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Abstract 

This dissertation aims to identify, classify and analyse Chilean speakers' pronunciation 

mistakes in English. lts approach is mainly educational for it intends to be useful for the teaching 

of pronunciation of English, improving the activities to be applied in the classrooms, where 

sometimes listening tasks are left asíde. Iri this sense, it is an attempt to contribute to the 
enhancement of the programmes and courses of English that are taught in Universidad de Chile. 

This research consists of a contrastíve analysis in which the pronunciation of learners of 

English for Special Purposes (ESP) is compared to that of first-year students from the degree in 

English Language and Literature. The informants were exposed to two different types of inputs, 

namely oral and written. These two inputs are al so compared in order to reveal which type of 

input facilitates the articulation of English sounds. For these purposes we classified the mistakes 
according to the type of error they produced, and its corresponding strategy. 

The investigation demonstrated that learners belonging to the English Language and 
Literature degree made fewer mistakes than the group belonging to the ESP course. Regarding 

to the stimuli employed, our results revealed that the pronunciation of speakers that read aloud 

was more accurate in comparison to those exposed to the oral stimulus. 

This study also examines aspects as to which strategy was involved the most and which 
type of error was the most and least recurrent. These figures, the exact data and a detailed 

explanation of the process are fully explained throughout the papen 
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1. Introduction 

Duríng these four years learning and studying the English language, we have come 

across many obstacles in our way. Some of these have been related to grammar, others to 
vocabulary and spelling, while others have been connected to pronunciation. 

As stated by Robert Lado (Lado, 1961) there are some problems in learning foreign 

language structures that are due to the fact that students tend to transfer the structures from 

their native language to the foreign language. This idea can be widened not only to comprise 
grammatical structures but also phonological structures. In thís respect, Lado states: 
structure has distribution, that is, ít occurs in certain situations or environments and does not 

occur in others." (Gass, Susan & Selinker, Larry, Language transfer in language leaming 

1983:25) This clearly remínds us of the many times we have made mistakes because Chilean 
Spanish phonological distribution is not coincident with the English one. Our teachers, keeping 

this in mine!, have made us aware of these instances to avoid them, Le, to avoid making a 

mistake, in order to produce the target sounds. 

With this knowledge, predictions can be made so as to statistically know when a student 

will be more prone to make a mistake when listening and pronouncing an utterance in English. In 

our experience, not only distribution of sounds has been a major problem when dealing with 

pronunciation, but also the spelling of words, for Spanish pronunciation is closer to orthography 

than English beíng both signíficantly different in this respect. 

2. Objectives of our investigation 

Being listening and repeating, and reading aloud two of the manners in which students' 

pronunciation is practised and/or evaluated, our question arose as follows: which of them causes 
the greatest degree of interference? In other words: does an oral stímulus generate more errors 

than a written one? Consequentiy, the main objective of our investigation is to determine which 

of the two stimuli, written or oral, originates the larger number of deviant forms. We intend to find 

out the answer to this questíon by presentíng these stímuli to groups of people who learn English 

for different purposes, and then find out which of the groups would have the best results by 
comparing them. 

The decision for having chosen these groups was made because inítially we felt the need 

to contribute to our programme, i.e. English Language and Literature. Later on, we thought that 

thís potential enhancement could reach other programmes or courses. Therefore, after some 
discussion, our supervisor suggested that we should expand our study in order to include 

students belonging to the English for Special Purpose (ESP) course whose main objective is text 

comprehension. Consequently, we decided to apply the same test to learners who have different 
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goals for learning the English language, expecting to demonstrate to what extent the lack of ear 

training could lead te a non-satisfactory oral performance; this is our secondary objective. 

3. Hypotheses 
Considering what we have mentioned aboye, our first hypothesis is that the group 

exposed to the oral stimulus would have a better performance because of the accurate oral 

model they lístened to; while the other group, who were provided with the written stimulus, would 

perform less accurately, lacking a model to follow and being subjected to the influence of 

graphemic interference. 

At the same time, we raised our second hypothesis claiming that the informants 

belonging to the English Language and Literature degree at Universidad de Chile would make 

fewer mistakes than the ESP group. This would be attributable to the fact that pronunciation in 
the English for Specific Purposes course is not one of its objectives, because, as it was stated 

previously, its main goal is text comprehension. 

After merging our two hypotheses, we presumed that the group that would perform better 

would be the English Language and Literature students who reacted to the oral stimulus. 

Regarding the type of error that would be the most recurrent, we did not develop any 

hypotheses. Nevertheless, in the case of strategies we did think that the ene that would be the 

most frequent would be negative transfer, a term that will be explained tater on. 

As this investigation contrasts a target pronunciationl  with the actual pronunciation of the 

students, it may be considered te fall into the field of contrastíve analysis. 

In arder to carry out this research we have to start by providing an adequate theoretical 

framework. 

4. Theoretical Framework 
As it is pointed out by Richards and Sanipson in his paper The Study of Leamer English, 

the appearance of "the notion of language as a system" led linguists te focus mainly on learners 
of a second or foreign language "as generators of the grammar of their sentences in the new 

language" (Richards, 1974:5) which in this research we will refer to as Interianguage (14 This 

notion is that learners create a language system in arder to internalise the grammar they learn. 

This is composed of a number of elements comprised by the Nativo Language (NL) as well as 

the Target Language (TL). However, there are some elements in the IL that do not have their 

Henceforth, every time that we use the term target pronunciation we will refer to the data contained in the 

pronouncing dictionaries by Jones 2006 and Wells 2008. 
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origin in either the NL or the TL (Selinker, 1972). Apparently, their origin may be found in the fact 

that Interlanguage is not seen as a language filled with random mistakes, but as a system on its 

own with its own structure. However, even though they may be originated in the IL and classified 

as one type of error, the strategies that students produce may be difficult to classify. 

Thus, IL structure, as a sort of mixture between the NL and the TL rules, is the result of 

tour types of processes, which when considering the target language as the goal are seen as 

errors for the purpose of the analysis of learning a language. These four processes are the 

following, according to Corder's taxonomy (Error Analysis and Interlanguage 1981:36): 

1. "...errors of omission, where some element is omitted which should be present". This process 

would correspond to elision, as it is traditionally known, and as we will use it for our purpose. 

2. "...errors of addition, where some element is present which should not be there". This 

process is calied addition. 

3. "...errors of selection, where the wrong item has been chosen in place of the right one". This 

process is known as substitutíon. 

4. "...errors of ordering, where the elements presented are correct but wrongly sequenced". 

This iast process is known as metathesis. 

Referring to Interlanguage, some linguists have developed theories and models with the 

purpose of describing and defining certain strategies that students apply when learning a second 

language. Specifically, Selinker (Interlanguage, 1972:35) assumes that "we can establish as 

relevant to interlingual identífications" when the learner produces "utterances in the learner's 

native language," on the one hand, and utterances produced aiming at a native-like production 

of TL, on the other. Later in hís paper, he mentions five processes "central to second language 

learning." For the purpose of our research, however, we had to classify them differently 

according to our main goal. In what follows, we will expose the definitions we worked on, and 

served our research. 

Negative Transfer 

Larry Selinker widens Lados concept of transfer, trying to provide a definition that can 

work at any linguistic levet. He takes ínto consideration the fact that the speaker has to make, at 

an unconscious level, a decision between two linguistic structures: 

Either (1) syntactic arrangement a-b or (2) syntactic arrangement b--a; either (1) phonetic 
voicing or (2) devoicing; either (1) insertion of a support vowel between a two-member 
cluster or (2) voicing both members of the cluster, etc. (Selinker in Gass & Selinker, 1983:50) 
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From this rtwo-choice schema', language transfer can be defined as a "process occurring 

from the native to the foreign language" (Selinker in Gass & Selinker, 1983:50), where a 

significant trend of the speakers nativo language appears in the speakers interlanguage. He 

distinguishes three types of transfer: positive, negative, and neutral. In this investigation we will 

concentrate only on negativo transfer, this being defined as an instance in which a predominant 

linguistic structure of the native language is `chosen' to be produced in the target language, 

being a mistake because it deviates from the norm of the target language. 

We consídered cases of negative transfer errors caused by any of the following factors: 

graphemic interference, i.e. when the pronunciation is affected by the spelling of a word; 

differences between the phonemie distribution of English and Spanish; instances in which a 
sound is a phoneme in arte language but an allophone in the other one; and instances in which 

Chilean Spanish speakers tend to simplify English clusters or consonant seguences, because 

Spanish clusters or consonant seguences are composed of two or three consonants at the most 
including a liguid consonant, i.e. much simpler than the English ones. 

Learning Strategy 

The second strategy to be present in our work refers to generalisations based on partial 

exposure to the target language, that is to say, speakers tend to develop hypotheses about the 

structure of the target language, which sometimes do not correspond either to the mother tongue 

or to the target language. In this sense we will mention the strategies of overgeneralisation of the 

mies of the target language, as well as those cases of hypercorrection. The former is defined as 

occasions in which the speaker applies a certain rule to cases that go beyond its scope without a 
conscious effort (Richards, 1974:39), while the !atter is defined as those occasions in which the 

speaker applies a certain rule to cases beyond their scope but with a conscíous effort in arder to 

sound more similar to the target language. 

Commuffication Strategy 

As we know very well, communication can be simply defined as a process in which a 

message is sent from senders to receivers, and that communication problems occur when an 

encoded message differs from the decoded one. In this sense, and according to Selinker 
(1972:37), communication strategies "are a result of an identifiable approach by the learner to 

communication with nativo speakers." Nevertheless, our work differs in that its approach took for 
granted the learner's previous exposure to the target language so that this strategy would 

correspond only to those cases in which the learners tried to realise the dissimilar decoded 
message carried out differently in their oral realisation. 
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Specifically, within this framework we may find cases in which one target word is 

substituted by either another word in the target language, a nonsense word, or by unintelligible 

sounds. Other frequent cases that rnay be considered as communication strategy are the 

misunderstandings that lead to the repetition of similar sounds, or to the omission of a word. 

Nonce mistake 

This is equivalent to a non-syste atic error. 

No explanation 

None of the previous classifications are applicable. 

5. Procedure 

5.1 The Subjects of study 

Since in the first stages of our research we decided to work with two groups from different 

courses, we selected students with some homogeneous characteristics so as to make possible 

future projections of our work in the field of teaching English as a second language. For this 

same purpose, a suitable corpus to our research required students with an elementary level of 

English as subjects of study. We used the following enquiry to select them: 
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Initially, for our research we considered two groups of twelve individuals each, whose ages 

fluctuated from 18 to 21 years old in order to have a homogenous sample: 

- Group 1 consisted of first year students from the English Language and Literature 

programme at Universidad de Chile. So far, these students have received basic training in: 

phonetics, gramma'', vocabulary and listening; by these means the students are able to 

learn the English language in a comprehensive way. In consequence, they receive what 

will become the basis of their learning aimed at obtaining a fairly good levet of 

performance. 

- Group 2 consisted of students belonging to the ESP course for programmes other than 

the English Language and Líterature programme at Universidad de Chile. The focus of the 
ESP course is on vocabulary and grammar so that they can achieve a better 

comprehension of texts they have to study in their respective programmes. This group is 

taught how to read and write in the English language. 
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Each group was divided into two sub-groups. In the first of them the stimulus was oral, 

and it was formed by six members from the ESP course and six from the English Language and 

Literature one; while in the other group the stimulus was written, and it was intended to be 
formed by six members from the ESP course and six from the English Language and Literature 

one. Our aim was that both sub-groups would reproduce the stimulus no matter if they did not 

know how to pronounce a word or did not understand what they had just heard or read. 

However, even though we attempted to have two groups of twelve people each, we had 
to reduce the samples of the English for Special Purposes group, because sorne of the subjects 

were not able to attend the recordíng sessions when scheduled. Thus, the second sub-group, 

which was exposed to a written stimulus, was left with only three subjects of the ESP course, 

instead of the six we had planned initially. This did not only reduce our corpus but also delayed 
our research significantly. 

5.2 Research tests 

According to Lado (1961), there are three points of view regarding the importance of 
pronunciation: the first denies its importance and puts pronunciation apart from other 

components of language teaching such as grammar, vocabulary or writing. The second one is 

the stark opposíte, as it piaces English pronunciation at the top of language teachíng, 

establishing that nothing but native pronunciation is adequate. This is a very unrealistic 

approach, because it is known that anís/ young children can be expected to acquíre a native-like 

level of proficiency. The third point of view adopts a principie of intelligibility as the standard for 

pronunciation. intelligibility for this purpose is, however, hard to define, because what is 

intelligible for native speakers could not be the same for the foreign ones. 2 

Lado also states that none of these points of view was satisfactory, therefore phonemics - 

that is the aspect of linguistics concerned with the classification, analysis, interreiation, and 

environmental changes of the phonemes of a language- represented a real solution when testing 

pronunciation. Hence, "when a student hears and speaks the foreign language using all the 

phonemic units of the language, that is, maintaining all the phonemic features, that person 
knows the pronunciation of the language." (1961: 39) 

Sub-phonemic sounds used by foreign learners of that language due to their native 

language influence are designated as "foreign accent", which is not an impediment when the 

2 	It is important to add that maybe native speakers who are used to listening to non-native speakers of their 

language may make an effort or some concessions towards their pronunciation, understanding them in a better 

way. 

11 



learner is studying a language for communicative purposes, as in the case of ESP classes. 

Nevertheless, this does represent a problem for people who wish to teach that foreign language 

or engage in other academie activities related to the study of that language, as in the case of 

English Language and Literature students, who have allophonic accuracy as their goal. 

However, in our analysis we did not take ínto account such difference of aims, since, as 

we have stated previously, we made sure of finding informants with an elementary leve of 

English. Therefore, our criterion to evaluate the data is that in which we take into account the 

phonemicisub-phonemic criterion, evaluating mainly errors that involve great communication 

interference, or errors that may involve severe learning deficiencies. Hence, cases of allophonic 

misuse as in the substitution of [t] by [t] were not considered as errors. 

Although we are aware that vowel sounds are semantically distinctive and that they may 

be affected by negative transfer, we do not consider them in our research. These could have 

been included in our work, but we decided to narrow down the scope of our project because it 

could have required more time than available. 

In order to test pronunciation, teachers may choose one of these perspectives according 

to the objectíves of the students of the course and link them, so that they evaluate pronunciation 

in accordance to them. 

5.2.1 Evaluation instrument 

Robert Lado established the following: 

Although the sound system of a language is the same for the speaker and the listener, the 
techniques used to test recognition of the sound contrast in listening will differ from those 
used to measure production of the sounds of foreign language. Likewise, the description of 
the problems to be tested will not always be the same. (Lado, 1961:41) 

Having this as a foundation, and since we are specifically dealing with informants whose native 

language is Spanish (in this case, Chilean Spanish), a set of words that would be likely to 

generate pronunciation problems to these informants was looked for in order to narrow our 

scope of evaluation. Among this set, there were both words that had phonemes difficult to 

pronounce correctly —due either to their absence in the mother tongue, or to their existence as 

allophones in the mother tongue while being phonemes in the target language- and words with a 

different distribution from the student's Li. As we mentioned before, the mispronunciation of 

vowel sounds was not to be considered in our analysis. 

We decided to develop an inventory of words (see figure 2) that we could use in order to 

identify accurately the phonemic distribution of consonant sounds that would allow us to elicit the 

12 



application of strategies from the students in their attempt to pronounce the words in the TL. To 

create this inventory, each researcher was assigned the task of looking for words containing 

sounds according to their manner of articulation so as to find a given group of sounds in as 

many different phonological contexts as possible. Having these contexts in mind, words that 

presented more potentíal difficulties were selected. Thus, we obtained a fifty word list described 

in 13 contexts. This was insufficient because not enough contexts were observed. Afterwards, 

the list had to be expanded, resulting in an ínventory of 137 words with phonemes occurring in 

31 different contexts. 

Figure 2 3 
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Subsequently, we thought that it would be more productive evaluating these words within 

a context than in isolation. The next step was to put those words irito sentences including them 

without modifying their pronunciation due to a possible change of phonological context. The 

sentences to be included in the final test should include some degree of difficulty to pronounce, 

but beíng short enough so that the subjects were able to pronounce each target sentence 

completely on a single breath and coherent so they would not get confused. Hence, out of a list 

of 30 sentences approximately, 14 were chosen to be part of our test, for they were the most 

useful in terms of potential errors. In the inventory of sentences (see figure 3), the críterion to 

describe the sentences was to elicit only the significant contexts as potential cases of 

interference. 

Figure 3 4 
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When this task was completed, we had our test ready to be applied. Thus, it consis ed of 

fourteen sentences, which will be Usted below with their phonetic transcription: 

1. An instrument for measuring temperature. 

[en 'Insteniont 1  fe ine3e.Inj t. h 	et e] 

2. Three nurses arrived at the hospital. 

[edi: 113 : SIZ O Jaivd et 	e hnspit ±] 

3, Imagine you're inspectíng the collision. 

[Irnd3Ir jued inspektirj de ke 1 i3en 

4 To have a better view, go to file 2 in the Appendix section. 

14 



4. They saw a violín concert on televísion. 

[deí so: 	, vaie 1113 klanset nn t helevi3} 

5. "Split upl" yelled John. 

[spl.  it_ A p je±d dzspri] 

6. Robert made an interesting arrangement. 

mobet meid en ' int ¿fest 	e ' Jeind3ment] 

7. Jeremy couldn't read the inscription. 

d3eJemi. 'kud" nt 	i 	i: 	sk4 

8. Lady Svenson went to the shop. 

svensn went.: te ae Sppl 

9. The patient screams in the street. 

pheiSent sk4 i:mz 1.1 de st4i:t] 

10. The wrestler was angry with the decision. 

[de 	aes1 e wez 	I3g..xi wid de di si3(e)rn 

11. Spirit is the neme of my horse. 

[ spidit iz de neim ev mai ho:s] 

12. Attitudes to sexuality have changed. 

rtju:4 te i sekSuliti hev tSeiljd3d1 
13. An extreme and atrocious crime, 

[en ik'sti:rn erj, el ethjeues  kh4 aim] 
14. Nobody believed the scientist. 

[ 1  neubedi 	:vcr1.' de ' saient ist] 

The sentences were the same for the two types of stimuli of the test, but the difference 

relied on the fact that one group had to listen to the sentences and repeat them, while the other 

had to read them aloud. Students whose stimulus was oral could listen to the input three times 
before trying to repeat 	while in the other group students could read the sentences in silence 
in arder to get acquainted with them before reading them aloud. Both groups were recorded 
when pronouncing the sentences. 

5 The oral stimulus can be listened to in File 3 in the Appendix section. 
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6. The Analysis 

After we applied the tests to the informants, the corpus was finaliy collected. We 

regístered a total number of 294 samples of sentences6. These were distributed among the eight 

researchers. so  that each one of the samples was analysed by two of them, in order to reduce 

personal perceptions as a factor in the analysis as much as possible. To facílitate this process 

we devised a record card in which the sentences were transcribed including the target 

pronunciations and the one performed by the informants to make the comparison easier (see 

figure 4). 

Let us remember that for our purposes, we only took into account the pronunciation of 

consonant sounds for the analysis, and that target vowel sounds were not considered. 

Additionally, in the analysis of both the oral and written stimuli, RP was considered as the goal 

(the model provided by the recordings), but we accepted GA pronunciatíon as well. 

Figure 4 

Subject to.tle 1 Gender: M .? F Ciass: 	g_...  i' 	ESP 
Input Listening 1 j 

Reading_ 

liii 	, An instrum n kir measurin 	t 	,. 	. 	" e. 

Te ige 

en 	Inst ..,le 117.011 t 	f iz. 	meze..1 in 	ii, l'erzpiij i: t Se] 

Error Anelysi 

ontk Errnr Str teg 

The corpus was analysed phoneme by phoneme. However this criterion was not 

completely useful for our purposes, since sometimes errors did not consist only of phoneme by 

phoneme errors, because there were instances in which complete sequences were the ones 

affected. 

The recodings of the samples are available in File 4 in the Appendix section. 
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Subsequently, the rnistake was ciassified either under the fabels of additíon, elision, 

substitution, or metathesis. Once the type of mistake was clear, an atternpt to explain its cause 

was made, so phonemic errors were labelled accordíng to our classification of strategy, i.e. 

negative transfer, communication strategy, learning strategy, nonce rnistake, or no explanation. 

Some examples of how we analysed the data can be seen in figures 5.1 and 5.2, while the rest 

of the analysis cards can be found in File 5 in the Appendix section. 

Figure 5.1 

S..ibject-ziode: 12 Gen-osa E . pass ESP Input Listening__ 

S. 2 Throonurse 	anived 	tthe. b: 	sitial. 

Targe 

' Eiol: 	' na i SIZ e 	oariird 	et  

vt (onunO bOn f @el nesi: 	assiyo oial t e hospital 1 

Error Analysis 

Nene:tic Error Stratey  
su at itut len Negetive transfer 
sub 	itut i Cill Nones 

di-li a 	 erial on Negative 	ns ,r 
o 	---)i 	z: 	 aidelition* <o 	ation 

subst it ttt t. ort* No exciten Son 
subst. 5. ttrt i etn Katgative transfer ! ieerning_straten_ 

Obeeriiiatiart if the- person interprated be tsegat as <have> instieed rof ‹..20- it would :bo a substitution, with a controunicetion 
'strategy 

Figure 5.2 

Sullect codo: 1 	 Gsmder: M Class: 	Enn 	 input Listening 

S. 12 Attitudas to saxualayfl2IVC changad. 

'e jiet. 

dz,.. 	te 	, sekS u "slIti 	hav 	' t leind3d 

I 'mtet.jul da te 	.acklu'mler.1 v 't5eandzd 

4etU,111 Fronuntietion ( at ido os sek` Swali t l xa.s t¡eiltSzl 

ETIW Analvssis 

Pberietic Errar -Strategy 
a;  4- s suba,: i tut ion Noqatvotrenefer 
t e-Yow altari en. - a: 	unicabon strategv 
.ti 	-9. 	x suba t it ut icn Negativa transfer 
y 4  FI 571bE. t it Ut 100 Laerning strateu y- 
d4 t il . 	. 	. su ost 1 MET, :1. CM. Neuative trensfer 
41 	-I+ 	a,  e lisian Nenstive transfer 
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7. Resuits 

Apart from the answer to our main question of which input produces the greatest difficulty 

when attempting to pronounce English accurately, the results of our analysis will also 

embrace differences between the English Language and Literature informants and the ESP 

ciass in terms of performance. What we did here was to analyse this problem so that others may 

use our results for pedagogical ends. Thus, in arder to make it easier to understand, these 

results MI be presented first according to the type of phonetic error the informants produced (i.e. 
substitution, elision, addition, and metathesis) and then according te the type of strategy that 

was used. At the same time, each section below will be presented in terms of: firstly, input 

differentiation. This means distinguishing between written and oral stimuli without taking into 

account the type of course the informants belonged te; secondly, English Language and 
Literature/ESP class differentiation, without distinguishing between the type of input the 

informants received; and thirdly, we will make the distinction between the four sub-groups 

regarding the type activity they participated in, i.e. English Language and Literature Listening, 

ESP Listening, English Language and Literature Reading, and ESP Reading. Here, we refer to 
Listening as the type of activity that consisted of the oral stimulus and its corresponding 
reproduction, and to Reading as the activity consisting of the written stimulus read aloud. At the 

same time, the group of students who received the oral stimulus that had te be repeated will be 
referred te as Listening, and the group of students who were given a written stimulus that had te 
be read aioud MI be identified as Reading. Finally, we will analyse the total number of errors 
and stra egies, so that we can give a general perspective of the results, 

7.1 Types of error 

a) Input Differentiation: written or oral 

Te start with, we will present the results for the distinction between the oral stimulus and 

the written one, without considering which study programme the informants belonged te. In 

figure 6.1 the table shows the figures according to type of error and detailed by sentence. As the 
number of informants for the oral stimulus and for the written ene was not the same, the 
calculation cannot be done only by watching the numbers in the table. Therefore, we needed to 

get the average of each input separately in order to compare them laten The calculations were 

done by dividing the total number of errors by the number of participants of each group. This will 

be shown in figure 6.1.1. The calculations in all the following sections were performed in the 
same way. 
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Figure 6.1 

LISTE htlt4-13 READING) 

Sarde n.. N,  73-,J51;i ,..19 .11.7,1 ,,,,,Lidtr..)31 2e1e11-....,,s Su bs.1,Ii21- r1 -52,..,s,,, ,1 Add.hu n Mt-t4trlinr4 

1 22 14 ! , 22 2 4 O 

2 ,,,,,4 12 7 2 17 5 21 

3 43 1 1 2 25 1 1.Z1 

4 35 4 .4. 3 23 2 9 

5 27 5 4 2 12 , 5 C.- 

3 27 15 3 9 13 4 7 1 

7 25 -1.2 5 12 7 1 9 

5 31 11 12 9 5 3 5 a 
1 55 19 :3 29 5 2 

15 53 5 12 I 79 a 14 u 
11 33 .5 5 1 25 3 0 

12 52 25 5 2 51 14 5 2 

13 23 ' 7 7 1 a 7 3 9 

1,1 25 12 1 1 5 3 

TOT ALS 406 155 r7 7 2152 5 

Figure 6.1.1 

istening Average Reading Average 
Substitution 40.5 Substitution 29.1  
Elision 	j 15.83 Elision 6.5 
Addition 	j  6.41 Addition 6 
Meta!J 0.58 Metathesis 0.22 

Here we can observe that, in fact, the average of each type of error is greater in the case 

of the oral stimulus rather than in the case of the written stimulus. We can also notice that in 

both cases substitution is the most common type of error, followed by elision, then by addition, 

and finally rnetathesis. This can also be seen in figures 6.2 and 6.3, where the corresponding 

percentages appear, showing a slight difference between the two inputs. The percentage of 

substitution and addition in the written stimulus are greater than in the case of the oral stimuius, 

showing 69% and 14% respectively for the reading aloud test, while a 64% and a 10% 

respectively for the listening test. In the case of elision, listening has a greater percentage, 

showing a 25% in contrast to the 16% belonging to reading. The percentage of metathesis is 1% 

in both cases. 
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Listen ing Error Percentage 

10% 1% 

25% • 

o Substitution 

Elision 

• Addition 

o Metathesis 

Reading Error Percentage 

 

14% 1% 
o Substitution 

• Elision 

o Addition 

o Metathesis 

16% 

Figure 6.3 

According to our analysis and to what we have seen when testing the informants, we 

think that we may have some explanations for these results. The fact that the percentage of 

elision is greater in repeating than in reading may be due to some inability of the informants to 

hear each sound segment of the sequences correctly, without having the chance to recall it 

because of the evanescent nature of the input. In the case of the reading aloud group, as the 

nature of the input is steady, it was less probable to elide segments; in fact, it is even more likely 

the addition of sounds due to graphemic influence. At the same time, we think that substitution is 

the most recurrent error because of the dissimilar phonological systems of English and Spanish 

languages, leading the informants to choose the wrong features amongst the two possibilities. 

b) Course distinction: English Language and Literature vs. ESP 

In this section, we are presenting the results according to the type of errors made by the 

informants, only considering the study course they belonged to, i.e. English Language and 

Literature or ESP class. In figure 6.4, the description of the results is shown in the table 

specifying numbers according to sentence number, and type of error. In 6.4.1 we can see the 

average per type of error in order to compare the level of English of the two classes. 

Figure 6.4 
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Figure 6.4 

Eng. 55F. 

3 va ntnc SUU7n alistan A dItian f41 tatS i S 

29 1 2 .... 1 22 4 - 0 

2 25 o 3 1 33 15 0 

3 33 I 0 35 

4 23 5 0 32 4 1 a 

5 15 4 5 13 23 2 4 13 
te 11 2 0 21 

22 13 1 1 15 15 5 'O 

13 5 12 0 21 5 t,  i 2 

5 27 12 2 a as la 5 2 

13 41  3 22 0 22 	 5 8 0 

11 32 J 1 5 1 

12 45 12 4 ,, 1 5 0 

13 14 11 

14 20 

TAL5 372 121 67 7 128 34 

Figure 6.4.1 

Eng. Ling. Average ESP Average 
Substitution 17.7 Substitution 41.8 
Elision 5.8 Elision 14.2 
Addition 3.1 Addition 7.1 
Metathesis 0.3 Metathesis 0.2 

According to the table aboye, we can clearly notice that the ESP averages of each type 

of error reach numbers beyond those of the English Language and Literature ones. At the same 

time, we can observe that in both cases, substitution is the most recurrent type of error, followed 

by elision, then by addition, and finally metathesis, similar to the results given in the previous 

section. This is aiso shown in figures 6.5 and 6.6. Even though we see how great a difference 

there is between the quantity of errors made, the graphics show us that the percentages have an 

almost insignificant difference between the two courses, which means that in both cases the 

most recurrent error is substitution reaching 66% and 67% respectively, followed by elision that 

adds up to 22% and 21% respectively, then by addition with 12% and 11% respectively, leaving 

metathesis at the bottom with 1% and 0.3% respectively. 
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English Language and Literature Error Percentage 

o Substitution 

• Elision 

• Addition 

o Metathesis 

12% 1% 

21% 111

11t 6% 

ESP Error Percentage 

22% 

11% 0% 

111:1 1117% 

• Substitution 

• Elision 

o Addition 

o Metathesis 

Figure 6.5 

Figure 6.6 

According to these figures, we can state that the fact that the ESP class informants have 

produced a larger number of errors than the English Language and Literature class informants is 

due to the differences they have in their courses when dealing, or not dealing, with 

pronunciation. As the English Language and Literature students have classes especially devoted 

to the learning of pronunciation, it is clear that they have better tools when facing tests like ours 

than those of the ESP students. 

c) Listening distinction: English Language and Literature vs. ESP. Reading distinction: 

English Language and Literature vs. ESP 

In this section, we will be discussing the differences of results according to the input 

given and the class the informants belong to at the same time. We will differentiate the following 

groups: Listening English Language and Literature, Listening ESP, Reading English Language 

and Literature, and Reading ESP. Now in figure 6.7.1 we can observe the detailed description of 

the results referring to listening, while in figure 6.7.2 we can see the same in relation to Reading. 
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in figure 6.7.3 we find the averages for this section. 

Figure 6.7.1 

1JSTE 49 

E -2,r4 ESP, 

E.48488 A' d'd bri M.8189398.;s S u8811:21",8e, Efisbet .Addlewn higtatbssis 

1 14 13 1 14 4 9 O 

2 19 4 8 3 28 11 

3 20 5 9 0 23 1 

4 12 2 3 9 22 4 1 O 

5 12 3 3 9 15 2 1 

13 2 0 14 7 2 a 
7 15 5 0 1 -In 13 5 a 

2 14 4 9 3 17 7 4 0 
el 14 9 9 0 22 53 , 

12 23 3 7 0 39 - ... 

11 16 5 3 0 22 

12 24 12 3 2 25 17 ,. 

13 11 7 1 1 12 12 

14 15 5 4 1 8 7 3 9 

TOALS 225 85 34 9 291 114 43,  1 

Figure 6.7.2 

READMI3 

Eng' ESP. 

9,11Incg, N. su-  titt.dt-.n 11,,I.b n p1,51.1-14>al 1v16,21,11as14 S u r.,s1.4uto rt 81s12/1 A -idn;...o.n Mata tilavls 

1 14 2 2 D 8 0 2 

2 10 1 3 1 7 4 2 0 

3 13 1 1 0 12 0 0 3 
4 '1 0 1 7 0 " 	10 0 0 0 

5 7 1 2 0 5 0 3 

8 5 3 ..,  3 7 1 2 1 

7 7 4 1 3 5 3 3 3 

4 2 4 0 4 1 5 0 

9 13 4 0 0 112 1 

10 19 j 15 3 12 3 ,,, 

11 18 1 3 c. 4 0 0 9 

12 21 7 1 0 10 7 4 3 

13 3 4 0 0 3 3 0 0 

14 K1 4 1 0 10 4 0 0 

TOTALS 147 35 as 1 115 24 21 

Figure 6.7.3 

Eng. Ling. 
Listening Average 

ESP 
Listening Average 

Eng. Ling. 
Reading Average 

ESP 
Reading Average 

Substitution 37.5 Substitution 415 Substitution 24.5 Substitution 38.3 
Elision 14.3 Elision 17.3 Elision 5.8 Elision 8 
Addition 5.6 Addition 7.1 Addition 5.5 Addition 7 
Metathesis 1 Metathesis 0.16 Metathesis 0.16 Metathesis 0.33 
General 
average 58.4 

General 
average 68.06 

General 
average 35.96 

General 
average 53.63 
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We can notice here that the highest general average corresponds to the group of ESP 

Listening group, followed by the Engiish Language and Literature Listening group, then by the 

ESP Reading group, and last the English Language and Literature Reading group. As we have 

stated before, the most recurrent error is substitution, followed by elision, then by addition and 

finally metathesís. Now we are distinguishíng which group concentrates the greatest number of 

occurrences per each error. 

In the case of substitutíon, ESP Listening group concentrates the greatest number of 

occurrences, with an average of 43,5 occurrences, with 64% of the total number of errors of this 

group. Next, we find ESP Reading group with an average 38.3 occurrences, with 71% of the 

total number of errors of this group. Then, we find the English Language and Literature Listening 

group presenting a number of occurrences that reaches an average of 37.5 occurrences, with 

63% of the total number of errors of this group. Finally, we have the English Language and 

Literature Reading group presenting the lowest number of occurrences of substitution, with an 

average of 24.5 occurrences, which corresponds to 69% of the total number of errors of this 

g rou p. 

In the case of elision, ESP Listening group concentrates the greatest number of 

occurrences, with an average of 17.3 occurrences, with 25% of the total number of errors of this 

group. Next, we find the English Language and Literature Listening group presenting a number 

of occurrences that reaches an average of 14.3 occurrences, with 25% of the total number of 

errors of this group. Then, we find ESP Reading group with an average of 8 occurrences, with 

15% of the total number of errors of this group. Finally, we have the English Language and 

Literature Reading group presenting the lowest number of occurrences of elision, with an 

average of 5.8 occurrences, which corresponds to 16% of the total number of errors of this 
group. 

In the case of addition, ESP Listening group concentrates the greatest number of 

occurrences, with an average of 7.1 occurrences, with 11% of the total number of errors of this 

group. Next, we find ESP Reading group with an average 7 occurrences, with 13% of the total 

number of errors of thís group. Then we find the English Language and Literature Listening 

group presenting a number of occurrences that reaches an average of 5.6 occurrences, with 

10% of the total number of errors of this group. Finally, we have the English Language and 

Literature Reading group presenting the lowest number of occurrences of addition, with an 

average of 5.5 occurrences, which corresponds to 15% of the total number of errors of this 

group. 

In the case of metathesis, English Language and Literature Listening group concentrates 

the greatest number of occurrences, with an average of 1 occurrence, with 2% of the total 
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25% 
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o Substitution 
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11% 0% 

25% 111111064% 

Eng. Ling. ReadingError Percentage 

15% 0% 
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Substitution 
Elision 

o Addition 
O Metathesis 
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number of errors of this group. Next, we find ESP Reading group with an average 0.33 

occurrences, with 1% of the total number of errors of this group. Finally, we find the ESP 

Listening group and the English Language and Literature Reading group, both presenting a 

number of occurrences that reaches an average of 0.16 occurrences, none of them reaching 1% 

of the total number of errors of this group. The graphics below show these percentages in a 

better way. 

Figure 6.8 

Figure 6.9 

Figure 6.10 



Figure 6.11 

ESP Reading Percentage 

13% 1% 

15%01

% 

•  
Substitution 

Elision 

o Addition 

o Metathesis 

A common ground among the groups was that substitution turned out to be the strategy 

which occurred with the highest frequency, followed by elision, then addition and finally 

metathesis. In spite of the fact that the percentages vary, they do not do it significantly which 

allows us to say that despite the type of input and/or the students' academic background, the 

strategies frequency remained similar in ah l the groups. 

7.2 Type of strategy 

Now that we have discussed the errors that the informants made when trying to 

pronounce English, we will try to explain ah l these errors by means of the description of the 

strategies carried out when making them. When we analysed the results, as seen in figures 5.1 

and 5.2, we identified each error with the strategy used when made. However, our results will not 

focus on the identification of each error and linking it to which strategy was most used when 

making it, but with the more general results. We will see what was the most used strategy 

according to the same classification we made for the previous sections, that is input 

differentiation, this means to differentiate between Listening and Reading; English Language 

and Literature/ESP class differentiation; Eng. Ling. Listening, ESP Listening, Eng. Ling. Reading, 

and ESP Reading. 

a) Input differentiation: Written vs. Oral 

In this section, we will present the results for the distinction between the oral stimulus and 

the written one, without considering which study programme the informants belonged to. In 

figure 7.1 the table shows the detailed figures of each input according to type of strategy and 

detailed by sentence. The averages per strategies used will be shown in figure 7.1.1. 
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Figure 7.1 
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45 153  5 2 3 32 2 1 3 0 
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11 43 5 7 2 0 26 3 2 

32 15 -75 44 3 2 9 

34 
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27 

22 14 4 3 5 
' 
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TOTALR 474 147 133 22 5 315 19 31 5 

Figure 7.1.1 

Listening Average Reading Average 
Negative transfer 39.5 Negative transfer 35.3 
Communication 
strategy 12.25 

Communication 
strategy 2.1 

Learning strategy 11.58 Learníng strategy 3.4 
No explanation 1.83 No explanation 0.5 
Nonce mistake 0.41 Nonce mistake 0.3 

Here we can observe that according to the fact that the average of each type of strategy 

in the case of the oral input is greater than in the case of the wrítten input, the number of 

strategies used is far greater in the case of the oral input than in the written one. We can also 

notice that in both cases, negative transfer was the most common type of strategy with very little 

difference between the two inputs, with an average of 39.5 occurrences in listening against an 

average of 35.3 occurrences in reading. Following negative transfer, we find communication 

strategy and learning strategy with almost the same rate of occurrence. in this respect;  it is very 

important to notice that both strategies have a considerably higher recurrence in Listening than 

in Reading. Thus, the difference relies on the fact that we find a far greater average of 

occurrence in Listening than in Reading, showing an average of 12.25 and 11.58 occurrences, 

respectiveiy in listening, and of 2.1 and 3.4 occurrences, respectiveiy in reading. 

The other difference in this respect is that in listening the average of communication 

strategy is a little higher than learning strategy, whiie in reading, the average of learning strategy 
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1% Listening strategy percentage 

3% 

18% 

19% 59% 

▪ Negative transfer 
• Communication strategy 

o Learning strategy 

o No explanation 

• Nonce mistake 

is higher than communication strategy. Then, no explanation is the following strategy, yet in this 

case we have to keep in mind that this is not a strategy, but it is a label used when there was not 

other abel applicable to the case. Finally, nonce mistakes are left last, due to the fact that it is 

difficult to recognise a non-systematic error in this type of research, since we are not making a 

longitudinal research to know the students development of learning; however, in this research 

some cases of nonce mistakes were observed, and this will be discussed further in the 

conclusions section. 

Finally, in figures 7.2 and 7.3, the corresponding percentages are shown, for each 

strategy. In listening, negative transfer corresponds to 59%, communication strategy 

corresponds to 19%, learning strategy to 18%, no explanation to 3%, and nonce mistake 

corresponds to 1%. In Reading, negative transfer corresponds to 85%, communication strategy 

to 5%, learning strategy to 8%, no explanation to 1%, and nonce mistake corresponds to 1%. 

Figure 7.2 

Figure 7.3 

Reading strategy percentage 

E  Negative transfer 

• Communication strategy 

O Learning strategy 

O No explanation 

• Nonce mistake 
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Accerding te what we have seen in our analysis, we may say that the explanation to the 

fact that negative transfer is the most used strategy in both groups is the pervasive influence that 
the NL has en the Spanish (camera of English. This would be present with no exception in the 

production of every informant in every sentence. 
In the case of the considerable high percentage of communication strategy in Listening in 

contrast to its percentage in Reading, we may infer that this is due to the evanescent nature of 

the oral input. In this case, the fading characteristic of the stimulus would make oven more 

difficult the repetítion of the target, making the informants to fill the blanks of information with as 

much as they can recall. In the case of Reading, as the written input is constant and steady, is 

not very likely to misunderstand or decode the message differently from what it really says. 

In Listening, the percentage of learning strategy is also higher than that in Reading. This 
may have its cause in that hypercorrection or overgeneralisation leads them to produce deviant 

forms, because in the listening activity the model is given and it is more likely that the informants 

are not completely aware of how to apply the rules of pronunciation appropriately. 
Moving forward, the fact that we are able to observe that nonce mistake and no 

explanation labels sum up te 4% and 2% respectively to listening and reading, demonstrates 

that errors made by learners of English are not always as predictable as ene would expect them 

to be. 

b) Course distinction: English Language and Literature vs. ESP 

In this section, we are presenting the results according to the type of strategies used by 
the informants, only considering the study course they belonged to, i.e. English Language and 

Literature or ESP class. In figure 7.4, the description of the results is shown in the table 

specifying numbers according to sentence number, and type of strategy. In 7.4.1 we can see the 

average per type of strategy in arder to compare the level of English of the two classes. 
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Figure 7.4 
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Figure 7.4.1 

Eng Lang Average ESP Average 
Negative transfer 20.6 Negative transfer 40 
Communication 
strategy 2.2 

Communication 
strategy 13.2 

Learning strategy 4.2 Learning strategy 9 
No explanation 0.3 No explanation 2.2 
Nonce mistake 0.2 Nonce mistake 0.4 

According to the table aboye, we can clearly notice that the ESP averages of each type 

of strategy reach numbers beyond those of the English Language and Literature ones. At the 

same time, we can observe that in both cases negative transfer is the most used type of strategy 

with an average of 40 occurrences and a 62% of the total number of use of strategies in ESP, 

and 20 in English Language and Literature, with its 75% of the total number of use of strategies. 

Then it is followed by communication strategy with an average of 13.2 and 20% of the total 

number of use of strategies in ESP, and 2.2 occurrences with 8% of the total number of use of 

strategies in English Language and Literature. Then it is followed by learning strategy with an 

average of 9 occurrences and 14% of the total number of use of strategies in ESP, and 4.2 with 

15% of the total number of use of strategies in English Language and Literature. Nonce mistake 

is the one with least occurrences with an average of 0.4 occurrences and 1% of the total number 

of use of strategies in ESP; and 0.2 with 1% of the total number of use of strategies in English 

Language and Literature; preceded by no explanation label with an average of 2.2 occurrences 

and 3% of the total number of use of strategies in ESP; and 0.3 of occurrences with 1% of the 
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Eng. Lang. Strategy Percentage 
1% 

1% 

o Negative transfer 
• Communication strategy 

o Learning strategy 
o No explanation 
• Nonce mistake 

8% 

75% 

15% 

ESP Strategy Percentage 

20% 

o Negative transfer 

• Communication strategy 

o Learning strategy 

o No explanation 

• Nonce mistake 

total number of use of strategies in English Language and Literature. This is also shown in 

figures 7.5 and 7.6. 

Figure 7.5 

Figure 7.6 

When we try to explain these results, we can refer back to what we have said in section 

7.1 point b. Even though the percentage graphics may mislead our attention, what is really 

important is what we can see in figure 7.4.1. Here we can clearly observe that English Language 

and Literature informants make fewer errors, and use fewer learning strategies and 

communication strategies than the ESP informants, because their training on English 

pronunciation is better. Their courses are designed for making them learn the rules of grammar 

and pronunciation of English and also how to apply them well, thus avoiding learning strategies 

in many cases; and this same fact makes them to be better trained in listening and producing 

English, which reduces the possibilities of using communication strategies wrongly in many 

instances. This does not happen with ESP informants. Further discussion will be presented in 

the conclusions section. 
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c) English Language and Líterature/ESP Listening distinction and English Language and 

Literature/ESP Reading distinction 

in this section, we will be discussing the differences of results according to the input 

given and the class the informants belong to at the same time. We will differentiate the following 

groups: Listening English Language and Literature, Listening ESP, Reading English Language 

and Literature, and Reading ESP. Now in figure 7.7.1 we can observe the detailed description of 

the results referring to listening, while in figure 7.7.2 we can observe the same but for Reading. 

In figure 7.7.3 we find the averages for this section. 
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Figure 7.7.3 
- -- 
Eng. Ling 
Listening Average ESP Listening Ave 	e 

Eng. Ling. 
Reading_ Averag_e ESP Reading Average 

Negatíve Negative Negative Negative 
transfer ... 41.6 transfer 37.3 transfer 30.33 transfer 45,3 

Comrnunication Communication Communication Communic,ation 
strategy _ 6.16 strategy 18.33 strategy 1,66 strate_gy 3 
Learning Leaming Learning Learning 
strategy 11.6 strategy 11.5 strategy 3.16 strate 4 

explanation _No 0.83 No explanation 2.83 No explanation 0.3 No elplanation 1 

Nonce mistake 0.16 Nonce mistake 0,66 Nonce mistake 0.5 Nonce mistake 0 

As we have stated before, in general, the most frequently used strategy is negative 

transfer, followed by learning strategy, and very closely followed by communication strategy. 

Finally, the average of cases with no explanation is higher than that of nonce mistakes. Now we 

are distinguishing which group concentrates the greatest frequency of use per each strategy. 

In the case of negative transfer, ESP Reading group concentrates the greatest number of 

occurrences, with an average of 45.3 occurrences, and with 84% of the total number of 

strategies of this group. Next, we find English Language and Literature Listening group with an 

average of 41.6 occurrences, with 70% of the total number of strategies of this group. Then we 

find the ESP Listening group presenting a number of occurrences that reaches an average of 

37.3 occurrences, with 53% of the total number of strategies of this group. Finally, we have the 

English Language and Literature Reading group presenting the lowest number of occurrences of 

substitution, with an average of 30.33 occurrences, which corresponds to 84% of the total 

number of errors of this group. Percentages, however, show us that negative transfer is most 

frequently used when readíng aloud rather than when repeating an audible input. This can be 

seen in that both readíng groups show 84% for negativo transfer, while listening present only 

70% and 53% in English Language and Literature and ESP respectively. 

In the case of communication strategy, ESP Listening group concentrates the greatest 

number of occurrences, with an average of 18.33 occurrences, with 26% of the total number of 

strategíes of this group. Next, we find the English Language and Literature Listening group 

presenting a number of occurrences that reaches an average of 6.16 occurrences, with 10% of 

the total number of strategies of this group. Then, we find ESP Reading group with an average 3 

occurrences, with 6% of the total number of strategies of this group. Finally, we have the English 

Language and Literature Reading group presenting the lowest number of occurrences, with an 

average of 1.66 occurrences, which corresponds to 5% of the total number of errors of this 

g rou p. 

In the case of learning strategy, English Language and Literature Listening group 
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concentrates the greatest number of occurrences, with an average of 11.6 occurrences, with 

19% of the total number of strategies of this group. Next, we find ESP Listening group with an 

average 11.5 occurrences, with 16% of the total number of strategies of this group. Then, we find 

the ESP Reading group presenting a number of occurrences that reaches an average of 4 

occurrences, with 8% of the total number of strategies of this group. Finally, we have the English 

Language and Literature Reading group presenting the lowest number of occurrences, with an 

average of 3.16 occurrences, which corresponds to 15% of the total number of strategies of this 

group. 

In the case of nonce mistake, ESP listening group concentrates the greatest number of 

occurrences, with an average of 0.66 occurrences, with 1% of the total number of strategies of 

this group. Next, we find English Language and Literature Reading group with an average 0.5 

occurrences, with 1% of the total number of strategies of this group. Then, we find the English 

Language and Literature Listening group with an average of 0.16 occurrences, not even 

reaching 1% of the total number of strategies of this group. Finally, we have the ESP Reading 

group which does not present any occurrences of nonce mistake. This last observation may be 

due to the small number of informants of this group. The graphics below show these 

percentages in a better way. 

The no explanation abel, that was mostly used for those informants belonging to the 

ESP Listening group, concentrates the greatest number of occurrences, with an average of 2.83 

occurrences, with 4% of the total number of strategies of this group. Next, we find ESP Reading 

group with an average of 1 occurrence, with 2% of the total number of strategies of this group. 

Finally, we find the English Language and Literature Listening with an average of 0.83 

occurrences, showing only 1%, and the English Language and Literature Reading group, 

presenting a number of occurrences of only 0.3 occurrences with 1% of the total number of 

strategies of this group. The graphics below show these percentages in a better way. 
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Figure 7.11 

In these results we can notice that negative transfer is the most used strategy in ah l four 

subgroups. Taking into consideration that both English Language and Literature and ESP 

informants were in the first stages of learning a L2, the influence of their mother tongues 

continues playing an important role interfering with the TL. Referring to what was said in section 

7.2 b, the English Language and Literature groups used less communication and learning 

strategies than the ESP informants due to the training they have received. Nonetheless, a trend 

can be found when seeing the results of the strategies used by English Language and Literature 

and ESP informants that had the oral input. In this case, an extensive use of communication 

strategies was observed, especially for the ESP group. We can explain this trend by keeping in 

mind that the ESP informants were oriented to text comprehension and not to speech 

comprehension, forcing them, at least in this type of test, to fill the voids left by an incomplete 

decodification of the input. The use of learning strategies by the subgroups exposed to the oral 

input is low because the informants are in the first stages of learning a L2, thus, the development 

of hypotheses about the L2 is not fully carried out because the informants are not fully 

acquainted with the structures of the TL. 

As stated aboye, the four subgroups had a high use of negative transfer, but this was 

more predominant in the subgroups exposed to the written stimulus. In both the English 

Language and Literature and ESP Reading aloud groups results were very alike concerning the 

strategies used. As both groups have training in reading and writing, a similar tendency for this 

group was to be expected. To explain the high use of negative transfer, we can say that the use 

of cognates in our instrument of evaluation might have influenced the interference of the 

subjects' NL. 
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7.3 Totals 

In this section< our airn consists of giving a general account on which sentence was more 

or less difficult for our informants when giving our test, no matter the type of neither input nor the 

study programme they belonged to. At the same time, we will give an account of which error and 

whích strategies were used the most in each sentence. From figures 8.1 to 8.4 we can observe 

the results in detail. 

Figure 8.1 

Figure 8.2 
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In general, and as we have seen in the previous sections, the most recurrent error made 

by our informants is substitutíon, followed then by elision, then by addition, and finally by 

metathesis, the latter havíng a far minar occurrence than the rest of therft Continuing with this 

general view of the results, this time referring to the type of strategy used, we can observe that 

negatíve transfer ís by far the most common strategy used when rnaking an error, followed, then, 
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by learning strategy, and finally by communication strategy. In this case, non systematic errors, 

nonce mistake, were the least observed, because of the reasons we have mentioned before. 

Finally, those errors for which we could not find and explanation, thus labelled as no explanation, 

were not as considerable in number as the rest of the strategies (except for nonce mistakes), but 

only because of their presence, we consider them of the greatest importance in our research, 

since we now know that not all of the mistakes made by learners of English are predictable or 

prone to a clear explanation. 

Figure 8.3 

Type of Error 

Figure 8.4 

Type of Strategy 

According to what we can observe in figure 8.1, the three sentences that caused the 

greatest difficulties for our informants causing them to produce many mistakes were the 

following, from top to bottom: 

1. Sentence number 12: Attitudes to sexuality have changed. 
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2. Sentence number 10: The wrestler was angry with the decision. 

3. Sentences number 2 and 9: Three nurses arrived at the hospital. The patient screams in the 

street. 
In these four sentences, according to figure 8.3, the most recurrent error is substitution, 

adding to 80 occurrences in sentences 12 and 10, and 60 occurrences in 2 and 9. In sentences 

12, 2 and 9 the second most recurrent error is elision, while in 10 is addition. Metathesis is in 

every case the least recurrent error. Referring to strategies, according to figure 8.4, the strategy 

most commonly used corresponds to negative transfer for the four sentences. Then, learning 

strategy is most commonly used in 12 and 2, while communication strategy is most commonly 

used in 9 and 10. Nonce mistake is the least observed. 

This might be mainly due to the great graphemic interference these sentences are likely 

to cause. In addition, the fact that these sentences display many differences with our Spanish 

phonological system made informants have a greater difficulty to pronounce them. This is 

observed in both Listening and, especially, Reading. When dealing with listening, we can add 

the fact that the informants are not well trained to listen to sequences of sounds like the 

presented ones, causing them to decode and encode the messages wrongly. This would be 

communication strategy. 

Now, the three sentences that caused the least difficulties to our informants are the 

following: 

1. Sentence number 5: "Splít up," yelled John. 

2. Sentence number 13: An extreme and atrocious crime. 

3. Sentence number 6: Robert made an interesting arrangement. 

In these three sentences, according to figure 8.3, the most recurrent error is substitution. 

In sentences 6 and 13 the second most recurrent error is elision, while in 5 it is addition. 

Metathesis is in every case the least recurrent error. Referring to strategies, according to figure 

8.4, the strategy most commonly used corresponds to negative transfer in 5 and 6, while in 

sentence 13 the most commonly used is communication strategy. Then, in 5 and 6 

communication strategy is the second most common strategy; while in 13, negative transfer and 

learning strategy have practically the same number of occurrences. Nonce mistake and no 

explanation are the least observed. 

As substitution prevails in almost every sentence and in every group, we are not 

discussing it in this case any further. 

The fact that sentence number 5 is the least problematic to pronounce, might be 

explained in that it is the shortest sentence, having less problematic sounds or sequences of 

sounds. This is especially noticeable in repeating the oral stimulus, since this is the shortest 
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sentence, communication strategy is less needed to support deficient or wrong message 

decoding. At the same time, we can understand that in this sentence the second most recurrent 

error is addition by means of the simple observation that most of the difficulties this sentence 

presents correspond to unfarniliar distribution for consonant clusters or sequences. When 

referring to the other two sentences, 13 and 6, they might have been easier to our informants in 

that these perhaps have more familiar words or sounds than the rest of the sentences. 

Finally, after alt the work done and the issues discussed in the results section, we can 

make several conclusions about our investigation. At the same time, some applications and 

projections can be drawn from our research. Ah l of this is going to be discussed in detail in the 

next section. 

8. Conclusions 

At the very beginning of our investigation -at the moment in which we raised our 

hypotheses- we expected the group exposed to the oral stimulus to perform better, due to the 

fact that they would have an oral model to follow. However, in the middle of the process of our 

research, we discovered that this preconceived idea was mistaken. During the application of our 

test, we realised that it was much easier for the student te read aloud the sentences than to 

imitate the oral model. We confirmed this atter the analysis of the recordings because students 

of the reading aloud group made fewer mistakes in cornparison to those who imitated the oral 

model. These differences were due to the fact that written sentences were the least stressing 

type of stimulus. Accordingly, subjects who read felt more confident when trying to pronounce 

better. 

The fact that a deviant decodification of the stimuli, Le. the application of a 

communication strategy, usually led to a wrong pronunciation made us become awere about the 

importance of the presence or absence of listening exercises to which students might have been 

exposed to. We do not mean to question the effectiveness of such exercises here; rather we 

want to state that even though they are useful, a low frequency of application of these activities 

is not enough, causing an unsatisfactory performance when it comes to oral production in 

general, especially when imitating the oral stimulus. Regarding production accuracy in the two 

different courses, the results demonstrated what we expected; the English Language and 

Literature ene proved to have a higher level in the production of English sounds in both types of 

tests. Accordingly, students belonging to the ESP group had more difficulties to pronounce 

correctly. 

Consequently, we strongly suggest that exercises in listening should be used more 

frequently in both programmes. At the same time, pronunciation teaching in the ESP class 
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should include encouragement for students to aim at the use of appropriate pronunciation, even 

if their main goal is text comprehension. 

The fact that we were able to observe nonce mistakes, and that some errors had no 

explanation when talking about strategies shows us that not sil of the mistakes are likely to be 

predicted, as we would have thought. In this respect, we think that further research should be 

done, 

9. Projections 

At the end of this research, we would like to state some projections that can be inferred 

from it: 

• The type of test that we developed could be included as a routine of exercises in the 

teaching of foreign languages, not only restricted to English, in order to improve listening 

and pronunciation of the target language. 

As we have shown, students who read aloud pronounced better than those who listened 

to the oral model. Therefore we suggest that listening activities should be complemented 

by reading aloud activities. Even though one may think that this could cause a greater 

degree of graphemic interference, by both, oral and written stimuli, the students may 

receive a comprehensive input that might allow for their improvement. It would be 

expected that the students would learn the differences between graphemes and 

phonemes wíthout so much difficulty. 

• We hope that our ínvestigation might help to give a better understandíng of the setbacks 

and strengths that the students have when pronouncing. This could be considered as a 

suggestion for the enhancement of teachíng methods and techniques, and give a more 

comprehensive view of the process of acquisition of English as a second language, since 

as we have seen in our research, the oral stimuli are essential for the comprehensive 

learning of languages in general. 

• lf, eventually, a larger or more complex test were applied to first and third year students 

of the English Language and Literature programme —being third year the last in which 

they have an English Phonology course- we could obtain a olear view of what these 

students learn during their years at the University, and what can be improved to make 

them better specialists. 

• Further research could include the contrastive analysis of vowel sounds. 

• lf, eventually, a test similar to the one applied in this research were applied to a larger 

group of people, more categorical conclusions could be drawn up. 

41 



10. References 

• Corder, S.P. 1981. Error Analysis and Interlanguage. London: Oxford University Press. 

• Gass, Susan & Selinker, Larry. 1983. Language transfer in language leaming. Rowley, 

Mass.: Newbury House Publishers, 

• Jones, Daniel. 2006 Cambridge English Pronouncing Dictionary. Cambridge: Camoridge 

University Press 

• Lado, Robert. 1961. Language Testing. London: Longman Group Limited. 

• Mason, Timothy. Lecture taught between 1993 to 2002. Didactics 7: Critique of Krashen 

III Natural Order Hypothesis (2): Interlanguage. On line 

http://www.timothyIpmason.com/WebPaqes/LanqTeach/Licence/CM/OldLectures/L7  Inte 

rlanquaqe.htm  

• Richards, Jack C. et al. 1977. Applied Linguistics and Language Study. Error analysis, 

perspectives on second language acquisition. London: Longman Group Limited. 

• Wells J.C. 2008. Longman Pronunciation Dictionary. London. Pearson Education 

Limited. 

42 


