intention of aligning or realigning language patterns (Gambi & Pickering, 2013; 

Pickering & Garrod, 2013). Nevertheless, success in sociocognitive alignment not only 
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depends on the type and frequency of the interaction being developed, but also on 

individual cognitive skills, age, identity and L1. 

The Sociocognitive perspective may be useful to account for L2 pronunciation 

learning from the perspective of its variability and the effects of age and the L1. 

Variability in pronunciation learning could be explained by looking at the way each 

learner differentially addresses the task of aligning to other speakers and the social 

situation in which interaction occurs (Gambi & Pickering, 2013), while age and L1 could 

be considered as factors affecting that alignment, i.e., the gestures and body language 

used to facilitate understanding (Trofimovich & Turuševa, 2015). However, despite these 

potential advantages, the Sociocognitive perspective is still widely undeveloped, and 

more research is needed to back up its full range of possibilities (Atkinson, 2011). 

1.1.8. Summary of theoretical perspectives 

To conclude, this section has shown that, because of the complexities involved, it 

is quite difficult to fit L2 pronunciation learning into a specific SLA theory or even within 

the broader framework of SLA research. However, the review has also shown that some 

perspectives address relevant pronunciation-related issues such as how learning may 

happen during authentic communication, how cognitive and sociocultural tools may help 

alignment and interaction, or how identity may hinder or boost language acquisition, to 

name a few.  

Yet, despite the difficulties involved in the application of these perspectives to 

real pedagogical situations, the construction of foundation theories for L2 pronunciation 

teaching and learning should be a priority because their absence may give rise to 

contradictions between what are believed to be the best teaching methods and actual 

teaching practice in the classroom. For instance, there is an emphasis on exposing 
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students to authentic input in a communicative context, but teachers often focus on form 

and repetition, even if contextualized in the best of cases (Gilbert, 2005). Also, most 

pedagogical guidance based on sociological perspectives advocates making 

pronunciation instruction more communicative, but research findings show that 

pronunciation is difficult to teach in “purely genuine” communicative contexts as the 

development of this skill often includes some sort of form-focused work (Foote et al., 

2016; Murphy & Baker, 2015; Saito & Lyster, 2012). These observations show that the 

search for theoretically sound pedagogical proposals should not come to a halt.  

In our effort to provide a panorama as complete as possible of the pronunciation 

domain, an overview of the history of L2 pronunciation teaching is presented in the next 

chapter. This overview is intended as an introduction to the most pressing concerns in the 

field, which will be discussed in the subsequent chapter.  

 

CHAPTER 2 A HISTORICAL OVERVIEW OF 

PRONUNCIATION TEACHING  

 
To fully understand how pronunciation has been dealt with in language teaching 

and how it is considered today, this section reviews the main events in the development 

of pronunciation teaching over approximately the last 150 years. However, it is important 

to bear in mind from the outset that there was hardly any research on real teaching 

practices before the early 2000s (Murphy & Baker, 2015), since it was really at that time 

when scholars started to keep oral and/visual evidence of what was happening in 

classrooms (e.g., Baker 2011, 2014). This means that, as compared to what has been 



41 
 

researched on other language skills, the field of pronunciation teaching can still be 

considered an uncharted territory.  

In the following sections an overview of the most relevant periods in 

pronunciation teaching is provided. This overview begins with the early 1850s and moves 

on to the consolidation of the second wave of pronunciation teaching (1920s-50s), the 

emergence of divergent views in the 50s and 70s, and the advent of the communicative 

approach that prevailed in the 80s and 90s. The overview ends with the advancement of 

some relevant present-day concerns.  

2.1. The beginnings of pronunciation teaching: 1850s–1900s 
Although pioneers like Gouin (1880), Marcel (1853) and Predergast (1864) had 

little influence in language classrooms, their knowledge and rejection of classical 

approaches would lay the groundwork for the emergence of pronunciation teaching in the 

following decades. The foundations of their work, based on teaching students how to 

speak spontaneously in the target language, are evident in modern teaching methods such 

as the Total Physical Response (Asher, 1965), the Direct Method (Sauveur, 1874), 

Situational Language Teaching (Hornby, 1950), and the Natural Approach (Terrell, 

1977). Although the teaching recommendations provided by these precursors (use only 

the L2 in class, do not allow translation, and always employ native teachers) lasted for a 

longer period than expected, their legacy has been in regression (Brown, 2007). As 

acknowledged by Celce‐Murcia, Brinton, and Goodwin (2010), and by Murphy and 

Baker (2015), this first stage in the chronicle of pronunciation has been labelled 

“imitative-intuitive” because the teaching method propounded included imitation, 

mimicry, and exposure to the language.  

Beyond these first pioneers, pronunciation teaching became a reality with the 

creation of the International Phonetic Association in 1886 and the establishment of the 
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International Phonetic Alphabet a year later. Additionally, the Association set four core 

principles that would propel the development of another era in pronunciation (see Celce‐

Murcia et al. 2010): (i) the language should be taught first in its spoken form; (ii) the 

findings of phonetics should be applied to language teaching and learning; (iii) teachers 

should receive training in phonetics; and (iv) language learners should be provided with 

phonetic training. In the words of Richards and Rodgers, for the first time “linguists 

emphasized that speech, rather than the written word, was the primary form of language.” 

(2010, p. 10) 

After the establishment of the International Phonetic Association, an approach 

based on analytic-linguistic techniques began to be studied and applied by more and more 

language teachers. This approach advocated the use of contrastive information, 

articulatory descriptions, diagrams of the vocal system and other tools, such as the 

phonetic alphabet, to support pronunciation (Celce-Murcia et al., 2010). Although these 

techniques differed greatly from those advocated by the intuitive-imitative approach, both 

methods were taken to be complementary and were used in conjunction for pronunciation 

teaching at that time. This flagged the second stage of ESL pronunciation history, the 

Reform Movement. 

Some of the most important innovations of this period included the shift from 

techniques which involved only listening to the introduction of phonemic information, 

the rise of awareness of L1 accents across languages, or the reduction of interference of 

native accents through the use of slow-motion pronunciation techniques. For example, 

words, consonants, and vowels were pronounced exaggeratedly to overcome difficulties 

with consonant clusters placed in word-final positions, and teachers started to employ 

linking techniques, making students repeat the same sentences faster every time so that 
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in the end the supporting vowels (a common mistake in Spanish) would disappear (He’s 

a doctor –> He-sa doctor). 

Despite their complementarity, the dichotomy between the imitative-intuitive 

teaching method and analytic-linguistic techniques raised questions about which would 

be the best approach to take, i.e., one which would only ask students to imitate the teacher 

as closely as possible, or another one in which, in addition to imitation, students would 

be provided with phonetic training. This is a concern that is still being investigated by 

researchers (Murphy & Baker, 2015), although a blend of both approaches can be found 

in most pronunciation ESL textbooks and teaching methods of the modern era (Gilbert, 

2012; Grant, 2010). Unfortunately, a considerable amount of teachers lack the appropriate 

training to provide students with informed, research-based pronunciation instruction 

(Foote, Holtby, & Derwing, 2011). 

2.2. The consolidation of the second wave of pronunciation 
teaching (1920s – 1950s) 
At this point in the history of pronunciation teaching, a fundamental 

understanding of the phonological system had already been developed. Research in these 

years was particularly fruitful, with linguists and phoneticians being engaged in studying 

the pronunciation of native English speakers, including segmentals and suprasegmentals 

(Bell, 1906; Palmer, 1924). One of the most relevant innovations was the work of Pike 

(1945), a researcher specialized in the American English intonation system who created 

the four-point pitch scale (4 = extra high; 3 = high; 2 = mid; 1 = low), still present in most 

of the books on pronunciation pedagogy used today (Celce‐Murcia et al. 2010). His 

British counterparts developed descriptions of British English intonation (O’Connor & 

Arnold, 1961) and stress (Kingdon, 1958) soon after. Interestingly, the concept of 

intelligibility, widely discussed by the ESL pronunciation community today (Crowther, 
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Trofimovich, Isaacs, & Saito, 2015; Henderson, 2008; Isaacs, 2013; Munro & Derwing, 

2011) was also forged in the mid 1950s (Abercrombie, 1956). 

Although pronunciation research increased markedly, innovation focused on 

teaching practices was scarce, and in the 1930s interest started to shift towards teaching 

reading and vocabulary in foreign language contexts (the Coleman Report, 1929; West, 

1927, 1935). It was believed that, for students with not much time, developing a reading 

ability was the most effective way to learn a language (Howatt & Widdowson, 2004). 

Nevertheless, the eventual growth of English pronunciation teaching and the variety of 

English-speaking countries resulted in the opening of a debate in which the existence of 

a specific “correct English pronunciation” was questioned (Wilson, 1937). This would 

become the discourse from which recent movements began to vindicate teaching for 

intelligibility in ESL and EFL (Jenkins, 2000). 

2.3. The divergent views of the 1950s and 1970s  
As interest in pronunciation was again starting to soar, imitative-intuitive practices 

were once more the preferred method over the analytic-linguistic approach. The 

Audiolingual Method (in the USA) and Situational Language Teaching (in the UK) gave 

priority to drilling exercises, repetition, mimicry and learning by heart to improve overall 

pronunciation, including stress, intonation, and rhythm. These methods reflected the 

dominant trends of the time, such as behavioural psychology (Skinner, 1953), which 

prioritized a stimuli-response type of behaviour (e.g., drills and practice dialogues) that 

was either rewarded or punished to form habits. Moreover, this type of pronunciation 

instruction was also promoted by means of new technology which allowed students to 

practice in classrooms or in labs and, with the appearance of the cassette, also at home. 

The supremacy of the audiolingual method resulted in a decline of the analytic-linguistic 
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approach and a serious delay in the development of pronunciation teaching (Murphy & 

Baker, 2015). 

Nevertheless, there were some traces of progress during this period, such as the 

elaboration of the Manual of American English Pronunciation (MAEP) (Prator, 1951) 

and what was called “Bowen’s technique” (Bowen, 1972; Morley, 1991). The MAEP was 

a widely used ESL textbook in the USA and surrounding areas such as Latin America 

and the Pacific Rim. Focused on pronunciation teaching, the manual targeted university 

students at advanced ESL levels, its pages were filled with information about the English 

system of sounds and its phonological features, and also included an array of controlled 

and guided activities to practice and develop the ability to use phonemic symbols and 

transcription. This textbook became one of the most innovative approaches to teaching 

pronunciation at the time and, to some extent, at the present time too, since only 

specialised teacher training programmes offer such a detailed amount of information 

(Burgess & Spencer, 2000; Foote et al., 2011; Murphy, 1997). 

Along with the MAEP, an innovative collection of analytic-linguistic techniques 

was also developed despite the supremacy of the Audiolingual Method. These teaching 

strategies, which were designed by Bowen (1972) and are still in use today (Celce-Murcia 

et al. 2010), consisted of minimal pairs (supported by visuals and paralinguistic resources) 

in the context of whole sentences. Students had to discriminate and engage in speaking 

practice with these minimal pairs, although the concept of minimal pair involved not only 

words but also other phonological features such as word stress and intonation. Bowen’s 

technique has since been applied to the learning of other phonological features and is 

usually included in textbooks and teachers’ manuals (Henrichsen, Green, Nishitani, & 

Bagley, 1999; Chela‐Flores, 1998). 
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While the hegemony of the Audiolingual Method began to diminish in the late 

1970s, other instructional methods started to mushroom, such as, for example, 

Community Language Learning, the Silent Way, and Suggestopedia. Not surprisingly, 

these so-called designer methods, based on ideas of the past, faded quickly or became 

business enterprises (Murphy & Baker, 2015). 

2.4. Communicative language teaching (1980s – 1990s) 
In contrast to previous periods, the 1980s saw the emergence of professional 

networks, publications, and newsletters, as well as the organisation of language teaching 

conventions. These sources of information helped spread a new teaching approach, 

Communicative Language Teaching (CLT), which was intended to provide language 

instruction on the grounds of individual contexts and learners’ needs. This novel style of 

language teaching diverged significantly from the stiff methods of the 1970s. 

Although CLT principles were already known in specialist circles, they did not 

reach ESL classrooms until methodologists started to integrate them into ESL 

pronunciation teaching in the early 80s (Celce-Murcia, 1983; Pica, 1984). Some years 

later, Celce-Murcia (1987) published a book chapter examining the ways in which 

pronunciation might be taught through communicative methods. Consequently, this 

period brought with it a change in the kind of professionals that would dominate the field 

of pronunciation teaching, as the new innovators specialized in instructional methodology 

were rarely empirical researchers. Therefore, their recommendations were not generally 

based on empirical work about the dimensions of L2 phonology or the most effective way 

to teach pronunciation in the classrooms, but on their understanding of the available 

literature. Nonetheless, the synthesis of imitative-intuitive, analytic-linguistic, and 

communicative methods of teaching pronunciation was successful. Moreover, with the 

establishment of the third period of pronunciation teaching, the pioneers of the time 
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stimulated the creation of three genres of literary resources, namely ESL classroom 

books, activity recipe collections (ARC), and teacher preparation texts. 

Classroom textbooks were intended to be used in pronunciation courses organised 

according to CLT principles. The most successful was the Clear Speech series by Gilbert 

(1984, 2012), but others also contributed to enlarging the availability of this resource type 

(Beisbier, 1995; Brazil, 1994; Dauer, 1993). As an alternative, ARC books were created 

to pool unrelated activities which could be modified according to the teacher’s needs. 

Interestingly, the fact that these were firstly written by British authors (Bowen & Marks, 

1992; Hancock, 1996; Laroy, 1995) might be interpreted a signal of the European origin 

of the CLT method. More recent examples of this genre are the books published by 

Hewing (2004) and Brown (2012). 

The third type of resources consisted of exceptional quality books devoted to the 

instruction of ESL pronunciation teachers (Celce-Murcia, Brinton, & Goodwin, 1996; 

Lane, 1993). These books generally contained detailed guidelines on how to teach ESL 

pronunciation that previous and some contemporary manuals lack (Burgess & Spencer, 

2000; Murphy, 1997).  

2.5. The situation at present 
Although throughout most of the 1990s the main interest of ESL as a discipline 

continued to be focused on L2 reading and writing, it was not until the end of the decade 

that pronunciation began to enter the spotlight once again, although the aftermath of CLT 

caused growth to be slow at first. In fact, as mentioned in the Introduction, between 1999 

and 2008 pronunciation was the topic of only 3% of the papers published in respected 

journals in the field (Deng, Holtby, Howden-Weaver, Nessim, Nicholas, & Nickel, 2009). 

However, this ratio has increased markedly in recent years, with 55 papers on the topic 

being published across a variety of journals from 2010-2012. In 2015, the Journal of 
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Second Language Pronunciation was established and became the first journal entirely 

dedicated to the subject.  

All this activity, which is considered to represent the current fourth wave in 

pronunciation teaching, has prompted the investigation of multiple topics that, by way of 

convenience, may be grouped into four  different areas of interest (Murphy & Baker, 

2015): (i) goals to be pursued and models to be followed in L2 pronunciation teaching; 

(ii) target language features to be taught; (iii) teachers’ and students’ views and 

preferences in pronunciation teaching; and (iv) individual factors involved in 

pronunciation instruction and learning. These four areas predict what will be on the 

pronunciation teaching agendas in the future. Moreover, Murphy & Baker’s (2015) 

prediction of a fifth wave in which findings from empirical research will influence the 

development of new materials, teacher instruction and classroom pedagogy, seems to be 

about to come true. The present dissertation should be understood as embracing these 

current areas of interest in that it is an attempt to develop a proposal for teaching EFL 

pronunciation from a purely empirical perspective. The four areas will be discussed in 

the next chapter.  

CHAPTER 3: ENGLISH PRONUNCIATION 

TEACHING 

Although there is still no full agreement in the pronunciation field on what to 

teach, when, or how to do it, in the last few years some research issues have drawn much 

attention because of their alleged meaningful impact on effective teaching. As mentioned 

in the previous chapter, some of these issues include the goals pursued and the models 

used in instruction (e.g., Sewell, 2013; Sung, 2013; Ur, 2012), the target features to be 
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taught (e.g., Isaacs & Trofimovich, 2012; Saito, 2014; Zielinski, 2008), the views and 

perceptions of teachers and students on pronunciation instruction (e.g.,  Baker, 2011; 

Foote, Holtby & Derwing, 2011)  and the role played by individual factors in 

pronunciation learning (Kang, 2012; Polat, 2011; Saito, 2013; Trofimovich, Turuševa, & 

Gatbonton, 2013). Each of these areas will be reviewed in the following sections. 

3.1. Pronunciation teaching goals: The intelligibility issue 
When considering what to teach in pronunciation instruction, it is first necessary 

to differentiate the concepts of model and goal. While a pronunciation model is the 

representation of a specific language variety or accent to be used by learners as a frame 

of reference, a pronunciation goal is the learning objective set by the teacher and the 

learners themselves as a function of their needs and learning contexts. Thus, while L2 

learners who frequently interact with L1 English speakers may have as their main 

objective to achieve native-like pronunciation proficiency, those interacting mostly with 

L2 speakers will probably limit their goals to achieving effective communication even 

with an L1 accent. In this case, instead of focusing on “full competence”, learners should 

concentrate on mastering core phonological features to ensure intelligibility as an 

attainable goal (Isaacs & Trofimovich, 2012; Sewell, 2013; Sung, 2013; Ur, 2012) rather 

than wasting their time in trying to acquire an almost impossible native-like accent (Levis, 

2016). 

The problem is, however, that even if most teachers agreed on the importance of 

intelligibility, there would still be disparate opinions regarding how intelligibility might 

be operationalized in terms of teaching goals. The debate is whether L2 learners should 

mainly aspire to be understood by L1 listeners, which is the traditional view, or whether 

understanding them should be contemplated from the point of view of both L1 and L2 

listeners alike (Moussu & Llurda, 2008). In this respect, two important points must be 
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noted, one in connection with the idea of intelligibility itself and the other related to what 

happens in reality 

Intelligibility is not a univocal term. Authors such as Abercrombie (1991), Jenkins 

(2000) and Nelson (2008) believe that intelligibility occurs when both speaker and hearer 

are successful in communicating and there is not much effort on the part of the listener to 

understand the message. Adding to this, Celce-Murcia et al. (2010) and Munro and 

Derwing (2015) make a distinction between intelligibility, comprehensibility and 

accentedness. While intelligibility has to do with how much a listener understands in a 

message, comprehensibility is related to how difficult the message is to understand, and 

accentedness refers to the extent a listener judges L2 speech to differ from native speaker 

norms. English speakers then may show different levels of phonological intelligibility 

regardless of whether they are native or non-native speakers (Scheuer, 2007). 

On the other hand, despite the growing recognition of international intelligibility 

as a desirable goal, programs focusing on accent reduction have increased from 633,000 

hits in Google in 2008 to 11,500,000 in 2018 (Derwing, 2019). Similarly, in a review of 

75 studies on pronunciation, Thomson and Derwing (2015) found that only 24% aligned 

with the Intelligibility Principle while 63% concurred with the Nativeness Principle. In 

consonance with these findings, a great many L2 English learners and teachers still follow 

L1 pronunciation models and would rather have native-like competence as a goal 

(Jenkins, 2005; Kuo, 2006). Indeed, although research proves that there is interest in the 

concept of intelligibility, non-native accents are still stigmatized and factors such as social 

acceptance continue to be areas of concern for both teachers and learners (Beinhoff, 2013; 

Gluszek & Dovido, 2010; Kuo, 2006; Timmis, 2002). Some studies have in fact proven 

that speakers with a foreign accent are often considered unreliable, of a lower social 

status, and even bothersome (Brennan & Brennan, 1981; Fayer & Krasinski, 1987; Lev-
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Ari & Keysar, 2010). There is also documented evidence of discrimination in terms of 

hiring policies, with a strong preference for native English speakers regardless of their 

qualifications and experience (Kiczkowiak & Wu, 2018). 

Given this situation, it is understandable that some pronunciation teachers prefer 

to orient their students towards the achievement of a high level of native-like competence, 

although, in doing so, they overlook that intelligibility and social acceptance may 

somehow be achieved while maintaining an accent (Pennington & Rogerson-Revell, 

2019). It seems, in fact, that the disadvantages of having a foreign accent may be 

mitigated if the speaker is fully intelligible (Bresnahan, Ohashi, Nebashi, Liu, & 

Shearman, 2002) or if the listener adapts their production and attitudes accordingly 

(Cortés Moreno, 2000). In a world where English is usually the lingua franca, it is 

impractical and, in many cases, unreasonable to expect language learners to speak with 

native-like mastery or ascribe to native standards (Jenkins, 2000, 2002; Setter & Jenkins, 

2005). Furthermore, research has proven that on many occasions it is not accentedness 

that causes speech to be considered less intelligible, but how much the listener must 

struggle to comprehend what the speaker is saying (Lev-Ari & Keysar, 2010). 

When intelligibility is what matters, attention should be paid, for example, to 

those teaching approaches that align with the Lingua Franca Core (Jenkins, 2000), a set 

of features believed to be essential for intelligible communication in multicultural settings 

among non-native speakers of English (see, for example, Głogowska, 2003; Walker, 

2010). Additionally, the idea of using non-native speakers as intelligible and 

comprehensible models has also been promoted. According to Murphy (2014), using 

samples of non-native speakers' speech “is a characteristic rich in potential for illustrating 

to learners that the pronunciation models and goals being presented are feasibly within 

their reach” (p. 261). Language learners should therefore see non-native speakers as 
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examples of intelligible and comprehensible pronunciation to become aware that having 

a foreign accent is not inherently bad. 

3.2. English pronunciation models 
Closely related to pronunciation goals is the language model or models to be 

followed in the classroom. Although this decision should ideally be made as a function 

of learners’ needs and requirements (Celce-Murcia et al., 2010; Hewings, 2004), teachers 

and institutions have traditionally used L1 standard accents as pronunciation models. In 

the case of English, Received Pronunciation (RP) and General American (GA) are 

currently the most prevalent models in pronunciation teaching since they are generally 

recognized as prestigious accents which have generated lots of available teaching 

resources based on them. In Spain, for example, Mompean (2004) looked at the choice 

of pronunciation models in English teaching at university and found that the suitability 

of English accents was based on four criteria: (i) perceived prestige; (ii) need and use of 

the model; (iii) tradition in the educational institution; and (iv) availability of teaching 

materials. Following these criteria and relying on the information gathered from students 

and university documents, the author concluded that RP was considered the most 

appropriate accent for Spanish university students. 

However, the choice of prestigious accents is not without problems as can be seen 

in the limitations of RP, for example. Although, as mentioned above, this accent has been, 

and still is, the dominant model in many countries, it must be noted that only a reduced 

percentage of the British population currently uses it (Crystal, 1995; Mazurkiewicz, 2009) 

and that speaking with an RP accent is currently seen as old-fashioned and snobbish by 

some people (Cruttenden, 2014; Jenkins, 2000). In fact, the use of prestigious accents as 

prevailing pronunciation models is more and more questioned by some scholars who, as 

an alternative, recommend that a variety of models should be offered to students (Carrie, 
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2017; Mompean, 2004, 2008) to make them aware of the variety and flexibility involved 

in sound production (Esling, 1987; Levis, 2016; Pennington, 1996).  

Undeniably, the accent most frequently available to L2 learners is the one 

provided by their teachers who, in many cases. are non-native speakers of English. It must 

be noted, in this respect, that, in consonance with the vindication of the non-native 

speaker as an appropriate intelligibility model (see section 3.1.), more and more credit is 

given to non-native L2 teachers who have a good command of English pronunciation, 

provide a high standard model for their students and are also in a strong position to teach 

the language because they have been English learners themselves (Pennington & 

Richards, 2016). Non-native language teachers may also benefit from the fact that 

beginner students tend to request non-native models to imitate because they find native 

accents too difficult (Pi-Hua, 2006). Besides the teacher, the Internet and other social 

media provide a variety of L1 and L2 accents from different speakers, including 

influential people who may represent appropriate and aspirational models for learners. 

To conclude, the debate regarding pronunciation models and accents could be 

seen in a different light if, instead of trying to eliminate or reduce an L1 accent, the 

concept of “accent addition” was embraced (Jenkins, 2000). As opposed to “accent 

reduction”, the aim of this construct is to expand the phonological repertoire of the 

speaker so that they can adjust their pronunciation at will and exercise “the freedom to 

choose one’s belongingness” (Shaw, 2008, p. 49). Yet, despite these alternative ideas, 

and given the social value of learning one or another language variety, the discussion 

about which pronunciation model to teach is not likely to come to an end in the future. In 

this respect, it is worth noting that, fortunately, the growing use of English in international 

contexts has increased the need for international intelligibility between speakers with 
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different mother tongues who use English as a communicative bridge (Pennington & 

Rogerson-Revell, 2019). 

3.3. Target features to be taught 
The connection between teaching certain target language features and overall 

pronunciation proficiency has not been firmly established yet (Saito & Plonsky, 2019). 

For a long time now, L2 pronunciation researchers have discussed whether segmentals 

(individual sounds) should be given priority over suprasegmentals (rhythm, intonation, 

syllable stress, etc.) or the other way round.  

It seems that the mistakes students make in the pronunciation of segmentals 

correlate with how accented, intelligible, and comprehensible they are perceived to be 

(Derwing et al., 2000, 1998). Some studies emphasize the relevance of individual sounds 

in stressed positions whereas others claim that vowel quality is more important for 

intelligibility to occur (Bent, Bradlow, & Smith, 2007; Zielinski, 2008). Furthermore, 

mispronunciation at segmental level and resulting difficulties in the articulation of words 

have been found to affect both intonation and prosody and interfere with fluency and 

rhythm in sound sequences (Gutiérrez-Díez, 2001). 

In the full spectrum of segmentals, special mention must be made of the schwa 

vowel, as this weak sound plays a crucial role in giving English its characteristic stress-

timed rhythm. If the schwa is pronounced as a full vowel, it may not only disrupt the 

correct pronunciation of the word involved but also affect suprasegmental features and 

overall fluency as a result. Unfortunately, Spanish learners tend to produce the schwa as 

a full vowel and therefore pronounce structure words such as “the”, “a” and “of” in their 

strong form, causing a disruption in the rhythmic structure of the sentence (Monroy, 

2001). 
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Suprasegmental features are the bonds that link sounds to one another and give 

nuance to communication (Eskenazi, 2009). Prosody, or sentence stress, is regarded as 

one of the fundamental features of English because it is essential for the organisation of 

information in content (strong) and structure (weak) words, and, consequently, crucial for 

the listener to notice what is important or not (Avery & Ehrlich, 1992; Gilbert, 2008). 

Some authors claim that a good command of prosody can go as far as to make up for 

mediocre articulatory production and that, without mastering this suprasegmental feature, 

intelligibility will not improve even if individual sounds are accurate (Eskenazi, 2009; 

Gilbert, 2010). From a perceptual perspective, if foreign language learners are unaware 

of how weak forms, contractions or linking are produced, they may have difficulties in 

understanding native speakers' connected speech (Gilbert, 2008).   

Studies comparing the impact of different segmental and suprasegmental features 

on intelligibility have found that prosody is one of the phonological aspects that have a 

stronger effect on this pronunciation feature, with stress playing a key role for non-native 

and native speakers alike (Anderson-Hsieh, Johnson, & Koehler, 1992; Field, 2005). In 

addition, placing nuclear stress on the wrong words or making inadequate pauses have 

been shown to hinder not only comprehension and intelligibility, but also to exert a 

negative influence on the listener’s view of the speaker’s communicative performance 

(Blau, 1990; Fayer & Krasinski, 1995; Hahn, 2004). Fortunately, these problems appear 

to be mitigated with suprasegmental training (Hardison, 2004). 

As for the issue of whether segmentals or suprasegmentals should be given 

priority in the classroom, research suggests that both are beneficial for L2 pronunciation 

development (Saito, 2012). Both therefore should be taught, with the teacher mostly 

targeting those elements of pronunciation that have a direct impact on comprehensibility 

and intelligibility (Derwing & Munro, 2009). The idea is to teach segmental and 
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suprasegmental features as part of the same interactive system (Zielinski, 2015). This 

might be achieved, for example, through dual-focus approaches in which microlevel and 

macrolevel targets are combined so that students’ needs at a specific time are addressed 

(Morley, 1991). 

 

3.4. Teachers’ and students’ views on and preferences in 
pronunciation instruction  
In the past, research on pronunciation instruction was mainly focused on the 

effectiveness of the instructional method used (see Shintani, 2015, for a review), but 

recent studies have turned their attention to the analysis of teachers' beliefs and 

knowledge of pronunciation instruction, and leaners’ preferences regarding pronunciation 

instruction.  

Teacher cognition can be described as the compound of knowledge, attitudes and 

beliefs that is supposed to play an important part in a teacher’s practice (Couper, 2016). 

Although teacher cognition has been analyzed in different domains such as grammar 

(Borg, 2003) or reading comprehension (Sadeghi & Bidel Nikou, 2012), studies on this 

issue in the field of pronunciation are scarce (Baker, 2014; Kubanyiova & Feryok, 

2015).   There are, however, some issues that are now gaining ground in this domain, 

such as, for example, professional development (Foote, Trofimovich, Collins, & Soler 

Urzúa, 2016; Henderson et al., 2012; Murphy, 2014) or, more importantly for our 

interests, EFL teachers’ insecurity when teaching pronunciation (Baker, 2011; Foote, 

Holtby & Derwing, 2011).  

Research shows that English teachers lacking confidence are likely to apply 

inappropriate pedagogy despite having positive attitudes and beliefs towards 

pronunciation teaching (Buss, 2016; Murphy, 2014). This is the case in many EFL 

contexts, where native speakers are generally regarded as more appropriate by schools 
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and even by non-native colleagues (Levis, 2005; Zheng & Borg, 2014). The main reason 

for this to happen is that, regardless of the growing spread of English as a lingua franca, 

which fosters a pluricentric approach to pronunciation teaching (Jenkins, 2006), native 

speaker pronunciation patterns (see section 3. 2.).  are still regarded in many educational 

institutions as the main target model for foreign language learners (Henderson et al., 

2012; Sifakis & Sougari, 2005). Furthermore, even though research suggests that less 

controlled techniques are more appropriate than controlled ones for helping learners 

improve their intelligibility and comprehensibility, teachers who lack confidence or 

knowledge are at a disadvantage when it comes to using the former (Khatib & Nikouee, 

2012; Saito & Lyster, 2012).  

As for students’ preferences, research indicates that, despite the current focus on 

intelligibility and comprehensibility, some L2 students would still like to sound like 

native speakers (He & Zhang, 2010; Kang, 2015; McKenzie, 2010; Ren, Chen, & Lin, 

2016; Wang, 2015) and that, as mentioned above, this inclination tends to be influenced 

by the negative stereotypes associated to accented English by the native speaking 

community (Jenkins, 2004). In other cases, however, the opposite has been reported 

(Benke & Medgyes, 2005; Moussu, 2010), which suggests that research is not conclusive 

in this domain (Lasagabaster & Sierra, 2005).  

Different factors have been found to be particularly influential on these 

preferences. These include students’ previous experiences with non-native English 

teachers (Braine, 2005), together with their perceptions of native teachers’ physical 

appearance (Golombek & Jordan, 2005), accent (Butler, 2007; Moussu, 2010), skills and 

confidence in pronunciation teaching (Ma, 2012; Mahboob, 2004). Even though some L2 

students have been found to show predilection for native English teachers (Gürkan & 

Dogan, 2012; Levis, Sonsaat, Link, & Barriuso, 2016; LeVelle & Levis, 2014; Levis, 
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2015), other studies report that a negative attitude towards non-native English teachers 

with a non-native accent is not generalized (Moussu & Llurda, 2008). In other cases, a 

significant improvement in accentedness and comprehensibility has been reported when 

students were taught by non-native English teachers as compared to native ones, although 

all participants preferred a native speaker to be their English pronunciation teacher (Li & 

Zhang, 2016).  It thus seems clear that a more coordinated effort is needed to eradicate 

stereotypes and equip non-native English teachers with an array of teaching techniques 

and a solid understanding of how pronunciation teaching should be approached (Couper, 

2016; Derwing, 2010; Foote et al., 2011; Saito & van Poeteren, 2012). 

Closely related to instruction is the issue of how learners approach their own 

learning by means of strategies, a topic that has received a fair amount of attention since 

the 1990s (Rose, 2012). This is not surprising since language learning strategies have 

been found to encourage students to participate in interactions, help them in the effective 

production of language output, promote their improvement in a variety of competencies 

such as grammar and discourse, or assist them in taking control of their own learning 

(Rose, 2012).  

Due to their importance in the field of pronunciation teaching and learning, and 

being the main topic of this dissertation, pronunciation learning strategies will be fully 

discussed in Chapter 4. 

3.5. Individual factors playing a role in pronunciation learning  
Beyond phonological features, the acquisition of the L2 is also affected by unique 

individual factors, some of which are especially relevant for pronunciation learning. Not 

surprisingly, one of the most pressing issues in pronunciation teaching has been the 

mystery of why some learners are more successful than others. The most relevant 

individual factors affecting pronunciation include biological characteristics, such as age 
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and gender; environmental factors, such as study abroad; and psychological factors, such 

as aptitude, identity, anxiety or motivation (Dörnyei, 2006). Bearing this complex 

panorama in mind, it must be assumed that, despite the general assumption that “there is 

a specific talent for learning foreign languages which exhibits considerable variation 

between individual learners” (Dörnyei & Skehan, 2003, p. 590), individual factors should 

not be considered in isolation but through their inherent interconnectedness. Although 

some of the abovementioned factors have already been briefly described in the 

Introduction (see 0.2. Rationale for the study, above), they will be described in more depth 

in the following pages. 

3.5.1. Biological factors: Age and gender 

Age, together with brain structure, is the biological factor most frequently cited in 

SLA research since cognitive aging and maturational constraints undeniably affect the 

perception and production processes involved in language learning (Birdsong, 2006; 

Granena & Long, 2013).  

Across time, age has been shown to be a strong predictor of second language 

acquisition, and even more so of pronunciation learning, with the claim “the younger, the 

better” being seemingly true for learners until teenagerhood (Abrahamsson, 2012; 

DeKeyser, Alfi-Shabta, & Ravid, 2010; Hopp & Schmid, 2013; Saito, 2015b). This 

correlation between age and language learning is usually explained through the “Critical 

Period Hypothesis” (CPH), i.e., a period early in life in which the brain is taken to be 

more malleable and able to achieve mastery in the learning of new languages (Lenneberg, 

1967; Johnson & Newport, 1989; Patkowski, 1990). According to the CPH then, there 

seems to be a period after which language learning becomes more difficult and less 

effective. However, the age at which this discontinuity in learning occurs has been widely 

debated, with some authors claiming that it happens at the age of 5, or else as late as 14 
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or 17, or even after the end of the so-called “sensitive periods” at puberty (Granena & 

Long, 2013). Contrary to these claims, however, is the documented finding that there are 

some learners who may achieve excellence in learning a second language even after their 

teenage years (Bongaerts, 1999). The explanation to this finding given by Saito (2015b), 

and labelled “Cognitive Aging Hypothesis”, suggests that there is no specific period in 

which language learning is hindered if the conditions for learning are similar to those of 

younger students (Derwing & Munro, 2013; Flege, 2009; Hopp & Schmid, 2013).  

However, even though learners starting at a later age may benefit from their 

already available language knowledge and life experience, above all in vocabulary and 

grammar, the aging process seems to have inevitable effects on aspects such as 

accentedness and pronunciation (Derwing & Munro, 2009; Derwing, Rossiter, Munro, & 

Thomson, 2004; Saito, 2015b). For some authors, in fact, children seem to be more open 

to learning but, with aging, they seem to become more resistant to pronunciation 

acquisition (Dalton & Seildhofer, 1994). However, there are also authors supporting the 

idea that age and pronunciation are unrelated. Colantoni, Steele, and Escudero (2015), for 

example, suggest three reasons why this is the case: (i) the evidence that some older 

learners’ speech is native-like; (ii) the existence of research denying a bi-modal pre/post 

puberty deterioration of L2 pronunciation learning; and (iii) the influence of the quality 

and quantity of the input received. 

What stands clear is that, even though there is considerable research on the effects 

of age on the ability to reach native-like pronunciation proficiency (Granena & Long, 

2013; Long, 2015; Scovel, 2000), there is also a considerable amount of evidence 

suggesting that other biological factors are also influential in L2 pronunciation learning 

at any stage of life (Saito, 2015b). One of these additional factors is gender which, despite 

not being as widely researched as age, is also worth mentioning.  
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In a small study with 27 English major students enrolled in a teacher education 

course in Turkey, Yetkin (2017) investigated the effect of sex on PLS use. Data collected 

by means of Eckstein’s (2007) Strategic Pronunciation Learning Survey (SPLS) 

questionnaire were analysed statistically and the results showed significant differences in 

strategy use between genders. Specifically, females were found to use more strategies 

than males, favouring hypothesis testing strategies above all (correcting/clarifying 

themselves, avoiding frustration, altering volume or speed of speech, etc.). 

Also revealing of gender differences, although this was not the main issue in their 

research, was the study conducted by Sardegna, Lee and Kusey (2014). In their 

investigation on self-efficacy, attitudes and PLS use with adolescents, self-efficacy was 

found to be a strong predictor of girls’ affect in relation to pronunciation (e.g., girls with 

higher self-efficacy felt less nervous about their pronunciation), but it had no effect on 

boys’ emotions.   

Finally, although there are no definite conclusions on the influence of gender on 

pronunciation learning, a few recent studies seem to strongly suggest that, for example, 

female students generally outperform male students in producing accurate consonants, 

but not vowels (Jahandar, Hodabandehlou, Seyedi & Mousavi Dolat Abadi, 2012; 

Khamkhien, 2010). The scarcity of studies conducted on pronunciation and gender makes 

this niche a valuable area of research, hence why the variable gender was added to the 

current work. 

Despite the relevant role played by biological variables, in the last few years 

attention has moved to analyze the impact of environmental factors, such as study abroad, 

and psychological factors, such as aptitude, identity, anxiety, motivation, and attitude on 

the learning of second/foreign languages (and pronunciation, for that matter) (Golestani 
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& Zatorre, 2004; Han, 2004; Jilka, 2009; Moyer, 2007). These factors are discussed in 

the following sections. 

3.5.2. Environmental factors: Study abroad 

For the acquisition of L2 pronunciation to occur, learners must perceive and 

interpret target sounds and produce them during the input-processing-output stages 

(Darcy, Park, & Yang, 2015). According to Strange and Shafer (2008), at the input stage 

both physiological and mental processes allow learners to detect acoustic signals which 

are then assigned L2 phonetic categories. If the learner does not have those categories in 

their LTM, they will interpret the incoming sounds on their similarity to those in the L1 

and, as a result, the distinction between L1 and L2 phonemes will not occur. Subsequent 

production of L2 speech will then be influenced by the phonological patterns of the L1 

since the learner has not been previously able to perceive and interpret L2 sounds properly 

(Zsiga, 2013). Hence the importance of gradually building students’ L2 phonological 

categories by means of continuous and extensive exposure to the L2.   

The quality of this exposure and associated L2 use, however, varies greatly as a 

function of the environment in which learning takes place (Flege, 2009; Long, 2015; 

Moyer, 2004). In the FL classroom context, the quality and type of L2 input is generally 

limited (Hansen Edwards, 2008) and, as a result, the possibilities of acquiring a high level 

of pronunciation proficiency in this context are much more reduced than those one may 

encounter in a natural setting. In this environment, people are generally exposed to the 

target language for longer periods of time and engage in a broader range of situations and 

social interactions requiring frequent L2 use, both conditions being deemed necessary for 

the new phonological categories to be created.  
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Study abroad (SA) programs offer FL students the possibility of experiencing 

these conditions by naturally increasing the frequency of use and exposure to the target 

language. Because they normally combine instruction with out-of-class interactions, 

which provide meaningful input in the L2, such programs have been considered optimal 

for the development of L2 oral skills (Avello & Lara, 2014; Pérez-Vidal, Juan-Garau, 

Mora, & Valls-Ferrer, 2012; Segalowitz & Freed, 2004).  Results certainly indicate that, 

although there are definite benefits, these are not necessarily uniform between 

components or learners. Regarding differences between students, research shows that 

individual variation plays a significant role in their linguistic development (Freed, 1995; 

Jensen & Howard, 2014), whereas in terms of components, findings show that grammar 

and pronunciation tend to more resistant to development than other linguistic domains 

(Howard & Schwieter, 2018). 

In fact, the studies that have investigated phonological development by looking at 

the effects of SA versus formal instruction have produced mixed results. One of the 

earliest studies on SA and L2 pronunciation was conducted by Simões in 1996 by 

analyzing the oral fluency and pronunciation of a group of American adults learning 

Spanish over a five-week program in Costa Rica. Results showed that only two 

participants managed to improve their pronunciation, an outcome that was corroborated 

by later studies. In Díaz-Campus (2004), the pronunciation of two intermediate-advanced 

groups of American college students, one learning Spanish at home and the other in Spain 

on a ten-week course, was examined in terms of consonant production. Results showed 

similar gains in the learning of such phonological features in both contexts, but also a 

stronger development of native-like pronunciation patterns in the formal instruction 

context at home. Mora (2008) examined the pronunciation of 25 advanced Spanish 

students majoring in English as a second language. Gathering data at four different points 
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in time (on entering university, after six months of formal instruction at their home 

university, after three months on an SA program, and one year after their return from the 

SA program), he investigated both production and perception in terms of fluency and 

auditory discrimination. The data revealed that there were no significant changes 

following the participants’ SA experience or one year after their return from the SA 

program. Similarly, George (2014) failed to find positive effects of SA on two regional 

pronunciation features (the interdental and the uvular fricative) of 25 Spanish majors in 

the United States who had studied in central Spain for one semester (13 weeks). The data 

collected by means of three tasks that ranged from reading aloud to informal spontaneous 

production w assessed by five judges who reported that very few students had acquired 

the target features.  

Despite these rather discouraging results, other studies have reported more 

satisfactory findings. For instance, Stevens (2001) examined the pronunciation of two 

groups of L1-English speakers of Spanish as L2, one at their university and the other 

studying abroad in Spain for seven weeks. He found that the SA group managed to 

improve the pronunciation of some consonant features, while the at home group did not. 

In 2011, he investigated if a four-week SA experience would also draw positive results 

on vowel duration. Once more, he found that the American students of Spanish abroad 

improved their pronunciation, whereas the at home group did not. Furthermore, Højen 

(2003) studied the development of L2 English pronunciation with two groups of L1-

Danish adult students. The L1-English raters judged that the participants’ foreign accent 

improved in the group of students who had spent some time abroad, but not in the group 

who had stayed home. Avello, Mora and Pérez-Vidal (2012) also found positive effects 

of SA on L2 pronunciation accuracy in a group of 23 Spanish college students learning 

English and participating in a three-month SA program. Finally, Muñoz and Llanes 
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(2014) examined the effects of learning context (SA vs. AH) and age (children vs. adults) 

on L2 pronunciation from the perspective of learners’ perceived foreign accent. Results 

showed that SA participants, independently of their age, significantly reduced the foreign 

character of their accent.  

All in all, there is not enough research showing a large effect of SA on 

pronunciation despite the positive results concerning other oral abilities and specific 

vowel and consonant features. However, it should also be noted that some studies indicate 

that immersion programs at home  with a substantial number of hours of academic work 

may be as beneficial as a similar length of time spent abroad (Beattie, 2014; Freed, 

Segalowitz & Dewey, 2004; Šebestová, 2007). Consequently, the poor results obtained 

by students in FL learning contexts might be explained by lack of phonetic instruction in 

the classroom as well as by the paucity of opportunities to be exposed to high quality L2 

input (Derwing & Munro, 2005; Hurtado & Estrada, 2010; Levis, 2005; Piske, 2007). 

In summary, available research suggests that SA experiences may promote overall 

language gains because of a greater exposure to the target language. However, this 

research has also shown that some people may continue to use their L1 more than the 

predominant language in the country of arrival (Flege, 2009). Nevertheless, although 

there are still few studies focusing specifically on the relationship between SA and 

pronunciation, the promising results reported above make this environmental factor worth 

studying.    

3.5.3. Psychological factors: Aptitude 

There are some people with an apparent inborn ability or a special knack for 

language learning (Sáfár & Kormos, 2008). This ability may be linked to other intellectual 

skills such as memory and musical ability, but it can also be considered as a separate type 

of language aptitude (Baran-Lucarz, 2012a; Skehan, 1998). Differences in aptitude have 
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been shown to have a greater influence on L2 performance than any other individual 

factor, which makes this trait crucial in predicting L2 acquisition (Ehrman & Oxford, 

1995; Long, 2015; Rimfield, Dale, & Plomin, 2015). Although some research has found 

that aptitude for L2 pronunciation varies widely regarding segmental and suprasegmental 

features of spoken language (Hu et al., 2013), the ability to imitate foreign sounds seems 

to indicate a gift for developing L2 pronunciation accuracy (Purcell & Suter, 1980). In 

connection with this finding, a sensitivity for discriminating sounds (phonetic sensitivity) 

has also been identified as an inborn trait affecting pronunciation learning (Carroll, 1981). 

3.5.4.  Psychological factors: Personality 

Personality and learning styles influence the way people engage with information 

and other people. Therefore, the types of interaction students engage in, the amount of 

input they receive and the output they produce may well vary depending on these personal 

factors (Dewaele, 2013; Reiterer et al., 2011; Schmidt & Watanabe, 2001). Some of the 

most reliable aspects related to language proficiency are included in five specific 

personality dimensions: openness to new experiences, extraversion, conscientiousness, 

neuroticism, and agreeableness (Pervin & Cervone, 2010). Additionally, other traits 

associated with multiculturality and personality (cultural empathy, social initiative, 

flexibility, level of extraversion, etc.) have also been shown to affect speaking and 

pronunciation (Van Der Zee, van Oudenhoven, Ponterotto, & Fietzer, 2013). For instance, 

it is widely believed that extrovert people have an easier time engaging in spoken 

interactions, which makes this personality trait advantageous for pronunciation learning. 

On the other and, those considered introvert find internal stimuli and working on their 

own thoughts gratifying and tend to be reserved and self-contained. Even though early 

research found no connections between extraversion, introversion, and language learning 

(e.g., Naiman, Fröhlich, & Stern, 1978), more recent studies have reported a strong link 
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with L2 fluency (Dewaele & Furnham, 2000). It seems that extrovert students have better 

short-term memory, are more resistant to stress and become less anxious when producing 

L2 speech, while introvert learners tend to slow down their speech, “hesitate more often, 

make more errors and are unable to produce utterances of great length” (Dewaele & 

Furnham, 2000, pp. 362–363). Personality has therefore a direct influence on L2 fluency, 

with extrovert L2 students being able to produce speech at a faster rate than their introvert 

counterparts.    

3.5.5. Psychological factors: Identity 

Children develop their L1 as they communicate with others and create their own 

social identity to fit in the community (Tomasello, 2003). L2 learners, in contrast, have 

usually formed an identity in their mother tongue when they start studying the second 

language, although they may change some its defining characteristics as a function of 

their social goals and interaction with target language speakers (Pennington, 2018). While 

research into the effects of social identity on L2 pronunciation is scarce, different social 

factors may lead learners to use some elements of the L2 and accommodate their speech 

to the context and the interlocutor’s gender, education, or national identity. By doing so, 

learners may acquire, or not, specific speech markers that signal their belonging to a 

specific group (Hansen Edwards, 2008).  

The feeling of belonging to a specific ethnic group is an important social factor 

for language learning, particularly when it comes to learning pronunciation features 

(Fought, 2002; Gatbonton, Trofimovich & Segalowitz, 2011). Theoretically, L2 learners 

may experience what is known as subtractive bilingualism when they lose their own 

language and culture (Giles, Bourhis, & Taylor, 1977), although this phenomenon is not 

universal since the opposite pattern, additive bilingualism, has also shown to be possible 

(Derwing, 2003). Some minority groups may in fact choose to keep their L1 
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pronunciation features as ethnic speech markers, above all when the learner is already an 

adult and does not have the same opportunities to form strong bonds with the L2 

community as children have at an early age (Giles, 1979). 

Gatbonton and Trofimovich (2008) investigated aspects of ethnic identity with 

French native speakers of L2 English in Canada and found both positive and negative 

links to pronunciation. Speakers with strong political views in favour of Quebec’s 

independence were judged as more accented and less comprehensible, whereas those with 

a positive orientation towards the L2 community were considered more proficient by 

native listeners. In another study, Trofimovich and colleagues (2013) found that the links 

between pronunciation and identity depended on the group studied. As bilingual speakers 

of Latvian and Russian living in Latvia, Russians did not report a negative association to 

the L2 (Latvian), probably as part of a general disposition to get access to social and 

economic benefits associated with speaking the majority language. However, a strong 

sense of identity for Latvians was related negatively to their L2 (Russian). These 

contrasting findings show that ethnic identity can affect L2 pronunciation in different 

ways (Trofimovich, Turuševa, & Gatbonton, 2013). 

 Other features of the identity construct, such as social and cultural integration, 

have been studied with Americans living in Norway (Lybeck, 2002) and with German 

immigrants to the United States (Hansen, 1995), and clear connections, both negative and 

positive, have been reported between these contexts and L2 pronunciation features such 

as accuracy (Lybeck, 2002) and accent (Hansen, 1995; Marx, 2002; Polat & 

Mahalingappa, 2010). It may then be concluded that L2 pronunciation development can 

be affected by mismatches between identity and language needs. It is thus possible that, 

if someone does not identify with the language community, pronunciation learning can 
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me hindered. Therefore, when looking at pronunciation, identity factors should be 

considered along with other learning factors (Trofimovich, Kennedy & Foote, 2015).  

3.5.6. Psychological factors: Anxiety 
 

Another powerful factor related to language learning is anxiety. Its impact is so 

strong that the specific type of apprehension related to language learning is known as 

Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety (Horwitz, Horwitz, & Cope, 1986). There is robust 

evidence showing that anxiety has a negative influence on language behaviour, a 

detrimental effect at all stages of information processing (Dörnyei, 2005; Gregersen & 

MacIntyre, 2014), and even a greater negative influence on L2 pronunciation (Liu & 

Huang, 2011; Mak, 2011). Dewaele (2013), in a study with Spanish and British learners, 

found a significant correlation between neuroticism and foreign language anxiety. The 

correlation remained stable regardless of the language being considered, which was 

interpreted as an indication that this individual trait is not always affected by context. 

More recent research by Dewaele and Al-Saraj (2015) has found that some aspects of a 

multicultural personality are associated with lack of anxiety.  The participants in the study 

that reported having a good level of proficiency in the L2 also showed higher levels of 

confidence and self-efficacy, a pair of factors that, according to the authors, made students 

feel more at ease when speaking and therefore helped them develop their pronunciation 

faster.  

Another personality trait related to anxiety is the way students tolerate ambiguity. 

Willingness to accept uncertainty, which was considered in early studies to be related to 

L2 performance (Chapelle & Roberts, 1986; Naiman et al., 1978), has now been directly 

linked to pronunciation ability by current research (Baran-Lucarz, 2012; Dewaele & Li 

Wei, 2013). Tolerance of ambiguity has also been related to dimensions of empathy such 

as agreeableness and openness to new experiences, both being characteristics of 
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successful language learners (Brown, 1994; Djikic, Oatley & Carland, 2012). Besides, 

the ability to take the perspective of others has specifically been linked to pronunciation 

accuracy (Guiora, Lane, & Bosworth, 1967; Guiora, Acton, Erard, & Strickland, 1980; 

Hu et al., 2013). 

Despite the large amount of evidence confirming the negative impact of anxiety 

on language learning, there is also some research showing that anxious learners tend to 

study more than those who experience less anxiety because they are more motivated and 

willing to take action (Papi, 2010; Sardegna, Lee & Kusey, 2018). As a matter of fact, the 

link between motivation and language anxiety has been investigated by different authors, 

with findings showing that there is a positive and significant correlation between them 

(Khodadady & Khajavy, 2013; Liu & Huang, 2011; Tóth, 2007). 

3.5.7. Attitudes and Motivation  
 

L2 scholars and practitioners alike are increasingly interested in the role played 

by affective elements in successful L2 learning. Among the L2 emotional factors so far 

analyzed, attitudes and motivations have received the most attention. According to 

Gardner (1985), attitudes refer to evaluative ideas and emotional reactions to language 

groups, language learning and the learning setting. Similarly, Eagly and Chaiken (1993) 

defined attitude as "a psychological predisposition indicated by favoring or disfavoring a 

certain entity" (p. 1).  

According to Sardegna et al. (2014), most studies on ESL/EFL learners' attitudes, 

have concentrated on L1-L2 reading attitudes and relied heavily on Fishbein and Ajzen's 

(1975) paradigm. According to this model, the cognitive component, the affective 

component, and the conative component are the three main components of attitude. The 

cognitive domain comprises perceived linguistic, intellectual, and practical values; the 

affective domain includes learners' sentiments and emotions toward the learning 
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experience; and, finally, the conative domain reflects learners' impulses to act and behave 

correctly to achieve their learning goals (Campos, 2011). 

In the field of English pronunciation, research has centered on non-English-major 

learners (i.e., learning English for general purposes or EAP / ESP in institutions or 

universities), focusing on their attitudes towards native accents (Jenkins, 2005; Tokumoto 

& Shibata, 2011) or on the relationship between attitude and accuracy (Moyer, 2007). For 

example, in an East Asian context, Tokumoto and Shibata (2011) investigated the 

attitudes of ESL students towards their L1 accent. Interestingly, they found that 

Malaysian ESL learners valued their L1 accent in English, while Japanese and Korean 

learners strived more to achieve a native English accent. Furthermore, the authors 

concluded that these different attitudes might have been the result of diverse sociopolitical 

and historical reasons. In the ESL context, Moyer (2007) observed that a positive attitude 

towards the English language and culture was a decisive factor for American immigrant 

students learning English to improve pronunciation accuracy and achieve a near-native 

English accent. 

Another related attitudinal variable is self-efficacy, which is defined as the 

student's belief in their ability to organize and take actions to achieve specific goals 

(Meigouni & Shirkhani, 2020). Research has shown that the level of self-efficacy beliefs 

of second language learners affects their emotional response, learning behavior, use of 

strategies, and positive attitudes towards task-based language learning (Pyun, 2013). 

Similarly, students with higher self-efficacy have been found to be more effective in 

performing language tasks (Tseng, Liu & Nix, 2017). However, research on the 

relationship between self-efficacy and success in learning a second language has focused 

on language skills other than pronunciation. Furthermore, the ESL/EFL pronunciation 

field lacks an up-to-date and comprehensive EFL checklist of attitudes and motivation 
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(Sardegna et al., 2014). The lack of research on these variables is the reason why attitudes 

and motivation have been selected to be part of the current study. 

Motivation, in turn, can be described as anything that encourages someone to do 

something. One of the most renowned authors in the field defines motivation as a 

construct made up of a variety of attributes and sources:  

“The motivated individual is goal directed, expends effort, is persistent, is 

attentive, has desires (wants), exhibits positive affect, is aroused, has expectancies, 

demonstrates self-confidence (self-efficacy), and has reasons (motives). All of these 

attributes characterize the individual who is motivated to learn a language” (Gardner, 

2007, p. 15).  

Motivation has usually been classified as integrative or instrumental (Gardner, 

1982, 1985), as well as intrinsic and extrinsic (Deci & Ryan, 1985). When applied to 

language learning, intrinsic motivation is taken to reflect an internal desire such as love 

for language learning, while extrinsic motivation may be propelled by the need to pass an 

exam. It thus seems that students who are intrinsically motivated may show less language 

anxiety and a greater sense of self-efficacy and desire to improve their L2 pronunciation 

than extrinsically motivated learners (Brown, 2008; Richards, 1996; Sardegna, Lee & 

Kusey, 2014; Smit, 2002; Szyszka, 2015). Adding to this, research on social psychology 

has found that some of the most influential factors regarding L2 learning motivation are 

integration and the desire to become part of the L2 community (Gardner, 2007; Sachdev 

& Bourhis, 2005; Sachdev & Giles, 2004). On the other hand, Dörnyei (2006) has 

documented that nowadays some students may be only interested in developing an 

international identity, a goal that is far removed from the one traditionally associated to 

integrative motivation, which is based on the achievement of native-like standards. 
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Unquestionably, motivation, a social variable based on “interest or curiosity to 

know more, along with perceived likelihood of success and reward” (Moyer, 2004, p. 39), 

has been claimed to be the most influential factor in learners' success or failure in learning 

a second language (Dörnyei, 2010). However, even though it has been extensively 

analyzed in articles on language learning in general (Dörnyei, 2010; Smit, 2002; Smit & 

Dalton-Puffer, 2000; Ushioda & Dörnyei, 2012), there seems to be a lack of research into 

the specific relationship between motivation and the improvement of L2 pronunciation 

by learners. Nevertheless, the few studies that have analysed this issue coincide in 

reporting that students with a high degree of motivation are likely to achieve a higher 

level of proficiency in the pronunciation of English than those who are not motivated 

(Bongaerts, van Summeren, Planken & Schils, 1997; Celce-Murcia, Brinton, Goodwin, 

& Griner, 2010; Moyer, 1999). Once more, the scant research conducted on the 

relationship between motivation and pronunciation learning has made clear that this 

factor should be studied in more depth; hence, its inclusion in this dissertation.  

3.6. Individual factors included in this study 
Out of the whole range of individual factors discussed above, some of them 

(gender, stay abroad and contact with the target language abroad, as well as attitudes and 

motivation) have been included in the present study. In addition to the little research on 

the role played by these factors in pronunciation learning, which was the main reason 

adduced for their inclusion when discussed above, other, more substantive reasons are 

presented in what follows.  

Regarding gender, studies seem to agree that females outperform males when 

learning pronunciation because of a higher ability to communicate (Ehrman & Oxford, 

1989; Hashemi, 2011). However, research also shows that males appear to be less affected 



74 

by anxiety (Szyszka, 2017). Due to this apparent contradiction, it was decided that gender 

would be an individual factor worthy of examination.  

As for staying abroad and having contact with the foreign language, some research 

indicates that when instruction and studying in a foreign context are compared, staying 

abroad seems to have a greater impact on pronunciation (e.g., Pérez-Vidal, Juan-Garau, 

Mora, & Valls-Ferrer, 2012). The reason behind this effect seems to be the more frequent 

use of social strategies. Nevertheless, other studies have shown that when instruction 

provided the appropriate amount and quality of interaction in English, the advantage of 

previous experience abroad was offset (e.g., Šebestová, 2007). Consequently, study 

abroad was included in the present dissertation as a way to discern whether providing 

pronunciation learning strategies (PLS) to students would improve their pronunciation 

proficiency independently of previous experience abroad. 

Some personality traits were also considered to warrant deeper investigation. In 

term of affective factors, it seems that L2 learners who show positive attitudes towards 

the importance of improving their pronunciation showed more willingness to use the 

language in real interactions (Huensch & Thompson, 2017). Additionally, L2 learners 

who had gained self-confidence during language experiences (such as studying abroad) 

were found to have positive attitudes towards the learning of L2 pronunciation (Uchida 

& Sugimoto, 2019). Learners’ attitudes, particularly their sense of self-efficacy, are also 

associated with increased effort to improve pronunciation and greater engagement with 

pronunciation improvement strategies (Sardegna, Lee & Kusey, 2018). Additionally, 

motivation has also been shown to have a great impact on second language learning. For 

example, in the study by Saito, Dewaele and Hanzawa (2017) with EFL Japanese 

university students, results showed that, after a 15-week period, participants improved 

their pronunciation, and that this improvement was linked to their levels of motivation. 
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There are also results indicating that more motivated students display more self-

confidence and are more willing to communicate (Celce-Murcia, Brinton, Goodwin, & 

Griner, 2010; Wrembel, 2008). Despite these findings, there is limited research on the 

effect of this type of variables on pronunciation learning, although there are grounds to 

believe that positive attitudes towards learning plus motivation seem to produce more 

impactful results. Bearing this in mind, the present study is the first to combine and 

explore such relationships.  

3.7. Main conclusions of the chapter 

The main conclusion to be drawn from the studies reviewed in this chapter is that, 

eventually, differences in L2 pronunciation performance depend on the interaction of a 

variety of factors. This general claim may be specified by arguing that some 

pronunciation components are more challenging than others as a function of learners’ 

goals, levels of anxiety at a specific time or situation, attitudes towards learning 

pronunciation, and so on. Bearing these considerations in mind, the following suggestions 

for teaching can be made: 

● Regardless of whether there is a decline in final attainment related to age,

explicit instruction may have a positive impact on developing

pronunciation skills and a more native-like accent.

● To better understand areas of difficulty, learners not only need to know

that there are similarities and differences between their L1 and L2, but also

how to use this knowledge. This includes cultural norms and

sociolinguistic differences.

● Having a native accent is not so important for the average learner provided

his/her speech is intelligible in the contexts where communication is
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taking place. Therefore, instruction should focus not so much on accent 

reduction as on reaching intelligibility. Moreover, effective instruction 

should include a range of different models and pay attention to both 

segmental and suprasegmental features. 

● Helping learners set clear goals and targets for pronunciation as well as

using tasks and realistic forms of assessment in instructional contexts

could encourage students to use the language inside and outside the

classroom.

● Students should be provided with a range of linguistic tools and

pronunciation learning strategies to support both the instruction they

receive in the classroom and their autonomous learning processes (this

point will be developed further in the next chapter)

The relevance of these suggestions has been considered in the present dissertation 

by developing a research design that has direct instruction as its main teaching method 

and includes an array of pronunciation learning strategies encompassing L1 and L2 

segmental and suprasegmental features. Additionally, practice outside and inside the 

classroom has been encouraged throughout the course and performance has been assessed 

by means of a variety of tools (see chapter 6).   
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CHAPTER 4 LANGUAGE LEARNING 

STRATEGIES AND PRONUNCIATION 

LEARNING STRATEGIES 

In the previous chapter, the variety of factors that come into play when teaching 

English pronunciation was examined. It was concluded that, despite the intent to isolate 

a specific methodology, preference or set of biological and psychological features, the 

impact on pronunciation performance depends on the interaction of all of these. However, 

it was also found that explicit instruction has a positive impact on learning and developing 

pronunciation skills. This explicit instruction should provide students with tools and 

strategies to support them throughout their learning process, when guided by the teacher 

but also during their independent learning. Since research on language learning strategies 

(LLS) in connection with pronunciation has become more and more prominent in the field 

of foreign language acquisition and has increasingly drawn the attention of scholars (Ellis, 

2008; Gass & Selinker, 2008), this chapter aims to explore how LLS and PLS can help 

pronunciation learning students achieve their goals. 

The first section explains and provides a general definition of what language 

learning strategies are. It then continues with pronunciation learning strategies, focusing 

on the research on their identification and classification, the connection between the 

frequency of use and individual factors, and the effects of instruction on their use. Finally, 

a summary of the main points drawn from the literature review, which serve as foundation 

for the design of the present study, is presented. 
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4.1. Language learning strategies 
Even though children seem to be at an advantage when it comes to language 

learning, one of the abilities that adults may develop more extensively in terms of explicit 

learning is the use of language learning strategies (LLS). Strategies must be learnt and 

are under the control of the student, which means that individual factors may have an 

impact on their application and, as a result, on the development of learning processes and 

outcomes (Richards, 1996; Schmidt & Watanabe, 2001; Taatgen, 1999).  

Language learning strategies can initially be characterized as the cognitive and 

social actions undertaken by learners to improve the process of learning a foreign 

language (Gregersen & MacIntyre, 2014). Research on LLS began in the 1970s, with 

studies on what good learners do and less successful students fail to do (Rubin, 1975; 

Stern, 1975). This line of research progressed and flourished in the 1990s with the 

identification of behavioural patterns that helped scholars suggest definitions and 

taxonomies of LLS (O’Malley & Chamot, 1990; Oxford, 1990). Even though there is a 

considerable number of studies on LLS applied to learning an L2, most of them have been 

conducted on skills such as writing, grammar, listening or vocabulary (e.g., Cohen & 

Macaro, 2007; Griffiths, 2008a; Oxford, 2011). In contrast, the relationship between the 

acquisition of pronunciation and LLS has so far been explored by only a handful of 

researchers (e.g., Berkil, 2008; Eckstein, 2007; Osburne, 2003; Pawlak, 2008, 2010; 

Peterson, 2000), perhaps because of the controversies within the LLS field itself. While 

some scholars believe that LLS are observable (Dörnyei, 2005), others think they are 

mental operations that people internalise (Tseng, Dörnyei, & Schmitt, 2006). 

Additionally, LLS have been considered conscious but also automatic, and their 

definition and categorisation are still open to debate (Macaro, 2006; Oxford, 1990, 2011; 

Wenden, 1991).  
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4.1.1. Definition of Language Learning Strategies 

The definition of LLS has been changing over time. In the 1990s, the best-known 

definitions were found in O’Malley and Chamot and Oxford’s taxonomies (O’Malley & 

Chamot, 1990; Oxford, 1990), but in the first decade of the twenty first century a more 

systematic approach was taken (Cohen & Macaro, 2007; Griffiths, 2008a, 2013; Oxford, 

2011). One of the first definitions was provided by Bialystok (1978), who described LLS 

as “optimal means for exploiting available information to improve competence in a 

second language” (p. 71). However, this definition was rather ambiguous regarding the 

internal or external operations required to improve that competence. In 1985, O’Malley, 

Chamot, Stewner-Manzanares, Krupper, and Russo added a cognitive dimension to the 

operations that a student performs to become more successful in learning a foreign 

language but, even so, notions such as “steps”, “techniques” and “operations”, used to 

describe mental actions, were too imprecise and abstract. Consequently, in the 90s two 

new influential definitions were postulated by O’Malley and Chamot (1990), and Oxford 

(1990), claiming that LLS are the specific steps, actions and techniques taken to improve 

students’ own learning. But since a more detailed definition was still required, in 1999 

Oxford further specified that LLS were “specific actions, behaviours, steps, or techniques 

that students use to improve their own progress in developing skills in a second or foreign 

language. These strategies can facilitate the internalization, storage, retrieval, or use of 

the new language” (p. 518). Although this definition gave way to a new debate on whether 

strategies are used intentionally or automatically, it clearly emphasised that LLS are 

linked to language skills, including pronunciation, and cognitive processes. In this 

process of gradually adding relevant dimensions to the characterization of LLS, O’Malley 

and Chamot's (1990) definition of strategies as mental operations and behavioural actions 

was later elaborated by Tseng et al. (2006) to emphasize that they should be considered 



80 
 

as “any thoughts, behaviours, beliefs, or emotions that facilitate the acquisition, 

understanding, or later transfer of new knowledge and skills” (p. 80).  

Cohen (1998), in turn, approached the definition of LLS by focusing on the 

processes involved in their application: (i) identifying the material that must be learnt; (ii) 

grouping the material for easier learning; (iii) having repeated contact with the material; 

and (iv) committing the material to memory if it is not acquired indirectly. Clearly, the 

implementation of these processes requires from the learner the ability to plan and take 

specific actions to learn the L2. In a similar vein, Swan’s (2008) definition of strategies 

emphasized that, to be successful, learners should make the right choices from a variety 

of options: “is the way you choose to deal with questions that arise on the way to obtaining 

that result” (p. 263). In consonance with Macaro’s (2004) conceptualization of strategies 

as mental actions engaged in by the learner to achieve a learning goal, both definitions 

seem to imply that LLS are consciously used rather than automatically applied. Griffiths 

(2013), however, claimed that LLS should be contemplated as a continuum in which their 

initial deliberate application may give way to automatic deployment once the learner has 

learnt how to use them. 

Another controversial dimension of strategies, which also affects their definition, 

is whether they should be used in clusters for a more successful learning process to occur. 

According to Oxford (2003), a strategy is effective when used in combination with other 

significant strategies that the learner deploys in a logical sequence. Additionally, the 

application of LLS seems to involve a self-regulation component innate to each learner, 

which again stresses the importance of individual differences in L2 acquisition. Drawing 

on this self-regulation component, Oxford updated her definition of LLS in 2011 to 

incorporate some of the dimensions discussed above: “deliberate, goal-directed attempts 

to manage and control efforts to learn the L2. These strategies are broad, teachable actions 
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that learners choose from among alternatives and employ for L2 learning purposes.” 

(Oxford, 2011, p. 12). 

All in all, LLS should be understood as the steps and operations that may trigger 

the use of tactics and devices selected intentionally to facilitate learning a language and 

its different components at the input, processing, and output stages.     

4.2. Pronunciation learning strategies 
Although research has sustained the value of general language learning strategies 

over the years (Green & Oxford, 1995; Griffiths, 2003), interest in pronunciation learning 

strategies (PLS) is more recent (Peterson, 2000; Derwing & Rossiter, 2002; Osburne, 

2003), with researchers having not yet decided on how these strategies should be 

categorized (Pawlak & Szyszka, 2018). In the available literature on PLS, there are some 

recurrent topics that deserve a deep analysis, such as the identification and classification 

of PLS, the relationship between PLS use, individual factors and pronunciation 

performance, and the effect of instruction on the use of PLS. In what follows, each of 

these issues will be discussed in detail.  

4.2.1. Identification and classification of PLS 

As it can be seen in Appendix I, the first study on PLS may be traced back to 

Peterson (2000) who, through a qualitative design involving the use of diaries and 

interviews with 11 adult learners of Spanish in the US, successfully identified 43 tactics 

and grouped them into 12 PLS which included natural and formal practice with sounds, 

sound representation in memory, analysis of the sound system, using articulation, 

researching the pronunciation of words, setting objectives, planning a task, self-

evaluation, using humour, asking for help and working with classmates. Even though a 
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great variety of strategies were identified, these results should be taken with caution since 

the number of participants was limited.  

Samalieva (2000) examined the pronunciation difficulties of 21 Bulgarian EFL 

university students and the PLS they used to face them. Through a qualitative design 

which involved the use of interviews, 29 strategies were elicited and grouped into 

cognitive, metacognitive, and social categories. Even though the author found that the 

most frequently used PLS fell within the cognitive category, the data showed that the 

more proficient students opted for metacognitive strategies, such as monitoring and self-

correction, while the less proficient ones preferred social strategies, such as teacher or 

peer correction.  

A slightly more relevant investigation was conducted by Osburne (2003) with 50 

learners of English as a second language of different nationalities. Also using a qualitative 

design, the students participated in interviews in which they were first asked to provide 

information on their learning biographies, and then to listen to and repeat some of the 

sentences they had said, pay attention to their pronunciation, and finally report the 

strategies that helped them learn pronunciation. This complex way of collecting data 

resulted in the identification of 8 PLS (global articulatory gesture, local articulatory 

gesture, or single sound, practicing individual syllables, practicing clusters below syllable 

level, practicing prosodic structure, practicing individual words, use of paralanguage, and 

use of memory or imitation), the most frequent of which were related to imitation and 

paralinguistic use, and the least popular to practicing syllable clusters and syllable 

structure.  

 In what could be regarded as his initial work on pronunciation strategies, Pawlak 

(2006), investigated the PLS reported by a group of 176 EFL senior high school and 

university students. Participants were requested to choose from seven cognitive and 
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metacognitive PLS appearing in one section of the European Language Portfolio, as well 

as to report their own way of learning pronunciation. Findings showed an average use of 

3.25 strategies per student and a preference for the use of repetition and learning 

pronunciation rules (cognitive strategies). The least frequent strategies included 

practicing in front of a mirror (cognitive strategy) and audio-recording (metacognitive 

strategy). Not surprisingly, when both age groups were compared, results indicated that 

(i) university students were more aware of PLS use than their high school counterparts; 

and (ii) those who studied at the English department in the university applied a higher 

number and variety of PLS than those majoring in other programs.  

Based on these findings, a follow-up study targeted 106 first-year philology 

students (Pawlak, 2008). Pawlak hypothesised that, because of their assumed interest in 

pronunciation, these students would use more PLS both inside and outside the classroom 

than the participants in his previous study. However, the answers to the questionnaire, 

which included closed and open-ended items asking learners’ opinions about 

pronunciation learning and PLS use in and out of class, were rather disappointing. In 

class, students most frequently reported using repetition after the teacher or a recording, 

listening to the model provided and using phonetic transcription. At home, the most 

frequently used PLS included repetition after a recorded model, seeking exposure to 

English, checking pronunciation in dictionaries, reading aloud, using transcription, and 

recording one’ s own pronunciation. It was concluded that English majors relied mostly 

on just a few PLS and that their knowledge of PLS depended on their classroom 

experience. These findings highlighted the need to raise students’ awareness of PLS use 

through specific training. 

Worth mentioning because of its relevance to the field of PLS identification is the 

attempt by Pawlak (2010) to design and validate a specific tool to measure PLS use, the 
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Pronunciation Learning Strategy Survey (PLSS). Eighty Polish university students 

majoring in EFL were asked to answer 60 Likert-scale statements divided into 

metacognitive, cognitive, affective and social PLS, as well as to complete open-ended 

items on their favourite approaches to face pronunciation problems and study segmental 

and suprasegmental features. Even though the reliability of the instrument was positive, 

the author claimed that the survey needed validation in other contexts and with a wider 

population, and that a new version was being developed (personal communication, 28 

April 2019).  

In a subsequent study, Pawlak (2011) intended to gather insight into the way 

advanced L2 learners approach pronunciation learning, he asked 60 English department 

students to keep a diary for three months in which they would have to annotate the steps 

and procedures used to improve their L2 pronunciation. As in previous studies, the most 

frequently used were cognitive strategies, such as repetition, transcription and checking 

dictionaries, although some of the students also reported using metacognitive strategies, 

such as self-monitoring, self-evaluation, and sequenced strategies for specific tasks. The 

author concluded that teachers should pay more attention to pronunciation through 

naturalistic practice, the incorporation of phonetic training in ordinary language courses, 

or by making affective factors more relevant.  

Continuing with the identification and classification of pronunciation strategies 

Calka (2011) used quantitative and qualitative measures in a survey with open-ended 

questions and Likert-scale items to explore frequency of PLS use. The data collected from 

74 teacher training EFL students in Poland showed that memory and cognitive strategies, 

such as repetition and reading aloud, were used more frequently than compensation and 

metacognitive strategies, like guessing and self-monitoring, and that the least used were 

affective and social strategies.   
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With a rather unusual qualitative methodology nonetheless still aimed at 

identifying PLS use, Erbay, Kayaoglu and Önay (2016) asked 56 English majors in 

Turkey to solve hypothetical situations in 11 problem-oriented vignettes. One vignette, 

for example, asked participants to imagine they had made a funny pronunciation mistake 

and to consider what they could have done to avoid such communication breakdown. The 

18 individual PLS elicited from the participants were classified into six categories 

according to Oxford’s (1990) LLS taxonomy, i.e., memory, cognitive, compensation, 

metacognitive, affective and social strategies. Results showed that the most frequently 

used strategies were cognitive, whereas affective, compensation and social strategies 

were used only rarely.  

In addition to the identification of individual strategies attempted by the studies 

discussed above, other studies have looked at strategy chains (the use of different 

strategies combined in a sequence). This is the case, for example, with Szyszka (2014), 

who asked 31 EFL first-year trainee teachers participating in a 60h pronunciation course 

to keep diaries for 6 weeks and take part in semi-structured interviews. The data showed 

that strategy chains were used for activities such as preparing a presentation, learning the 

pronunciation of individual words or learning while watching films. Moreover, these 

chains followed a logical pattern which included noticing a problem (highlighting), 

analysing the problem (transcription) and then practicing the right pronunciation 

(repetition). An unexpected result was the use of transcription, often neglected in the 

teaching of low-level students, but reported in this case as a useful pronunciation learning 

strategy by the participants.  

Summarizing, research on the identification and classification of pronunciation 

learning strategies has mainly focused on the application of such strategies by university 

level students, such as in studies by Calka in 2011 and Erbay, Kayaoglu and Önay in 
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2016. Studies which also explored the efforts of secondary students, such as Pawlak’s 

2006 research which examined both high school seniors and university students, were 

less common. Most studies couched their analyses, at least partially, in the Oxford (1990) 

taxonomy of language learning strategies and its six categories, with alternative 

approaches confined to earlier studies (eg. Peterson, 2000 and Osburne, 2003) or those 

exploring higher-level concepts such as strategy chaining (Szyszka, 2014). Regardless of 

taxonomic framework, most studies used either diary self-reporting, as in Peterson (2000) 

and Szyszka (2014), or interviews, as in Osburne (2003) and Samalieva (2000). The use 

of surveys combining open-ended items and Likert-scale questions was also common, as 

in Pawlak (2010) and Calka (2011). While the use of a variety of research data collection 

methods, either using a single tool or different qualitative and quantitative combinations 

of instruments, adds multiple perspectives to the identification and classification of PLS, 

it also makes finding a common framework more difficult.   

As for findings, the studies show that memory and cognitive strategies turned out 

to be the most frequently employed regardless of the educational level of participants. As 

a case in point, similar results were observed for the high school students in Pawlak’s 

2006 study as in the same researcher’s 2011 study or Samalieva’s paper from 2000, both 

of which targeted university students. Although memory and cognitive strategies 

remained the most prominent, however, reliance on metacognitive strategies was 

observed to increase in relation to the student’s level of L2 experience (Samalieva 2000; 

Pawlak, 2006;). The usage of these strategies was in most cases commensurately lower 

in studies which examined less experienced students, although deviating results were also 

found (Szyszka, 2014; Pawlak, 2008). Other categories such as social strategies did not 

display clear trends, with Samalieva (2000) finding these approaches to be used more by 
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lower-level students where others (e.g., Calka, 2011; Erbay, Kayaoglu & Önay, 2016) 

simply observed these to be used rarely overall. 

Having reviewed this research, it must be noted that although the task of 

describing and putting to the test new taxonomies of strategies is essential, we concur 

with some authors who have claimed that more empirical research dealing with the use 

and effectiveness of pronunciation strategies in the classroom is needed (e.g., Sardegna, 

2012). This is a domain we will focus on in the next sections. 

4.2.2. The relationship between PLS use, pronunciation achievement and individual 

factors 

Determining the relationship between individual factors, use of PLS and 

pronunciation proficiency has been the focus of only a few studies, most likely because 

of the difficulty of correlating frequency of use and variables such as motivation and self-

perceived efficacy. Moreover, this type of research must address additional challenges 

involved in the elaboration and application of PLS inventories and the use of appropriate 

statistical procedures. Given these difficulties, we will first review a group of studies 

which have only looked at the relationship between PLS and pronunciation proficiency. 

A second group includes those studies in which the relationship between PLS, individual 

factors and/or pronunciation performance has been explored. 

As shown in Appendix II, one of the initial studies in the first group, which is 

widely looked upon as a reference in the field, was conducted by Eckstein with 183 

international L2 learners of English in the United States (Eckstein, 2007). With the 

purpose of investigating their use of PLS in spontaneous language production, the 

researcher developed the Strategic Pronunciation Learning Scale (SPLS) on the premise 

that there are four stages in the pronunciation learning process and that, depending on the 

stage they are at, students will use some strategies more often than others. The four stages 
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include (i) input, when a new word is heard; (ii) noticing, when new sounds are contrasted 

with the existing inventory in the learner's LTM; (iii) hypothesis forming, when students 

try to bridge the gap between their current pronunciation level and how they want to 

sound; and (iv) hypothesis testing, when the new word is pronounced, its pronunciation 

is checked for accuracy and it is then decided whether some  adjustments have to be made. 

As well as this scale, a standardized speaking Level Achievement Test (LAT), intended 

to assess free speech in response to a set of prompts, was administered to the learners. 

Results showed that the participants with higher spontaneous speech scores used PLS 

more frequently than those with lower scores, and that the most used strategies by high 

achievers were noticing mistakes, adjusting facial muscles and seeking help, whereas 

silent repetition and volume modification were more often used by low achievers.  

Mirroring Eckstein’s study, Berkli (2008) measured the relationship between PLS 

use and language performance level with the aid of a new instrument, the Strategy 

Inventory for Learning Pronunciation (SILP), which was based on Oxford’s (1990) 

taxonomy of language learning strategies (memory, cognitive, compensatory, 

metacognitive, affective, and social). Forty Turkish university students at different levels 

of proficiency (from upper-intermediate to pre-advanced) were asked to read a passage 

and complete a free-response task expressing their views on five topics requiring some 

personal recall, such as challenges faced in life or weekly routines. The conclusion was 

that only 3 strategies out of 52 correlated significantly with pronunciation proficiency 

levels, two of them positively (listening to sounds and listening to tapes, movies and 

music) and one negatively (using phonetic symbols or codes to remember the 

pronunciation of words).  

In another EFL setting, Hişmanoğlu (2012) conducted a research project aimed at 

comparing the use of PLS by 38 English majors in Cyprus who were categorized as 
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successful or unsuccessful as a function of the pronunciation grades they had received in 

a final exam. The questionnaire used in this case was based on the taxonomies of 

pronunciation learning developed by Eckstein (2007), Oxford (1990), Peterson (2000) 

and Tseng, Dörnyei and Schmitt (2006), and included 42 PLS which students had to rate 

in terms of frequency of use. Following the trends of the research reviewed so far, the 

findings reported by Hişmanoğlu (2012) indicated that successful students used more 

metacognitive and affective PLS, such as self-evaluation and reliance on humour to 

reduce anxiety.  

Seeking a more granular perspective, Rokoszewska (2012) examined the 

relationship between PLS frequency of use and the perception and production of English 

vowels. Data on vowel perception and production and PLS use from 63 English majors 

at a Polish university were gathered with (i) the aid of tasks including listening and 

articulation; (ii) the reading of minimal pairs and texts; and (iii) the application of a 

questionnaire including both an open-ended question (“How did you learn English 

pronunciation before entering the college?”) and Likert-scale items related to frequency 

of PLS use (Calka, 2011). A small correlation was found between the use of PLS and the 

production of vowels and diphthongs, but not for the perception of English sounds. 

However, more interesting than the significance of correlations was the finding that 

participants tended to employ more indirect strategies than direct ones, with the use of 

metacognitive strategies being the highest.  

As mentioned above, the analysis of the relationship between individual factors, 

PLS and pronunciation proficiency has so far been attempted only by a few studies. 

Baker-Smemoe and Haslam (2013) examined how location (ESL vs EFL) and language 

learning aptitude affected the use of PLS and pronunciation achievement. Participants 

included only the top 15 and the bottom 15 scorers on the Pimsleur Language Learning 
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Aptitude Battery (PLLAB) in one EFL group of students in China and another ESL group 

in the US. The selected few were asked to complete the SPLS questionnaire developed 

by Eckstein (2007) and take pronunciation proficiency tests at the beginning and end of 

a 10-week speaking class. These tests consisted of two parts, one in which the students 

had to read three sentences containing English phonemes identified as difficult for non-

native English speakers, and another one in which participants responded to an open-

ended question intended to elicit and assess spontaneous speech. The results showed that, 

whereas the type of learning context did not have any effect on gains, auditory aptitude 

and motivation correlated positively with participants’ scores in global foreign accent, 

fluency and accuracy. Even more interesting were the data showing that those students 

with high motivation scores in the PLLAB also used more pronunciation strategies, and 

that the more PLS a learner used, the higher their gains in comprehensibility, a 

pronunciation variable focused on the desire to communicate effectively. 

Again, taking Eckstein’s (2007) tool as a basis, Campos (2018) used a modified 

version of the SPLS with 43 English language teacher education students in Chile to 

investigate the connection between PLS frequency of use, language aptitude and 

pronunciation performance. The most relevant change made to the SPLS was the addition 

of a sixth category, self-regulation, which led to an instrument including 36 statements 

representing strategic devices and a 5-point Likert-scale intended to measure frequency 

and duration of PLS use. Moreover, the researcher created his own semi-spontaneous 

speech test to evaluate pronunciation performance, with results being assessed by two 

raters. Finally, aptitude was measured with the first two sections of the Modern Language 

Aptitude Test (MLAT) The findings of the study indicated that (i) direct strategies, i.e., 

cognitive and compensation, predominated over indirect ones, i.e., affective, social and 

metacognitive strategies; and (ii) the PLS which were used for a longer period of time, 
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such as those related to sound perception and production, were used most frequently too. 

The correlation between aptitude, pronunciation performance and PLS frequency and 

duration was not significant, although some data seemed to indicate that there was an 

improvement of intelligibility over accuracy. The main conclusion of the study is that it 

would be useful to find ways to discern between strategies used to improve intelligibility 

and those aimed at accuracy, as well as to add a section on pronunciation-related 

motivation to assessment instruments. 

In one of the most extensive investigations in the area, Szyszka (2017) sought to 

identify the connection between PLS use and language anxiety. Using a mixed-method 

approach, she gathered quantitative and qualitative information from 94 trainee EFL 

teachers at a Polish university. The data collection instruments included pre-prepared oral 

presentations, semi-structured interviews, diary writing and questionnaires which 

included a modified version of the PLSI by Berkil (2008), the Foreign Language 

Classroom Anxiety Scale (FLCAS) by Horwitz, Horwitz and Cope (1986), and the Input-

Processing-Output Anxiety Scale by MacIntyre and Gardner (1994). By analysing the 

data collected from these instruments, Szyszka (2017) managed to provide tentative 

profiles of the anxious and the non-anxious English pronunciation learner. The anxious 

student (i) tends to be female; (ii) uses memory and compensation PLS more frequently; 

(iii) rarely engages in deeper processing of pronunciation learning strategies, such as 

noticing differences in sounds; (iv) avoids taking risks and using social strategies; (v) 

does not like using affective strategies; and (vi) is meticulous in her preparation of oral 

tasks by relying, for example, on the use of transcriptions or checking words in 

dictionaries. On the other hand, the non-anxious learner (i) is generally male; (ii) uses 

PLS less frequently than anxious students; (iii) relies mostly on cognitive strategies, 

rarely uses transcription and has a preference for strategy chains; (iv) advocates practicing 
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with authentic materials, such as films; (v) values interaction with others; (vi) takes risks 

and is able to use humour to lower anxiety; and (vii) engages in diverse activities to learn 

pronunciation, such as computer games. It can thus be concluded that anxious learners 

use more compensation and memory PLS as well as less social and affective PLS. Also, 

the variety of tactics they tend to engage in is notably different from that of non-anxious 

pronunciation learners.  

More limited but still relevant is the study conducted by Sardegna, Lee & Kusey 

(2018) on self-efficacy beliefs and attitudes. Participants were 704 high school EFL 

students aged 14-17 in South Korea. Data collection instruments included the Strategies 

for Pronunciation Improvement (SPI) inventory (a self-reported questionnaire including 

45 items intended to tap into students’ PLS preferences to improve pronunciation skills), 

and the Learner Attitudes and Motivation for Pronunciation Inventory (consisting of 18 

items and intended to assess self-efficacy and attitudes), both developed by the same 

authors in previous research (see Sardegna, Lee, & Kusey, 2014). Regarding self-

efficacy, attitudes and PLS use, results indicated that adolescents with higher self-efficacy 

were less anxious and more willing to seek a variety of strategies to improve their 

pronunciation, whereas learners feeling more nervous were worse at self-regulating, but 

seemed to make greater efforts to take action than those with less anxiety. In addition, 

self-efficacy was found to be a strong predictor of girls’ affect in relation to pronunciation 

(girls with higher self-efficacy felt less nervous about their pronunciation), but it had no 

effect on boys’ emotions.   

 
Most of the studies reviewed above have examined the performance and strategy 

use of university EFL (Berkli, 2008; Campos, 2018; Hişmanoğlu, 2012; Rokoszewska, 

2012; Szyszka, 2017) and ESL learners (Eckstein, 2007; Baker-Smemoe & Haslam, 

2013), with only study being focused on high school students (Sardegna, Lee, & Kusey, 
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2018). A wide variety of measurements and forms of assessment have been used, 

including self-report questionnaires (Sardegna, Lee, & Kusey, 2018), interviews, diaries, 

presentations (Szyszka, 2017), and Likert scale evaluations of statements describing 

strategy use (Campos, 2018). Eckstein’s 2007 study debuted the Strategic Pronunciation 

Learning Scale (SPLS), which was used in subsequent research. One study using 

Eckstein’s SPLS also employed the Pimsleur Language Learning Aptitude Battery to 

evaluate and classify participants (Baker-Smemoe & Haslam, 2013), and another study 

(Campos, 2018) adapted the SPLS with several sections from the Modern Language 

Aptitude Test.  

Despite the spectrum of methods and results described in this section, it is 

undeniable that more studies are needed to establish solid claims in this area. Indeed, the 

wide variety of methodologies employed so far have made the development of a truly 

consistent foundation elusive. Regarding the studies that did not include individual 

differences but focused on PLS and performance instead, it seems that more successful 

students use a greater range of strategies, including metacognitive (noticing) approaches 

(Eckstein, 2007). These findings somehow agree with Rokoszewska’s study (2012), who 

found that indirect strategies were more common than direct strategies in a group of 

participants drawn from Polish university English majors. Hişmanoğlu (2012), also with 

English majors as participants, similarly discovered that successful students relied more 

on metacognitive and affective strategies than less successful students, judged by the 

grades they received in a final exam. 

Those studies that examined individual factors and PLS also produced relevant 

results. Regarding aptitude, Campos (2018) found that indirect strategies were less 

common than direct strategies in a group of English language teaching students in Chile, 

but that a correlation between aptitude, pronunciation performance and PLS frequency 
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and duration was not significant. On the other hand, Baker-Smemoe and Haslam (2013) 

discovered that more motivated students used more strategies, both direct and indirect, 

and that the more PLS used, the greater their pronunciation gains. Moreover, along with 

comprehensibility gains, their desire to communicate also increased.  

As for anxiety, Szyszka (2017) found that less anxious students were more likely 

to use diverse sources of pronunciation learning and language practice, such as computer 

games. Additionally, the researcher was able to provide a tentative profile for an anxious 

and a non-anxious student, showing that, for instance, the former relies more on cognitive 

strategies, practices with authentic materials and values interaction with others, whereas 

the latter uses more compensation and memory strategies and engages less in real 

interactions. Similarly, the study by Sardegna, Lee and Kusey (2018) on beliefs and 

attitudes indicated that the anxiety profile of a student also seems to correlate with their 

sense of self efficacy, with those who indicate a greater level thereof also being less 

anxious and more willing to seek a variety of strategies to improve their performance, 

thus learning more effectively (Sardegna, Lee, & Kusey, 2018). 

Upon review, although some individual factors have been studied in the context 

of pronunciation achievement, this is an area in which more research is required to draw 

firm conclusions. 

4.2.3. Effect of instruction on the use of PLS 

Of great interest for academics and practitioners alike is the growing body of 

research on PLS instruction, even if some of the studies conducted so far in this line of 

research have design flaws and the relationship between PLS use and improved 

performance has been difficult to establish (Pawlak & Szyszka, 2018). 

As presented in Appendix III, one of the earliest studies was conducted by 

Vitanova and Miller (2002), who conducted a study with graduate EFL students from a 
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variety of language backgrounds with the aim of exploring learners’ opinions and 

concerns. They were attending a pronunciation course and were presented with open-

ended prompts such as “Why do you wish to improve your pronunciation?" or "What do 

you find most helpful in improving pronunciation?” The students' answers showed their 

concerns with learning both segmental and suprasegmental features, as well as their 

preferences for individual attention and for a balance between controlled and 

communicative learning, on the one hand, and for understanding the importance of 

affective learning factors such as identity and self-confidence, on the other.  

Bukowski (2004) measured changes in the approach to learning pronunciation of 

first-year English Philology students in Poland while receiving instruction in the use of 

metacognitive and socio-affective strategies. Participants were requested to write diaries 

deliberating about their pronunciation learning processes for three months. After 

analysing the data in the diaries, the researcher observed positive changes in the students’ 

approaches to pronunciation learning, such as an increase in their autonomy and in the 

deliberate actions and decisions taken in relation to their learning. Participants also 

showed greater pleasure in taking part in their classes and perceived activities outside of 

their lessons as more useful. 

In one of the few studies conducted with young learners, Varasarin (2007) 

undertook action research to investigate the effect of teaching pronunciation on their use 

of strategies, confidence, and intelligibility. In a classroom context, 20 Thai EFL children, 

aged 8-10, were taught to produce sounds, rhythm, and intonation, as well as to use direct 

(e.g., reviewing and memorising) and indirect (e.g., controlling anxiety and having a 

positive attitude) PLS. The teaching was implemented in three stages of ten hours each, 

with stage one and two focusing on vowels and consonants, and stage three on 

suprasegmental aspects, such as rhythm, stress and intonation. Children’s improvement 
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was measured by recording their production before and after training, and additional data 

were gathered from reflective reports (self-monitoring), group discussion, observation, 

and field notes. The analysis of data indicated that the use of indirect PLS varied as a 

function of learning stage. In stages one and two, children used all categories of indirect 

PLS, i.e., affective (having a positive attitude towards learning), social (cooperating with 

peers) and metacognitive (self-evaluating), whereas in stage three they limited their use 

to affective and metacognitive strategies. In addition, the overall results showed that 

training improved children's intelligibility and speaking confidence regardless of age. 

Back in Poland, Wrembel’s (2008) study with 32 first-year students of English 

Philology aimed at (i) finding out the opinions of participants on the usefulness and 

enjoyability of the PLS practiced in a pronunciation course, and (ii) collecting 

information on their PLS use outside the classroom. To gather qualitative and quantitative 

data, a two-part questionnaire with closed and open-ended items was given to the 

students. Data from the first part indicated that the most popular strategies turned out to 

be drama performance, relaxation and breathing exercises as well as dialogue reading and 

performing, while the ones considered most useful included phonemic transcription and, 

again, dialogue reading and performing, with kinesthetic feedback being the least 

preferred option. The second part of the questionnaire asked participants to list additional 

PLS they used outside the classroom. Eight strategies were mentioned, i.e., listening to 

English radio and TV, referring to a pronunciation dictionary, reading aloud, talking to 

oneself and friends in English, recording their own production, imitating native speakers, 

singing English songs, and transforming American accents into RP.  

In contrast with previous methods, Fang and Lin (2012) used an entirely 

quantitative approach in their aim to compare the use of PLS. One hundred and twenty 

Taiwanese EFL college students were divided into three groups of equal size which were 
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respectively assigned to a computer-assisted pronunciation training course (CAPT), a 

classroom-based pronunciation training course (CBPT), or to both methods. The 

intervention lasted two semesters with two hours of work per week, and the data were 

collected with a Likert-scale questionnaire based on the PLS identified by Osburne 

(2003). Not surprisingly, whereas participants in CAPT or CBPT did not report 

significant differences in PLS use, the students benefiting from both conditions improved 

more than those in the CAPT group. However, the most frequently used PLS by all 

participants, i.e., memory and imitation strategies, still mirrored results from previous 

investigations. 

In another EFL context, Akyol (2012) examined the learning strategies used by 

82 Turkish pre-service EFL teachers, 46 of which participated in a pronunciation course 

while the remaining 36 did not. Data were collected with a modified version of the 

Pronunciation Strategies Questionnaire based on the taxonomies of pronunciation 

learning strategies elaborated by Oxford (1990) and Peterson (2000). Interestingly, the 

students taking part in the pronunciation course used strategies such as recording 

themselves, inventing songs, and creating associations between English and Turkish 

pronunciation, whereas the other group relied more on cognitive strategies such as 

repetition. Besides, the results did not seem to corroborate those reported in previous 

research, as participants in the study were found to favour the use of pronunciation 

strategies in the following order: cooperation, memory, affective, compensation, 

metacognitive and cognitive strategies.  

In another study, Ingels (2011) examined strategy use in L2 pronunciation and 

whether the pronunciation of selected suprasegmental features (e.g., sentence and word 

stress, intonation, linking) improved after 15 ESL learners (14 Mandarin speakers and 1 

Korean speaker) preparing to become international teaching assistants received 



98 
 

instruction for sixteen weeks on self-monitoring PLS such as critical listening, 

transcribing, marking corrections and rehearsing. The independent variables were three 

levels of self-monitoring (listening only, listening and transcription, and listening, 

transcription and annotation), and the dependent variables included the changes in the 

accuracy of the suprasegmental features. A pre-test and a post-test were used to collect 

data before and after the intervention, with results showing improvement in accuracy but 

not so much in stress or intonation. Additionally, she found that starting proficiency and 

level of accuracy gains following self-monitoring were negatively correlated, with a 

ceiling effect potentially in play for higher level learners.   

Before closing this section, it is worth mentioning the series of studies conducted 

by Sardegna and her fellow researchers to gather empirical evidence in support of 

Dickerson’s (1994) Covert Rehearsal Model (CRM). This model claims that students’ 

processes of empowerment with PLS that allow them to self-direct and modify their 

pronunciation should consist of six stages: (i) finding privacy to practice; (ii) practicing 

aloud; (iii) monitoring production of target features; (iv) comparing production with 

models; (v) adjusting production to match the models; and (vi) practicing the adjustment 

out loud until accurate and fluent. In her first study, Sardegna (2009) investigated the 

long-term effectiveness of this instructional model by analysing the progress of 39 ESL 

students taking part in an English pronunciation course in the US. Adopting a pretest-

posttest design, participants were assessed in reading 5 dialogues and 22 words targeting 

phrase stress, construction stress and word stress both before and after the one-semester 

pronunciation course. In addition to collecting data at the beginning and the end of the 

instructional period, the researcher also did so five months and almost three years after 

the course had ended. Furthermore, responses to a follow-up questionnaire were analysed 

to gather information on PLS and identify student behaviour during covert rehearsal. The 
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results of the study showed that instruction in the use of PLS had a positive effect on 

improving reading and word stress. Regarding proficiency, Sardegna (2009) found that 

half of the students entering the course with low levels were able to catch up with their 

more proficient classmates in absolute accuracy. Moreover, her analyses of the qualitative 

data drawn from the questionnaires suggested that one factor contributing to individual 

differences was the range of motives behind learners' urgent need to improve a particular 

pronunciation area, i.e., from passing exams to the desire to improve their pronunciation 

ability.  

 In her next study, Sardegna (2011) used a similar pretest-immediate posttest-

delayed posttest design to investigate the long-term effects of PLS instruction on linking 

sounds within and across words. Data were collected from 38 international teaching 

assistants with different L1s who participated in a 40h course. The effects of instruction 

were investigated using a mixed-method approach which triangulated data from a read-

aloud test, two questionnaires and a survey, and the researcher’s notes. The results 

indicated that the students managed to improve their linking skills not only immediately 

following the instruction but also that this improvement remained during retests both five 

and nine months afterwards. The pedagogical implications highlighted that teaching 

pronunciation strategies to students and helping them develop a sense of self-efficacy are 

both necessary steps for learners to independently achieve positive pronunciation change.  

The ensuing project was conducted with 37 ESL international graduate students 

in the US and was aimed at testing the effect of raising their metacognitive awareness of 

effective PLS for use in covert rehearsal as well as their long-term progress with English 

stress and linking (Sardegna, 2012). She used different methods for data collection which 

included read aloud tests at the beginning, end and again after 5 and 25 months once the 

course finished, self-report questionnaires and a pronunciation strategy inventory. As in 
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her previous research, results showed an immediate and delayed improvement in the 

targeted pronunciation features and, more importantly, a positive correlation between 

strategy use and self-efficacy.  

 Finally, Sardegna & MacGregor (2013) instructed 15 ESL international graduate 

students from a variety of majors in the use of PLS oriented towards the development of 

self-regulated pronunciation practice. The course spanned 15 weeks and strategy 

instruction included activities such as teacher-guided instruction as well as modelling and 

practice of vowel reduction, linking, primary stress and intonation. Using a pretest-

posttest design, data were collected from reading aloud and students’ recounts including 

reflections, self-assessments, descriptions of problems and reports of out-of-class 

activities to improve pronunciation. Once more, instruction proved to be effective 

immediately and long after the course had finished, with students’ improving their overall 

reading as well as the aspects of prosody targeted. Also, participants who reported 

appropriate and consistent use of strategies after the completion of the course maintained 

better pronunciation scores than those who had reported minimal strategy use. 

Furthermore, it was found that instruction had also impacted learners' choice of self-

regulatory activities performed out of class. This finding emphasises the important role 

that teacher scaffolding plays in students’ pronunciation improvement. 

The studies reviewed above show that the populations explored mainly consisted 

of ESL (e.g., Sardegna, 2009, 2011, 2021) and EFL (e.g., Akyol, 2012; Bukowski, 2004; 

Fang & Lin, 2012) university students, except for one study which focused on EFL 

children (Varasarin, 2007). Instruction covered the use of a wide range of strategies which 

included metacognitive and socioaffective strategies (e.g., Bukowski, 2004), direct and 

indirect strategies (e.g., Varasarin, 2007) and the whole set of self-regulation strategies 

included in Covert Rehearsal (e.g., Sardegna, 2009, 2011). Reported length of instruction 
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ranged from 15 weeks (e.g., Sardegna & McGreggor, 2013) to two semesters (Fang & 

Lin, 2012), and in some cases participants were divided into groups receiving different 

types of instruction (Fang & Lin, 2012) or into groups receiving and not receiving 

instruction (Akyol, 2012). Different instruments were used for data collection. 

Participants' perceptions of strategies were gathered by means of diaries (e.g., Bukowski, 

2004), reflective reports, group discussion, observation, and field notes (e.g., Varasarin, 

2007), pronunciation strategy inventories (e.g., Akyol, 2012; Fang & Lin, 2012; 

Sardegna, 2012) and personal recounts, descriptions of problems and reports of out-of-

class activities to improve pronunciation (Sardgena & MacGregor, 2013). When needed, 

pronunciation improvement was measured by means of recordings before and after 

training (e.g., Vassarin, 2007) or by reading dialogues and words before and after the 

pronunciation course, and also five months and almost three years after the course had 

ended (e.g., Sardegna, 2009, 2012). 

Overall findings indicate that specific training in PLS seems to produce 

improvements in (i) learners’ autonomy, i.e., the deliberate actions and decisions they 

take in relation to their learning (Bukowski, 2004); (ii) children’ s use of direct and 

indirect strategies as a function of the stage in the learning cycle (Varasarin, 2007); (iii) 

students’ perception of usefulness of drama performance, dialogue reading and 

performance, relaxation and breathing exercises, and phonemic transcription (Wrembel, 

2008); (iv) ESL students’ word stress and linking abilities not only immediately after the 

course but also five and nine months afterwards (e,g, Sardegna, 2011); (v) ESL learners’ 

choice of self-regulatory activities performed out of class (Sardgena & MacGregor, 

2013); and (vi) EFL learners’ broader range of strategies used, such as recording 

themselves, inventing songs, creating associations between English and Turkish 

pronunciation (Akyol, 2012). Also, after a pronunciation course, some low-level learners 
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were able to catch up with their higher-level counterparts (Sardegna, 2009), and other 

participants reported great pleasure in taking part in their classes and perceived as useful 

the activities carried out outside of their lessons (Bukowski, 2004). Finally, participants 

who reported appropriate and consistent use of strategies after the completion of the 

course maintained better pronunciation scores than those who had reported minimal 

strategy use (Sardgena & MacGregor, 2013). Globally and more importantly, a positive 

correlation between strategy use self-efficacy has been reported (Sardegna, 2012).  

4.3.  A critical summary of the literature review on PLS 
The variety of studies on PLS reviewed above clearly reveals a multiplicity of 

approaches, results, and suggestions. Although most studies seem to show that learners 

mainly rely on cognitive and memory strategies, other studies indicate trends towards 

social, metacognitive, or affective approaches. Further, positive opinions of PLS do not 

always correspond to increased usage, making the accurate evaluation of data a difficult 

task. Results also indicate that the effectiveness of and preference for different strategies 

is modulated not only by learners' prior attainment level but also by their language 

anxiety. Thus, students who present less anxiety seem to use a wider range of strategies, 

engage in more varied learning practices and are more likely to hold self-efficacy beliefs. 

In contrast, more anxious students tend to use compensation and memory strategies and 

rely less on social interaction, although this finding seems to conflict with some data 

gathered in the first group of studies where lower-level students were found to use more 

social strategies. More research is therefore needed to try and shed light on these apparent 

contradictions as well as to ascertain the role played by other variables, such as gender, 

attitudes, motivation, or study abroad in the activation and use of PLS (as is the case with 

the present dissertation). Finally, while instruction based on PLS seems to be effective 

and students seem to find it useful and enjoyable, the style and duration of both 
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intervention and evaluation may also have a significant impact on students' performance 

and, as a result, no clear best practices have yet emerged.  

There are also some methodological observations that must be considered. When 

it comes to the method and the designs used in the studies, one of the most noticeable 

facts is the variety of measures used to assess PLS use, which is a critical issue when 

trying to compare and generalise the findings of available research. Moreover, 

pronunciation ability has been analysed in such different ways and the correlation 

analyses between PLS use and other variables are at times so feeble that it is impossible 

to make claims on cause-and-effect connections. In addition, the available studies on the 

relationship between individual factors and PLS use and learning improvements are so 

scant that drawing final conclusions would be highly speculative. The target languages 

analysed, and the type of participants involved are also quite limited, with studies 

overwhelmingly focusing on English and university learners, most commonly in contexts 

such as Poland and Turkey.  

These considerations mean that much remains to be investigated in the field of 

PLS. In this respect, the following suggestions should be taken into account when 

planning PLS studies: (i) PLS categories should be clearly determined; (ii) tools of 

measurement, evaluation and data collection should be fine-tuned to the requirements of 

the task in hand; (iii) tasks should combine controlled and spontaneous practice; (iv) 

scoring methods should include both subjective and objective elements to achieve a more 

complete evaluation; and (v) contextual and individual factors should receive more 

attention in research on the dynamics of PLS use. 

These recommendations have been followed to the extent possible in the design 

of the present study. As shown in chapter 6, an array of instruments for data collection 

and treatment from quantitative and qualitative perspectives has been used. Evidence of 
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students’ preferences for specific PLS has been gathered at different stages during the 

teaching intervention process in the classroom and through the compilation of weekend 

reports in the form of diaries. Moreover, the selection of the variables analyzed has been 

based on the findings reported in the literature review and after singling out those that 

seemed to be most relevant in terms of influence on pronunciation improvement. 

Additionally, the L1 of the participants in the study (Spanish) represents an unexplored 

factor in the specific field of EFL pronunciation, with the teaching context presenting 

major issues in terms of English development, a circumstance that will be explored more 

deeply in the next chapter. 

 

CHAPTER 5 ENGLISH LANGUAGE LEARNING 

IN SPAIN 

5.1. Introduction 
Educational standards in Spain have experienced a significant change over the last 

twenty years, not only concerning how subject matters are taught in the classroom but 

also how aspiring teachers are trained and certified. These changes provide and offer a 

way to understand how teaching practices have changed over time and how they may 

continue to change in the future and provide a context in which some of the pronunciation 

teaching strategies and methods explored in previous chapters could be implemented. 

 The 2010-2020 “Programa Integral de Aprendizaje de Lenguas Extranjeras” 

(Comprehensive Foreign Language Learning Program) was launched by the Socialist 

government of the time as an attempt to enhance foreign language competence in Spain. 

Although this program has many components, most noteworthy was the decision to 
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implement bilingual education in both primary and secondary schools throughout the 

country. This meant that many in-service teachers were required to increase their 

proficiency in English and that language teacher education programs had to be 

significantly modified to meet the new requirements. While competence in English was 

already regarded as essential for university students intending to pursue professional 

careers other than teaching, the implementation of bilingual education represented a 

significant change in the requirements for future educators. The situation was even more 

complicated by the high variability in levels of L2 competence shown by the students 

majoring in EFL teaching.   

This section will examine the context of these changes in terms of L2 competence 

as compared to other European countries and will discuss the methods in use both 

historically and contemporarily to teach foreign languages in Spain. The shift in 

approaches to teacher development and qualification as well as the reforms made to these 

approaches will also be considered. 

5.2. English Proficiency in Spain and Europe 
 Spain is a member of a large international community, and Spanish people must 

compete with other members of that community for a variety of jobs which strongly 

favour candidates with English competence. It should come as no surprise, then, that there 

is considerable interest in teaching English as a foreign language (EFL) in Spanish 

education. Evidence of this can be found in the fact that a lot of Spanish children and 

adolescents are nowadays taking EFL courses during their primary and secondary 

education, and that, for many, this type of instruction even extends to university. In 2012, 

the typical university student was provided with around a thousand hours of English 

instruction at a rate of a hundred lessons each academic year. Fortunately, the increased 
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focus on EFL teaching in the 2010s has seen this number grow even higher for today's 

students. 

Nevertheless, Spanish people's poor performance in developing L2 proficiency 

has been a continuing concern. Attempts to correct this deficit began as early as 2002 

with the implementation of language teaching initiatives resulting from policy 

recommendations made at a European Commission meeting in Barcelona, but progress 

has been difficult to achieve. In 2013, a report by Eurostat, the European Union’s 

statistical agency, indicated that Spain lagged behind other European countries in foreign 

language proficiency. This problem was visible once again in 2016, when Eurostat found 

that since 2007 the proportion of Spaniards aged 25 to 64 who could speak a foreign 

language had dropped from 46.6% to 45.8% (Eurostat, 2016). Furthermore, 2019’s 

English Proficiency Index ranked Spain 25th of 33 European countries, with a small 

decrease in proficiency year-over-year (English Proficiency Index, 2019).  

Given the quantity of instruction provided, the explanation for these negative 

results is to be found in the teaching methods used. In the Spanish educational system 

English lessons are mostly focused on vocabulary, grammar and even culture, but they 

are delivered in Spanish more frequently than is advisable. As a result, students taught in 

this fashion usually end up with low levels of speaking and pronunciation competence. 

These poor oral skills were highlighted in a 2014 report by the Centro de Investigaciones 

Sociológicas. The report documented that fewer than 40% of Spanish adults could 

manage a basic conversation in English, with reading comprehension being the only area 

of relative strength in Spain. While other countries such as France have managed to 

improve its citizens' L2 oral skills in recent years, the EPI has found that Spanish 

proficiency in English has dropped since 2014. On the other hand, this agency’s 

assessment of the initiative to turn primary and secondary public schools into bilingual 
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education centres indicates that it has not had any noticeable impact on the English 

proficiency of adults (English Proficiency Index, 2019). 

5.3. Teacher development and qualifications in Spain 
 The integration of foreign language teaching into the Spanish educational system 

was initially propelled by a series of reforms initiated in 1990 by the Socialist government 

of the time. These reforms modified different sections of the longstanding Ley General 

de Educación (General Education Law) throughout the 1990s, culminating in 2009 with 

the full Spanish membership in the Bologna Process, a set of European educational 

standards (EHEA, 2019). The objectives of this process included, among others, the 

introduction of common undergraduate and postgraduate levels in all European countries, 

a shared system of credit transfer, and the elimination of obstacles to the mobility of 

students and teaching staff. These reforms also involved a number of modifications in the 

methods used at the time to train and qualify teachers at primary and secondary levels. 

Since the participants of the current study were future EFL primary school teachers, the 

following section will revise the changes that affected this population.  

5.3.1. Primary School Teachers 
 Prior to the full implementation of the standards described above, future primary 

school teachers were required to complete a three-year university program to be qualified 

to teach. This program offered prospective teachers different opportunities to specialise 

in several areas, including the teaching of foreign languages. The level of specialisation 

achieved, however, was quite limited since most course hours were devoted to general 

instruction which covered a set of general subject areas for primary-level teaching 

(Madrid, 2001). As a result, dissatisfaction with how teachers were prepared for language 

teaching was widespread. A 1984 study had already found that 67% of those studying 

primary teaching felt underprepared for teaching English, and 52% underinformed on 
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methods of language teaching (Gento, 1984). The problem did not go unnoticed at the 

time, and education experts suggested that increased attention should be paid to both 

foreign language teaching methodologies and the English competence of primary 

teaching graduates (Madrid, 2001). However, changes to how primary teachers were 

trained did not begin until the Bologna Process was introduced. It must be noted that the 

current format of this degree allows for a considerable amount of specialisation in English 

language teaching and the program spans over four years instead of three the previous 

degree included more English credits. 

 

 The review above has shown that improving people's English proficiency has been 

an important concern in Spain for some time. Since the initial educational policies in the 

1980s, the emphasis placed on EFL teaching in schools has grown dramatically. This 

increase in emphasis has been accompanied by changes in the training of teachers, 

including those who specialise in language teaching and those who have recently found 

themselves required to teach their subjects in a bilingual context. As a result of the 

Bologna process, primary school teachers have seen their training program extended from 

three to four years although, because of the reduction in English credits, teachers have 

now fewer opportunities to enhance their language proficiency during their training.  

 Despite these extensive educational reforms, Spain continues to struggle for 

widespread English competence. As compared to reading comprehension, a skill 

traditionally encouraged in Spanish schools, oral and communicative skills continue to 

lag, despite teaching efforts to shore them up. The European Union as a whole is making 

progress in achieving higher levels of foreign language proficiency, but Spain’s progress 

year-after-year has stagnated or even regressed, depending on the metric used. 
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Unfortunately, many adults continue to lack the ability to manage basic communication 

in English or any other foreign language. 

This chapter has emphasised the challenges that Spain faces as a country and the 

need to make changes concerning the way English is being taught. To ensure that some 

of these changes have a real impact on future generations, they should be carried out with 

prospective EFL teachers during their training period. Since, as explained above, the main 

foreign language concern of the Spanish population has to do with their speaking and 

communicative skills, the main aim of the present study (see next chapter) has been to 

investigate whether a teaching intervention including the instruction in and practice of 

pronunciation learning strategies with future primary EFL teachers could enhance their 

L2 proficiency levels. 

 

 

 

CHAPTER 6 METHOD 

6.1. Justification 
In the previous review of theory and research into the potential of direct pronunciation 

instruction in general, and pronunciation learning strategies in particular, a variety of 

concerns has been identified that requires further consideration if current practices in 

these areas are to be developed. The present study aims to contribute to the field by 

conducting empirical research on some of these issues, which are briefly summarised 

below: 

1. In general, there is a need to develop a stronger focus on teacher education 

regarding pronunciation instruction, even though some progress has been made in 
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recent years. For instance, several textbooks for teachers based on research have 

recently been published (Derwing & Munro, 2015; Grant, 2014; Levis, 2018; 

Murphy, 2013; Pickering, 2018), and in 2017 Levis created the webpage 

“pronunciation forteachers.com”, with links to resources and essays by 

researchers and experts in the field. Nevertheless, the instruction future teachers 

receive in this area is still insufficient. In most university degrees it is still believed 

that a general course in phonetics or linguistics is enough, but teacher education 

programmes in foreign languages need to address the fact that students need 

explicit and extensive instruction to gain enough theoretical and practical 

knowledge on how to teach pronunciation to their future pupils (Derwing, 2019). 

2. Closely related to these language training programmes is the need to make pre-

service teachers aware of the fact that pronunciation is often left out of the

curriculum and very seldom taught in the classroom. Although researchers have

been saying for some time that pronunciation teaching should be integrated into

general foreign language classes (Busà, 2008; Calvo-Benzies, 2013; Levis &

Grant, 2003), there has been little progress in this regard. It may thus be expected

that future EFL teachers will feel more confident to face this challenge if they are

provided with specific strategies and training on how to teach pronunciation.

3. There seems to be a general agreement that if language learning strategies are

essential for effective foreign language learning, they should be equally

indispensable for the development of foreign language pronunciation. Although

studies on this area are quite limited (e.g., Griffiths, 2013; Oxford, 2011, 2017;

Pawlak, 2018), the analysis of their findings and methodology has shown that: (i)

the longer the treatment, the more  beneficial it seems to be for pronunciation

learning ; (ii) there are clear differences in the PLS used by learners with different
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proficiency levels; (iii) individual variables such as anxiety, gender, motivation 

or attitudes mediate pronunciation learning; (iv) EFL learners participating in the 

studies have mainly been of Turkish or Polish backgrounds; and (v) there are not 

enough studies with pre-test/post-test designs and multifaceted measures of 

pronunciation gains.  

Taking these findings and methodological concerns into account, as well as the 

imperative need to advance EFL teaching and learning in Spain, this study is intended as 

a contribution to the improvement of pronunciation teaching in this country. 

6.2. Objectives 
With the intention of improving the pronunciation skills of future EFL primary school 

teachers, the main aim of this dissertation is to include pronunciation learning strategies 

in the subject "Didáctica de la Fonética del Inglés" and study the effect of this inclusion 

on a series of variables related to the acquisition of English pronunciation proficiency. 

This general objective has been subdivided into two main objectives: 

6.2.1. Main objectives 
 

1. To assess the improvement (if any) in pronunciation proficiency levels of EFL 

Primary Education university students throughout a specific pronunciation course 

including pronunciation learning strategies.  

2. To examine the relationship between the use of pronunciation learning strategies, 

individual factors (motivation and attitudes, gender and stay abroad) and 

pronunciation proficiency levels of EFL Primary Education university students 

before, during and after the implementation of the course mentioned above. 

6.2.2. Specific objectives 
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To formulate the specific objectives of the study and decide how to analyse the 

information gathered, different criteria based on the literature on pronunciation learning 

strategies and standard methodology to conduct statistical analysis were followed. 

Specifically, the selection of moderating variables (time of intervention, gender and stay 

abroad), was done by taking into consideration that the review of previous studies had 

shown that they could affect or influence the dependent variables chosen (frequency of 

use of PLS, motivation and attitude). Additionally, the logical order of the statistical 

analyses conducted, sequenced as description, comparison and correlation, and then a 

deeper interpretation of data, was respected. Bearing these criteria in mind, the study 

included the following specific objectives:  

1. To describe the frequency of use of pronunciation learning strategies, the 

pronunciation proficiency level and the motivation and attitudes towards 

pronunciation learning of EFL Primary Education university students as a 

function of intervention time, gender and whether they had stayed abroad.  

2. To correlate EFL Primary Education university students’ pronunciation 

proficiency levels with their frequency of use of pronunciation learning strategies 

and their motivation and attitudes towards pronunciation learning as a function of 

intervention time, gender and whether they had stayed abroad. 

3. To correlate EFL Primary Education university students’ motivation and attitudes 

towards pronunciation learning with their frequency of use of pronunciation 

learning strategies of as a function of intervention time, gender and whether they 

had stayed abroad. 

4. To correlate EFL Primary Education university students’ motivation and attitudes 

towards pronunciation learning as a function of intervention time, gender and 

whether they had stayed abroad.  
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5. To examine the frequency of pronunciation learning strategies used by EFL 

Primary Education university students at high (HP) and low (LP) proficiency 

levels, and to find out whether there are significant differences between these 

groups. 

6. To analyse HPs' and LPs' perceptions of motivational and attitudinal factors 

involved in pronunciation learning. 

7. To interpret the use of autonomous pronunciation learning strategies of EFL 

Primary Education university students. 

6.3. Research context and participants 

6.3.1. The University of Murcia and ISEN 
 

The sample for the study was selected from ISEN (Instituto Superior de 

Enseñanza), a university centre in Cartagena affiliated to the University of Murcia. The 

University of Murcia is the third oldest university in Spain, as it was established in 1272 

by the king Alfonso X of Castile. It provides higher education to the public and has as its 

main objectives the creation and sharing of knowledge through education and research. 

Every year there are approximately 30,000 graduate and post-graduate students enrolled 

in one of its more than over 50 degrees offered in 20 faculties, ranging from Medicine, 

Business or Art, to Architecture, Literature or Education. In this context, the study of 

English as a foreign language, aside from specific degrees (including English Studies, 

Translation and Interpretation, and Primary Teaching specializing in EFL), varies as a 

function of the faculty and department where it is taught. For example, students in the 

degrees of Business Management and Administration, Law and Primary Education 

Teaching have the opportunity of joining a bilingual group, which guarantees that at least 

50% of the lessons are taught in English. However, it is more common that English is 
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taught as a mandatory or optional subject to prepare students for B2 CEFR level, although 

many degrees do not include this subject in the syllabus. This means that students who 

are interested in studying languages while at university have no alternative but to rely on 

the Servicio de Idiomas (Foreign Languages Service) or external private schools.   

ISEN was recognized as a university associated with the University of Murcia in 

2006 and began to offer the bachelor's degree in Primary Teaching in 2010. Although 

ISEN is situated in Cartagena and has the right to charge its own fees as a semi-private 

centre, both institutions officially share the length of courses and study plans, and their 

students gain the same certificate issued by the University of Murcia. In addition, some 

lecturers work at both institutions or are in close contact with their respective colleagues, 

which guarantees that students receive the same content and quality of education 

regardless of location. 

6.3.2. Participants 
 

As mentioned above, the participants in the study were students at ISEN. At the 

time of the research (first term of the 2019/2020 academic year), they were in their fourth 

year of the Primary Education Teaching degree and had already made a final decision on 

the specialty they intended to pursue. From an initial group of 23 students who had 

initially registered for the EFL specialty, only 14 remained while the rest moved to other 

specialties because of the difficulty of English subjects. This is a common concern among 

primary education students, who feel that there is a considerable gap between the English 

requirements in the third year of the degree and what is expected from them in their fourth 

year as future EFL teachers. Anecdotally, the students taking English as a specialty are 

believed to be the “clever kids” among their peers.  

The participants in the study eventually included 5 males and 9 females whose 

average age was 23. Despite the non-probabilistic sampling method used, their profiles 
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represented Spain’s teacher education population at large, i.e., the group consisted mostly 

of women, replicating the national context where most primary and preschool teachers 

are females, and all its members had received instruction in EFL throughout their primary 

and secondary education (11 years at least). Only 5 participants in the group had spent 

some time in an English-speaking country (less than 6 months, in any case) and none of 

them had taken pronunciation-focused courses. This meant that the participants' past 

experiences with learning the language were mostly based on their primary and secondary 

education courses, as mentioned above, as well as on the study of the four basic skills 

covered in the General English subjects that all students, regardless of their future choice 

of specialty, are expected to take in the first and third years of the degree. Regarding their 

language competence, a standard level test administered at the beginning of the study 

showed that all participants were at B2 level according to the Common European 

Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR).  

Table 1 below shows the English-related subjects that Primary Education 

Teaching students specialising in EFL take from the first year of the degree until they 

graduate. 

Table 1 

English-related subjects taken by EFL pre-service teachers during their degree. 

Subject Description Year in the degree and 
duration 

Spoken and written 
communication in English 
for the primary school 
classroom 

Students learn general 
English skills involving the 
main four competencies: 
reading, writing, listening 
and speaking 

First year, 1 academic year 
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Teaching and learning 
English 

Students learn general 
English skills involving the 
main four competencies: 
reading, writing, listening 
and speaking 

Second year, 1 academic year  

English learning processes in 
the primary school classroom 

Focuses on guiding students 
to achieve C1-related 
competency in the four main 
skills 

Fourth year, EFL specialty, 
about 14 weeks 

English didactics in primary 
education 

Focuses on providing 
students with techniques and 
strategies to teach English to 
primary school children   

Fourth year, EFL specialty, 
about 14 weeks 

Design of didactic units for 
the English classroom in 
primary education  

Teaches students how to 
design and plan English 
didactic units for primary 
education 

Fourth year, EFL specialty, 1 
academic year 

Didactics for English 
phonetics 

Teaches students the basics 
of English pronunciation  

Fourth year, EFL specialty. 
about 14 weeks 

Life and cultural aspects of 
the United Kingdom and its 
didactics 

Students learn about cultural 
topics, historical events and 
everyday life in the United 
Kingdom and prepare 
activities to teach those 
contents at a primary level 

Fourth year, EFL specialty. 
about 14 weeks 

Storybooks for the English 
classroom in primary 
education 

Focuses on how to teach 
content with the use of 
storybooks 

Fourth year, EFL specialty. 
about 7 weeks 

Teacher training  Students spend some time 
teaching English at a school 
under the supervision of an 
in-service English teacher.  

Fourth year, EFL specialty, 7 
weeks 

 
Judging from the information shown in the table and the review in Section I on 

the educational system in Spain (see Chapter 5), it may be concluded that it is not until 
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their fourth year that pre-service EFL teachers receive any specific pronunciation 

instruction, and much less any guidance on pronunciation learning strategies.  

6.4. Research design  
The design of the study is complex as it integrates different approaches. In the 

first place, as the research is intended to analyze the impact of a programme especially 

designed to solve a specific problem, it may be considered as an example of evaluation 

research. Moreover, since it is developed through an entire academic term, and involves 

a close examination of students' performance and some correlation-oriented objectives 

(see above), the design can also be regarded as exploratory and longitudinal in nature, as 

well as borrowing aspects from correlational and case study approaches. 

Against this background, both quantitative and qualitative data were gathered by 

means of five instruments which included the Pronunciation Learning Strategies 

Inventory (Szyszka, 2017, adapted from Berkil, 2008), the Strategies for Pronunciation 

Improvement Inventory (Sardegna, Lee & Kusey, 2017), the Learner Attitudes and 

Motivation for Pronunciation questionnaire (Sardegna, Lee & Kusey, 2014), a 

pronunciation test (Campos, 2018), and online diaries written by students at weekends 

throughout the course. It was expected that the use of this variety of instruments to obtain 

quantitative and qualitative information would assure the thoroughness of the data 

collecting process, as well as the validity of the results.  

6.5. Instruments 
The full version of the instruments can be consulted in Appendix X. 

 
Pronunciation Learning Strategy Inventory (Szyszka, 2017, adapted from Berkil, 2008) 

The main instrument to collect data on the pronunciation learning strategies used 

by the participants was the Pronunciation Learning Strategy Inventory (PLSI), as adapted 
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by Szyszka (2017) from Berkil (2008). To verify the validity and reliability of the adapted 

instrument, Szyyszka conducted a pilot study in which the PLSI was applied along with 

an analogous instrument, the Strategy Inventory for Language Learning, version 7.0 

(Oxford, 1990), since, following this author (2011), it was assumed that relating the 

results from two similar instruments measuring the same constructs was a reliable way to 

check their validity. For that reason, two statistical measures were used in the pilot study, 

namely Cronbach’ s alpha and split-half internal consistency reliability. The application 

of both tests showed positive results, with Cronbach’ s alpha reaching 0.90 and the split-

half method 0.91, which indicated that the internal consistency or reliability of the 

instrument was satisfactory. This high positive correlation warranted the validity of the 

adapted PLSI. Because of the strong statistical consistency of the results and its proven 

use in different contexts and studies, the PLSI was selected as the main instrument to 

gather data on the use of pronunciation learning strategies by our participants.  

The PLSI consists of 52 items divided into six subcategories. These categories 

replicate the strategies in Oxford (1990): memory (items 1-6), cognitive (items 7– 28), 

compensation (items 29– 35), metacognitive (items 36– 43), affective (items 44– 48) and 

social (items 49– 52) strategies. All in all, 35 items belong to direct pronunciation 

strategies (memory, cognitive and compensation), and 17 to indirect pronunciation 

strategies (metacognitive, affective and social). Each item was evaluated according to a 

five-point Likert scale (1 = never; 2 = rarely; 3 = sometimes; 4 = frequently; 5 = always). 

Table 2 provides an example item of each category.  

Table 2 

Example of items in each category of the Pronunciation Learning Strategy Inventory 

Category Example Item 
Memory 6. I repeat pronunciation of a difficult word over

and over 
Cognitive 13. I read words or text passages out loud
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Compensation 29. I avoid saying words which I have difficulties in 
pronouncing 

Metacognitive 39. I purposefully focus my listening on specific 
sounds 

Affective 44. I have a sense of humour about my 
mispronunciation 

Social 51. I learn pronunciation with someone else 
 

Strategies for Pronunciation Improvement Inventory (Sardegna, Lee & Kusey, 2017) 

To collect further data on the choice of pronunciation learning strategies for 

improving English pronunciation skills, the Strategies for Pronunciation Improvement 

Inventory (SPII) was used along with the PLSI. The former is a self-report questionnaire 

consisting of 45 items which are rated by means of a 5-point Likert scale (1 = never;2 = 

rarely; 3 = sometimes; 4 = frequently; 5 = always). According to the authors, the items in 

the SPII were developed following the guidelines suggested by Dörnyei (2003) on how 

to create valid and reliable inventories and were based on the strategies that previous 

research had found useful for foreign language pronunciation improvement. These 

strategies were also reviewed by experts and piloted with a sample of participants to 

obtain feedback. The final questionnaire was divided into 3 sections, respectively focused 

on the strategies to improve the pronunciation of sounds (15 items), polysyllabic words 

(12 items) and phrases (18 items). After the administration of the questionnaire, the 

authors calculated Cronbach’s reliability estimates to check the internal consistency of 

the item sets, with resulting scores being high for all strategy types (α = .89-94). Table 3 

provides an example item of each section.  
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Table 3  

Example of items in each section of the SPII 

Section Example Item 
Sounds 11. I practice sounds that I hear. 

Polysyllabic words 17. I use spelling rules to decide which syllable to 
stress in a word. 

Phrases 34. I repeat phrases after a teacher/native speaker, 
or a recording. 

 

Learner Attitudes and Motivations for Pronunciation 

The Learner Attitudes and Motivations for Pronunciation (LAMP) questionnaire by 

Sardegna, Lee and Kusey (2014) was selected to gather information on participants’ (i) 

motivation to improve their English pronunciation skills, and (ii) attitudes towards 

learning and practicing English pronunciation for accuracy improvement. As they did 

with the creation of the SPII, the authors followed the guidelines suggested by Dörnyei 

(2003) and reviewed and pilot-tested the questionnaire accordingly. Cronbach's alpha was 

then calculated, with values over 0.7 for all subscales. 

The subscale describing students’ motivation included three subcategories, namely 

integrative, intrinsic and extrinsic motives, which had been found to be important factors 

for learning a foreign language. At the same time, each subcategory was made up of a 

component with its specific items. A description of each subcategory, component and an 

example item can be found in Table 4. 

Table 4  

LAMP’s motivation subscale with categories, components and example items. 

Category Component Example Item 

Integrative (The desire to 
meet and develop a 
friendship with L2 
speakers.) 

 
— 24. I try to belong to the group of people 

that has good pronunciation 
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Intrinsic (The desire to 
improve L2 pronunciation 
skills because it is 
satisfying and personally 
gratifying) 

Curiosity 9. I am curious about how to pronounce 
new words. 

Involvement 15. I make sure that I have enough time to 
practice my pronunciation 

Challenge 1. I always try to sound better than before 

Extrinsic (The desire to 
improve L2 pronunciation 
skills due to social pressure 
or to attain a specific 
outcome or goal) 

Compliance 19. I practice pronunciation because it is 
required in my class/school/institution 

Grades/instrumenta
l 

13. I practice pronunciation only to get 
good grades in my English class 

 

Regarding the subscale for attitudes, it was divided into four components with 

their specific items (see Table 5). 

Table 5  

LAMP’s attitude subscale with components and example items. 

Component Example Item 
Affective (Feelings and emotions 
that learners have toward English 
pronunciation learning) 

43. I get nervous when someone corrects my 
pronunciation mistakes. 

Cognitive (Personal and evaluative 
beliefs and outcome evaluation 
regarding English pronunciation 
learning which include perceived 
linguistic, intellectual, and practical 
values) 

29. If I learn to pronounce like a native speaker, I will 
have better job offers 

Conative (Behavioral intentions 
and action readiness toward English 
pronunciation learning) 
 

33. If I knew how to correct my pronunciation, I would 
spend at least 30 min a day practicing it 

Self-efficacy (belief in own ability 
to complete tasks and attain English 
pronunciation learning goals) 

26. I can acquire accurate English pronunciation if I 
practice. 

 

Pronunciation Test 

To gain an accurate picture of the students’ pronunciation proficiency levels at 

the beginning, middle and end of the intervention, a pronunciation test developed by 

Campos (2018) was used. According to the author, the construction of the test was guided 

by two principles largely based on the relevant literature, i.e., its focus on production and 
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the inclusion of measures intended to assess both accuracy and intelligibility. The test is 

taken to be a comprehensive tool because it includes four sections featuring (1) isolated 

words and short phrases (vowel quality and vowel quantity contrasts as well as consonant 

sounds); (2) sentences (vowel contrasts, consonant differences and consonant clusters); 

(3) short dialogues (sentence accent and intonation); and (4) two open-ended questions 

(freer type of pronunciation performance). The author also suggests that the features 

included in the different sections are thought to be problematic for Spanish speakers 

(Rogerson-Revell, 2011), which makes this test a very efficient tool to measure the 

proficiency level of the participants in the present study. As for rating procedures, one 

rubric is provided for accuracy and another one for intelligibility, both with a five-level 

performance scale ranging from 1 = poor to 5 = excellent. An example of each of the 

sections mentioned above is shown in Table 6. 

Table 6  

Sections of the Pronunciation Test with an example. 

Section Example  
Words and short phrases Half 

A piece of meat in a minute 
Sentences Peter and Sue are going to the noisy zoo in the park 

Short dialogue 
 

A: Could I have your name, please?  
B: Robinson  
A: And your first name?  
B: George Robinson.  

Open-ended question What’s the best film you’ve ever seen? Talk about it. 

 

Pronunciation Diaries  

To gather information on the activities that students were doing to improve their 

pronunciation skills at weekends, they were asked to submit an online diary answering 

the following open-ended questions: “Have you worked on your pronunciation this 
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weekend? How? What did you do and for how long? Be as specific as possible.” It is well 

known that, even though the writing of diaries involves some problems such as a high 

degree of subjectivity, low submission rates and variable depth in the reflection entries 

(Dörnyei, 2003; Gass & Mackey, 2007), they offer researchers unique insights into 

individuals’ thought processes, in addition to promoting critical thinking and developing 

autonomy (Pawlak, 2011). Therefore, it was considered that the advantages of this data 

collection method would outweigh the difficulties involved in its use. 

Table 7 provides a summary of the data collection instruments used in the study. 

Table 7  

Summary of the data collection instruments used in the present research.  

Instrument Variable Description 

Pronunciation Learning 
Strategies Inventory (PLSI) 

(Szyszka, 2017, adapted 
from Berkil, 2008) 

Frequency of use of 
pronunciation learning 

strategies 

52 items divided into six 
subsections 

Strategies for Pronunciation 
Improvement Inventory 
(SPII) (Sardegna, Lee & 

Kusey, 2017) 

Choice of pronunciation 
learning strategies 

Self-report questionnaire of 
45 items 

Learner Attitudes and 
Motivation for 

Pronunciation (LAMP) 
(Sardegna, Lee, &Kusey, 

2014) 

Motivation and attitudes 
towards learning and 

practicing English 
pronunciation 

Self-report questionnaire 
with 25 items for motivation 

and 18 items for attitudes 
 

Pronunciation Test (Campos, 
2018) 

Assessment of pronunciation 
proficiency levels 

Four sections containing 
isolated words, short, 

sentences, short dialogues, 
and open-ended questions 

Online Diaries Independent work on 
pronunciation 

Open written report on 
autonomous activities to 
work on pronunciation at 

weekends 
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6.5.1. Variables 
Variables are divided into categories depending on the methodological approach 

taken. In the present study, variables were identified as moderating independent, those 

that could have an effect, and dependent, those that could show the effects. Specifically, 

the selection of moderating independent variables (time of intervention, gender and stay 

abroad), was done by taking into consideration that the review of previous studies had 

shown that they could affect or influence the dependent variables chosen (frequency of 

use of PLS, motivation and attitude).  

6.5.1.1. Moderating independent variables 
 

● Time of intervention 
 

This feature has been regarded as worth exploring not only in pronunciation 

instruction studies but also in second language acquisition and general strategy instruction 

research (Jeon & Kaya, 2006; Plonsky, 2011). As expected, findings tend to suggest that 

the longer the treatment the larger the effects produced, although Plonsky and Oswald 

(2014) have suggested that the correlation between treatment length and effect size should 

be considered regarding the practicality of the intervention when time and energy are 

weighed against the hypothetical benefits. This means that sometimes longer 

interventions are not worth the time they require to be designed and implemented because 

their benefits are not greater than those provided by shorter, less time-consuming teaching 

approaches and strategies. In the present study, the effects of intervention time have been 

measured by asking participants to complete the questionnaires at three different times, 

before the teaching intervention, at the midpoint, and at the end of it. The length of 

intervention was divided into three different periods: the beginning was week 1, midway 

up until week 10, and the end of the intervention week 13. 
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● Gender 
 

Gender as an individual factor has been studied for some time but results 

regarding pronunciation learning are still inconclusive and so merit further analysis 

(Griffiths, 2013; Szyszka, 2017). There is some research proving that, as compared to 

males, females use more compensation and affective strategies (Ghee, Ismail, & Kabilan, 

2010; Hashemi, 2011), cognitive, metacognitive and social strategies (Chang et al., 2007) 

and interactional and communicative strategies (Ehrman & Oxford, 1989). Nevertheless, 

other investigations have found no differences in the number of strategies used by both 

groups or have directly reported opposite results, i.e., males using learning strategies more 

often than females (Griffiths, 2003; Tercanlioglu, 2004). The present study has attempted 

to contribute to this field of inquiry by analysing data on strategy use from the perspective 

of gender. In the present study, gender was either male or female. 

● Stay abroad 
 
Most studies conducted on stays abroad have found positive benefits for a variety 

of foreign language skills, including speaking and overall fluency (Díaz-Campos, 2004; 

Freed, Segalowitz & Dewey, 2004). Moreover, when regular formal instruction and 

studying in a foreign context have been compared, the latter has been found to have a 

greater impact on both written and oral skills, particularly on fluency and accuracy (Pérez-

Vidal, Juan-Garau, Mora, & Valls-Ferrer, 2012). Although the duration of the 

experiences analyzed is normally six months or more, there are promising results from 

other studies showing that shorter stays abroad (3-4 weeks or even one week) may also 

improve learners' fluency and accuracy (Llanes & Muñoz, 2009). Experience abroad has 

been included in the present study by asking students whether they had been in an 

English-speaking country for a meaningful amount of time (more than one week). In other 

words, the two possible groups were i) stayed abroad, if the student had spent more than 
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a week in a foreign country, or ii) not having stayed abroad, if the stay had been for less 

than a week, or never been abroad. 

● Pronunciation proficiency level

One of the variables most frequently studied in second language acquisition is

language proficiency. Some research has found a strong relationship between strategy use 

and language proficiency (Dreyer & Oxford, 1996; Park, 1997; Takeuchi, 1993), but other 

studies have shown very weak correlations (Oxford & Ehrman, 1995) or no positive 

relation at all (Politzer & McGroarty, 1985). Nevertheless, it seems that, regarding the 

specific domain of pronunciation learning strategies, more proficient students tend to be 

more aware of their pronunciation problems and to use more metacognitive strategies, 

such as monitoring and self-correction, while less proficient students prefer teacher 

correction (Pawlak, 2008; Samalieva, 2000). Pronunciation proficiency has been included 

as a variable in this study by giving the same pronunciation test to participants at the 

beginning, midway and at the end of the teaching intervention. Proficiency was 

categorised using a 1 – 5 scale corresponding to: 1 to poor, 2 to fair, 3 to good, 4 to very 

good and 5 to excellent. 

6.5.1.2.  Dependent variables 

● Frequency of use of PLSs

The frequency of use of pronunciation learning strategies was measured with the

Pronunciation Learning Strategies Inventory (PLSI) and the Strategies for Pronunciation 

Improvement Inventory (SPI). The answers are categorised following a 1-5 scale in 

which, for both, 1 corresponds to never, 2 to rarely, 3 to sometimes, 4 to frequently and 

5 to always. 

● Motivation and attitudes towards learning pronunciation.
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The Learner Attitudes and Motivations for Pronunciation (LAMP) questionnaire 

also used a 1-5 scale, in its corresponding to: 1 to strongly disagree, 2 to somewhat 

disagree, 3 to neutral, 4 to somewhat agree and 5 to strongly agree.  

 

6.6. Procedure 
As the global goal of the study was to improve the pronunciation proficiency of 

future EFL teachers in the Region of Murcia (see section I above), different types of 

information were gathered to decide what course of action should be taken with that 

orientation in mind. Marks and development in pronunciation proficiency of past cohorts 

of students were reviewed, anecdotical discussions among professors teaching the EFL 

specialty were noted down, and a comparison was conducted between the amount of 

pronunciation instruction included in the current syllabus with what students had been 

receiving before the Bologna Process was introduced. Additionally, the influence of the 

different academic and socioeconomic shifts in Spain that might have affected the English 

skills of participants before entering the university was reviewed. The aim of this review 

was to end up with a clear picture of students’ previous educational experiences that might 

serve as a source of useful insights about the challenges the study had to face. Once the 

information from all those sources was pooled together, I concluded that students would 

only be in a good position to increase their pronunciation levels if improvements were 

made to the course structure and the teaching methodology used. With these objectives 

in mind, the research plan for the dissertation was drawn up.  

After considering all the courses offered in the EFL specialty, the first step in this 

plan was to select "Didáctica de la fonética del inglés" as the subject in which 

pronunciation learning strategies would be embedded, since the content on which these 
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strategies would operate, i.e., segmental and suprasegmentals features of Englsih, was 

already being covered in its study programme.  

After this initial decision and, once the general and specific objectives of the study 

had been established, "Didáctica de la fonética del inglés" was redesigned along the 

following lines:  

- Regarding general content, the original number of 5 blocks was reduced to 4 

by integrating Block 4 “Correspondence between grapheme-phoneme in 

words containing fricative and affricate consonants in English” into Block 1 

“English vowels and consonants,” and renaming the resulting block as “UNIT 

6. Grapheme-phoneme correspondences in fricative and affricate English 

consonants. Most common errors for Spanish speakers.”  

- One pronunciation learning strategy from the PLSI was chosen to be covered  

in each lesson. The PLSI was selected because of its wider presence in the 

literature and because it comprised the higher number of strategies described 

in specific terms so that they could be taught and put into practice with ease. 

However, since the number of lessons was not large enough to teach every 

strategy included in the PLSI independently, the decisions to cover only a 

limited number of strategies in the classroom setting (see below) were based 

on the criteria of contingency and accessibility of use. In any case, it must be 

noted that students were exposed to every strategy in the PLSI through their 

completion of the questionnaires at each data collection point.  

- The tasks and activities already included in the syllabus were given an 

overhaul to include updated and inclusive resources. More pair and group 

work were used in class, as well as online materials and gamified practice. 

Additionally, reference books with a clear focus on intelligibility instead of 
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accent reduction were encouraged to be consulted by students. The difficulty 

of finding such published works reinforced the ideas from the literature review 

about the scarcity of pronunciation instruction materials for teachers based on 

the intelligibility principle. Nevertheless, books such as “How to Write 

Pronunciation Activities” by Laura Patsko and Katy Simpson, and “Be 

understood” by Christina Maurer Smolder were included in the list of 

recommended reads. 

- More one-to-one reading aloud practice was allotted in the last weeks of the 

course to increase individualised feedback.  

- The use of the online diaries was encouraged to keep track of students' own 

progress and as a tool to help them reflect on their learning.  

The redesign of the subject was then sent to two groups of experts including 

English pronunciation specialists and research methodologists. In addition to the 

planification and resources used in the subject, an assessment tool asking them to judge 

the validity and reliability of the programme and make suggestions for improvement was 

also attached to the email (Appendix X). The suggestions made by the experts concerned 

the flexibility of the contents in the programme, its foundation on a specific theoretical 

model, the inclusion of more pedagogically oriented activities, and the use of texts related 

to CLIL. However, due to a variety of reasons, these suggestions were not entirely 

followed. On the one hand, the content to be covered was not modifiable because it 

responded to the officially pre-established requirements included in the study programme. 

On the other hand, the rather unspecific and mixed nature of the theoretical approach on 

which the programme was framed was only the consequence of the multidimensionality 

prevailing in the field, as reviewed in Chapter 1. Finally, the remaining two suggestions 

(more pedagogically oriented activities and use of texts related to CLIL) were addressed 
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by looking for specific teaching materials which, once more, were very difficult to find. 

In this respect, it is worth mentioning that while the denomination of the subject 

("Didáctica de la fonética de inglés") includes the term “didactics”, there is not a specific 

block on how to teach pronunciation. This is so because the limited amount of time 

allocated to pronunciation in the specialty is mostly spent on helping future EFL teachers 

improve their own pronunciation proficiency levels. Although this lack of attention to 

pronunciation teaching is a blind spot in the programme, altering the length of the course 

would entail reviewing the whole study plan of the specialty, something which is out of 

the scope of this study.  

Finally, during the first term of the academic year 2019/2020 the new programme 

for the subject "Didáctica de la fonética del inglés" was implemented. From September 

to December and over a total of 14 weeks, lessons were taught twice a week with a 

duration of two hours per session. The pronunciation tests and questionnaires were 

administered and completed in week 1, week 6 and week 14, and every weekend diaries 

were submitted by the students. Following the criteria mentioned above, only a limited 

number of strategies selected from the PLSI were taught by the teacher. She asked 

students to copy each new strategy in their notebooks at the beginning of each lesson, and 

then explained their meaning, modelled their practice and encouraged their use in and out 

of class independently. The strategies selected were sequenced as a function of the 

implementation of the different teaching blocks in the course and the students’ level of 

experience. Thus, during the first weeks the emphasis was placed on the use of phonetic 

symbols, taking risks, associating sounds in English and Spanish, etc., while at the end of 

term the strategies taught were more focused on helping others or talking in English 

outside the classroom. In this way, the students were expected to use specific strategies 

with growing ease as the term and their knowledge progressed. From a procedural point 
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of view, the students were asked to keep all the strategies in a single list which they were 

expected to use when completing exercises and activities both in class and at home. 

Figure 1 provides an example of the notes taken by one of the students, while Table 8 

shows the distribution of strategies taught in each session during the 14 weeks.  

Figure 1  

Strategies copied in a participant’s notebook. 
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Table 8  

Distribution of PLS taught in every week and session 

Week 1 PLS 

Session 1 Session 2 
Taking risks in pronouncing words 

regardless of the possibility of making 
mistakes (PLSI, 47) 

Using phonetic symbols or own code to 
remember how to pronounce words in 

English (PLSI, 1) 

Week 2 PLS 
Session 3 Session 4 

Associating English pronunciation with 
Spanish pronunciation (PLSI, 4) 

Forming and using hypotheses about 
pronunciation rules (PLSI, 19) 

Week 3 PLS 
Session 5 Session 6 

Asking someone else to correct my 
pronunciation (PLSI, 49) 

Practicing word pronunciation first 
slowly and then faster (PLSI, 26) 

Week 4 PLS 

Session 7 Session 8 
Asking someone to pronounce difficult 

words (PLSI, 35) 
Checking the phonetic symbols of words 

from a dictionary when having 
difficulties in pronouncing (PLSI, 33) 

Week 5 PLS 
Session 9 Session 10 
Mid-Test I Listening to tapes, television, movies or 

music in English (PLSI, 21) 

Week 6 PLS 

Session 11 Session 12 
Encouraging themselves by making 

positive statements, such as My 
pronunciation is improving (PLSI, 46) 

Noting down words that are difficult to 
pronounce while preparing a 

presentation (PLSI, 43) 

Week 7 PLS 

Session 13 Session 14 
Noticing difference between Spanish 
and English pronunciation (PLSI, 27) 

Using mime or gesture for words when 
my pronunciation could make their 

meanings unclear (PLSI, 30) 

Week 8 PLS 
Session 15 Session 16 

Trying to pick up model English sounds 
(PLSI, 38) 

Recording their own voice to hear their 
pronunciation (PLSI, 24) 

Week 9 PLS 

Session 17 Session 18 
Mentally rehearsing how to say 

something in English before speaking 
(PLSI, 28) 

Talking aloud to themselves (PLSI, 11) 

Week 10 PLS 
Session 19 Session 20 
Mid-Test II Noticing different English accents and 

dialects (PLSI, 25) 

Week 11 PLS 

Session 21 Session 22 

Concentrating intensely on 
pronunciation while listening (PLSI, 18) 

Capturing pronunciation errors made by 
other Spanish speakers of English 

(PLSI, 16) 

Week 12 PLS 
Session 23 Session 24 

Teaching or helping someone else with 
their English pronunciation (PLSI, 52) 

Having a sense of humour about 
mispronunciations (PLSI, 44) 

Week 13 PLS 
Session 25 Session 26 

Mid-Test III I talk with people around me in English 
(PLSI, 50) 

Week 14 PLS 
Session 27 Session 28 

I read reference materials about 
pronunciation rules (PLSI, 37) 

I try to recall how my teachers 
pronounced a given word (PLSI, 5) 
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6.7. Data collection 
As mentioned above, data were collected during the fourteen weeks of the first 

term. Time for completion of the questionnaires was given at the end of lessons whereas 

the pronunciation assessment tests were administered during teaching time and 

considered part of their pronunciation practice. The weekend diaries were requested to be 

sent by Sundays although on some occasions they were submitted the week after. In the 

end, the data for the study consisted of: 

1. Three self-report questionnaires administered at the beginning, in the middle 

and at the end of the teaching term. These questionnaires included the PLSI, 

SPI and LAMP questionnaires in one. 

2. Three pronunciation assessment tests administered at the beginning, in the 

middle, and at the end of the teaching term.  

3. Fourteen sets of weekend online diaries.  

6.8. Data Analysis 
Due to the quantitative and qualitative nature of the data collected, separate 

analyses for each specific objective were performed. For specific objective one (S.O.1), 

a descriptive analysis was conducted in which frequencies, percentages and medians were 

calculated. To address specific objectives two to four (S.O.2, S.O.3 and S.O.4), 

Spearman’s rho correlation analyses were performed on the data sets. This is a non-

parametric test used as an alternative to Pearson’s correlation coefficient when the 

variables analyzed are ordinal in nature. Specific objectives five and six (S.O.5 and S.O.6) 

required the division of students into two groups according to the average results obtained 

in the proficiency tests. Since scores could range from 0 to 10, it was decided that low 

performers (LP) would be those students whose marks were under 5, and high performers 

(HP), those with marks from 5 to 10. Once the participants had been distributed into the 



134 
 

two groups, basic statistical data (means and standard deviations) were obtained for each 

group. Additionally, the search for statistically significant differences between HP and 

LP on both objectives was carried out with the use of t-tests. For the last specific objective 

(S.O.7), the HP and LP participants’ diaries were thoroughly explored through content 

analysis, a qualitative method specifically oriented to the dentification of thematic 

categories. With this method, commonalities in the use of pronunciation learning 

strategies and associated feelings and attitudes were detected and coded. Also, the 

participants’ most used strategies were noted and compared, and their recurrent 

techniques, activities and habits related to pronunciation practices were identified.  

CHAPTER 7 RESULTS 

The data collected during the teaching term, from September to December 2019, were 

analyzed following the procedures mentioned in the previous chapter. To address the two 

main objectives of this dissertation, the results related to each of their corresponding 

specific objectives (S.O.) will be displayed below. Also, the variety of quantitative and 

qualitative analyses conducted within each objective will be specified.  

S.O. 1. To describe the use of pronunciation learning strategies, pronunciation 

proficiency test results and the motivation and attitudes towards pronunciation 

learning of EFL Primary Education university students as a function of intervention 

time, gender, and whether they had stayed abroad.  

The results for this objective were obtained through a descriptive analysis of 

frequencies, percentages, and medians. These were chosen as dimensions of analysis 

because they were thought to be useful both to capture central tendency for a relatively 

small group size and to allow for a discussion of variations not large enough to affect the 
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median. The results are presented in order according to the different variables analyzed: 

(i) time of intervention (before, midway and after); (ii) gender, male and female (before, 

midway and after); (iii) stay abroad and stay at home participants (before, midway and 

after). The answers are categorised following a 1-5 scale in which, for the PLSI and SPI 

questionnaires, 1 corresponds to never, 2 to rarely, 3 to sometimes, 4 to frequently and 5 

to always. For the LAMP questionnaire, the 1-5 scale corresponds to: 1 to strongly 

disagree, 2 to somewhat disagree, 3 to neutral, 4 to somewhat agree and 5 to strongly 

agree. Finally, for the PT results, the 1 – 5 scale corresponds to: 1 to poor, 2 to fair, 3 to 

good, 4 to very good and 5 to excellent. For an easier read of the results, the description 

of these marks according to their corresponding instrument has been summarised in Table 

8.  

Table 8 

Description of the 1 - 5 marks according to the different instruments. 

PLSI and SPI LAMP PT 
1 Never Strongly disagree Poor 
2 Rarely Somewhat disagree Fair 
3 Sometimes Neutral Good 
4 Frequently (often) Somewhat agree Very good 
5 Always Strongly agree Excellent 

Time of the intervention 

In Table 9 (see below), descriptive results regarding the whole group's use of 

pronunciation learning strategies, motivation and attitudes towards pronunciation 

learning, and proficiency test scores are presented. Memory and cognitive strategies are 

equally used sometimes (57.1%) or frequently (42.9%), whereas compensation and 

metacognitive strategies are used frequently by 50% of the students in the first case and 

sometimes in the second. However, the median (3) for metacognitive strategies shows 

more students using this type of strategies only sometimes. Regarding social strategies, 
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50% of the students used them sometimes, with most of the remaining ones doing so 

never or rarely (35.7%). Affective strategies were reported to be used frequently by 64.3% 

of students, while strategies for improving sounds and words (SPI-I) and syllabic stress 

in polysyllabic or compound words (SPI-II) were respectively used sometimes (71.4%) 

or rarely (50%), and those oriented to the improvement of intonation and stress in 

sentences (SPI-III), sometimes (50%) or frequently (35.7%). Concerning motivation and 

attitudes, the median (4) shows that in both cases most students somewhat agreed with 

the statements, although a higher percentage somewhat agreed with items in the attitude 

scale (78.6%). Finally, the data show that participants scored either poorly (57.1%) or 

fairly (42.9) in their pronunciation proficiency tests. 

Table 9  

Frequencies, percentages and medians of the whole group's strategy use, motivation, 
attitudes and pronunciation proficiency scores before the intervention.  

Mark 1 2 3 4 5 
Frq. % M Frq. % M Frq. % M Frq. % M Frq. % M 

PLSI_MEM 8 57.1 3 6 42.9 3 
PLSI_COG 8 57.1 3 6 42.9 3 
PLSI_COM 2 14.3 3

.
5

5 35.7 3
.
5

7 50 3.
5 

PLSI_MET 2 14.3 3 7 50 3 5 35.7 3 
PLSI_AFF 1 7.1 4 4 28.6 4 9 64.3 4 
PLSI_SOC 1 7.1 3 4 28.6 3 7 50 3 2 14.3 3 
SPI_I 3 21.4 3 10 71.4 3 1 7.1 3 
SPI_II 1 7.1 2 7 50 2 4 28.6 2 2 14.3 2 
SPI_III 1 7.1 3 7 50 3 5 35.7 3 1 7.1 3 
LAMP_MO 5 35.7 4 9 64.3 4 
LAMP_AT 3 21.4 4 11 78.6 4 
PT 8 57.1 1 6 42.9 1 

Code: MEM: memory strategies; COG: cognitive strategies; COM: compensation strategies; MET: metacognitive strategies; AFF: 
affective strategies; SOC: social strategies; SPI_I: strategies for pronunciation improvement inventory, sounds; SPI_II strategies for 
pronunciation improvement inventory, polysyllabic words; SPI_III strategies for pronunciation improvement inventory, phrases; 
LAMP_MO: learner attitudes and motivation for pronunciation, motivation; LAMP_AT: learner attitudes and motivation for 
pronunciation, attitudes; PT: pronunciation test. 

Table 10 below shows the whole group's use of pronunciation strategies, 

motivation and attitudes towards pronunciation, and proficiency test scores midway 

through the intervention. Once again, memory and cognitive strategies had identical 
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usage rates, although the students now indicated that they used these strategies more 

frequently than they did in the pre-test (64.3% of students now indicated using these 

strategies frequently, with 21.4% responding that they used them sometimes and 14.3% 

that they always used them). On the other hand, while compensation strategies were now 

less frequently used (only by 35.7% of students), the use of metacognitive and social 

strategies increased vis a vis the results in the pre-test, with 57.1% of participants 

indicating frequent use in both cases.  Trends in the use of social strategies, however, did 

not shift sufficiently to move the median answer of 3. The median response regarding 

affective strategies stayed consistent at ‘frequently,’ but 21.4% of participants now 

reported always using these strategies when none had done so before the intervention. 

The three tested strategies for improving sounds and words showed an increase in median 

use compared to the pre-test, with the first (SPI-I) and third (SPI-III) techniques being 

used frequently by at least half of the students and showing median increases from 3 to 

4, and the second (SPI-II) increasing to “sometimes” from “rarely,” a median increase of 

2 to 3. The effect on motivation and attitudes was less pronounced, with most students 

continuing to somewhat agree with the statements used to evaluate each of these areas.  

Finally, the results on pronunciation proficiency tests did increase, with 78.6% of students 

receiving a result of “good” or higher. 

Table 10  

Frequencies, percentages and medians of the whole group's strategy use, motivation, 
attitudes and pronunciation proficiency scores midway through the intervention. 

Mark 1 2 3 4 5 
 Frq. % M Frq. % M Frq. % M Frq. % M Frq. % M 
PLSI_MEM       3 21.4 3 9 64.3 4 2 14.3 4 
PLSI_COG       3 21.4 4 9 64.3 4 2 14.3 4 
PLSI_COM    1 7.1 4 5 35.7 4 5 35.7 4 3 21.4 4 
PLSI_MET       4 28.6 4 8 57.1 4 2 14.3 4 
PLSI_AFF    1 7.1 4 3 21.4 4 7 50 4 3 21.4 4 
PLSI_SOC    2 14.3 3 8 57.1 3 4 28.6 4    
SPI_I       4 28.6 4 7 50 4 3 21.4 4 
SPI_II    2 14.3 3 7 50 3 5 35.7 3    
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SPI_III 6 42.9 4 8 57.1 4 
LAMP_MO 3 21.4 4 10 71.4 4 1 7.1 4 
LAMP_AT 4 28.6 4 9 64.3 4 1 7.1 4 
PT 3 21.4 3 7 50.0 3 4 28.6 3 

Code: MEM: memory strategies; COG: cognitive strategies; COM: compensation strategies; MET: metacognitive strategies; AFF: 
affective strategies; SOC: social strategies; SPI_I: strategies for pronunciation improvement inventory, sounds; SPI_II strategies for 
pronunciation improvement inventory, polysyllabic words; SPI_III strategies for pronunciation improvement inventory, phrases; 
LAMP_MO: learner attitudes and motivation for pronunciation, motivation; LAMP_AT: learner attitudes and motivation for 
pronunciation, attitudes; PT: pronunciation test. 

The results at the end of the intervention can be seen in Table 11 below. The use 

of memory and cognitive strategies continued to show a synchronized increase, with both 

strategies being used frequently by 71.4% of students and always by 21.4%. 

Compensation and metacognitive strategies also showed an increase in the number of 

participants reporting their use, since 64.3% and 14.3% of students respectively reported 

using the former frequently and always, and so did 42.9% and 50 % of students with the 

latter. Affective strategies were less consistent in their use, with the most common 

response being “frequently” (42.9% of participants), while social strategy use remained 

relatively steady with the pre- and mid-intervention results, as a median of 3 

(“sometimes”) was found in this case. Strategies for direct pronunciation improvement 

(SPI-I, II, III) were all found to be used more habitually than in the mid-intervention test, 

with a majority of students reporting at least frequent use of these techniques. Motivation 

and attitude measures remained relatively unaffected as most students continued to 

somewhat agree (a median response of 4) with the statements presented, and 

pronunciation proficiency test results saw a small improvement with 92.9% of students 

now receiving scores of “good” or higher. 

Table 11 

Frequencies, percentages and medians of the whole group's strategy use, motivation, 
attitudes and pronunciation proficiency scores after the intervention.  

Mark 1 2 3 4 5 
Frq. % M Frq. % M Frq. % M Frq. % M Frq. % M 

PLSI_MEM 1 7.1 4 10 71.4 4 3 21.4 4 
PLSI_COG 1 7.1 4 10 71.4 4 3 21.4 4 
PLSI_COM 3 21.4 4 9 64.3 4 2 14.3 4 
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PLSI_MET       1 7.1 4.
5 

6 42.9 4.
5 

7 50 4.
5 

PLSI_AFF       3 21.4 4 6 42.9 4 5 35.7 4 
PLSI_SOC 1 7.1 3    9 64.3 3 4 28.6 3    
SPI_I       3 21.4 4 9 64.3 4 2 14.3 4 
SPI_II       4 28.6 4 9 64.3 4 1 7.1 4 
SPI_III       3 21.4 4 10 71.4 4 1 7.1 4 
LAMP_MO       2 14.3 4 11 78.6 4 1 7.1 4 
LAMP_AT       4 28.6 4 10 71.4 4    
PT    1 7.1 3 9 64.3 3 4 28.6 3    

Code: MEM: memory strategies; COG: cognitive strategies; COM: compensation strategies; MET: metacognitive strategies; AFF: 
affective strategies; SOC: social strategies; SPI_I: strategies for pronunciation improvement inventory, sounds; SPI_II strategies for 
pronunciation improvement inventory, polysyllabic words; SPI_III strategies for pronunciation improvement inventory, phrases; 
LAMP_MO: learner attitudes and motivation for pronunciation, motivation; LAMP_AT: learner attitudes and motivation for 
pronunciation, attitudes; PT: pronunciation test. 
 
Gender 
 
 Data were also analyzed as a function of participants' gender. Table 12 below 

shows male students' responses before the intervention. Most of these participants (60% 

and 80%) respectively reported employing memory and cognitive strategies sometimes, 

while all the other students (40% and 20%, respectively) responded that they used these 

strategies frequently.  Compensation strategies were more varied in their usage rates, with 

40% of students using them rarely, 40% sometimes, and 20% frequently. Metacognitive 

strategies showed the same percentages as cognitive strategies, with 80% of students 

reporting that they used these techniques sometimes and 20% that they did it frequently. 

Affective strategies, in turn, were found to be used frequently by 60% of participants, 

while social strategies were the most varied in terms of answers received, with everything 

from “never” (20%) to “frequently” (20%) being selected and “sometimes” (40%) being 

the most common response. As for improvement strategies, the data indicate that SPI-III 

(targeting improvements in sentence stress and intonation) was used more frequently than 

SPI-I (focused on improving sounds and words) and much more than SPI-II (related to 

syllabic stress in polysyllabic or compound words). Responses related to motivation and 

attitude show the same scores, with 60% of male students selecting “somewhat agree” in 
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both cases. Finally, pronunciation proficiency test results were low at this stage, with 80% 

of participants scoring “poor” on the test. 

Table 12  

Frequencies, percentages and medians of male students' strategy use, motivation, 
attitudes and pronunciation proficiency scores before the intervention. 

Mark 1 2 3 4 5 
Frq. % M Frq. % M Frq. % M Frq. % M Frq. % M 

PLSI_MEM 3 60 3 2 40 3 
PLSI_COG 4 80 3 1 20 3 
PLSI_COM 2 40 3 2 40 3 1 20 3 
PLSI_MET 4 80 3 1 20 3 
PLSI_AFF 1 20 4 1 20 3 3 60 3 
PLSI_SOC 1 20 3 1 20 3 2 40 3 1 20 3 
SPI_I 2 40 3 3 60 3 
SPI_II 1 20 2 2 40 2 2 40 2 
SPI_III 1 20     3 3 60 3 1 20 3 
LAMP_MO 2 40 4 3 60 4 
LAMP_AT 2 40 4 3 60 4 
PT 4 80 1 1 20 1 

Code: MEM: memory strategies; COG: cognitive strategies; COM: compensation strategies; MET: metacognitive strategies; AFF: 
affective strategies; SOC: social strategies; SPI_I: strategies for pronunciation improvement inventory, sounds; SPI_II strategies for 
pronunciation improvement inventory, polysyllabic words; SPI_III strategies for pronunciation improvement inventory, phrases; 
LAMP_MO: learner attitudes and motivation for pronunciation, motivation; LAMP_AT: learner attitudes and motivation for 
pronunciation, attitudes; PT: pronunciation test. 

Table 13 below presents the results of female students before the intervention. As 

was the case with the male participants, responses on memory and cognitive strategies 

fell entirely within the “sometimes” and “frequently” categories, with 3 (“sometimes”) 

being the median for memory strategies, and 4 (“frequently") for cognitive strategies. 

Compensation strategies were reported to be used frequently by 66.7% of these 

participants and sometimes by the remaining 33.3%, a finding in clear contrast with the 

fact that male participants were overall less likely to engage in these processes. 

Metacognitive strategies showed a wider range of use than they did with male 

participants, as 22.2% of females reported rare use, 44.4% frequent use, and the remaining 

33.3% claimed that they used these strategies sometimes. As with male students, affective 

strategies were reported to be used frequently by most females (66.7%), while social 

strategies were less commonly used, with 55.6% of students opting for the "sometimes" 
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category. Pronunciation improvement strategies received a variety of responses which 

ranged from the medians of 3 ("sometimes") and 4 (“frequently”), respectively found for 

SPI-I and SPI-III, to the lower median of 2 ("rarely") for SPI-II, a set of results that 

broadly match the trends observed with male participants. As for motivation and attitudes, 

most students answered that they somewhat agreed with the given statements, although a 

greater proportion of responses was found for the attitude dimension (88.9%) than for the 

motivation one (66.7%). Finally, on the proficiency test, 55.6% of students scored “fair” 

and the remaining 44. 4%, “poor.” 

Table 13 

Frequencies, percentages and medians of female students' strategy use, motivation, 
attitudes and pronunciation proficiency scores before the intervention. 

Mark 1 2 3 4 5 
 Frq. % M Frq. % M Frq. % M Frq. % M Frq. % M 
PLSI_MEM       5 55.6 3 4 44.4 3    
PLSI_COG       4 44.4 4 5 55.6 4    
PLSI_COM       3 33.3 4 6 66.7 4    
PLSI_MET    2 22.2 3 3 33.3 3 4 44.4 4    
PLSI_AFF       3 33.3 4 6 66.7 4    
PLSI_SOC    3 33.3 3 5 55.6 3 1 11.1 3    
SPI_I    1 11.1 3 7 77.8 3 1 11.1 3    
SPI_II    5 55.6 2 2 22.2 2 2 22.2 2    
SPI_III       4 44.4 4 4 44.4 4 1 11.14  
LAMP_MO       3 33.3 4 6 66.7 4    
LAMP_AT       1 11.1 4 8 88.9 4    
PT 4 44.4 2 5 55.6 2          

Code: MEM: memory strategies; COG: cognitive strategies; COM: compensation strategies; MET: metacognitive strategies; AFF: 
affective strategies; SOC: social strategies; SPI_I: strategies for pronunciation improvement inventory, sounds; SPI_II strategies for 
pronunciation improvement inventory, polysyllabic words; SPI_III strategies for pronunciation improvement inventory, phrases; 
LAMP_MO: learner attitudes and motivation for pronunciation, motivation; LAMP_AT: learner attitudes and motivation for 
pronunciation, attitudes; PT: pronunciation test. 
 

The results of male students’ performance on the mid-intervention assessment are 

displayed in Table 14 below. As for memory and cognitive strategies, 60% of participants 

reported using the former and 80% using the latter "frequently" rather than "sometimes", 

as it had occurred in the pre-intervention test. This means that there was an even increase 

in the frequency of use of these two strategies across tests. Compensation strategies 

showed a small increase, with 40% now using them frequently and only 20% reporting 
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rare use, as did metacognitive strategies with 60% of respondents now reporting that they 

used such techniques sometimes and the remaining 40% using them frequently. Another 

increase in frequency of use was apparent in the fact that 40% of respondents indicated 

that they now always used affective strategies. There was significant tightening of the 

response spread regarding social strategies, with all answers now scoring either 3 (60%) 

or 4 (40%). The use of the three strategies for improving words and sounds increased 

overall, although the second category remained the least favoured. For the first strategy 

(SPI-I), 60% of respondents now reported frequent use compared to none before. For the 

second (SPI-II), the proportion of participants indicating they used it sometimes rose from 

40% to 80%, and for the third strategy (SPI-III), scores consolidated with 80% of 

respondents indicating they used it sometimes compared to 60% in the pre-test. 

Motivation responses remained stable from the pre-test, with 40% of students giving 

neutral responses and 60% somewhat agreeing, but responses regarding attitudes spread 

out, with one respondent now indicating strong agreement with the tested statement, and 

60% choosing a neutral response compared to the 40% in the pre-test. Pronunciation 

proficiency test scores showed a substantial improvement, with all five participants now 

achieving a “good” result, as compared to low or poor results reported in the pre-

intervention test.  

Table 14  

Frequencies, percentages and medians of male students' strategy use, motivation, 
attitudes and pronunciation proficiency scores midway through the intervention 
Mark 1 2 3 4 5 

 Frq. % M Frq. % M Frq. % M Frq. % M Frq. % M 
PLSI_MEM       2 40 4 3 60 4    
PLSI_COG       1 20 4 4 80 4    
PLSI_COM    1 20 3 2 40 3 2 40 3    
PLSI_MET       3 60 3 2 40 3    
PLSI_AFF    1 20 4    2 40 4 2 40 4 
PLSI_SOC       3 60 3 2 40 3    
SPI_I       2 40 4 3 60 4    
SPI_II    1 20 3 4 80 3       
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SPI_III       4 80 3 1 20 3    
LAMP_MO       2 40 4 3 60 4    
LAMP_AT       3 60 3 1 20 3 1 20 3 
PT       5 100 3       

Code: MEM: memory strategies; COG: cognitive strategies; COM: compensation strategies; MET: metacognitive strategies; AFF: 
affective strategies; SOC: social strategies; SPI_I: strategies for pronunciation improvement inventory, sounds; SPI_II strategies for 
pronunciation improvement inventory, polysyllabic words; SPI_III strategies for pronunciation improvement inventory, phrases; 
LAMP_MO: learner attitudes and motivation for pronunciation, motivation; LAMP_AT: learner attitudes and motivation for 
pronunciation, attitudes; PT: pronunciation test. 
 

In Table 15 below, the mid-intervention data for female participants are presented. 

The use of memory and cognitive strategies increased, with 22.2% of students in each 

case reporting that they always employed these strategies, which was something none of 

the students had done before. As for compensation strategies, a similar increase was 

visible since 33% of respondents, compared to none in the pre-test, indicated that they 

always used these strategies. Similarly, "rarely" responses to the use of metacognitive 

strategies disappeared (compared to 22.2% in the pre-test) and were now replaced by 

22.2% of participants answering “always”. Affective strategies remained mostly stable 

from the pre-intervention assessment with a median of 4, although one participant 

reported beginning to use these strategies all the time ("always"). The use of social 

strategies changed very little, with only a slight increase in the number of respondents 

choosing 4 (22.2% vs 11.1% in the pre-intervention test). Improvement strategies 

increased in use overall, with 33.3% of students claiming for the first time that they 

always used SPI-I (focused on improving sounds). Frequent use of SPI-III rose to account 

for 77.8% of responses, and the second strategy also rose to frequently used for 55.6%. 

Attitudinal scores remained consistent with the pre-test data, but motivational scores 

showed a slight increase with 'somewhat agree' rising from 66.7% to 77.8% and one 

student reporting strong agreement for the first time. It must be notes that these 

motivational and attitudinal patterns are exactly the reverse of those reported by male 

participants at this stage of the intervention. Finally, pronunciation proficiency test scores 
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increased overall, with the median score moving from 2 (“fair”) to 3 (“good”) and 44.4% 

of students achieving a score of 4 (“very good”). 

Table 15  

Frequencies, percentages and medians of female students' strategy use, motivation, 
attitudes and pronunciation proficiency scores midway through the intervention.  

Mark 1 2 3 4 5 
 Frq. % M Frq. % M Frq. % M Frq. % M Frq. % M 
PLSI_MEM       1 11.1 4 6 66.7 4 2 22.2 4 
PLSI_COG       2 22.2 4 5 55.6 4 2 22.2 4 
PLSI_COM       3 33.3 4 3 33.3 4 3 33.3 4 
PLSI_MET       1 11.1 4 6 66.7 4 2 22.2 4 
PLSI_AFF       3 33.3 4 5 55.6 4 1 11.1 4 
PLSI_SOC    2 22.2 3 5 55.6 3 2 22.2 3    
SPI_I       2 22.2 4 4 44.4 4 3 33.3 4 
SPI_II    1 11.1 4 3 33.3 4 5 55.6 4    
SPI_III       2 22.2 4 7 77.8 4    
LAMP_MO       1 11.1 4 7 77.8 4 1 11.14  
LAMP_AT       1 11.1 4 8 88.9 4    
PT    3 33.3 3 2 22.2 3 4 44.4 3    

Code: MEM: memory strategies; COG: cognitive strategies; COM: compensation strategies; MET: metacognitive strategies; AFF: 
affective strategies; SOC: social strategies; SPI_I: strategies for pronunciation improvement inventory, sounds; SPI_II strategies for 
pronunciation improvement inventory, polysyllabic words; SPI_III strategies for pronunciation improvement inventory, phrases; 
LAMP_MO: learner attitudes and motivation for pronunciation, motivation; LAMP_AT: learner attitudes and motivation for 
pronunciation, attitudes; PT: pronunciation test. 
 

Table 16 below shows male students’ results after the intervention. Memory, 

cognitive, and metacognitive strategies once again improved their usage rates, with 40% 

of participants now reporting they always used memory strategies and 20% claiming they 

always did so with cognitive and metacognitive strategies. The use of compensation 

strategies also increased, with all students indicating they used these techniques at least 

sometimes and more than half reporting frequent use. In contrast, affective strategies were 

less frequently activated, as shown in the drop from 40% to 20% of students responding 

that they always used such strategies, and social strategies coalesced around the median, 

with only 20% of students now using these strategies frequently as compared to 40% in 

the previous stage. On the other hand, strategies for pronunciation improvement saw 

considerable growth, with more than half of students now reporting frequent or greater 

use of the three types. Motivation scores also increased, with 80% of responses in the 4 
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“somewhat agree” category and the remaining 20% in 5 “strongly agree. In contrast, the 

results for attitude contracted, with the 20% of responses that had previously answered 

“strongly agree” returning to “somewhat agree.” There was also an important increase in 

pronunciation proficiency test scores, with all students maintaining at least a score of 3 

(“good”) and 40% now scoring 4 (“very good”). 

Table 16  

Frequencies, percentages and medians of male students' strategy use, motivation, 
attitudes and pronunciation proficiency scores after the intervention.  

Mark 1 2 3 4 5 
 Frq. % M Frq. % M Frq. % M Frq. % M Frq. % M 
PLSI_MEM       1 20 4 2 40 4 2 40 4 
PLSI_COG       1 20 4 3 60 4 1 20 4 
PLSI_COM       2 40 4 3 60 4    
PLSI_MET       1 20 4 3 60 4 1 20 4 
PLSI_AFF       1 20 4 3 60 4 1 20 4 
PLSI_SOC       4 80 3 1 20 3    
SPI_I       1 20 4 3 60 4 1 20 4 
SPI_II       2 40 4 2 40 4 1 20 4 
SPI_III       1 20 4 4 80 4    
LAMP_MO          4 80 4 1 20 4 
LAMP_AT       3 60 3 2 40 3    
PT       3 60 3 2 40 3    

Code: MEM: memory strategies; COG: cognitive strategies; COM: compensation strategies; MET: metacognitive strategies; AFF: 
affective strategies; SOC: social strategies; SPI_I: strategies for pronunciation improvement inventory, sounds; SPI_II strategies for 
pronunciation improvement inventory, polysyllabic words; SPI_III strategies for pronunciation improvement inventory, phrases; 
LAMP_MO: learner attitudes and motivation for pronunciation, motivation; LAMP_AT: learner attitudes and motivation for 
pronunciation, attitudes; PT: pronunciation test. 
 

The results of the questionnaires and tests given to female students after the 

intervention can be seen in Table 17 below. Although the median scores did not 

substantially change compared with those emerging in the mid-intervention assessment 

(see table 15 above), the use of both memory and cognitive strategies moved upwards, 

with the minimum response increasing to 4 (“frequently”) in both cases. The data also 

showed a similar movement for compensation strategies, which continued to move 

towards the upper end of the scale despite 11.1% of respondents still indicating that they 

used these strategies only sometimes. Metacognitive strategies showed a median increase 

from 4 to 5, with 66.7% of participants now indicating that they always used these 
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techniques, and affective strategies also shifted towards the higher end of the scale, with 

44.4% of responses showing that the participants always used these strategies. In contrast, 

the use of social strategies showed little change, with an increase in the number of 

responses indicating “frequently” (33.3% vs 22.2%) offset by an 11.1% response rate of 

“never” which was not apparent in the mid-intervention assessment. Median responses 

for the three strategies related to pronunciation improvement remained constant, although 

all the students now responded at least with a 3 (“sometimes”) to these strategies. Despite 

these general trends, some differences could be detected between strategies. The first 

strategy (SPI-I) saw a decrease in the number of “always" responses (from 33.3% to 

11.1%), but all students responded to SPI-II with at least a usage level of ‘sometimes’ 

and the use of SPI-III increased slightly as well, with 11.1% of respondents now 

indicating they always used this strategy. Attitude scores did not change at all, while 

motivation scores saw a slight decrease, with all responses concentrating on the “neutral” 

and “somewhat agree” categories. The results on the pronunciation proficiency test 

converged on a score of 3 (“good”), with 66.7% of students receiving this grade at this 

stage versus 22.2% in the previous stage, although fewer participants now (2 versus 4) 

achieved a 4 ("very good”). 

Table 17 

Frequencies, percentages and medians of female students' strategy use, motivation, 
attitudes and pronunciation proficiency scores after the intervention.  

Mark 1 2 3 4 5 
 Frq. % M Frq. % M Frq. % M Frq. % M Frq % M 
PLSI_MEM          8 88.9 4 1 11.1 4 
PLSI_COG          7 77.8 4 2 22.2 4 
PLSI_COM       1 11.1 4 6 66.7 4 2 22.2 4 
PLSI_MET          3 33.3 5 6 66.7 5 
PLSI_AFF       2 22.2 4 3 33.3 4 4 44.4 4 
PLSI_SOC 1 11.1 3    5 55.6 3 3 33.3 3    
SPI_I       2 22.2 4 6 66.7 4 1 11.1 4 
SPI_II       2 22.2 4 7 77.8 4    
SPI_III       2 22.2 4 6 66.7 4 1 11.1 4 
LAMP_MO       2 22.2 4 7 77.8 4    
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LAMP_AT       1 11.1 4 8 88.9 4    
PT    1 11.1 3 6 66.7 3 2 22.2 3    

Code: MEM: memory strategies; COG: cognitive strategies; COM: compensation strategies; MET: metacognitive strategies; AFF: 
affective strategies; SOC: social strategies; SPI_I: strategies for pronunciation improvement inventory, sounds; SPI_II strategies for 
pronunciation improvement inventory, polysyllabic words; SPI_III strategies for pronunciation improvement inventory, phrases; 
LAMP_MO: learner attitudes and motivation for pronunciation, motivation; LAMP_AT: learner attitudes and motivation for 
pronunciation, attitudes; PT: pronunciation test. 

 
Stay abroad 
 

Another dimension used in the analysis of data was whether participants had spent 

some time in an English-speaking country ("stay abroad students") or not ("stay at home 

students"). Table 18 below includes the results of the pre-intervention assessment with 

the five students who had stayed abroad. These participants showed a high initial usage 

rate of memory, cognitive, compensation, metacognitive and affective strategies, with 

more than half of respondents indicating that they used them frequently. Social strategies, 

however, were less favoured, with 40% of students responding that they used them 

sometimes, 40% frequently, and the remainder 20% rarely. On the other hand, the 

strategies for pronunciation improvement varied in their degrees of use. While all 

participants reported using the first (SPI-I) and third (SPIII-I) strategy types at least 

sometimes, the second type (PI-II) was less commonly used overall. Motivation and 

attitude had identical result patterns, with 80% of students indicating that they somewhat 

agreed with the statements associated with each variable. Finally, the test of pronunciation 

proficiency was low-scoring overall, with 60% of students receiving 1 point (“poor”) and 

the remaining 40%, 2 points (“fair”). 

Table 18  

Frequencies, percentages and medians of stay abroad students' strategy use, motivation, 
attitudes and pronunciation proficiency scores before the intervention 

Mark 1 2 3 4 5 
 Frq. % M Frq. % M Frq. % M Frq. % M Frq. % M 
PLSI_MEM       2 40 4 3 60 4    
PLSI_COG       1 20 4 4 80 4    
PLSI_COM    1 20 4 1 20 4 3 60 4    
PLSI_MET    1 20 4 1 20 4 3 60 4    
PLSI_AFF       1 20 4 4 80 4    
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PLSI_SOC 1 20 3 2 40 3 2 40 3 
SPI_I 4 80 3 1 20 3 
SPI_II 1 20 3 2 40 3 2 40 3 
SPI_III 1 20 4 3 60 4 1 20 4 
LAMP_MO 1 20 4 4 80 4 
LAMP_AT 1 20 4 4 80 4 
PT 3 60 1 2 40 1 

Code: MEM: memory strategies; COG: cognitive strategies; COM: compensation strategies; MET: metacognitive strategies; AFF: 
affective strategies; SOC: social strategies; SPI_I: strategies for pronunciation improvement inventory, sounds; SPI_II strategies for 
pronunciation improvement inventory, polysyllabic words; SPI_III strategies for pronunciation improvement inventory, phrases; 
LAMP_MO: learner attitudes and motivation for pronunciation, motivation; LAMP_AT: learner attitudes and motivation for 
pronunciation, attitudes; PT: pronunciation test. 

Conversely, those students who had never stayed abroad reported lower usage 

rates for memory, cognitive, compensation, and metacognitive strategies. As can be seen 

in Table 19 below, each of these four categories had a median response of 3, one value 

lower than that of their counterparts in the previous table. In contrast, the median response 

of 4 for affective strategies was identical in both groups of learners, although scores were 

more spread with those who stayed at home, since their minimum reported response was 

2, “rarely”, as opposed to 3, “sometimes”, which was the minimum reported by the stay 

abroad group (see table 18 above). Social strategies were again less preferred than the 

other strategies, although 55.6% reported using these techniques sometimes. Although 

the usage patterns of the strategies for pronunciation improvement were quite similar to 

those of the stay abroad group, more students in the stay-at-home group reported that they 

used these techniques only rarely (33.3%, 66.7%, and 11.1%, respectively for each of the 

three strategies), while in the previous group only SPI-II saw a response of ‘rarely’ and 

only by 20% of respondents. Another important difference with the group of students 

who had stayed abroad is that motivation and attitude differed here. In both cases, most 

students somewhat agreed with the questionnaire statements, but this tendency was 

stronger in the case of the attitude category, with 77.8% of students somewhat agreeing 

compared to only 55.6% doing so in the motivation category. Finally, on the 

pronunciation proficiency test, 55.6% of students received a grade of “poor” while the 

other 44.4% scored “fair.” 
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Table 19 

Frequencies, percentages and medians of stay-at-home students' strategy use, motivation, 
attitudes and pronunciation proficiency scores before the intervention 

Mark 1 2 3 4 5 
 Frq. % M Frq. % M Frq. % M Frq. % M Frq. % M 
PLSI_MEM       6 66.7 3 3 33.3 3    
PLSI_COG       7 77.8 3 2 22.2 3    
PLSI_COM    1 11.1 3 4 44.4 3 4 44.4 3    
PLSI_MET    1 11.1 3 6 66.7 3 2 22.2 3    
PLSI_AFF    1 11.1 4 3 33.3 4 5 55.5 4    
PLSI_SOC 1 11.1 3 3 33.3 3 5 55.6 3       
SPI_I    3 33.3 3 6 66.7 3       
SPI_II 1 11.1 2 6 66.7 2 2 22.2 2       
SPI_III    1 11.1 3 6 66.7 3 2 22.2 3    
LAMP_MO       4 44.4 4 5 55.6 4    
LAMP_AT       2 22.2 4 7 77.8 4    
PT 5 55.6 1 4 44.4 1          

Code: MEM: memory strategies; COG: cognitive strategies; COM: compensation strategies; MET: metacognitive strategies; AFF: 
affective strategies; SOC: social strategies; SPI_I: strategies for pronunciation improvement inventory, sounds; SPI_II strategies for 
pronunciation improvement inventory, polysyllabic words; SPI_III strategies for pronunciation improvement inventory, phrases; 
LAMP_MO: learner attitudes and motivation for pronunciation, motivation; LAMP_AT: learner attitudes and motivation for 
pronunciation, attitudes; PT: pronunciation test. 
 

Table 20 below shows the results of the mid-intervention assessment with the 

group of students who had previously stayed abroad. Notably, one hundred percent of 

students now reported using memory strategies frequently. Cognitive, compensation, and 

metacognitive strategies also saw their use increased, with 60% of participants reporting 

frequent use and 40% indicating they always used these techniques. The use of affective 

strategies also increased, with 20% of participants indicating they activated these 

strategies sometimes. The remainder 80%, who had previously responded “frequently”, 

now appeared evenly distributed between “frequently” and “always.” Social strategies 

also saw an increase in that they were now used frequently by more than half of students, 

although 40% indicated they used these techniques only sometimes. The strategies for 

pronunciation improvement had mixed responses, with the first (SPI-I) and third (SPI-

III) types receiving a median response of 4 (“frequently”) and the second type (SPI-II), a 

median of 3 (“sometimes”) Motivation retained the same proportion of responses that it 

showed before the intervention, with 80% indicating they somewhat agreed with the 
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statements, but the attitude metric showed a decrease, with 40% giving a neutral response 

and 60% indicating that they somewhat agreed.  

Table 20  

Frequencies, percentages, and medians of stay abroad students’ strategy use, motivation, 
attitudes, and pronunciation proficiency scores midway through the intervention 
Mark 1 2 3 4 5 

 Frq. % M Frq. % M Frq. % M Frq. % M Frq. % M 
PLSI_MEM          5 100 4    
PLSI_COG          3 60 4 2 40 4 
PLSI_COM          3 60 4 2 40  4 
PLSI_MET          3 60 4 2 40 4 
PLSI_AFF       1 20 4 2 40 4 2 40 4 
PLSI_SOC       2 40 4 3 60 4    
SPI_I          3 60 4 2 40 4 
SPI_II       3 60 3 2 40 3    
SPI_III       1 20 4 4 80 4    
LAMP_MO       1 20 4 4 80 4    
LAMP_AT       2 40 4 3 60 4    
PT    1 20 3 2 40 3 2 40 3    

Code: MEM: memory strategies; COG: cognitive strategies; COM: compensation strategies; MET: metacognitive strategies; AFF: 
affective strategies; SOC: social strategies; SPI_I: strategies for pronunciation improvement inventory, sounds; SPI_II strategies for 
pronunciation improvement inventory, polysyllabic words; SPI_III strategies for pronunciation improvement inventory, phrases; 
LAMP_MO: learner attitudes and motivation for pronunciation, motivation; LAMP_AT: learner attitudes and motivation for 
pronunciation, attitudes; PT: pronunciation test. 
 

Table 21 below shows the results of the mid-intervention assessment with students 

who had never stayed abroad. These students reported increased usage of memory and 

cognitive strategies, with the new median response of 4 for both now indicating frequent 

use. In the category of compensation strategies, the data are more complicated since the 

median (3) did not change, as compared to the previous assessment, but one student now 

indicated that s/he always used these strategies and more students overall (5 compared to 

4 in the previous stage) favoured the “sometimes” option. For metacognitive strategies,     

the median response rose to “frequently”. This was not the case, however, with affective 

strategies, whose median remained the same (4) although one participant now indicated 

always using them. Social strategies showed a similar pattern, as one student reported 

frequent use but the median (3) did not change. The first strategy type intended to improve 

pronunciation (SPI-I) saw 55.5% of respondents now indicating that they at least used 



151 

this technique frequently, the second type (SPI-II) was now used sometimes by 77.7% of 

students, and in the third type (SPI-III) the median response of 3 did not shift. Motivation 

and attitude statements had no movement in their median answer, but in both cases one 

“strongly agree” answer was now given. Pronunciation proficiency test results increased 

substantially, with the prior median score of 1 (“poor”) being replaced by a new median 

of 3 (“good”). 

Table 21 

Frequencies, percentages and medians of stay-at-home students’ strategy use, 
motivation, attitudes, and pronunciation proficiency scores midway through the 
intervention 

Mark 1 2 3 4 5 
Frq. % M Frq. % M Frq. % M Frq. % M Frq. % M 

PLSI_MEM 3 33.3 4 4 44.4 4 2 22.2 4 
PLSI_COG 3 33.3 4 6 66.7 4 
PLSI_COM 1 11.1 3 5 55.6 3 2 22.2 3 1 11.1 3 
PLSI_MET 4 44.4 4 5 55.6 4 
PLSI_AFF 1 11.1 4 2 22.2 4 5 55.6 4 1 11.1 4 
PLSI_SOC 2 22.2 3 6 66.7 3 1 11.1 3 
SPI_I 4 44.4 4 4 44.4 4 1 11.1 4 
SPI_II 2 22.2 3 4 44.4 3 3 33.3 3 
SPI_III 5 55.6 3 4 44.4 3 
LAMP_MO 2 22.2 4 6 66.7 4 1 11.1 4 
LAMP_AT 2 22.2 4 6 66.7 4 1 11.1 4 
PT 2 22.2 3 5 55.6 3 2 22.2 3 

Code: MEM: memory strategies; COG: cognitive strategies; COM: compensation strategies; MET: metacognitive strategies; AFF: 
affective strategies; SOC: social strategies; SPI_I: strategies for pronunciation improvement inventory, sounds; SPI_II strategies for 
pronunciation improvement inventory, polysyllabic words; SPI_III strategies for pronunciation improvement inventory, phrases; 
LAMP_MO: learner attitudes and motivation for pronunciation, motivation; LAMP_AT: learner attitudes and motivation for 
pronunciation, attitudes; PT: pronunciation test. 

The results of the post-intervention assessment with the students who had stayed 

abroad are presented in Table 22 below. Responses regarding the use of memory 

strategies remained consistent with the previous assessment, with all participants 

indicating that they used such strategies frequently. The same consistency between stages 

was found in the case of cognitive and social strategies, with students responding to the 

former either “frequently” (60%) or “always” (40%) and to the latter either “sometimes” 

(40%) or “frequently” (60%). Compensation strategies in turn saw a small reduction, 
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since now only 20% of participants, as compared to 40% in the previous stage, reported 

always using these strategies. Similarly, the use of affective strategies decreased to some 

extent, with 40% of students now indicating that they engaged in these strategies 

sometimes, compared to 20% in the prior assessment. Conversely, metacognitive 

strategies increased in this context, with the median answer rising to 5 (“always”) due to 

an 80% response rate in this category. As for improvement strategies, SPI-II saw its 

median response rise from 3 to 4 (“frequently”), while the first (SPI-I) and third (SPI-III) 

strategies did not change, retaining their medians of 4. Student responses regarding 

attitude and motivation did not change, with medians of 4 remaining identical at both 

stages. Performance on the proficiency test remained the same in terms of median results, 

although now 80% of students received a "good” grade. 

Table 22  

Frequencies, percentages, and medians of stay abroad students’ strategy use, motivation, 
attitudes, and pronunciation proficiency scores after the intervention 
Mark 1 2 3 4 5 

 Frq. % M Frq. % M Frq. % M Frq. % M Frq. % M 
PLSI_MEM          5 100 4    
PLSI_COG          3 60 4 2 40 4 
PLSI_COM          4 80 4 1 20 4 
PLSI_MET          1 20 5 4 80 5 
PLSI_AFF       2 40 4 1 20 4 2 40 4 
PLSI_SOC       2 40 4 3 60 4    
SPI_I       1 20 4 3 60 4 1 20 4 
SPI_II       1 20 4 4 80 4    
SPI_III          5 100 4    
LAMP_MO          5 100 4    
LAMP_AT       2 40 4 3 60 4    
PT       4 80 3 1 20 3    

Code: MEM: memory strategies; COG: cognitive strategies; COM: compensation strategies; MET: metacognitive strategies; AFF: 
affective strategies; SOC: social strategies; SPI_I: strategies for pronunciation improvement inventory, sounds; SPI_II strategies for 
pronunciation improvement inventory, polysyllabic words; SPI_III strategies for pronunciation improvement inventory, phrases; 
LAMP_MO: learner attitudes and motivation for pronunciation, motivation; LAMP_AT: learner attitudes and motivation for 
pronunciation, attitudes; PT: pronunciation test. 
 

Table 23 shows the results of the post-intervention assessment with students who 

had not stayed abroad. Memory, cognitive, metacognitive, and affective strategies now 

saw 88.9% of students indicating at least frequent use, and compensation strategies had 
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the median response increase from 3 to 4, with more than half of students now indicating 

that they used these strategies frequently or always. Social strategies remained relatively 

stable with no change in their median of 3, although one respondent gave a “never” 

answer which had been absent in the previous assessment. The strategies for improving 

specific areas of pronunciation increased in use, with the second (SPI-II) and third (SPI-

III) types raising their median from “sometimes” (3) to “frequently” (4). SPI-I retained 

its previous median response of “frequently” (4). Responses regarding motivation did not 

change in proportion, and those related to attitude remained relatively stable as well, with 

neither median score changing from the 4 already seen in the mid-intervention 

assessment. Scores on the pronunciation proficiency test were slightly better, with one 

student achieving a 5 (“excellent”), but the median result of 3 (“good”) did not change. 

Table 23  

Frequencies, percentages and medians of stay-at-home students' strategy use, motivation, 
attitudes, and pronunciation proficiency scores after the intervention 

Mark 1 2 3 4 5 
Frq. % M Frq. % M Frq. % M Frq. % M Frq. % M 

PLSI_MEM 1 11.1 4 5 55.6 4 3 33.3 4 
PLSI_COG 1 11.1 4 7 77.8 4 1 11.1 4 
PLSI_COM 3 33.3 4 5 55.6 4 1 11.1 4 
PLSI_MET 1 11.1 4 5 55.6 4 3 33.3 4 
PLSI_AFF 1 11.1 4 5 55.6 4 3 33.3 4 
PLSI_SOC 1 11.1 3 7 77.8 3 1 11.1 3 
SPI_I 2 22.2 4 6 66.7 4 1 11.1 4 
SPI_II 3 33.3 4 5 55.6 4 1 11.1 4 
SPI_III 3 33.3 4 5 55.6 4 1 11.1 4 
LAMP_MO 2 22.2 4 6 66.7 4 1 11.1 4 
LAMP_AT 2 22.2 4 7 77.8 4 
PT 1 11.1 3 5 55.6 3 3 33.3 3 

Code: MEM: memory strategies; COG: cognitive strategies; COM: compensation strategies; MET: metacognitive strategies; AFF: 
affective strategies; SOC: social strategies; SPI_I: strategies for pronunciation improvement inventory, sounds; SPI_II strategies for 
pronunciation improvement inventory, polysyllabic words; SPI_III strategies for pronunciation improvement inventory, phrases; 
LAMP_MO: learner attitudes and motivation for pronunciation, motivation; LAMP_AT: learner attitudes and motivation for 
pronunciation, attitudes; PT: pronunciation test. 

Specific Objective 1: Summary of results 

Certain trends can be observed in both strategy use and motivation and attitudes 

towards learning pronunciation across the different groups analyzed. When the 
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participants were examined as a whole, four strategy types (memory, cognitive, 

compensation, and metacognitive) were improved during the intervention. This was also 

true when the participants were distributed by gender, but not when the stay abroad 

dimension was explored. In fact, the use of compensation strategies by the participants 

who stayed abroad declined slightly between mid- and post-intervention periods.  

Overall, the use of affective strategies also increased from the beginning to the 

end of the intervention, but when this use was looked from the perspective of gender, a 

different picture emerged. Female students increased their use of these strategies from 

mid- to post-intervention, but male students’ use decreased in the same time frame.  

A similar gender split could be appreciated when motivation was analyzed. 

Males’ motivation scores increased slightly over time while those of female participants 

slightly fell. Apart from these changes associated to gender, there was hardly any change 

in participants’ attitudes or motivation throughout the intervention when the group was 

considered as a whole or when the students were divided as a function of the stay abroad 

dimension. 

S.O. 2. To correlate EFL Primary Education university students' pronunciation 

proficiency levels with their use of pronunciation learning strategies and their 

motivation and attitudes towards learning English pronunciation as a function of 

time of the intervention, gender, and whether they had stayed abroad. 

The second objective was intended as an attempt to correlate the pronunciation 

proficiency level of the students with how frequently they used pronunciation learning 

strategies and with their motivation and attitudes towards learning English pronunciation, 

according to the time of the intervention, their gender and whether they had spent time 

abroad or not. As mentioned above, Spearman’s rho correlation analyses were performed 

on the data sets. This is a non-parametric test used as an alternative to Pearson’s 
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correlation coefficient when the variables analyzed are ordinal in nature (as is the case in 

this study).  

As shown below, the correlations have been presented according to the variables 

(i) time of intervention; (ii) gender, male and female before, midway and after; and (iii) 

stay abroad and stay-at-home participants before, midway and after the intervention. 

Time of the intervention 

No significant correlations were found before and after the intervention between 

the students' pronunciation proficiency level, their use of pronunciation learning 

strategies, and their motivation and attitudes towards learning pronunciation. However, 

as shown in Table 24 below, moderate correlations with memory strategies (r = .59), 

strategies related to stress and intonation at sentence level (r = .46) and motivation (r = 

.51), were found halfway through the term. 

Table 24  

Correlations between students' pronunciation proficiency level, use of PLS, attitudes 
and motivation midway through the teaching intervention 

PT 

PLSI_MEM 
C. Coefficient 0.589* 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.027 

N 14 

SPI_III 
C. Coefficient 0.458 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0,099 

N 14 

LAMP_MOT 
C. Coefficient 0.519 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0,057 

N 14 
Code: MEM: memory strategies; SPI_III strategies for pronunciation improvement inventory, phrases; LAMP_MOT: learner attitudes 
and motivation for pronunciation, motivation; PT: pronunciation test. 

Gender 

Regarding male students before the intervention, Table 25 below shows that there 

were strong negative correlations between pronunciation proficiency level and affective 

(r = -.79) and social (r = -.73) strategies, and with those focused on improving sounds (r 
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= -.61) and words (r = -.75). In contrast, moderate positive correlations were found for 

motivation and attitudes towards learning pronunciation (r = .41) 

Table 25  

Correlations between male students' pronunciation proficiency level, PLSs, motivation 
and attitudes at the beginning of the intervention 

PT 

PLSI_AFF 
C. Coefficient -0.791 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.111 

N 5 

PLSI_SOC 
C. Coefficient -0.725 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.165 

N 5 

SPI_I 
C. Coefficient -0.612 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.272 

N 5 

SPI_II 
C. Coefficient -0.745 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0,148 

N 5 

LAMP_AT 
C. Coefficient 0.408 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.495 

N 5 

LAMP_MOT 
C. Coefficient 0.408 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.495 

N 5 
Code: AFF: affective strategies; SOC: social strategies; SPI_I: strategies for pronunciation improvement inventory, sounds; SPI_II 
strategies for pronunciation improvement inventory, polysyllabic words; LAMP_MOT: learner attitudes and motivation for 
pronunciation, motivation; LAMP_AT: learner attitudes and motivation for pronunciation, attitudes; PT: pronunciation test. 

Female students, prior to the intervention, only showed a moderate negative 

correlation between pronunciation proficiency levels and the frequency of use of 

strategies focused on improving sounds (r = -.47). 

Table 26 

Correlations between female students' pronunciation proficiency level, PLS, motivation 
and attitudes at the beginning of the intervention 

PT 

SPI_I 
C. Coefficient -0.474 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.197 

N 9 
Code: SPI_I: strategies for pronunciation improvement inventory, sounds; PT: pronunciation test.

Table 27 below shows the correlations for male students halfway through the 

teaching intervention. Regarding PLS, their pronunciation proficiency level shows 

moderate positive correlation with memory (r = .41) and compensation strategies (r = 
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.56), and strong positive correlations with metacognitive strategies (r = .61). However, 

the relationship between proficiency and affective and social strategies was found to be 

negative, with a moderate correlation for the latter (r = -.40) and a strong correlation for 

the former (r = -.75). As for the strategies used for sounds, a moderate correlation was 

found (r = .41), and for the ones applied to sentences a perfect one emerged (r = 1). 

Motivation factors were also found to be related to pronunciation proficiency with a 

moderate positive correlations (r = .41), whereas attitudes showed a stronger positive 

correlation (r = .79).  

Table 27  

Correlations between male students' pronunciation proficiency level, PLSs, motivation 
and attitudes midway through the intervention 

 PT 

PLSI_MEM 
C. Coefficient 0.408 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.495 

N 5 

PLSI_COM 
C. Coefficient 0.559 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.327 

N 5 

PLSI_MET 
C. Coefficient 0.612 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.272 

N 5 

PLSI_AFF 
C. Coefficient -0.745 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0,148 

N 5 

PLSI_SOC 
C. Coefficient -0.408 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.495 

N 5 

SPI_I 
C. Coefficient 0.408 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.495 

N 5 

SPI_III 
C. Coefficient 1.000** 
Sig. (2-tailed) . 

N 5 

LAMP_MOT 
C. Coefficient 0.408 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.495 

N 5 

LAMP_AT 
C. Coefficient 0.791 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.111 

N 5 
Code: MEM: memory strategies; COM: compensation strategies; MET: metacognitive strategies; AFF: affective strategies; SOC: 
social strategies; SPI_I: strategies for pronunciation improvement inventory, sounds; SPI_III strategies for pronunciation 
improvement inventory, phrases; LAMP_MOT: learner attitudes and motivation for pronunciation, motivation; LAMP_AT: learner 
attitudes and motivation for pronunciation, attitudes; PT: pronunciation test. 
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In the case of females midway through the teaching term, only memory strategies 

(r = .57) and motivation factors (r = .47) had a moderate positive correlation with their 

results in the pronunciation proficiency test. 

Table 28  

Correlations between female students' pronunciation proficiency level, PLSs, 
motivation and attitudes midway through the intervention 

 PT 

PLSI_MEM 
C. Coefficient 0.569 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.110 

N 9 

LAMP_MOT 
C. Coefficient 0.474 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.197 

N 9 
Code: MEM: memory strategies; LAMP_MOT: learner attitudes and motivation for pronunciation, motivation; PT: pronunciation 
test. 
 

In Table 29 below the results for male students at the end of the term are displayed. 

Moderate positive correlations were found between pronunciation proficiency level and 

memory strategies (r = .56). Additionally, strong positive correlations were reported for 

cognitive (r = .79) and metacognitive (r = .79) strategies, for specific strategies related to 

improving sounds (r = .79) and words (r = .75), and positive attitudes towards learning 

pronunciation (r = .61). In contrast, strong negative correlations were found for 

compensation (r = -.61) and affective (r = -.79) strategies. 

Table 29  

Correlations between male students' pronunciation proficiency level, PLSs, motivation 
and attitudes at the end of the intervention 

 PT 

PLSI_MEM 
C. Coefficient 0.559 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.327 

N 5 

PLSI_COG 
C. Coefficient 0.791 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.111 

N 5 

PLSI_COM 
C. Coefficient -0.612 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.272 

N 5 

PLSI_MET 
C. Coefficient 0.791 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.111 

N 5 
PLSI_AFF C. Coefficient -0.791 
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Sig. (2-tailed) 0.111 
N 5 

SPI_I 
C. Coefficient 0.791 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.111 

N 5 

SPI_II 
C. Coefficient 0.745 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.148 

N 5 

LAMP_AT 
C. Coefficient 0.612 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.272 

N 5 
Code: MEM: memory strategies; COG: cognitive strategies; COM: compensation strategies; MET: metacognitive strategies; AFF: 
affective strategies; SPI_I: strategies for pronunciation improvement inventory, sounds; SPI_II strategies for pronunciation 
improvement inventory, polysyllabic words; LAMP_AT: learner attitudes and motivation for pronunciation, attitudes; PT: 
pronunciation test. 
 

Table 30 below shows the results with females at the end of the teaching 

intervention. In this case, negative correlations were found for compensation strategies (r 

= -.62) improving sounds (r = -.57) and words (r = -.48). In contrast, only affective 

strategies showed a positive moderate correlation (r = .51) with their pronunciation 

proficiency levels. 

Table 30  

Correlations between female students' pronunciation proficiency level, PLS, motivation 
and attitudes at the end of the intervention  

 PT 

PLSI_COM 
C. Coefficient -0.621 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.074 

N 9 

PLSI_AFF 
C. Coefficient 0.509 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.161 

N 9 

SPI_I 
C. Coefficient -0.569 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0/110 

N 9 

SPI_II 
C. Coefficient -0.478 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.193 

N 9 
Code: COM: compensation strategies; AFF: affective strategies; SPI_I: strategies for pronunciation improvement inventory, sounds; 
SPI_II strategies for pronunciation improvement inventory, polysyllabic words; PT: pronunciation test. 
 

 
Stay abroad 
 

The correlations between pronunciation proficiency levels and pronunciation 

learning strategies, motivation and attitudes, as a function of the variable "Study abroad", 

are presented in Table 31 below. The table shows (i) strong positive correlations between 
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proficiency level, memory strategies (r = .67) and those specific to stress and intonation 

in sentences (r = .65); and (ii) moderate positive correlations between proficiency and 

cognitive (r = .41) and affective (r = .41) strategies, as well as motivation (r = .41) and 

attitudes (r = .41). Nevertheless, there was also a strong negative correlation with social 

strategies (r = -.76) and a moderate negative correlation with strategies related to the 

improvement of sounds (r = -.41). 

Table 31  

Correlations between stay abroad students' pronunciation proficiency level, PLS, 
motivation and attitudes at the beginning of the intervention 

PT 

PLSI_MEM 
C. Coefficient 0.667 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.272 

N 5 

PLSI_COG 
C. Coefficient 0.408 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.495 

N 5 

PLSI_AFF 
C. Coefficient 0.408 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.495 

N 5 

PLSI_SOC 
C. Coefficient -0.761 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.135 

N 5 

SPI_I 
C. Coefficient -0.408 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0,495 

N 5 

SPI_III 
C. Coefficient 0.645 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.239 

N 5 

LAMP_AT 
C. Coefficient 0.408 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.495 

N 5 

LAMP_MOT 
C. Coefficient 0.408 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.495 

N 5 
Code: MEM: memory strategies; COG: cognitive strategies; AFF: affective strategies; SOC: social strategies; SPI_I: strategies for 
pronunciation improvement inventory, sounds; SPI_III strategies for pronunciation improvement inventory, phrases; LAMP_MOT: 
learner attitudes and motivation for pronunciation, motivation; LAMP_AT: learner attitudes and motivation for pronunciation, 
attitudes; PT: pronunciation test. 

As for stay-at-home students, no correlations were found before the teaching 

intervention began. 

The correlations found midway through the intervention for students who had 

been abroad are presented in Table 32 below. As can be seen, there was a perfect 
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correlation between proficiency and use of cognitive strategies (r = 1), and moderate 

correlations between proficiency and strategies for the improvement of intonation and 

stress in sentences (r = .41) and motivation (r = .41). A negative strong correlation 

between pronunciation proficiency and strategies to improve the pronunciation of words 

(r = -.67) was also found. 

Table 32  

Correlations between stay abroad students' pronunciation proficiency level, PLS, 
motivation and attitudes midway through the intervention 

PT 

PLSI_COG 
C. Coefficient 1.000** 
Sig. (2-tailed) . 

N 5 

SPI_II 
C. Coefficient -0.667 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.219 

N 5 

SPI_III 
C. Coefficient 0.408 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.495 

N 5 

LAMP_MOT 
C. Coefficient 0.408 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.495 

N 5 
Code: COG: cognitive strategies; SPI_II strategies for pronunciation improvement inventory, polysyllabic words; SPI_III strategies 
for pronunciation improvement inventory, phrases; LAMP_MOT: learner attitudes and motivation for pronunciation, motivation; PT: 
pronunciation test. 

Concerning students who had not been abroad, mid-intervention data indicated 

(see Table 33 below) that there were moderate, positive correlations between 

pronunciation proficiency and compensation strategies (r = .43), strategies for improving 

sounds (r = .43), words (r = .46) and sentences (r = .55), motivation (r = .57) and attitude 

(r = .57). There is also a strong positive correlation between memory strategies and 

proficiency (r = .74), and a strong negative correlation between affective strategies and 

proficiency (r = -.76). 
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Table 33  

Correlations between stay-at-home students' pronunciation proficiency level, PLS, 
motivation and attitudes midway through the intervention 

 PT 

PLSI_MEM 
C. Coefficient 0.741* 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.022 

N 9 

PLSI_COM 
C. Coefficient 0.429 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.249 

N 9 

PLSI_AFF 
C. Coefficient -0.763* 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.017 

N 9 

SPI_I 
C. Coefficient 0.427 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.252 

N 9 

SPI_II 
C. Coefficient 0.463 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.210 

N 9 

SPI_III 
C. Coefficient 0.550 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.125 

N 9 

LAMP_MOT 
C. Coefficient 0.569 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.110 

N 9 

LAMP_AT 
C. Coefficient 0.569 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.110 

N 9 
Code: MEM: memory strategies; COM: compensation strategies; AFF: affective strategies; SPI_I: strategies for pronunciation 
improvement inventory, sounds; SPI_II strategies for pronunciation improvement inventory, polysyllabic words; SPI_III strategies 
for pronunciation improvement inventory, phrases; LAMP_MOT: learner attitudes and motivation for pronunciation, motivation; 
LAMP_AT: learner attitudes and motivation for pronunciation, attitudes; PT: pronunciation test. 
 

The correlations after the intervention for students who had been abroad can be 

found in Table 34 below. Only positive correlations with metacognitive strategies 

(moderate correlation, r = .41) and affective strategies (strong correlation, r = .91) were 

found. However, moderate, negative correlations were also found between pronunciation 

proficiency, cognitive strategies (r = -.41) and those specifically oriented to the 

improvement of sounds (r = -.65) and words (r = -.61).   
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Table 34  

Correlations between stay abroad students' pronunciation proficiency level, PLS, 
motivation and attitudes after the intervention 

 PT 

PLSI_COG 
C. Coefficient -0.408 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.495 

N 5 

PLSI_MET 
C. Coefficient 0.408 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.495 

N 5 

PLSI_AFF 
C. Coefficient 0.913* 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.030 

N 5 

SPI_I 
C. Coefficient -0.645 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.239 

N 5 

SPI_II 
C. Coefficient -0.612 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.272 

N 5 
Code: COG: cognitive strategies; MET: metacognitive strategies; AFF: affective strategies; SPI_I: strategies for pronunciation 
improvement inventory, sounds; SPI_II strategies for pronunciation improvement inventory, polysyllabic words; PT: pronunciation 
test. 
 

As for students who had not been abroad, Table 35 below shows moderate positive 

correlations between pronunciation proficiency, cognitive (r = .47) and social (r = .47) 

strategies, and positive attitudes towards pronunciation (r = .48).  

Table 35  

Correlations between stay-at-home students' pronunciation proficiency level, PLS, 
motivation and attitudes after the intervention 

 PT 

PLSI_COG 
C. Coefficient 0.474 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.197 

N 9 

PLSI_SOC 
C. Coefficient 0.474 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.197 

N 9 

LAMP_AT 
C. Coefficient 0.478 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.193 

N 9 
Code: COG: cognitive strategies; SOC: social strategies; LAMP_AT: learner attitudes and motivation for pronunciation, attitudes; 
PT: pronunciation test. 

 

Specific Objective 2: Summary of results 

When looking at the whole group, there was not much evidence of correlations 

between proficiency levels and the use of strategies, motivation and attitudes before and 
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after the intervention. However, mid-point data showed moderate correlations between 

proficiency scores and memory strategies, motivation, and strategies focused on 

developing sentence stress and intonation. This pattern of correlations to appear more 

frequently halfway through the intervention was also apparent when the whole group was 

divided into subgroups. 

When the sample was analyzed by gender further insights emerged. At the 

intermediate stage there was a moderate positive correlation between proficiency and 

memory strategies for both male and female participants, a result that was replicated after 

the intervention with male but not with female students. Females displayed a moderate 

negative correlation with strategies to improve sounds both before and after the 

intervention, but this correlation was absent in their mid-intervention data. Male students 

showed strong negative correlations with affective strategies at all three points of data 

collection, but this was not the case with female students, who only showed a moderate 

positive correlation with these strategies after the intervention. Finally, males showed a 

positive correlation with attitudes at the three stages of data collection, but no moderate 

or strong correlations were found for this variable in the female data. 

As was the case with the whole group, the students who had not stayed abroad did 

not display any significant correlations before the intervention. These students, however, 

showed positive correlations between their pronunciation performance and memory 

strategy use in the mid-intervention point, similar to those of the male students. 

Nevertheless, this correlation was not replicated in the post-test, whereas it did when 

looking at male participants. Also, in contrast with the results related to gender, the stay 

abroad data showed more overall correlations with motivation and attitudes. Thus, 

students who had stayed abroad displayed positive correlations with both motivation and 

attitudes in the pre-test and with motivation in the mid-intervention test. On the other 
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hand, although the at-home students did not show any of these correlations before the 

intervention, they displayed positive correlations with motivation and attitudes at the 

midpoint and retained their correlation with attitudes in the post-test data. 

S.O. 3. To correlate EFL Primary Education university students’ motivation and 

attitudes towards pronunciation learning with their use of pronunciation learning 

strategies as a function of time of the intervention, gender, and whether they had 

stayed abroad. 

Specific objective number three focused on examining the correlations between 

the levels of motivation and attitudes towards learning pronunciation and the frequency 

of use of pronunciation learning strategies as a function of intervention time, gender, and 

whether the students had stayed abroad or not. For that purpose, Spearman correlation 

analyses were also applied to the data set. As in the previous objective, the correlations 

for motivation and attitudes have been presented according to the variables (i) time of 

intervention; (ii) gender, male and female before, midway and after; and (iii) stay abroad 

and stay-at-home participants before, midway and after the intervention. 

Time of the intervention. 

Table 36 below shows the correlations between motivation for learning 

pronunciation and the frequency of use of pronunciation learning strategies before the 

teaching intervention. As can be seen, there were positive and moderate correlations for 

metacognitive strategies (r = .49), and positive and strong correlations for cognitive 

strategies (r = .65) and for those strategies focused on improving intonation and stress in 

sentences (r = .67). 
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Table 36  

Correlations between students' motivation and use of pronunciation learning strategies 
before the teaching intervention  

 LAMP_MOT 

PLSI_COG 
C. Coefficient 0.645 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.013 

N 14 

PLSI_MET 
C. Coefficient 0.487 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.077 

N 14 

SPI_III 
C. Coefficient 0.669 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.009 

N 14 
Code: COG: cognitive strategies; MET: metacognitive strategies; SPI_III strategies for pronunciation improvement inventory, 
phrases; LAMP_MOT: learner attitudes and motivation for pronunciation, motivation. 
 

Table 37 below shows the results regarding correlations between positive attitudes 

towards learning pronunciation and the use of pronunciation learning strategies before 

the intervention. The correlations detected were moderate and positive for cognitive (r = 

.45), compensation (r = .40) and metacognitive (r = .43) strategies, as well as for those 

specifically oriented to the learning of sounds (r = .55) and stress and intonation in 

sentences (r = .54).  

Table 37  

Correlations between students' positive attitudes towards learning pronunciation and 
use of pronunciation learning strategies before the teaching intervention  

 LAMP_AT 

PLSI_COG 
C. Coefficient 0.452 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.104 

N 14 

PLSI_COM 
C. Coefficient 0.403 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.153 

N 14 

PLSI_MET 
C. Coefficient 0.426 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.128 

N 14 

SPI_I 
C. Coefficient 0.545 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0,044 

N 14 

SPI_III 
C. Coefficient 0.544 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.044 

N 14 
Code: COG: cognitive strategies; COM: compensation strategies; MET: metacognitive strategies; SPI_I: strategies for pronunciation 
improvement inventory, sounds; SPI_III strategies for pronunciation improvement inventory, phrases; LAMP_AT: learner attitudes 
and motivation for pronunciation, attitudes. 
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Table 38 below shows the correlations between motivation and strategy use for 

all students midway through the teaching intervention. Positive moderate correlations 

were found for memory (r = .46) and cognitive (r = .46) strategies, as well as for those 

strategies specifically related to learning sounds (r = .56). Additionally, strong positive 

correlations between motivation and strategies for learning words (r = .68) and stress and 

intonation in sentences (r = .61) were also identified. Finally, there was a negative 

moderate correlation between motivation and affective strategies (r = -.40). 

Table 38  

Correlations between students' motivation and use of pronunciation learning strategies 
halfway through the teaching intervention  

 LAMP_MOT 

PLSI_MEM 
C. Coefficient 0.462 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.096 

N 14 

PLSI_COG 
C. Coefficient 0.462 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.096 

N 14 

PLSI_AFF 
C. Coefficient -0.401 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.156 

N 14 

SPI_I 
C. Coefficient 0.555 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.040 

N 14 

SPI_II 
C. Coefficient 0.684 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.007 

N 14 

SPI_III 
C. Coefficient 0.610 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.021 

N 14 
Code: MEM: memory strategies; COG: cognitive strategies; AFF: affective strategies; SOC: social strategies; SPI_I: strategies for 
pronunciation improvement inventory, sounds; SPI_II strategies for pronunciation improvement inventory, polysyllabic words; 
SPI_III strategies for pronunciation improvement inventory, phrases; LAMP_MOT: learner attitudes and motivation for 
pronunciation, motivation. 
 

As for positive attitudes towards learning pronunciation (see Table 39 below), 

there were positive moderate correlations between these and memory strategies (r = .41) 

and specific strategies for learning stress and intonation in sentences (r = .45). As with 

motivation, there was also a negative strong correlation between attitudes and affective 

strategies (r = -.62). 
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Table 39  

Correlations between students' positive attitudes towards learning pronunciation and 
use of pronunciation learning strategies halfway through the teaching intervention  

LAMP_AT 

PLSI_MEM 
C. Coefficient 0.412 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.143 

N 14 

PLSI_AFF 
C. Coefficient -0.620 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.018 

N 14 

SPI_III 
C. Coefficient 0.445 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.111 

N 14 
Code: MEM: memory strategies; AFF: affective strategies; SOC: social strategies; SPI_III strategies for pronunciation improvement 
inventory, phrases; LAMP_AT: learner attitudes and motivation for pronunciation, attitudes. 

At the end of term, no correlations whatsoever were found for motivation. In 

contrast, a few correlations for positive attitudes towards learning pronunciation were 

identified. As shown in Table 40 below, moderate positive correlations were detected 

between attitudes, memory strategies (r = .47), cognitive strategies (r = .47), and strategies 

for learning sounds (r = .46). A positive strong correlation between attitudes and strategies 

for learning words (r = .62) was also found.  

Table 40 

Correlations between students' positive attitudes towards learning pronunciation and 
use of pronunciation learning strategies at the end of the teaching intervention  

LAMP_AT 

PLSI_MEM 
C. Coefficient 0.470 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.090 

N 14 

PLSI_COG 
C. Coefficient 0.470 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.090 

N 14 

SPI_I 
C. Coefficient 0.461 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.097 

N 14 

SPI_II 
C. Coefficient 0.627 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.017 

N 14 
Code: MEM: memory strategies; COG: cognitive strategies; SPI_I: strategies for pronunciation improvement inventory, sounds; 
SPI_II strategies for pronunciation improvement inventory, polysyllabic words; LAMP_AT: learner attitudes and motivation for 
pronunciation, attitudes. 
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Gender 
Male students' correlations before the intervention are included in tables 41 and 

42. Table 41 shows moderate positive correlations between motivation and cognitive (r = 

.41) and metacognitive (r = .41) strategies, strong correlations between motivation and 

strategies to improve stress and intonation in sentences (r = .65), and very strong 

correlations between motivation and compensation strategies (r = .91). 

Table 41  

Correlations between male students' motivation and use of pronunciation learning 
strategies before the teaching intervention 

 LAMP_MOT 

PLSI_COG 
C. Coefficient 0.408 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.495 

N 5 

PLSI_COM 
C. Coefficient 0.913 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.030 

N 5 

PLSI_MET 
C. Coefficient 0.408 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.495 

N 5 

SPI_III 
C. Coefficient 0.645 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.239 

N 5 
Code: COG: cognitive strategies; COM: compensation strategies; MET: metacognitive strategies; SPI_III strategies for pronunciation 
improvement inventory, phrases; LAMP_MOT: learner attitudes and motivation for pronunciation, motivation. 

As for positive attitudes, Table 42 shows that correlations were identical to those 

found for motivation. 

Table 42  

Correlations between male students' positive attitudes towards learning pronunciation 
and use of pronunciation learning strategies before the teaching intervention  

 LAMP_AT 

PLSI_COG 
C. Coefficient 0.408 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.495 

N 5 

PLSI_COM 
C. Coefficient 0.913 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.030 

N 5 

PLSI_MET 
C. Coefficient 0.408 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.495 

N 5 

SPI_III 
C. Coefficient 0.645 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.239 

N 5 
Code: COG: cognitive strategies; COM: compensation strategies; MET: metacognitive strategies; SPI_III strategies for pronunciation 
improvement inventory, phrases; LAMP_AT: learner attitudes and motivation for pronunciation, attitudes. 



170 
 

 
Table 43 shows female students’ correlations before the teaching intervention. 

Moderate positive correlations were found between motivation and metacognitive (r = 

.54) and affective (r = .50) strategies, and between motivation and strategies to improve 

sounds (r = .50). The analyses also identified strong positive correlations between 

motivation, memory (r = .63) and cognitive (r = .79) strategies, and between motivation 

and strategies to improve words (r = .75) and intonation and stress in sentences (r = .61).  

Table 43  

Correlations between female students' motivation and use of pronunciation learning 
strategies before the teaching intervention  

 LAMP_MOT 

PLSI_MEM 
C. Coefficient 0.632 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.068 

N 9 

PLSI_COG 
C. Coefficient 0.791 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.011 

N 9 

PLSI_MET 
C. Coefficient 0.537 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.136 

N 9 

PLSI_AFF 
C. Coefficient 0.500 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.170 

N 9 

SPI_I 
C. Coefficient 0.500 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.170 

N 9 

SPI_II 
C. Coefficient 0.750 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.020 

N 9 

SPI_III 
C. Coefficient 0.606 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.084 

N 9 
Code: MEM: memory strategies; COG: cognitive strategies; MET: metacognitive strategies; AFF: affective strategies; SOC: social 
strategies; SPI_I: strategies for pronunciation improvement inventory, sounds; SPI_II strategies for pronunciation improvement 
inventory, polysyllabic words; SPI_III strategies for pronunciation improvement inventory, phrases; LAMP_MOT: learner attitudes 
and motivation for pronunciation, motivation. 
 

Table 44 below shows moderate positive correlations between positive attitudes 

and metacognitive (r = .51), affective (r = .50) and social (r = .46) strategies, and a strong 

positive correlation between positive attitudes and strategies to improve sounds (r = .75).  
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Table 44 

Correlations between female students' positive attitudes towards learning pronunciation 
and use of pronunciation learning strategies before the teaching intervention  

 LAMP_AT 

PLSI_MET 
C. Coefficient 0.512 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.158 

N 9 

PLSI_AFF 
C. Coefficient 0.500 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.170 

N 9 

PLSI_SOC 
C. Coefficient 0.459 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.214 

N 9 

SPI_I 
C. Coefficient 0.750 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.020 

N 9 
Code: MET: metacognitive strategies; AFF: affective strategies; SOC: social strategies; SPI_I: strategies for pronunciation 
improvement inventory, sounds; LAMP_AT: learner attitudes and motivation for pronunciation, attitudes. 
 

As for the relationship between male students' motivation and their use of 

pronunciation learning strategies midway through the teaching intervention, Table 45 

below shows a moderate, positive correlation for strategies for improving stress and 

intonation in sentences (r = .41), and strong, positive correlations for cognitive strategies 

(r = .61) and strategies for improving the pronunciation of words (r = .61). 

Table 45  

Correlations between male students' motivation and use of pronunciation learning 
strategies midway through the teaching intervention  

 LAMP_MOT 

PLSI_COG 
C. Coefficient 0.612 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.272 

N 5 

SPI_II 
C. Coefficient 0.612 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.272 

N 5 

SPI_III 
C. Coefficient 0.408 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.495 

N 5 
Code: COG: cognitive strategies; SPI_II strategies for pronunciation improvement inventory, polysyllabic words; SPI_III strategies 
for pronunciation improvement inventory, phrases; LAMP_MOT: learner attitudes and motivation for pronunciation, motivation. 
 

In Table 46 below, the correlations for male students' positive attitudes towards 

learning pronunciation are shown. Positive correlations included a moderate one, between 

attitudes and compensation strategies (r = .41), and two strong ones, between attitudes 
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and memory strategies (r = .65) and between attitudes and strategies to improve sounds 

(r = .65). On the other hand, a negative strong correlation was found between attitudes 

and social strategies (r = -.65), as well as a very strong correlation between attitudes and 

affective strategies (r = -.83). 

Table 46  

Correlations between male students' positive attitudes towards learning pronunciation 
and use of pronunciation learning strategies midway through the teaching intervention  

 LAMP_AT 

PLSI_MEM 
C. Coefficient 0.645 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.239 

N 5 

PLSI_COM 
C. Coefficient 0.412 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.490 

N 5 

PLSI_AFF 
C. Coefficient -0.825 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.086 

N 5 

PLSI_SOC 
C. Coefficient -0.645 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.239 

N 5 

SPI_I 
C. Coefficient 0.645 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.239 

N 5 
Code: MEM: memory strategies; COM: compensation strategies; AFF: affective strategies; SOC: social strategies; SPI_I: strategies 
for pronunciation improvement inventory, sounds; LAMP_AT: learner attitudes and motivation for pronunciation, attitudes. 
 
 

As for the relationship between female students' motivation and their use of 

pronunciation learning strategies midway through the teaching intervention, Table 47 

shows a moderate positive correlation for strategies to learn intonation and stress in 

sentences (r = .57), as well as strong positive correlations for strategies to improve sounds 

(r = .63) and words (r = .61). A negative moderate correlation between motivation and 

affective strategies (r = -.41) was also found.  
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Table 47  

Correlations between female students' motivation and use of pronunciation learning 
strategies midway through the teaching intervention  

LAMP_MOT 

PLSI_AFF 
C. Coefficient -0.408 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.275 

N 9 

SPI_I 
C. Coefficient 0.634 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.067 

N 9 

SPI_II 
C. Coefficient 0.612 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.080 

N 9 

SPI_III 
C. Coefficient 0.567 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.111 

N 9 
Code: AFF: affective strategies; SPI_I: strategies for pronunciation improvement inventory, sounds; SPI_II strategies for 
pronunciation improvement inventory, polysyllabic words; SPI_III strategies for pronunciation improvement inventory, phrases; 
LAMP_MOT: learner attitudes and motivation for pronunciation, motivation. 

Table 48 shows that negative moderate correlations were identified between 

female students' positive attitudes towards learning pronunciation and cognitive (r = -.53) 

strategies, and between attitudes and strategies to learn sounds (r = -44). 

Table 48 

Correlations between female students' positive attitudes towards learning pronunciation 
and use of pronunciation learning strategies midway through the teaching intervention  

LAMP_AT 

PLSI_COG 
C. Coefficient -0.530 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.142 

N 9 

SPI_I 
C. Coefficient -0.439 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.237 

N 9 
Code: COG: cognitive strategies; SPI_I: strategies for pronunciation improvement inventory, sounds; LAMP_AT: learner attitudes 
and motivation for pronunciation, attitudes. 

The correlations corresponding to male students' ratings at the end of the intervention 

are shown in Tables 49 and 50. Table 49 shows moderate, positive correlations between 

motivation and memory (r = .56) and compensation (r = .41) strategies, and a strong 

positive correlation between motivation and affective strategies (r = .79).  
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Table 49 

Correlations between male students' motivation and use of pronunciation learning 
strategies at the end of the teaching intervention  

LAMP_MOT 

PLSI_MEM 
C. Coefficient 0.559 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.327 

N 5 

PLSI_COM 
C. Coefficient 0.408 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.495 

N 5 

PLSI_AFF 
C. Coefficient 0.791 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.111 

N 5 
Code: MEM: memory strategies; COM: compensation strategies; MET: metacognitive strategies; AFF: affective strategies; 
LAMP_MOT: learner attitudes and motivation for pronunciation, motivation. 

As for positive attitudes towards learning pronunciation (see Table 50 below), 

correlations were strong and positive between these, cognitive (r = .65) and metacognitive 

(r = .65) strategies, as well as strategies to improve the learning of sounds (r = .65) and 

words (r = .76). Additionally, a very strong positive correlation was detected between 

attitudes and memory strategies (r = .91). 

Table 50 

Correlations between male students' positive attitudes towards learning pronunciation 
and use of pronunciation learning strategies at the end of the teaching intervention  

LAMP_AT 

PLSI_MEM 
C. Coefficient 0.913 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.030 

N 5 

PLSI_COG 
C. Coefficient 0.645 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.239 

N 5 

PLSI_MET 
C. Coefficient 0.645 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.239 

N 5 

SPI_I 
C. Coefficient 0.645 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.239 

N 5 

SPI_II 
C. Coefficient 0.761 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.135 

N 5 
Code: MEM: memory strategies; COG: cognitive strategies; MET: metacognitive strategies; SPI_I: strategies for pronunciation 
improvement inventory, sounds; SPI_II strategies for pronunciation improvement inventory, polysyllabic words; LAMP_AT: learner 
attitudes and motivation for pronunciation, attitudes. 

No correlations were found between female students' motivation and use of 

pronunciation learning strategies at the end of the intervention, but, in contrast, some 
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correlations were identified for their positive attitudes towards learning pronunciation. 

Table 51 below shows a moderate positive correlation between attitudes and strategies to 

learn sounds (r = .57), a strong positive correlation between attitudes and strategies to 

learn how to pronounce words (r = .66), and a negative moderate correlation between 

attitudes and social strategies (r = -.46). 

Table 51 

Correlations between female students' positive attitudes towards learning pronunciation 
and use of pronunciation learning strategies at the end of the teaching intervention  

 LAMP_AT 

PLSI_SOC 
C. Coefficient -0.459 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.214 

N 9 

SPI_I 
C. Coefficient 0.573 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.107 

N 9 

SPI_II 
C. Coefficient 0.661 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.052 

N 9 
Code: SOC: social strategies; SPI_I: strategies for pronunciation improvement inventory, sounds; SPI_II strategies for pronunciation 
improvement inventory, polysyllabic words; LAMP_AT: learner attitudes and motivation for pronunciation, attitudes. 

 
Stay abroad 
 

The next section focuses on the correlations between motivation and attitudes 

towards learning pronunciation, on the one hand, and use of pronunciation learning 

strategies, on the other, as a function of time of the intervention and whether students had 

stayed abroad or not.  

Drawing on the data of the questionnaires administered before the teaching intervention 

to students that had stayed abroad, the analyses indicated (see Table 52 below) that were 

strong positive correlations between motivation, memory strategies (r = .61), 

compensation strategies (r = .79), and strategies for improving the learning of stress and 

intonation in sentences (r = .79). Moreover, a perfect positive correlation between 

motivation and cognitive strategies (r = 1) was found, and a negative moderate correlation 

between motivation and social strategies (r = -.56) was also detected.  
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Table 52  

Correlations between study abroad students' motivation and use of pronunciation 
learning strategies before the teaching intervention  

 LAMP_MOT 

PLSI_MEM 
C. Coefficient 0.612 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.272 

N 5 

PLSI_COG 
C. Coefficient 1.000 
Sig. (2-tailed) . 

N 5 

PLS_COM 
C. Coefficient 0.791 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.111 

N 5 

PLSI_SOC 
C. Coefficient -0.559 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.327 

N 5 

SPI_III 
C. Coefficient 0.791 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.111 

N 5 
Code: MEM: memory strategies; COG: cognitive strategies; COM: compensation strategies; SOC: social strategies; SPI_III strategies 
for pronunciation improvement inventory, phrases; LAMP_MOT: learner attitudes and motivation for pronunciation, motivation. 
 

As happened with male students' correlations with motivation and attitudes before 

the teaching intervention, the correlations here were also identical for both variables (see 

Table 53 below). 

Table 53  

Correlations between study abroad students' attitudes towards learning pronunciation 
and use of pronunciation learning strategies before the teaching intervention  

 LAMP_AT 

PLSI_MEM 
C. Coefficient 0.612 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.272 

N 5 

PLSI_COG 
C. Coefficient 1.000 
Sig. (2-tailed) . 

N 5 

PLSI_COM 
C. Coefficient 0.791 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.111 

N 5 

PLSI_SOC 
C. Coefficient -0.559 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.327 

N 5 

SPI_III 
C. Coefficient 0.791 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.111 

N 5 
Code: MEM: memory strategies; COG: cognitive strategies; COM: compensation strategies; SOC: social strategies; SPI_III strategies 
for pronunciation improvement inventory, phrases; LAMP_AT: learner attitudes and motivation for pronunciation, attitudes. 
 



177 
 

Concerning students who had not stayed abroad (see Table 54 below), moderate 

positive correlations were found between motivation, cognitive (r = .48) and 

metacognitive (r = .57) strategies, and also with strategies aimed to improve stress and 

intonation in sentences (r = .57). 

Table 54  

Correlations between stay-at-home students' motivation and use of pronunciation 
learning strategies before the teaching intervention  

 LAMP_MOT 

PLSI_COG 
C. Coefficient 0.478 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.193 

N 9 

PLSI_MET 
C. Coefficient 0.569 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.110 

N 9 

SPI_III 
C. Coefficient 0.569 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.110 

N 9 
Code: COG: cognitive strategies; MET: metacognitive strategies; SPI_III strategies for pronunciation improvement inventory, 
phrases; LAMP_MOT: learner attitudes and motivation for pronunciation, motivation. 
 

Similarly, Table 55 below shows moderate positive correlations between stay-at- 

home students' positive attitudes for learning pronunciation and metacognitive (r = .56), 

affective (r = .46) and social (r = .46) strategies, as well as strategies to improve stress 

and intonation in sentences (r = .56). There was also a strong positive correlation between 

positive attitudes and use of strategies to improve sounds (r = .76).  

Table 55  

Correlations between stay-at-home students' attitudes towards learning pronunciation 
and use of pronunciation learning strategies before the teaching intervention  

 LAMP_AT 

PLSI_MET 
C. Coefficient 0.557 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.119 

N 9 

PLSI_AFF 
C. Coefficient 0.463 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.210 

N 9 

PLSI_SOC 
C. Coefficient 0.463 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.210 

N 9 

SPI_I 
C. Coefficient 0.756 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.018 

N 9 
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SPI_III 
C. Coefficient 0.557 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.119 

N 9 
Code: MET: metacognitive strategies; AFF: affective strategies; SOC: social strategies; SPI_I: strategies for pronunciation 
improvement inventory, sounds; SPI_III strategies for pronunciation improvement inventory, phrases; LAMP_AT: learner attitudes 
and motivation for pronunciation, attitudes. 
 

As for correlations midway through the teaching intervention, Table 56 below 

displays the results with students who had been abroad. Positive moderate correlations 

became apparent between motivation, compensation (r = .41) and metacognitive (r = .41) 

strategies, and also strategies to learn how to pronounce sounds (r = .41) and words (r = 

.41). A perfect positive correlation was also found between motivation and strategies to 

improve the pronunciation of stress and intonation in sentences (r = 1). Additionally, 

moderate negative correlations were found between motivation and affective (r = -.56) 

and social (r = -.41) strategies. 

Table 56 

Correlations between stay abroad students' motivation and use of pronunciation 
learning strategies midway through the teaching intervention  

 LAMP_MOT 

PLSI_COM 
C. Coefficient 0.408 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.495 

N 5 

PLSI_MET 
C. Coefficient 0.408 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.495 

N 5 

PLSI_AFF 
C. Coefficient -0.559 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.327 

N 5 

PLSI_SOC 
C. Coefficient -0.408 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.495 

N 5 

SPI_I 
C. Coefficient 0.408 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.495 

N 5 

SPI_II 
C. Coefficient 0.408 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.495 

N 5 

SPI_III 
C. Coefficient 1.000 
Sig. (2-tailed) . 

N 5 
Code: COM: compensation strategies; MET: metacognitive strategies; AFF: affective strategies; SOC: social strategies; SPI_I: 
strategies for pronunciation improvement inventory, sounds; SPI_II strategies for pronunciation improvement inventory, polysyllabic 
words; SPI_III strategies for pronunciation improvement inventory, phrases; LAMP_MOT: learner attitudes and motivation for 
pronunciation, motivation. 
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The results concerning attitudes towards pronunciation learning have been 

included in Table 57. In this case, strong positive correlations were found between 

attitudes, compensation (r = .67) and metacognitive (r = .67) strategies, and also between 

attitudes and strategies to learn how to pronounce words (r = .67) and to produce adequate 

stress and intonation in sentences (r = .61) 

Table 57 

Correlations between stay abroad students' attitudes towards learning pronunciation 
and use of pronunciation learning strategies midway through the teaching intervention  

 LAMP_AT 

PLSI_COM 
C. Coefficient 0.667 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.219 

N 5 

PLSI_MET 
C. Coefficient 0.667 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.219 

N 5 

SPI_II 
C. Coefficient 0.667 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.219 

N 5 

SPI_III 
C. Coefficient 0.612 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.272 

N 5 
Code: COM: compensation strategies; MET: metacognitive strategies; SPI_II strategies for pronunciation improvement inventory, 
polysyllabic words; SPI_III strategies for pronunciation improvement inventory, phrases; LAMP_AT: learner attitudes and motivation 
for pronunciation, attitudes. 
 

For students who had not stayed abroad, correlations are presented in Table 58 

below. Two moderate correlations were found between motivation, memory strategies (r 

= .55) and strategies to improve stress and intonation in sentences (r = .57), and three 

strong positive correlations were identified between motivation, cognitive strategies (r = 

.71), and strategies for improving the pronunciation of sounds (r = .74) and words (r = 

.82). 

Table 58  

Correlations between stay-at-home students' motivation and use of pronunciation 
learning strategies midway through the teaching intervention  

 LAMP_MOT 

PLSI_MEM 
C. Coefficient 0.548 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0,126 

N 9 
PLSI_COG C. Coefficient 0.709 
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Sig. (2-tailed) 0.032 
N 9 

SPI_I 
C. Coefficient 0.742 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0,022 

N 9 

SPI_II 
C. Coefficient 0.820 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.007 

N 9 

SPI_III 
C. Coefficient 0.569 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.110 

N 9 
Code: MEM: memory strategies; COG: cognitive strategies; SPI_I: strategies for pronunciation improvement inventory, sounds; 
SPI_II strategies for pronunciation improvement inventory, polysyllabic words; SPI_III strategies for pronunciation improvement 
inventory, phrases; LAMP_MOT: learner attitudes and motivation for pronunciation, motivation. 

On the other hand, Table 59 below indicates that there were positive, moderate 

correlations between attitudes towards pronunciation learning, memory strategies (r = 

.55) and strategies to improve both the pronunciation of sounds (r = .55) and the stress 

and intonation in sentences (r = .57). There were also strong positive correlations between 

attitudes, compensation (r = .63) and metacognitive (r = .62) strategies, and a strong 

negative correlation between attitudes and affective strategies (r = -.75). 

Table 59 

Correlations between stay-at-home students' attitudes towards learning pronunciation 
and use of pronunciation learning strategies midway through the teaching intervention 

LAMP_AT 

PLSI_MEM 
C. Coefficient 0.548 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.126 

N 9 

PLSI_COM 
C. Coefficient 0.631 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.069 

N 9 

PLSI_MET 
C. Coefficient 0.621 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.074 

N 9 

PLSI_AFF 
C. Coefficient -0.746 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.021 

N 9 

SPI_I 
C. Coefficient 0.551 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.124 

N 9 

SPI_III 
C. Coefficient 0.569 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.110 

N 9 
Code: MEM: memory strategies; COM: compensation strategies; MET: metacognitive strategies; AFF: affective strategies; SPI_I: 
strategies for pronunciation improvement inventory, sounds; SPI_III strategies for pronunciation improvement inventory, phrases; 
LAMP_AT: learner attitudes and motivation for pronunciation, attitudes. 
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While no correlations whatsoever were found between study abroad students' 

motivation and their use of pronunciation learning strategies at the end of the intervention, 

their attitudes towards pronunciation learning did give rise to several correlations that are 

presented in Table 60. The table indicates that a moderate positive correlation was found 

for compensation strategies (r = .41), and that strong positive correlations were detected 

for cognitive (r = .67), and metacognitive (r = .61) strategies, as well as for strategies 

aimed to improve sounds (r = .65) and words (r = .61). In addition, a moderate negative 

correlation between attitudes and affective strategies (r = -.46) and a strong negative 

correlation between attitudes and social strategies (r = -.67) were also found.  

Table 60 

Correlations between stay abroad students' attitudes towards learning pronunciation 
and use of pronunciation learning strategies at the end of the teaching intervention  

 LAMP_AT 

PLSI_COG 
C. Coefficient 0.667 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.219 

N 5 

PLSI_COM 
C. Coefficient 0.408 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.495 

N 5 

PLSI_MET 
C. Coefficient 0.612 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.272 

N 5 

PLSI_AFF 
C. Coefficient -0.456 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.440 

N 5 

PLSI_SOC 
C. Coefficient -0.667 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.219 

N 5 

SPI_I 
C. Coefficient 0.645 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.219 

N 5 

SPI_II 
C. Coefficient 0.612 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.272 

N 5 
Code: COG: cognitive strategies; COM: compensation strategies; MET: metacognitive strategies; AFF: affective strategies; SOC: 
social strategies; SPI_I: strategies for pronunciation improvement inventory, sounds; SPI_II strategies for pronunciation improvement 
inventory, polysyllabic words; LAMP_AT: learner attitudes and motivation for pronunciation, attitudes. 
 

As for students who had not studied abroad, Table 61 below shows that only two 

moderate, positive correlations were found for motivation at the end of the intervention, 
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i.e., between motivation and memory strategies (r = .41) and between motivation and 

affective strategies (r = .41).  

Table 61 

Correlations between stay-at-home students' motivation and use of pronunciation 
learning strategies at the end of the teaching intervention  

 LAMP_MOT 

PLSI_MEM 
C. Coefficient 0.412 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.270 

N 9 

PLSI_AFF 
C. Coefficient 0.412 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.270 

N 9 
Code: MEM: memory strategies; AFF: affective strategies; LAMP_MOT: learner attitudes and motivation for pronunciation, 
motivation. 
 

On the other hand (see Table 62 below), three moderate correlations were found 

between attitudes towards pronunciation learning and memory (r = .58), cognitive (r = 

.57) and metacognitive (r = .58) strategies, as well as a strong positive correlation between 

attitudes and the use of strategies to improve the pronunciation of words (r = .69).  

Table 62 

Correlations between stay-at-home students' attitudes towards learning pronunciation 
and use of pronunciation learning strategies at the end of the teaching intervention  

 LAMP_AT 

PLSI_MEM 
C. Coefficient 0.579 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.103 

N 9 

PLSI_COG 
C. Coefficient 0.567 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.111 

N 9 

PLSI_MET 
C. Coefficient 0.579 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.103 

N 9 

SPI_II 
C. Coefficient 0.694 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.038 

N 9 
Code: MEM: memory strategies; COG: cognitive strategies; MET: metacognitive strategies; SPI_II strategies for pronunciation 
improvement inventory, polysyllabic words; LAMP_AT: learner attitudes and motivation for pronunciation, attitudes. 
 

 

Specific Objective 3: Summary of results 

The analysis of correlations between motivation and attitudes, on the one hand, 

and the use of strategies throughout the intervention, on the other hand, revealed a 
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surprising level of variability. When time of intervention was the independent variable, 

there was considerable consistency between pre- and mid-intervention correlations with 

motivation, especially in the case of cognitive strategies and strategies to improve 

sentence stress and intonation. However, this consistency disappeared after the 

intervention, where no correlations were observed at all. This was also the case with 

females’ and study abroad students’ post-intervention data, which showed no correlations 

with motivation. Like motivation, attitudes correlated consistently with strategies to 

improve sentence stress and intonation at pre- and mid-intervention stages but, unlike 

motivation, continued to show some correlations (with memory, cognitive, SPI-I and SPI-

II strategies) at the post-intervention stage. However, the correlation of attitudes with 

techniques for sentence stress and intonation disappeared at this stage, a finding which 

was replicated by both the male/female and the stay abroad/at home subsets of 

participants as well.  

When analyzed by gender, both male and female students showed correlations 

between motivation, on the one hand, and cognitive and metacognitive strategy use before 

the intervention, but only male participants carried the cognitive correlation forward into 

mid-intervention, and neither subgroup maintained the metacognitive correlation with 

motivation after the intervention. In general, there was substantial variation across each 

gender at the three data collection points, and while there were some cases in which male 

and female participants had similar correlations at the same time (for example, positive 

correlations between attitudes and sound and word improvement strategies at the post-

intervention stage), these instances did not reappear frequently across the different stages 

of the intervention and, as a result, the identification of consistent trends in the data was 

not an easy task. 
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 The same was true when participants who had stayed abroad were compared with 

those who had not. Again, both groups’ sentence stress and intonation correlated with 

motivation and attitudes at pre- and mid-intervention stages, but this correlation 

disappeared after the intervention. Interestingly, one trend emerged in the use of memory 

strategies, as these strategies correlated with motivation at the pre-intervention stage for 

those students who had stayed abroad. Although this correlation did not persist into the 

mid- or post-intervention stages for these students, it did appear for students who had 

remained at home, suggesting a possible shift in strategic priorities for these two groups 

during the intervention. 

S.O. 4. To correlate EFL Primary Education university students' motivation and 

attitudes towards learning pronunciation as a function of time of the intervention, 

gender, and whether they had stayed abroad. 

Specific objective number four examined the correlations between the two 

subscales in the LAMP questionnaire, i.e., students' motivation to improve their English 

pronunciation skills and achieve native-like pronunciation, and their attitudes towards 

learning and practicing English pronunciation for accuracy improvement. As suggested 

in the wording of the objective, this relationship was analyzed according to time of the 

intervention, gender, and whether the students had stayed abroad or not. As with previous 

objectives related to correlations, the Spearman’s test was used to analyze the data. As 

was the case with previous objectives, the correlations between motivation and attitudes 

have been presented according to the following variables: (i) time of intervention; (ii) 

gender, males and females before, midway and after the intervention; and (iii) stay abroad 

and stay-at-home participants before, midway and after the intervention. 
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Time of intervention 
 

Table 63 below shows that there was a strong positive correlation between motivation 

and attitudes before the teaching intervention started (r = .70). However (see Table 64), 

these correlation values dropped midway through the teaching intervention to a moderate 

correlation (r = .41) and disappeared completely at the end of the term.  

Table 63  

Correlations between motivation and attitudes before the teaching intervention 
 LAMP_AT 

LAMP_MOT 
C. Coefficient 0.701 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.005 

N 14 
Code: LAMP_MOT: learner attitudes and motivation for pronunciation, motivation; LAMP_AT: learner attitudes and motivation for 
pronunciation, attitudes. 
 
Table 64  

Correlations between motivation and attitudes midway through the teaching 
intervention 

 LAMP_AT 

LAMP_MOT 
C. Coefficient 0.417 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.138 

N 14 
Code: LAMP_MOT: learner attitudes and motivation for pronunciation, motivation; LAMP_AT: learner attitudes and motivation for 
pronunciation, attitudes. 

 
Gender 
 

Regarding results according to gender and point of the intervention, Table 65 

presents a perfect positive correlation between motivation and attitudes (r = 1) for male 

students, and Table 66 a moderate positive correlation (r = .50) for female students, both 

occurring before the teaching intervention started.  

Table 65  

Correlations between male students' motivation and attitudes before the teaching 
intervention  

 LAMP_AT 

LAMP_MOT 
C. Coefficient 1.000 
Sig. (2-tailed) . 

N 5 
Code: LAMP_MOT: learner attitudes and motivation for pronunciation, motivation; LAMP_AT: learner attitudes and motivation for 
pronunciation, attitudes. 
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Table 66  

Correlations between female students' motivation and attitudes before the teaching 
intervention  

 LAMP_AT 

LAMP_MOT 
C. Coefficient 0.500 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.170 

N 9 
Code: LAMP_MOT: learner attitudes and motivation for pronunciation, motivation; LAMP_AT: learner attitudes and motivation for 
pronunciation, attitudes. 
 

Nevertheless, midway through the intervention, correlation values dropped for 

males (r = .65) and were not found for females (see Table 67). Additionally, as shown in 

Table 68. at the end of the intervention the correlation for males maintained moderate 

positive values (r = .61) but, again, were not identified for females.  

Table 67 

Correlations between male students' motivation and attitudes midway through the 
teaching intervention  

 LAMP_AT 

LAMP_MOT 
C. Coefficient 0.645 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.239 

N 5 
Code: LAMP_MOT: learner attitudes and motivation for pronunciation, motivation; LAMP_AT: learner attitudes and motivation for 
pronunciation, attitudes. 
 
Table 68 

Correlations between male students' motivation and attitudes at the end of the teaching 
intervention  

 LAMP_AT 

LAMP_MOT 
C. Coefficient 0.612 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.272 

N 5 
Code: LAMP_MOT: learner attitudes and motivation for pronunciation, motivation; LAMP_AT: learner attitudes and motivation for 
pronunciation, attitudes. 

 
Stay abroad 
 

Results in Table 69 below show that for students who had stayed abroad there was 

a perfect correlation (r = 1) between motivation and attitudes before the teaching 

intervention started, whereas for students who remained at home only a moderate positive 

correlation (r = .60) was found (see Table 70). As with the male students’ results shown 
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in the previous subsection, Table 71 indicates that midway through the intervention the 

correlation values for students who had stayed abroad dropped (r = .61). These students 

showed no correlations at the end of the intervention, and so did the stay-at-home students 

both at midpoint or at the end of the teaching term. 

Table 69 

Correlations between stay abroad students' motivation and attitudes at the beginning of 
the teaching intervention  

 LAMP_AT 

LAMP_MOT 
C. Coefficient 1.000 
Sig. (2-tailed) . 

N 5 
Code: LAMP_MOT: learner attitudes and motivation for pronunciation, motivation; LAMP_AT: learner attitudes and motivation for 
pronunciation, attitudes. 
 
Table 70 

Correlations between stay-at-home students' motivation and attitudes at the beginning 
of the teaching intervention  

 LAMP_AT 

LAMP_MOT 
C. Coefficient 0.598 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.089 

N 9 
Code: LAMP_MOT: learner attitudes and motivation for pronunciation, motivation; LAMP_AT: learner attitudes and motivation for 
pronunciation, attitudes. 
 
Table 71  

Correlations between stay abroad students' motivation and attitudes midway through 
the teaching intervention  

 LAMP_AT 

LAMP_MOT 
C. Coefficient 0.612 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.272 

N 5 
Code: LAMP_MOT: learner attitudes and motivation for pronunciation, motivation; LAMP_AT: learner attitudes and motivation for 
pronunciation, attitudes. 

 

Specific Objective 4: Summary of findings 

Regardless of the variable examined, a similar trend was found for the whole data 

set. In the pre-intervention stage, there was either moderate or strong correlation between 

attitude and motivation. For males and students who had stayed abroad, there was a 

perfect positive correlation between motivation and attitudes, whereas it was moderate 
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for females and students who had never been abroad. Nevertheless, this relationship either 

decreased (for male students and for those who had studied abroad) or disappeared 

entirely (for female students and for those who had not stayed abroad) by midway through 

the intervention.  

At the post-intervention stage, no significant correlations remained between 

attitudes and motivation, with the sole exception of male participants. This group 

maintained the moderate correlation found in the mid-intervention data, experiencing 

only a slight decline (r=.64 vs r=.61). 

S.O. 5. To examine which pronunciation learning strategies are used more often by 

students with high and low English pronunciation proficiency levels, and to analyze 

whether there are significant differences between both groups. 

The fifth specific objective of this dissertation was intended to examine which 

pronunciation learning strategies were used more often by students with high and low 

English pronunciation proficiency levels, and whether there were significant differences 

between them. As mentioned in the previous chapter, the students were divided into two 

groups according to their average scores from all the three pronunciation proficiency tests 

administered throughout the term. Since scores could range from 0 to 10, it was decided 

that low performers (LP) would be those students whose marks were under 5, and high 

performers (HP) those with marks from 5 to 10. The division of students into the groups 

according to their average marks can be seen in Table 72. 

Table 72  

Division of students into groups according to their pronunciation proficiency scores 
Student (n=14) Proficiency Score Proficiency group 

S1 5,3 HP 
S2 4,6 LP 
S3 3,8 LP 
S4 6 HP 
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S5 4,8 LP 
S6 3,6 LP 
S7 5 HP 
S8 7,1 HP 
S9 4 LP 
S10 6 HP 
S11 5,6 HP 
S12 4,6 LP 
S13 4,3 LP 
S14 5,7 HP 

 

The frequency of strategies used by each group was examined with the aid of means 

and standard deviations, while differences in their use of PLS were calculated by means 

of t-tests. Due to the considerable number of strategies included the PLSI, only the most 

relevant results for both the most and the least frequently used strategies are displayed 

below.  

 
As can be seen in Table 73 below, the pronunciation learning strategies most 

frequently engaged in by high performers belonged to the memory category, “I try to 

recall how my teachers pronounced a given word” (M=5.00) and “I repeat the 

pronunciation of a difficult word over and over” (M=4.86). After these, came a set of 

frequent strategies which were mostly cognitive in nature (strategies 3 and 5 to 9). Finally, 

there were two strategies from the metacognitive group, “I try to memorise English 

sounds well” (M=4.57) and “I try to learn something about English phonetics” (M=4.43), 

and two compensation strategies, “I listen to pronunciation of words from 

electronic/multimedia dictionaries to correct my pronunciation” (M=4.43) and “I ask 

someone to pronounce words that I have difficulties in pronouncing” (M=4.29), which 

were also very frequently used. All in all, among the most frequently used strategies, there 

were 9 cognitive, 2 memory, 2 metacognitive and 2 compensation strategies. 
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Table 73  

Means and standard deviations of the most frequently used PLS by HPs. 
PLS HP (n=7) 

Mean SD 
1. I try to recall how my teachers pronounced a given word 5.00 0.00 
2. I repeat pronunciation of a difficult word over and over 4.86 0.37 
3. I notice the difference between Spanish and English pronunciation 4.71 0.48 
4. I try to memorise English sounds well 4.57 0.35 
5. I mentally rehearse how to say something in English before
speaking 4.57 0.78 

6. I practise word pronunciation first slowly and then faster 4.57 0.78 
7. I try to imitate my teacher’s mouth movements 4.57 0.53 
8. I say things silently to myself 4.57 0.78 
9. I imitate native speakers’ or my teachers’ pronunciation 4.57 0.53 
10. I try to learn something about English phonetics 4.43 0.78 
11. I listen to pronunciation of words from electronic/multimedia
dictionaries to correct my pronunciation 4.43 0.78 

12. I repeat pronunciation silently 4.43 0.97 
13. I ask someone to pronounce words that I have difficulties in
pronouncing 4.29 0.95 

14. I listen to tapes, television, movies or music in English 4.29 0.75 
15. I concentrate intensely on pronunciation while listening 4.29 0.75 

Results concerning the least frequently used PLS by HPs are presented in Table 74. 

The strategies hardly employed (with average marks around 2) belonged to the cognitive, 

“I record my own voice to hear my pronunciation” (M=2.14), and the social groups, “I 

learn pronunciation with someone else” (M=2.71). Furthermore, those marked as 

"sometimes" used (with average marks around 3) belonged to the categories of memory, 

“I make up songs or rhymes to remember how to pronounce words” (M=3.00) and “I 

associate English pronunciation with Spanish pronunciation” (M=3.14); or were 

cognitive, “I read words or text passages out loud” (M=3.00) and “I notice different 

English accents and dialects”  (M=2.71); social, “I teach or help someone else with their 

English pronunciation” (M=3.14); affective “I encourage myself by making positive 

statements, such as My pronunciation is improving” (M=3.29) and “I have a sense of 

humour about my mispronunciations” (M=3.29); and compensatory “I use mime or 

gesture for words when my pronunciation could make their meanings unclear my 
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pronunciation” (M=3.29) in nature. Additionally, there were three cognitive strategies  (“I 

repeat aloud after tapes, television, a movie or electronic dictionaries”, “I do 

exercises/practice to acquire English sounds” and “I practise sounds first in isolation (only 

sounds), and then in context (in words or sentences)”), one metacognitive (“I read 

reference materials about pronunciation rules”) and one affective strategy (“I have fun 

with pronouncing English or Spanish words, e.g., pronouncing a Spanish word with an 

English accent or vice versa”) still not used as frequently as the items in the previous table 

but with higher averages (M=3.43) than the strategies previously described in this 

paragraph. Summing up, and as shown in the table, the PLS with a lower application 

included 15 strategies (6 cognitive, 2 social, 2 memory, 2 affective, 1 compensation and 

1 metacognitive). 

Table 74  

Means and standard deviations of the least frequently used PLS by HPs 
PLS HP (n=7) 

 Mean SD 
1. I record my own voice to hear my pronunciation 2.14 1.06 
2. I learn pronunciation with someone else 2.71 1.11 
3. I make up songs or rhymes to remember how to pronounce words 3.00 1.41 
4. I read words or text passages out loud 3.00 1.00 
5. I teach or help someone else with their English pronunciation 3.00 1.29 
6. I associate English pronunciation with Spanish pronunciation 3.14 1.34 
7. I notice different English accents and dialects 3.14 1.06 
8. I encourage myself by making positive statements, such as My 
pronunciation is improving 

3.29 1.38 

9. I use mime or gesture for words when my pronunciation could make 
their meanings unclear my pronunciation 

3.29 0.75 

10. I have a sense of humour about my mispronunciations 3.29 1.25 
11. I repeat aloud after tapes, television, a movie or electronic 
dictionaries 

3.43 0.78 

12. I do exercises/practice to acquire English sounds 3.43 0.97 
13. I practise sounds first in isolation (only sounds), and then in 
context (in words or sentences) 

3.43 0.53 

14. I read reference materials about pronunciation rules 3.43 0.53 
15. I have fun with pronouncing English or Spanish words, e.g., 
pronouncing a Spanish word with an English accent or vice versa 

3.43 1.51 
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The pronunciation learning strategies most frequently used by the students with lower 

scores in the pronunciation proficiency test are shown in Table 75 below. At the highest 

level of application (M = 4.57 to 4.43) there were two affective (“I have a sense of humour 

about my mispronunciations” and “I pay more attention to my pronunciation if my 

pronunciation is appreciated by others”) and one cognitive strategy (“I listen to tapes, 

television, movies or music in English”). The 4.29 - 4.14 range was represented by 

memory, “I try to recall how my teachers pronounced a given word” (M=4.29); affective, 

“I have fun with pronouncing English or Spanish words, e.g., pronouncing a Spanish 

word with an English accent or vice versa” (M=4.29); cognitive, “I notice the difference 

between Spanish and English pronunciation” (M=4.29);  and metacognitive, “I try to 

memorise English sounds well” (M=4.14) and “I try to learn something about English 

phonetics” (M=4.14), strategies. The remaining PLS obtained the same frequency value 

of 4 and included: “I concentrate intensely on pronunciation while listening” (cognitive), 

“I talk aloud to myself” (cognitive), “I imitate native speakers’ or my teachers’ 

pronunciation” (cognitive), “I repeat pronunciation of a difficult word over and over” 

(memory), “I associate words which I don’t know how to pronounce with the words I 

know how to pronounce” (memory), “I encourage myself by making positive statements, 

such as My pronunciation is improving” (affective), and “I listen to pronunciation of 

words from electronic/multimedia dictionaries to correct my pronunciation” 

(compensation). 

Contrasting with the high proficiency group, the most frequently used strategies by 

low performers belonged to a broader range of categories, i.e., 5 cognitive, 4 affective, 3 

memory, 2 metacognitive, and 1 compensation.  
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Table 75  

Means and standard deviations of the most frequently used PLS by LPs 
PLS LP (n=7) 

 Mean SD 
1. I have a sense of humour about my mispronunciations 4.57 0.53 
2. I listen to tapes, television, movies or music in English 4.57 0.53 
3. I pay more attention to my pronunciation if my pronunciation is 
appreciated by others 4.43 0.78 

4. I try to recall how my teachers pronounced a given word 4.29 0.48 
5. I have fun with pronouncing English or Spanish words, e.g., 
pronouncing a Spanish word with an English accent or vice versa 4.29 0.75 

6. I notice the difference between Spanish and English pronunciation 4.29 0.75 
7. I try to memorise English sounds well 4.14 0.69 
8. I try to learn something about English phonetics 4.14 0.69 
9. I concentrate intensely on pronunciation while listening 4.00 0.57 
10. I talk aloud to myself 4.00 0.81 
11. I imitate native speakers’ or my teachers’ pronunciation 4.00 0.81 
12. I repeat pronunciation of a difficult word over and over 4.00 0.81 
13. I associate words which I don’t know how to pronounce with the 
words I know how to pronounce 4.00 0.57 

14. I encourage myself by making positive statements, such as My 
pronunciation is improving 4.00 0.57 

15. I listen to pronunciation of words from electronic/multimedia 
dictionaries to correct my pronunciation 4.00 1.00 

 
 

The least frequently used PLS by LPs are displayed in Table 76 below. Rarely applied 

were strategies such as “I associate English pronunciation with Spanish pronunciation” 

(M=2.29) (memory), “I record my own voice to hear my pronunciation” (M=2.43) 

(cognitive), “While preparing for a presentation, I note down words that are difficult for 

me to pronounce” (M=2.86)  (metacognitive), “I practise sounds first in isolation (only 

sounds), and then in context (in words or sentences)” (M=2.86) (cognitive), “I avoid 

saying words which I have difficulties in pronouncing” (M=2.86) (compensation) and “I 

choose to memorize, rather than read, a presentation” (M=2.86) (metacognitive). 

Furthermore, those marked as "sometimes", that is, within the range 3-3.43, included one 

memory (“I make up songs or rhymes to remember how to pronounce words”), two 

cognitive (“I notice mouth positions and watch lips” and “I mentally rehearse how to say 

something in English before speaking”), two compensation (“I use mime or gesture for 
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words when my pronunciation could make their meanings unclear my pronunciation” and 

“I use more words in place of a single word that I do not know how to pronounce”) two 

metacognitive (“I read reference materials about pronunciation rules” and “I try to pick 

up model English sounds”), and two social strategies (“I teach or help someone else with 

their English pronunciation” and “I learn pronunciation with someone else”). Thus, the 

least frequently used strategies by the low proficiency group were 2 memory, 4 cognitive, 

4 metacognitive, 3 compensation, and 2 social. 

In contrast with the high proficiency group, the low proficiency group hardly used 

strategies belonging to cognitive or metacognitive categories, relying more often on 

social, memory and compensation strategies. 

Table 76  

Means and standard deviations of the least frequently used PLS by LPs 
PLS LP (n=7) 

 Mean SD 
1. I associate English pronunciation with Spanish pronunciation. 2.29 0.95 
2. I record my own voice to hear my pronunciation 2.43 0.97 
3. While preparing for a presentation, I note down words that are 
difficult for me to pronounce 

2.86 0.69 

4. I practise sounds first in isolation (only sounds), and then in context 
(in words or sentences) 

2.86 0.90 

5. I avoid saying words which I have difficulties in pronouncing 2.86 1.06 
6. I choose to memorize, rather than read, a presentation 2.86 1.21 
7. I notice mouth positions and watch lips 3.00 0.81 
8. I use mime or gesture for words when my pronunciation could make 
their meanings unclear my pronunciation 

3.00 1.00 

9. I mentally rehearse how to say something in English before 
speaking 

3.14 0.90 

10. I use more words in place of a single word that I do not know how 
to pronounce 

3.14 1.06 

11. I teach or help someone else with their English pronunciation 3.14 0.69 
12. I make up songs or rhymes to remember how to pronounce words 3.29 1.11 
13. I read reference materials about pronunciation rules 3.29 0.75 
14. I learn pronunciation with someone else 3.29 0.75 
15. I try to pick up model English sounds 3.43 0.53 

 
Finally, the potential differences between groups in the use of pronunciation learning 

strategies were identified by means of a t-test for independent samples. The seven PLSs 
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which showed differences between groups can be seen in Table 77 below. The most 

significant differences appeared in the use of one memory strategy, “I try to recall how 

my teachers pronounced a given word” (t=3.8), and two cognitive strategies, “I try to 

imitate my teacher’s mouth movements” (t=3.5) and “I mentally rehearse how to say 

something in English before speaking” (t=3.1). It is also worth mentioning that, even 

though there was a significant difference for the strategy “I repeat pronunciation of a 

difficult word over and over” (memory) (t=2.5), both HPs (M=4.86) and LPs (M=4.00) 

applied the strategy frequently. The same happened with the strategy “I notice mouth 

positions and watch lips” (cognitive) (t=2.1), which was used by both HP (M=3.86) and 

LP (3.00) sometimes. However, the significant difference (t=2.3) for the strategy “I 

practise word pronunciation first slowly and then faster” (cognitive) indicated that it was 

used frequently by HPs (M=4.57) and only sometimes by LPs (M=3.57), although most 

remarkable was the fact that the affective strategy “I have a sense of humour about my 

mispronunciations” was the only one to be used more frequently by the LP group 

(M=4.57) than the HP group (M=3.29), thus resulting in a negative significance value (t= 

-2.4). Finally, by way of conclusion, it must be noted that significant differences between 

groups were found in their use of 4 cognitive strategies, 2 memory and 1 affective 

strategy.    

Table 77  

Significant differences in the frequency of use of PLSs by HPs and LPs 

PLS HP (n=7) LP (n=7) 
Mean SD Mean SD t 

I try to recall how my teachers pronounced a given 
word 5 0.00 4.29 0.48 3.8 

I repeat pronunciation of a difficult word over and 
over 4.86 0.37 4.00 0.81 2.5 

I notice mouth positions and watch lips 3.86 0.69 3.00 0.81 2.1 
I try to imitate my teacher’s mouth movements 4.57 0.53 3.57 0.53 3.5 
I practise word pronunciation first slowly and then 
faster 4.57 0.78 3.57 0.78 2.3 
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I mentally rehearse how to say something in 
English before speaking 4.57 0.78 3.14 0.90 3.1 

I have a sense of humour about my 
mispronunciations 3.29 1.25 4.57 0.53 -2.4 

S.O. 6. To analyse HPs' and LPs' perceptions of motivational and attitudinal factors 

involved in learning pronunciation. 

The statements in the attitude and motivation scales that HPs fully agreed with can be 

seen in Table 78 (see also the codes for abbreviations below). On top of the table, the 

item “If I could, I'd travel as much as possible to English-speaking countries. I know that 

will help me improve my English pronunciation” (M=5) was related to personal values 

and beliefs about English pronunciation learning; the item “I always try to sound better 

than before” (M=5), as part of the intrinsic motivation category, was associated with a 

desire to improve because something is personally satisfying; and the item “I try to 

improve my English pronunciation because I (will) need good pronunciation skills to 

study, work, or travel” (M=4.86) corresponded to the extrinsic motivation category and 

was associated to the desire to improve pronunciation because of social pressure, achieve 

a specific goal or result, perform well on an assessment or achieve some perceived 

benefit.  

As one moves down in the table, five statements with the same score (M=4.71) can 

be found. One of these statements, "By improving my pronunciation, I hope to be able to 

communicate more effectively in English”, corresponded to the instrumental component 

of extrinsic motivation; and a second one, “I try to belong to the group of people that has 

good pronunciation”, was related to the category of integrative motivation associated with 

the desire to make and develop friendships with L2 speakers. The remaining three items 

were all associated to intrinsic motivation; “I enjoy imitating English words and phrases 

that I hear around me (e.g., from people, radio, TV, MP3 player, etc.) corresponded to the 
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involvement component related to feelings of pleasure, fun and excitement; and the other 

two, “I am curious about how to pronounce new words” and “I like pronunciation 

activities and materials that are interesting and fun”, were related to the curiosity 

component associated with feelings of pleasure experienced when learning something 

new.  

The next cluster of statements also share their scores (M=4.57). Two of them, “I feel 

confident that people understand me when I talk” and “I can acquire accurate English 

pronunciation if I practice,” are both connected with attitude and the concept of self-

efficacy. In contrast, the third one, “I practice my English pronunciation even when it is 

not required by the teacher or homework”, is on the intrinsic motivation side and related 

to involvement.  

 This HP group also somewhat agreed with three other statements (M=4.43), one 

within the attitude scale and the other two in the motivation scale, specifically in the 

categories of integrative and extrinsic motivation. The statement “I can communicate 

better if I practice English pronunciation”, in the attitude scale, was related to the 

cognitive component associated with personal and evaluative beliefs; the item “I'd like to 

lose my foreign accent and be able to speak with a native accent” corresponded to 

integrative motivation; and, finally, the statement I try hard to improve my English 

pronunciation because in today's global society we are expected to pronounce words 

accurately” was related to extrinsic motivation from the perspective of compliance. This 

component deals with conforming to social expectations for L2 pronunciation learning as 

modelled by authority figures.  

Finally, the item with the lowest score in the table, but still forming part of the 

statements these participants somewhat agreed with (M=4.29), was “I think I can improve 

my pronunciation on my own using online materials”. This statement, as part of the 
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attitude scale, corresponded to the self-efficacy component associated with the belief in 

one’s own ability to complete tasks and attain goals in relation to English pronunciation 

learning.  

All in all, the HP group strongly or somewhat agreed with 5 statements in the attitude 

scale and 10 statements in the motivation scale (5 intrinsic, 3 extrinsic and 2 integrative). 

Table 78  

Means and Standard Deviations of HPs' highest LAMP scores  
LAMP HP (n=7) 

 Mean SD 
1. If I could, I'd travel as much as possible to English-speaking 
countries. I know that will help me improve my English 
pronunciation__AT_CG 

5.00 0.00 

2. I always try to sound better than before_MO_I_CH 5.00 0.00 
3. I try to improve my English pronunciation because I (will) need 
good pronunciation skills to study, work, or travel_MO_E_IN 

4.86 0.37 

4. I enjoy imitating English words and phrases that I hear around me 
(e.g., from people, radio, TV, MP3 player, etc.) _MO_I_IN 

4.71 0.48 

5. I am curious about how to pronounce new words_MO_I_CU 4.71 0.48 
6. I like pronunciation activities and materials that are interesting and 
fun_MO_I_CU 

4.71 0.48 

7. By improving my pronunciation, I hope to be able to communicate 
more effectively in English_MO_E_IN 

4.71 0.48 

8. I try to belong to the group of people that has good 
pronunciation_MO_INT 

4.71 0.48 

9. I feel confident that people understand me when I talk_AT_SE 4.57 0.53 
10. I can acquire accurate English pronunciation if I practice. AT_SE 4.57 0.53 
11. I practice my English pronunciation even when it is not required by 
the teacher or homework_MO_I_IN 

4.57 0.53 

12. I can communicate better if I practice English 
pronunciation_AT_CG 

4.43 0.78 

13. I'd like to lose my foreign accent and be able to speak with a native 
accent_MO_INT 

4.43 1.13 

14. I try hard to improve my English pronunciation because in today's 
global society we are expected to pronounce words 
accurately_MO_E_CO 

4.43 0.78 

15. I think I can improve my pronunciation on my own using online 
materials_AT_SE 

4.29 0.48 

Codes. AT = attitude; MO = motivation; CG = cognitive; I_CH =intrinsic, challenge; 
E_IN= extrinsic, instrumental; I_IN = intrinsic, involvement; I_CU = intrinsic, curiosity; 
INT = integrative; SE = self-efficacy; E_CO = extrinsic, compliance. 
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Table 79 shows the statements HPs disagreed with or felt neutral about. As can be 

seen, the only statement they strongly disagreed with was “It is a pain to correct my 

pronunciation in English” (M=1.86), which corresponded to the affective component in 

the attitude scale and was associated with feelings and emotions towards English 

pronunciation learning.  

 Additionally, participants somewhat disagreed with the statements “I get nervous 

when someone corrects my pronunciation mistakes” (M=2.00), in the affective 

component of the attitude scale; “I only practice my pronunciation when I have a teacher 

that provides me with feedback on my pronunciation work” (M=2.43), in the compliance 

component of the motivation scale (extrinsic category); and “I practice pronunciation 

only to get good grades in my English class” (M=2.57) in the grades/instrumental 

component of the motivation scale (extrinsic category). Looking down in the table, there 

were two statements with identical score. (M=2.71), i.e., “I think I would have more 

foreign friends if my accent were closer to an English accent”, which corresponded to the 

motivation scale, integrative component; and “When I hear of a good pronunciation 

textbook or computer program, I try to get it even if it is rather expensive”, to the conative 

component of the attitude scale, which is associated with behavioural intentions and 

action readiness toward English pronunciation learning.  

 Lastly, the students felt neutral (from M=3.00 to M=3.71) about the remaining 

nine statements. Four of these statements formed part of the attitude scale, with two 

related to the affective component “I start to panic when I have to read aloud or speak in 

front of others without having rehearsed before” (M=3.00) and “Focusing on my 

pronunciation when I speak is distracting” (M=3.29); one, to the conative component “I 

participate in group activities with other English language learners because that helps 

improve my pronunciation skills” (M=3.14); and the last one, to the self-efficacy 



200 
 

component “I am satisfied with my pronunciation progress this last year” (M=3.71). 

Regarding the motivation scale, three statements corresponded to extrinsic motivation, 

with two of them being specifically related to the compliance component, “I practice 

pronunciation because it is required in my class/ school/ institution” (M=3.14) and “I 

practice pronunciation because my teacher/parents/job/boss require(s) me to have good 

pronunciation skills” (M=3.29); and the third one, to the instrumental component, “I work 

on my pronunciation because I want a good/better salary” (M=3.57). There was also one 

statement corresponding to the integrative category “My goal is for people not to 

recognize my nationality because of my accent” (M=3.57); and another one, to the 

intrinsic category and its involvement component “I enjoy listening to myself as I try out 

or say sounds/words/sentences” (M=3.43). 

 Summarizing, the HP strongly or somewhat disagreed with 3 statements in the 

attitude scale and 3 statements in the motivation scale (2 extrinsic and 1 integrative). They 

also felt neutral about 4 statements in the attitude scale and 5 statements in the motivation 

scale (3 extrinsic, 1 intrinsic and 1 integrative).  

Table 79  

Means and Standard Deviations of HPs' lowest LAMP scores  
LAMP HP (n=7) 

 Mean SD 
1. It is a pain to correct my pronunciation in English_AT_A 1.86 1.21 
2. I get nervous when someone corrects my pronunciation 
mistakes_AT_A 

2.00 1.41 

3. I only practice my pronunciation when I have a teacher that provides 
me with feedback on my pronunciation work_MO_E_CO 

2.43 1.13 

4. I practice pronunciation only to get good grades in my English 
class_MO_E_GR/IN 

2.57 1.61 

5. I think I would have more foreign friends if my accent were closer 
to an English accent_MO_INT 

2.71 1.70 

6. When I hear of a good pronunciation textbook or computer program, 
I try to get it even if it is rather expensive_AT_CN 

2.71 1.25 

7. I start to panic when I have to read aloud or speak in front of others 
without having rehearsed before_AT_A 

3.00 1.15 

8. I practice pronunciation because it is required in my 
class/school/institution_MO_E_CO 

3.14 1.57 
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9. I participate in group activities with other English language learners 
because that helps improve my pronunciation skills_AT_CN 

3.14 1.06 

10. I practice pronunciation because my teacher/parents/job/boss 
require(s) me to have good pronunciation skills_MO_E_CO 

3.29 1.11 

11. Focusing on my pronunciation when I speak is distracting_AT_A 3.29 0.95 
12. I enjoy listening to myself as I try out or say 
sounds/words/sentences_MO_I_IN 

3.43 1.51 

13. My goal is for people not to recognize my nationality because of 
my accent_MO_INT 

3.57 0.97 

14. I work on my pronunciation because I want a good/better 
salary_MO_E_IN 

3.57 1.27 

15. I am satisfied with my pronunciation progress this last 
year_AT_SE 

3.71 0.95 

Note. AT = attitude; MO = motivation; A = affective; E_CO = extrinsic, compliance; 
E(GR)/IN = extrinsic (grades)/instrumental; INT = integrative; CN = conative; I_IN = 
intrinsic, involvement; E_IN = extrinsic, instrumental; SE = self-efficacy. 
 
 

Table 80 below displays the statements that low proficiency students strongly or      

somewhat agreed with and felt neutral about. The first two items, which were the only 

ones these students strongly agreed with, corresponded to the motivation scale, with one 

of them being related to the extrinsic motivation category and its instrumental component, 

“By improving my pronunciation, I hope to be able to communicate more effectively in 

English” (M=4.57); and the other one, to the intrinsic category and its challenge 

component, “I always try to sound better than before” (M=4.57). The next four statements 

showed the same score (M=4.43), three of them being part of the motivation scale and 

one of the attitude scale. Within the motivation scale, one item, “I try to improve my 

English pronunciation because I (will) need good pronunciation skills to study, work, or 

travel” corresponded again to the extrinsic category and its instrumental component, 

while the other two, “I am curious about how to pronounce new words” and “I like 

pronunciation activities and materials that are interesting and fun”, were related to the 

curiosity component of the intrinsic category. Additionally, the first statement LPs 

somewhat agreed with in the attitude scale was “If I could, I'd travel as much as possible 
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to English-speaking countries. I know that will help me improve my English 

pronunciation”, which pertained to the cognitive component. 

Moving down in the table, another four statements also obtained similar marks 

(M=4.14). In this case, two statements, “I believe more emphasis should be given to 

proper pronunciation in class” and “I can acquire accurate English pronunciation if I 

practice”, corresponded to the self-efficacy component of the attitude scale, and the other 

two were related to the intrinsic motivation category. One of these, “I enjoy imitating 

English words and phrases that I hear around me (e.g., from people, radio, TV, MP3 

player, etc.)” corresponded to the involvement component, and the other one, “I am 

interested in achieving near native-like fluency/rhythm (e.g., less pausing and less 

hesitation, sound less monotonous/flat)”, to the curiosity component. Moving further 

down, three additional statements in both scales and with identical scores (M=4.00) may 

be found, i.e., “I look for useful materials to practice English pronunciation on the 

Internet”, corresponding to the conative component of the attitude scale. as well as “I'd 

like to lose my foreign accent and be able to speak with a native accent” and “When I 

have difficulty pronouncing a sound or words, I can't wait to find information about how 

it is produced”, which were part of the integrative category of the motivation scale. 

Finally, low performers felt neutral (M=3.86) about two statements, “I worry about 

making pronunciation mistakes in a language class” and “If I knew how to correct my 

pronunciation, I would spend at least 30 min a day practicing it”, which respectively 

pertained to the affective and conative components of the attitude scale.  

In short, the low performance group somewhat agreed with 4 statements in the attitude 

scale and 9 statements in the motivation scale (2 extrinsic, 5 intrinsic and 2 integrative). 

However, they only felt neutral about 2 statements in the attitude scale. 
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Table 80  

Means and Standard Deviations of LPs' highest LAMP scores  
LAMP LP (n=7) 

 Mean SD 
1. By improving my pronunciation, I hope to be able to communicate 
more effectively in English_MO_E_IN 

4.57 0.53 

2. I always try to sound better than before_ MO_I_CH 4.57 0.53 
3. I try to improve my English pronunciation because I (will) need 
good pronunciation skills to study, work, or travel_ MO_E_IN 

4.43 0.53 

4. I am curious about how to pronounce new words_ MO_I_CU 4.43 0.53 
5. I like pronunciation activities and materials that are interesting and 
fun_ MO_I_CU 

4.43 0.53 

6. If I could, I'd travel as much as possible to English-speaking 
countries. I know that will help me improve my English 
pronunciation_ AT_CG 

4.43 0.78 

7. I believe more emphasis should be given to proper pronunciation in 
class_AT_SE 

4.14 0.37 

8. I can acquire accurate English pronunciation if I practice_AT_SE 4.14 0.37 
9. I enjoy imitating English words and phrases that I hear around me 
(e.g., from people, radio, TV, MP3 player, etc.) _ MO_I_IN 

4.14 0.37 

10. I am interested in achieving near native-like fluency/rhythm (e.g., 
less pausing and less hesitation, sound less monotonous/flat) 
_MO_I_CU 

4.14 0.37 

11. I look for useful materials to practice English pronunciation on the 
Internet_AT_CN 

4.00 0.57 

12. I'd like to lose my foreign accent and be able to speak with a native 
accent_MO_INT 

4.00 1.15 

13. When I have difficulty pronouncing a sound or words, I can't wait 
to find information about how it is produced_MO_INT 

4.00 0.57 

14. I worry about making pronunciation mistakes in a language 
class_AT_A 

3.86 1.21 

15. If I knew how to correct my pronunciation, I would spend at least 
30 min a day practicing it_AT_CN 

3.86 1.06 

Code. AT = attitude; MO = motivation; E_IN = extrinsic, instrumental; I_CH = 
intrinsic, challenge; I_CU = intrinsic, curiosity; CG = cognitive; SE = self-efficacy; 
I_IN = intrinsic, involvement; CN = conative; INT = integrative; A =affective. 
 
 

Table 81 shows the statements LPs disagreed with or felt neutral about. Five 

statements scored very low in the range of values, with three of them corresponding to 

the attitude scale and its affective component, i.e., “It is a pain to correct my pronunciation 

in English” (M=2.00), “I start to panic when I have to read aloud or speak in front of 

others without having rehearsed before” (M=2.14), and “I get nervous when someone 

corrects my pronunciation mistakes” (M=2.14). The other two statements, i.e., "I only 
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practice my pronunciation when I have a teacher that provides me with feedback on my 

pronunciation work” (M=2.00) and “I practice pronunciation only to get good grades in 

my English class” (M=2.29), corresponded to the extrinsic category of the motivation 

scale but, while the former pertained to the compliance component, the latter was related 

to the instrumental component.  

The rest of statements were all in the neutral range of values (from 3 to 4). Only two 

of them corresponded to the attitude scale, and both coincidentally associated with its 

conative category, i.e., “I participate in group activities with other English language 

learners because that helps improve my pronunciation skills” (M=3.00) and “When I hear 

of a good pronunciation textbook or computer program, I try to get it even if it is rather 

expensive” (M=3.14). Similarly, two statements in the motivation scale, i.e., “I practice 

pronunciation because it is required in my class/school/institution” (M=3.14) and “I 

practice pronunciation because my teacher/parents/job/boss require(s) me to have good 

pronunciation skills” (M=3.43). corresponded to the same category (extrinsic) and 

component (compliance). The four remaining statements belonged to the intrinsic 

category of the motivation scale but differed in the components involved. “If there were 

an elective pronunciation class at my institution, I would take it” (M=3.14) corresponded 

to the curiosity component; “I make sure that I have enough time to practice my 

pronunciation” (M=3.14) and “I enjoy listening to myself as I try out or say 

sounds/words/sentences” (M=3.29), to the involvement component; and “I stop 

practicing a sound or another aspect of my pronunciation only when I feel satisfied with 

my improvement” (M=3.14), to the challenge component. 

All in all, the low performance group somewhat disagreed with 3 statements in the 

attitude scale and 2 statements in the motivation scale, all corresponding to the extrinsic 
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category. Additionally, they felt neutral about 2 items in the attitude scale and 6 in the 

motivation scale (4 integrative and 2 extrinsic).  

Table 81 

Means and Standard Deviations of LPs' lowest LAMP scores 
LAMP LP (n=7) 

 Mean SD 
1. It is a pain to correct my pronunciation in English_AT_A 2.00 0.81 
2. I only practice my pronunciation when I have a teacher that provides 
me with feedback on my pronunciation work_MO_E_CO 

2.00 1.00 

3. I start to panic when I have to read aloud or speak in front of others 
without having rehearsed before_AT_A 

2.14 1.21 

4. I get nervous when someone corrects my pronunciation 
mistakes_AT_A 

2.14 1.21 

5. I practice pronunciation only to get good grades in my English 
class_MO_E_GR/IN 

2.29 0.95 

6. I work on my pronunciation because I want a good/better 
salary_MO_E_IN 

2.71 1.25 

7. Focusing on my pronunciation when I speak is distracting_AT_A 2.86 1.34 
8. I participate in group activities with other English language learners 
because that helps improve my pronunciation skills_AT_CN 

3.00 1.15 

9. If there were an elective pronunciation class at my institution, I 
would take it_MO_I_CU 

3.14 0.90 

10. I make sure that I have enough time to practice my 
pronunciation_MO_I_IN 

3.14 1.21 

11. I practice pronunciation because it is required in my 
class/school/institution_MO_E_CO 

3.14 0.90 

12. When I hear of a good pronunciation textbook or computer 
program, I try to get it even if it is rather expensive_AT_CN 

3.14 1.06 

13. I stop practicing a sound or another aspect of my pronunciation 
only when I feel satisfied with my improvement_MO_I_CH 

3.14 0.69 

14. I enjoy listening to myself as I try out or say 
sounds/words/sentences_MO_I_IN 

3.29 1.13 

15. I practice pronunciation because my teacher/parents/job/boss 
require(s) me to have good pronunciation skills_MO_E_CO 

3.43 0.97 

Note. AT = attitude; MO = motivation; A = affective; E_CO = extrinsic, compliance; 
E(GR)/IN = extrinsic (grades)/instrumental; E_IN = extrinsic, instrumental; CN = 
conative; I_CU = intrinsic, curiosity; I_IN = intrinsic, involvement; I_CH = intrinsic, 
challenge. 
 
 

Table 82 shows the significant differences between high and low performance 

students’ perceptions of motivation. The two statements correspond to the category of 

intrinsic motivation, which is associated with a desire to improve because something is 

personally satisfying. Specifically, they relate to experiencing pleasure when learning 



206 
 

something new (curiosity) and to feelings of fun and excitement (involvement). The 

strongest difference (t=2.5) was found in the intrinsic curiosity of HPs (M=4.29; LP 

M=3.14), although the variance in the value of each group’s mean scores of intrinsic 

involvement was also considerable (HP M=4.71; LP M=4.14).      

Table 82 

Results of the t-test for HPs’ and LPs’ perceptions of LAMP 

LAMP HP (n=7) LP (n=7)  
 Mean SD Mean SD t 
MO_I enjoy imitating English words and phrases 
that I hear around me (e.g., from people, radio, TV, 
MP3 player, etc.) _I_IN 

4.71 0.48 4.14 0.37 2.4 

MO_If there were an elective pronunciation class at 
my institution, I would take it_I_CU 4.29 0.75 3.14 0.90 2.5 

Note. MO = motivation; I_CU = intrinsic, curiosity; I_IN = intrinsic, involvement 
 

Specific Objective 6: Summary of results 

The difference in the number of items which prompted agreement or disagreement 

between the HP and LP groups was not large. However, there were some differences in 

the intensity of responses, with the HP group ranging from 1.86 to 5.00 and the LP group 

falling between 2.00 and 4.57 and 2.00. Strong agreement and disagreement were thus 

more common with the high performers. Additionally, the statements where the most 

significant variation between groups was observed were related to intrinsic motivation, 

suggesting that this may be the area where high performers were most distinct as learners. 

Although the difference in mean response between the high performing and low 

performing groups is more substantial in the second statement, the strength of the 

relationship between proficiency level and response is similar in both cases (t=2.4 vs. 

t=2.5). For each item, there appears to be a significant interaction between proficiency 

and response to the statement in question. 
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S.O. 7 To interpret the autonomous use of pronunciation learning strategies by EFL 

Primary Education university students at weekends. 

To address this final objective, the diaries of the participants were divided into 

two groups (HPs and LPs), following the criteria used in previous sections, i.e., the 

average marks obtained by the participants in the pronunciation performance tests they 

had taken throughout the intervention (see Table 72 above). It must be noted that in the 

LP group there were students, on the one hand, who managed to apply pronunciation 

learning strategies from the beginning of the intervention but were unable to improve 

their pronunciation proficiency significantly, and students, on the other hand, with an 

average level of performance who did not improve throughout the course either.  

 The diaries in each category were then thoroughly examined following an inductive 

approach (Thomas, 2006) with the purpose of finding commonalities in the students' use 

of pronunciation learning strategies and associated feelings and attitudes. In doing so, the 

most common strategies were identified, compared, and then coded and distributed into 

categories, noting their frequency of appearance (Tables 83 and 84). Moreover, excerpts 

from the students’ comments and reflections were selected to provide instances of the 

themes covered. 

Table 83  

Code, category, and frequency of PLSs annotated by the LP group 
Code Category Frequenc

y 
Reading Reading aloud with focus on pronunciation 21 
Games Playing games online or as specific practice 6 

Homework Doing homework such as transcription 25 

Music Singing or listening to music 15 

Repetition Repeating sounds, words or sentences as 
pronunciation practice 

9 

Viewing Watching films or series 26 
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Table 84  

Code, category, and frequency of PLSs annotated by the HP group 
Code Category Frequency 
Reading Reading aloud with focus on pronunciation 33 

Games Playing games online or as specific practice 3 

Socialising Real interaction with other people English, 
visiting other countries 

7 

Homework Doing homework such as transcription 42 

Music Singing or listening to music 7 

Repetition Repeating sounds, words or sentences as 
pronunciation practice 

      8 

Viewing Watching films or series 19 
Revision Working independently  8 

The LP group 

Starting with the low proficiency group, it was found that the strategies most 

frequently reported by these students were watching films and videos on YouTube.  

“I've seen The Walking Dead series with English audio” 

“This weekend I have too little time to study and practice, so that I just listened 

specific videos or learning at meals, a brief part a film in English and I reviewed a bit 

notes and books.” 

It must be noted, however, that even though using visual media is an attractive 

way to work on a target language, it is usually regarded only as a receptive activity if the 

student does not engage with the content in any other way. 

All the students in this group also mentioned doing their homework, but not in a 

systematic fashion. Also, one of the strategies that seems to have the strongest impact on 

improving pronunciation —reading aloud— was not taken up by most of them until late 

in the term, as noted in one of the entries of their diaries:  
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“Last weekend I've been worked on my pronunciation, doing homework again 

and transcribing some words of my book, after I was reading aloud.” 

Only two students in this group reported reading aloud very frequently, but their 

pronunciation proficiency improved slowly and did not reach the standard required, 

which again confirms the fact that the degree of competence that the students brought 

with them from the very beginning of the course was a decisive factor in their 

improvement or lack of it. Only one student mentioned singing English songs 

consistently: 

“This weekend I 've been working my pronunciation listening music of Calum 

Scott, Adele and Coldplay. I 've tried singing it to work my pronunciation.” 

To give the reader a glimpse of the words most frequently used by these students 

in their diaries, a visual representation in the form of a wordcloud is offered in Figure 2 

below. 

Figure 2 

Word cloud of the most frequent words written by LP students in their diaries 
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The HP group 
 

Generally, the students in this group already had a good pronunciation level before 

the intervention started, as shown by their marks in the pronunciation test, but 

comparatively, not all of them made as much progress as some students in the previous      

group. Nevertheless, as compared to LPs, there were important differences in the 

strategies they used. For example, HPs also reported watching films and videos but, 

unlike LPs, they focused specifically on pronunciation, looked up unknown words and 

practiced them afterwards.  

“Yes, I have worked on my pronunciation this weekend watching two films in 

English paying especial attention on how the actors pronounced the words. In this case I 

decided the films had to be easy to understand because it was going to be the first time I 

focus my mind on how the words are pronounced instead of just watching the film. These 

were Stuart Little and Tangled.” 

They also reported doing homework systematically and reading aloud consistently 

from the beginning of the term. In addition, two remarkable strategies were only used by 

this group: visiting a foreign country and maintaining social interactions such as teaching 

other people or reading to friends and relatives.  

“Yes, for sure, i have bien giving lessons to some Friends to help them with their 

exams” 

“Yes, I was playing with some of the link you had sent us before. My favourite is: 

http://cambridgeenglishonline.com/Phonetics_Focus/ because you have like a mini-

games to enjoy and improve your English. I did it on Saturday morning for at least 45mins 

and on Sunday I met with an English friend and we were talking most time in English.” 

These two activities are linked in the literature to increased motivation to learn a 

language for real communication, which may undoubtably raise learners' awareness of 
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the importance of pronunciation. Worth mentioning is also the ability to self-reflect 

demonstrated by a high-level student who started to attend classes later in the term. From 

the moment of her arrival, she noted down the aspects she struggled with and made a 

point of asking the teacher for reinforcement and further explanations. This awareness of 

her own pronunciation is reflected in her ability to use metacognitive and compensation 

strategies: 

“Yes, I 've worked in my pronunciation on Saturday morning with the links you sent us 

and it was for one hour. I think I'm more or less clear with the vowels but I have to improve with 

the consonants. I need a "tutoría" with you, when you can because I didn't go to consonants' 

classes and I need to see how you put your lips to pronounce them properly. I hope you send me 

when you are available for the appointment.” 

As with the LP group, a visual representation of the words most frequently used 

by these HP students in their diaries is presented in Figure 3. 

Figure 3 

Word cloud of the most frequent words written by HP students in their diaries 

 

 

What seems to come clear from the analysis of the diaries is that students with a 

high initial pronunciation ability, with some exceptions, made the most progress 
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throughout the year and were also the ones who used more social strategies as well as  

strategies that required active involvement, such as doing homework and working on 

pronunciation after watching films or series. Lower ability students, despite consistently 

applying pronunciation learning strategies, struggled to improve their pronunciation skills 

and in most cases refrained from learning in social situations. Beyond these trends in 

outcomes, it is also notable that the activities characteristic of the HP group, visiting a 

foreign country and practicing through social interaction, are closely linked with 

motivation. 

CHAPTER 8 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION  

8.1. Discussion 
This study aimed to address the urgent need to improve the pronunciation ability 

of future EFL teachers by attempting to discern whether the addition of PLS to a specific 

course would make an impact on the development of this skill. This research also sought 

to examine and describe the links between the use of PLS, certain individual factors and 

pronunciation proficiency. To address these aims, specific objectives were formulated 

and addressed through different tests and questionnaires that were administered over a 

period of 4 months in a class of fourteen 4th- year university undergraduates studying to 

become EFL teachers at a primary education level. These assessments, conducted at the 

beginning, middle and end of the teaching intervention period, included the Pronunciation 

Learning Strategies Inventory, the Learner Attitudes and Motivations for Pronunciation 

questionnaire, the Strategies for Pronunciation Improvement questionnaire, a 

pronunciation performance test, and self-report diaries written by the students. The data 

describing students’ pronunciation proficiency, the frequency of PLS use, and student 
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attitudes and motivation were examined as a function of time of intervention, gender, and 

prior stays abroad. These analyses resulted in a number of findings that will be discussed 

in the following pages.  

Previous research into the effects of intervention length on pronunciation skills is 

limited and makes comparison difficult. However, if the results reported by some of the 

studies in that review are compared to those gathered in the present study, a few 

interesting ideas can be drawn. In some of those studies, the case was made that deep 

consideration must be given to whether spending time and resources into designing and 

implementing long-term interventions is worth the effort, since the benefits do not appear 

to be greater than those of shorter ones (Jeon & Kaya, 2006; Plonsky, 2011; Plonsky & 

Oswald, 2014). The data obtained in the present study seem to support the same argument.  

As reported in the results section (see chapter 7), there was an improvement in 

pronunciation proficiency from the beginning to the midpoint of the intervention, with a 

corresponding growth in the use of affective and memory strategies, and an increase of 

positive attitudes and motivation towards learning pronunciation. This was true of the 

participants as a whole, but some variability was found when participants were divided 

into subgroups. To give a few examples, males showed a positive correlation with 

attitudes at the three stages of data collection, but no moderate or strong correlations were 

found for this variable in the female data. Further, at the intermediate stage, moderate 

positive correlations between proficiency and memory strategies for both male and 

female participants were found, but after the intervention these results were only 

replicated with males.  

Overall, then, there were consistent benefits from the beginning to midpoint, but 

results were not as reliable from midpoint to the end of the intervention. It may thus be 

concluded that the claims made by previous studies on the correlation between time of 
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intervention and hypothetical results remain relevant regarding how practical it is to spend 

time and energy when the benefits may be unreliable. 

When it comes to gender, research has been inconclusive on the differential use 

of L2 learning strategies by males and females, but there seems to be some agreement in 

previous research on the fact that female learners have a tendency to engage in certain 

strategies (Griffiths, 2003; Tercanlioglu, 2004; Salahshour, Sharifi, & Salahshour, 2013). 

However, the strategies comprising that tendency are a subject of debate. Studies variably 

indicate that, as compared to males, female students use more compensation and affective 

strategies (Ghee, Ismail, & Kabilan, 2010; Hashemi, 2011), more cognitive, 

metacognitive, and social strategies (Chang et al., 2007), and more interactional and 

communicative strategies (Ehrman & Oxford, 1989). The results of the present research 

showed that women used more metacognitive strategies than men, replicating some 

previous findings and contradicting others. 

Differences in the level of effort and engagement shown by male and female 

learners were also attested in the present study, mostly in the fact that females submitted 

their weekend diaries more often than males, made longer annotations and reflected more 

thoroughly on their out-of-class activities. Although these differences were not large 

enough to suggest that women develop pronunciation skills more easily than men, they 

are consonant with those of Sardegna, Lee and Kusey (2014), who found that self-efficacy 

beliefs, which are directly related to effort and determination, were a strong predictor of 

the effect females experienced on pronunciation, whereas such correlation was not found 

for males.  

Other analyses conducted in the present study focused on the reputed positive 

effects of staying abroad (SA) on pronunciation improvement. Supporting research 

seemed to indicate that when instruction and studying in a foreign context were compared, 
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the experience abroad had a greater impact on pronunciation learning (Pérez-Vidal, Juan-

Garau, Mora, & Valls-Ferrer, 2012). The assumption was that, even with short stays, 

participants who had been abroad would be better at pronunciation, as shown by studies 

conducted on very limited periods of time spent abroad (Llanes & Muñoz, 2009).  The 

eventual result, however, was that students who had stayed abroad used social strategies 

more frequently but did not develop any further than students who did not have such 

experience. This seems to indicate that SA does not have a direct effect on pronunciation 

learning, although it certainly contributes to the development of social skills which, 

indirectly, may lead to an increase of pronunciation proficiency (Pérez-Vidal, Juan-

Garau, Mora, & Valls-Ferrer, 2012). These results were mirrored in the present study, 

since students who had stayed abroad, despite showing an initial advantage in the first 

pronunciation tests, did not progress more than the other participants once instruction 

began and the learning conditions were equal for all.  

Although pronunciation proficiency and the effects of attitudes and motivation on 

learning have been studied elsewhere (Darcy, 2018; Saito & Plonsky, 2019), the present 

study is the first to examine the interaction between these two concepts. Most studies on 

the relationship between language learning in general and motivation show that students 

who are intrinsically or extrinsically motivated perform better at a variety of tasks (i.e., 

studying for long periods of time or showing willingness to communicate). Research on 

pronunciation learning has shown a positive influence of both types of motivation, 

although not on equal terms (Gatbonton, Trofimovich, & Magid, 2005; Ladegaard & 

Sachdev, 2006; Levis, 2005). Factors such as group affiliation and feelings of challenge, 

fun and curiosity, all of them related to intrinsic motivation, have been shown to have a 

bigger impact on the development of pronunciation skills (Moyer, 2007; Smit, 2002). 

These findings have been replicated in the present study since students with better 
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pronunciation skills expressed their desire to belong to the group of people with a good 

pronunciation level, believed they could improve on their own using adequate materials, 

and engaged with practice until they felt satisfied with their pronunciation – all of which 

are examples of intrinsic motivation. In contrast, low performers seemed to worry more 

about making mistakes, felt neutral about making sure they got enough practice, and 

displayed little sense of agency regarding their ability to improve their pronunciation.  

This lack of agency is also related to feelings of self-efficacy, an attitudinal 

construct which is understood when the relationship between attitude and motivation is 

clarified. Although these two concepts have generally been considered as only one 

construct, some research has found distinctions between them that are relevant for 

learning. The key difference is that attitudes are regarded as enduring sets of beliefs, while 

motivation is usually characterized as a passion that fluctuates (Smith, 1971).  

The specific attitudinal construct of self-efficacy has been described as the 

learner’s set of beliefs about their own ability to organize and execute actions to achieve 

a goal (Meigouni & Shirkhani, 2020). These beliefs impact the student’s emotions, 

behaviour, use of strategies and positive attitudes towards language learning (Pyun, 2013; 

Tseng, Liu, & Nix, 2017). For instance, Yang (1999) discovered that students who 

believed that they had a special capacity to learn the FL enjoyed practicing English with 

other people, and Smit (2002) reported that students who felt that their proficiency was 

inadequate were more anxious and disliked working on language learning activities. Self-

efficacy beliefs have also been positively linked with L2 proficiency, learners’ strategy 

use, motivation, willingness to communicate in L2, and phonological learning (Hsieh & 

Kang, 2010; Kissau, 2006; Léger & Storch, 2009; Macaro, 2013; Smit & Dalton-Puffer, 

2000). 
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Though promising, research on the relationship between self-efficacy and 

pronunciation is not common. Nevertheless, the few studies available seem to support the 

findings of the present research. As compared to low performers, high performers in our 

study showed feelings of satisfaction with their pronunciation ability and less anxiety. 

Furthermore, they seemed more inclined to use strategies to improve their pronunciation 

and self-regulate their learning process inside and outside the classroom, a pattern which 

was also reported by Sardegna, Lee, and Kusey (2018). These high performers also 

displayed more perseverance and active engagement, as shown in their agreement with 

sentences such as “I can acquire accurate English pronunciation if I practice” and “I am 

satisfied with my pronunciation progress this last year”. These results in turn coincide 

with those reported in a recent study on the relationship between self-efficacy, strategy 

use and language proficiency, where students with higher self-efficacy beliefs were found 

to use a wider array of strategies and resort more to metacognitive strategies than weaker 

students (Saito, 2020).  

The present study also produced unexpected results concerning the frequency of 

PLS use. Contrary to what was hypothesized, students generally used the same strategies 

regardless of their pronunciation proficiency. Although some strategies, such as actively 

engaging in social interaction versus passively watching series, were used only by either 

high or low performers, the largest differences between both groups were found in their 

frequency of use. Similar results were reported by Haslam (2010) in that the use of 

specific strategies did not account for pronunciation gains, and by Campos (2018) in that 

frequency of use turned out to be the strongest predictor of the relationship between PLS 

and pronunciation skills. The implication that frequent use of the same strategies helps 

pronunciation gains also adds to the small number of studies that have attempted to 

investigate how strategy use affects L2 acquisition (Winke, 2013).  
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It also seems that, in addition to the sheer volume of use, flexibility and effective 

strategy selection also plays an important part in the relationship between frequency and 

proficiency levels (Wong & Nunan, 2011; Yamamori, Isoda, Hiromori, & Oxford, 2003; 

Zhang, Gu, & Hu, 2008). Even if low proficiency students use the same strategies and 

with the same frequency as high-level students, they may not be as effective (Griffiths, 

2018). In the present research, a similar pattern was found in the use of repetition and 

reading aloud strategies, which seemed to be more beneficial for high performers overall 

even though the strategies were ostensibly used with the same frequency. Other 

procedures employed by both groups involved the use of memory (e.g., recalling how the 

teacher pronounced an item, etc.) and cognitive (e.g., imitating, rehearsing before 

speaking, noticing mouth positions, practicing progressively faster, etc.) strategies. 

Again, these strategies were used more frequently by high-level students, and it can safely 

be assumed that the effectiveness of their application by these learners was also greater.  

Another difference between groups was related to the use of affective and 

compensation strategies, which were more often employed by low-performance students. 

Data indicate that participants who used memory and cognitive strategies more often 

achieved better pronunciation proficiency levels than those who opted for compensation and 

affective strategies. This difference was clearly evidenced in the fact that strategies such 

as having a sense of humor about mispronunciation, having fun pronouncing English or 

Spanish words, and encouraging themselves with positive statements only appeared to be 

used frequently by low-performance students. Even though some studies have reported 

that having fun and a sense of humor may help learn new skills, improve memorization, 

and lower anxiety (Chang & Liu, 2013; Trofimovich, 2013; Szyszka, 2015), the use of 

these strategies in the present study predicted low rather than high performance.  
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Even though the strategies more frequently used by the participants in this study 

belonged to the direct type, i.e., memory and cognitive strategies, the data related to the 

autonomous use of PLS at weekends showed that high-performance students also 

managed to engage in metacognitive strategies. In those reports, comments such as “I 

think I'm more or less clear with the vowels, but I have to improve with the consonants” 

and the use of technical words like “stress” and “assimilation”, were found to be used 

with some frequency. In Moyer’s (2014) study, very successful pronunciation learners 

were found to rely on “self-monitoring, imitation of native speakers, attention to difficult 

phonological features, and explicit concern for pronunciation accuracy” (p. 9). Similar 

strategies were reported by Pawlak (2011) in his analysis of pronunciation learners’ 

diaries, with higher proficiency students using metacognitive strategies such as paying 

attention, self-monitoring, and self-evaluation. The trends found in the diaries of high- 

performing students in the present study corroborate these earlier findings.   

8.2. Conclusion 
 

Having interpreted the main findings of this study in terms of the relevant 

literature, several points stand out as informing the larger field of pronunciation 

proficiency development. As one of the few conducted in a real classroom setting, this 

research offers valuable data supporting the efficacy of direct instruction. The findings 

reveal that there is a set of factors, mainly based on student actions and the learning 

environment, which are clearly connected with the improvement of pronunciation skills. 

 Throughout the findings, the value of individual student efforts is made clear. 

Both the volume of pronunciation strategy use and the flexibility of the strategic approach 

amplified the relationship between PLS and pronunciation proficiency. Students 

identified as high performers used strategies more often, and although it is not possible 
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to conclude that this increased volume is the defining characteristic of a high performer, 

the connection between high performance and frequent applications of PLS is clear in the 

data.  

 The merits of flexible strategy selection are also visible in another aspect of the 

data. Although strategy selection was observed to be largely similar between high and 

low performers, there was some variation in the fact that high performers displayed a 

significantly increased tendency to apply metacognitive approaches. The incorporation 

of these strategies was an element of proficiency acquisition, and so worthy of 

encouragement by instructors. 

In addition to the selection of strategies, the consistent application of high 

volumes of these strategies was impactful. The best results were achieved by students 

who took a more focused approach. Affective and compensation strategies did not 

provide increased improvement to those who favored their selection, but these were the 

exceptions as most strategies offered clear benefits when applied at high frequency. It 

was observed that students who were more focused and took a more serious approach to 

their learning made greater gains. Students with such an attitude also tended to display 

higher levels of one of the most significant factors in the study, an attitude of self-efficacy. 

Self-efficacy, defined as the set of learners’ beliefs about their ability to achieve 

goals, was found to be one of the most impactful factors in the study. Intrinsic motivation, 

a better predictor of pronunciation performance than extrinsic motivation, was also linked 

to the concept of self-efficacy since a sense of agency is always an essential factor of that 

type of motivation. Taken together, these findings attach critical importance to students’ 

perceptions of their own ability to improve pronunciation. This suggests, as an overall 

trend in the results, that individual factors are most influential in contexts where they 

relate to this sense of self-efficacy. 
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This interpretation of the findings is especially clear in the analysis of stay abroad, 

which was found to have no significant effect on the ability of students to make progress 

in a well-structured learning environment. Despite the ostensible benefits of the 

immersion to which the stay abroad students had been exposed, what initially looked like 

a meaningful performance boost disappeared quickly. This shows that while previous 

experience abroad offered an initial advantage, it was offset over the course of an 

intervention in which students were exposed to the target language in a similar fashion. 

The multi-stage data collection of the present study clearly illustrates this equalization 

process. 

Therefore, the results presented in this study show that a learning environment 

with high-quality input exposure and targeted classroom instruction may compensate for 

the initial disadvantage of students who have not traveled abroad. Under the same 

teaching and learning circumstances, the quality and quantity of pronunciation instruction 

trump access to international stays, an observation of particular value for learners whose 

financial circumstances may preclude access to such experiences. 

Given the discouraging problems students can experience in the acquisition of 

communicative skills, every effort should be made to make available all resources that 

will allow them to engage in effective practice in and outside the classroom. The idea that 

international study opportunities are an integral part of improving pronunciation is not 

borne out by the results of the study. It is rather individual determination and self-efficacy 

that seem to be crucial. The results of the study are clear in their endorsement of quality 

instruction and exposure for improving pronunciation proficiency. 
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8.3. Pedagogical implications 

As discussed throughout this study, pronunciation is considered crucial for 

effective communication, but improvement of pronunciation skills takes time and effort. 

This improvement is fundamental in the acquisition of an L2 because pronunciation is the 

basis for intelligibility, fluency, and communication. Therefore, future EFL teachers 

should be equipped with PLS knowledge so that they may be more efficient in acquiring, 

and later teaching L2 pronunciation. 

One of the main findings of the study is that even if motivation, especially of an 

intrinsic kind, is an impactful factor for both language learning and pronunciation, 

attitudes of self-efficacy and ownership regarding learning should also be promoted. 

Teachers should invest time in the reinforcement of attitudes that are based on enduring 

sets of beliefs. This could be done by looking into each learner individually, identifying 

their feelings of inadequacy and anxiety, and encouraging the development of resilience 

and perseverance. One such approach might include acknowledging their efforts and 

having regular conversations on their progress, both actual and perceived. 

At the end of the teaching intervention, neither gender nor time spent abroad was 

shown to make any relevant difference in pronunciation proficiency. It is true that there 

was some evidence that females used more social strategies, that males were less anxious, 

and that people who had been abroad were more at ease with the use of social strategies. 

However, teachers should not base their practices on these factors without more 

supporting research if the objective is to help students improve their pronunciation 

performance in a classroom setting, where there are normally time and curriculum 

constraints.  

Since the quality of instruction seems to be the most significant variable in the 

study, teachers should strive to choose activities tailored to the strengths and weaknesses 
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of their students, and to the goals they wish to achieve. These tasks should contemplate 

temporal changes in the way students approach pronunciation, and teachers should also 

consider instructional approaches that include cognitively-oriented explanations, 

perceptual improvement, and controlled, semi-controlled, and spontaneous forms of 

practice.  

The last finding discussed in the study directly concerned the use of pronunciation 

learning strategies. In the data collected, participants, regardless of their proficiency 

levels, favoured a specific set of direct techniques, namely memory and cognitive 

strategies. Even though there may be some value in teaching indirect approaches such as 

metacognitive and affective strategies, the turning point, in this case, pertained to 

frequency and effectiveness in the use of selected strategies. Therefore, after presenting 

students with a variety of strategies and instructing them on how to effectively apply these 

strategies to their own learning, teachers should make sure that they are used consistently 

and diligently. In addition, teachers should promote the use of specific terminology and 

tools to self-reflect, so that students can identify the strategies they find more effective 

and feel more comfortable with. In this way, students can be actively engaged and 

involved in the learning process while applying pronunciation learning strategies that help 

them direct their efforts to make constant progress. 

8.4. Limitations of the study and further avenues of research 

This research involves several limitations that must be addressed. One of them is 

related to the length of the study. The teaching intervention was carried out only for one 

term because the subject Didáctica de la Fonética del Inglés is only taught for about 4 

months. The aim of producing a syllabus that could be replicated with similar students in 

other university settings was the reason why it was decided that the study should only 
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cover pronunciation learning strategies. Nevertheless, there is no doubt that the use of 

these strategies could be incorporated into any English learning situation or that training 

students in their use would provide them with knowledge of how to employ these 

strategies if necessary.  

Also related to the selection of Didáctica de la Fonética del Inglés is the limited 

number of students taking part in the study. As explained in Chapter 5, the specialty of 

English as a foreign language teaching has a high level of perceived difficulty, which 

means that only certain students opt for this strand. This preconception has clear 

implications affecting the attributes of the participants. It must be noted, however, that 

this issue is not unique to the specific university studied here, as the sample of students 

participating in the study can be considered an accurate representation of this specialty 

nationwide.  

  Another limitation that must be acknowledged is the fact that not all the different 

pronunciation learning strategies covered in the study were taught in depth, but just 

presented. Ideally, each strategy should have been worked on with examples and a 

specific step-by- step approach, and the concept of strategy chains should have also been 

introduced to students to promote the use of sequences of strategic devices to tackle 

specific learning challenges. Nevertheless, considering time and curriculum constraints, 

it is encouraging that even relatively few encounters with the different strategies 

presented had such a positive impact on pronunciation proficiency gains.  

Finally, some of the data collection instruments could have been designed more 

accurately. For instance, weekend diaries could have contained specific questions to 

better help students reflect on their practices, although this would have diminished the 

freedom of producing open and totally genuine answers. Furthermore, the length of the 

questionnaires made their completion a slow task. However, having a more limited 
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selection of items would have meant an incomplete set of results. Therefore, allocating 

specific time and having students fill out the online surveys only at the three data 

collection stages was considered a better alternative.   

It should be noted that this research is one of the very few that has explored 

pronunciation learning strategies with a sample of pre-service English teachers in an EFL 

context. As such, the results are presented with an emphasis on how they may inform 

future research. For example, a specific set of pronunciation learning strategies or a single 

category (cognitive, memory, social, etc.), could be selected and examined more 

extensively. Another option would be to choose what could be understood as opposing 

direct/indirect strategies and test the effectiveness of each type.  

Moreover, the incorporation of additional individual factors such as a sense of 

identity and a deeper look into self-efficacy could shed more light on the interplay of 

emotional characteristics and the acquisition of pronunciation proficiency. Since self-

confidence and behavior based on resilience and agency seem to be tightly related to 

pronunciation attainment, it would be advantageous for teachers to know how to promote 

these attitudes in their students.  

A third suggestion for future research would be to teach pronunciation learning 

strategies throughout the degree of Primary Education Teaching in the subjects of English 

as a foreign language. In doing so, students would have enough time to explore the whole 

range of strategies and decide on those more suitable for them. A longer study would 

allow for the construction of profiles that could be presented to students at the beginning 

of the degree to guide their practice.  
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APPENDIX 

Appendix I 
Identification and classification of PLS 

Author Participants Instruction Data collection Results 

Peterson (2000) 11 adult learners 
of Spanish in the 
US. 

Each of the six subjects was provided with a 

notebook and was instructed to keep a diary 

for two to three weeks for the strategies they 

found themselves using to learn or improve 

their pronunciation in Spanish. The subjects 

were given reminder calls about once a week, 

and they could also as any questions at that 

time. At the end of the two-to-three-week 

period, the subjects handed in their diaries and 

were briefly interviewed for the purpose of 

obtaining verbal clarification. 

During the following school quarter, and after 

the diaries were analyzed, three interviews 

were conducted: one with one beginning (10-

level) student, one with three intermediate (20-

level) students, and one with one advanced 

(60-level) student.  

Self-reports in the form of 
diaries and interviews. 

Collected 43 pronunciation learning 
tactics grouped into twelve PLS. 

Osburne (2003) 50 learners of 
ESL. 

Monitored interviews during which 
participants were requested to provide 10-
minute-long learning biographies, then 
replaying the interviews to them so that they 
could repeat a line or two paying attention to 
their pronunciation, and, in the last stage, 

Oral reports. Eight strategies were detected during 
qualitative analysis, that is: global 
articulatory gesture, local articulatory 
gesture or single sound, individual 
syllables, clusters below syllable level, 
prosodic structure, individual words, 
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asking them to offer an account of the 
strategies that were supportive in helping them 
improve this TL subsystem. 

paralanguage, and memory or imitation. 
However, there were differences in the 
frequency with which the PLS were 
applied, the most popular including 
mimicking the speakers and focusing on 
paralanguage (speed, volume, and 
clarity), and the least common being 
those related to clusters below the 
syllable level and to syllable structure. 

Pawlak (2008) 106 first-year 

English 

philology 

students. 

No instruction, only identification of the 
strategies. 

A questionnaire with closed and 

open-ended items. 

In-class most frequently reported PLS: 
repeating after the teacher or tape, 
listening to the model, and using 
transcription; out-of-class most 
frequently reported PLS: repetition after 
a model, seeking exposure, checking 
pronunciation in dictionaries, reading 
aloud, using transcription, self-
recording; strategic learning conditioned 
by classroom experience 

Calka (2011) 74 full and part-
time teacher 
training college 
students of 
English. 

No instruction, only an attempt to identify and 

classify. 

Qualitative and quantitative 
methodologies. A survey which 
included an open-ended 
question, which was followed 
by Likert-scale items developed 
based on Oxford’s (1990) SILL, 
intended to tap the frequency of 
PLS use. 

Prevalent use of cognitive strategies, 
such as practicing pronunciation by 
repeating, reading aloud, using media 
or speaking with foreigners and 
metacognitive strategies, such as paying 
attention to pronunciation when 
listening to others; reported frequency 
order of PLS: memory, cognitive, 
compensation, metacognitive strategies, 
affective, and social. 

Erbay, Kayaoglu and 

Önay (2016) 

56 English 
majors in 
Turkey. 

No instruction, only an attempt to identify 

PLS. 

11 problem-oriented vignettes 
in which hypothetical situations 
requiring the students’ reactions 
were described with a view to 
eliciting PLS. The following 
problem areas were included: 
natural pronunciation, difficult 
and long words, self-
confidence, misunderstanding, 
sounds that do not exist in 

The analysis of the data yielded a list of 
18 most frequently reported tactics that 
were classified into the six categories of 
LLS identified by Oxford 
(1990). The participants reported high 
frequency of use of cognitive strategies 
and low frequency of reliance on 
affective, compensation and social 
strategies. It was also found that 
cognitive and metacognitive strategies 
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Turkish, tone, sounds existing 
in Turkish and the TL, the 
knowledge of the International 
Phonetic Alphabet, and 
intonation. 

were likely to be often drawn on in the 
face of hypothetical problems in 
pronunciation. 

Szyszka (2014) 31 trainee 

teachers of EFL. 

Identification of PLS by attempting to detect 
orchestrated sequences of these strategic 
devices, or strategy chains deployed for 
specific tasks in pronunciation learning (such 
as preparing a presentation, learning the 
pronunciation of a new word, improving 
pronunciation through watching films on 
television, listening, and reading). 

Recorded semi-structured 
interviews and diaries. 

PLS chains consisting of two or more 
strategies were found, which the 
participants reported applying for such 
activities as preparing a presentation, 
learning the pronunciation of a new 
word, improving pronunciation through 
watching films on television, listening, 
and reading. It was also concluded that 
the prevalent pattern of strategy chains 
consisted of a cognitive PLS followed 
by a memory PLS. 

Pawlak (2010) 80 Polish 
university 
students 
majoring in 
English, enrolled 
in the second and 
third year of a 
three-year BA 
program. 

No instruction, the author wanted to construct 
a data collection tool specifically intended to 
tap the frequency of PLS. 

The Pronunciation Learning 
Strategy Survey (PLSS); 60 
Likert scale statements, divided 
into metacognitive, cognitive, 
affective, and social PLS, 
supplemented with open-ended 
items. 

The reliability of the instrument drew an 
overall reliability of .69; a positive and 
statistically significant correlation 
between the PLSS and the SILL.  

Samalieva (2000) 21 university 

students 

experienced with 

learning English 

pronunciation. 

There was no instruction, it was a study to 

identify learners’ preferences. 

Semi-structured interviews. Reported problems: length of words and 
familiarity with them, sound production, 
stress and rhythm, speed, familiarity 
with interlocutors, the relationship 
between pronunciation and spelling, 
perceptions of native pronunciation and 
L1 interference; better students are more 
cognizant of problems and use more 
metacognitive PLS; less proficient ones 
prefer teacher or peer correction. 

Pawlak (2011) 60 English 

department 

students. 

No instruction, the aim was to gather insights 
into the ways advanced L2 learners approach 
pronunciation learning, identifying the 
problems they face while mastering phonetic 

Keeping a diary for three 

months. 

The results revealed that most learners 
would focus on issues discussed during 
pronunciation classes, did not have far-
fetched plans concerning L2 
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aspects of L2 speech, and how they deal with 
these problems. 

pronunciation learning, and 
concentrated on immediate problems 
and solutions. The most frequently used 
PLS were cognitive, for example, 
repetition, transcription and consulting a 
dictionary. The researcher observed 
some learners “resorting to more varied 
and innovative strategic devices” (p. 
174). These comprised paying attention, 
self-monitoring, and self-evaluation out 
of an array of metacognitive strategies, 
as well as highlighting and perceiving 
contrasts, categorised as cognitive 
strategies. Moreover, some of the 
participants recorded several logically 
sequenced strategies applied to learning 
for a specific task. Findings of the 
research shed more light on the value of 
reflectivity in the process of 
pronunciation learning. 
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Appendix II 
The relationship between PLS use and pronunciation achievement and individual factors 

Author Participants Instruction       Data collection Results 

Eckstein (2007) 183 international 
students at low-
intermediate, 
intermediate, and 
high-intermediate 
levels of 
proficiency. 

No instruction. The purpose was to correlate 
the use of PLS and spontaneous language 
performance. 
 

The Strategic Pronunciation 
Learning Scale (SPLS), which 
drew on Kolb’s (1984) 
construct of learning cycle and 
included 28 PLS related to: 
concrete experience – 
input/practice, reflection on 
observation noticing/feedback, 
abstract conceptualization – 
hypothesis forming, and action 
based on new conceptualization 
– hypothesis testing. 
Achievement was measured 
with a standardized speaking 
Level. Achievement Test 
(LAT), aimed to elicit 
spontaneous speech in response 
to a set of prompts. 

Significant positive correlation between 
attainment and three PLS: noticing 
pronunciation mistakes, adjusting facial 
muscles while speaking and asking for 
help with pronunciation; significant 
negative correlation between attainment 
and two PLS: silent repetition of the 
English pronunciation model and 
modulation of speech volume. 
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Berkil (2008) 40 Turkish 
university 
students 
representing 
different levels of 
proficiency. 

No instruction. The study examined the 
relationship between the employment of PLS 
and pronunciation attainment. 

The frequency of PLS use was 
determined by means of the 
Strategy Inventory for Learning 
Pronunciation (SILP), 
constituting a modified version 
of Oxford’s (1990) SILL, 
whereas pronunciation ability 
was operationalized as reading 
a passage and performing a free 
response task, in which the 
participants expressed their 
opinions on one of five topics 

It failed to find a correlation between 
overall PLS use and attainment but 
revealed that three of the strategies 
included in the SILP were used 
statistically significantly differently 
between participants at different 
proficiency levels. More specifically, 
the students in the moderate 
pronunciation ability group reported 
more frequent reliance on purposeful 
listening to sounds and listening to 
tapes, television, movies, or music, but 
at the same time were the least likely to 
use the strategy of using phonetic 
symbols or personal codes to remember 
how to pronounce words. 

Hişmanoğlu (2012) 38 English 

majors’ students. 

The study set out to compare the use of PLS 
of successful and unsuccessful students. 

A 42 5-point Likert scale items 
divided into six groups in 
accordance with Oxford’s 
(1990) classification, with the 
items having been developed 
drawing on previous research 
(e.g., Eckstein, 2007; Peterson, 
2000). The division of 
participants was made based on 
their pronunciation scores on 
the final examination. 

The more proficient students tended to 
rely on metacognitive PLS more often, 
especially those involving self-
evaluation. 

Rokoszewska (2012) 63 Polish 

university 

students majoring 

in English 

No instruction. It investigated the relationship 
between PLS use, and the perception and 
production of TL vowels. 

The data concerning PLS were 
gathered by means of the tool 
constructed by Całka (2011), 
perception ability was assessed 
with the help of three listening 
tasks taken from Baker (2006), 
while production was evaluated 
through tasks requiring 
articulation of pure vowels and 
diphthongs, as well as reading 
both minimal pairs and a 
continuous text. 

The analysis demonstrated a weak but 
significant correlation between PLS and 
attainment in the case of production but 
not perception. 
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Campos (2018) 43 Year 1 and 

Year 2 English 

language teacher 

education 

students in Chile. 

No instruction. It investigated the connection 

between PLS frequency of use, language 

aptitude and pronunciation performance. 

Quantitative data were collected 

by means of three instruments, 

namely the Modern Language 

Aptitude Test (MLAT), the 

Strategic Pronunciation 

Learning Survey (SPLS), and a 

Pronunciation Test (PT). 

The findings of the study indicated that 

(i) direct strategies, i.e., cognitive and 

compensation, predominated over 

indirect ones, i.e., affective, social and 

metacognitive strategies; and (ii) the 

PLS which were used for a longer 

period of time, such as those related to 

sound perception and production, were 

used most frequently too. The 

correlation between aptitude, 

pronunciation performance and PLS 

frequency and duration was not 

significant. 

Szyszka (2017) 94 trainee 
teachers of EFL at 
a Polish 
university.  

Mixed-methods study to examine the 
interplay between the use of PLS and different 
levels of language anxiety. 

Qualitative data were collected 
by means of pre-prepared oral 
presentations, semi-structured 
interviews and diary writing, 
whereas quantitative data were 
gathered through the 
Pronunciation Learning 
Strategies Inventory (PLSI), 
adapted from Berkil (2008), 
aimed to tap frequency of PLS 
use, as well as the Foreign 
Language Classroom Anxiety 
Scale (FLCAS), developed by 
Horwitz, Horwitz and Cope 
(1986) and the Input-
Processing-Output Anxiety 
Scale, created by MacIntyre and 
Gardner (1994), both of which 
were deployed to obtain data on 
anxiety levels. 

 (1) compensation and memory PLS 
were employed more frequently by 
anxious trainee teachers, (2) higher 
input anxiety levels were connected 
with less frequent use of social PLS, (3) 
higher processing anxiety levels 
correlated with more frequent use of 
memory and compensation strategies, 
(4) higher output anxiety levels were 
accompanied by more frequent use of 
compensation PLS and less frequent 
affective strategies, and (5) anxious and 
non-anxious pronunciation learners 
differed significantly in their use of a 
number of pronunciation learning 
tactics. 
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Sardegna, Lee and 

Kusey (2017) 

704 high school 

EFL students 

aged 14-17 in 

South Korea. 

No instruction. The Strategies for 

Pronunciation Improvement 

(SPI) inventory (a self-reported 

questionnaire including 45 

items intended to tap into 

students’ PLS preferences to 

improve pronunciation skills), 

and the Learner Attitudes and 

Motivation for Pronunciation 

Inventory (consisting of 18 

items and intended to assess 

self-efficacy and attitudes), 

both developed by the same 

authors in previous research 

(see Sardegna, Lee, & Kusey, 

2014). 

Regarding self-efficacy, attitudes and 

PLS use, results indicated that 

adolescents with higher self-efficacy 

were less anxious and more willing to 

seek a variety of strategies to improve 

their pronunciation, whereas learners 

feeling more nervous were worse at 

self-regulating, but seemed to make 

greater efforts to take action than those 

with less anxiety. With respect to 

gender, self-efficacy was found to be a 

strong predictor of girls’ affect in 

relation to pronunciation (girls with 

higher self-efficacy felt less nervous 

about their pronunciation), but it had no 

effect on boys’ emotions.  

Baker-Smemoe and 

Haslam (2013) 

The top 15 and 

the bottom 15 

scorers on the 

Pimsleur 

Language 

Learning 

Aptitude Battery 

in one EFL group 

of students in 

China and 

another ESL 

group in the US. 

The study wanted to find out how context 

(ESL vs EFL) and language learning aptitude 

affected the use of PLS and pronunciation 

achievement. 

SPLS questionnaire developed 

by Eckstein (2007) and a 

pronunciation proficiency tests 

at the beginning and end of a 

10-week speaking course. 

These tests consisted of two 

parts, one in which the students 

had to read three sentences 

containing difficult English 

phonemes for non-native 

English speakers, and another 

one consisting of an open-ended 

question through which 

spontaneous speech was 

elicited and assessed. 

The results showed that, whereas the 

type of learning context did not have 

any effect on gains, auditory aptitude 

and motivation correlated positively 

with participants’ scores in global 

foreign accent, fluency, and accuracy. 

Students with high motivation scores in 

the PLLAB also used more 

pronunciation strategies The more PLS 

a learner used, the higher their gains in 

comprehensibility, a pronunciation 

measure focused on the desire to 

communicate effectively. 
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Appendix III 
Effect of instruction on the use of PLS 

Author Participants Instruction       Data collection Results 
Bukowski (2004) First-year 

English 
Philology 
students in 
Poland. 

Instruction on the use of metacognitive and 
socio-affective strategies. 

Students kept diaries 
deliberating about 
pronunciation learning 
processes for three months. 

An increase in student autonomy and in 
the deliberate actions and decisions 
taken in relation to their learning. 
Participants also showed greater 
pleasure in taking part in their classes 
and perceived activities outside of their 
lessons as useful. 

Varasarin (2007) 20 Thai EFL 
children, aged 8-
10. 

Children were taught to produce sounds, 
rhythm and intonation, as well as to use direct 
and indirect PLS. 

Children’s improvement was 
measured by recording their 
production before and after 
training, Further data were 
gathered from reflective reports 
(self-monitoring), group 
discussion, observation, and 
field notes. 

In stages one and two, children used all 
categories of indirect PLS, i.e., affective 
(having a positive attitude towards 
learning), social (cooperating with 
peers) and metacognitive (self-
evaluating), whereas in stage three they 
limited their use to affective and 
metacognitive strategies. In addition, 
training improved children's 
intelligibility and speaking confidence 
regardless of age. 

Sardegna (2009) 39 ESL students 
taking part in an 
English 
pronunciation 
course in the US. 

Instruction of Covert rehearsal: (i) finding 
privacy to practice; (ii) practicing aloud; (iii) 
monitoring production of target features; (iv) 
comparing production with models; (v) 
adjusting production to match the models; and 
(vi) practicing the adjustment out loud until 
accurate and fluent. 

Reading 5 dialogues and 22 
words targeting phrase stress, 
construction stress and word 
stress both before and after the 
one-semester pronunciation 
course, and also five months and 
almost three years after the 
course had ended. Responses to 
a follow-up questionnaire to 
gather information on PLS and 
identify student behaviour 
during covert rehearsal. 

Instruction in the use of PLS had a 
positive effect on improving reading 
and word stress. Half of the students 
entering the course with low levels were 
able to catch up with their more 
proficient classmates in absolute 
accuracy. Analyses of the qualitative 
data drawn from the questionnaires 
suggested that one factor contributing to 
individual differences was the range of 
motives behind learners' urgent need to 
improve a particular pronunciation area, 
i.e., from passing exams to the desire to 
improve their pronunciation ability. 
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Sardegna (2011) 38 international 
teaching 
assistants with 
different L1s 
who participated 
in a 40h course. 

PLS instruction on linking sounds within and 
across words. 

Read-aloud tests and 
questionnaires to investigate the 
long-term effects of PLS 
instruction on linking sounds 
within and across words. 

Students managed to improve their 
linking skills not only immediately 
following the instruction, but also that 
this improvement remained five and 
nine months afterwards. 

(Sardegna, 2012) 
 

37 ESL 
international 
graduate 
students in the 
US. 

Instruction on raising the metacognitive 
awareness of effective PLS for use in covert 
rehearsal for stress and linking, and strategy 
use. 

Reading aloud tests at the 
beginning and end, and again 
after 5 and 25 months once the 
course finished, self-report 
questionnaires and a 
pronunciation strategy 
inventory. 

Immediate and delayed improvement in 
the targeted pronunciation features and, 
more importantly, a positive correlation 
between strategy use self-efficacy. 

Sardgena and 
MacGregor (2013) 

15 ESL 
international 
graduate 
students from a 
variety of 
majors. 

15 weeks teaching PLS oriented towards the 
development of self-regulated pronunciation 
practice: vowel reduction, linking, primary 
stress and intonation. 

Reading aloud and students’ 
recounts including reflections, 
self-assessments, descriptions 
of problems and reports of out-
of-class activities to improve 
pronunciation. 

Three main sets of findings: 1. 
Instruction proved to be effective 
immediately and long after the course 
finished, with students’ improving their 
overall reading as well as the aspects of 
prosody targeted. 2.Participants who 
reported appropriate and consistent use 
of strategies after the completion of the 
course maintained better pronunciation 
scores than those who had reported 
minimal strategy use. 3. Instruction also 
impacted learners' choice of self-
regulatory activities performed out of 
class.  

Fang and Lin (2012)  One hundred 
and twenty 
Taiwanese EFL 
college students. 

Students were divided into a computer-
assisted pronunciation training course 
(CAPT), a classroom-based pronunciation 
training course (CBPT), or to both methods.  
Instruction was given for two semesters.  

A Likert-scale questionnaire 
based on the PLS identified by 
Osbourne (2003). 

Participants in CAPT or CBPT did not 
report significant differences in PLS 
use, the students benefitting from both 
conditions improved more than those in 
the CAPT group. However, the most 
frequently used PLS by all participants, 
i.e., memory and imitation strategies, 
still mirrored results from previous 
investigations. 

Akyol (2014) 82 Turkish pre-
service EFL 
teachers, 46 of 

The 46 students, taking a specific course 
entitled Listening and Pronunciation II in 
their freshman year, were the experimental 

Data were gathered with a 
modified version of the 
Pronunciation Strategies 

The students doing the pronunciation 
course used strategies such as recording 
themselves, inventing songs, creating 
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which 
participated in a 
pronunciation 
course while the 
remaining 36 did 
not. 

group. The 36 students, taking no course on 
pronunciation in preparatory training, were 
taken as the control group. 

Questionnaire, based on the 
taxonomies of pronunciation 
learning strategies elaborated by 
Oxford (1990) and Peterson. 

associations between English and 
Turkish pronunciation, while the other 
group relied more on cognitive 
strategies such as repetition. 
Participants in the study were found to 
favour the use of pronunciation 
strategies in the following order: 
cooperation, memory, affective, 
compensation, metacognitive and 
cognitive strategies. 

Vitanova and Miller 
(2002) 

Graduate EFL 
students from a 
variety of 
language 
backgrounds. 
The study 
doesn’t specify 
the number. 

Researchers asked the students of three 
pronunciation courses to reflect on their 
learning experiences. The reflections served a 
two-fold purpose. First, they were 
implemented as a tool of encouraging self-
awareness and learner involvement in the 
process of improvement pronunciation. 
Second, they enabled them to "hear" the 
authentic students' voices and perceptions of 
their learning. Thus, the reflections helped 
them gain insight into the strategies and 
components of pronunciation instruction the 
learners found most valuable. 

Answers to open-ended 
Questions. 

Most students favor consciousness 
raising pronunciation instruction at both 
segmental and suprasegmental levels; 
perceived positive contribution of 
metacognitive PLS; participants 
emphasize the importance of affective 
factors, such as self-confidence, in 
communication. 

Wrembel (2008) 32 first-year 
students of 
English 
philology in 
Poland. 

The study aimed at (i) finding out the opinions 
of participants on the usefulness and 
enjoyability of the PLS practiced in a 
pronunciation course, and (ii) collecting 
information on their PLS use outside the 
classroom. 

A questionnaire comprising 
a quantitative and a qualitative 
part, measuring usefulness of 
PLS and the extent to which 
they are enjoyable. 

Most useful: phonemic transcription, 
dialogue reading and performing; most 
enjoyable: drama performance, 
relaxation and breathing exercises, 
dialogue reading and performing. 8 PLS 
in open-ended part: listening to English 
radio/TV, using a pronunciation 
dictionary, talking with friends, talking 
to oneself, audiotaping, 
imitating/pretending to be native 
speakers, singing English songs, 
transforming American accent into RP, 
and reading aloud. 
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Appendix IV 
Full version of the instruments. 
 
Pronunciation Learning Tactics (in M. Szyszka, 2017, adapted from Berkil, 2008) 
 

Memory 

1. I use phonetic symbols or my own code to remember how to pronounce words in English 

2. I make up songs or rhymes to remember how to pronounce words 

3. I associate words which I don’t know how to pronounce with the words I know how to 

pronounce 

4. I associate English pronunciation with Spanish pronunciation  

5. I try to recall how my teachers pronounced a given word 

6. I repeat pronunciation of a difficult word over and over 

 

Cognitive 

7. I imitate native speakers’ or my teachers’ pronunciation 

8. I repeat pronunciation aloud after a teacher 

9. I repeat aloud after tapes, television, a movie or electronic dictionaries 

10. I repeat pronunciation silently  

11. I talk aloud to myself  

12. I say things silently to myself  

13. I read words or text passages out loud 

14. I do exercises/practice to acquire English sounds 

15. I practise sounds first in isolation (only sounds), and then in context (in words or sentences) 

16. I capture pronunciation errors made by other Spanish speakers of English 

17. I notice mouth positions and watch lips 

18. I concentrate intensely on pronunciation while listening 

19. I form and use hypotheses about pronunciation rules 

20. I try to imitate my teacher’s mouth movements 

21. I listen to tapes, television, movies or music in English 

22. I concentrate intensely on pronunciation while speaking 

23. I speak slowly to get the pronunciation right 

24. I record my own voice to hear my pronunciation 

25. I notice different English accents and dialects 

26. I practise word pronunciation first slowly and then faster 

27. I notice the difference between Spanish and English pronunciation  

28. I mentally rehearse how to say something in English before speaking 

 

Compensation 

29. I avoid saying words which I have difficulties in pronouncing 

30. I use mime or gesture for words when my pronunciation could make their meanings unclear 

my pronunciation 

31. I use the synonyms for words that I have difficulty in pronouncing 

32. I use more words in place of a single word that I do not know how to pronounce 

33. I check the phonetic symbols of words from a dictionary when I have difficulty in 

pronouncing 

34. I listen to pronunciation of words from electronic/multimedia dictionaries to correct my 

pronunciation 

35. I ask someone to pronounce words that I have difficulties in pronouncing 

 

Metacognitive 

36. I try to learn something about English phonetics 

37. I read reference materials about pronunciation rules 
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38. I try to pick up model English sounds 

39. I purposefully focus my listening on particular sounds 

40. I purposefully focus on learning particular English sounds 

41. I try to memorise English sounds well 

42. I choose to memorize, rather than read, a presentation 

43. While preparing for a presentation, I note down words that are difficult for me to pronounce 

 

Affective 

44. I have a sense of humour about my mispronunciations 

45. I have fun with pronouncing English or Spanish words, e.g., pronouncing a Spanish word 

with an English accent or vice versa 

46. I encourage myself by making positive statements, such as My pronunciation is improving 

47. I take risks in pronouncing words regardless of the possibility of making mistakes 

48. I pay more attention to my pronunciation if my pronunciation is appreciated by others 

 

Social 

49. I ask someone else to correct my pronunciation 

50. I talk with people around me in English 

51. I learn pronunciation with someone else 

52. I teach or help someone else with their English pronunciation 
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Strategies for Pronunciation Improvement Inventory (Sardegna, Lee & Kusey, 2017) 
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Learner Attitudes and Motivation for Pronunciation (LAMP) (Sardegna, Lee, &Kusey, 
2014)
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Pronunciation Test (Campos, 2018) 
 
Section I  
In this section, you will see a set of twenty isolated words and 10 short phrases. Allow 
yourself some 30 seconds to look at them and then read them into the recording device. 
 

 
Now, pause the recording. 
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Section II  
In this section, you will see 10 sentences. Allow yourself some 30 seconds to look at 
them and then read them into the recording device.  
1. Will you please buy a small tart for tea?  
2. Talk to me on Saturday afternoon, before your tennis lesson  
3. I believe Bob and Vivian will travel to Bolivia in October  
4. She doesn’t speak Spanish to other Spanish speakers  
5. Peter and Sue are going to the noisy zoo in the park  
6. She watches television in the morning and then washes her car  
7. Don’t lose it! My granny cousin them for the kids  
8. Sam was singing a love song and wiggling his fingers  
9. John yawned while he was reading a book about British culture  
10. George joined in the search for the old treasure  
 
Now, pause the recording.  
 
Section III  
In this section, you will see three short dialogues. Allow yourself some 30 seconds to 
look at them and then read them into the recording device.  
(1)  
A: We mustn’t forget Ann’s birthday. Shall I get her a book or a CD?  
B: Well, it’s her sister who likes reading. Ann’s fond of music. And clothes.  
A: That settles it then. What size does she take?  
(2)  
A: Could I have your name, please?  
B: Robinson  
A: And your first name?  
B: George Robinson.  
(3)  
A: Which flat shall we choose?  
B: Well the one in Churchill Square had a lovely kitchen, but the one in Church Street 
was much better.  
 
Now, pause the recording. 
 
Section IV 
In this section, you will see two open-ended questions. Allow yourself one minute to 
think of your answers; once that time is over, you will be asked to read the first question 
and answer in no more than a minute each. Once you have finished, stop the recording. 
 
Question 1: What’s the best film you’ve ever seen? Talk about it. 
Question 2: What’s the most exciting profession/occupation you can think of? Why? 
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Rubric 2, for section IV: Assessing pronunciation holistically  
Participant’s ID number/name: ______________________________________ 
Rater’s name: ______________________________________ 
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Appendix V 
Assessment tool sent to experts to judge the validity and reliability of the programme 
and make suggestions for improvement. 

DIMENSION:	ENDOGENOUS	
ASSESSMENT	TABLE	
-	1	-	CRITERION	1:	Contextualised	

Adequate	for	the	characteristics	and	needs	of	the	ecological	context	it	has	been	designed	for.	

				ASSESSMENT	INDICATORS	
VALUE	(1–5)	
1–	Never	/	5-	Always	

The	programme	is	based	on	the	interests,	expectations	or	needs	
of	the	group	and	the	educational	centre.	
The	educational	context	has	been	taken	into	account	for	the	
design	of	the	programme.	

DIMENSION:	ENDOGENOUS	 ASSESSMENT	TABLE	
-	2	-	CRITERION	2:	Consistent	

Strong	as	a	programme	in	itself,	with	enough	technical	quality	and	containing	the	appropriate	
elements	that	should	configure	a	programme.	

				ASSESSMENT	INDICATORS	
VALUE	(1–5)	
1–	Never	/	5-	Always	

The	programme	has	been	designed	following	a	valid	theoretical	
model.	
The	competencies	have	been	specified	in	the	programme.	
The	competencies,	both	general	and	specific,	have	been	linked	to	
metacognitive	capabilities.		
The	learning	objectives	have	been	addressed	in	the	programme.	
The	learning	objectives	included	in	the	programme	allow	for	the	
acquisition	of	the	competencies.	
The	programme	includes	the	methodology	for	its	
implementation.	
The	programme	presents	a	sequence	of	content	and	activities.	
In	the	activity	sequence	the	use	of	spaces,	grouping	and	
resources	to	achieve	the	competencies	is	specified.	
The	timing	of	each	session	has	been	planned	in	the	programme.	

		The	assessment	for	the	learning	of	students	according	to	the	
objectives,	competencies,	instruments	and	achievement	
indicators,	is	included	in	the	programme.	
	An	assessment	for	the	teaching	practice	(teacher	assessment)	
has	been	included	in	the	programme.	

DIMENSION:	ENDOGENOUS	 ASSESSMENT	TABLE	
-	3	-	CRITERION	3:	Coherent	

Based	on	a	theoretical	model	of	verified	validity,	as	well	as	coherent	in	its	development	and	
pedagogically.	

				ASSESSMENT	INDICATORS	
VALUE	(1–5)	
1–	Never	/	5-	Always	
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The	theoretical	model	supporting	the	design	of	the	programme	
is	adequate.	 	
.	The	learning	objectives	of	the	programme	have	been	
appropriately	formulated.	 	
The	contents	of	the	programme	are	related	to	the	assessment	
criteria,	learning	objectives,	competencies	and	metacognitive	
capabilities.	

	

There	is	a	logical	organization	in	the	sequencing	of	the	contents,	
activities	and	sessions	in	which	each	activity	is	carried	out.	

	

The	methodology	of	the	programme	is	appropriate	for	the	
achievement	of	the	objectives,	contents	and	competencies.	

	

In	the	description	of	the	activities	the	roles	of	both	teacher	and	
student	are	acknowledged.	

	

The	suggested	resources	in	the	programme	are	adequate	for	the	
achievement	of	the	competencies.	

	

The	timing	and	sequence	is	adequate	for	the	implementation	of	
the	activities.	

	

The	programme	takes	into	account	student	diversity	and	special	
needs	through	general	and	specific	measures.		

	

	The	different	phases	of	the	assessment	of	the	programme	are	
acknowledged	(initial,	formative	and	final)	

	

	The	assessment	procedures	are	coherent	with	the	objectives,	
contents	and	methodology	of	the	programme.	

	

	
DIMENSION:	ENDOGENOUS	–	EXOGENOUS	 ASSESSMENT	TABLE	

-	4	-	CRITERION	4:	Flexible		
Adaptable,	dynamic,	open,	that	can	be	adjusted	to	diverse	situations.	

				ASSESSMENT	INDICATORS	
VALUE	(1–5)	
1–	Never	/	5-	Always	

Relative	to	the	needs	of	the	group,	the	selection	of	the	contents	
of	the	programme	is	flexible.	

	

Relative	to	the	needs	of	the	group,	the	suggested	methodology	of	
the	programme	is	flexible.		

	

Relative	to	the	needs	of	the	group,	the	activities	and	the	timing	of	
the	programme	are	flexible.		

	

Relative	to	the	needs	of	the	group,	the	resources	and	materials	of	
the	programme	are	flexible.	

	

The	programme	is	flexible	in	the	use	of	the	assessment	process,	
considering	student	diversity.		

	

	
DIMENSION:	ENDOGENOUS	–	EXOGENOUS	 ASSESSMENT	TABLE	

-	5	-	CRITERION	5:	Convenient	
Useful	to	give	answer	to	the	detected	needs,	effective	in	accomplishing	objectives.	

				ASSESSMENT	INDICATORS	
VALUE	(1–5)	
1–	Never	/	5-	Always	

The	methodology	suggested	for	the	implementation	of	the	
activities	would	allow	for	the	acquisition	of	metacognitive	
capabilities.	

	



251 
 

The	contents	in	the	programme	are	appropriate	and	related	to	
the	planning	of	the	subject.	

	

	
DIMENSION:	EXOGENOUS	 ASSESSMENT	TABLE	

-	6	-	CRITERION	6:	Feasible		
Acceptable	from	the	point	of	view	of	the	institution	in	charge	and	achievable	if	the	spaces	and	
material	and	human	resources	are	available.	

				ASSESSMENT	INDICATORS	
VALUE	(1–5)	
1–	Never	/	5-	Always	

The	programme	could	be	part	of	the	general	teaching	and	degree	
planning.	

	

The	programme	can	be	implemented	taking	into	account	the	
availability	of	spaces	and	material	and	human	resources	of	the	
centre.	

	

	
DIMENSION:	EXOGENOUS	 ASSESSMENT	TABLE	

-	7	-	CRITERION	7:	Applicable		

Applicable	to	diverse	situations	in	a	same	context	and	in	other	context	of	similar	characteristics.	

				ASSESSMENT	INDICATORS	
VALUE	(1–5)	
1–	Never	/	5-	Always	

The	programme	can	be	implemented	in	other	contexts	with	
similar	characteristics	and	needs.	

	

	
DIMENSION:	INTEGRAL	 ASSESSMENT	TABLE	

-	8	-	CRITERION	8:	ASSESSABLE	
Allows	value	judgement	and	decision	making	about	the	programme	itself	and	all	the	elements	
related	to	its	application,	results	and	assessment.	

				ASSESSMENT	INDICATORS	
VALUE	(1–5)	
1–	Never	/	5-	Always	

The	assessment	criteria	and	the	learning	objectives	allow	for	the	
assessment	of	the	competencies	of	the	programme.	

	

The	instruments	to	gather	information	are	valid	and	reliable.	 	
The	design	of	the	assessment	of	the	programme	is	useful	to	
evaluate	every	aspect.	

	

The	design	of	the	assessment	of	the	programme	can	be	carried	
out	with	the	resources	of	the	centre.	

	

The	assessment	process	finishes	with	an	assessment	of	the	
assessment	(meta-assessment).	

	

	
If	you	think	it	is	needed,	you	could	suggest	how	to	improve	the	quality	of	the	design	of	the	
programme.	What	would	you	change?	What	would	you	delete	or	add?	
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