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THE VALUE OF PHONETICS AND PRONUNCIATION
TEACHING FOR ADVANCED LEARNERS OF ENGLISH

1 INTRODUCTION

Pronunciation tends to take a back seat in both second language acquisition research
and secondary and higher education all over the world (Underhill 2013). When learn-
ers study English at university, however, they generally receive proper pronunciation
coaching, which can help them acquire a more native-like pronunciation. Once they
have acquired this, however, the challenge is maintaining it. This study explored how
learners go about maintaining their pronunciation by investigating the influence of the
discontinuation of pronunciation teaching on the upkeep of a near-native accent, based
on an RP pronunciation model, in advanced Dutch learners of English.

In particular, this study investigated whether the English pronunciation of those
advanced Dutch learners improved, deteriorated, or remained stable over time once
explicit pronunciation had ceased, by means of a longitudinal study of the speech of
Dutch university students who were studying English. The speech of a cohort of learn-
ers was sampled at several points during their undergraduate degree by means of mak-
ing audio recordings of several tasks; importantly, the explicit phonetics and RP pro-
nunciation instruction they received during their degree stopped after the second year.
The main sub-questions that were investigated were, therefore, whether degree year
and task type were of any influence on the learners’ pronunciation. This study also
explored any possibly confounding influence of the amount of exposure to English
learners received by taking into account the number of English-taught courses that
they took during their undergraduate degree, and whether they spent a term abroad in
an English-speaking country. The hypothesis was that the pronunciation of third-year
students would become less native-like than it was before, with their pronunciation not
being as native-like as it was at the end of the second year, but more native-like than at
the end of the first year. Read speech was expected to be more native-like in pronuncia-
tion than spontaneous speech, and the possible confounder of having more exposure to
English in general, whether through courses or going abroad, was expected to have a
positive influence on the students’ pronunciation.

In attaining L2 proficiency, even relatively limited explicit instruction has been
shown to be beneficial to a learner’s pronunciation. Lord (2005) and Lipinska (2013)
found that explicitly teaching segmental phonetics improved learners’ production, while
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Kennedy, Blanchet and Trofimovich (2013) showed that after a short course focussing
on suprasegmentals, learners of French only improved their segmental and not their
suprasegmental production while their perception improved overall, indicating that it
might take longer for perception to extend into all aspects of production. This matches
the results from Saito (2011), who found that learners’ comprehensibility improved
significantly after as little as four hours of phonetic instruction, while their accented-
ness did not change. He thus demonstrated that some but not all aspects of production
showed signs of improvement after a short period of instruction. Gordon, Darcy and
Ewert (2013) added to this by showing that a more intensive three-week pronunciation
course resulted in significant improvements when learners were explicitly taught about
both segmentals and suprasegmentals. In compiling an overview of similar studies in-
vestigating the effects of explicit instruction on L2 pronunciation, Saito (2012) found
that most studies showed that learners improved significantly after receiving explicit in-
struction. Interestingly, all of these works showed improvements in controlled speech,
but indicated that spontaneous speech required more specific teaching methods.

A commonly held idea is that learners’ pronunciation will improve as long as they
practise both in and outside of the classroom. Szpyra-Kozlowska (2015) added to this
by stating that nowadays, with limited time dedicated to teaching pronunciation, in-
dividual learning is a vital part of acquiring L2 pronunciation. Grant (2014) argued
against the idea that practice alone will determine a learner’s level of pronunciation,
and stated that individual learner characteristics were much more influential: the learn-
er’s L1 and the amount of exposure to the L2 were especially important. In line with
this idea, Iverson and Evans (2007) demonstrated that having a larger vowel inventory
in the L1 than in the L2 was more beneficial to acquiring the vowel system than vice
versa, as the former would result in separate mappings of L2 vowels onto L1 vowels,
while the latter resulted in overlaps. Exposure to the L1 has also been shown to have
a direct influence: increased L1 use can have a negative effect on a learner’s accented-
ness (Flege/Frieda/Nozawa 1997), as can a continued use of the L1 when compared to
learners who no longer use the L1 at all (Piske/MacKay/Flege 2001).

Another possibly influential factor is best described by accommodation theory.
As first described by Giles (1973), two speakers can adapt their speech to each other
to sound more similar. This convergence is often used as a means of gaining social
approval (Coupland 2010), as speakers tend to converge to those people they like or
admire. Divergence, on the other hand, is used to create distance between speakers.
In this study, accommodation theory could explain the potential changes in partici-
pants’ pronunciation. While there is no direct communication with another speaker in
the recording itself, participants are aware the recordings will only be listened to by
the pronunciation teacher, a speaker of RP. This means she is their target audience,
opening up the possibility of there being convergence, in particular for their speech in
response to open questions. After explicit instruction is stopped, there are essentially
three ways in which the participants’ pronunciation might develop: it could remain on
the same level as it was before, it could improve and come to sound more RP-like, or
it could deteriorate and become more Dutch. If the students’ pronunciation were to
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remain at a similar level as it was before, this would indicate that it has become stable.
If it were to revert to a more Dutch variant, this stability would not have been achieved
yet, while if it were to become more RP-like this would indicate they have achieved a
level of awareness that enables them to improve their pronunciation without explicit
feedback. Key to accommodation theory is that convergence tends to occur when peo-
ple want to converge (Byrne 1971; Pardo et al. 2012). In the case of these participants,
it is unlikely that they would want to sound more Dutch, indicating that any change
towards Dutch was not a conscious decision to converge. Instead, if any conscious
convergence took place, the participants would likely want to sound more like native
speakers. It is important to note that while the participants chose the British pronuncia-
tion track, and thus chose to study RP instead of General American, their answers to
what they thought of their pronunciation indicated that they valued sounding native-
like, though none of them stated they necessarily wanted to sound fully RP-like. It
should, therefore, be taken into account that the motivation to sound RP-like might not
have been as high as the motivation to sound more generally native-like, leading to the
possibility of the participants converging to a preferred variety of British English, and
not to RP English in particular.

2 METHODOLOGY

In order to investigate the pronunciation stability of advanced learners of English, re-
cordings were made of Dutch undergraduate students of English. These recordings
were made in their third year, and were compared to existing recordings of the same
students made during pronunciation exams in the first and second years, after which the
students’ pronunciation was analysed and rated for RP-like-ness in three different task
types on the basis of a set of pronunciation features.

2.1 Participants

Twelve native Dutch learners of English voluntarily participated in the study. Their
mean age was 22 years (SD = 1.7). These learners were third-year undergraduates of
English at Radboud University Nijmegen, had all chosen the British English pronun-
ciation track, and came from the same cohort that started their degrees in 2012. Impor-
tantly, all participants were in their third year, as at Radboud University undergraduate
students of English in this year no longer receive courses in phonetics or pronuncia-
tion, while they do in the first and second years. During those previous two years, the
students received weekly pronunciation training sessions consisting of drills as well as
listening and imitation, and they received additional weekly training in basic articula-
tory phonetics during their first year.

In addition to no longer receiving explicit instruction in pronunciation and phonet-
ics, the third-year students also have a varying number of English-taught courses: in
their third year, the programme mainly consists of electives and these could be in either
English or Dutch (Studiegids Engels) depending on individual choices. These electives
are often offered by different departments than the English one, and thus it is much
less likely that the lecturers are using RP in their teaching, if they are even taught in
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English at all. In contrast, the first and second years have a fixed number of courses
taught in English for all students: in year 1, 55 ECTS are English-taught, while in year
2 45 ECTS are taught in English. The varying number of English-taught courses in the
students’ third year could thus be a potentially influential confounding variable on the
overall RP-like score, with more courses possibly leading to a higher score.

A third of the participants spent the first term of their third year abroad in England
(three participants) or Ireland (one participant). During this term they would have had
an increased amount of exposure to English, which could mean that participants who
spent time abroad outperform their peers who did not go abroad. While this exposure
might not necessarily have been to RP English, it could still have had a beneficial
effect on their pronunciation: the features on which the students’ pronunciation was
judged were not always specific to RP English only, as some were particularly fo-
cussed on not sounding Dutch. For example, all three participants who spent time in
England attended universities in largely non-rhotic areas of the country, and while
there might have been slight differences in the exact use depending on the area, all
four participants would have come across native speakers using weak forms in their
speech. This means that other native varieties of English that they might have come
into contact with could have contributed to an improvement in some of the features of
their pronunciation. As such, time abroad was considered a possibly influential con-
founding variable in the analysis.

2.2  Materials

Participants were given three tasks to record, designed to elicit both read speech
and more spontaneous speech to be able to investigate the task-specific effects of
speech style. The first task was reading a phonetically balanced text familiar to the
students from previous exams (“Arthur the Rat”). The second task consisted of a set
of ten sentences also used in pronunciation exams; each sentence contained features
of RP English that are particularly tricky for Dutch learners (e.g. The first few moves
looked good for the difference between the vowels /u:/ and /u/). Finally, the third
task consisted of three open questions about the students’ thoughts on their courses,
their pronunciation, and time they spent abroad, which provided useful background
information for the analysis.

The process of recording was identical to the procedure during the undergraduate
pronunciation exams to minimise differences in the recording setting. The recordings
were then compared to previous recordings of the same set of students made during the
pronunciation exams of the previous two years. The materials used in the new record-
ings only differed from the pronunciation exams in the content of the open questions.

2.3 Procedure

The recordings took place in the language lab at Radboud University in a setting identi-
cal to the exam recordings. However, no more than five students were recorded each
session, as pilot recordings revealed having more students in the room to be distracting.
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This differed from the exam recordings, as those were recorded with 20 students in each
session due to time constraints.

During the session, participants were seated at a desktop computer with a headset.
They were provided with the recording sheet, and were asked to perform the tasks while
speaking naturally. There were no time constraints on any of the tasks. Because of the
similarity to previous exams, it was stressed their performance would not influence their
undergraduate results. After recording, the participants were provided with a brief back-
ground questionnaire. In total, the recording session took approximately ten minutes.

2.4  Analysis

Recordings were analysed based on a list of features of RP pronunciation used to grade
students’ pronunciation exams, as shown in Table 1. The list, developed by the pronun-
ciation teacher at Radboud University, focusses on those features that are difficult for
advanced Dutch learners of English to master (Hedy Kamara, personal communication,
19 February 2015). For this reason, these features are dealt with extensively during
phonetics and pronunciation classes, mostly using Gussenhoven and Broeders (1997).

In acquiring an RP-like accent, the participants learnt about the differences between
English and Dutch. Clear differences are found in the vowel inventories: some vowels,
such as /e/, have a slightly different position in English than in Dutch, while others,
such as /&/, do not have a Dutch equivalent at all (Collins/Mees 2003). The English
consonant inventory is more similar to Dutch than its vowel inventory, but the dental
fricatives /0/ and /8/ do not occur in Dutch at all, while phonemes such as such as /g/
and /3/ only occur marginally, and may cause problems for Dutch learners. Some of the
English consonants, while similar in nature to their Dutch equivalents, differ in the pre-
cise manner of articulation, leading to potential obstacles, such as the contrast between
/f/ and /v/, or /s/ and /z/.

There are also several important speech processes that differ between the two lan-
guages. Dutch does not have a syllable-final contrast between fortis and lenis conso-
nants (commonly referred to as ‘final devoicing’), while English does, so learners need
to learn to make this distinction, in particular in the energy of articulation and in the
length of the voiced portion. Importantly, Broersma (2005) showed that Dutch learn-
ers are able to categorise these English final consonants in a native-like manner while
not producing them as such themselves. English voiceless stops are aspirated in onset
and preglottalised before consonants in coda, neither of which happen in Dutch (Gus-
senhoven/Broeders 1997), so this needs to be learnt. These processes are essential for
learners to acquire, as Cruttenden (2008) argued that the use of aspiration is even more
important than the presence or absence of voicing, as it is a stronger cue for differentiat-
ing phonemes in English.

Finally, prosody differences may also be problematic. Using incorrect stress pat-
terns can cause communication to break down, as shown in Reinisch and Weber (2012),
among others. In combination with stress patterns, the correct use of weak forms is cru-
cial for a proper understanding, especially in fast speech (Cruttenden 2008). Finally,
English has a wider pitch range than Dutch, and this might be difficult for learners to
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learn, as it is known that they tend to compress their pitch range when speaking a for-
eign language (Collins et al. 2011).

Table 1: List of RP pronunciation features used to analyse the participants’ pronunciation.

Feature Specific difficulty for Example of Dutch | Means of
Dutch learners error analysis
vowel quality /e, U, A, D, 01, 3:/ /a&/ realised as [¢] |auditory &
acoustic
word and sentence stress | compounds /lex ‘aut/ for /ler | auditory
aut/
duration of voiced voiced portion length be- | same VP for /bit/ |auditory &
portions fore fortis vs. lenis endings | and /bid/ acoustic
consonants articulation of /0, &/ /tri/ for /0ri/ acoustic
/s/ vs /z/
/] vs. v/
final devoicing /bet/ for /bed/
initial devoicing
voiceless stops aspiration [prt] for [p1t] acoustic
preglottalisation
non-rhoticity distribution of /r/ /fazr/ for /fa:/ auditory
undesirable assimilations | regressive voicing /b,d/ /'fuzdbo:l/ for / acoustic
progressive voicing /v,z/ 'fu:tbo:l/
intervocalic voicing
strong vs. weak forms lack of weak forms /eend/ for /on(d)/ | auditory
liaison overuse of glottal stop for | [ond ?ar] for [ond | acoustic
unemphasised speech ar|
intonation flat intonation uptalk auditory &
overuse of rising terminal acoustic

Each of the features was analysed either auditorily or acoustically using Praat (Bo-
ersma/Weenink 2015), or both, as indicated in Table 1. For each feature, the author
determined an RP-likeness score based on the percentage at which the participant pro-
duced the feature in an RP-like manner. These individual scores were collated to com-
pare within and between participants over the years, and to see if there was a difference
between task types and features. For the purpose of this study, all features contributed
equally to the final RP-like score, though in reality certain features of Dutch-accented
English are more detrimental to communication and are rated more negatively by na-
tive speakers than others (van den Doel 2006; Koet 2007).
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3 RESULTS
3.1 Influence of Year and Task Type
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Figure 1: The overall RP-like score per task type, shown for each year. Error bars show two
standard deviations from the mean.

A 3 by 3 repeated measures ANOVA was performed to investigate the effects of
year and task type on the participants’ RP-like score. The results of the ANOVA show
that there was a significant main effect of task, with the RP-like score being signifi-
cantly affected by the type of task that was being performed, F(2, 22) =17.24, p <.001.
There was also a main effect of year, with the year of study the recording was made in
significantly influencing the RP-like score, F(2, 22) = 18.12, p <.001. However, there
was no significant interaction between task type and year of study, indicating that the
participants showed similar patterns of performance on the different tasks throughout
their studies, F(4, 44) = 1.19, p = .33. This pattern can be seen in Figure 1, which shows
that in all three years the participants received a lower RP-like score for the open ques-
tions than they did for the other two tasks.

Post-hoc Bonferroni pairwise comparisons showed that for task type the RP-like
score for the open questions (M = 75.58, SD 2.01) was significantly lower than for
both the read text (M = 82.12, SD 1.98; Bonferroni -6.56 + 1.17 points, p < .001) and
sentences (M = 81.94, SD 2.09; Bonferroni -6.38 = 1.47 points, p = .003). However,
the read text and sentences did not differ significantly in RP-like scores (0.174 + 1.16
points, p = 1.00).

For the year of recording, a post-hoc Bonferroni pairwise comparison revealed that
the RP-like score in year 1 (M = 76.63, SD 2.17) was significantly lower than it was in
year 2 (M = 81.77, SD 1.85; Bonferroni -5.14 + 1.11 points, p = .002) and year 3 (M
= 81.23, SD 1.86; Bonferroni -4.60 + 1.04 points, p = .003), but that the difference in
RP-like score for years 2 and 3 was not significant (0.54 £ 0.56, p = 1.00).
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A further look at the data showed that the different features and subfeatures did
not develop in the same way over time. Vowel quality and liaison generally seem
to be difficult for the participants, as the percentages for these features remain rela-
tively low. Strikingly low scores occur for subfeatures that are notoriously difficult
for Dutch learners of English (Collins/Mees 2003), in particular the TRAP vowel
(which peaks at 58% in year 2), dental fricatives (starting at 67% and declining), and
preglottalisation (starting at 65% and declining to 49% by year 3). These learners still
struggle with these features in their third year of studying English, even though they
are considered advanced learners, and in fact partially deteriorate for these specific
features. However, they seem to pick up other features more quickly, in particu-
lar stress patterns (around 98% throughout) and rhoticity (the lowest score being at
90%), as performance is near ceiling even in their first year and they remain stable
throughout. In comparison, other features, such as the various vowels, are much more
variable over time.

3.2 Influences of Confounding Variables: Exposure to English

To find out if variation in the amount of exposure to English played a confounding
role in any change in the participants’ pronunciation, a regression model was fitted
to the data in which the confound was taken into account. The possible confound-
ing influence on the overall RP-like scores of the participants was split up into two
parts: the influence of studying abroad and the number of English-taught courses
taken during the third year. In the model, the independent variables had to be entered
separately from the confounding variables, so a hierarchical regression was chosen.
In the first step, year of study was controlled for, as well as the task type, and the
specific feature (e.g. vowel quality, rhoticity) and subfeature (e.g. aspiration, intervo-
calic voicing of voiceless consonants). Section 3.1 showed that these factors played
an important part in the RP-like score, so they were controlled for to find out whether
in step two the number of courses and time spent abroad improved the model’s pre-
diction of the participants’ scores.

As seen in Table 2, below, the model that controlled for year of study, task type, and
pronunciation feature explained 3.3% of the variance in the data. Adding the number of
courses and time spent abroad to the model resulted in a significant R? change = 0.003,
p =.014. Interestingly, the factors only explained a very small part of the variance, even
though the models were a good fit to the data, as the p-values of the regression ANOVA
are all p <.001. Cook’s distance showed there were no influential outliers in the model,
and there was no multicollinearity.

As can be seen in step 2 of Table 2, the number of English-taught courses a par-
ticipant took in their third year was a significant predictor of their RP-like score when
controlling for year, task type, feature, and subfeature, but time spent abroad did not
significantly add to the fit of the model. When inspecting the data more closely, see
Figure 3, there does seem to be a trend for participants who went abroad to continue
increasing their RP-like score even after explicit instruction was stopped, but the differ-
ence is very small and not significant.
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Table 2: Linear model of predictors for RP-like score, with 95% CI in parentheses (b = unstand-
ardized coeflicient; SE B = standard error of b; S = standardised coefficient).

[b [SEB [p [p

Step 1

Constant 87.883 (84.060, 91.707) 1.950

Year of study 2.319(1.313, 3.324) 0.513  |.088 .000
Task type -3.060 (-4.069, -2.051) 0.514 |-.116 [.000
Feature -1.081 (-1.467, -0.695) 0.179 |-.113  [.000
Subfeature -0.104 (-0.200, -0.009) 0.049 |-.044 |.033
Step 2

Constant 91.104 (86.556, 95.653) 2.320

Year of study 2.315(1.311,3.319) 0.512 |.088 .000
Task type -3.060 (-4.067, -2.053) 0.514 |-.113 |.000
Feature -1.081 (-1.466, -0.696) 0.197 |-.113 [.000
Subfeature -0.104 (-0.200, -0.009) 0.049 |-.044 |.033
Number of English-taught courses |-0.540 (-0.916, -0.164) 0.192  |-.056 |.005
Time spent abroad 0.052 (-0.390, 0.495) 0.225 .005 816

Note: R =0.033 for step 1; AR>=0.003 for step 2 (p =.014).
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Figure 3: Average RP-like score per year for the participants who went abroad and those who
did not. Score out of 100.

4 DISCUSSION

This study investigated whether the English pronunciation of advanced Dutch learners
improved, deteriorated, or remained stable over time once explicit pronunciation had
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ceased. Sub-questions to this main research question were whether there was any influ-
ence of the degree year the learners were in and the task they were asked to perform, as
well as whether there was any confounding influence of the varying levels of exposure
to English due to different courses and spending time abroad. It was hypothesised that
after pronunciation teaching had stopped, the learners’ pronunciation would deteriorate
over time. Additionally, read speech was thought to be more native-like than sponta-
neous speech, and an increased exposure to English in general was thought to have a
positive confounding influence on learners’ pronunciation.

4.1 Effects of Year and Task Type

The results show that the year in which the participants were recorded had a clear in-
fluence on their RP-like score. In the first year the participants were least RP-like, but
they improved from the first to the second year. However, unexpectedly, once explicit
phonetics and pronunciation teaching was stopped, the participants did not change sig-
nificantly in their RP-like score and the expected deterioration was not found. It seems
that the participants’ pronunciation was thus stable enough to remain on the same level
even without instruction. Importantly, however, the score did not improve in the third
year. This means that there was no clear evidence of a long-term effect of convergence
in either direction, even though possible motivations to converge to either English na-
tive speakers or Dutch speakers were present (Coupland 2010).

Strikingly, not all features developed in the same way over time. Some features
seemed more robust than others, and remained stable throughout, while others ap-
peared more difficult. A feature consistently low in its RP-like score was liaison, which
is not present in Dutch: where Dutch inserts a glottal stop at the beginning of words,
English connects them (Gussenhoven/Broeders 1997). Subfeatures that remained low
throughout were those that are notoriously difficult for Dutch learners: dental fricatives
/0/ and /8/, which tend to be stopped, and the TRAP vowel /&/, which is usually replaced
by Dutch /e/ (Collins/Mees 2003). Conversely, features that were picked up relatively
quickly, such as stress patterns and rhoticity, tend to be rule-governed in their realisa-
tion, making it easier to acquire them (Gussenhoven/Broeders 1997).

In addition to a difference through the years, there was also a clear task effect: par-
ticipants were less RP-like in their pronunciation for the open questions than for the
read text and sentences. This is likely due to task demands: the open questions not only
required the participants to speak English, but they also had to come up with an answer
on the spot. This means that their cognitive load would have been higher than in the
other two tasks, where they only had to read out a text or sentences, and they would
likely have focussed less on their pronunciation.

4.2  Confounding Variables: Exposure to English

The regression model showed that, when controlling for the independent variables,
the number of courses a participant took in their third year was a significant predictor
of their RP-like score, while spending a term abroad was not. The controlled factors
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explained 3.3% of the variation in the data, with number of courses explaining an ad-
ditional .3% of the variation. Remarkably, the number of courses a participant took
was a significant influence on their RP-like score, while in the third year none of the
courses explicitly taught pronunciation or phonetics. Moreover, not all courses the stu-
dents took were taught by speakers of RP, so there would not always be a direct ben-
efit from the increased input. Since the participants still benefited from the increase
in exposure, this seems to support Grant (2014) in the claim that more L2 exposure is
beneficial to pronunciation, though it remains to be seen how much of this benefit truly
adds to the accent quality, as it has mainly been shown to relate to fluency and general
comprehensibility.

Whether participants spent time abroad did not significantly influence their RP-
like scores. This might be because the additional exposure was mostly in areas that
might not have helped much in these tasks: the participants might have developed their
interaction skills by talking to native speakers, the majority of whom might not have
spoken RP, as well as by talking to non-native speakers. However, the tasks used in this
study did not involve any direct interaction. It is quite possible that their pronunciation
skills in reading out loud would not have benefited enough from the general increased
English exposure to improve. Moreover, it is very plausible that the participants’ pro-
nunciation became more native-like while not necessarily becoming more RP-like, and
the participants might have picked up features of other native English varieties through
coming into contact with speakers from various areas. While this could potentially ex-
plain changes in the participants’ pronunciation, it was beyond the scope of this study
to investigate this in more detail.

5 CONCLUSION

Overall, and contrary to expectation, this study showed that for the investigated cohort
of advanced Dutch learners of English, discontinuing explicit pronunciation teaching
was not a significant influence on the maintenance of a near-native accent. It seems that
the instruction they received before teaching was discontinued was enough to allow the
learners to achieve a stable pronunciation level. The amount of exposure the learners
received turned out to be a confounding influence: when participants took more Eng-
lish-taught courses, their pronunciation was more RP-like. A stay abroad, however, did
not affect their performance. The value of pronunciation teaching thus seems to be quite
high for advanced Dutch learners of English, as they improved during the first years
when they received explicit instruction, but once they managed to reach a certain level
it seemed that their pronunciation managed to stabilise enough for them to maintain it
without receiving any further such instruction.
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Abstract
THE VALUE OF PHONETICS AND PRONUNCIATION TEACHING
FOR ADVANCED LEARNERS OF ENGLISH

Pronunciation is an essential part of acquiring a second language, but far too often
little time is spent on teaching it (Kelly 1969). It seems as if it is generally thought that
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pronunciation is something that will develop on its own, yet learners are still assumed
to maintain a certain level. This paper investigates the effects of explicit pronunciation
and phonetics teaching on the English speech production of advanced Dutch learn-
ers of English. The pronunciation of advanced university learners was investigated at
several points over a period of three years, halfway during which their pronunciation
teaching was stopped. The effect this termination had on their speech production was
investigated, as well as any task-specific differences in read versus spontaneous speech.
Also studied was the potential influence of studying abroad and taking English-taught
courses. Overall, this study shows that explicit teaching has a clear effect on the pro-
nunciation of the learners. Some features of pronunciation turn out to be more robust
than others, and the task type has an unmistakeable influence on the native-like quality
of the learners’ pronunciation, while there was only a minor effect of general exposure
to English. Altogether, the value of explicit phonetics and pronunciation teaching turns
out to be quite high for advanced second language learners, and once they acquire a
certain level they are able to maintain a stable accent.

Keywords: EFL, phonetics, pronunciation, pronunciation teaching, pronunciation
stability

Povzetek
VREDNOST POUCEVANJA FONETIKE IN IZGOVARJAVE ZA
NAPREDNE UCENCE ANGLESCINE

Izgovarjava je kljucni element ucenja tujega jezika, vendar se njenemu poucevanju
prepogosto posveca premalo casa (Kelly 1969). Zdi se, da velja prepricanje, da se bo
izgovarjava sCasoma razvila kar sama od sebe, hkrati pa se pricakuje, da bodo ucenci
vendarle dosegli doloéen nivo. Clanek obravnava uéinke eksplicitnega poucevanja izgo-
varjave in fonetike na tvorjenje angleskega govora pri naprednih nizozemskih ucencih
anglescine. V obdobju treh let se je izgovarjava pri naprednih Studentih veckrat prever-
jala. Sredi triletnega obdobja pa se je poucevanje izgovarjave prenchalo. Ugotavljali
smo, kako je prekinitev poucevanja izgovarjave vplivala na tvorjenje govora in ali je
bilo mo¢ opaziti specificne razlike med branjem in spontanim govorom. Upostevali smo
tudi vpliv Studija v tujini in spremljanja predavanj v angleskem jeziku. Nasa Studija
dokazuje, da ima eksplicitno poucevanje izgovarjave jasen ucinek na razvoj le-te pri
ucencih. Nekatere izgovorne znacilnosti so bolj izrazite kot druge, prav tako tudi vrsta
naloge nedvomno vpliva na podobnost ucenceve izgovarjave izgovarjavi rojenih go-
vorcev. Koli¢ina izpostavljenosti angle$¢ini ima manjsi u¢inek na izgovarjavo. Vrednost
eksplicitnega poucevanja fonetike in izgovarjave je pri naprednih ucencih tujega jezika
precej visoka. Ko enkrat dosezejo dolocen nivo, so ga sposobni tudi ohraniti.

Kljucne besede: anglescina kot tuji jezik, fonetika, izgovarjava, poucevanje izgo-
varjave, stabilnost izgovarjave
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