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Introduction

When | came to the University of Vienna in 200&gjfht after high-school, | was completely
unfamiliar with and oblivious to the field of Engh phonetics and phonology. | vividly recall
sitting in the Phonetic Transcription course (atial accompanying the introductory lecture
to English linguistics) and failing miserably at rfigst attempts to transcribe English words
phonetically. /ee/ or /el? Iv/ or /w/? And what 8sto-sound supposed to be that keeps
reappearing in every word where | would rather prorce a full [u], [e] or [0]? Despite being
utterly frustrated and extremely anxious aboutfiha exam, | quickly became fascinated by
English phonetics. | fell in love with the soundR¥P, and tried very hard to approximate my
own pronunciation to it as far as possible. | sémarnt that a compulsory pronunciation
course was part of the curriculum of my degree staded looking forward to it ever since,
despite the worrisome rumours | heard about it.clib a long story short, | thoroughly
enjoyed the Vienna English Department’s pronunarmatiourse (‘Practical phonetics and oral
communication skills 1, commonly referred to a®®CS 1) when doing it myself in the
winter term of 2009. | am most grateful for havimgd a course that has enabled me to come
closer and closer to my goal of native-like Englsbnunciation, which | eventually reached
as | passionately kept working on my pronunciatiter PPOCS 1. For a long time, | have
thus been an advocate of PPOCS 1, trying to defieadainst critics of various kinds. |
believed that pronunciation was a matter of cones$ and that PPOCS 1 was an invaluable
opportunity to eliminate one’s ‘errors’. And | oftdailed to understand why some of my
fellow students would not appreciate this as muhlead done. This attitude stayed with me
for quite some time, and when I finally became ®EB 1 tutor myself (a dream come true!),
| felt a certain responsibility to protect the ‘gboause’ from which | had profited so much

and which | was now part of myself.

So why, then, is my diploma thesis dedicated to\arhaul of PPOCS 1 from a point of view
that differs radically from the one | used to hawvken | studied? During my work as a
pronunciation tutor at the Vienna English Departinénhad to face certain problematic
aspects of PPOCS 1 on a regular basis. One of thasehe heterogeneity of students in
PPOCS 1. Although many of my students in the lagguaboratory seemed to genuinely
enjoy the course, there were always some for wh&®@®S 1 was far from enjoyable: the
workload was too heavy for them and consequentigy twere getting more and more
frustrated and anxious, especially when the fixalne approached. Often, they did not seem

to actually enjoy modifying their pronunciation takgs the chosen model. It was painful for
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me to see how their first encounter with focusednpnciation training was such an off-
putting experience for them. It became clear tothae PPOCS 1 simply did not meet their
specific learner needs, and | frequently longedtha possibility to provide them with a
different approach to pronunciation learning. Andirlally accepted that these learners,
despite being English majors, would probably nefeml the same way about English

pronunciation as | did (and still do).

When | learnt more about the socio-psychologicgeats of pronunciation learning, my
perspective on English pronunciation teaching ckdrfgndamentally. | became aware of my
own judgmental attitudes towards foreign accents stopped perceiving of them merely as
erroneous learner productions. | finally understtwat the relationship of some people with
their accent in English is very different from thiee | have with mine, and that sounding like
a native speaker is not as desirable to them &mgtalways been to me (cf. Dalton &
Seidlhofer 1994b: 7-9). At the same time, | leaahbut the fact that the majority of non-
native learners of English will nowadays use Ergfigore often in communication with other
non-native speakers than with native speakers,tlaatdnative speaker pronunciation norms
are not only partly irrelevant for this type of comnication, but that strict adherence to them
might even constitute a barrier to understandiegKihs 2000). | finally made the experience
myself that certain aspects of my native-like REeat might impede rather than facilitate
communication with non-native speakers. All of #hegalisations made me question the
objectives of PPOCS 1 more and more, especiallgusec| noticed that the course seemed to
encourage some problematic views on L2 variatiooragst students at the Vienna English
Department: those students who managed to redwie lth accent in English to a large
extent appeared to develop an attitude of disdawatds foreign accents, whereas those
students who did not succeed in acquiring a ndtikeeaccent in English seemed to perceive

of themselves more and more as failures.

| finally came to the conclusion that although #féorts on the part of the Vienna English
Department to provide students with a pronunciattouirse with an extensive practical
component are well-intentioned, this course dog¢smeet the needs of learners of English in
a globalized world. PPOCS 1 is an excellent opmittufor students to become more and
more native-like in English pronunciation, whichuteb have been considered an appropriate
goal for students of English some decades ago \English had not yet become the primary
lingua franca around the world and learners weepamed for communicating primarily with
native speakers of the language. Yet, the socioistig landscape of English has changed

radically over the past decades, with the numbéntefactions in English occurring amongst
2



different types of non-native speakers outnumbeghgther uses of English by far. The
phenomenon of ‘English as a lingua franca’ (i.eny‘ause of English among speakers of
different first languages for whom English is tlmronunicative medium of choice, and often
the only option”, Seidlhofer 2011: 7) has been fbtm be of increasing relevance to all users
of English around the world, but probably in partar to those in Expanding Circle countries
like Austria. Clearly, this has serious implicaofor the teaching and learning of English,
but these are not taken into account in the cufP&®CS 1. In addition, the course aim of
attaining a native-like pronunciation in Englishtieith one semester of training seems to be an
inappropriate goal for some students at the VieBnglish Department, as it is not only
difficult or impossible to achieve but also redsistudents in their freedom to express their
L1 identity via their pronunciation.

This thesis is built on my conviction that pronwaimn teaching at the Vienna English
Department needs to change in accordance withrémsformed communicative needs of
users of English in the Zlcentury. It is also built on my personal wish thueate students
about the many different facets of English pronaten learning which they might initially
be unaware of. If you want to acquire a native-klceent, fair enough. If you don't, that’s ok
too. But in any case, you must not fear the diwersf English pronunciation. Rather, you
should appreciate it. As David Crystal pointed iou& recent article in th€ime magazine’s
online edition: “There is no such thing as an ugtgent, like there’s no such thing as an ugly
flower”." If we present English pronunciation to studentsalhits richness and variety,
different types of learners in PPOCS 1 might bee abl discover certain aspects of it for
themselves, thereby profiting from the course ie test possible way, no matter how
advanced their pronunciation skills or how (un)aimbs their personal goals for English

pronunciation may be.

The main objective of this thesis, then, is to fiwmdys of updating and improving the
pronunciation course at the Vienna English Depantniy paying special attention to the
implications of the phenomenon of English as auadranca for English pronunciation
teaching. In chapter 1, | present and discuss aruf key concepts that | draw on in this
thesis, such as English as a lingua franca (EL$€lfjtKachru's famous ‘Three Circles of
English’, and two ideologies still prevailing inetprofessional and academic discourse on

English language teaching: native-speakersim amahdard English ideology. | will also

! Seehttp://time.com/3525767/you-say-potato-accents@kavystal-ben-crystal24 October 2014).
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discuss how ELF differs from the notion of ‘Engliat a foreign language’ (EFL) and address

the implications of both these concepts for Englssiguage teaching.

Chapter 2 provides an overview of important issneBnglish pronunciation teaching: after

discussing why pronunciation is an important afelarmlish language teaching, | will present
a number of learner factors that must be takenumtcof when planning a pronunciation

course. | then move on to discuss the status ofsgeaodels and norms in English

pronunciation teaching and critically examine tlerently most common goals and models.
The remaining sections of chapter 2 are dedicatedwo crucial issues in English

pronunciation teaching: the expression of idemtity pronunciation (section 2.4.) and the
complex notion of intelligibility (section 2.5.).e8tion 2.5. also includes a summary of the
most important findings of Jenkins’ (2000) reseavnhntelligibility in ELF.

In chapter 3, | subject PPOCS 1 to a closer arabsias to find out what exactly constitutes
the main strengths and weaknesses of this coutse. Chapter also comprises a detailed
discussion of the exchange between Spichtinger Hifiiner & Kidd in Vienna English
Working Paperg2000), which deals with the arguments put forwaydoth parties in favour
and against a re-orientation of PPOCS 1 towardgtbeunciation criteria of international

communication.

On the basis of my conclusions and findings madgenprevious chapters, | finally present
my suggestions for an overhaul of PPOCS 1 in chaptef this thesis, which | offer as a

starting point for discussion about possible futlterations to the course.



1. Key concepts and terminology

1.1.Users of English around the world: the Kachruvian acle model

Kachru's model of the three concentric circles ofgksh is extensively referred to in
scientific literature on English as an internatiotenguage, and is thus widely known
amongst scholars in the field. Although the modeblidy has its limitations (which | shall
comment on below), it nevertheless has proven aesoant way of categorizing the different
types of users of English that exist around theldv@ks some of the literature quoted in this
thesis as well as | myself occasionally will makérence to Kachru’'s Three Circles, | shall

provide a brief explanation of his model in thddualing.

In his works dating from the eighties and the eanlyeties, Kachru suggested classifying
users of English around the world intro three défe categories (e.g. Kachru 1985): the
‘Inner Circle’, the ‘Outer Circle’ and the ‘Expamdj Circle’. The ‘Inner circle’ encompasses
those countries where English is traditionally sgoks a first language (such as the USA, the
UK, or Canada). The ‘Outer Circle’ (also sometint@iselled ‘Extended Circle’) refers to
those regions to which English has spread duriegpriod of Anglo-Saxon colonisation and
where it has subsequently been institutionalizégtnoassuming the status of an official or
state language. These countries are at least betimultilingual, i.e. although English plays
an important socio-political role there, it is ordysecond or additional language for the
residents of these areas. The term ‘Expanding €iislused to designate countries where
English is a foreign language. Kachru thereforeaflgiemploys the term EFL (‘English as a
foreign language’) to refer to how English is usedxpanding Circle countries, whereas he
uses ESL (‘English as a second language’) for thgligh spoken in Outer Circle territories.
Yet, he admits that there is in fact no clear-auiriary between Outer Circle and Expanding
Circle countries, and that the status of individtedions may of course change over time
(Kachru 1985: 13-14). The counterpart to ESL andl Efat refers to English when used in
the Inner Circle is ENL (‘English as a native langa’).

Kachru's Three Circles model certainly constitusesuseful construct for conceiving of
different types of users of English in a global test and has, thereby, enhanced our
understanding of the spread and expansion of thglignlanguage in the world. Yet, it
clearly exhibits certain shortcomings that havenbiee subject of criticism in a number of

publications in the field of World Englishes resdar(see for example Graddol 1997,



Bruthiaux 2003, Kirkpatrick 200Pennycook 2007).The reader may be referred to Jenkins
(2009: 20-21) for a summary of the most importamithations of Kachru’s model. Graddol
(2006: 110) points out that the model was in fdutabete a decade after its publication in
1985, as it did not display the growing significaraf the Outer Circle as well as the gradual
blurring between EFL learners and ESL users inagearts of the world (most notably in

Europe). What is more, Graddol observes that

[in a globalised world, the traditional definitiaf ‘second-language user’ (as one
who uses the language for communication withinrtiegn country) no longer
makes sense. (ibid.)

That is to say, numerous speakers of English irEtianding Circle nowadays make use of
the language for various purposes in a numberffgrdnt settings, both with native speaRers
and other non-native speakers (cf. Jenkins 2000:Y28), according to Kachru’s model, they
would still have to be classified as foreign-langgiausers rather than as second-language
users. Thus, despite being a seemingly straightiamway to conceive of the different ways
in which English has been used in the world duthrgpast decades, Kachru’'s model clearly
fails to capture the more recent, yet fundamergaktbpments in the global spread and use of
English, in particular the fact that English is ramays extensively used as a global lingua
franca in the Expanding Circle as well as acrokthede ‘Circles’. Another problematic point
of Kachru’s model has to do with the question @&f twnership’ of the English language and
the model’s implications for how the language itdwed to evolve in the future. This issue

will be the topic the next section.

Who owns the English language?

A further point of criticism of Kachru's ‘Three @les’ model concerns the fact that he
defined his ‘Circles’ as concentric, indicating tththe model has an implicit hierarchical

structure in the sense that it presents ENL vaseds lying at the heart of the development of
the English language although their global impas évidently decreased (Jenkins 2009: 21).
It should be noted that Kachru did actually not mea his labels to suggest a relationship of

2 It seems worth mentioning that Kachru himself atidito the fact that his classification shoulduneerstood
as provisional (1985: 12).

% Note that | also use the abbreviations ‘NS’ an®iSXl to refer to the terms ‘native speaker’ and ‘riaiive
speaker’.
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superiority or inferiority between his ‘Circles’bfdl.)* Nevertheless, it is a fact that Kachru
assigned a certain role with regard to the distigmuand adoption of linguistic norms to each
of the three ‘Circles’: he defines Inner Circle ieies as ‘norm-providing’, as, being used by
‘the natives’, they are generally accepted as nsoftel teaching and learning; Outer Circle
varieties as ‘norm-developing’, as they go beyamikel Circle standards; and the Expanding
Circle as ‘norm-dependent’, which he claims to besentially exonormative” (Kachru 1985:
16-17). According to Kachru, then, whereas Outercl€ivarieties have the potential to
emerge as ‘New Englishes’ in their own right, smgakof English in the Expanding Circle
must necessarily orient themselves towards thelistig norms provided by Inner and, maybe
one day, Outer Circle speakers. Apart from the tlaat in this sense, Kachru’s model (albeit
unintentionally) clearly constructs a hierarchyugkrs of English, this kind of categorization
seems to be problematic for a number of other reasbirstly, native (or Inner Circle)
speakers of English are nowadays outnumbered bybyathe ever growing number of
Expanding Circle speakers, with estimates of 50001@illion EFL speakers as compared to
320-380 million ENL speakers (Crystal 2003: 61)c@ully, it has been estimated that about
80 % of interactions in which English is used eitag a foreign or second language nowadays
proceed without any native speakers of English d@resent at all (Beneke 1991: 54). It
seems questionable indeed why a relatively smalligof speakers should have the privilege
of exerting control ‘from afar’ (i.e. without beirgresent for the majority of interactions) over
the way English is used by a far larger numberpefgers, for the sole reason that the former
are native speakers of the language and the lateemot. This issue was discussed by
Widdowson in his famous article on the ‘ownersthop’English (1994), in which he argues
that native speakers of English have in fact ndtrigp claim custody over the English
language in order to control its development inrés of the world:

How English develops in the world is no businessteter of native speakers in

England, the United States, or anywhere else. Tiaeg no say in the matter, no

right to intervene or pass judgement. They arelewant. The very fact that

English is an international language means thabatmn can have custody over

it. To grant such custody of the language, is resndyg to arrest its development
and so undermine its international status. (Widadowk994: 385)

In his article, Widdowson also addressed the oftesd argument that the preservation of NS
Standard English norms would be crucial to enstiegt&ve communication and intelligibility

in international communication. Without this ‘stafdore’, it is assumed, English would break

* Kachru reiterates this view in a later discussibrhis model, stating that the term ‘Inner Circlg’simply
intended to indicate where the English languagmtically originated from (Kachru 2005).
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into various mutually unintelligibly varieties, tleby losing its potential to work as an
international means of communication. Widdowsorecaty this idea and points to the
necessity of linguistic adaption within a particuleontext and community, which itself
inevitably entails nonconformity to former standardie therefore concludes that English
must consequently be diversified in nature if it isa®sume a communicative and communal
function for various groups of speakers (Widdow$8684: 385). Yet, Widdowson doubts that
this will result in the development of mutually aotelligible ‘Englishes’, but expects that
English will automatically evolve into a balancethrglard form as far as is necessary
according to the groups of speakers involved (jblde furthermore concludes that

a standard English, like other varieties of langyadevelops endo-normatively,

by a continuing process of self-regulation, as appate to different conditions of

use. It is not fixed by exo-normative fiat from sidie: not fixed, therefore, by

native speakers. They have no special say in thieeman spite of their claims to

ownership of real English as associated with tbein particular cultural contexts
of use. (1994: 386)

According to Widdowson, then, ENL varieties shoulat be regarded as ‘norm-providing’,
nor should the Expanding Circle be regarded asfasdly exonormative’. Rather, users of
English in the Expanding Circle can be expecteddwelop their own linguistic norms and

standardsindependently from the impositions made by native speakers efdnguage.

Yet, the idea that native speaker authority ovev Emglish is used outside of ENL countries
is, in fact, unwarranted is by no means universatigepted in English linguistics. Andreasson
(1994: 402), for instance, believes that Engliskagers in the Expanding Circle should
essentially aim to emulate native speakers of St@h&nglish, and Trudgill still considers
native speakers as the custodians of English, oigirthat the language “resides in them”
(2005: 87). What Trudgill overlooks is that a lange clearly resides not merely within its
native speakers, but, as Brumfit observes, withiergone who uses it on a regular basis:

[tihe ownership (by which | mean the power to adapt change) of any language

in effect rests with the people who use it, whodhey are, however multilingual

they are, however monolingual they are. The magiwvaaces in sociolinguistic

research over the past half century indicate glehg extent to which languages

are shaped by their use. [...] Statistically, nathpeakers are in a minority for

language use, and this in practice for languagegdaor language maintenance,

and for the ideologies and beliefs associated thighlanguage at least in so far

as non-native speakers use the language for a raidge of public and personal
needs (Brumfit 2001: 116 [my emphasis])

Thus, the answer to the controversy of the ‘ownpisif the English language seems to boill

down to the question in how far non-native speaketsally make use of English for a wide
8



range of different purposes. That they do so toeay \great extent indeed has been
demonstrated by a number of researchers. JenkKi9 (Bection A7), for example, provides a
detailed overview of the diverse functions whichgksh fulfils in Asia and Europe
respectively, and Crystal (2003) lists various dmman which English is extensively
employed by non-native speakers, such as intematioelations, the media, tourism,
education, and electronic communication systemdgitAxhally, English plays an important
role in world economy as the language of globalifess and is also used as a global
academic language as well as a medium of instrmugtiohigher education in non-English
speaking countries (Graddol 200&n increasing number of scholars, such as Graddol
(1997: 10), therefore expect that non-native spmakaher than native speakers will be the
ones to impact powerfully on how English will demelas a global language in the future.

Given these worldwide developments in the use @liElm amongst non-native speakers of
the language, Seidlhofer demands the latters’ agletgement as “legitimate users [of
English]” instead of considering them as non-piiefit language learners struggling their way
towards NS competence (2011: 9). Only this willdlea an increased scientific interest in
how non-native speakers of English use and shapdatiguage according to their needs,
which, in turn, may lead to research findings tialy have valuable implications for English
language pedagogy throughout the world. The mostespread type of NNS English
nowadays (and, in fact, of the English languagsuah) and the one which therefore might
prove the most relevant for foreign learners oflisShgs English as a lingua franca (ELF). It
is this type of English that | am concerned withthrs thesis and we shall have a closer look

at this phenomenon in section 1.3.

In spite of the growing realization that non-natispeakers of English, too, should be
regarded as language users in their own right wiopact on the future development of the
English language must not be underestimated, @ afl native speakers as having a special
claim to the English language and of the supeyioat native speaker English is still
widespread amongst English scholars, language ¢ememd laypeople alike. The entirety of
these and similar beliefs can be identified asde@rt of an extensive ideology that seems to
underlie the TESOL domain which is commonly termeative-speakerismin the next
section, we shall have a look at this set of bgliafong with its implications for the field of

English linguistics and for the teaching and leagrof English around the world.

® Yet, Graddol (2006: 62) notes that its importaimcthis respect is increasingly challenged by otheguages,
such as Chinese.
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1.2. Native-speakerisnand the native/non-native dichotomy
According to Hollidaynative-speakerisroan be defined as

an established belief that ‘native-speaker’ teachepresent a ‘Western culture’
from which spring the ideals both of the Englisingaage and of English
language teaching methodology. (2005: 6)

This assumption puts ENL countries and native sprsasif English in a highly advantageous
position. The Inner Circle countries, especiallg K, profit immensely from the great
number of learners visiting in order to pursue laage courses taught by oh-so proficient NS
teachers in what they are led to believe is thguage’s ‘home® Native speakers benefit
from their assumed expertise in English languagehiag and learning, which earns them
employment options in the education sector andaaiiyhin research and literature on ELT.
The problem is that exactly those qualities andooomities are consequently denied to non-
native speakers of English, who are automaticallys@ered less competent than their native
speaker colleagues. What is more, Holliday (ibadsp blames native-speakerism for causing
an ideologically-motivated ‘us’ vs. ‘them’ divisioin the TESOL community, which
undermines the “common, international professi@tademic identity” he wishes for
(2005: 2).

But where, one might ask, does the assumption tWenapeaker supremacy originate, and

can the latter actually be justified on rationawrds?

The native speaker fallacy

One reason why native speakers are often consideratkal language teachers is that, due to
their linguistic proficiency, they are assumed ¢mstitute an optimal model for learners. As
Phillipson observes:
Why should the native speaker be intrinsically dretjualified than the non-
native? The tenet would hold that this is the daseause of greater facility in
demonstrating fluent, idiomatically appropriate daage, in appreciating the

cultural connotations of the language, and [...] @nlg the final arbiter of the
acceptability of any given samples of the langu@ghkillipson 1992: 194)

Yet, most learners of English will nowadays be gsitme language for international

communication rather than in NS-NNS interactionerenother non-native speakers will be

® See for example the section “Why learn Englisthin UK?” on the British Council’&ducation@UKwebsite
(http://www.educationuk.org/global/articles/why-tagenglish-in-the-uk/, 25 January 2014).
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the judges of whether a particular use of languageceptable or not and where the use of
cultural connotations will be inappropriate if nbgtrimental to communication. This makes
the value of the above qualities for English teasle most contexts in which the language is
nowadays learnt and taught doubtful in itself. Wisahore, even if one would disregard this
argument against the assumption of the supremadiSofeachers, it can still be argued that
all of the above-mentioned qualities can be acdug non-native speakers through teacher
training (ibid.). In addition, in contrast to nagispeakers, NNS teachers have the invaluable
advantage of having experienced the (often ardupugess of learning English as a second
language themselves, which makes them likely taetambetter knowledge of the “linguistic
and cultural needs” of their students (Phillips@92: 195). Phillipson concludes that non-
native speakers might therefore actually be momapatent language teachers than native
speakers, and that the idea of the native speakeateal language teacher is but a fallacy.
Similarly, Canagarajah suggests that their bililigoa enables non-native speakers to
cultivate “a deep metalinguistic knowledge and claxpanguage awareness” (Canagarajah
1999: 80). He also points to the fact that the famguage is increasingly considered a useful
pedagogic resource rather than an obstacle in ddamiguage learning, and concludes that
the tenet of NS teachers’ superiority can be jigstiheither on linguistic nor on pedagogical

grounds, and is but pure ideology (Canagarajah :13®$31).

Native-speakerism and the status of Outer CircledaBxpanding Circle Englishes

The ideology of native-speakerism is also closelgnected to the idea that native speakers
speak the only ‘real’ English which non-native dpa should try to replicate as closely as
possible. This echoes the idea of native spealeetBeaonly ones to have a rightful claim to
the ‘ownership’ of the English language discussedhe previous section. Apart from the
negative consequences of the ideology of nativelsgpésm for non-native teachers and
scholars in the domain of TESOL which | outlinedwad, the continued prevalence of native-
speakerist thinking also has serious implicatiamrshbw English is taught to foreign learners
of the language all over the world as well as twe tvay the field of English linguistics
perceives itself as an academic discipline. If N§IEh is viewed as the ultimate linguistic
norm towards which the rest of the entire Englisaaking world should orient itself, it will
undoubtedly continue to prevail not only as ‘a’ lagthe standard in ELT, i.e. also in
teaching contexts where the adoption of alternativedels and goals would be more
appropriate. What is more, the degree of scholathrest of NS English as opposed to the
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one of ESL varieties and EFL ‘varietiégand, of course, the one of ELF) is likely to be
overemphasized within the native-speakerist franmew®o put it in a nutshell, native-
speakerist thinking prevents ELF as well as Outiecl€ and Expanding Circle Englishes
from gaining acceptance and recognition in the Bhegpeaking world, thereby underrating
their significance for English linguistics and Eisbl language teaching alike. In this sense,
native-speakerism is closely linked to a similagalbgical movement in English linguistics
which Seidlhofer (2011) discusses under the headingtandard English ideology’. The
latter is no less relevant than the ideology ofweaspeakerism here, yet | will postpone my
discussion of this subject to a later point, as itecessary to first look at the phenomenon of

ELF itself (see section 1.3.) in order to be ablétlow my argument on this matter.

Two things remain to be said about native-speakertsrst, as Holliday observes, it appears
to be an extremely widespread way of thinking ikato deep-rooted in the subconscious of
the TESOL community that its members are often lignb of both its existence and its
influence on their thinking and acting (Holliday@® 10). Secondly, it seems that it is exactly
this unawareness and ignorance that is the souraemnative speakers’ belief in the
seemingly unquestionable linguistic superiorityN$ English, which, unfortunately, makes
them unlikely to embrace the notion of English dsgua franca (Jenkins 2007: 59). Native-
speakerism can thus be considered a powerful iggdluat is at least partly responsible for
the ‘conceptual gap’ in the consciousness of Ehdiisguists and ELT practitioners alike
where ELF should find its place, which Seidlhofegeady pointed to in 2001 (cf. Seidlhofer
2001a). Obviously enough, this has serious consegge for the teaching of English
throughout the world: with numerous English langaidgachers either being suspicious or
simply unaware of the notion of ELF, the ‘E’ in ELWill most probably continue to be
English as spoken by (a small group of) native kpisain most teaching contexts, i.e. also in
those where the adoption of alternative teachingetsowould be more appropriate. It seems
high time, then, to raise awareness amongst ELTtipomers — be they teachers, teacher
trainees or student teachers at university — ofstgeificance of ELF for learners of English
in the Expanding and Outer Circles and the possibjgications of ELF research for English

language teaching.

" For a critical discussion of the concept of varisee Seidlhofer (2007).
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A short note on terminology

There is yet one terminological issue in connectioth the distinction between native and
non-native speakers that needs clarification befooing on to the discussion of ELF in
section 1.3. Given the problematic ideologies surding the native/non-native distinction
discussed in this section, it has been debatednehet not linguists should continue to make
use of this labelling at all. Jenkins (2000: 8-8yues against the use of the term ‘native
speaker’ by indicating its conceptual deficiencielsen applied to Outer Circle contexts
where it is often problematic to differentiate betm a speaker’s first and second language.
Citing Rampton (1990), she also criticises thabitstructs Anglo-English as a benchmark in
accordance to which other types of English areet@Vmluated, “which cannot be acceptable
or appropriate for a language that has passedvotial ownership” (Jenkins 2000: 9). Jenkins
also points to the negative consequences of theefrabn-native dichotomy for non-native
speakers which | already touched upon above,heelack of self-confidence and authority
experienced by non-native teachers and scholdaks, @il of which often lead them to be
disadvantaged in their professional lives (ibid)further problem of the label ‘non-native’
concerns its morphological structure and its seimantplications: as Seidlhofer notes, the
prefix ‘non-" might be interpreted as indicatingns® sort of lack or deficiency (2011: 5; see
also Holliday 2005: 4). Yet, unlike Jenkins (200@))o rejects the use of the terms ‘native’
and ‘non-native’ and who suggests an alternatiwt, ngore complex labelling, Seidlhofer
does make use of this terminology in her work, Ipam order to avoid terminological
confusion, but primarily because for her, the texdosnot possess any kind of negative or
positive connotations:

While | fully endorse Jenkin’s reasoning, | do rgenerally adopt alternative

labels at this point [...] This is because | takes[tlrms ‘native’ and ‘non-native’]

to mean very simply what they actually denote @athan what they have come

to connote for many): a native-speaker of Englishsomebody whose L1 is

English, and a non-native speaker of English isedmdy who has an L1, or L1s,
other than English. (Seidlhofer 2011: 6)

| fully agree with Seidlhofer on this point and kerhave decided to employ the terms ‘native
speaker’ and ‘non-native speaker’ in this thesithm same way as she did in the work cited
above. What is more, doing away with these termsldvprobably only aid the concealment

of their problematic nature rather than actualliphresolve the difficulties surrounding them

(Kubota in an email to Holliday, cited in Hollid&p05: 5).
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The notion of non-nativeness as being an L2/Lnerathan an L1 speaker of a language is
furthermore central to the concept of English a#hgua franca, which it is now time to
consider more thoroughly.

1.3.English as a lingua franca: what it is, what it isrt

When speaking of ‘English as an international lagg) (EIL), linguists usually conceive of
English as being used “within and across Kachr&scles’, for intranational as well as
international communication” (Seidlhofer 2011: 3owever, as Seidlhofer (2011: 3-4)
observes, there are two fundamentally distinct ®oohEIL: a localized and a globalized one.
The former refers to uses of English in contextemshthe language has been institutionalized
as a means for communication within Kachru’s Ouf@rcle countries (ibid.), which are
nowadays often summarized under the term ‘New EBhg’ (Jenkins 2009) or ‘World
Englishes’ (Kirkpatrick 2007). The latter, on thther hand, is left unrevealed by Kachru’'s
model, and refers to English as it is used arotedytobe for communicating internationally,
i.e. as a globdingua franca(Seidlhofer 2011: 4). This use of English is noagglcommonly

referred to as ‘ELF’ (English as a lingua franca).

In order to fully understand the concept and natdifeLF, it is necessary to take a quick look
at the concept of ‘lingua franca’ itself. A ‘lingdfeanca’ is commonly conceived of as any
kind of linguistic medium employed by speakers iffiedent first languages, neither of whom
is a native speaker of this language (Samarin 198Z; quoted in Seidlhofer 2011: 7). Whilst
some definitions of English as a lingua franca texslude native speakers from ELF
communication (Firth 1996: 240; House 1999: 74is & fact that speakers for whom English
is a first language participate in ELF interactid¢Geidlhofer 2011: 7). Seidlhofer therefore
defines ELF as

any use of English among speakers of different fnisguages for whom English
is the communicative medium of choice, and oftendhly option. (ibid.)

One might ask whether it actually makes sense swstiron including native speakers in a

definition of ELF, especially because it seemsipaldrly important to highlight that ELF is

not EFL (and that orientation to NS norms is henceegessary, if not harmful, in ELF

interactions). The answer to this question liestle need to avoid confusion and

misunderstanding on what ELF actually is. As mergd above, ELF interactions may

involve native speakers of English, and may, furtiere, even take place in Inner Circle or
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Outer Circle countries (Seidlhofer 2011: 7). Thénpas that neither the geographical context
in which English is used nor the (possible) presenf one or more native speakers
determines the linguistitunction of English in a particular speech event. To puinita

nutshell,

ELF does not stop being ELF if inner or outer @rchembers happen to be
present. (Jenkins 2007: 2)

Thus, in order to avoid the misconception that finesence of a native speaker would
automatically make any exchange between non-najpeakers EFL instead of ELF (and
thereby reduce their linguistic output to some kaidearner language), it seems sensible to
acknowledge native speakers of English as posgétécipants in ELF interactions right
from the start. However, it seems important to neMoer that numerically, their presence will
often be the exception rather than the norm, aatliths primarily non-native speakers who
establish and co-construct the linguistic norms ands of ELF, independently (to a large
extent) from the ones of NS English. ELF reseathbln, is concerned with the specific
characteristics of ELF interactions as opposed3aN¥NS and NS-NS communication, i.e. “in

what ways ELF interactions are actuallyi generis (House 1999: 74).

The nature of ELF: not ‘a’, but the epitome of, liguistic variety

Probably the most important key characteristicrof Bngua franca is their inherent linguistic
hybridity, which is brought about by the differdahguage systems involved in their makeup
(Jenkins 2007: 1). This is especially true for EBE,— due to its global spread — the number
of different L1s affecting its structure is partiady high (Seidlhofer 2011: 8). It is worth
noting here that it is exactly this intrinsic hydity that seems to constitute one of the main
reasons for the lack of acceptance and interese dmguists exhibit with regard to ELF (|
shall pursue this point in more detail in sectiod.)l What adds further to the intrinsic
hybridity of ELF is that, in contrast to users ot#lized varieties of EIL, interlocutors who

use English as a means for international communitat

do not orient to their local speech communities lbwé involved in de-
territorialized speech events, so that establisliesmmmon linguacultural ground
[...] becomes an intrinsic part of the encounteridBefer 2011: 4)
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Thus, given that ELF speakers do not share a conuulbural background and that they are,
moreover, communicating in a language other thair .2 ELF interactions are bound to

constantly feature linguistic negotiations.

The distinction between research in the field ofFEdnd the study of World Englishes is
undoubtedly a crucial one, for the two differ salpgially in the way they look at non-native
English varieties (Deterding 2013: 6). The studywwdrld Englishes is concerned with the
investigation of particular uses of English as neemerged, autonomous varieties of the
language that are, as pointed out above, localizedtied to a specific geographical area
(ibid.). As a result, research in this field tertdscentre upon the distinguishing linguistic
characteristics that set these varieties apart fsasmanother (ibid.; cf. Kirkpatrick 2007 and
Jenkins 2009), i.e. there is a focus on linguidtfterences The study of ELF, on the other
hand, investigates the functioning of cross-naticoenmunication, and is therefore interested
in the interlocutors’ linguisticcommon ground (Deterding 2013: 6; see also the above
guotation of Seidlhofer 2011). It is equally imgort to note that ELF research does not claim
English as a lingua franca to benply another variety of the English language ttet be
pinned down in terms of its formal characteristice. another ‘World English’, such as

Indian English or Hong Kong English). As Deterdmgkes clear:

[1]t is fundamentally incorrect to suggest thateash on ELF is proposing the
emergence of a single variety of English. Indeedenethough it seeks to
investigate some of the shared patterns by whichplpe from different
backgrounds communicate, it always acknowledgedsratekd celebrates the fact
that there continues to be wide variation in the/svénat English is used around
the world. (ibid.)

Nevertheless, it seems to be a somewhat widesprescbnception that ELF research is
‘monocentric’, i.e. that it would seek to promotesiagle uniform variety of English which

should be employed in international communicatidhis is yet, as stated in the above
guotation and as a number of other ELF researches tiied to assert (e.g. Seidlhofer 2006:
46-48; 2011: 25, note 7; Jenkins 20aR), not the aim of ELF research, but quite the
contrary. The idea of implementing a single invalgea’'ELF norm’ goes against the very
concept of ELF itself, since ELF cannot and nevidrlve a single monolithic variety, for the

simple reason that ELF speakers explore the litigugd cultural repertoire available to

them in a way that serves their particular locadse(Cogo 2012: 98). It is thus also incorrect

8 This is also true for native speakers of Englihtheir L1 is ENL, not ELF. In this sense, ELR igrototypical
lingua franca with no native speakers, for “nobbdg grown up as a speaker of it” (Seidlhofer 20aB).
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to think of ELF as a completely non-localizable wafyusing English: in fact, it has been
suggested that different ELF ‘varieties’ (for lamka better word) may be evolving in certain
parts of the world, in the sense that these formdEld= may exhibit certain regional
characteristics due to the particular L1s of theagprs involved and the specific functions
that English fulfils in these areas (such as EumapELF or ASEAN ELFY. But of course,
these ‘varieties’, too, are not to be regardedimguistically uniform, and of course ELF
exists on a larger international scale as wellCaAgo affirms:

The reality is that ELF communication can both staharacteristics that localize
it and make it typical of a certain region, butdn also be fluid and realized in
transnational, or international, networks, and nmogets. (ibid.).

Another widespread misconception about ELF resetirahleads many people to reject the
idea of ELF and its scientific investigation is ttitavould try to identify a ‘core’ of linguistic
features of ELF (i.e. the aforementioned ‘ELF ngrrthiat should subsequently replace
NS norms in the teaching of English as a second@etyn language. ELF research has thus
frequently been accused of “patroniz[ing] learngf®nkins 2007: 21), in the sense that it
would try to prevent learners from aspiring to iatt@ative-like proficiency in English. Again,
this is a mistaken assumption, which ELF reseasch@ve hence tried to counteract
(e.g. Seidlhofer 2006: 48). As Jenkins (2007: 22kes clear, from the point of view of ELF
research, it is entirely up to the learners whatlkof English they need and want to attain
proficiency in, be it EFL (i.e. in fact ENL), ESlk &LF. She concludes that

[i]n this way, ELF increases rather than decreéisesvailable choices, while it is
the insistence on conformity to NS norms [...] thedtricts them. (ibid.)

It seems, then, that some of the negative attitudesards ELF are simply due to a
misinterpretation of the concept of ELF and/or déima of ELF research. Others, however, are

more ideologically motivated, as we shall see erikxt section.

1.4. Unfavourable attitudes towards ELF: Standard Englis ideology

While localized forms of EIL are nowadays generabknowledged as legitimate nativized
varieties of English, ELF still frequently meetsthvscepticism (Seidlhofer 2011: 48 & 74).
One reason why ELF still lacks acknowledgement modgnition as a legitimate object of

study appears to be that a number of people temddociate certain negative qualities with

° With regard to ELF in ASEAN, cf. Kirkpatrick (200163).
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the term ‘lingua franca’. Seidlhofer (2011: 75) ebh&s that the latter seems to evoke
pejorative connotations amongst a number of litgussich as the one of a primitive ersatz
language”® She then goes on to demonstrate that a linguadrannot by its own nature an

underdeveloped substitute language, reminding as some of the most complex and

impressive works of human history were writtenha tingua franca Latin (ibid.).

What is also worth considering is that resistantuates towards ELF are to be found notably
amongst those who are of the opinion that the stddige English language should primarily
consider NS varieties (Deterding 2013: 7). Indeedeems that negative attitudes towards
ELF are closely linked to certain ideologically-nvated sets of beliefs about language
ownership and linguistic norms. One of these idgels ‘native-speakerism’, has already
been discussed in section 1.2. Another one is 8batlhofer (2011) calls ‘Standard English
ideology’. This termrelates to the well-established linguistic notidn'®&tandard language

ideology’, which refers to

[tihe belief that imposed language uniformity isodofor society and that the
standard variety is the only legitimate one. (Seéér 2011: 42)

‘Standard English ideology’, then, can be descriig@ particular type of ‘Standard language
ideology’, which is based on the belief that natildBnglish standard varieties should not only
be valid within a particular nation, but shouldcatonstitute the linguistic norm for speakers
of English as an international language (ibid.).

With regard to the status and legitimacy of Outecl€ and Expanding Circle Englishes, the
ideas of Standard English ideology are similarhi® dnes of native-speakerism, in that they
both deny non-native English varieties acceptanu approval.Seidlhofer (2011, ch. 2)
provides interesting examples of how these wayshwiking are present in the English-
speaking media and even amongst well-known sooguists (who, one should assume,
should be aware of and stay above any ideologioaltipning towards particular uses of
language). One of these, Randolph Quirk, arguddviour of Standard English as a linguistic
norm for non-native speakers of English in a pggealished in 1985 as follows:

The relatively narrow range of purposes for whibe hon-native needs to use

English (even in ESL countries) is arguably welltecad for by a single
monochrome standard form that looks as good onrpapdé sounds in speech.

10 See for example Kachru (1996: 906) and McArthO® 1), both referred to in Seidlhofer (2011: 75).
Eoyang (1999) makes no secret of his aversionHerconcept of ‘lingua franca’, considering it anfjuistic
hodgepodge[]”. He also regards the semiotic streotd the term itself (“a Latin phrase that referd=rench yet
designates a mixed language of widespread currgtaye illustrative for “mongrelness or wordlinégibid.).
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There are only the most dubious advantages in @xgpdie learner to a great
variety of usage, no part of which he will havedito master properly, little of
which he will be called upon to exercise, all of igth is embedded in a
controversial linguistic matrix he cannot be expdctto understand.
(Quirk 1985: 6)

Apart from the fact that Quirk seemingly fails &cognize the difference between exposing
learners to and thereby familiarizing them withglimstic diversity (which clearly is of
immense pedagogic importance to the contemporarye&éher of English) and the actual
mastery of different language varieties, his arguims clearly invalid in the light of the
immense developments in the socio-linguistic landscof the English-speaking world that
have happened during the past decades. As Seid(26f&1: 45) notes, from today’s point of
view, it is simply not true that non-native speakase English for ‘a relatively narrow range
of purposes’ (see also section 1.1.), and it igefioee questionable whether ‘a single
monochrome standard form’ will suffice to serve théended range of purposes for which
English is nowadays used by ESL and EFL speakelat\@uirk overlooks as well is that
speakers of a language, regardless of whether tihdde native language or not, will always
feel the need for expressing their identities tigtothe way they use language. Widdowson
(1982: 12) maintains that it is simply impossibée & natural language to only serve as a
neutral medium of communication, due to the sinfale that the need for self-expression
through language is inherent to human natlile. the light of these considerations, the idea
of a single standard variety being able to catah&need for self-expression of millions of

people from a wide range of culturally diverse lgaokinds seems more than dubious.

Quirk continued to hold his adverse position towartn-native varieties in later years,
especially towards non-institutionalized ones, sashELF is. Thus, he regards any non-
native, non-institutionalized varieties of Englists fairly uninteresting to the linguist’s
enterprise, for these ‘performance varieties’, @asgdils them, “are inherently unstable” (Quirk
1990: 5-6 & Quirk 1995: 24), and therefore appdyettio unsystematic to invest effort into
their investigation. ELF seems to be particulanynerable to this reproach, for, as we have
seen in section 1.3., any lingua franca is lingeadiy hybrid by nature, and ELF even more
so due to the large number of different L1 backgdsuof its speakers. Yet, as Seidlhofer
(2011: 48) argues, Quirk’s argument can easily dfated: firstly, any natural language is
characterized by inherent instability. What is mdhere is scientific evidence which proves
that ELF

" This, as we shall see in section 2.4., seems maki&ularly true of pronunciation.
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exhibits regularities (much like any natural langejawhich contradict the notion
that ‘performance varieties’ are totally arbitranyd erratic. (ibid.)

Seidlhofer (2011, ch. 3) offers a much more extandiscussion of Quirk’s assumptions with
regard to non-native English varieties in connectwith Standard English ideologist
thinking, a replication of which not only lies beybthe scope of this thesis, but which would
offer hardly any new insights on this matter. lastel would like to maintain that the
arguments put forward against the legitimacy of Eafd other non-native English varieties)
often seem to stem from misconceptions groundedeological beliefs about the supremacy
of standard NS language use rather than factulagoral argumentation. It seems high time,
then, to raise awareness amongst scholars andsEdatiguage teachers alike of the different
ideologies that currently seem to profoundly aftbetr thinking, so as to grant ELF the status
of a scientifically interesting, legitimate subjexdtstudy that it is and to finally recognize its

relevance for learners of English throughout theldvo

The phenomenon of ELF has increasingly gained itapoe over the last decades especially
for learners in the Expanding Circle, with ELF nalags being the most widespread type of
English in these areas, and in the entire worldeneral. It follows that ELT practitioners
must finally start to take account of the implicats of ELF for English language teaching,
not only, but first and foremost in Expanding Giratontexts, so that teaching practices,
learning goals and classroom models can be adj@steordingly. These implications, and
how ELF is to be distinguished from the currenthev@iling notion of EFL in Expanding

Circle countries, will be the topic of the next tsea.

1.5.ELF, EFL and ELT

Despite the fact that the global rise of ELF argdimplications for the teaching of English
have been the subject of numerous publicationkernptst years and research into the nature
of ELF is increasingly carried out, the practicé€aglish language teaching seem to have
remained largely unaffected by the findings andagedic suggestions of ELF research.
According to Seidlhofer (2011: 14), the unchalleshgprevalence of NS norms in
ELT/TEFL/TESOL can be attributed to a ‘conceptuapgin the consciousness of people
where ELF should find its place. Indeed, many ptiacers in the field of English language
teaching are simply oblivious to the concept of EBRd consequently fail to recognize its

importance for learners in the Expanding and OGlecles. As a result, the kind of English
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taught to non-native learners of the language ils dften exclusively the one spoken by

native speakers who are considered the so-calleget language community’.

In order to promote the acceptance and recogndfahe notion of ELFSeidlhofer stresses
the need for clarifying conceptual and terminolagjiconfusions, and suggests to clearly
distinguish between ‘English as a lingua franca_KEon the one hand and ‘English as a
foreign language’ (EFL) on the other hand (Seid#hd2011: 17). If a ‘foreign language’
perspective is adopted, language teaching will fented towards the linguistic and cultural
norms of the NS community of the language in qoestiFrom this point of view, language
learning is essentially aimed at becoming ‘natike:] with learners being encouraged to ‘do
as the natives do’, not only in terms of linguist@mmpetence, but also with regard to cultural
and situational norms, all of which act as ‘membignsing devices’ of the respective NS
community (ibid.). The aim of language learningtds appeal to native speakers of the
language by adhering to the lingua-cultural norgdwvithin their linguistic community. For
non-native learners of English, this means that
you make a bid for membership of this NS communytyy strive to abide by

these norms and are judged by your success in dmingand you expect to be
praised or criticized, accepted or rejected byveaspeakers of English. (ibid.)

It follows, then, that native speakers are to lgarded as the ‘norm-providing’ (Kachru 1985:
16-17) speech community within an EFL perspectaed that so-called ‘native speaker
competence’ is the ultimate goal of English languégarning that learners are supposed to

strive for.

Within an ELF perspective, however, it is not NSms that are of interest, but what is
acceptable in a particular communicative encoub&tween speakers of different L1s who
use English as a lingua franca. The linguacultnoains in ELF encounters are thus not pre-
existent, bunegotiatedby the participants in an interaction, by meanaative collaboration
and by exploiting the linguistic resources at handrder to reach communicative efficiency.
As Seidlhofer puts it:

The crucial point [...] is that [ELF] norms are tégitinderstood to be established

during the interaction within the current possti@b, and that they are primarily

regulated by interactional exigencies, rather thgrwhat native speakers would

say, or would find correct, or ‘normal’, or appr@te. [...] In such situations, it

would be interactionally counter-productive, evexignmtly absurd in most cases,

for speakers to (strive to) adhere to ENL linguagal nhorms when no ENL
speakers may even be present. (Seidlhofer 2011: 18)
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This means that in ELF interactions, a speakeriststdherence to English NS norms may be
perceived as somewhat inappropriate or even ingaby other speakers or may, at worst,
reveal itself as harmful to the interlocutors’ coomitative enterprise. Thus, instead of
adopting or imitating ENL norms, successful ELF aps adapt them to suit their
communicative purpose while at the same time takirgpunt of and accommodating to their
interlocutor’s linguistic needs (ibid.). An apprba® ELT that takes proper account of how
English is used in ELF contexts will therefore haweacknowledge the fact that the often
praised ‘authentic NS usage’ does not constitudaitable reference point for speakers who
intend to use English in international communiaatimstead, such an approach must attempt
to help learners develop communicative stratediashave been found to be most valuable in
ELF encounters, and privilege the teaching of tHoggiistic forms and aspects of language

that were found to be crucial to maintaining muingtlligibility in ELF.

The ‘foreign language’ perspective on teaching Bhgis very much how the majority of
ELT professionals and policy makers in Austria (ardually everywhere else) currently
conceive of the subject of English, and consequendrms such as ‘target language
community’ or ‘target culture’ are extensively emyd in school curricula and other official
documents designed to establish standards and nmmmgaching and learning English.
Whereas a ‘foreign language’ orientation may ber@ppate for the teaching of languages
which are hardly used outside the native speakemumnity (Seidlhofer 2011: 17), such an
approach seems questionable with regard to théitepof a language that has reached such
an immense global spread as EngliBhis does not mean that a strict ELF approach shoul
be adopted in all contexts of English language heac which seems to be a somewhat
common misconception of what ELF research seelsrdmote. As Seidlhofer (2006: 48)
makes clear, what kind of English is taught wilvays depend on the respective learners’
needs and wants. The crucial point is that it iscigely these learner needs and learner
preferences which are often not considered atmalELT, especially in Expanding Circle
contexts (such as in Austria and other Europeamntdes). That is, the fact that the majority
of learners of English in these areas will be u&th§ rather than EFL is rarely taken account
of in official curricula and school policies, andnsequently not in actual classroom practice,
either. What is more, many people, for ideologicgther than scientifically well-founded
reasons (cf. the previous section), seem to retiedvays of speaking employed by ELF
users as merely ‘erroneous’ rather than as comrativéc strategies that are worthy of
scholarly attention and potentially useful to Larieers of English. For these reasons, the
predominance of the EFL perspective in the Expanddircle is simply not questioned
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enough, and numerous English teachers (and scholéne field of ELT) seem oblivious to
alternative perspectives on teaching English. Wimaitld be of utmost importance, then, is to
raise awareness amongst practising and future eemclike of the notion of ELF and its
significance for learners of English who intendettgage in intercultural communication in
their future lives (who, in today’s globalised wahrconstitute a clear majority), and to equip
them with the knowledge and skills necessary tegrdte an ELF perspective in their
teaching. It follows that a consideration of thestnionportant findings of ELF research and
their potential implications for different areas IBET should occupy an important place in
English language teacher education. Pronunciasigmdbably an area of language that should
receive special attention in this respect, as this area that was found to be of particular
importance to successful ELF communication (JenRG®0; cf. section 2.1.).

One of the main objectives of this thesis is tosprd a state-of-the-art approach to English
pronunciation teaching for future language teackieas takes proper account of the findings
of ELF research in order to help teaching degradestts acquire the skills and knowledge
needed to adequately prepare their future studentsLF interactions. Before presenting my

suggestions for this in section 4, it is necessatyave a look at some important key issues in
English pronunciation teaching which must be taikeéa consideration before any attempt at

designing a pronunciation course can be made.Wilibe done in the next chapter.
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2. Key issues in English pronunciation teaching
2.1. Why English pronunciation teaching is important

The importance accorded to pronunciation teachaggvaried greatly with the many different
approaches to language teaching that have emengbe 28" century. Whilst form-focused
pronunciation teaching was considered to be of strimoportance irAudiolingualismor the
Silent Way it has been attributed less significanceCoammunicative Language Teaching
(CLT), which is the approach nowadays most frequentlpleyed in language teaching
(Celce-Murcia, Brinton & Goodwin 1996: 3-8). Cleagrhs Levis (2005: 369) observes, the
significance accorded to pronunciation has ofteenbmotivated by ideological beliefs rather
than scientific evidence. So why is English pronatien teaching important? Probably the
most important reason to teach English pronunegiagdhat a certain level in pronunciation is
necessary for learners of English to maintain ligieility in spoken conversation and to
avoid communication breakdown (Celce-Murcia, Bnmt Goodwin 1996: 7). In CLT, this
level is usually referred to as ‘threshold’ leéllearners fail to attain said level, they might
have serious difficulties in oral communication,eevif their grammatical and lexical
competence in English is exemplary (ibitf.)This claim seems plausible insofar as
differences in pronunciation may affect variousentlevels of language in English: they may
alter the lexical meaning, the grammatical meamnthe discourse meaning of an utterance

(Rogerson-Revell 2011: 3; for examples see table 1)

Table 1 Examples of linguistic differences dueiffedences in pronunciation

Lexical meaning _pin vs. bin, chin vs. gin, thin tis.

Grammatical meaning | 'record (noun/adjective) vs.'cerd (verb)
teeth (noun) vs. teethe (verb)

Discourse meaning thought he might like me. (But | was wrong.)
| thought he mighlike me. (But not that he was actually in love with )ne.
I thought he might likene. (Not my sister.)

Given the fact that pronunciation constitutes tbaceptual basis for higher linguistic units
(Rogerson-Revell 2011: 2), it follows that deviatisom pronunciation norms can possibly
change the meaning of an utterance and may evee kawonsiderable impact on
communicative success. This has proven to be patlg true for ELF contexts, where
pronunciation emerged as the predominant causeowimunication breakdown (Jenkins

2000). In Jenkins’ data, over two thirds of comneation breakdowns (27 out of 40) were

12 Celce-Murcia, Brinton and Goodwin refer the reaibea study by Hinofotis and Bailey (1980) to supfibis
claim. This study investigated NS undergraduatesteptions of foreign teaching assistants’ comnatito
skills, i.e. it is located within the ESL/EFL (andt the ELF or EIL) domain.
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due to pronunciation errors, all of them being ealisy negative L1 transfét Similar results
were obtained by Deterding (2013) in his invest@atof misunderstandings in South-East
Asian ELF, who found that over 86% of misunderstagsl in his data involved
pronunciation. A possible explanation for the greapact of a speaker’'s accent on his/her
intelligibility in ELF communication may be that naative speakers of English tend to make
use of bottom-up rather than top-down processingtegies (cf. Brown 1990: 59-60). As
Jenkins observes,

[w]hile most people would nowadays support an sxtBve processing model

rather than one which is purely top-down or botigm-it seems that NBESs

[non-native speakers] do not follow the same patt@®ifficulties which they

encounter with top-down skills, particularly in agbn to making use of

contextual cues, both linguistic and extra-lingaisand linguistic redundancy,

force them back to an over-reliance on bottom-ujtsskhich, in turn, lead them
to focus too firmly on the acoustic signal. (Jeiskd®00: 20).

This overemphasis on the incoming signal signifiisanincreases the possibility of
phonological errors leading to communication proidein ELF. Jenkins found that even
errors on the phonetic level may lead to comprebardifficulties in ELF talk, as non-native
speakers of English are more sensitive to alloghwariance than native speakers of English
(ibid.). Non-native speakers’ difficulty of corréctdecoding acoustic signals that are
phonetically or phonologically distorted is compdad by the fact that pronunciation is the
area of language in which L2 varieties exhibit gineatest diversity (Jenkins 2000: 1). Jenkins
(ibid.) thus concludes that pronunciation is “thegulistic area that most threatens
intelligibility” in ELF talk. It follows logically that an approach to ELT that aims at preparing
learners for international communication will hawe accord special attention to
pronunciation teaching and take account of findimgthe area of phonological intelligibility
in ELF.

Although not directly relevant to the topic of thisesis, it is still worth mentioning that
pronunciation also seems to be an important palaf within an EFL perspective: it is
interesting to note that although native speakeesnsto be less dependent on acoustic signals
than non-native speakers, they still appear to dicolarly sensitive about phonological

deviance. Drawing on the observations of Mey (1984ines states that

13 |nterestingly, Jenkins found that accents of speakvhose L1 was unrelated to their listenerst fasguage
tended to be less intelligible than accents of kpesawhose L1 belonged to the same language fasithe one
of their interlocutors (2000: 20).
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NS are at their most authoritative on matters obnatogy, less so on
morphology, less still on syntax, and less on sdit@nMoreover, this scale
corresponds to a scale of the native speakerstaiade of linguistic deviance:
they instinctively abhor phonological deviance, endhe morphological sort,
merely dislike the syntactic, and can live with f#egnantic. (James 1998: 47)

Why should native speakers be less tolerant ofreram the phonological level that
potentially affect the grammar or meaning of an utterance #reors on the grammatical or
semantic level themselves? One possible explanébiothe kind of disapproval described
above may be the fact that pronunciation seeme tpdbticularly closely linked to people’s
social and personal identities (cf. section 2.&2.4.), and that a person’s accent can thus
serve as both a powerful in-group or out-group rearkrom the point of view of a native
speaker, a foreign accent might hence not onlynb@dication of the proficiency level which
a non-native speaker was able to reach in Englishymciation, but might also be perceived
as a manifestation of a speaker’s lack of soligasiith the native speaker community, an

immediate signal of ‘otherness’.

Apart from the danger of inhibiting comprehensigreegen causing communication problems
when a certain level of pronunciation is not reaclhy a learner of English, there are a
number of other reasons for teaching English proiaion. First, pronunciation does not
only convey linguistic meaning, but also gives slabout a person’s mood and emotional
state (Rogerson-Revell 2011: 4). In English, tkigpiimarily achieved through intonation:
through the use of different tones, but also byywar one’s voice quality, speed, loudness
and pitch range, speakers of English can expresglsnsuch as hesitancy or reservation (cf.
Rogerson-Revell 2011: 192-193). For learners wiaosiner tongue differs considerably from
English in how to convey attitudes and emotionsugh pronunciation, it may be particularly
important to draw attention to the way in whichstspect of pronunciation works in English
in order to avoid giving a false impression of anemotional state to the listerférAnother
argument in favour of pronunciation teaching andrieng is that competence in
pronunciation might help a speaker become morenflie a language (Rogerson-Revell
2011: 5). Learners who have great difficulties noruncing a large number of English
sounds (especially consonants and consonant dyustery be considerably ‘slowed down’
when speaking, making fluent speech a constargg&gdor them. In my personal experience,
this often has an additional, harmful effect oneothspects of pronunciation, such as sentence

1% This aspect of pronunciation has not been fourtsetorucial for intelligibility in ELF, but mightdof special
importance to learners who intend to use Englisimamily in interactions with native speakers, where
orientation to NS norms will be more expected amidarimportant than in international communication.
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stress and intonation, which become neglected dluleet effort and attention invested in the
production of particular sounds. What might be hélpo such learners is a considerable
amount of practice of the segments that pose pmbler them and/or helping them to find
substitutions for the sounds they find difficultgooduce in the form of sounds that are easier
to pronounce and still acceptable from the pointiefv of intelligibility, so as to enable them
to produce a continuous stream of speech with gresdse and, thereby, to become more

fluent in English.

What is more, it has to be remembered that L2 &ar(in particular adult learners) cannot be
expected to naturally acquire pronunciation by expe to native speaker speech such as they
did the phonology of their L1 (ibid.). While somealners are indeed “naturally gifted
mimics” (Dalton & Seidlhofer 1994b: 67), others mageed support in the form of explicit
practice and instruction in order to attain theesimold level in pronunciation. There are
certain groups of learners, however, who — mostiypfofessional reasons — need to attain a
level of pronunciation that goes beyond this ‘miaimrequirement’, i.e. their pronunciation

has to be particularly intelligible. According tookey (1987: 2), these include:

1. Foreign student teaching assistants in collagdsuniversities

2. A growing population of foreign-born [sic] tecdbal, business, and
professional employees in business and industry,

3. Adult and teenage refugees in resettlement andtwnal training programs,

4. International businessmen and business womenneld to use English as an
international lingua franc&.

To this list, Celce-Murcia, Brinton and Goodwin g8 8) add the following two points:

5. teachers of English as a foreign language wieo et native speakers of
English and who expect to serve as the major maddl source of input in
English for their students

6. people in non-English-speaking countries workasgour guides, waiters, hotel
personnel, customs agents, and the like, who ugésBrfor dealing with visitors
who do not speak their language.

Especially the points 4, 5 and 6 are relevant ¢éotdipic of this thesis. Whilst the points 4 and
6 emphasize the significance of intelligible proaiation in successful ELF communication
as discussed above, point 5 points to the potemti@lof English language teachers as major

15 | would rephrase this last point as ‘any speakdéfrmlish who uses English as a lingua franca imtouse
(1999: 74) terms an “influential framework’, i.eglobal business, politics, science, technology aretlia
discourse”. Clearly, the use of ELF is not restricto international commerce, but, since Morleytenhis in
1987, has spread to various other domains, in safmehich miscommunication and misunderstandingdctou
have serious consequences for large numbers ofgpeop
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pronunciation models for their students. FutureliShgeachers will therefore need to attain a
level in pronunciation that goes beyond being ‘jaglligible’, as their accent may constitute
an important reference model for their own stud@mtbeir later professional lives. It should
be noted, however, that in the age of electronidimeeachers have long ceased to be the
only pronunciation models in the ELT classroom. @hievel in pronunciation should be
attained by future language teachers and which kindronunciation training they should
receive as a consequence is a topic open to dahdtavill be considered in more detail in
section 3.2. For the moment, it is sufficient taenthat for teaching degree students (and
certain other groups of learners), attaining a mum level in English pronunciation will
certainly not be enough, which justifies the existe of a pronunciation course as part of
English language teacher education (such as iemilyrthe case at the Vienna English

Department) as such.

Having established that English pronunciation teegis of importance to all sorts of learners
of English (and even more so to those who intenénigage in international communication
and/or work as English language teachers), thetignesemains what exactly English
pronunciation teaching should aim at, i.e. whictalgomodels and approaches should be
adopted when teaching English pronunciation. Therao straightforward answer to this
guestion, since what should be taught will alwaggehd on the particular teaching context as
well as the specific type(s) of learners involv@tle next section provides an overview of a
couple of learner variables that are suspectedatp gn important role in the process of L2
pronunciation learning and that therefore shouldaen into account when deciding on the

goals, models and methods used in a pronunciatiorse.

2.2.Learner variables in L2 pronunciation learning

Before deciding on what and how to teach (Englislgnunciation, it is of paramount
importance to thoroughly consider the type of leesnconcerned. Wong (1987: 17) stresses
the need to consider learner variables such asletlimers’ personality traits and their
background in pronunciation learning (and languagening in general) in the planning of a
pronunciation course, as she believes that thetergaare likely to have a bearing on the
effectiveness and outcome of pronunciation insioact~or example, extrovert learners might
be more willing to participate in exercises thajuiee the production and imitation of foreign
sounds or to imitate NS intonation patterns tharovrert ones. In a study conducted by Suter

(1976), however, extroversion did not prove to Istatistically significant determinant for L2
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pronunciation achievement. Instead, his resultgesstgd that the ‘strength of concern’ of a
learner about pronunciation accuracy might be agmomant factor in the acquisition of L2
pronunciation. Besides the amount and nature @aenér’s prior pronunciation instruction
(and language instruction in general), another nm@mb factor in L2 pronunciation learning
seems to be the amount of exposure to the tamggtidye a learner has received and will be
able to receive during the process of pronunciateamning (cf. Celce-Murcia, Brinton &
Goodwin 1996: 16-17).

In the following, | will take a closer look at a mber of other factors that are commonly

suspected to play an important role in L2 pronuimmiglearning.

The role of L1

The way in which a learner’s L1 might affect proniation learning has been of interest to
numerous scholars in the field of L2 acquisition daite some time. One theory of language
learning that strongly emphasized the impact of tle system on second language
acquisitiort® is theContrastive Analysis Hypothesighich was originally proposed by Lado
(1957). According to this theory, our L1 systemsaas a filter during second language
learning, easing the acquisition of L2 featureg thast in a similar or equivalent form in a
speaker’s first language (Celce-Murcia, Brinton &g@win 1996: 19), in which case we may
speak of ‘positive L1 transfer’. However, wheretee L2 language system differs from a
learner’'s L1 system, learners might cope by inatlyaising strategies and structures of their
L1 in the L2, i.e. ‘negative L1 transfer’ is takiqdace; this phenomenon is also sometimes
referred to as ‘L1 interference’, for the learnet’s is said to be ‘interfering’ with L2
acquisition (Celce-Murcia, Brinton & Goodwin 199869-20). Thus, it was believed that a
simple comparison of a learner’s L1 system withltBesystem to be acquired would make it
possible to anticipate areas of difficulty which wieb have to receive greater attention in
language teaching. Although tl@&ontrastive Analysis Hypothesmoved to be unable to
account for all kinds of errors that occur during acquisition and is nowadays widely
considered to be of little relevance with regaranost areas of language learning, numerous
researchers still believe in its validity with regdo pronunciation (cf. Celce-Murcia, Brinton
& Goodwin 1996: 20), considering L1 interferenceb® “a significant factor in accounting

for foreign accents” (ibid.). Setter and Jenkin@0Z 3), for example, acknowledge the

'8 Unless otherwise stated, the term ‘second landisdpere used in the broad sense of the termitirefers to
both second and foreign language.
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potential impact of a learner’'s L1 phoneme inveyiton L2 pronunciation acquisition, and
also suggest the importance of considering L1 Bldl@onstraints in pronunciation teaching
(which, they argue, may prove significant for m&tyinese learners of English). Thus, taking
note of our learner’s L1 background might not eeald to fully anticipate the process of L2
pronunciation acquisition, but it will surely halig to be prepared feomedifficulties which
learners might experience, and will increase ouaramness of and our understanding for the

cognitive challenges those learners face througtheuliearning process.

Age

As regards the variable of age in the acquisitibh2pronunciation, researchers have often
been intrigued by the so-called ‘Joseph Conrad @iemon’. The latter was first described
by Scovel (1969) and is named after the famousipdiorn writer who only learned to speak
and write English at the age of eighteen. Conraghially managed to reach such a high
level in grammar and lexis in English that he wate do use the language creatively in
writing and produce literary masterpieces. Yetnbeer attained a level in pronunciation that
was in any way comparable to his achievementshardinguistic areas’ Similar to Conrad,
many L2 adult learners are able to become highbfigent in syntax and morphology, but
have considerable difficulty reaching the samell@ve@ronunciation (Celce-Murcia, Brinton
& Goodwin 1996: 15). Scovel (1969) therefore suggecahat there might be a ‘critical
period’ (as suggested by Lenneberg 1967) for tigeiaition of L2 pronunciation which ends
after puberty, thus making it impossible for adelarners of a foreign language to reach
‘nativeness’ in pronunciation due to the completminbrain lateralization. Flege (1987),
however, seriously doubts the existence of suclerigical period’ for L2 pronunciation
learning, especially because the findings of a remalb empirical studies seem to contradict
certain fundamental premises of tikitical Period Hypothesis(CPH). He furthermore
worries that the CPH might in fact prevent the axbesent of research into L2 speech
learning “because it makes certain hypotheses wba&hbe tested appear unwarranted”
(Flege 1987: 174 [original emphasis]). Finally,raaj number of scholars remain sceptical of
the CPH as it fails to consider obvious differenbesveen adult and child learners, such as
ego permeability (see below), amount of exposuretivation and attitudes towards the
language being learnt (Celce-Murcia, Brinton & Gaod1996: 15).

n fact, it is reported that Conrad’s strong a¢aaade it impossible for him to give public lectsiie English
(Gerard 1967, cited in Scovel 1969: 247), and Histpronunciation remained on the verge of uniigibility
throughout the rest of his life (Celce-Murcia, Ban & Goodwin 1996: 15).
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Affective factors: ego-permeability, anxiety, maivon

A further issue that has received much researatrast in the field of L2 pronunciation
learning is the role played by psychological fasteuch as levels of anxiety, attitudes, self-
perception and identity. The significance of thieelatwo for L2 pronunciation learning was
particularly emphasized by Guiora (1972), who wasbpbly the first to truly recognize the
close relationship between pronunciation (and lagguin general) and an individual’s
identity. Drawing on the psycho-analytical notioh‘lsody ego’ (which refers to our bodily
self-image), Guiora introduces the concept of ‘laage ego’, i.e. the way in which a person
constructs a mental representation of his or hérteeugh language and speech. Of all
aspects of language, Guiora argues, pronunciaficithe most critical and most valuable
contribution of the language ego to self-repredemta (1972: 145). He compares learning a
new language with absorbing a new identity (ibidd suspects individual differences in L2
pronunciation acquisition to essentially resulinfrdifferences in ‘ego permeability’, i.e. the
flexibility and adaptability of a person’s ego. Tladter is developmentally determined and
therefore bound to decline with age, i.e. our egonldlaries get less flexible in the course of
our lives. This, according to Guiora, explains gineat differences in the levels of success in
L2 pronunciation learning achieved by adult anddclearners respectively, and he even
suspects that it might therefore be impossibleafoadult to ever reach native-like proficiency
in L2 pronunciation:

[...] a child can assimilate native-like speech iny danguage. Once ego

development is concluded, however, that flexibiMyll be sharply restricted

forever. It will be well-nigh impossible for an dtdo learn any new language

with authentic pronunciation. (ibid.)
Thus, it is again the age factor which is suspetteplay a crucial role in the acquisition of
L2 pronunciation, yet according to Guiora, it ig nertain cognitive abilities that are believed
to decrease with age, but the psychological abtlityincorporate an additional (or new)
identity.

The notion of ego permeability was subsequentheriakp by Schumann (1975) in his
affective theory of second language acquisitiomilarly to Guiora, Schumann believed that
the seemingly greater aptitude of children to aegai second language as opposed to adult
learners might be explained by the fact that chitdare psychologically more susceptible to
influences of their environment, and that they Hrerefore far more ready to take up
linguistic influences than adults (Schumann 197®afton & Seidlhofer 1994b: 8). What is
more, being generally less self-conscious thanesdeht or adult language learners, children
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may also experience lower levels of anxiety aboaking pronunciation errors and may
consequently be more willing to participate in proaiation exercises involving the uttering
of ‘strange’ foreign sounds. Although his work dates far back as the late 1930ies, Stengel
(1939: 477-478) aptly compares using a foreignlagg to putting on a fancy dress: whereas
adults may be anxious of appearing comic or expeeiea feeling of shame when using a
foreign language, children enjoy playing with theaw medium of communication, free from
fear of making mistakes:
There is no fear of talking nonsense, for talkimggense is a source of pleasure.

Nor is there any fear of fancy-dress — the chilceboto wear it.
(Stengel 1939: 478)

Stengel regards the degree of repression of eidnistic impulses as the crucial difference
between child and adult learners, and concludes ttltea more ‘infantile’ (i.e. the more
exhibitionistic) the character of an adult learrtbg easier it will be for him/her to acquire a
second language. Stengel's theory seems to be rtatyar value for L2 pronunciation
learning, since pronunciation is “a surface strreetphenomenon that is most noticeable”
(Canagarajah 2005: 365), which explains the consciess and embarrassment many adult
learners exhibit when making pronunciation errossweell as their frequent reluctance to

engage in playful pronunciation exercises.

Despite the increased social and psychological dimpents which adult learners face in the
language learning process, Schumann suspecteduth@dey the right circumstances, adult
learners too can be succes¥fim second language learning. A supportive and rstaeding
environment, for example, may help the adult leatoeovercome affective impediments to
L2 acquisition such as ‘language shock’ (the fepli inadequacy, insecurity and anxiety
when using a second language) and the trauma erped from cultural disorientation (cf.
Schumann 1975: 210-214), and can thereby funct®m@raimportant initiating factor for
successful language learning in an adult. SimiJarternal factors such as positive attitudes
towards the target language or an ‘integrative’ ivation for language learning might help
the adult learner develop a greater level of egmpability, so as to

[plartially and temporarily give up [their] separaess of identity from the

speakers of the target language (Guiora et al.Y@aimutorporate a new identity so
essential to bilingualism. (Schumann 1975: 231)

18 By which he presumably means the attainment a¥@dike proficiency. From an ELF perspective, &% in
L2 learning is, of course, defined quite differgntl
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Schumann later reiterated the importance of affectiariables such as levels of anxiety,
motivation or ego-permeability in his acculturatiomodel of second language learning
(1986). Within this model, acculturation, which tefines as “the social and psychological
integration of the learner with the target langu&@k) group” (Schumann 1986: 379), is
regarded as crucial for second language acquisi@oiginally designed for second language
learning by immigrant communities, Schumann’s mauigiht be of more interest to secohd
rather than foreign language learning contexts, &etinteresting aspect of his model is the
useful (and often-cited) distinction between tw@dy of motivation in language learning
which Schumann adopted from Gardner & Lambert ()J9T&egrative motivation and
instrumental motivation. An instrumentally-orientea@rner exhibits a utilitarian mindset with
regard to language learning, i.e. he/she is legrthe language for more pragmatic reasons
such as to enhance his/her professional oppomsnitintegratively-oriented learners, one the
other hand, experience a genuine desire to ineeghamselves and get into contact with the
target language community. This type of motivatisn according to Schumann, “more
powerful”, as learners who want to socially inteégran the target language community will
strive to achieve a higher level in language leaynihan learners who are content with
‘getting around’ in their everyday lives (1986: 38%et, Schumann acknowledges that in
reality, the relationship between levels of intéige and instrumental motivation and
language proficiency is less straightforward thame avould assume, and that success in
language learning depends very much on how theablariof motivation interacts with the

particular social contexts learners find themseing4986: 383-384).

In pronunciation teaching, integrative motivation generally believed to be of greater
importance than instrumental motivation, as itdsuaned that integratively-oriented learners
will be more likely to identify with the target lgnage community and that they might
therefore be more inclined to acquire a native-bkeent in the second language. Yet, with
regard to English pronunciation teaching in foreitanguage learning contexts, the
applicability of the concept of integrativeness ifdegrative motivation) seems to be limited.
Doérnyei and Csizér (2002: 453) argue that givendlobal spread of English nowadays, the
language ceases to be associated with one partiati@nal culture, which “undermines the
traditional definition of integrativeness as itrist clear any more who the ‘L2 speakers’ or
the members of the L2 community are”. Within an Eapproach to English language
teaching, integrativeness and the resulting désieslhere to NS (pronunciation) norms is not

% Here in the sense of language learning that tpke® in contexts where the language learnt isepdyy the
general public and can therefore be experiencedturally occurring communication.
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applicable, since linguistic norms in ELF are ndbted from NS models, but negotiated and
adapted to suit the interlocutors’ needs in a paldr situation, and the community to
integrate with is the ‘international community’. \&theless, integrative motivation is still
often regarded as desirable and crucial to suadessérning in English pronunciation
teaching, for the reason that the EFL approaclanguage teaching and learning (cf. section

1.5) still largely prevails over the ELF perspeetim most contexts of ELT.

Learner needs

Apart from the different learner variables discusabove, another crucial point to be taken
into consideration in English pronunciation teaghmthe learners’ needs for using English in
their future lives. A needs-based approach to promtion teaching is of particular
importance in the cases of learners whose goatarhing English is a less straightforward
one than the one of those learners who seek tgratte into and/or assimilate to the NS
community (Pennington 1996: 240). According to Regton (ibid.), there are two crucial
variables that need to be taken into consideratidhis respect:

a) the learners’ potentiadudiencesare the learners going to use English in intévast
with native speakers or with non-native speakergrglish, or with both? Who will

their primary sort of interlocutors be?

b) thefunctionslearners will need to perform in English: will shbe using English in
formal and/or informal contexts, for community-imal and/or for community-

external purposes?

An analysis of these variables, Pennington arguelspermit teachers to plan their teaching
according to their learners’ needs, which meansideally, the above variables are going to
have an immediate influence on the goals and masklscted for English pronunciation
teaching in a particular teaching context. Thisngportant in so far as, quite obviously,
learners will otherwise not be able to profit frgronunciation teaching in the best possible
way: a learner who will be using English primarflyr international communication with
other non-native speakers will benefit much moaanfrinstruction that takes account of the
research findings made in this area and their mapbns for language teaching than from
instruction which assumes that learners will need \&ant to assimilate to the linguistic and
cultural norms of a particular subgroup of the ESIgINS community. In other words,

analysing our learners’ needs is crucial in ordedldcide whether we should adopt an EFL or
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an ELF approach to English pronunciation teachorgopth). Unfortunately, the necessity of
analysing and considering both learner variabletslaarner needs is not always recognized
by English language teachers, many of whom thintoibe best to make students attain
native-like pronunciation by imitating one of thraditional model accents commonly used in
English pronunciation teaching. That is, insteadating into account the type of learners
being taught, numerous English language teacherstawmngly influenced by the prevalent
native-speakerist discourse in ELT which leads thentonsider more recent, alternative
proposals for English pronunciation teaching (sashthe use of NNS models or Jenkins’
Lingua Franca Core) as unsuitable or even ludicrodgspite the fact that the suitability of
traditional models for English pronunciation teahis increasingly put into questions for

various reasons.

In the next section, we will have a closer lookited topic of goals and models in English
pronunciation teaching in general and the ‘status s regards the goals and models most

commonly employed in English pronunciation teachangund the world.

2.3.Goals, models, norms
2.3.1. Common goals in English pronunciation teaching

In pronunciation teaching, it is important to digiish between what exactly we want our
students to achieve and what reference points waaiguide our students in their learning
process. Thus, we have to distinguish between tiads gof pronunciation teaching and the
models we use to help learners attain these gbeisis consider the former first. Rogerson-
Revell defines a ‘goal’ in pronunciation teachirsg a

the level which a learner’s pronunciation aims éach in order to facilitate
effective communication. (ibid.)

This level is not universally defined, but depewasthe type of learner him/herself and “on
the particular contexts in which the learner ndedsommunicate” (ibid.), and may thus range
from near-native proficiency to the ‘threshold Ievmentioned earlier in this thesis. For

obvious pedagogic reasons, it is important thaaaning goal is both realistic and achievable

for a particular group of learners.

It follows that an adequate goal for pronunciatiearning can only be established after the

respective learners’ needs and characteristics tmeen sufficiently considered. Actual

teaching practice, however, does not always folliwe principle, but continues to be
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influenced by two major points of view as regarte fjuestion of what the final aim of
pronunciation teaching should be. The latter desé&rwe discussed more thoroughly, which

is what | will do in the next section.

Intelligibility or nativeness?

There are two opposing principles that have gowkthe domain of pronunciation teaching
and the scientific debate surrounding it for gsibene time now: theativeness principland
theintelligibility principle (Levis 2005: 370). According to the former, actgra native-like
accent in L2 pronunciation is thought to be an exdible goal for the foreign language learner
that is worth striving for. Yet, as mentioned earlin this thesis, it is a fact that only a
minority of adult learners are able to acquire tivedike accent in a foreign language (ibid.).
Whereas biological reasons, notably the Criticalid@eHypothesis (cf. section 2.2.), have
been put forward to account for the apparent laclapmitude of older learners to reach
nativeness in L2 pronunciation, Jenkins (2000:sL&pects identity to play a greater role here
rather than (biologically conditioned) motor comtiBhe importance of the issue of identity in
L2 pronunciation acquisition is also suggested kaftd@h and Seidlhofer (1994b: 8), who

argue that

[pleople invest so much of their identity in the ywéhey speak that their
pronunciation frequently proves extremely resistanthange, particularly with
older learners.

A similar view is reflected in a number of theorsdsout L2 pronunciation acquisition, which

| briefly touched upon in section 2.2. Some of theomsider age a relevant variable in L2

pronunciation learning not because of irreversii#arological developments, but due to the
different socio-psychological profile of adult anbild language learners. All these theories
raise the question in how far it is actually poksilor desirable, to attain nativeness in the
pronunciation of a foreign language for the averadelt or adolescent learner, and whether
adopting nativeness as a goal in L2 pronunciagaching thus actually makes sense from a

pedagogic point of view.

The fact that the nativeness principle can be demed a pedagogically questionable

approach to pronunciation teaching is yet not thly argument that has been put forward

against it. For example, it has been argued that rhorally wrong to require students to

modify their pronunciation so as to conform to a $i&dard, as this “may be seen as forcing

them to reject their own identity” (Dalton & Seiditer 1994b: 7). Walker (2010a: 20), too,
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views such an approach to teaching pronunciatianagspropriate, for it deprives learners of
“their right to express their identity through theiccent”. Thus, the nativeness principle is
also ethically problematic. It must not be forgottéhough, that there are of course learners
who do indeed identify with a particular Englishegging culture, and who therefore
genuinely want to acquire a native-like pronunoiatin English. There is no reason why
these learners should be prevented from strivingufal attaining this goal. The point is that
those learners who do not identify with the Engld8 community (or rather a particular
subgroup of the latter) should not be forced touaegan accent with which they actually do
not identify, or be made to feel inferior becaus¢heir preference to preserve some features
of their L1 accent in their pronunciation. Unforately, the nativeness principle does exactly
that, as it disregards L2 learners’ need for seffression through their accent and as it
suggests the linguistic superiority of native-lip@nunciation over foreign accented speech,
regardless of the communicative context a spedkds thim/herself in. What is more, the
nativeness principle overlooks the fact that naess in pronunciation is by no means a
necessary prerequisite for communicating succdgsiuth native speakers of English, and

even less so for ELF communication, where NS nafie lose their validity.

Despite the problems outlined above, the nativermssciple continues to impact on
pronunciation teaching practices and teachers’leachers’ beliefs about what is ‘desirable’
in pronunciation teaching and learning. As Levisatwes:
In language classrooms, it is common for learnersvant to ‘get rid of' their
accents [...]. Many teachers, especially those unf@amiith pronunciation

research, may see the rare learner who achieveatizetike accent as an
achievable ideal, not an exception. (Levis 200%)37

In this sense, the nativeness principle may leazbtsiderable frustration on the part of both
learners and teachers due to the almost inevitatgerience of failure while trying to attain a

seemingly realistic, yet virtually unattainable oa

Clearly, the nativeness principle is probably nbe tmost effective and appropriate
perspective to guide pronunciation teaching for neerners of English and in most teaching
contexts. A less ambitious and — in the light & tkasons given above — less problematic
approach to pronunciation teaching is thelligibility principle. It states that pronunciation
teaching should aim at helping learners attain et that is intelligible to others, thereby
acknowledging that intelligibility in pronunciatiothoes not necessarily presuppose a native-
like accent (Levis 2005: 370). Notably, this pripiei allocates different degrees of importance

to different aspects of pronunciation, accordinghir impact on a person’s intelligibility.
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Intelligibility has been widely considered to besutable target in pronunciation teaching for
the average language learner for quite some time Bot what do we actually mean when
talking about intelligibility in pronunciation teamg? Clearly, there are different degrees of
intelligibility, ranging from being merely undersih, to accented, yet clear and easily
comprehensible speech. A notion that has gainetd @& kttention in this respect is the one of
‘comfortable intelligibility’ put forward by Aber@mbie as early as 1949 (referred to in
Rogerson-Revell 2005: 9), by which he means “agnoration which can be understood with
little or no conscious effort on the part of thetdiner” (Abercrombie 1991 [1956]: 93). This
concept was taken up by Kenworthy (1987: 3-4), wtiesses the benefits of pronunciation
being comfortably intelligible by pointing out that if the understhng of a speaker’s

pronunciation requires too much effort, the listsnenight “reach [their] threshold of

tolerance” and feel annoyed or even angry.

Despite the wide acceptance of intelligibility asensible goal in pronunciation teaching
among language teachers and scholars alike, tbiigiility principle frequently does not
find application in actual teaching practice. Inm®o cases, the reason for this may be
excessive ambition or a lack of knowledge aboutemecresearch findings in English
pronunciation teaching on the part of languagehe@; who consequently think that they
must aim for nothing less than native-like pronation in their teaching. Yet, an even more
important reason seems to be that many ELT prafeals simply do not know how to help
their students achieve intelligibility in pronuntan, i.e. which features of pronunciation they
should give priority in their teaching. Arguablijs makes the identification of those aspects
of pronunciation that are most essential to speadtelligibility “the most pressing issue in
L2 pronunciation research” (Field 2005: 399). Aligh numerous studies have been
conducted in order to shed light on this issuepkgh have been unable to agree on a set of
criteria for intelligible English pronunciation avhich English language teachers should base
their teaching. This has to do with the fact thaglish is used by various different types of
speakers around the world (and not only by a siN@étarget language group’, as is so often
forgotten), all of whom might perceive differentpasts of pronunciation as important for
intelligibility. A set of intelligibility criteria for pronunciation teaching that aims to prepare
learners for global communication would have tetako account as many of these different
groups of speakers as possible. Yet, intelligipiliself is already an extremely complex issue,
and even more so the greater and more heterogetie®umguistic community used as a
reference point, which makes research into inteznat intelligibility in English a very
difficult and time-consuming endeavour.
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Given the complexities of this topic, | will postp® the discussion of the concept of
intelligibly and the findings in this field of engy to a later section (see section 2.5.), and
now move on to discussing another crucial notiorprianunciation teaching: the teaching

model.

2.3.2. Models in English pronunciation teaching

When we speak of ‘models’ in pronunciation teachimge essentially mean points of
reference established for the learner to refer @meht to. Models have a crucial didactic
function in pronunciation teaching, and it is getigraccepted that learners will need some

model towards which they can work.

One question that has been subject to much discussithe field of English phonetics and
English language pedagogy is which accent(s) shiwéldused as a model in English
pronunciation teaching. In order to approach atsmiuo this problem, it is important to first
of all recognize that there is no definite answeethie question of which accent would be most
appropriate to serve as a model for learners ofiEngn general. As noted earlier in this
thesis, what kind of English should be adopted &saehing model will always depend on the
language learners concerned, i.e. their pedagagic paofessional needs as well as their
personal preferences (which may or may not beenited by the larger educational, social or
socio-economic context). For the teaching of Eiglis an ESL country such as India, for
example, the most appropriate pronunciation modghtrbe constituted by a local accent of
English rather than a NS standard variety, fosithe former, and not the latter, which is
perceived as ‘accentless’ in these contexts (wketiea British standard accent, Received
Pronunciation, is often perceived as alien andi@di (Rajadurai 2007a: 91)). In contrast, for
people immigrating to the US who intend to integraito the US American society, General

American might be an appropriate model to work talsa

One major problem of English pronunciation teachsg¢hat in practice, the actual teaching
context is often hardly considered when choicegoathe goals and models of teaching
English pronunciation are made. As Dalton and $eiér (1994a: 2.7) note:
[...] when we speak, write or think about pronuncatiwe tend to over-
generalize, ignoring that different socio-psychidaly motivational etc.
conditions apply in different language learningiaitons. The overgeneralisation

tends into the direction of the ‘ideal L2 learnetio only wants to communicate
with native speakers and wants to identify with tdnget language community.
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Yet, as Kachru observed already in the early 1390ies a commonly held yet wrong belief
that English is nowadays learnt in ESL and EFLitmies to primarily interact with native
speakers of the language (Kachru 1992: 357-359% Makes the use of NS pronunciation
models in ELT in the Outer Circle and the Expandi@gcle more than questionable.
Nevertheless, the most widely used models in Emghisonunciation teaching are still all
based on what Setter and Jenkins (2005) term ‘oldeeties of English (OVES), i.e. native
English varieties such as British or American EstgliFor example, Received Pronunciation
(RP) is still frequently used as a teaching moddbrmer British colonies and protectorates
(Setter & Jenkins 2005: 2), despite the fact tbaall pronunciation norms have emerged in
these areas and many of these Outer Circle varidiawe already gained the status of a
‘nativized variety’ of English. Setter and Jenkihsrefore lament that

[tlhis approach to the selection of a model isitnte rather than empirical, and

can be based on socio-cultural or market-drivericelso OVEs are regarded as

‘proper English’, and any local variety is simplgtrgood enough.
(Setter & Jenkins 2005: 2)

The situation is similar if not worse in the ExpanglCircle, where an additional difficulty is
constituted by the fact that NNS English variesegh as Austrian or Spanish English are
generally not accorded the same status of legitymesc ESL varieties: Expanding Circle
speakers are generally expected to orient thensdlewards NS norms, for they are
considered to speak English asfaeign language (cf. section 1.5.), whereas the ELF
perspective is usually overlooked altogether.

The prevalence of OVEs as models in English promtioo teaching is further encouraged
by the fact that many language teachers lack tpeogpate education and information base
or the professional freedom to make informed adteve choices in their teaching. In
numerous teaching contexts, teachers see themselsegted by curricula that have been
established by policy makers who are ignorant efritbmerous issues involved in language
teaching and learning or who fail to recognizeithmense socio-linguistic developments that
have happened in the past decades in the Englestkisiy world. It seems hardly surprising,
then, that RP and General American (GA) are sti# predominant models in English
pronunciation teaching and that their legitimachasdly called into question by the majority
of English language teachers around the world. 8 hee, however, a number of reasons that
make both these accents problematic models forummation teaching, not only from an
ELF (or ESL) perspective but also within an EFL my@eh to English pronunciation teaching

(see the following section).

40



Traditional pronunciation models evaluated: the gotems of RP and GA

Let me begin with the arguments usually cited wota of the use of standard NS accents
such as RP and GA as models in English pronunoidtiaching. As mentioned earlier in this
thesis, for a long time the basic assumption inliEhgpronunciation teaching was that
learners were essentially to be prepared for NS-MdiEmunication, and that consequently,
it would be most sensible to help them approxinsatealled ‘native speaker competence’ as
closely as possible. If learners are to be taughBaEnglish accent, this should of course be
an accent that is likely to be advantageous fomthee. an accent which makes people
associate qualities like competence, educationimtetligence. Thus, standard accents with
social prestige such as RP and GA were the obwvitnasce. Hughes, Trudgill and Watt
(2005: 3), for example, argue in favour of the aBBRP as a teaching model by pointing to its
high social prestige:

No doubt learners want to learn, and teachers @htewhat has long been

perceived to be the ‘best accent. Among a suhbsiaptoportion of British

people, because they tend to associate the acadnttive high social status,

wealth and power of its speakers, RP is usuallysiciemed the best, the clearest,
and even the most ‘beautiful’ accent.

Yet, as we will see later, RP does not enjoy thied kof acknowledgement amongst all
speakers of British English, but seems to evokeativg associations such as snobbishness
and affectation amongst a considerable number @plpen the UK, and also GA has some

problematic connotations attached to it (see below)

A further often-cited advantage of prestige accdikts RP and GA is that they are usually
perceived as “more geographically neutral” (Dal&o®eidlhofer 1994b: 5-6). What is more,
they are also often regarded as being particulatglligible within the national borders of a
country due to their distribution via national radind television broadcasts (e.g. Hughes,
Trudgill & Watt 2005: 3). This argument does notessarily hold for ELF communication,
however, where a number of features of both GA BRdhave been suspected to threaten
intelligibility (Jenkins 2000). This makes the usieGA and RP in teaching contexts where
learners should be prepared for ELF rather than iBferactions somewhat problematic.

What is more, an ever growing number of Britishadals are critical of using RP in English
pronunciation teaching, and numerous reasons haea put forward against its use as a
teaching model. Jenkins (2000: 14-15) lists thivfahg:
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* RP speakers are a tiny minoritgzenuine RP is spoken by not even 3% of the entire
British population; the majority of educated Brisomstead make use of ‘modified RP’, a
type of RP including traces of regional accentsy$@l 1995). The actual chance of
learners ever having to communicate with an RP k&peis therefore extremely small,
making RP speakers the ‘phantom speakers of Endlisimiels 1995).

* RP is a difficult accent for foreign learner§here are a number of regional accents that
would be easier to acquire than RP, as regardsthettevel of production and reception.
A further difficulty for learners is constituted ke fact that RP pronunciation often

differs considerably from English orthograpfly.

* RP is (somewhat) old-fashione&P has undergone a number of changes in the past
decades, leading to clearly identifiable differesnbetween the pronunciation of younger
and older speakers (such as the substitution:ofor /va/, the phenomenon of ‘happy-
tensing’ or the use of the allophone] for /ou/ before dark /I/). Learners might thus end
up with an archaic pronunciation, especially beeatemching materials are not always
updated to feature these developments. In fackide(2000: 18) remarks at a later point
that RP is nowadays largely regarded as outmoded.

What might be added to this list is the fact th#tudes towards RP amongst English native
speakers themselves are by no means exclusivelijivposAs Przedlacka (2005: 26)
observes, the use of RP signifies for some peopim to a higher social status and can
make them perceive a speaker as sounding concaigduinnatural. Speaking with an RP
accent might therefore be considered inept in tersacial contexts, and may therefore
actually constitute a social disadvantage for aakpe(Gimson 2001: 79). Negative attitudes
towards RP have been found in particular amongstimees of the younger generation, as the
accent is regarded as connected to ‘the Establishir@ mson 1989: 86). A mini-survey
conducted by Coggle (1993: 85, referred to in Hexdeh 2005: 26) supports these findings,
showing that students tend to associate primasglyative qualities such as ‘formal’, ‘cold’,
‘over-precise’ and ‘stiff with a conservative Riecant. According to Hughes, Trudgill and
Watt (2005: 4), similar attitudes are to be foundoagst numerous speakers of regional

accents, to whom “all RP speech, however consee/dtsounds affected”, especially if their

2 Arguably, this is true of many other accents of l&hgas well. Scottish and Irish accents, howetiere a
closer relationship with English orthography thaR, Rvhich makes them more suitable models for Englis
pronunciation teaching in this respect (Roach 2609:

2L As explained by the authors at a later point &irthook (see Hughes, Trudgill and Watt 2005: 4)-#ere
are a number of sub-varieties of RP, some of wilaighregarded as more conservative than others.dBims
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own accent differs considerably from the RP souystesn. What is more, Lindsey (2014)
argues that RP is perceived by native speakersngfidh in general (i.e. not only within
British society) as “the quintessential sound oblthsocial elite”, and observes that RP-type

accents are, hence, often employed as a markétaifhy in Anglophone popular culture.

As for General American, there seem to be simitablems as with RP, although they are,
arguably, less pronounced in some respects. LikethR® GA sound system lacks a clear
relationship with English orthography, although taet that post-vocalic /r/ is realised in GA
can be considered a clear advantage of this actiestty because in this respect, GA
corresponds closer to English spelling than RP dtesreby easing perception for the
listener; and secondly because GA consequentlys Itk three centring diphthongs//eta/
and ba/ (which occur in RP when there is a post-vocalient /r/ in spelling), which reduces
the number of diphthongs to be acquired from eighive. Yet, the obligatory realization of
post-vocalic /r/ is in fact a two-edged sword andhtnot only be considered an advantage,
as learners of English for whom the productionha English /r/ phoneme is difficult might
appreciate a pronunciation model that requires thenpronounce fewer /r/i-sounéfs.A
further potential difficulty of GA is that /I/ isrpnounced as darki][in all phonological
contexts (Cruttenden 2014: 88). Similarly to thelimtion of /r/, this might be regarded as
both an advantage and a disadvantage: on the amt kHzere is no need to distinguish
between two kinds of ‘I' (as is the case in RP)t ga the other hand, learners who have
difficulty producing }] might find it easier to learn an accent whereyttle not have to do so
wherever /I/ occurs. Moreover, there are certaatuiees of GA that do not necessarily ease
perception for listeners, such as the useadfih words like ‘hot’ or ‘pot’ or the apparent
elision of /t/ in the cluster <nt> before an unssed syllable (Celce-Murcia, Brinton &
Goodwin 1996: 65), which causes the word <winteo> become homophonous with
<winner>. Especially the use of a voiced alveddgr [t] for /t/ in certain (mostly intervocalic)

contexts might make GA less intelligible, as theaits the danger of confusing /t/ with /d/

(1989), for example, distinguishes between ‘coresitrg RP’ (used by older speakers and membersrtdine
professions and social strata), ‘general RP’ (tlestmeutral variety of the three) and ‘advanced @poken by
the younger generation). In the latest editionGifnson’s pronunciation of EnglistGruttenden presents the
notion of ‘Conspicuous General British’ (GeneraitBh being an alternative term for RP), which &sizally
the equivalent to Gimson’s ‘conservative RP’, beiageally ‘posh’ variety limited now mainly to saelderly
people” (2014: 78). He contrasts this with ‘Mod&R’, a more contemporary variety of RP, and ‘Regid?P’
(or ‘Regional General British’), which is an RP antcontaining a number of regional features (jbid.

22 One of my former students in fact opted for theitiBh English’ PPOCS 1 class for this very reason.
Personally, | also find it a great relief not hayito pronounce /r/ everywhere it occurs in spelli¥gt, this
might be explained by my L1 background, as in AastiGerman, post-vocalic /r/ is ‘silent’ too, ongily by
my personal fondness for non-rhotic accents.
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(yet, it certainly simplifies production). An areéperceptive and productive difficulty that is
common to both RP and GA are weak forms (Jenki@9205). It is noteworthy that they are
— contrary to popular belief — not a feature ofrative accents of English (ibid.)

One clear advantage of GA is that, in contrastR iRdoes not seem to create any negative
associations such as affectation or exaggeratedaldy (Brown 1991 in Jenkins 2000: 17).
This is easily explicable as in contrast to RP,ckhiends to be associated with the British
upper class, GA is commonly considered a middlescéccent (Pennington 1996: 14). Yet, it
does not seem to comprise all kinds of memberkefXS-American middle class. Unlike RP,
GA is more easily defined by the process of negataiher than by actually identifying its
origin in a geographical region or social class:

People find it easier to specify whatnet standard than what is; in a sense, the

standard of popular perception is what is left bdhivhen all the non-standard

varieties spoken by disparaged persons such asewadBirls, Hillbillies,

Southerners, New Yorkers, African Americans, AsjaMexican Americans,
Cubans and Puerto Ricans are set aside. (Milro9:18B4, [original emphasis])

Jenkins (2000: 204) concludes from Milroy’s obsénvathat “RP has links with classism
[...], while GA is linked to racism”. Obviously, néer of this is in any way desirable for a

pronunciation model.

Another argument that is often put forward in favotiGA is that, unlike RP, it seems to be
spoken by a great number of people. Prator andriRtii1972: x) hold that it “may be heard,
with slight variations, from Ohio through the MiédWest and on to the Pacific Coast” and
Wells (1982, 1: 118) claims GA to be spoken by amnynas two thirds of the American
population, albeit insisting that there is consadde (rather than ‘slight’) variation to be
found within this accent. However, its dispersi@erss to have decreased significantly over
the past decades, with speakers now making upatrdyt a third of the US and the Canadian
population combined (Jenkins 2000: 204). Stilkeems that the proportion of GA speakers is
evidently much higher than the one of RP spealand, that learners are thus much more
likely to actually encounter the accent, especidilpugh the US media that disseminates GA
to countries all over the world (Brown 1991: 34) &e they? Preston (2005) seriously
guestions not merely the dispersion of GA but disial existence by arguing that the latter is
a mere fiction perpetuated through textbooks by Acae linguists. According to him,

[tihere is no such thing [as General American Ejli— not for pragmatics,
grammar, lexicon, or pronunciation. (2005: 37)

% See also Wolfram and Schilling-Estes’ (2006: 3®ijnition of GA.
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Focusing on pronunciation, Preston shows that Nlbethern Cities Vowel Shifand the
Southern Vowel Shifed to a much greater phonological diversity ia #peech of younger
American speakers than was the case two generatigms causing their speech to differ
considerably from the GA vowel system. He furtheemdnstrates that this kind of
phonological variation is not limited to the AmencEast Coast, which is often presented as
the area exhibiting the greatest linguistic divigren the US, but equally applies to Western
areas. Drawing on his findings generated by anesastudy in which participants were asked
to identify dialect areas on blank maps of the OfS Preston 1996), Preston concludes that
the myth of GA is rooted in linguistic stereotypmsout ‘normal’ or ‘correct’ speech rather
than linguistic facts, thus being “a by-product mafgional and [...] ethnic prejudices”
(2005: 54). Obviously enough, Preston is therefwrgcal of the use of GA as a model in
English pronunciation teaching. Thus, there israilar problem with the use of GA as a
pronunciation model as is the case with RP, insttrese that learners are in fact extremely
unlikely to ever encounter speakers of the acdezy have been trained in, and that its use
perpetuates stereotypical ideas about linguisticectness and ‘good’ pronunciation.

As has become evident through my discussion inséision, both GA and RP have problems
attached to them that make their use as modelsEfoglish pronunciation teaching
controversial, both from an ELF and an EFL perspectA further problem which is not
restricted to GA or RP but which applies to the abany accent of English as a teaching
model is that, if a strictly normative approachtéaching pronunciation is adopted, learners
may be prevented from expressing their social ardgmal identities through their accents.
Unfortunately, many language teachers mistake madeénts such as GA and RP for a
linguistic norm which learners must try to imitae closely as possible. That is, instead of
thinking of an accent asraference modelthey think of it as amchievement modethich
learners should strive to attain. Such an apprdacipronunciation teaching echoes the
nativeness principle discussed in the previous@eeind seems problematic for two reasons:
first, as pointed out earlier, expecting learnerartodify their accent so as to completely
correspond to a particular NS model accent hasegorde be an unrealistic goal for the
majority of learners, creating frustration on tretpof both teachers and learners. Secondly,
such an approach disregards the significant roégenl by identity in L2 pronunciation
acquisition and its impact on learners’ motivatgord ability to modify their pronunciation in
a foreign language (cf. 2.3.1.).

In the next section, we will have a closer lookhet relationship between pronunciation (and

language in general) and identity, as a better nstaleding of the way in which people project
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their identities via language may help us to find a@proach to English pronunciation

teaching that acknowledges the learners’ righkfress their identities via their accent.

2.4.Pronunciation and the expression of identity

People use language for a number of different mepoOver the years, linguists have
postulated different sets of language functionsegs@mple the famous functions of language
by Roman Jakobson (1960) or the 7 language furstiop M.A.K. Halliday (1975).
Obviously enough, some language functions appegrarticular frameworks whilst being
omitted from others. There is neither space noméned to provide a detailed account of the
different functional frameworks in linguistics heifeor the purpose of the discussion in this
section, it seems sufficient to refer to the classiion of language functions provided by
Kirkpatrick (2007), who distinguishes between thresajor functions of language:
communication, identity, and culture (2007: 10)eTirst is perhaps the most obvious one:
clearly, people use language in order to commuaiagh each another. Furthermore, we also
use language in order to express our personal @idl sdentities. This is possible because of
the social meaning attached to particular lingaistirms which people internalize when
acquiring their native language (Dalton & Seidlhhai®94b: 5). Thus, when using language,
we inevitably convey aspects of our personality aod social origin. This seems to be
particularly true for pronunciation, as it is thee@ of a person’s speech the characteristics
(and possibly idiosyncrasies) of which are mostlgagrceptible. As Canagarajah observes,
pronunciation is

perhaps the linguistic feature most open to juddmé&s a surface structure

phenomenon that is most noticeable, one’s accesillyea/okes people’s biases.
(Canagarajah 2005: 365)

Two conclusions can be drawn from the above statenfiest, that our pronunciation has a
crucial impact on how we are perceived by othetss Tnight explain the strong feelings
which many native speakers seem to have towardasset speech (see section 2.1.), and it is
a fact that many people exhibit either particulanggative or positive attitudes towards
particular regional, social and foreign accéfitSecondly, we can therefore assume that
adjustments and choices as regards our accenpevithit us to create the public self-image

4 For an overview of studies investigating attituttesards regional NS English accents and attitudesrds
NNS English accents respectively, see Jenkins (ZI®B1 & 81-83).

46



we would like to possess in a particular socialtesn In other words, our accent permits us

to express different aspects of our identity. Age8eand Jenkins observe:

Pronunciation seems to be particularly bound ujp vadéntity. Our accents are an
expression of who we are or aspire to be, of howwart to be seen by others, of
the social communities with which we identify oekanembership, and of whom
we admire or ostracise. (2005: 5)

The concept of identity itself is not a straightfard one, and has been subject to discussion
in the writings of numerous psychologists and caltutheorists. One point that was
increasingly addressed in these writings is the waywhich identity constitutes an
intrinsically heterogeneous concept, being charaet@ by internal fragmentation and subject
to constant change (cf. Hall 1996: 4). Identities therefore always multiple rather than
singular, not unified, but constantly transformiaigd therefore necessarily unstable (ibid.).
Our way of speaking, in particular our pronunciatimirrors the different ‘fragments’ of our
identity, such as the age group or social clasd&eng to or with which we want to show
solidarity. Rogerson-Revell (2005: 3-4) disting@ishwo main types of identity about which
pronunciation essentially conveys information: paed identity and group identity. Thus, on
the one hand, our accent makes us ‘unique’, aspbssible to recognize individuals by their
accent, but on the other hand, it also signals neeshiip of or solidarity with a particular
community (Seidlhofer 2001b: 58; Walker 2010a: M8hereas personal identity seems to be
essentially linked to a person’s voice quality, ugrodentity has to do with the way we
identify with different geographic or social groupspeople (Rogerson-Revell 3-4), such as

the social class we belong to, or a particulariethmational or cultural community.

What is crucial to note is that our personal andasadentities are not only reflected in our
L1 pronunciation, but equally so when speaking ifm language (cf. Setter & Jenkins
2005: 1 & 5, and section 2.3.1. of this thesis).fddimnately, the relationship between
pronunciation or language in general and a leasneersonal and social identities is
frequently neglected in ELT, or has simply beeniegnespecially with regard to English
teaching and learning in the Expanding Circle. Aadson (1994: 401-402), for example,
claims that

[i]n the Expanding Circle [...] the ideal goal isitaitate the native speaker of the

standard language as closely as possible. Spekkigigsh issimply not related to

cultural identity It is rather an exponent of one’s academic anduage learning
abilities. [my emphasis]
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Personally, | have frequently encountered differgetvs on this matter amongst Expanding
Circle speakers of varying language levels, ancetiseea number of scholars who would seem
to disagree profoundly with this opinion, espewallith regard to pronunciation (Dalton &
Seidlhofer 1994b, Daniels 1995, Jenkins 2000, Jsn&i Setter 2005, to name but a few; cf.
also Guiora’s and Schumann’s theory of L2 pronurmaiaacquisition discussed in section
2.2.). Taking a more general (i.e. a non-pronuraaspecific) point of view, Widdowson
(1982: 12) argues that human language and ideat#yessentially inseparable from each
other:

[A]s a language becomes [...] a self-signalling systehich has no need of

human agency, except as a means of transmissiagages to function as a

natural language. As soon as the human factordesuthe language grows,

changes, varies, becomes subject to the identifgeed of speakers to express
their own identity.

Thus, any form of human language, regardless otlvenet is spoken as a native, a foreign,
or a second language or as a lingua franca, véllitably also function as an expression of its
speakers’ identities. It seems curious indeed hawirdasson could arrive at the conclusion
that users of English in Expanding Circle count(&s opposed to those in the Outer Circle)
would not wish to express their cultural identithem speaking English. Of course, it is true
that Expanding Circle countries did not have tcefélte same socio-political challenges as
Outer Circle countries did in their struggle fot@omy, where speakers might indeed feel an
increased need to digress from the linguistic noofihe ‘old colonizing power’ in order to
emphasize their political independence via the& ofslanguage (cf. Andreasson 1994: 402).
But this does not entail that speakers in the EapanCircle will not wish to express their
cultural identity in Englishat all. What is more, Andreasson clearly overlooks tleatain
Expanding Circle countries, such as France or Spelso have a history with English-
speaking countries that involves power struggled msues of cultural identity, and that
especially in Europe, with its many different nasahat all insist on their particular national
identity and their political legitimacy, the exteat which people may wish to express their
national and cultural identity in English shouldtaely not be underestimated. In this sense,
Andreasson’s reasoning that only Outer Circle spesakvill feel the need to emphasize

national and cultural identity in English seemsrsisgyhted.

Finally, it is worth noting that research on leara#itudes towards the goals of pronunciation
teaching has confirmed that the expression of oiEatity in English may indeed be of

importance to a considerable number of learneisngfiish in the Expanding Circle. Jenkins
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(2000: 16) reports on a study by Porter and Ga@d@89) which found that a majority of the
L2 speakers investigated preferred keeping someirssa of their L1 accent rather than
acquiring RP. A number of Finish learners internaeWby Tergujeff (2013) reported that it
was no problem for them to be identifiable as aifpwer by their accent, and one of them
even explicitly stated that he would not want tarsb like a native speaker, but wants to be
recognized as a Finn (Tergujeff 2013: 84). For pramation teaching, then, it is important to
keep in mind that a person’s accent is closely daymwith their personal and social image,
and that some learners of English, regardless ethen they learn English as a second or as a
foreign language, might in fact want to preservairthl accent to some extent, in order to
emphasize their cultural and national identity. Amgst adolescent learners, another factor
that intrudes in L2 pronunciation learning is tloeial pressure experienced by peer groups.
As Daniels argues, “the maintaining of a foreigneat saves an adolescent from being taken
for the (English) teacher's pet” (Daniels 1995:ced in Walker 2010a: 13). Especially
adolescent learners might thus be reluctant to fyothieir pronunciation towards a
NS accent, because they feel the need “to reta&in slelf-respect or to gain the approval of
their peers” (Dalton & Seidlhofer 1994b: 7).

Unfortunately, some approaches to pronunciatiorthieg, such as those based on the
nativeness principle, disregard the delicate m@hship between accent, identity, and a
person’s self-image. These approaches are thusedidgtive with certain types of learners
(namely those who genuinely identify with the NSneounity), whereas others are highly
disadvantaged and, it might be argued, practidalynd to fail. Clearly, if we want to find an
approach to teaching English pronunciation thaqgsally efficient with all or at least most
language learners, we have to find a way to gieenkers the possibility to express their
identities through their accents, while at the séime assuring that they attain a certain level
of intelligibility in pronunciation in order for gomunication to be successful. A model of
language use that seems useful in this respebei&ommunication-identity continuum’ by
Kirkpatrick (2007), which | will describe in the lfowing section.

The communication-identity continuum

We have established above that people project gesonal and social identities via their
pronunciation, and that their accents are, theeefoevitably going to vary according to their
geographic, ethnic, and social origin. Yet, thexenot only variation in pronunciation (and

other areas of language) between different grodigseople (‘inter-speaker variation’). The
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speech of any individual themselves varies accgrdim the social context they find
themselves in and the purpose of using languagectiaes with the latter (‘intra-speaker
variation’). In the following, we will have a lookt a model that explains the most important
parameters at work with regard to this type of leage variation. As pointed out above, we
can broadly distinguish between three main funstiohlanguage (communication, identity
and culture). In order to emphasize one of thesetions, people make use of different
language varieties and registers, and occasiortaftge language functions may be competing
with each other (Kirkpatrick 2007: 10). Two of thbree above functions are in fact
frequently in such a relationship of oppositionmeounication and identity. If our primary
intention is to communicate as effectively as passiwe want our speech to be particularly
intelligible, and may thus deliberately refrainrfraising certain linguistic features that make
our speech characteristic of a particular groupeadple in favour of features that we know to

be widely understood. As Kirkpatrick observes,

[tihe communicative function will often require tligminishing of the identity
function. Conversely, when identity is the prim&mnction of language use, the
variety chosen by the speaker may not be intelkgib speakers outside that
particular group. (Kirkpatrick 2007: 10-11)
Kirkpatrick concludes that we essentially keep mgvalong a functional continuum when
using language, the extremes of which are constituly an emphasis on either the
communicative function of language or the expressd identity. The point at which a
speaker finds him-/herself on this continuum wilgger the use of a particular linguistic

variety (see Fig. 1.).

/ Language function \

Identity Communication

broad / basilectal varietie educated / acrolectal varieties / regis

Figure 1 The identity-communication continuum (Kdatrick 2007: 12)

As can be seen in the above figure, Kirkpatricloasdes more standard or educated varieties
with increased intelligibility (and, hence, moréeetive communication), whereas he assumes
broad, informal varieties or registers relatingatgarticular profession or social class to be

particularlyapt to signal identity (Kirkpatrick 2007: 11). Whi¢anguage function is going to
50



be emphasized in a particular communicative acendp, according to Kirkpatrick (ibid.), on
two major factors: the number of people involved dheir relationship to each other. In
situations where the number of people involvedighhand the relationship between the
interlocutors is one of social distance, the comigative function of language is likely to
outweigh the identity function. Conversely, if pémare few and socially close, the identity
function will prevail. In a nutshell, the main furan of any communicative act will largely
depend on the social context speakers find themsaly, and they will adapt their speech

accordingly.

The communication-identity continuum described hykpatrick does not only apply to L1
language use, but also to L2 language use insafbrims, be it, with regard to English, ESL,
EFL or ELF. Yet, it must be noted that the repee@f linguistic varieties available to the
average Expanding Circle speaker might be conditiesanaller than the one of most native
speakers and ESL speakers. This is of course asioy@ification of the issue, as there are
EFL speakers of many different proficiency levelsme of whom are aware and capable of
switching between formal and informal registersEnglish, and thus do not only have a
single English variety at their disposal. In costrto numerous EFL speakers, ESL speakers
usually have a localized and a (more) standardetyarof English at hand in order to
emphasize either their cultural identities or comroative efficiency. The latter is usually not
imperilled if ESL speakers communicate with othgreakers within their linguistic
community, but might be so when communicating vither Circle speakers or speakers of
other ESL or EFL varieties. Speakers in the Expamdircle, however, often do not possess
a comparable linguistic repertoire, and might theee primarily express their cultural
identities by retaining a certain number of featud their L1 in their pronunciation.
Similarly to the model by Kirkpatrick given abovejs thinkable that users of English in the
Expanding Circle might thus move along an accemitisaum ranging from a completely
intelligible?® pronunciation to a pronunciation that mirrors thailtural, social and personal
identities, therefore being less easily understhledas it contains more features of a
speaker’s L1 (see Figure 2). As in Kirkpatrick’s aheg the choice of accent would depend on
the given social context: a scientist giving a falnalk to an international audience will
probably pay more attention to the degree of iigfigility of their speech, as their primary

intention is to communicate their findings to asnjnanembers of the audience as possible.

% As intelligibility is always relative, dependingn@ number of different factors (cf. section 2.5.tompletely
intelligible’ is here to be understood as beingilgdstelligible to one’s specific interlocutor(sh a particular
situation.
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The identity function of language is clearly secanydin this context, as the primary purpose
of using language is not the speaker's need fof-es@ression, but the exchange of
information. In contrast, in the context of an imf@al gathering of friends, speakers may feel
much more at ease to ‘be themselves’ and will g#xisbit a greater need for self-expression,
which will be reflected in their speech as wellsd| the danger of communication breakdown
is less serious in such conditions, as the listeaeg likely to be familiar with the particular
characteristics of an individual’'s pronunciatiordaheir way of speaking in general. Even if
communication problems should arise, the situatenmmeasily be resolved by means of asking
for repetition or clarification, as here, the imbeutors have the chance to collaborate in the

co-construction of meaning.

/ Language function \

Identity Communication

/ Language variety \

accentedness (= degree of foreign accent) ghhhintelligible pronunciation

<
<

number of L1 features

Figure 2 The identity-communication continuum wiglgard to L2 pronunciation

The above model is of course somewhat of an oveigioation, as in reality, an increase in
accentedness does not necessarily entail an egnivdécrease in intelligibility (Rajadurai
2007a: 92). Yet, it seems to have a valuable impba for pronunciation teaching: if we
assume that non-native speakers of English mightertain situations, quite appropriately
make use of a stronger foreign accent to emphaseepersonal and cultural identities, this
sheds a whole new light on current pronunciatioachéng practices, in particular the
widespread concept afccent reductionThe goal of pronunciation teaching has traditiigna
been assumed to be to reduce a learner’'s accdat as possible and, ultimately, to make
them lose their foreign accent entirely. This, as have seen in this section (as well as in
some previous sections of this thesis), is probtemia terms of issues of identity and

furthermore makes learners appear as “subjectspieech pathology” (Jenkins 2004b: 13%).

% A perfect example of this view on L2 pronunciatiarning is an article by Czgk, Stasiak & Szpyra-
Koztowska (2008) titled “English pronunciation étinthe case of low phonetic achievers”, in whibh awuthors
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But what if, instead of trying to make studentst ‘ge of’ their foreign pronunciation, we aim
at extending their accent repertoire? In an attetopnove away from the Anglo-centric
world-view and place stronger emphasis on the petsg of ‘English-knowing bilinguals’,
Pakir (1999: 110) suggests the notioraotent additiorrather tharaccent reductio’ One
immediate advantage of this notion is that, in @sitto accent reduction, the concept of
accent addition permits those learners who do rbibé the same kind of integrative or
assimilative motivation as learners who genuinagigk to attain a native-like L2 accent and
those learners who (have to) accept that theyneillbe able to reach native-like proficiency
in pronunciation to perceive the pronunciation méay process as less of a (cultural)
imposition. What is more, in contrast to the ‘defigperspective’ of accent reduction, the
notion of accent addition offers a more positivewion accented speech, and my thus prevent
the development of preconceived ideas and negatiitedes towards other foreign accefits.
The occurrence of L1 features in an individual’'®mmciation is not per se regarded as
undesirable or problematic, as the choice of acdepends on the communicative intention
of a speaker and the particular situational contextonnection with this, it seems necessary
to reconsider the legitimacy of the notion of ‘@miness’ in pronunciation teaching. An
alternative and probably more useful concept irs ttéspect appears to be the one of
‘appropriacy’ of pronunciation (Seidlhofer 2001eidlhofer (ibid.) connects this notion to
an earlier proposal made by herself and Dalton 4a99or a new understanding of the
concept of a ‘model’ for pronunciation teaching,iethtakes account of the reality of natural
human communication. If varieties such as RP orad&Aused as models, they argue, they are

essentially used

as points for reference and models for guidance.déde to approximate to
them more or less according to the demands of afgpsituation or a specific
purpose. In other words, a model is always condettidanguage in use, and is
therefore variable. Pronunciation models are pegiagneans to achieve the end
of effective communication for specific learneideds of correctness do not really
apply — a pronunciation is simply more or less appate to a specific use of
language. (Dalton & Seidlhofer 1994a: 2.7)

metaphorically call the research subjects ‘patiesntsl use words such as ‘diagnosis’, ‘treatmentl dherapy’
to label the different steps of the pronunciati@ining developed for their research project.

" This is also the approach used by Jennifer Jenkiher pedagogic proposal for teaching the proftion of
ELF, which | shall present in section 2.5.2.

The notion of accent addition was also promotedby Olle Kjellin in a paper published the same yaar
Pakir's work (both 1999).

2 Which is clearly undesirable for, as Rajadurai@4 90) points out, “[a]ny bias or judgmentaltatte on the
part of the listener could act as a formidableibatp intelligibility” (see also section 2.5.1.).
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Dalton and Seidlhofer contrast the notion of ‘moédeth the one of ‘norm’, which, it seems,
is how model accents usually end up being usecdhgligh pronunciation teaching due to the
prevalence of the idea of correctness (rather éipgmopriacy) of pronunciation:

[1]f we treat RP and/or General American as a nona,connect them strongly

with ideas of correctness. The norm is invariabie &das to be imitated

independently of any considerations of language. uBee aim, however

unrealistic, is 100% attainment of the norm, whighegarded as an end in itself.

(ibid.)
What might be a sensible idea, then, is to makeofisechosen model accent as a reference
point for guiding our learners in their learningpess while, at the same time, making them
aware that this model is not to be regarded asmthto which they have to fully conform in
all communicative contexts. Instead, the model @iceg to be understood as a valuable
addition to the learners’ linguistic repertoire winj as already stated above, they “can
approximate more or less closely, depending on rikeds of the specific situation”
(Seidlhofer 2001b: 60).

In the balancing act of finding equilibrium betweentelligibility in pronunciation and
expressing one’s personal and social identity, leratrucial factor is the type of interlocutors
with which L2 speakers of English will be communiog (Pakir 1999: 110). Clearly, the
degree of intelligibility of an accent cannot beaatmined per se, but will depend on factors
such as the linguistic proficiency and receptivéitgbof the listeners, their L1 background,
and their familiarity with and attitudes toward thccent in question (cf. section 2.5.). Thus,
whereas an accent may be perfectly intelligiblesbme listeners, it might be difficult to
understand, or even unintelligible, to othersekras that the key to success in the process of
balancing intelligibility and identity in L2 prongration might lie in a speaker’s ability to
accommodate their pronunciation to the given samatext as well as to the communicative
needs of their interlocutors. This seems to beiqudarly true for ELF interactions, where
phonological accommodation has been found to playracial role for successful
communication (Jenkins 2000: 66Phonological accommodation can thus certainly be
considered a skill worth cultivating amongst L2rie&s, especially if they are likely to take

part in ELF encounters in their future lives.

A further question that suggests itself in conrmectiwith the identity-intelligibility
equilibrium in L2 pronunciation is which feature§ Bnglish pronunciation should receive
special attention in English pronunciation teachasgopposed to those which may remain

open to the learners’ personal preferences to sg@gpects of their identities. In other words,
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it must be determined which features of pronunaraprove to be particularly important for
international intelligibility and should therefobe incorporated in the learners’ phonological
repertoire as soon as possible, and which feasgem to be of less relevance and may only
be of interest to those learners that aspire toatitpiisition of a native-like accent. Hence,
what is needed is research into the intelligibibfynative and non-native accents of English,
the results of which might help pronunciation teashto meaningfully structure their
teaching by setting achievable, sensible goaldHeir learners, both in the long and in the
short run. Yet, as we shall see in the next sectidalligibility is not an absolute concept but
a relative one, and the factors involved in thecpss of reaching intelligibility are multiple
and seem interconnected with each other in a comyés. This makes the investigation of
intelligibility an extremely difficult endeavour. ofunately, some useful and
methodologically solid investigations have beenartaken in the domain of English as a
lingua franca, which | will consider in section 25Before that, however, | will provide a

brief overview of the main areas of concern inithestigation of intelligibility.

2.5.The question of intelligibility
2.5.1. The notion of intelligibility

Although intelligibility is a crucial notion in pranciation teaching, there is no clear
consensus amongst scholars as to how intelligitshibuld actually be defined. Consequently,
the term is used to refer to a number of differeancept$’ and especially the terms

‘intelligibility’ and ‘comprehensibility’ are ofterused synonymously (Smith & Nelson 1985,
referred to in Field 2005: 400). Within the Worlchdtishes paradigm, one notion of
intelligibility that has widely gained acceptancethe tripartite framework by Smith (1992;

see also Smith and Nelson 1985). Smith distingsisietween

o intelligibility (the ability to recognize words and utterances),

o comprehensibilitfthe ability to understand the meaning of words atterances, i.e.,

in Austin’s (1962) terms, their locutionary mearjing

o0 and interpretability (the ability to understand the meanimghind words and

utterances, i.e. their illocutionary force).

2 For a summary and historical overview see Nel2608).
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Pronunciation is probably most strongly linked ke tlevel of intelligibility, for, as noted
earlier, it constitutes the conceptual basis oh&rdinguistic units (Rogerson-Revell 2011: 2;
cf. section 2.1.), i.e. it is the recognition oétacoustic make-up of words and phrases (such
as their segments and their stress and intonat@ierp) that will make it possible for the
listener to identify them as discrete, meaningfuitsi in the stream of speech. Smith
(1992: 76) views these three categories as forraiegntinuum of understanding, on which
intelligibility constitutes the lowest and interpability the highest pole. His hypotheses were
confirmed in a study conducted in 1992, which showreat intelligibility was more easily
attained than comprehensibility or interpretabilimith therefore concluded that “[b]eing

able to do well with one does not ensure that oitlede well with the others” (1992: 88).

There is one important point that needs furthersieration here. As indicated in the
previous section, intelligibility is a relative egory, meaning that its degree cannot be
measured per se, but only with regard to a pagrdiriguistic community, or even individual
listeners. Thus, what might constitute intelligilgeonunciation to speakers of a particular
language variety might not necessarily do so farakprs of a different one, or even for
another speaker of the same variety, as intelligibs affected by a number of other factors
apart from linguistic ones (see below). This i®aly intelligibility between two linguistic
communities can sometimes be non-reciprocal, astidited by the work of Wolff (1966), in
the sense that speakers of variety A might (cla)yunhderstand speakers of variety B, but not
vice-versa.Even if there were general agreement amongst Elofegsionals that English
pronunciation teaching should essentially aim akintalearners intelligible, the question
remains which type of speaker should be taken $eaence point for intelligibility. With
regard to the teaching of most foreign languadesanswer to this question will probably be
the language’s native speakers, as they will bekthe of interlocutors with whom learners
will essentially have to communicate in their laliges. However, English is different from
most other languages, as it is nowadays not ondygl @s a foreign language, but first and
foremost as an international lingua franca: as roeatl earlier, estimates have been made
that the majority of exchanges in English nowadaye place between non-native speakers
of the language, and learners of English in Outel Bxpanding Circle countries are in fact
more likely to use the language to communicate witier non-native speakers rather than
with native speakers of the language. Thus, it seémghly questionable why English
pronunciation teaching in the Outer and Expandimgl€s should persist in orientating its

goals and models primarily on NS-NNS interactios, ia these contexts, successful
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communication with native speakearsly cannot be considered an adequate goal for learning

and teaching English anymore.

Yet, the goal of learning English has traditionaddgen assumed to be able to communicate
with native speakers of the language. Consequergbearch on the intelligibility of L2
accents has predominantly been carried out witlvenapeakers of English as recipients in
mind, often with monolingual NS judges evaluatihg tlegree of intelligibility of a foreign
accent (Rajadurai 2007: 94). The reason for thesigtence of this approach to studying
intelligibility probably lies in the existence oéxtain ideologies which view native speakers
as the ‘guardians’ of the English language (cftieacl.1. and 1.2.), and which consequently
only accord Inner Circle speakers the ability aigthtrto judge the acceptability of a speech
sample in English. Yet, as Rajadurai (2007a: 9ddies, the claim that only native speakers of
English should be capable of assessing the levaltelligibility of English speech does not
hold in the light of the fact that English is ussatcessfully by non-native speakers as both an
international and intranational lingua franca. Tachoes Widdowson’s (1994) view on the
irrelevance of NS judgements and linguistic normsemards the development of English as
an international language (see section 1.1.). Thus, in order testigate intelligibility in
ELF and ESL communication, speech samples will tavbe evaluated by NNS (and not
NS) judges, and results obtained in studies wheadligibility was measured in reference to
NS norms do not have the same kind of validity§oF and ESL contexts.

A further problem and consequence of the nativedsprst ideologies surrounding the
scientific study of speech intelligibility is thamtelligibility has often been regarded as
a one-way process in which non-native speakerstareng to make themselves

understood by native speakers whose prerogativwag to decide what is
intelligible and what is not. (Bamgbose 1998: 10)

Similarly, Lindemann (2002: 419) observes that ieggions of non-native speech as being
unintelligible often stem from the idea that onhetspeaker is responsible for whether a
communicative act will be successful or not. Yaet, their influential framework on
intelligibility, Smith and Nelson (1985: 333, citeth Rajadurai 2007a: 91) stress the
interactional nature of the notion of intelligiltylj asserting that intelligibility falls neither
exclusively within the speaker’s nor the listenegsponsibility. Bamgbose too argues that
[[ln a communicative act which involves a speaked aan addressee, both
participants contribute to the speech act andnitsrpretation, and part of this

contribution is making an allowance for the accamtl peculiarities of the other
person’s speech. (Bamgbose 1998: 11)
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Unfortunately, many studies in the field of intgibility fail to acknowledge both the active
role of the listener as well as the importancepafa&ker accommodation for intelligibility, and
instead regard intelligibility as a matter of lingfic accuracy (Rajadurai 2007a: 90-91). Such
studies therefore also often fail to take into cdesation that speech is always context-
specific, and that speaker performance as welistenkr reaction will vary according to the
different contextual parameters such as settingictaand the nature of the interlocutors
involved (Rajadurai 2007a: 90). It seems highlysjiomable indeed whether the intelligibility
of an accent in real-life communication can be weieed through experimental studies
which have participants listen to and transcribeodéextualized word lists. Yet, such and
similar methodological shortcomings are not atumtommon in intelligibility studies, and
Jenkins (2007: 85) hence calls for the need totergasearch contexts [that are] naturalistic

settings in which participants interact with eather”.

A further point worth considering in the investigat of intelligibility is the role played by
attitudes towards a particular accent in conneatigh its perceived degree of intelligibility.
As Rajadurai (2007a: 90) observes, a number ofetiglich as those conducted by Eisenstein
and Verdi (1985), Lippi-Green (1997) or Rubin (1p%how that negative attitudes or
prejudice against an accent or speakers theredh@rmpart of the listener can constitute a
powerful obstacle to intelligibility. She concludist

pronouncements of poor intelligibility may be tresult rather than the cause of
negative social-psychological attitudes. (2007: 92)

This is also illustrated by the phenomenon of ‘meciprocal’ intelligibility described by
Wolff in 1966: Nembe and Kalabari are two varietsgsoken in the Eastern Niger Delta
which, on the basis of their linguistic similaritgould be classified as dialects of the same
language. The Nembe, who are impoverished @oliically powerless, acknowledge being
able to understand Kalabari due to the linguistaxpnity of the two varieties. The wealthy
Kalabari, however, claim to be unable to understdred speech of their inferior ‘country
cousins’, affirming that Nembe was a different laage.Clearly, the impact of a listener’s
biases and attitudes on their perception of an rasceintelligibility must not be
underestimated. Jenkins (2007: 83) thus stressesetbd for examining intelligibility hand in

hand with language attitudes.

As mentioned above, the majority of studies inliigibility have been carried out in order to
determine the degree of intelligibility of NNS aote to native speaker listeners. The most

fundamental insight gained from these investigatioras that it is the departure from NS
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norms on the suprasegmental level that most impeddsrstanding for native speakers of
English (Setter & Jenkins 2005: 5). But what abBUF communication, which, as we have
seen earlier, constitutes the type of English wmohn-native learners are nowadays most
likely to come in contact with? Although scientifioterest in intelligibility in NNS-NNS
communication has increased over the past decadenhount of evidence is still relatively
small compared to the great number of studies ofNNS interactions. The probably most
influential research conducted in this field iskiag’ (2000) work on the phonology of ELF

(back then referred to as EIL), which resultedh@ ¢compilation of the Lingua Franca Core.

2.5.2. Intelligibility in ELF: The Lingua Franca Core

Jenkins’ (2000) research on intelligibility in ELtBlk was based on a corpus of naturally
occurring, spoken interactions amongst foreignnees of English with differing L1s. All of
them were “of upper-intermediate to low advanceetll@s recognized by the University of
Cambridge Local Examinations Syndicate (UCLES)” Q@0 87). Thus, in contrast to
numerous other studies, Jenkins was able to igastihe way in which non-native speakers
of English collaborated in the meaning-making pss¢eind the fact that her study relied on
naturally occurring human speech certainly incredke degree of reliability of her findings
as opposed to those obtained in artificial settiwbere speakers and listeners are unable to

interact and negotiate meaning.

One of the most interesting of Jenkins’ findingscertainly that, in contrast to NS-NNS
interactions, it is phonological deviation on tregmental and not the suprasegmental level
which is crucial for successful ELF communicatigitually all instances of communication
breakdown in Jenkins’ data that involved pronunaratvere due to replacement of English
sounds by L1 substitutions (Jenkins 2000: 87-88hkihs attributed the importance of the
segmental level for intelligibility in ELF to theaét that speakers of lower proficiency levels
exhibit a tendency to use bottom-up rather thardimpn processing, thus relying heavily on
the acoustic signal (see also section 2.1.).

Based on her findings, Jenkins devised a pedagdgar&’ of phonological features which a
learner of English should master in order to aahietelligibility in ELF communication: the

Lingua Franca Core (LFC). The latter includes tifving items (not in order of priority):
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1 The consonantal inventory with the following pisms:
- rhotic [i ] rather than other varieties of /r/
- intervocalic /t/ rather tham]
- most substitutions ob/ and /d/, and [{] permissible
- close approximations to core consonant sounds gineermissible

- certain approximations not permissible (i.e. whexe is a risk that they
will be heard as a different consonant sound frioat intended)

2 Phonetic requirements:
- aspiration following the fortis plosives /p/, i&hd /k/
- fortis/lenis differential effect on preceding vowength

3 Consonant clusters:
- initial clusters not simplified
- medial and final clusters simplified only accordineg_1 rules of elision

4 Vowel sounds:
- maintenance of vowel length contrasts
- L2 regional qualities permissible if consistentt Bu to be preserved

5 Nuclear stress production and placement and idivief speech stream into
word groups.

(Jenkins 2000: 159)

Jenkins recommends the realization of /r/ in pa&talic position as is the case in GA but not
in RP, since this reduces the number of diphtheadse acquired from 8 to 5. What is more,
she assumes that this variant will be easier farnkers to master both productively and
receptively, as in this way, the relationship betw&nglish orthography and pronunciation is
more straightforward. It is for exactly the samasa@n that she opted for the RP variant with
regard to the pronunciation of intervocalic /t/,igfhis generally realized as voiced alveolar
tap [r] in GA but as [t] in RP. A further reason for notluding the allophoner] in the LFC

is that, being phonetically similar to /d/, it “hdse potential to cause confusion” in ELF talk
(Jenkins 2000: 140).

Considering the above list, one immediately notitesabsence of certain other features that

commonly form part of English pronunciation coursegch as vowel qualities, weak forms or

the (in)famous th-sounds. As the latter did notvprto be essential for mutual intelligibility
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in ELF according to Jenkins’ data, those featuresewabelled ‘non-core’. The non-core

features include:
- The th-sounds/ and /d/.
- Vowel qualities (except fosi/).

- Weak forms. Those are designated non-core becagserding to Jenkins, weak

forms might in fact be counterproductive rathemthalpful to intelligibility in ELF>°

- Word stress. Although not essential for intelligtipiin ELF, Jenkins recommends the
teaching of some general guidelines, as well astooverrectly recognize word stress
in a dictionary, due to the potential impact ofadmectly placed word stress for

nuclear stress and phoneme recognition.
- Stress-timed rhythm.
- Pitch movement on the nucleus.

- Other features of connected speech, such as elisggimilation, catenation and
linking. Jenkins argues against the teaching optieeuction (but not the reception) of
these features, as she considers it more impddasuccessful ELF communication
to facilitate the listener's perception rather trersuring ease of production for the
speaker.

According to Jenkins, phonological L1 transfer idyoto be considered as an error with
regard to core features; in the case of non-catufes, however, L1 transfer can be regarded
as acceptable phonological L2 variation (Jenkir@02@7, 158-160). This accords non-native
speakers “the same sociolinguistic rights as tlesgeyed by L1 speakers” (Jenkins 2005b:
147), allowing them to express their L1 identity ¥heir accent. It also permits teachers to
focus on a limited set of items that have provadtial to intelligibility in ELF rather than
trying to eliminate all traces of a learner's Llcawst in English. Jenkins thus suggests
thinking of pronunciation teaching for ELF in terrof accent additionrather thanaccent
reduction(cf. section 2.4. of this thesis), as the goapmhunciation teaching for ELF is to
add certain features to a learner’s receptive and ymtdee accent repertoire, and not to
reduce a learner’s L1 accent as far as possibikifde2000: 160, 2000: 208-212).

30 What is more, the situation seems to be simil&nNiv (cf. Jenkins 2000: 146-147).
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Another important finding of Jenkins was the sigiaihce of phonological accommodation
for successful communication in ELF interactionbe Sherefore stresses the need to teach
accommodation skills besides making learners irmatpe the core features of the LFC in
their productive accent repertoire (Jenkins 200@; 2ee also Jenkins 2005b: 150), especially
because accommodation, despite its communicatifieiesicy, seems to be the exception
rather than the norm in NNS-NNS interaction (JegslikdA00: 180-182).

‘Fine-tuning’ the LFC

It has to be noted that the LFC is not to be regrrds definitive, but as an “ongoing
empirical description of how non-native speakerhi@ae mutual intelligibility” (Walker
2010a: 44). The need for further empirical reseé@ltonfirm (or not) the detailed claims of
the LFC” has been emphasized by Jenkins (2000: B8Eelf. Some of her claims have
indeed already been confirmed by other studiesefdatg and Kirkpatrick’s (2006) study on
ASEAN ELF, Rajadurai’'s (2006) investigation into Mgsian English and experimental
research by Osimk (2009) all found th@t @nd /8/ are not essential for intelligibility ELF
interactions, although the three studies differed their findings with regard to the
intelligibility of different substitutions for thelental fricatives (for a summary, see Walker
2010a: 43). Osimk’s and Rajadurai’s research atsdirened the importance of aspiration of
Ipl, It/, Ik/ for intelligibility in ELF settingsYet, both studies could not justify the inclusidn o
rhoticity in the LFC.

Another area of interest with regard to the ‘fineihg’ of the LFC is the impact of certain

local pronunciation issues on international ing#tlility (Walker 2010a: 44). Rajadurai

argued that the excessive use of glottal stopd)amacteristic of Malaysian English, might
impede intelligibility in ELF contexts because ¢$ i‘'detrimental shortening effect on the
preceding vowel” (2006: 55). She suggests thatdarae of glottal stops might therefore
constitute an additional requirement for Malaysepeakers intending to engage in ELF
interactions. In this sense, research into thecetiéthe features of a typical Austrian accent
on international intelligibility would certainly bef great interest for English teaching in
Austria, as this may permit to find out about aiddial requirements for Austrian speakers to

attain intelligibility in ELF.
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The LFC as an alternative model for English pronuration teaching?

Jenkins’ suggestion of using the LFC as an alter@@foal in English pronunciation teaching
has triggered reactions of various kinds: whereasnes such as Robin Walker,
enthusiastically welcomed it as a more realisfeasible’ approach to English pronunciation
teaching than the (still widespread) nativenessciple, others rejected it as a patronizing set
of rules that restricts learners from aspiringhte acquisition of a NS accent (see for example
Scheuer 2005 or Sobkowiak 2005). Yet, it seemsdppbnents of the LFC have frequently
simply misunderstood what the latter is actuallyowtb and Jenkins as well as other
researchers in the field (e.g. Keys & Walker 2088ye subsequently attempted to clarify
some widespread misconceptions of the LFC. One ammmisconception of Jenkins’
proposal is that pronunciation teaching for althems of English — regardless of the particular
teaching context and the learners’ purpose of legrthe language — should centre on the
LFC. Jenkins never suggested any such a thingrinvbek of 2000 (cf. 2000: 161, see also
Jenkins 2002: 101), and has denied this interpoetadbf the LFC in numerous later
publications (2004a: 36, 2005a: 203, 2005b: 142006b: 36, 2007: 26} Another
widespread fallacy is that the LFC should be useda invariable norm, i.e. a strict and
unadaptable model for imitation in English pronaticin teaching. Apart from the fact that
such an idea would go against the very conceptLéfiEself (cf. the discussion in the second
part of section 1.3.), Jenkins made it clear righin the start that she did not intend the LFC
to be taken as a model for imitation, but as anr@gm that allows for variety in L2
pronunciation (Jenkins 2000: 131; see also Jerfld@$b: 147 & 151, 2006b: 36). The non-
core features of the LFC provide space for phonosbgvariation in NNS English, and
Jenkins affirms that due to the accommodation cerapbof her proposal, speakers might
even adapt core features according to a particalsammunicative situation (Jenkins 2007: 25-
26).

In connection with the misunderstanding of the L&Can invariable norm for teaching, it is
often falsely assumed that learners should notlbeved to go beyond the acquisition of the
core items of the LFC or strive for a native-likicant in English. Again, this is not and never
has been Jenkins’ opinion. Her only proviso wouddtlat those learners who want to speak

with a NS accent in English should also incorportdte LFC components into their

31 Seidlhofer (2006: 48) tried to counteract the samisconception with regard to the teaching of EbF i
general, stating that “[i]t is up to learners arsng of English to decide which kind of Englishythreeed and
want.”
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communicative repertoire, so as to “equip themself@ international communication”
(Jenkins 2000: 161).

In sum, the LFC is to be understood as a pedadogpea of features crucial to intelligibility
in ELF rather than a monolithic model for Englistopunciation teaching. As it leaves room
for L2 variation in English pronunciation, it is thocompatible with the expression of L2
speakers’ identity through their accents and with maintenance of mutual intelligibility
between interlocutors in international settingsikiles’ approach might thus constitute the
answer to the question of how to help learnerseaghiequilibrium between identity and
intelligibility in English pronunciation. The exaegtay in which the LFC should be used in
English pronunciation teaching — whether as a pymgoal, an additional goal or a
preliminary goal on the way to greater phonologicaisatility — depends entirely on the
particular teaching context and the type(s) oflees concerned. How the LFC might be used
in English pronunciation teaching at university deas part of a language competence
programme for English language students and futaehers of English will be the topic of
chapter 4 (see especially section 4.2.2.). Obwouhls is precisely the teaching context of
the Vienna English Department, as one of the mapirations of this thesis is to examine
whether the current pronunciation teaching prastitteere could possibly be improved by
considering the findings and suggestions of ELIEassh for English pronunciation teaching.
This, however, necessitates a profound analysteeoftatus quo in the first place, which is

what | will do in the next chapter.
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3. Pronunciation teaching at the Vienna English Deparnent
3.1.PPOCS 1: A course for pronunciation learning

At the Vienna English Department, Bachelor as aslteaching degree students obligatorily
take a pronunciation course after about 4-5 semsestestudying English. This course is
called ‘Practical phonetics and oral communicasgills 1, and is generally referred to as
PPOCS 1. Whereas the follow up-course (‘PPOCS &)Jdes more strongly on general
speaking skills (such as giving formal oral preagahs or participating in a discussion),
PPOCS 1 is essentially concerned with (practicadplish phonetics. It is assumed that
students taking PPOCS 1 are familiar with the besitcepts of phonetics and phonology as
well as the sound systems of RP and GA from thedloictory lecture in English linguistics,
which they have to pass before taking the cotfr&tudents can choose between classes
taking either RP or General American as teachingeiso In case a student has features of a
non-standard regional NS accent in their pronuimriatvhich were naturally acquired, e.g.

through a stay abroad, they will usually be alloweg@reserve them.

The course aim analysed

The original intention behind PPOCS 1 as it wasettgped by the English literature scholar
Prof. Otto Rauchbauer in the late 1960s was toigeoteaching degree students of English
with a course that would enable them to largelyniglate’ their L1 accents in English
(cf. Rauchbauer 1976: 17). This is hardly surpgsas back then, English language teaching
was exclusively considered from an EFL perspeciieethe orientation to NS norms within
both secondary and tertiary education was virtuallyguestionable. However, when
considering the current course aims of PPOCSHedbmes clear that not much has changed
since back then — despite the ever growing sigmfte of ELF in the world. | will take a
closer look at the aims of PPOCS 1 in the followibgth as they are stated in the course
curriculum and as they appear when consideringcthese content, the teaching methods

employed, and the way students are assessedetdha the course.

In the course curriculum (2013: 2), the three primaims of the PPOCS module (i.e. both
PPOCS 1 and 2) are stated as follows:

% Additional prerequisites for PPOCS 1 for both téag degree and BA students include théegrated
Language and Study Ski{dHSS) module, which consists of two languagelskilasses focusing on academic
reading and writing skills, and other introductdegtures in English studies (cf. the curricula lné teaching
degree and the BA degree, both published in 2011).
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To speak fluently and effectively with a consistemtural-sounding standard or
regional pronunciation in various forms of interantand production at C1 or C2
level

To have expert knowledge of the characteristicgpoken language

To have practical analytical skills, e.g. for monihg own speech and for error
analysis in the speech of others

One important point that immediately becomes appanen having a look at the above
criteria is that linguistic proficiency is still ieed in relation to (acknowledged) standard or
regional English varieties. This is even more enidehen having a look at the more detailed
description of the objectives of PPOCS 1 (see Adperable 1), which state that students
must acquire an accent that should be “recognisabl@pproximating one of the main
varieties of English (e.g. British and AmericanfPROCS curriculum 2013: 2). The latter also
show that PPOCS 1 is not only concerned with prodeigronunciation skills, but that the
course is also supposed to instil numerous analyéind discourse format-specific skills as
well as a number of (socio-)linguistic competenéespecially the latter might be of particular
interest here, for, as we have seen in section @dnunciation is an area of language that is
closely linked to issues of identity and to the wagople are socially perceived within a
particular community. The ‘sociolinguistic competer’ listed in the course curriculum of
PPOCS 1 include:

Sociolinguistic: Students...
know the features of Austrian English

are familiar with the distinguishing characteristiof British and American
English

are familiar with significant ongoing pronunciatiohanges.
(PPOCS curriculum 2013: 2-3)

What the above set of competences clearly lackaykind of consideration of the issues that
| have discussed in section 2.4.: that pronungiasoa means of expressing our personal and
social identities and that it is, therefore, inalily going to vary amongst different groups of
speakers as well as within an individual accordimghe given social context. Variation in
NNS English is equally insufficiently addressedtfwAustrian English being the only non-
native English variety that is regarded as beingrof interest), and the ELF perspective on
English pronunciation teaching as well as the issfieinternational intelligibility are
overlooked altogether (also in the remaining péthe course objectives — cf. table 1 in the
appendix). The only kind of variation that is adséed is diachronic variation in the accent

selected as a teaching model (i.e. either RP or, @4AJ the major features of and differences
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between this accent and Austrian English. All thesasiderations are — as far as | as a
student who did the course herself not so long ego remember — happening from a
prescriptive point of view: in contrast to Jenki{2900: 27; cf. section 2.5.2. of this thesis),
features of a typical Austrian English accent aseaonsidered as regional L2 variation, but
presented as undesirable deviations from the NB ioat students should strive to eliminate
from their pronunciation. What is more, hardly dmye is allocated to reflection on issues of
social or personal identity on the part of studemsfact, the above mentioned ‘socio-

linguistic’ considerations as well as any otherotietical input appear to be intended to
facilitate the process of accent reduction ratl@ntto provide students with a basis for
critical reflection. Thus, the primary course aimRFPOCS 1 still seems to be to help/make
students lose their (Austrian) accent as far asiplesand to become more ‘native-like’ in one

of the two standard English accents. Genuine dagwistic competences (such as a
knowledge of the social aspects of pronunciationtta ability to demonstrate context-

sensitivity as a language user) do not form pathefcourse content.

The strong emphasis on the development of natkeegronunciation is also reflected in the
course syllabus of PPOCS 1 (see table 2), whictwshioat content-wise, PPOCS 1 is largely

concerned with the sound system of the variety wetadents opted for as a teaching model.

Table 2 Syllabus of PPOCS 1 (PPOCS curriculum 2003t1)*

1 Introduction, major pitfalls, theory (descriptioh 8 Consonants, fortis-lenis, plosives, s/z,
sound system), administration intonation, turn taking, emphasising

2 Back vowels, tone units 9 Fricatives, presentatikills

3 Central vowels, weak forms 10 Affricates

4 Front vowels, linking, chunking 11 Theory test

5 Diphthongs 1, stress 12 Presentations

6 Diphthongs 2 13 Revision

7 Semivowels, w-v 14 Oral exams

The weekly two-hour sessions of the course usustiyt with a short revision of the
theoretical aspects of the topic in question, wipiddvides the basis for the practical exercises
that are to follow — after all, the course is irted to “provide[] ample opportunity for
practice” (PPOCS curriculum 2013: 5). In order tosh, PPOCS 1 additionally comprises a

% The exact sequence in which the elements givéabile 2 are taught may vary slightly between Anariand
British English PPOCS 1 classes (ibid).
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compulsory two-hour language laboratory class tabgta student tutot* which is intended

to provide students with further pronunciation exsgs, feedback and practice. Thus, the
evidently strong focus of PPOCS 1 on accent trginganot only mirrored in the course
syllabus, but also in the teaching methodologiesiuswould like to emphasize here that | do
not want to criticize the fact that PPOCS 1 requiseudents to do pronunciation training,
which | regard as an invaluable part of any promtian course that aims at improving
learners’ productive pronunciation skills. It shib@lso be noted that the extensive practical
component of PPOCS 1 imposes considerable finarmmats on the Vienna English
Department, and that the financial and pedagog@iffatts on the part of the Vienna English
Department and the academic staff responsiblencourse to provide students with a high-
level training in English pronunciation certainlged to be acknowledged. What | do want to
criticize, though, is the fact that PPOCS 1 disrdgaome very important issues in English
pronunciation teaching such as the changing goBlELd in the light of ELF, or the
relationship between accent and social or cultidexhtity, a discussion of which would be of
special importance to teaching degree studentheatvtenna English Department. That is,
what | call for is a more critical and reflectivepaoach to English pronunciation teaching
rather than the current, fairly prescriptive appioadopted in PPOCS 1, which requires
students to unreflectingly attempt to modify th@icents towards one of the ‘main varieties’
of English as far as possible.

That PPOCS 1 is prescriptive rather than reflecthiezomes especially apparent when
considering the way in which students are assessethe end of the academic term.
Assessment consists of two distinct parts: a theorgponent and a practical exam. There is
also an obligatory in-class mini-presentation (B¥hutes), but which does not form part of
the students’ final grade. To prove their theoedtiknowledge of English phonetics and
phonology, students have to submit a portfolio ammihg phonetic transcription exercises and
open questions on English phonetics and sit a yhiesst at the end of the semester (all of
which focus on the phonetic aspects of the acdwitdtudents chose as a teaching model).
This, however, makes up only 25% of their final kndrhe remaining 75% are determined in

a final oral exam, which lasts about 15 minuteswhith consists of 3 parts:

3 | myself have worked as a language lab tutor RORS 1 ‘British English’ for several semesters.
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- informal conversation

- prepared talk (e.g. on the reading text choseméwgtudent)

- reading a prepared text chosen by the studentsif{alqmage)
(PPOCS curriculum 2013: 5)

The students’ oral production in this exam is assg@dy two different lecturers, who, as can
be seen when having a look at the assessment dtable 3, page 70), are essentially
concerned with judging the students’ pronunciatiorcomparison to a “particular variety”.
This fairly vague phrasing allows for the acceptantnon-standard regional NS accents that
some students might have acquired due to a stayadbior the majority of students,
however, the term ‘variety’ will refer to the chosenodel, i.e. either RP or GA. Thus, the
major basis for assessment is constituted by aestigdoral performance in which they are
supposed to demonstrate their ability to approxémiat the prescribed model as far as

possible.

Each of the three analytical categories in the grakes up for one third of a student’s grade,
and each of them is concerned with a distinct aspigaronunciation: the segmental level and
the suprasegmental level, and the category ‘ap@tepess’, by which is meant the way in
which pronunciation is adjusted to the specificcdigse format the student is currently
engaged in (e.g. the ability to read a text enggg)n® The naturalness component of this
latter category is related to whether a studentbieas able to improve their pronunciation in
such a way that they are able to speak in a faiffigrtless, naturally sounding manner (as

opposed to ‘wooden’, inappropriately slow and/ommsyllabic speech).

What is also evident from the grid on page 70 & Htudents are expected to have reached a
fairly advanced level in English pronunciation yetend of PPOCS 1: both accuracy and
consistency as well as a certain degree of naesalof pronunciation are called for in order
to pass the course, and students may only dispisgcurity in the production of a small
number of features. This corresponds to the redureficiency level as stated in the course
aims of the PPOCS module (see above), i.e. a CC2devel in pronunciation, which

arguably can loosely be described as ‘near-nagixa@iunciation.

3%t must be mentioned that at the moment of writinig thesis, the above assessment criteria dre stvork
in progress’. That is, they are currently only dggblon a trial basis by certain PPOCS 1 lectui@nd, may still
have to be further elaborated in the future.

% This assessment criterion seems problematic fdaioereasons which | will discuss in more detailection
4.2.2.
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Table 3 Assessment grid for PPOCS 1 (PPOCS cunric2013: 6%7

Sehr gufAustrian A-
grade]

BefriedigendAustrian C-
grade]

GenuigendAustrian D-
grade]

CONTROLS OF
SEGMENTALS:
Consistency and accurag
of segmentals

Consistent, accurate,
and effortless
yproduction of the
segmental features of g
particular variety.

Generally maintains
consistent and accurate
production of the salient
segmental features of a
particular variety, such as
fortis/lenis distinction and
vowel length; does not
impose strain on the
listener.

Generally maintains
consistent and accurate
production of the salient
segmental features of a
particular variety, such a
fortis/lenis distinction
and vowel length; does
not impose strain on the
listener, although the
production of a small
number of sounds is
noticeably unstable.

CONTROL OF

SUPRASEGMENTALS:
Consistency and accurag
of suprasegmentals

Consistent, accurate,
and effortless
yproduction of the
suprasegmental feature
of a particular variety,
especially assimilation,
elision, and
characteristic intonatior
patterns.

Generally maintains
consistent and accurate
production of the salient
ssuprasegmental features ¢
a particular variety, such a
basic linking, sentence
stress/weak forms,
chunking, and word stress
does not impose strain on
the listener.

Generally maintains
consistent and accurate
production of the salient
fsuprasegmental features
sof a particular variety,
such as basic linking,
sentence stress/weak
. forms, chunking, and
word stress; does not
impose strain on the
listener, although the
production of a small
number of features is
noticeably unstable.

APPROPRIATENESY

Consistently maintains
naturalness and
appropriateness of
pronunciation in all
three of the tasks, even
while attention is
otherwise engaged.
Shows ability to read
text engagingly,
respond to the examine
effortlessly, and to
present a text
effectively. Able to use
pronunciation to convey
finer shades of
meaning.

Generally maintains
naturalness and
appropriateness of
pronunciation in all three
of the tasks. Shows ability
to read the text
meaningfully, to respond t
the examiner adequately,
and to present a text
rclearly.

Generally maintains
naturalness and
appropriateness of
pronunciation in most of
the tasks. Shows ability
to read the text

b meaningfully, to respond
to the examiner
adequately, and to
present a text clearly.

37 No descriptions were given for the Austrian B-grgtiGut’) and the failing grade (‘NichtgeniigendThe
reason for this might be that the above assessangatia have only been recently developed andnateyet

fully refined.

| am grateful to Mag. Amy Bruno-Linder for takitige time to describe and explain this particulaeasment
criterion to me in more detail.
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With the above analysis of the course syllabustehehing methods employed and the nature
of assessment used in PPOCS 1, | tried to showhbairimary objective of the course still is
the acquisition of a near-native accent in Englist the ‘elimination’ of students’ L2 accents
as far as possible. It is for exactly this reasdwat PPOCS 1 has been subject to controversy
for at least fifteen years now. One climax in tively debate around PPOCS 1 is certainly the
exchange between Daniel Spichtinger and Julia diitamd Sophie Kidd of 2000, which
centred on the growing significance of English asirgernational language in connection
with the adherence of PPOCS 1 to NS pronunciatmma. As many of the issues touched
upon in this exchange directly relate to the tagfichis thesis, | will now discuss the most

important arguments put forward by both partiehecourse of this debate.

3.2.... which is subject to controversy

Of the various controversies that have surrounde®@®S 1 for quite some time now, the
most extensively discussed ones are certainly dserather ambitious course aim and its
fairly prescriptive NS approach to pronunciatioadeng. Debates amongst students about
these issues are not uncommon, and students haesiagally been observed to get quite
worked up about PPOCS 1, especially since it isotilg course with a final oral exam at the
Vienna English Department, which might contributethe general feeling of anxiety that

seems to surround the course.

Coming from a ‘World Englishes’ perspective, Dangpichtinger suggested in an article
published inVienna English Working Papel®IEWS) in 2000 to revise the course (back
then still referred to as ‘Sprechpraktikum’) by ptiog international intelligibility rather than
near-native speaker competence as a Yoalseems that it was precisely the latter — the
requirement of reaching almost native-like proingg in English pronunciation within one
term — that bothered Spichtinger particularly abBBOCS 1: in his article, he criticized the
course aim for being

[...] unrealistic, unnecessary and psychologicallyndging. [...] It is unrealistic
because with the time and resources available ey limited progress can be

%1t has to be noted that at the time when Spicktisgarticle was published, the course aim of PPQG&s
stated as “[to] become as native-like as possiialeing either standard British or standard Amerieanthe
model” (KOVO 2000/01: 29, quoted in Spichtinger Q00’1). Yet, reaching a C1 to C2 level in English
pronunciation (which is what is required today ider to pass the course) can, arguably, be regasidaing
more or less equivalent to this. The only differee the earlier course aim, then, seems to beatiwatrding to
the current curriculum, also regional accents offlEh — and not only the prestige accents RP and-Gie
accepted in PPOCS 1 (although they are, in corttvd®P and GA, not actively trained in the course).
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made. It is unnecessary because the ability to aapmtive speaker seems a
doubtful achievement at best. Should students aibter be encouraged to find
their own identity in English? The current practioeay be psychologically
damaging to students because of the sense of nityegueven failure it breeds.
(Spichtinger 2000: 71)
Of course, this drastic criticism did not remaircammented on the part of the academic staff
responsible for the course. Julia Huttner and Soiidd responded to Spichtinger’s article in
the subsequent issue of VIEWS, presenting theiw van Spichtinger’s criticism and
suggestions. | will now consider the most importesues debated in their exchange a bit

more closely, as many of them prove relevant forcad/for a rethinking of PPOCS 1.

Is PPOCS 1 psychologically damaging?

As for Spichtinger’s reproach that the aim of PPAC&as unrealistic and ‘breeding failure’,
Huttner and Kidd (2000: 77) argued that this wasl@wly not the case as the clear majority
of students (about 70 % at the time) passed theseounterestingly, the failure rate in
PPOCS 1 has considerably decreased over the paatledewith only about 16.6 Ysof
students failing the course in recent semestenss,Tihseems that the course aim of PPOCS 1,
however ambitious it may appear at first sightjnsfact not that unattainable for most
students. Yet, | would argue that this is not nsaely the way in which many students
experiencethe course. This is also indicated by the resflfgluller (2012: 101), who found
that 29 % of students taking the class slightlyderately, or strongly disagreed that they can
reach the course requirements within the given.tivhi#ller conducted his survey in SS 2012,
which exhibits a failure rate of merely 14.4. %isTehows that at least in SS 2012, there was
a clear mismatch between the attainability of therse aim and the level of confidence which
students displayed towards the latter, which iead | was able to observe amongst my own

students in other semesters (and amongst my calblsaghen taking the class myself).

It thus seems safe to state that generally, thel lespressure experienced by students in
PPOCS 1 seems to be rather high, which is why 8pgdr views the course as being
‘psychologically damaging’. Let us consider thidrfattedly rather dramatic) claim a bit more
closely. Huttner and Kidd, for their part, do neem to take this reproach seriously, in the

“0 This is the mean percentage of failures of thé fasemesters (i.e. WS 2011/12 to WS 2013/14), kwhic
fluctuates between 9.9 % and 25.6 % per cent.

| am grateful to Mag. Iris Vukovics, who, on behaffthe director of studies of the Vienna Englisbpartment,
obtained and summarized the above data for thisghe
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sense that they suspect it to be “only hear-saliichy was included as a criticism only in
order to add effect” (2000: 77). Yet, | personalge a grain of truth in Spichtinger’s criticism.
Clearly, there appears to be a certain type ofestudt our department who is dissatisfied with
PPOCS 1 in its current form and who experiencesthese as somewhat agonizing (and |
am not referring to the lazy type of student whgarels any kind of intellectual effort as
such). Evidence of the dissatisfaction experienogds number of students with regard to
PPOCS 1 is constituted by a couple of groups onsth@al networkStudiVZthat were
founded to help students cope with their negatixeegences made in PPOCS 1. One of
them, titled “Nur Leute, die PPOCS [1] wiederholemd RICHTIG cool!” is intended to
cheer up and provide comfort for students who Haiuled the class by adopting a humours
perspective on things. The group description readsllows:

Die wahren Anglisten beschéftigen sich lieber matedles zwei Semester mit den
Practical Phoneticshftp://tinyurl.com/lkwmdagc24.4. 2014)

Another one of them, titled “PPOCS [1] — ein traufues leben®” seems to mirror more
closely the state of mind which Spichtinger washatay referring to when formulating his
criticism on PPOCS 1.

a lovely support group for all those who sufferednf the lunacy of practical

phonetics and oral communication skills (PPOCSg. Will never be the same
again! welcome :) http://tinyurl.com/mnp28nr24.4.2014)

It is of course impossible to assess in how far EBQ constituted an actual psychological
trauma for the students who founded and at onet peilonged to this social-network group,

but it seems safe to assume that PPOCS 1 was iradémdgely unpleasant experience for
them. What the above group description illustraesvell is that, sadly, PPOCS 1 seems to
have spoilt the entire subject of practical phargefor certain students: note that the word
‘lunacy’ has been employed, indicating a feelingatél rejection and disdain for the subject
itself. Thus, rather than possessing an increasesl bf confidence due to the knowledge and
skills which PPOCS 1 is supposed to instil, whahedthough not the majority of) students

are left with is a feeling of inadequacy, failuemd rejection. Negative experiences like the
above are even more problematic when shared bymstsidvho intend to become English

language teachers, as they may consequently lackotifidence and motivation to later teach
pronunciation themselves, therefore neglectingdbfgect of language in their future teaching
altogether. Clearly, such feelings of inadequacg srsecurity cannot be what the Vienna
English Department wants to develop among thenlesits (for both moral and professional

reasons), and | would argue that instead of denyiagevident existence of certain problems
73



with PPOCS 1, we should attempt to find ways ineor counteract the undesirable ‘side

effects’ of the course which | have just descriffed.

In order to do so, it seems worth examining whatcéy might cause the negative feelings
described above in the first place. Similar to 8pinger, | too suspect the rather ambitious
course aim to be a potential source of problemss T¥sue is closely linked to another
shortcoming of PPOCS 1 in its current form, whishhat students with completely different
proficiency levels in English pronunciation and lwidifferent kinds of motives for
pronunciation learning are lumped together in ond the same course. Thus, there is a
number of students who seem to take great pleasuleing PPOCS 1, namely usually those
who are (more or less) easily capable of attairihrey course aim of reaching near-native
English pronunciation within a single semester, aho genuinely desire to acquire a native-
like accent in English. Others, however, are cleaxler-challenged, and might simply not
want to sound like a native speaker of RP or GAhSstudents often experience the course as
extremely stressful, sometimes even developing rangt level of anxiety, and might,

therefore, indeed perceive the course as a grgahplegical burden.

What is more, many students for whom the courseimiiially seems difficult to attain often
tend to think of themselves as ‘failures’ evenhiéy manage to pass the course in the end:
obviously, it is difficult to perceive oneself asaccessful learner if a semester of intensive
practice (and, very often, great personal developms rewarded by a mediocre grade whilst
others seem to succeed with much less effort, toatewer reason. Two factors add to the
extent of frustration that such students might eepee in this respect: first, that
pronunciation is closely bound up with a persoerl$-snage, and that a feeling of inadequacy
with regard to this linguistic area is thereforevitably going to be more painful than with
regard to other areas of language. And secondtyRR®CS 1 is for many, and | dare say for
the majority of our students, the only occasion mehiheir pronunciation will be evaluated
and assessed in the form of a grade by expersrakars kind of authoritative judgment of a
‘one-off’ performance is likely to have a great @mep on how students perceive their
pronunciation (and, as a consequence, how theeiperthemselves): if the only feedback

with academic authority which a student has andogity ever will receive on their

1| should make it clear once again that theserfgsliare not to be found amongst all students aVitena

English Department. Of course, | am well aware, @mehot want to deny, that many students take greasure
in doing PPOCS 1 in its current form — | myself édxeen such a student, and | have been tutorimiprsts
enthusiastically taking the class for as long have been working as a language lab tutor. Yetf Whave seen
as well — among my own students as well as amongatigagues when taking the class myself — areéndy

ambivalent, partly entirely negative feelings depeld by some students towards pronunciation legrdiming

PPOCS 1.
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pronunciation is of a fairly negative nature, thedtf-confidence is likely to be considerably
damaged. Especially for weaker students, it mijgatefore be of great benefit to rethink the
current course aim and replace it with a more ratale learning goal, in order to avoid
frustration and the experience of failure on thet md these students and, as a further
consequence, to prevent the development of theeatdescribed attitude of total rejection of

practical phonetics on their part.

The issue of identity

A further point addressed by Spichtinger in hidigdems on PPOCS 1 was that students
should be encouraged to find their own identitfemglish rather than being trained to ‘ape’ a

native speaker. Huttner and Kidd responded todtiigism as follows:

A more general issue that needs to be raised iStiiahtinger seems to think that

[PPOCS 1] uses RP or General American as a norm whfact they are used as

models or reference points. Naturally, studentsnateexpected to become native-

like in the course of one semester in their segaat of studies. Indeed, they are

encouraged to find their own English accent indberse of their studies — ideally

by spending a longer period of time in an Engliphaking country.

(Huttner & Kidd 2000: 76)
| cannot fully agree with Huttner and Kidd’s viewrle. While it is indeed true that the Vienna
English Department encourages its students to apmlyan Erasmus or Joint-Study
scholarship in order to experience the Englishuageg in a native-speaking environment and
to gain insights into the academia of other coesirno active encouragement is made for
students to find ‘their own English accent’ durithgir studies — especially not when it comes
to the department’s pronunciation programme. ltr&eeurious to me that Huttner and Kidd
claim that RP and GA were only used as teachingetsa@ther than as pronunciation norms
in PPOCS 1 when the practical part of the coursnisely concerned with making students
‘get rid’ of their Austrian accents as much as gadeswith an exam awaiting them at the end
of the semester where they are expected to denatamsirat they have succeeded in precisely
that. What is more, as | criticized earlier, neitkiee situational character of any linguistic
norm nor the distinction between norm and modeleae¥ made an issue in PPOCS 1. In my
view, rather than encouraging students to ‘findirtleavn accent in English’, PPOCS 1
actively discourages students from doing so, as any deviatmm tither the RP or the GA
norm is usually penalized for being an ‘error’ (drgthe form of a lower grade at the final

exam), especially if the latter occurs in the fosimL1 transfer. Whereas other regional NS
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accents are accepted in PPOCS 1 according to thieecourriculum, students are not actively
encouraged to play with them or try them out (arahynstudents probably refrain from doing
so of their own accord as they are well aware shalying too far from the norm might result
in a lower grade at the end of the semester). @rdge students who already exhibit certain
regional features in their pronunciation that weagurally acquired (e.g. due to a stay abroad)
are generally encouraged by their lecturers togmvesthose features. Thus, one major point
of potential improvement of PPOCS 1 is certaihly tvay in which error and proficiency are
currently defined, alongside with the space pradittestudents to express their national and
cultural identities through their accents. Cleathg normative way in which RP and GA are
currently used in PPOCS 1 (pace Huttner and Kidd}trbe reconsidered in the light of the
momentous socio-linguistic developments that haer place in the English-speaking
world during the past decades. My suggestions foroee modern and pedagogically more
valuable approach to pronunciation teaching for €BOL that takes account of these

developments will be presented in chapter 4.

International vs. NS pronunciation models within éhAustrian educational context

Huttner and Kidd also commented on Spichtinger'gigestion to adopt international
intelligibility rather than near-nativeness as aauraim for PPOCS 1. Although they
acknowledge the significance of English as a gldaatjuage, Huttner and Kidd doubt that
this type of English will be the most important anehe future professional lives of students
at the Vienna English Department (2000: 75). Thegeeially stress this point with regard to
the department’s teaching degree students, rengridenreader that a (near-)native command
of English is generally favoured in the professiaf@nain of education (ibid.; this echoes the
ideology of native-speakerism discussed in secfich). They then go on to quote the
Austrian curriculum for secondary schools validtiaat time, which stated the goal for
speaking English as follows:

der mdglichst freie und sichere Gebrauch der Spraoh Mundlichen. Dies

bedeutet:

- die Beherrschung von Aussprache und Intonationeimer Weise, die in
Annaherung an die Sprache von native speakers gmbidie Verstandigung
gewabhrleistet.

[using oral language as freely and effortlesslp@ssible. This means:

- mastery of pronunciation and intonation in appradion to native speaker
speech to the extent that communication will noinbjeeded.]
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(Lehrplan AHS Oberstuf989: 651 [my translation], quoted in Huttner &dii
2000: 75-76Y

Consequently, they conclude that

[...] despite a focus on communicative competenoe,niodel of native speaker
English persists in the current school curriculaisTmight of course change in
time, but while this remains so, we believe it wibbk irresponsible to teach our
students according to different models of pronuimmia

(Huttner & Kidd 2000: 76)

Admittedly, in the light of the Austrian school pés in place at that time, Huttner and
Kidd’s criticism of Spichtinger’s suggestion seeguste reasonable. Let us now consider their
argument with regard to the current educationalteoddn The Austrian curriculum for
secondary schools has been revised in 2000 and 20@$ to take th€Eommon European
Framework of Reference for Languaget account. The detailed description on what and
how to structure English pronunciation teachinglawer secondary school found in the
curriculum of 1996 had already vanished by the tirhgtner and Kidd's article was
published (cf.Schullehrplanel996: 59 &Lehrplan AHS Unterstuf@000). Only four years
later, the description of the ultimate target ofgish pronunciation teaching in the Austrian
school curriculum was modified as follows:

Lautwahrnehmung, Aussprache und Intonation sindkeim Mafl3e zu schulen, wie

sie eine in der Zielsprache angemessene Verstargligigwahrleisten. Eine

Annaherung der Aussprache an die Standardausspisichear wunschenswert,
darf jedoch nicht zur Uberforderung der Schilermuaed Schdler fuhren.

[Sound perception, pronunciation and intonationtarge trained to the extent that
they ensure acceptable communication in the tdaggfuage. An approximation
of pronunciation to the standard accent is desablt must not overstrain

pupils.]
(Lehrplan AHS Oberstufe 2004, [my translation])

Admittedly, the above learning target of the Awstrschool curriculum of 2004 differs only
marginally from the one used by Hittner and Kiddaasargument against Spichtinger’s
proposed changes to PPOCS 1. Although the diréeterece to NS norms in the Austrian
school curriculum has disappeared and been repldgedhe somewhat vague term
‘Zielsprache’ (target language), standard NS ascémhich presumably is meant here with

‘Standardaussprache’) still constitute the offi@aint of reference for English pronunciation

“2 Curiously, the curriculum quoted by Hiittner andidKis not the one valid at the time of writing (itke one
published in 1996), but the version dating from 99Bhe information on the teaching of English pnaciation
is, however, identical in both these versions $chullehrplanel996: 201).
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teaching at Austrian schools. But even so, doasrig@an that future teachers of English must
speak with a native-like accent themselves, andtdetinat teaching degree students must
receive pronunciation training to the extent thagyt attain (near-)nativeness in English
pronunciation? First, it must be noted that thereaidifference between speaking with a
particular accent and knowingbout the features of an accent and how to help learners
practice and acquire the latter. As Jenkins observe

In EFL classrooms [...] ‘NS’ teachers are more likddgn ‘NNS’ teachers to be

able to provide the pronunciation models that leegwish to hear, assuming, of

course, that teachers have within their own repertthe individual learner’'s

preferred target accent. However, this is not tyg Heat ‘NS’ teachers are

necessarily better placed to instruct learners ow ho acquire these accents,

particularly for productive (as opposed to recegtiuse. Unless ‘NS’ teachers

have sufficient familiarity with their learners’ Ldronunciation systems as well as

a sound knowledge of articulatory phonetics (arkdoaigh some do, the majority

do not), they will be able to inform but not ingttuto do little more than model

their own accent and hope that acquisition willdei by some mysterious magic
process. (Jenkins 2000: 221).

Thus, teaching English pronunciation is in fact sot much a matter of speaking with a
native-like accent oneself, but of exposing leanerthe model accent in whatever way while
at the same time explicitly instructing them howptoduce the (most important) features of

the accent in question.

There now remains the question of how NNS teacfaerd NS teachers speaking with a non-
standard accent) can expose learners to the modeht to be acquired without speaking
with such an accent themselves. In connection ik, it must be noted that it is simply
wrong to assume that phonological input in the legg classroom is nowadays exclusively
dependant on the language teacher’'s accent aloneoritrast to some decades ago, the
English produced by teachers does not constit@etiy, and, | dare say, in many cases not
even the primary source of linguistic input forrleers of English in Austrian schools, who
often experience the language in many differenhfovia a number of media (such as online
videos, English-speaking songs on the radio or itlternet and English speaking TV
channels) in their spare time. In addition to tlweustic input that is nowadays available
through many different forms of English-speakingdmefor use in the English language
classroom, the World Wide Web offers a huge nunabeesources for exposing learners to
different varieties of English. Some of them haveerm specifically developed for
pronunciation learning and teaching and are thusomty explicitly aimed at non-native

learners of English, but feature the standard d@scBP and GA. The fact that NS norms
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persist as teachings models (i.e. as points ofageée) in Austrian school curricula does
therefore not necessitate that future English te@chave to speak with a native-like accent
themselves — especially because the learning tgrgen in the Austrian school curriculum is
a proficiency level in English pronunciation thaiables learners to communicate adequately
in the target language, but not a native-like Estgipronunciation. This does not mean that
there should not be a certain minimum requiremetit regard to English pronunciation that
has to be achieved by Austrian NNS teachers of iEimgh the course of their education.
Obviously, it would be peculiar to require learnesachieve a certain level with regard to
English pronunciation when the latter has not dween achieved by their own teacher, and it
seems clear that a language teacher will have tomdre proficient in English pronunciation
than the average learner that they will be teachRather, it means that the necessary
pronunciation level to be attained by NNS teacloéisnglish in Austria might be constituted
by something other than a close approximation gtaadard NS accent. That is, language
teachers need a certain level of implicit, ‘proaedluknowledge of the language they are
teaching, which “underlies the ability to communedluently and confidently in an L2”
(Ellis 2005: 2143 But in addition, they need a number of other skils well, skills that
enable them to help learners develop the procettu@bledge that they themselves already
possess. In order to do so, teachers need to acgeiclarative’, explicit knowledge of the
language, and a number of other pedagogic and tdidsklls — rather than an amount of
procedural knowledge that would be comparable ® dhe held by native speakers of

English.

There is yet one important issue to be commenteith @onnection with the Vienna English
Department’s ‘responsibility’ for English languatgacher education. It is crucial to note that
the way in which the Austrian school curriculum gaets the learning targets for ELT in
Austria is highly questionable in itself, as ithased on the obsolete assumption that English
is a subject like any other foreign language. Thespge from the Austrian curriculum for
secondary schools cited earlier is not only presee for the teaching of English, but is taken
from the part of the curriculum on the first and@ad foreign living languages taught in
secondary schools (whatever they may be), and ftreréentended to be applicable to the
teaching of any other foreign language as well. Té&sons for this is that the current
Austrian school curriculum is oriented towards t8emmon European Framework of

Reference$CEFR), which does not differentiate between ddferforeign languages, neither

*3 For the distinction between procedural and detilar&nowledge, see further Ellis (2005: 214-215).
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in terms of (socio-)linguistic nor methodologicabnsiderations, and generally adopts a
‘foreign language’ perspective (cf. section 1.5ijhwregard to the teaching @fll foreign
languages. Yet, as indicated earlier, the subje&nglish must be treated differently from
other foreign language subjects in the Austriarostltontext, since — in contrast to most
other foreign languages — the type of interactithvag Austrian (and other European) learners
of English are most likely to take part in are mrctf ELF encounters, and not NS-NNS
interactions. In this sense, the CEFR clearly falsecognize the importance of ELF for the

teaching of English in Europe, for the latter

would seem to be incompatible with the adoptiora dfamework for all modern
languages. (Seidlhofer 2012: 77)

Seidlhofer (ibid.) therefore calls for the quesimanof “the general relevance that [the CEFR]

is currently attributed in language education pdlic

Thus, due to its adherence to the CEFR, the curestrian curriculum for secondary
schools clearly overlooks the special role of Estglas a global lingua franca, and it is
therefore hardly surprising that the teaching dibjes of English pronunciation teaching are
still defined in reference to NS norms. This ishhgproblematic insofar as the linguistic
reality that awaits Austrian students beyond theglege classroom is obviously a very
different one than the one they are currently pegbeor. In this sense, it seems that a
rethinking of the use of NS norms (or ‘models’ Higtner and Kidd have it) in pronunciation
teaching at the Vienna English Department for etingaand training prospective teachers of
English would in fact not be irresponsible, but inaduable. This can be justified as follows:
first, as | have argued above, even if standardabt®nts persist as points of reference in the
Austrian school curriculum, this does not mean thastrian teachers have to achieve near-
nativeness in pronunciation themselves, as an amintlmber of resources is nowadays
available that enable language teachers to expaserdgs to various English varieties and
practice English pronunciation without teachersakpey with a NS accent themselves.
Secondly, by adopting an approach to pronunciataching that allows students to take a
critical view of the prevalence of prestige NS aaitseas norms/models in ELT, the Vienna
English Department would contribute to paving theywor a more up-to-date approach to
English pronunciation teaching (and to English leage teaching in general) that takes
account of the significance of ELF for learner€ofylish in Europe. This would be of utmost

importance, since
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[tlhe major obstacle to the modernizing of Englistonunciation teaching in
recent years has been the failuredocateteachers. That is, to provide them with
the facts which will enable them to make informeatidions in their selection of
pronunciation models, as opposedrening them to reproduce unquestioningly a
restricted range of techniques in order to pronatitaspects of a single model, in
whatever teaching context they should find theneselJenkins 2000: 199
[original emphasis])
Jenkins makes a very important point here: thé ihsufficient to equip future teachers of
English with linguistic competence without providithem with a thorough education about
the complexities that surround English pronuncratieaching in today’s globalized world.
Yet, this is exactly what currently happens at\ienna English Department (which is what |
tried to illustrate in section 3.1.). By challengirrather than maintaining traditional
pronunciation teaching practices in English languagacher education (such as the
prevalence of NS pronunciation norms), the VienmgliEh Department would not act
irresponsibly, but demonstrate an immense sensespbnsibility for the English language
teaching profession in Austria. Such an approaculadvoeither make it impossible for future
language teachers to stick to the pronunciationatsoghich the Austrian school curriculum
(rather loosely) prescribes, nor would it urge thém ‘teach ELF** as many critics
unwarrantedly fear. In contrast, it would simplyrpé them to acquire the knowledge
necessary to adapt their teaching to the needsvants of their learners and the respective
socio-linguistic and educational context, i.e. eceime what Widdowson (2003: 13) terms

‘reflective practitioners®

Huttner and Kidd might regard it as a matter opoesibility to teach future English teachers
according to the pronunciation models referredntéhie Austrian curriculum (a proposition
which might in fact not be that incompatible with lass prescriptive approach to
pronunciation teaching than is currently the casBRPOCS 1, as its exact realisation depends
entirely on how one interprets the term ‘model’). hbwever, regard it as a matter of
responsibility to educate our students about th@igations of ELF for English pronunciation
teaching: for — contrary to Huttner and Kidd’s amgtion — it is the pronunciation criteria of
ELF (and not ENL or EFL) which are most significdot learners of English in Europe and

“ Teaching ELF* would be a nonsensical suggestioyways, since ELF is not a single, monolithic varief
English that can be pinned down in terms of itsrfalrcharacteristics (cf. section 1.3.).

*> The term ‘reflective practitioner’ was first inttaced by Schén (1983), and is used by Widdowsof3Rtb
refer to language teachers that are able to dhticaflect on, theorize about and abstract fromcténg practice
and adapt their teaching accordingly.

For a discussion of the importance of theoreticglegtise for language teachers see Widdowson (20@ter
1).
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thus crucial to know for the Vienna English Depaiiis teaching degree students. Note,
however, that this is not to say that the apprddave in mind for pronunciation teaching at
the Vienna English Department will preclude studemho want to sound more like a native

speaker from aiming at a NS target.

The question of employability

Huttner and Kidd also seem to be particularly wemtrabout the professional success of the
Vienna English Department’s graduates if languagehing at the department would orient
itself towards the (pronunciation) norms of nonv&English varieties:

As regards the use of English as an internaticaraguage as a teaching model,

[...] we feel that this would be appropriate onlyr@analysis of teaching models

used at school or at university departments arathar tertiary education settings

where English isnot the major subject. Within teacher training setirend

English departments, the language skills of graghuaill — at least for reasons of

employability — still have to be based on nativeaqer models. (Huttner& Kidd
2000: 77-78 [original emphasis])

| agree with Hiuttner and Kidd’s point with regaadthe teaching of written language skills as
well as grammatical and lexical competence, for gimeple fact that graduates of English
language and literature at university level wilhooonly be expected to have mastered so-
called ‘Standard Englisff in these areas. However, | cannot agree with tasmegards the
teaching of English pronunciation, due to the sgeend delicate relationship of an
individual's accent with their personal, social andtural identity, which leads some people
to genuinely need to preserve traces of their Ickats in their pronunciation. What is more,
‘Standard English’ can, in fact, not even be asgedi with a particular English accent, but “is
essentially a written variety” (Widdowson1994: 38B8) number of scholars insist that the
main NS accents of English such as GA or RP aeetbre, merely social prestige accents,
but not genuine ‘standard accents’ in the sensetiiey would be linked to actual standard
English varieties that are grammatically and letkycdefined. Trudgill, for example, points
out that

[tlhere is one thing about Standard English on Whiwost linguists, or at least

British linguists, do appear to be agreed and ihahat Standard English has
nothing to do with pronunciation. (1999: 118)

8 For a critical discussion of the notion of Stamtd&nglish and other ‘convenient fictions’ in Englis
linguistics, see Seidlhofer (2011: 70-74).
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Similarly, Jenkins makes clear that

Standard English (or, more accurately, Englishas) lme spoken in any regional
accent. In other words, despite the popular misgptien, standard accents have
nothing to do with Standard English [...]. (Jenki@9@: 203)

Thus, while mastery of Standard English as a writtariety (i.e. Standard English grammar,
lexis and spelling) is most certainly going to bekal that will be expected from graduates of
our department in their future professional lived)ighly doubt mastery of a native-like
English accent to be a competence required for @mpnt in academia in the field of
English studies. In the domain of English languéggching, the situation is a bit more
complex, as here, the hierarchical dichotomy betwean-native and native speakers seems
to be particularly strong, with ‘native-like’ langge proficiency generally being valued over
the special qualities of NNS teachers (cf. secfigh). Yet, the situation seems to be much
less serious in Austria, which is where the vasonity of our teaching degree students will
pursue their professional career: personally, lkehavown many successful Austrian English
teachers whose accents were far from native-ligealone conformed to one of the major
NS model accents. Indeed, it appears to me than Wwitemes to employability as an English
teacher within the Austrian educational systengagher’s accent is of hardly any interest. In
fact, it seems that the last (and often only) tiim&t the pronunciation of (future) Austrian
English teacher is thoroughly examined and/or eatelliis in the course of a pronunciation
class at university, which, it must be mentionexi,not even offered or compulsory for

teaching degree students at some Austrian uniie=it

Thus, not being capable of speaking English withative-like accent does not seem to
constitute the serious professional disadvantagehmHittner and Kidd suspect it to be. |
therefore propose that PPOCS 1 should instead fooushe development of skills and

competences which might be of true value to owlestts in their later professional lives.

" Muller (2012: 45-46) provides a summary of howmnociation teaching is managed at other univessitie
Austria: whereas teaching degree students areaubtigpass a pronunciation class at the Univeddigraz and
the University of Klagenfurt, the University of 3blrg’s pronunciation course is not compulsorytéaching
degree students, and the University of Innsbrucksdoot even provide a course explicitly dedicated t
pronunciation.
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Student preferences and attitudes towards the téaghmodels used

As mentioned in section 2.2., the learners’ perspreferences for and attitudes towards the
accents used as a teaching model are commonlydewadito play a crucial role in successful
L2 pronunciation learning. In connection with tiesue, Huttner and Kidd point to a study
conducted by Dalton-Puffer, Kaltenbdock and Smit9@)9 which investigated the attitudes of
students at the Vienna English Department towards ®A and English with an Austrian
accent. Although this study seems to have littleditg for today as it dates back about 17
years, it nevertheless seems interesting to takleser look at it and the conclusions that
Huttner and Kidd drew from it. Dalton-Puffer, Kaitgbck and Smit's study revealed that
students exhibited more positive attitudes towaraisve English accents (in particular RP)
than to their own local variety of English (i.e. #ttan English). Huttner and Kidd (2000: 76)
therefore conclude that “introducing non-native lsdwould find little acceptance among
our student population [...]". Yet, this conclusios ¢learly based on a false assumption:
while it is true that positive attitudes towards A&ents seem to constitute a precondition for
learners to develop an integrative motive for pranation learning, such attitudes will not
inevitably result in the development of integratiess in a learner. Smit and Dalton seem to
share this opinion and, in a later publication vehiiiey review the results of the above study,

note that

[...] only a positive attitude can lead to INTEGRATWMESS [...]. This does not
mean, however, that such a positive attitude esaaly the same as integrativeness,
i.e. the willingness to acquire such an accent@hemnd correspondingly, take on
the accompanying identity. (Smit & Dalton 2000: Z8€ginal emphasis])

It is therefore wrong to assume that the result®aiton, Kaltenbéck and Smit’s study of
1997 would indicate that students at the ViennaligEimgpepartment would reject alternative,
NNS models of pronunciation. In contrast to Huttaexd Kidd, the authors of the study
themselves concluded that positive attitudes aloaenot account for successful EFL
pronunciation learning, and that further researai fae needed which “will have to

incorporate more deeply-seated socio-psycholodazbrs connected to questions of ‘self’
and identification with the target group” (19976)2

What is worth noting too is that the results okgdinoy Dalton-Puffer, Kaltenbdck and

Smit (1997) indicated that the positive attitudesvdrds native English accents amongst
students at the Vienna English Department mighiabgely due to stereotypical and native-
speakerist ideas transmitted to them through tBeiglish lessons at school rather than

through genuine identification with the differentpés of speakers presented to them.
84



Participants in the study were asked to providermftion as to the amount of time they had
already spent in an English speaking environmerdmFthe information obtained, Dalton-
Puffer, Kaltenbock and Smit were able to divide thst population into four subgroups:
students who had spent less than a month in ansBrgppeaking country and, therefore, had
had practically “no chance to experience Englislome of its native environments” (1997:
120), whom they labeled ‘None’. Notably, this groofade up almost half of the study’s
population. The second and third group were cartstitby students who had spent more than
a month in Great Britain or the USA (labelled ‘G&d ‘USA’, respectively) and the fourth
group was made up of students who had spent argeged of time inboth Great Britain
and the USA (‘GB&USA’). Dalton-Puffer, Kaltenbdckné Smit found that the students
belonging to the latter three groups exhibited ntbfferentiated attitudes towards the accents
presented to them than the ‘None’-group. For examghch of these groups tended to rate
their respective model of pronunciation positivetiigir attitudes towards the respective
outgroup model, however, were not as straightfodwalepending on whether levels of
solidarity or perceived social status were ratéd@alton-Puffer, Kaltenbdck and Smit 1997:
125). The ‘None’-group, on the other hand, did differentiate between the different accents
presented to them with regard to solidarity lewaatsl social status: this group rated the RP
speaker highest on both these scales, followedéyther native accents (modified RP and
General American), the Austrian American speakdro(wt must be noted, had hardly any
foreign accent at all) and the Austrian BE speakmlton-Puffer, Kaltenbock and Smit
(1997: 126) therefore concluded that

[w]hile the None group voiced the stereotypes pieigded in Austrian classrooms

— RP as most prestigious, followed by other natind finally non-native accents

in all circumstances — the other groups differeéatiaheir preferences according

to, first, the dimensions of social status anddsolty and, second, in- and out

group status of the respective accents. In othedsydhe respondents who have

gained personal experience in English-speaking tcesn revealed more

individualized, situation-specific attitudes thdre trather rigid stereotypes of the
EFL learners who have not had this kind of expasure

Thus, it seems that the attitudes of students wsvilte NS and NNS accents presented to
them in Dalton-Puffer, Kaltenbdock and Smit (1998re; to a considerable extent, acquired
through the dominant native-speakerist discourd€elif that places native English accents, in
particular RP, above foreign accented speech mgaf social status and desirability. This
shows that conclusions as regards the appropriayN$ accent as a teaching model on the
basis of attitudinal studies should be treated wiéthtion, not only because positive attitudes

towards NS accents must not be equated with intiggranotivation, but also because such
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studies might not reflect genuine personal attisudeut reproduced beliefs that learners

acquired through the dominant native-speakeristiagg prevailing in ELT*

Conclusion

This chapter took a closer look at the current prmmation teaching practices at the Vienna
English Department. On the positive side, the Véeknglish Department makes considerable
financial and pedagogic efforts to provide studenmith an extensive training in English
phonetics. Yet, the department’s pronunciation mogne also has a number of weaknesses.
On the basis of my discussion in the previous esstithe main points of criticism can be

summarized as follows:

the level that students are expected to attain w#bard to their productive
pronunciation skills, alongside with the psychot@jipressure the course seems to
exert on a considerable part of the student papualgtvhich, in turn, seems to lead

some students to reject the subject of practicahptics altogether).

- the lack of consideration of the delicate relattopsbetween pronunciation and a
speaker’'s personal, social and cultural identityhiclw is neither reflected in the

teaching goal nor the course content.

- the lack of consideration of the increasing impocta of ELF as opposed to the
decreasing significance of ENL/EFL for Austrianriears of English (and learners in

the Expanding Circle in general).

- in general, the course’s fairly unreflective apmioato pronunciation teaching,
alongside with the absence of a proper educatiooaiponent that would enable
future teachers of English to make well-informedaicks in their later professional
lives (rather than merely training them to repraalacNS model the appropriacy of
which is increasingly questioned anyway (cf. setfd3.2.)).

The question, then, is how the above issues canddibply be resolved in order to modernize
and improve pronunciation teaching at the VienngliEh Department. How this might be

done will be the topic of the next chapter.

8 This seems to be true for the studies by Janikkea,and Weckwerth (2005) and Waniek-Klimczak and
Klimczak (2005).
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4, An overhaul of pronunciation teaching at the ViennaEnglish Department

In the previous section, | identified some poirftsngorovement of PPOCS 1, one of the most
important issues being that the course does clyreat respond to the transformed needs of
learners of English in a globalized world. In thert of my thesis, | present a few suggestions
as to how PPOCS 1 could be revised in order to tadadunt of the momentous socio-
linguistic developments that the English speakimglavhas seen in the past decades and the
new linguistic and communicative skills that speakef English must consequently have at

their disposal.

Some preliminary remarks

It should be noted that my suggestions are veratiee and that | cannot fully assure their
practicability at this point, as | am in a positahere | am aware of some, yet probably not of
all of the temporal, financial and practical coasits affecting PPOCS 1. Since | do sincerely
hope that at least some of my recommendationsfivdl their way into PPOCS 1 at some
point, their feasibility has, however, been onenof major concerns when attempting to
redesign the course. This is why all my suggestadfect the course content and assessment
procedures, but do not require a modification o thasic course structure, such as the
organization of PPOCS 1 into a two-hour class agaoied by a two-hour language
laboratory tutorial. The costs of PPOCS 1 as relvise me would thus not exceed those of
PPOCS 1 in its current form, which would facilitabe process of implementing (some of)

my suggestions if this should ever be desired.

Another point worth clarifying relates to the ra&pronunciation training in PPOCS 1. One
point of criticism of PPOCS 1 mentioned repeatexdlthe previous section is the fact that the
course strongly focuses on pronunciation trainmgrnder to make students ‘reduce’ their L1
accent in English as far as possible. In ordervimdamisunderstandings, | would like to

emphasize once again that | do not disapprove efptiactical component of PPOCS 1 as
such. Pronunciation training is undeniably a vi@aiponent of any pronunciation course, as
it would obviously make little sense to teach shideabout the importance of pronunciation
for successful communication while not giving théme possibility to work on and improve

their own pronunciation in English. Not only woutus significantly decrease the impact of
the course’s intended message that pronunciatiaes,dm fact, matter. Perhaps more
importantly, students of virtually any proficienckevel can profit immensely from

pronunciation training. For some, the latter widl %aital in order to be able to speak with a
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(more) intelligible accent in English in variousffdient contexts. Other, more advanced
students will probably gladly take up the opporntyrib ‘perfect’ their pronunciation and
extend their productive accent repertoire to inelash ENL variant. It has thus always been
out of the question for me that pronunciation tiragnin PPOCS 1 should be abandof&d.
Yet, the practical component of PPOCS 1 will haveoé modified in accordance with the
new aims of the course which | will present bel@amd possibly may have to be slightly
reduced in favour of the educational componenthefdourse, which, as | have pointed out
repeatedly in section 3, is in urgent need of aficplion (and modification) in order to
provide students with a more reflective approacprtmunciation learningd.suggest that the
aims of PPOCS 1 in its updated form will be quitéedent from the ones of PPOCS 1 in its
current form, which seem problematic for pedagdgsawell as socio-psychological reasons.

It is to these aims that | will now turn.

New aims for a new era

The unprecedented rise of English to a global énfyanca calls for the start of a new era of
ELT in which NS lingua-cultural norms increasingbge their immediate relevance for most
learners of English, including our own studentshat Vienna English Department. What is
more, the vast majority of teaching degree studahtsur department (who constitute the
clear majority of the student population in PPOG3 will be teaching English in Austria and
thus in an Expanding Circle context where ELF idipalarly widespread. It therefore seems
sensible to re-think pronunciation teaching at alepartment in reference to ELF
requirementsnstead of NS prestige accents spoken by fewerf@amdr people, also because
such an approach would solve some of the problemshw addressed in section 3.2. (see the
list of benefits of an ELF approach to pronunciatieaching below). ELF pronunciation
criteria should thus become a primary concern I©O€8 1, whereas NS pronunciation
models should only serve as a pedagogic pointfefaace, aslose imitation of thencan be
regarded as secondary for the linguistic and concatie skills that students are to develop

to be able to communicate successfully in ELF. mdeesuggest that the course aims of

“9 1t seems important to emphasize this as my iticon PPOCS 1 in its current form might be mispreeted
as criticism on pronunciation training as such.

*0In the past 5 semesters (i.e. from WS 2011/12 $2813/14), over 70 % of the students enrolledA®LS 1
were studying to become teachers of English.

Again, | want to express my thanks to Mag. Iris Wuiks, who provided me with the above information.
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PPOCS 1 might be modified as shown in tabfé Bhe current course aims of the PPOCS

module as described in the PPOCS curriculum (2@)1&re given in the right-hand column

for comparisor’?

Table 4 Tentative course aims for PPOCS 1 in coispato current course aims of the PPOCS module

Tentative course aims for PPOCS 1

Current course ais of the PPOCS module

To achieve the linguistic and communicative skills
that will enable students to speak with an intéilig
pronunciation in ELF contexts in various forms of
interaction and production

To speak fluently and effectively with a consistent
natural-sounding standard or regional pronunciatio
various forms of interaction and production at €1 o
C2 level

-

To have expert knowledge of the socio-psychologiq
dimension of English pronunciation and its
implications for pronunciation teaching

To have expert knowledge of the socio-linguistic
dimension of English pronunciation and its
implications for intelligibility

aro have expert knowledge of the characteristics of
spoken language

To have practical analytical skills, e.g. for maonihg
own speech and for error analysis in the speech of
others

To have practical analytical skills, e.g. for maonihg
own speech and for error analysis in the speech of
others

Only the last point has been taken over from thgiraal set of aims of the PPOCS module.

The second and the third of the new course aineterdb the educational component of

PPOCS 1 and mirror my concern for increasing stisleawareness and knowledge of a

number of crucial issues in English pronunciatieaching. The knowledge gained with

regard to these topics should help students to rbecmore competent, well-informed

language users and (in the case of teaching degrdents) English language teachers.

Perhaps the most striking difference to the orilgses of course aims is that the course goal as

regards students’ productive skills is no longeindel in reference to the CEFR, and hence

primarily NS norms, but in reference to the pronatan criteria of ELF. This shift in focus

is justified by the fact that prioritizing an ELB@roach to pronunciation teaching brings with

it numerous benefits for pronunciation teachingtla Vienna English Department, yet

without precluding students from aiming at a Ny¢anf they wish (see the second part of

1 A more elaborated list containing my suggestedsmobjectives for PPOCS 1 (analogous to the oribein
PPOCS curriculum of 2013) can be found in the agpeftable 2).

2 Unfortunately, | cannot provide a list containitige current course aims of PPOCS 1 only for corspari
(instead the ones of PPOCS 1 & 2 combined), asiab Kst is included in the course curriculum of fAPOCS
module. There is, however, a list containing therse objectives — cf. footnote 3 on this page.
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section 4.2.1. and section 4.2.2. for more detail$lese benefits can be summarized as
follows (see also Walker 2010a: 61-69):

- International intelligibility: Due to its primary focus on intelligibility (as ppsed to
nativeness), an ELF approach supports studentseira¢quisition of pronunciation
and communicative skills that will enable them tonenunicate successfully on the
international stage (which is not true of pronutioia teaching that aims to equip
learners with a native-like accent or prepare thiem interactions with native-
speakers only). In contrast to the approach cuyramded in PPOCS 1, an ELF
approachthus takes account of the growing need of mostrfarstearners of English
to beinternationally intelligible rather than to speak with a nativieeliBE or AE
accent.

- ldentity: As mentioned abovean ELF approach privileges the criterion of
international intelligibility over the one of naémess and regional distinctiveness in
pronunciation: phonetic or phonological featureN& accents that only function as
in-group markers but that do not contribute tolligiility in ELF contexts are open
to personal preference, which allows students taindeatures of their L1 in their
pronunciation if they wish. An ELF approach thusnpiés learners to express their
social, cultural and national identities througaitlaccents.

- Positive view of L2 variationThis point is closely linked to the previous oAs. an
ELF approach only regards those features of a gpesgironunciation as problematic
that on the basis of empirical research would kgeeted to have a negative impact
on international intelligibility, it permits learreto see L2 variation and their own L1
accent in English in a more positive light. Thisoats less advanced learners for
whom nativeness in pronunciation seems virtuallpalmevable and learners who
(unconsciously) desire to preserve their L1 acaeriinglish to perceive themselves
as successful learners rather than as ‘failed @agpeakers’. A positive view of
accented (as opposed to unintelligible) non-naiwnglish is also likely to increase
the students’ receptive abilities in internatioc@mmunication, as intelligibility is not
exclusively a matter of linguistic competence (bathregards the listener and the
speaker), but also dthe right attitude and an appreciation of diversiiRajadurai
2007b: 102). A positive outlook on phonological L@riation is certainly also of
benefit to teaching degree students of English,itawill prevent them from
developing an attitude of frustration towards tleef@rmance of their future pupils,
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for whom the acquisition of ‘error-free’, nativédi pronunciation is even more
unlikely than for many students at the Vienna EsfgDepartment.

- Achievability: Again, this point is closely linked to the prevsoone. As stated above,
not all instances of L1 transfer are regarded asprciation errors within an ELF
approach to pronunciation teaching, but only thibeg¢ have been found to inhibit
intelligibility in ELF context. An ELF approach cahus significantly decrease the
workload for students compared to traditional apph@s to pronunciation teaching
that aim at making learners acquire a native-likeeat. In contrast to native-like
pronunciation, the goal of international intelligity is far more achievable for most
learners of English (including students at the YerEnglish Department). The
psychological pressure experienced by some studkmisg PPOCS 1 is therefore
likely to decrease and may even disappear altogdtae ELF approach is adopted in
PPOCS 1. An ELF approach is also more likely tailiassense of achievement and
confidence amongst students at our departmenthwh& shown in section 3.2., is a
quality that PPOCS 1 currently seems to lack.

Given the new aims of PPOCS 1 which | proposedhatbeginning of this section, it seems
obvious that both the educational as well as thetmal component of the course will have to
undergo some changes so that students in PPOC3 hewprovided with the appropriate

instruction and practice opportunities to attaiesén new goals. In the following two sections,
we will have a closer look at my suggestions fasth modifications. Part A (section 4.1.) is
dedicated to the revision of the educational (tegcal) component of the course. Part B
(section 4.2.) contains my proposal for how thecfical component of PPOCS 1 could be
modified so as to help students acquire the praation skills necessary to communicate
successfully on the international stage.

4.1.Part A: Revising the educational component of PPOC$%

There are three reasons why the educational compaiePPOCS 1 is in urgent need of
amplification and modification: First, as pointeditdby Jenkins on numerous occasions
(1998a:42, 1998hb: 125, 2000: 199, 2005b: 150)ngliEh pronunciation teaching is to adapt
to the changing needs of learners of English inodadized world, it is necessary to equip
future teachers not only with linguistic skills,thalso with a sound knowledge of the socio-

psychological dimensions of L2 pronunciation leagriand the sociolinguistics of accent
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variation, in particular in connection with ELF. &akly, if teaching degree students at our
department are to later take account of ELF inrtlosvn teaching and make informed
decisions as to the models, methods and goalaugefor teaching English pronunciation, we
must provide them with an education that will eeatllem to do precisely that. However,
teaching degree students are not the only onesnefib from being educated about the
sociolinguistics and the social psychology of Laminciation in English. Both teaching
degree and BA students at the Vienna English Deyeant are learners of English themselves,
and will need to be informed about the sociolingaitacts of English pronunciation so as to
be able to make an informed choice about theirgmetislearning goals for pronunciation
(Walker 2010a: 72). For example, they will havekbow about the different roles of English
in the world (ENL, ESL, ELF) in order to understatitat there are many useful and
acceptable ways of speaking English other thandlregence to national standard varieties.
The third reason why the educational componentR®@S 1 needs to be extended relates to
the notion of intelligibility. As we saw in secti¢h5.2., intelligibility does not only lie within
the responsibility of the speaker, but is intexatal in nature. Moreover, intelligibility is not
dependant on linguistic factors only, but can basaterably affected by listener attitudes.
The majority of students at the Vienna English Depant will probably be oblivious to these
facts, which makes it crucial to raise awarenes®rgst them of the real nature of
intelligibility, and in particular of their respoibdity as listeners to try to accommodate
receptively to their interlocutors if necessaryudaints should also be encouraged to keep an
‘open mind’ towards accent variation and try tontiiy and question personal prejudices
towards different types of accents which they migdte. This will enable students to become
highly reflective language users who are able tbaborate more efficiently with their

interlocutors to achieve mutual intelligibility wrarious contexts of interaction.

In this section, | suggest a number of topic chsstehich should be covered in PPOCS 1 in
order to equip students at the Vienna English Depant with the expert knowledge
described earlier in the new course aims of PPOC®dny of these topics are also
mentioned in other publications that stress thedrnteeeducate learners and teachers alike
about current issues in English pronunciation temgtespecially in connection with ELF (see
in particular Jenkins 1998a: 44-45, Jenkins 200@R-212, Jenkins 2005b: 150-153 and
Walker 2010a: 72-76). The ways in which these ®pmmuld be integrated in actual classroom
practice will vary. This could be done in the foohreading assignments, class discussions,
or written reflections produced by the studentsamy combination of these. Also a revised
version of the ‘PPOCS-folio’ (a portfolio with thestical questions and exercises which
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students have to fill out and hand in at the enthefsemester) would constitute an excellent

opportunity to make students reflect on the topielow. Of course, these topics could also

form part of the PPOCS 1 theory test that comméaies place towards the end of the term,

in order to test students’ understanding of théouarissues discussed throughout the course.

Topic cluster I: Pronunciation & identity

Students should be aware of the following points:

Identity and phonological inter-speaker variatioBesides making natural human
communication possible, pronunciation acts as %gwession of who we are or aspire
to be, of how we want to be seen by others, ostmal communities with which we

identify or seek membership, and of whom we admirestracise” (Setter & Jenkins
2005: 5). This is true for both L1 and L2 pronuticl, and (as we have seen in
section 2.4.) results in phonological variation aget different groups of people:

speaking with a particular accent (both when spgpla foreign or our native

language) signals that we identify with a particidacial group. Our accent is thus
inextricably linked with our identity, and as a sequence, L2 pronunciation learning
is not merely a matter of linguistic correctnesas, is linked to issues of identity in a

complex way.

The role of identity in L2 pronunciation learnin@iven the close link between accent
and identity, some people experience having toaedbeir L1 accent in a foreign
language as a threat to their identity or as aigatibn to reject their own ‘self’ in
favour of another one (Dalton & Seidlhofer 1994pbWalker 2010a: 13). Of course,
this is not true for all learners, some of whomogngliscovering and playing with
their new L2 ‘self’. Such learners usually haveleaist from a psychological point of
view, no problem with giving up features of theit pronunciation and may strive for
a native-like accent in English. Others, howev#yeia often on a subconscious level
(Ur 1996: 52), simply do not want to sound exatilg a native speaker, which is an
equally legitimate position that should be recogdiby teachers and other language

users alike.

The delicate relationship between accent and aivithal's identity and sense of
self-worth is especially important to know about teaching degree students, so as to
be able to take account of it in their own teachih@ teacher is oblivious to the fact

that some learners might simply not want to loddrates of their L1 accent in a
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second language for fear of losing part of theeniity, then they will inevitably
conceive of such learners as failures who, for steaeon, ‘simply don’t manage’, or

who are too lazy to work on their accent in English

Accents & attitudesGiven the status of pronunciation as a powerbgiad marker, a
particular accent (no matter whether native or native) can evoke prejudices or
even negative attitudes on the part of some pedptethey may associate it with
certain (negative) qualities which they consideyidgl of speakers of the accent in
guestion. As Cauldwell (2014) puts it: “for evergcant there exists, there’'s
somewhere a group — or groups of people — who teadly to it”. Such attitudes,
however,

may be personal, and are more often based on deélam rational arguments [...]
[and] may also be based on social prejudices ardatypes (Walker 2010a: 75).

Thus, it is of course wrong to think of an accenbaing linguistically superior over
another one, as “no accent, native or non-nats&z@herently better than any other”
(Derwing & Munro 2009: 476) — including standard@ats such as RP and GA.

In connection with the topic of accents and atésjdthe social connotations of the
teaching models most commonly used in English promation teaching, RP and GA,
must necessarily be addressed in PPOCS 1 (seersétB.2.), as well as the
problematic nature of the notion of standard acdeatf (cf. Jenkins 2005b: 150-151
and the discussion in section 3.2. of this thesishrief, students should know that
contrary to popular opinion, RP and GA are not arsally valid standard accents,
but accents with overt social prestige that, dusdime particular connotations, will
not be considered appropriate in every social ctnte

Accents & attitudes in ELTStudents’ attention should also be drawn to #ut that

foreign accents have been stigmatized in ELT feery long time as mere examples
of erroneous learner productions, but that, bemgndicator of a person’s national
and/or cultural identity, they are nowadays inciregly regarded as legitimate L2
varieties of English. Students must also be madeethat there is in fact nothing
wrong with speaking with a foreign accent, as lasga speaker remains intelligible
to their interlocutor(s) in a particular communigatact. In fact, a foreign accent can
sometimes even be of benefit, for example if areaces associated with positive
gualities such as sophistication, as is the catie wany European accents (Derwing

& Munro 2009: 485).
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After having introduced students to the topics o tcluster, it seems a sensible idea to
encourage them to reflect on their own relationshigh their accent, both in their L1 and in

English. The following questions might serve amsi®for a first reflection:

- Do students themselves exhibit prejudicial attisutivards certain types of accents,
both in their L1 and in English? What do they thimka person who speaks with a
regional/social/foreign accent?

- What do they think of the issue of identity in L&punciation learning? Does it affect
their personal goals for English pronunciationfidf, is it understandable to them that

it might do so for others?

Topic cluster 1l: Pronunciation and intelligibility

In connection with topic cluster I, | argued foruedting students about the socio-
psychological aspects of pronunciation so as toemiddem aware that modifying one’s
pronunciation can signify a loss of identity forns® people. Yet, students must not
misunderstand this information as a license nowvéok on their pronunciation at all. It is

therefore equally important to remind students {r@nunciation learning is an important
aspect of increasing one’s linguistic proficiencgs pronunciation has an important
communicative function (cf. section 2.1.), espdgial ELF. In connection with the topic of

intelligibility and pronunciation, students should aware of the following points (most of
which | have already touched upon in section 2)5.1.

- Aiming for ‘comfortable intelligibility’>® While pronunciation will to some extent

always be up to a speaker’s personal preferencés,also important to ensure that
one’s pronunciation “does not put an unnecessaryielbabetween you and your
listener” (Brazil 1994: 2). That is, we should awtnspeaking with an accent in English
that we feel comfortable with, but at the same tiwe have to ensure that our

pronunciation remains intelligible to our interldots in a specific communicative act.

- Intelligibility as a relative category‘Accent is in the ear of the beholder as muclt as
is in the mouth of the speaker” (Moyer 2013: 102)is is not only true for an accent’s
degree of attractiveness (to which Moyer alludeehebut equally applies to its

degree of intelligibility. The degree of intelligity of an accent can thus not be

3| am borrowing here the term coined by Abercronibi#949 (see further section 2.3.1. of this tHesis
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determined per se, but is dependent on severalmgdess that characterise a
communicative situation, such as the nature ofrttexlocutors involved, the listener’s
familiarity with the accent in question, or thetéals language attitudes (see Rajadurai
2007: 95, and section 2.5.1 of this thesis). Sttederust understand that intelligibility
is thus alwayselative, and that in a globalised world, the skill to atenodate one’s
pronunciation to the receptive needs of one’s ioteitors is of higher value than
speaking with a monolithic (native-like) accentrdieas 2006a: 174).

Intelligibility as an interactive processiven the fact that intelligibility depends on
both speaker and listener factors (see abovegnibe considered “a dynamic notion —
a negotiated process, rather than a purely fixediymt” (Rajadurai 2007: 95). It is
thus not only the speaker that is responsible rigelligibility, but also the listener,
who musttry to (and learn to) understand rather than placestitiee communicative
burden on the speaker. This applies not only to WS communication, but also to
NS-NNS interactions.

Accentedness vs. intelligibilitfContrary to popular opinion, accentedness dods no
equal unintelligibility — that is, there is no ditecorrespondence between the degree
of accentedness and the degree of intelligibility & person’s pronunciation
(Rajadurai 2007: 92). Students should understaatirtbt all pronunciation features
are equally important to intelligibility in all coexts, but might simply function as
‘membershipping devices’ that signify a personw@ntification with a particular social

or cultural group. Conversely, nativeness in pramiion does not equal
intelligibility, especially in English as a lingdeanca communication. Speaking with a
particular NS accent is more intelligible only iontexts where this accent is used on a
regular basis and language users are hence hignijidr with the accent in question.

Topic cluster lll: The sociolinguistic facts — inwducing ELF

Although the concept of ELF is mentioned briefly time introductory lecture in English

linguistics which students at the Vienna Englishp@rément have to pass before taking

PPOCS 1, chances are that most of them will at dtage still be largely unaware of its

immediate relevance for them as language usergutumck language teachers. It will thus be

important to explain to students why an ELF apphoa@s adopted in PPOCS 1, and to

provide them with a short introduction to ELF (bdite phenomenon and research into it) and
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how it differs from other types of English. The rmasportant points about which students

should be informed are the following:

Basic introduction to ELF and other roles of Enbli#\s a revision of what students
have learnt in their introductory lecture to Enlgliswguistics, Kachru’s model of the
three ‘concentric’ circles of English should be apitulated, with students
understanding the difference between ENL, ESL aod &d ELF (Walker 2010a: 74
provides a useful table that students could bedaskdill out). Importantly, students
must understand that the role which English plays iparticular context does not
depend so much on the geographical context, bthetype of interlocutors involved,
i.e. “on who is speaking to who, rather than wherglish is being used” (Walker
2010a: 74).

Students’ attention should also be drawn to theecwrimportance of ELF for all
speakers of English around the world and in pderctor those in the Expanding
Circle (and hence Austrian learners of English)ekeht is the most widespread use of
English. Teaching degree students should begimtenstand that even if they are
personally more interested in ENL varieties (whistabsolutely legitimate in itself),
the immediate relevance of ELF for their future iipequires them to inform
themselves about the phenomenon of ELF and tonmesway take account of it in

their future teaching.

ELF vs. EFL Students should be informed about the basic reifilees between an
ELF and an EFL perspective as discussed in sedtidn instead of imitating and
adopting NS norms and making a bid for membershine® English NS community,
accomplished ELF speakers adapt them to suit tkhemmunicative purpose
(cf. Seidlhofer 2011: 17-19). Students should krbat from an ELF perspective, not
every departure from a pronunciation NS model isbéoviewed as an error, as
performances are not measured against a NS starmdrdvaluated in terms of their

intelligibility for other non-native speakers of @ish.

It will be important to stress that both these pectives are legitimate, and that which
one of them is to be regarded as more appropridta@lways depend on the purpose
and the context of learning English. Teaching degtadents should be reminded that
ELT in Austria has until now strongly focused oadking EFL, but that in view of the
global relevance of ELF and its increasing releeatiw most Austrian learners of
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English, it seems high time to integrate an ELFspective into the Austrian English

classroom as well.

It will also be important to communicate to studeaspiring to native-like proficiency
in English pronunciation that nobody will want teepent or discourage them from
doing so if this is what they genuinely want. If wegard an individual's
pronunciation as being also a matter of persorefepences that are linked to issues of
social, cultural and, as we shall see later, peab@sl identity in a complex way, we
should regard any choice a student makes as to pleesonal learning goals as
legitimate, including native-like English pronuntien — provided it has been an
informed choice. The point is not to talk students out wiveng for native-like
proficiency in English pronunciation, but to infortilem about alternative options for
learning goals in English pronunciation of which npaof them might be entirely

unaware.

In order to enable students to make precisely-that informed choice — they should
subsequently be encouraged to reflect on whichppetse mirrors their personal
relationship to the English language most accuratebpecially with regard to
pronunciation learning: is it important for themdignal a bid for membership of the
NS community via their accent? In which contextsstladents (plan to) use English,
and for what purpose? Is the majority of their Estgspeaking interlocutors (going to

be) native or non-native?

The role of pronunciation in ELFStudents should be informed that pronunciation ha
been found to play a crucial role for communicatseccess in ELF, and that
pronunciation learning should hence occupy a spgidace in ELT if we aim at
preparing students for ELF interactions. It mightitmportant to remind students here
that, contrary to what one might expect, a natike-RP or GA accent is no guarantee

for successful NNS-NNS communication.

Obviously enough, students will have to be intrau¢o the LFC, i.e. they should
know which pronunciation features are crucial ttelirgibility in ELF, and that they
are expected to have acquired these features bgnitheof the semester (see section
4.2. for more details). They should also know whieatures of RP and GA do not
form part of the LFC and that the latter are operhkir personal preference, i.e.
students can either orient themselves towards anbi&| with respect to these sounds

if their goal is a native-like pronunciation in Hisy, or not if they wish to retain some
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features that point to their L1 identity in theiropunciation. In addition, students
should know which features of NS models are padigtiharmful to international
intelligibility. At this point, it will be importahto communicate to students that this
does not mean that should not be allowed to acguirative-like accent in English if
this is what they truly want. However, they museien mind which features of the
accent they are aiming for can be a threat toligtielity in ELF interactions, and
must develop the ability to modify their pronunmat accordingly if they notice that
the use of these features poses an unnecessanyastrtheir listener or even severely
inhibits their understanding. Phonological accomatimsh skills should generally be
encouraged among all students taking PPOCS 1, @nohiy those that wish to depart
from the suggestions of the LFC in favour of a M8eat (cf. my suggestions for this
in section 4.2.2). One crucial step towards attgjrihis goal will be to make students
aware of the value of phonological accommodatialtssk a globalized world, and of

the variable character of pronunciation in gengsaé the next topic).

Topic cluster 1V: Intra-speaker variation in pronuaiation — appropriacy and

accommodation

Building on the knowledge acquired when dealinghwtte topics listed in the previous
clusters, students should subsequently be intrabltoethe topic of phonologicahtra -
speaker variation. By educating students aboutpthiats below, we would help them to
become more competent, context-sensitive languagesand thereby prepare them more
adequately for the linguistic reality which the @oing to face.

- The variable character of pronunciatiniMost importantly, students must be made
aware that a speaker’s pronunciation naturallyegaaccording to the given social
context and the specific purpose for which languageused. Variation in
pronunciation, no matter whether it occurs withmiadividual or amongst different
groups of people (in the form of inter-speaker atan) is nothing bad, but an entirely
natural phenomenon. In fact, “phonological variatics the rule rather than the
exception” (Jenkins 1998a: 44).

- The ‘communication-identity continuun®tudents should receive a brief introduction
to Kirkpatrick’s ‘communication-identity continuun(2007, cf. section 2.4. of this
thesis) and its implications for pronunciation. Yhehould understand that in some
contexts, communicative efficiency will be more on@ant than expressing one’s
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identity via one’s pronunciation, which ideally Wwiead speakers to pay greater

attention to the degree of intelligibility of thgaronunciation.

Variation according to social contextStudents should be reminded that their
pronunciation creates a particular image of themd, that they can learn to adjust their
pronunciation, and thereby the way they are peeckivy others, according to the
social context they find themselves in. Clearlgpaaker will want to be perceived in
a different way when giving a formal talk in frooft an unknown audience than in an
informal gathering with friends. In this respeatcents can be compared to clothing:
in some social contexts, a speaker might constdengortant to “dress for success”
(Zurinskas 2010), therefore employing a more pgestis linguistic variety. Yet, as
Selman (2010) and Walker (2010b) point out, it [oamportant that our ‘clothes’
feel comfortable and that they ‘fit’ us. An indivdl’s accent will thus always depend
to some extent on their personal and social idgnéiten in contexts in which the

person in question might not want to reveal evenglabout themselves immediately.

Variation according to type of interlocutors: thenportance of phonological
accommodation:As pointed out under topic Il (p. 95-96), differetypes of
interlocutors will perceive different types of Eisfjl accents as more or less easily
intelligible, depending on their familiarity withnd attitudes towards the type of
accent in question and their L1 background. Whiis impossible for us as speakers
to influence any of these parameters in a partica@mmunicative act, we can
nevertheless try to accommodate our pronunciatomuir interlocutor’'s receptive
needs. Students must be made aware of the factnhedme situations, the only
possibility to prevent or resolve communicationdi@own might be to adjust their
pronunciation in the direction of a more widely ko variety, and that they must
develop productive phonological accommodation skihlat will allow them to do
exactly that. As intelligibility is, however, not @ane-way process that is solely the
responsibility of the speaker, the listener toouthary to accommodate to their
interlocutor's accent if necessary not productively, butreceptively. The

development of receptive accommodation skills isstequally important for students.

Appropriacy vs. ‘correctness’, model vs. norfilnis point is of particular relevance to
teaching degree students in PPOCS 1. In orderaw slow the issue of phonological
intra-speaker variation might be taken up in Emglianguage pedagogy, students

should be introduced to the concept of ‘appropriadfypronunciation (Seidlhofer
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2001b: 60) as opposed to the normative notion @fréctness’, and to the distinction
between ‘model’ and ‘norm’ by Dalton & Seidlhofér9@4a) (cf. section 2.4.). That is,
students should be made aware that it is not alwagful to talk about pronunciation
learning in terms of correctness and linguisticrm@r They should also be informed
that models such as RP and GA can be useful referpoints for learning and
teaching English pronunciation, but that they dorepresent the only acceptable kind
of pronunciation there is. As Cauldwell (2014) gystlates, “[a] reference model is not
‘the truth’ or ‘the right way’ but a reference poeround which many flavourings are
possible”. Strictly adhering to a particular NS muaciation model is not only
unnecessary and/or inappropriate in a number &rdifit contexts, but may, at worst,
even be harmful to successful communication whéerlocutors are unfamiliar with
it.

4.2.Part B: Revising the practical component of PPOCS 1

Until now, pronunciation teaching at the Vienna Esig Department has focused on the
acquisition of an accent in English which is “recmgble as approximating one of the main
varieties of English” (PPOCS curriculum 2013: 25 & consequence, a considerable part of
instruction is currently dedicated to making studeatquire pronunciation features that work
as so-called ‘membershipping devices’ for either Bnitish or the US-American community,
i.e. features that are characteristic of the acasatl as a teaching model. For example, the
production of /r/ in post-vocalic position is tredtas correct in PPOCS 1 for AE, but as an
‘error’ in those where RP is the chosen teachingehcAnother example is the production of
It/ as [] in intervocalic position, which is presented ddigatory to students taking the AE
PPOCS 1 course, but as undesirable to studentsgtakiBE class, who are expected to
pronounce /t/ as [t] in these positions. Similatlye vowel in words like <goat> should be
pronounced as [g in GA PPOCS 1 classes, whereas students takiBtg BPOCS 1 class are
asked to pronounce this diphthong as [In both classes, the respective ‘outgroup’ varia
treated as ‘incorrect’. In brief, any digressioanfr the chosen model accent is treated as an
error, and a considerable amount of time and eféospent not only on making students lose
their foreign accent in English as far as possiblerder to become more intelligible to NSs,
but to make them acquireparticular, regionally defined NS accent that should be clearly
recognisable as such. This approach seems proltefoata number of reasons: first, it
requires a considerable workload from students, esavh whom therefore experience
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PPOCS 1 (and, as a further consequence, pronwmciddiarning as such) as utterly
frustrating. Second, it suggests that both phonoédd 1 and L2 variation are problematic
rather than a natural and extremely widespread gwhenor®* Third, such a normative
approach is clearly counterproductive to the preadsstudents finding their own identity in
English, as it treats RP and GA as norms rather #saeaching models. I, on the other hand,
suggest an approach to pronunciation teaching R®D®S 1 that privileges the criterion of
intelligibility over the one of nativeness and i@wal distinctiveness in pronunciation, and that
shifts the focus of the course from NS pronuncratiorms to ELF requirements. Adopting an
ELF approach in PPOCS 1 solves all of the abovélpnas (see also the discussion of the
advantages of such an approach at the beginniagatibn 4), as it allows for L2 variation in
pronunciation and presents students with a muchenaghievable goal for pronunciation

learning.

As stated in the introduction to section 4, | sigjgbat the new course goal of PPOCS 1 as
regards students’ productive pronunciation skille kefined as the acquisition of
pronunciation skills that will enable students tomnunicate successfully in ELF. In more

practical terms, this means that by the end ob#mester, students

a) should have mastered the LFC, and

b) should have acquired some basic phonological acamation skills.

As a consequence, ‘mixing’ RP and GA would no lorge considered an error in PPOCS 1,

as would L1 features that do not pose a threattedligibility in ELF contexts.

It is important to note that only because the oewsal as regards productive skills is — in
addition to the acquisition of phonological acconaaiion skills — defined as the mastery of
the LFC, this does not mean that students in PPD§I#®uld not be allowed or encouraged to
go beyond the LFC and receive pedagogical suppalbing so (see further section 4.2.2.). It
simply means that the mastery of the LFC will ctint an important minimal requirement

for students to pass the course and that the LEQlgHence become the major focus of

pronunciation training in PPOCS 1.

¥ Mixing features of British and American accent$iah is currently viewed as undesirable in PPOCB in
fact typical of the so-called ‘Mid-Atlantic’ accef@lso referred to as ‘Transatlantic pronunciafio@riginally
developed for “mutual intelligibility across thelantic”, it has long been used by American and @&raactors
for performing Shakespeare plays and other Britistks, and can be heard in numerous American mdroes
the 1930s and 1940s (LaBouff 2007: 241-242). Algioiis use has decreased over the years, being fluéhe
Mid-Atlantic dialect is still a valuable asset feingers today, as “[iln North America, it is oftdme requested
pronunciation by many conductors and directorsvimral works that are not specifically of North Arican
origin” (LaBouff 2007: 242).
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In this part of my thesis, | discuss how the pradticomponent oPPOCS 1 could be

modified so as to provide students with the optinpnonunciation training in order to attain
the above learning targets within the given timanfe. Before going into more detail as to
how this might be done, | will shortly discuss aitothat has an immediate impact on this

matter: the learners themselves.

4.2.1. Exploring the learners’ perspective: what do stislemh our department

need and want?

One concern that is frequently put forward by opgrds of an ELF approach to pronunciation
teaching is that most learners will not want to &manything less than a native-like accent.
The most recent study addressing this and similsstipns with regard to the student
population of the Vienna English Department wasdcmted by Albert Miller in 2012.
Investigating learner needs and factors of motwvatif PPOCS 1 students, Miller carried out
a survey amongst 127 PPOCS 1 students in the sutemerof 2012. When being asked to
indicate their agreement with the statement ‘| wardound like a native speaker of English’,
a clear majority (64 %) of students ‘strongly agrewith it, whereas the rest moderately or
slightly agreed (28%) or disagreed (7 %) (Mulled2099). Muller hence concluded that

[tihe question of accent change and identity losised in linguistic publications
over the last decades, does not seem to be ofigrpattance to the students here
at the Vienna English Department. (Miller 2012: 74)

While | do not want to deny that a considerable bermof students at the Vienna English
Department wholeheartedly desire to acquire a edike accent in English (some of whom |
have taught myself in the British English languéajeoratory), | am nevertheless critical of
Muller's findings and conclusion for a number oésens: First, like numerous other studies
that came to the above (or a similar) conclusiag.(anicka, Kul & Weckwerth 2005 or
Waniek-Klimczak & Klimczak 2005), Muller’s study waonducted without making learners
aware of alternative, meaningful learning goals Emglish pronunciationlf the only
desirable goal with which students are, and alwagge been, presented is a native-like
accent, then it is hardly surprising that a largajanty of them will claim to aim for
nativeness in English pronunciation. That learaeesyet likely to display opinions other than
the above once they are made aware of alternagitiens in English pronunciation learning
was demonstrated by Simon Coles (2002, referrad Walker 2010a: 61). Coles provided
his Japanese students with information about tfferent learning goals of EFL and ELF,
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respectively. He then found students to be ‘plethsanirprised’ in view of the fact that NS
English was not the only choice available to théod(). Walker, who reports having made
similar experiences in Spain with learners and mative teachers of English alike, hence
concludes:

What learners aim for in terms of pronunciationlalso be strongly influenced

by what their teachers offer them. [...] Overall J@arners become more and more

aware of the role of English as a Lingua Francd, @rthe validity of the LFC as

a pronunciation goal, their preference for natipeaker accents diminishes.

However, until awareness of ELF is more widespreadst learners of English

will assume that the only meaningful goal is nalike pronunciation.
(Walker 2010a: 61)

The obvious conclusion from this is that we do owly have to give students a formal choice
as to their personal learning goals for Englismpreiation, but that we have to provide them
with the background knowledge that will enable theamake aninformed choice about
what kind of pronunciation may suit them bestsliekactly for this reason that | advocated
education about and awareness-raising of the sogiostic reality and the socio-
psychological dimension of English pronunciationb® made an integral part of PPOCS 1
(see my suggestions in section 4.1.).

The second reasons why | am sceptical of the walafiMdiller’s findings is that stating that
one wants to sound like a native speaker and #gtdaing so are two different things.
Remiszewski (2005: 298-299) illustrates this peety clearly by analysing that
[...] it is one thing to say one would like to soulilce a native speaker, and it is
quite another to say one wants toallat takesto sound like a native speaker. The
fact that, given a magic wand, people would dedigitprefer A to B does not

mean that they would equally readily want to sazifll the time, energy, money
and other resources necessary to achieve A idif@dloriginal emphasis]

In other words, it is easy to unreflectingly tick aption on a questionnaire that mirrors the
current dominant belief in the ELT community whibctually being unaware of its
implications. What is more, it must not be forgaottbat the relationship of accent and identity
is a complex one, which is why some speakers dispday ambivalent attitudes towards their
own pronunciation and the accent which they woiké ko learn or speak with. Walker
(2010a: 15) reports three cases in which L2 speaiieEnglish stated that they would enjoy
being taken for a (British) native speaker duehrtpronunciation while at the same time
displaying positive attitudes towards their owndccents. Two of them finally agreed that in
fact they would not want to lose their L1 accemtsEnglish, for the latter are “something

really of the identity of the person” (ibid.). kems probable that similar attitudes might exist
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amongst students at the Vienna English Departmidns assumption is confirmed by my
own experience as a language lab tutor, which hass me that although some students
claim that they want to speak with a NS accent, theynseehesitate when being asked to
imitate NS pronunciation with regard to aspectstiadir pronunciation that touch more
directly upon their personal way of speaking, sashintonation®> Some of my former
students even experienced the production of cegaiunds in particular words as feeling
‘funny’ or ‘weird’, probably because they were umiiiar with the RP pronunciation of the
item in question, which thus felt somewhat unndttoaghem. One very extreme case was a
rather timid student who reported feeling ‘weirdh@n having to aspirate her plosives, as this
pronunciation felt very harsh and exaggerated to Mg personal teaching experience as a
PPOCS 1 tutor thus also contradicts Miller's asgionpghat issues of identity would not

play a role in pronunciation learning for studeatshe Vienna English Department.

The third reason why Miller's conclusion seems umawvded to me is connected to
prospective teacher’s preconceived ideas about vehdesirable for an English language
teacher. With regard to a couple of questions #flatelate to the nativeness criterion in
English pronunciation teaching, Mduller (2012: 82-8f®und a statistically significant
difference between the answers of BA students &odet studying to become teachers of
English. First, future teachers tended to beliewgenstrongly than BA students that having a
‘good’ pronunciation would be beneficial to theirofessional career (what ‘good’ is
supposed to mean here was not specified in Multprsstionnaire and was thus open to the
students’ personal interpretation). Second, antgpe even more interestingly, Muller found
that the wish to sound like a native speaker semige much more common amongst
teaching degree students than amongst BA studehtsh he interprets as “an indicator of
the strong wish of student teachers to act as aqitworole model in the future” (2012: 83).
What we can observe here is a further dimensiorieathing degree students’ identity
possibly coming into play, namely their sense daffggsional identity as future language
teachers. In order to understand how the latteectdf their personal goals for English
pronunciation, it is crucial to take a closer loakthe dominant professional discourse in
which the students’ professional identities wenerfed. As we saw earlier in this thesis, the
professional discourse on ELT is strongly charamter by the ideologies of native-

speakerism and Standard English ideology (cf. @ecti2. and 1.4.), both of which highly

5 |ntonation seems to be particularly strongly lidk® a person’s personality. Barnes (1988: 17, epidn
Dalton & Seidlhofer 1994b: 76) reports to have badilar issues when teaching intonation, statireg #ome of
his students experienced the practice of intona®if “a change in their personalities was beittgnapted”.

105



value ‘native-like’ language proficiency in Englisdachers and view any kind of L2 features
in a person’s pronunciation as an eris.a consequence, many NNS teachers seem to suffer
from an inferiority complex as regards their owrmpetence for pronunciation teaching,
often citing their own NNS accent as the major edfos their perceived inadequacy (see for
example Léon Meis 2000 and Walker 1999, both citetMurphy 2014: 260)Ilt seems to
them that the only possibility to assert their figacy as English pronunciation teachers is
the acquisition of a native-like accent in Engliahd if they fail to attain this level — which is
what happens to most NNS teachers of English — teelynot competent enough to teach
English pronunciation® What Miiller's results show is thus not necessatit most student
teachers at our department genuinely desire todsbkm a native-speaker of English because
they identify with the NS community. Rather, theyght indicate that many teaching degree
students at the Vienna English Departntéirik that they want — or that they should want —
to sound like a native speaker, since they belieatonly a native-like accent will make them
a capable pronunciation teacher. Dérnyei (2005:) J¥6vides a useful concept in this
respect, which is the one of a language learr@ught-to L2 SelfThis concept refers to “the
attributes one believes oneght topossess” (ibid.) and, being connected to a pesssense

of responsibility or duty, “may bear little reserabte to desires or wishes” (Dérnyei 2005:
100). With teaching degree students’ Ought-to L/&ehaving developed in an educational
environment where so-called ‘NS competence’ is lyidavoured in language teachers and
where foreign accents in English are generallymegske most if not the majority of their
Ought-to L2 Selves will probably be an ideal L2riex who has attained native-like
proficiency in English pronunciation. Yet, the stats’ Ought-to L2 Selves do not necessarily
correspond to their real selves or mirror theirl i@@nunciation preferences, as they are
linked to what teaching degree students considéettheir profession’s standards, to which
they should try to live up. What many teaching eéegstudents thus might face is a conflict
between their professional identity on the one hand their social, cultural and personal
identities on the other. This might explain the aralent attitudes towards NS pronunciation
that | found amongst some of my former studentsiihidescribed abov&ince a native-like
accent in English is neither a realistic goal farxstnNNS teachers of English, nor a necessary

prerequisite to teach English pronunciation effesyi (especially from an ELF, but also from

% This is particularly ironic in view of the fact thadue to the rise of ELF, NS pronunciation norme a
nowadays largely losing their immediate relevarareEnglish pronunciation teaching, with NS teachstatus
as ‘ideal’ pronunciation teachers being increasiraylallenged. Jenkins (2000: 226), for examplearggNNS
fluent bilingual teachers of English as the morerapriate pronunciation models for ELF, as they m@e
“realistic, i.e. attainable in a practical sensefida“more appropriate socio-linguistically and secio
psychologically”.
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an EFL perspective), it seems important to helpestts overcome their identity conflict by
helping them to perceive their professional idgndis English teachers in such a way that it
ceases to oppose other fundamental facets of ittesitity. For that to happen, students will
have to be informed that NNS teachers’ perceivet laf competence to teach English

pronunciation is but a misconception. As Murphyl(20260) states:

[...] for NNES teacher identities to flourish it igucial that once reasonable
degrees of spoken proficiency and professionahitigihave been attained, their
pronunciation abilities should be supported, resggbcand welcomed at the table
of pronunciation teaching.

Thus, the key to helping teaching degree studdantsiradepartment assert their professional
identity as English pronunciation teachers liegducating them about their ability to teach
English pronunciation effectively without speakimgth a native-like accent in English.
Students should also be made aware that havingoa*gronunciation does not yet make one
a good pronunciation teacher, as in addition teasonable degree of spoken proficiency’ (as
Murphy puts it), pronunciation teachers need pitewl knowledge that will enable them to
teach pronunciation in an adequate way. Relyinduskely on one’s own pronunciation —
however ‘good’ it may be — and waiting that studewill eventually ‘pick it up’ is not an

effective pronunciation teaching strategy.

Summing up, there are numerous reasons to assat¢hnumber of students at the Vienna
English Department who experience English prondiozialearning as linked to issues of
identity may be considerably higher than indicatgdvller's (2012) results. | am therefore
convinced that more students than one would ihtigxpect might prefer alternative
approaches to pronunciation learning to the approacrently used in PPOCS 1 based on the
nativeness principle. However, | am well aware ttretre will always be a considerable
number of students in PPOCS 1 who will want to &ega native-like accent in English, even
after having been informed about alternative ogidrhis is of course a completely legitimate
position, and | am entirely with Jenki(@002: 101)who affirms that

[...] it will be important not to patronise those fiears who, having heard the
arguments, still wish to work towards the goal ohative-speaker accent, by
telling them they have no need to do so.

Walker (2010a: 45) makes a similar, equally impatrigoint by stating that “[i]f learners are

clear about wanting [to sound like a native spéalteen it is our job to help them”. One of

my major concerns in redesigning the practical comgnt of PPOCS 1 has thus been to find

ways of providing different types of learners —luating those that want to attain nativeness
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in English pronunciation — with the pedagogical mup they need to achieve their personal

learning goals. The next section contains my suggesfor ways of how this might be done.

Handling the heterogeneity

The suggested modifications for the practical congmd of PPOCS 1 which I will present in
section 4.2.2. are based on my conviction thatinportant to provide students at the Vienna
English Department with more freedom to act upairtpronunciation preferences, and that
once we present them with more options as to mgauirlearning goals for English
pronunciation, it will be much easier for many bém to find out which type of accent suits
them best. They are also based on the assumptbrstindents in PPOCS 1 will differ with

regard to

a) their ambitions, kind of motivation and preferent@msEnglish pronunciation learning
b) the proficiency level they have been able to attaiBnglish pronunciation by the time
they take PPOCS 1.

This assumption is founded on my personal expegi@sca PPOCS 1 tutor, which has taught
me that the student population at the Vienna Ehg3epartment tends to be fairly
heterogeneous with regard to the two criteria abé&sea matter of fact, the knowledge and
competence gaps between individual students in wry language laboratory classes were
often huge: whilst | have experienced students Who a nearly native-like English accent
already upon entering the course, other of my forstadents were struggling with the
production of almost all aspects of the RP sourstesy that typically pose problems for
Austrian learners of English. These competence gapsngst students repeated themselves
every semester | taught practical English phoneticthe Vienna English Department, and
many of my tutor colleagues reported having simgaues in their own language lab groups.

At the moment, the practical component of PPOCSiilgges advanced students who aim
for a native-like accent in English, as its struetand content are designed to help students
attain nativeness in either RP or GA within a stngemester. Less advanced students for
whom this goal is difficult (or virtually impossi) to attain within the given time frame and
students who feel imposed on by having to los&atles of their L1 in their pronunciation are
yet somewhat disadvantaged, as their specific éeareeds and preferences are not taken into
account. The difficult challenge in redesigning gnactical component of PPOCS 1 is to find
an approach to pronunciation teaching that disadgas neither advanced students who also
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genuinely desire to acquire a native-like pronummmin English nor those who want to
express their cultural identity via their accentwdro are simply overwhelmed by the work-
load of PPOCS 1 in its current form. In additiorsteonger focus on the pronunciation skills
crucial to intelligibility in ELF will be requiredso as to help students acquire the skills
necessary for participating successfully in intéomal communication, and to enable
teaching degree students to later promote the#ie akiongst their own pupils. Satisfying all
these demands might seem a complicated and difecwleavour at first that will inevitably
come to the detriment of those students who wardttain a native-like accent. Yet, one
major advantage of pronunciation teaching that$eswn the LFC (and thus on ELF) is that
all the pronunciation features that are being edinvill also be needed by students who
intend to acquire a NS accent in English. This redhat
[e]Jven when a learner’s goal is a NS accent, ngtimnthe LFC is ‘unnecessary’

or constitutes an ‘obstacle’ for the learner. Th&tto say, nothing needs
‘unlearning’. (Walker 2008: 9)

In this way, the LFC constitutes “a very good foation forall learners” (Walker 2010a: 46
[my emphasis]), including those students who decibat the ELF perspective on

pronunciation learning is not for them.

One point that needs further consideration, howeigehow students who have already
mastered (most of) the LFC and who wish to worlotirer aspects of English pronunciation
as well could receive the pedagogic support they rsad want in PPOCS 1. This problem is
not restricted to an ELF approach to pronunciatieaching, but has been an issue in
PPOCS 1 in its current form as well, where (advdhséudents were observed to be bored in
the language laboratory when having to work throegércises for sounds they were already
able to produce effortlessly. An excellent solutiorthis problem has been proposed by two
of my former tutor colleagues, Derek Vollans ante&t Miller, who were in charge of the
revision of the American English language labonafor PPOCS 1. Besides the new practice
materials which they exclusively designed for figpose (see Vollans & Miller 2013), they
suggested organizing the language laboratory irntoee-phase structure: a ‘review’ phase,
in which the sounds that were the topic of the fmev lab session are briefly revised; a ‘core’
phase in which new sounds (i.e. those that aredpie of the respective lab session) are
practiced; and an individual practice phase, whicfter having finished the exercises of the
‘core’ — allows students to work with extra mateead focus on their personal favourites and
pitfalls. A similar structure has been used in Bte language lab during the past semesters,

where students would be given access to additioaatice material which they could use for
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practicing personal ‘problem sounds’ after havirayked through the exercises on the sounds
that were the focus of the respective lab sesdimganizing the language laboratory as
suggested by Vollans and Miller (2013) thus makesssible to individualize pronunciation
training in PPOCS 1, allowing students to go beythaLFC and work on non-core features

in the individual practice phase of the languag@tatory if they wish.

As regards individualization of pronunciation traig, yet another question arises: wouldn't it
be more sensible to divide students into separagpg with different levels of difficulty and
goals for pronunciation learning right from ther&aThe problem is that with regard to
PPOCS 1, such a division seems practically unfeagibe to organizational reasons, as
students would have to be allocated to a speaibagon the basis of their personal goals and
their proficiency level in English pronunciationfbee classes even start. Yet, most students
will probably not be quite clear about their pemsldearning goals for English pronunciation
before entering the course (and they certainly wouldhente been able to make an informed
choice about them). What is more, their proficieteyel in English pronunciation would
have to be determined before they can be allodatedparticular course group, which, if it is

to be done in a reliable way, would cost a lotimiet and effort.

Let us briefly consider the way in which students eurrently grouped in PPOCS 1, namely
into BE and AE classes. This kind of group divisisrbased on the assumption that students
should aim for a recognisable BE or AE accent iglish. Yet, with the focus of PPOCS 1
shifting from NS pronunciation norms to ELF comnuation, the question arises whether
this division actually still makes sense. Perhapprssingly, | recommend maintaining the
BE/AE division and hence the use of either RP or&34a model accent in PPOCS 1, for the
simple reasons that this will allow for more indivalization in pronunciation training. If we
want to give students who aim for a NS accent igligh the pedagogical support they need
to attain this goal, we have to provide them withess to a NS model. Fortunately enough,
the use of a NS model is also compatible with afr Bpproach to pronunciation teaching,
provided the NS accent in question is indeed used aodel, i.e. a pedagogical point of
reference. This means that as long as studentsaaried to believe that they must strictly
imitate the chosen model in all its aspects, ustitgor GA as models in PPOCS 1 with an
ELF approach is perfectly acceptable (see also ¥v@&R10a: 53-54). What will be necessary,
though, is to explain to students which aspectsthef chosen model are important to
intelligibility in ELF, which of them are open tbeir personal preference, and which of them
are harmful to intelligibility in ELF and shoulduk be avoided when interacting with other

NNS speakers. In this way, students who want taiieecp native-like accent are not left
110



without a NS model, while those who prefer to speatk their L1 accent in English can
focus on the aspects of the model accent thatngpertant to international intelligibility and
are free in how to produce other items.

4.2.2. Updating the practical component of PPOCS 1

In the previous section, | explored ways of howadtfer different types of learners in
PPOCS 1 the pedagogic support they need in ordattdm their personal learning goals. In
this section, we will have a closer look at my sesjpns for updating the practical
component of PPOCS 1, with regard to which the icenation of different learner needs and

preferences for English pronunciation teaching alas of great importance to me.

Contrary to what one might expect, an ELF apprahads not call for fundamental overhaul
of current pronunciation teaching techniqués. Walker (2010a: 71) observes: “teaching
pronunciation for ELF is primarily about re-thingimgoals and re-defining error, as opposed
to modifying classroom practice”. Thus, although #ims and objectives of PPOCS 1 with a
focus on ELF are quite different from the ones BIOZS 1 in its current form, classroom
practice would probably only have to change maibintb accommodate them: most
techniques commonly employed in English pronunormateaching, such as minimal pairs or
drills, can equally be used for an ELF approachptonunciation teaching. The most
important differences to traditional approacheshet pronunciation training focuses on the
acquisition of the LFC (see the section ‘Revisihg tourse syllabus’), and that additional
emphasis is placed on the development of phonabgazcommodation skills (see
‘Promoting phonological accommodation skills’). dddition, as the above quote by Walker
makes clear, goals and errors are defined diffgrettan in traditional approaches to
pronunciation teaching, which necessitates a nmaatitn of the current assessment criteria of

PPOCS 1 as well as the kind of feedback studeo&sve on their pronunciation.

Revising the course syllabus: prioritizing the feaitres crucial to intelligibility in ELF

In the introductory passage to section 4.2., Iregfithe primary course aim of PPOCS 1 with
an ELF focus as regards students’ productive proation skills as

a) the mastery of the LFC components

b) the acquisition of basic phonological accommodasikitis.
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Students will thus have to be able to produce lalinents of the LFC in a way that can be
regarded as acceptable in ELF communication inirly feffortless way’ by the end of the
semesterlt follows that the LFC will have to be given piiyrin the practical component of
PPOCS 1 (i.e. the class time dedicated to prontiogiaractice and the language laboratory),
SO as to ensure that students will be able to eeqlliLFC components within the given time.
One simple way of doing so is to rearrange therardehich the different features of RP and
GA are currently taught in PPOCS 1 so that the ldé@ponents can be discussed and
practised right at the beginning of the course tgefmoving on to features that are less

important for intelligibility in ELF contexts.

Until now, the practical component of PPOCS 1 le®n particular account of the typical
problem areas of Austrian learners of English (€altenbock & Seidlhofer 1993). |
recommend that this focus on Austrian learnerdlyem sounds’ be maintained, as the vast
majority of learners in PPOCS 1 are indeed L1 spesakf Austrian German. According to
Berger (2010: 107-110), Austrian learners’ typiaitfialls with regard to the LFC include:

- aspiration of /p/, /t/, /k/ in word-initial positis

- the production of /b/, /d/, Ig/ and /z/ in worddlrposition

- vowel length: lengthening of a vowel before a leommsonant and shortening of a
vowel before a fortis consonant.

- [3:: Austrian learners tend to substitute this soumidh the diphthong /&
(Kaltenbétck & Seidlhofer 1993: 16).

- /sl vs. [z/: Austrian speakers tend to devoiceafed not distinguish between the two
phonemes in German, and thus also in English.

- [fl vs. i/ and /f/ vs. /&/: both g/and /&/ do not exist in Austrian German and are
hence commonly replaced with their voiceless capaits.

- I/ vs. Iw/l: /w/ does not exist in German and igstloften replaced by German /v/;
conversely, some learners replace English /v/ iviftdue to overgeneralizatiof.

- Irl: whereas most German approximations to /r/ seeceptable in ELF, Berger

recommends discouraging the use of the uvulartivieds].

*" Being able to produce a particular feature fa@ffortlessly is, as we shall see later, cruciadeveloping
productive phonological accommodation skills.

*8 Some learners might also produce English /v/ likeea German /v/, which is different in qualityegsfurther
Kaltenbdck & Seidlhofer 1993: 17). Yet, Jenkinsoposal for pronunciation teaching does not regigiaeners

to imitate the exact NS quality of sounds (20003)14so0 this does not seem to be a problem for ELF
communication.
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It follows that the above features should be tingt fones to be discussed and practiced in

PPOCS 1, as they a) form part of the LFC and b)nsonly pose problems for Austrian

learners of English. Thus, instead of working cettdiees in the order currently used in BE and

AE language laboratories (ségble 3 in the appendix), | propose reorganizing ¢burse

syllabus to arrive at an ordenslar to the one in table 5.

Table 5 Tentative syllabus for the PPOCS 1 labbk witocus on the LFC

Week | PPOCS 1 BE PPOCS 1 AE

1 Intrpduction, aspiration of /p/, /t/, /k/ in wenditial Intrgduction, aspiration of /p/, t/, Ik/ in wordiial
positions positions

2 /bl, Idl, /g/ and /z/ in word-final position, plenis | /b/, /d/, /g/ and /z/ in word-final position, predis
lengthening & pre-fortis clipping lengthening & pre-fortis clipping

3 Irl, chunking, nuclear stress placement Ir/, Emg) nuclear stress placement

4 /sl vs. [z] (+ revision of pre-lenis lengtheni&g| /s/ vs. /z/ (+ revision of pre-lenis lengtheningpe-
pre-fortis clipping), 4:(r)/ fortis clipping), &/,

5 {1 vs. kI & Itfl vs. I&/ (+ revision pre-lenis /f/ vs. kI & Ntfl vs. I&/ (+ revision pre-lenig
lengthening & pre-fortis clipping) lengthening & pre-fortis clipping)

6 I vs. Iwl vs. Il I vs. Iwl vs. Il

7 vowel length contrasts I:{i & u:/u, la/ vs. /) vowel length contrasts I:{i & u:/u, la/ vs. h/)

8 vowel length contrasts lId/, /2:/, /au/), intonation | diphthongs, intonation

9 Individualized practice §/ vs. /8/) Individualized practicet{/vs. /8/)

10 Individualized practice (/ee/ vs. /el [do/, lasl) Individualized practice (/ee/ vs. /el)

11 Individualized practice (#¢& /1a/, [I] vs. [1]) Individualized practice {)

12-14 | Individualized practice Individualized praeti

According to the above table (which is, of coursely a tentative draft of what a revised

version of the PPOCS 1 syllabus could look likég first features to receive attention in
PPOCS 1 are elements of the LFC which Austriamirarmight find especially difficult to
master (weeks 1-6), followed by elements of the ItR& usually constitute less of a problem
to Austrian learners (weeks 7 & 8). In the last keeef the semester, students can focus
exclusively on their personal ‘problem sounds’ibthey wish, work on sounds that are not
important for intelligibility in ELF but that fornpart of the chosen model accent. If students
do not want to acquire these features (becausewaey to preserve their L1 accent with

regard to these features or because they are h@dyanced enough to focus on non-core

113



items as well), they, of course, do not have t@aocand instead can use their time for further
practice of the LFC features. However, it mightob®enefit to all students to know about the
distinguishing characteristics of these soundsliateh to the sound contrasts in the language

laboratory, in order to incorporate these sountistimeir receptive accent repertoire.

As can be seen in the above table, there are alifésvences between the syllabus which |
suggest for PPOCS 1 BE and the one which | sudgesite AE course. The two syllabi are
almost identical, but differ with regard to the d¢pecentral vowel (which is pronounced//in

RP but has a rhotic colour in GA), and some feattimat students are free to work on during
the individualized practice sessions of the languladporatory. Being aware of the fact that
the PPOCS 1 lab sessions are often organized matdige units (e.g. /ee/ vs. /e /), | took a
closer look at the current syllabi and tried togar@e these practice units as far as possible.
For example, v/, /a:/, /auv/ currently constitutes one practice unit in the Bfguage
laboratory, which was preserved in the new syllabusession Il on vowel length contrasts.
The AE language laboratory did not have an equntgbeactice unit, but one focusing on
diphthongs, which equally fit the topic of vowehfgh contrasts, and hence was allocated to
the same session (week 8). Some differences betiheesuggested BE and AE syllabus are
thus simply due to the absence of identical practioits in the current syllabi. Other
differences between the two syllabi are causeditbgrences between the sound systems of
RP and GA. The diphthong system of RP is more cermfilan the one of GA, which does
not include the RP diphthongs/and fs/. In addition, /I/ is generally pronounced as dalk

in GA, while RP distinguishes between clear [l] atatk f]. Obviously, this lead to the
inclusion of /e/ and fa/ and the clear | vs. dark | contrast in the syl&bf the BE language
laboratory, while onlyl] was included in the syllabus of the AE languagj®ratory.

It will be noted that the above syllabi do not @nta number non-core features of ENL
pronunciation that are suspected to be detrimdotahtelligibility in ELF, namely weak
forms and weak syllables, linking, assimilationisien, as well as non-rhoticity and the
intervocalic flap (cf. Jenkins 2000: 139-140, 1481 Until now, these features have been
given considerable attention in PPOCS 1, with wieains, for example, being amongst the
first features to be trained in both the BE andlafguage laboratory. As | would not want to
deny students who want to acquire a NS accent gligfnthe possibility to work on these
features, | suggest that the exercises for theswirfes be made available to students for
practice during the ‘individual practice phase’tbé language laboratory. Students must be
reminded, however, that the above features, edpeifiased excessively, can be a threat to

intelligibility in ELF, possibly causing seriousmonunication problems, and that if they want
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to acquire them, they will have to keep in mindttklzey might have to accommodate
phonologically to their interlocutor when noticirthat the use of these features causes
comprehension problems. What is more, | do notidenst a problem to introduce students
to these features on a theoretical level, or toerthkm listen to these features for the purpose
of mastering them receptively (which, in fact, wasrt of Jenkins's proposal for
pronunciation teaching for ELF: see Jenkins 20aQ@)2Yet, | strongly suggest that students
should no longer be asked to produce these feaifuttesy personally see no need for doing
so, as these features are at best unnecessanycfmssful ELF communication and at worst

harmful to intelligibility.

Feedback

In PPOCS 1, students receive feedback on theiruymmation on a regular basis from both
their PPOCS 1 teacher and their language lab tuioorder to give them an impression of
their ‘status quo’, students have a pronunciatioeck-up at the beginning and in the middle
of the semester, for which they are required t@net@ text or read it face-to-face to their
teacher. They subsequently receive feedback ongbegormance with regard to every aspect
of the RP or the GA sound system, and are expdctesork on all features which they

produce differently from the respective teachingdelp in order to eventually attain the

course aim of speaking with a recognisable RP oraGaent.

If the course aim of PPOCS 1 as regards produgno@unciation skills is, besides the
acquisition of phonological accommodation skillefided as the mastery of the LFC, does
this mean that students should only receive feddhait regard to their production of this
limited set of features? Clearly, my answer to tjugstion has to be no. If we want to give
students the possibility to decide for themselveshow far they want to approximate a
particular NS model? we have to explain to them which aspects of thenunciation differ
from the chosen model accent in what way. The atymint is to make students aware that
not every deviation from RP or GA is to be viewed pgoblematic or as a learner error.

Feedback on student performances in PPOCS 1 wdwisl not be intended to pressure

%9 Students might indicate at the beginning of theester what their personal goals for pronunciaki@mning

are. Yet, this decision will most probably not befidite. Some might question and reconsider theispnal
goals after having learnt more about ELF and theoskinguistic and socio-psychological aspects ofyish

pronunciation. Others might go through a longercpss of reflection, and many might in fact needy¢a find

out which type of accent suits them best. In thisse, PPOCS 1 can provide students with the eduacatid the
feedback needed teecome awareof their own pronunciation preferences and tolfjnact uponthem (e.g. by
incorporating certain NS features into their pragiation, or not).
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students into modifying their pronunciation towaRIB or GA as far as possible. Instead, it
would simply serve as a means to make studentseawhrthe nature of their own
pronunciation, in terms of its degree of intelligity in ELF and in terms of the expectations
and impressions it might create amongst other ge@jple to those pronunciation features that
do not necessarily pose a problem to comprehenidrthat function as social or cultural in-

group markers). In other words, feedback is essintntended to

- help students become more intelligible by makirgraware of their shortcomings as
regards the LFC components,

- give students the choice to either preserve theiatcent with regard to (some of) the
non-core features of the LFC or to try to add (saf)ehe non-core features to their

productive accent repertoire by using a NS modefjfndance.

Obviously enough, it will hence be important toatlg emphasize the difference between
core features and non-core features in PPOCS 1ifrgh the beginning of the course, so that
students instantly know which pronunciation feasutteey are expected to have mastered by
the end of the semester (and why), and which aem ¢p personal preference. An excellent
opportunity to place an additional emphasis on diferent status of core and non-core
features for intelligibility in ELF and for evaluah at the final oral exam is constituted by the
feedback sheets which students commonly receiver d@ffteir initial and their mid-term
check-up in order to guide their learning prod8sEhese feedback sheets usually consist of a
table containing the complete set of either RP Argd8gments as well as a number of other
(mostly suprasegmental) categories, on which lecsucircle all features on which a student
needs to work (see table 6, p. 117). Table 7 (p) $hows a tentative feedback sheet that has
been redesigned to display the organization of @spaf English pronunciation into core

features and non-core features.

Another thing that is crucial to know for studemswhat kinds of production of the core
features can be deemed acceptable, both in ELF cmmcation and at the final exam.
Students will thus have to be informed that appr@tions of sounds are generally
permissible if the intended sound is still recoghie as such, but that certain substitutions are
not acceptable (e.] for /r/, or [w] for /v/). More detailed information as to which kind of
approximations are acceptable with regard to aquaatr sound (see Walker 2010a: 29-35 for

% Not all PPOCS 1 lecturers make use of feedbacktshehen giving students feedback on their proratiuci.

Yet, | recommend the use of feedback-sheets iIRROCS 1 classes, as they provide students wittuetusted
overview of their strengths and weaknesses andhaspntrast to oral feedback, they are a more peema
learning tool that can be used for later referagevell.
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Table 6 Example of a feedback-sheet for PPOCStisBiitnglish (summer semester 2014)

Check-up:

Name:

Date:

p/b 0 0 z r link r fortis — lenis

t/d w % 3 pvr guantities

kig 1) &3 I t n weak forms

i: I a A 19 a ad voice

e e J: D (S2] a ao Q0 209

u: O 3! 9 09 J1 JI9 a

intelligibility: stress — emphasis: intonation: word attack skillegional
variations:

comments:

Table 7 Example of a tentative feedback sheet BE&PPOCS 1 class that has been redesigned tadtigtiie
difference between core and non-core features.

Check-up:
Name:
Date:

Lingua Franca Core features (will be assessed):

[S

p/b s z I 3 I pausing
(chunking)

t/d w v r pvr ] nuclear stress pl.

k/g ) &3 3 intervocalic[t] consonant cluste

Vowel quantity:

i:h a:/o length of pre-lenis consistent vowel
diphthongs: lengthening, quality

u:fo a/a pre-fortis clipping

Non-core features (not assessed):

0 0 t

Vowel quality:

& e

i I 20D e a ao U QUd

Qa: A u: (6] 09 JI oI av an
19 e as

stress — emphasis  intonation

Comments:
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an overview) can be given when discussing and igmgtindividual sounds in class and in

the language laboratory. When giving individual detts feedback on the degree of
acceptability of a particular production, it is iorpant to consider the kind of feedback the
student in question is hoping to receive: is hetsyiag to acquire a NS accent, in which case
he/she will want to know whether their productiomsnvaccurate enough to be considered
native-like? Or does the student in question warknow whether their production fulfils the

requirements of the LFC? By enquiring about stuslgmersonal goals for PPOCS 1 and for
English pronunciation in general, teachers andudagg lab tutors alike might be able to
individualize their feedback in such a way that tredlagogic needs of different types of
learners in PPOCS 1 can be satisfied. In case abtdd will always be possible to simply

explain to a student by which standards their productioa particular sound was acceptable

or not.

Promoting phonological accommodation skills

The new course aims which | have suggested for FO@o not define attainment of the
learning target in terms of the acquisition of &ipalar accent, but in terms of the acquisition
of pronunciation skills that will enable students to achieve intelligiyiliin ELF
communication. One type of communicative skill thaas found to be of particular
importance for successful ELF interactions (JenRi®30) and which, therefore, “should form
an important part of any ELF pronunciation syllab{@&nkins 2005b: 150) are phonological
accommodation skills. If PPOCS 1 is to prepare estitel for ELF communication, then the
teaching of phonological accommodation skills viidlve to become an integral part of the

course content.

It is crucial to note that phonological convergenc&LF differs in one important aspect from
phonological convergence in NS-NS interactions: levimative speakers usually converge
towards the speech of their interlocutor, ELF spesakend to adjust their pronunciation
towards the target sound rather than towards thedsproduced by their interlocutor (Jenkins
2005b: 148). With regard to her own data, Jenkbseoves that

[e]ven when the conditions are ideal, accommodatiaie traditional sense (i.e.

speakers converging on their interlocutors’ promatnans) rarely occurs. In so far

as [non-bilingual English speakers] share a compwpose, it is to get closer to

each other in terms of the L2. They do not wantatmuire one another’s

pronunciation errors and as long as their motivafmr accommodating to their
interlocutor remains purely that of communicatiyeceency, they seem to have
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some sort of inbuilt mechanism (conscious or subcnis) which safeguards
against this outcome. (Jenkins 2000: 181)

Jenkins (2000: 182) suspects this so-called ‘iftlmechanism’ to be linked to her subject’s
inability to replicate their interlocutor’s produmbs (i.e. their ‘lack of repertoire’) and to their
‘psychological resistance’ to acquire another fgmeaccent in English. Be that as it may,
Jenkins’ (2000) data demonstrates that the feammahy language teachers that the
encouragement of phonological accommodation in NN interactions will inevitably lead

to learners acquiring each other’s ‘errors’ appéatse unwarranted.

The crucial question is, then, how phonologicalcawmmodation skills can be promoted
amongst students in PPOCS 1. A useful first stegmseto be to consider the necessary
prerequisites for phonological accommodation tetalace in NNS-NNS talk. Jenkins found
that ELF speakers attempted to accommodate theupciation towards their interlocutor’s

needs if the following conditions applied:

1.) the adjustment was in their phonological/phonedmertoire

2.) there was no processing overload (e.g. a concuprebtem with grammar
and vocabulary),

3.) the successful completion of the task demanded ttatinterlocutor
understand,

4.) the speaker perceived a particular L1 transfertaseat to intelligibility.
(Jenkins 2005b: 149)

Points 1 and 2 indicate the need to help studewxtrporate the LFC components into their
accent repertoire to such an extent that they tadl able to make use of them fairly
effortlessly (i.e. even when they are not abledout exclusively on their pronunciation).
Point 3 illustrates the importance for ELF speake&rsdevelop their sensitivity to the

communicative context in which they find themselugsin the sense that they should pay
particular attention to the degree of intelligityilof their pronunciation if the primary purpose
of interaction is communication (rather than so@athange). This echoes Kirkpatrick’s
(2007) communication-identity continuum (see sectib4.), to which students should be
introduced as | suggested in section 4.1. Pointudtiates the benefit of knowing which

features of one’s pronunciation constitute a paaétitreat to intelligibility in ELF contexts,

as this allows a speaker to focus on them in sttnatwhere communicative efficiency will be
of particular importance. All these qualities — rigpiable to produce the target sound
effortlessly, being sensitive to the context andppee of interaction, and knowing which
features constitute a potential threat to intddiigly in ELF — can be acquired by students
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during PPOCS 1 if the course is to be revised aiegrto my suggestions in section 4.1. and
in this section (i.e. 4.2.2.).

| also mentioned earlier that in order to promoteoanmodation skills amongst students,
students will have to be informed about the faet tim a globalized world, phonological
accommodation skills are of higher value than sppWith a monolithic (native-like) accent
(Jenkins 2006a: 174). Another quality worth cultivg amongst students is sensitivity
towards listener reactions that might indicate caghpnsion problems, as it is not always
easily predictable which features of one’s acceighirinhibit intelligibility for a certain type

of listener. A good example of a speaker actingnuper receiver's reaction to her
pronunciation is provided by Jenkins (2000: 82),owieports an incident of a Japanese
speaker who, upon noticing her Swiss-German irntatty frown when she pronounced grey
as [gle], corrected her pronunciation toxgg. A further step towards increasing students’
productive accommodation skills might thus be waase their awareness of both verbal and
non-verbal listener cues that might point to corhpresion difficulties on part of the

receiver®

As regards receptive phonological accommodatiorElt, the necessary preconditions

basically boil down to the following three crite(@dapted from Jenkins 2000: 183):

1. prior exposure to the interlocutor’'s accent an@honological L2 variation in English
as such, leading to a ‘tolerance of difference’
2. the right listener attitudes: a motivation to ursdi@nd and no fear of ‘error acquisition’

3. the linguistic and emotional ability to indicatengprehension difficulties.

| will first discuss points 2 and 3. A listener'sgtee of motivation to understand will always
depend on the purpose of interaction (i.e. howalvit is to understand one’s interlocutor in a
particular situation), and can thus not be directuenced by classroom teaching. The only
thing a teacher might be able to do in this respettt make students aware that they should
alwaystry to understand their interlocutor instead of plgdime entire communicative burden
on them. Topic cluster I, which deals with theenatctive nature of intelligibility, has been
designed to inform students about this and sinféats. Similarly, the concern of some
students that they might acquire the ‘errors’ oheot L2 speakers by accommodating
receptively to their pronunciation can easily blaytd by raising students’ awareness that

this is an unwarranted fear. However, encouragingents to signal their comprehension

®. The importance of encouraging communicative sjiate amongst learners (such as the above) is also
emphasized by Seidlhofer (2011, ch. 8; see p. A @&iticular).
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difficulties to their interlocutor can be a delieahatter. This has to do with the fact that, due
to the close relationship of pronunciation and tdgn negative feedback on one’s
pronunciation can easily cause a loss of face ermpént of the speaker, which seems to be the
reason why many of Jenkins’ subjects refrained frodicating their non-comprehension to
their interlocutor:
[...] many of my subjects found one another’'s pronatien difficult to
understand, but a number were not prepared to awerttie fact in their
interlocutor’s presence, and either wrote aboahitheir questionnaire or told me
in private. In this case, their concerns probabklgte to the issue of identity, and

the fact that — as these subjects were aware frersopal experience — one’s
identity is very closely bound up with one’s L1 antin L2. (Jenkins 2000: 185)

As a solution to this problem, Jenkins (ibid.) sesjg to make learners aware of the
usefulness of indicating comprehension problenaiss interlocutor, who will otherwise be
unable to accommodate their production to theletier's needs. Yet, it will also be necessary
to remind students that such kind of feedback shallvays be given in a careful, polite
manner and to provide them with adequate lingursticlels if necessary (Jenkins 2000: 185).
In addition, learners could be given tasks tbate them to ask for clarification if they do not
understand, such as classic information-gap aesviiSeidlhofer, personal communication).
Such activities, however, are only useful for pisacg phonological accommodation skills in

multilingual classrooms, as we shall see below.

| will now return to the first point of the list alee, which highlights the need for exposing
learners to a wide variety of L2 accents in Englighich has been emphasized by Jenkins on
various occasions (1998a: 45, 1998b: 125, 2000; 28@2: 100, 2004b: 116, 2005b: 150).
Yet, PPOCS 1 has always had a strong focus on ptigdypronunciation skills. As much as |
agree with Jenkins’ view on the value of exposiegrhers to a wide range of L2 accents, |
recommend that the focus on production in PPOCS Inhintained. The reason for this
decision is that PPOCS 1 is the only course of blo¢ghVienna English Department’s BA
programme and teaching degree programme that deétalproductive pronunciation skills,
which students have very little opportunity to iroype without the pedagogical guidance and
detailed feedback of a pronunciation teacher. § tacommend focussing on the productive
aspects of phonological accommodation in PPOCSd,saiggest that the enhancement of
students’ receptive accent repertoires be lefhéorésponsibility of students themselves. This
means that students will have to be encouragedaid wdependently on their receptive
accent repertoire throughout their studies in otdeincrease their tolerance of phonological

deviations. In order to support students in thailependent learning process, a list of suitable
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activities and internet resources for self-studyldde provided in PPOCS®1In addition,
teaching degree students will have to be made atlateexposure to a variety of different L2
accents in English will be equally important to ithtuture pupils if the latter are to

communicate successfully on the international stage

Apart from equipping students with the knowledgel akills necessary for phonological
accommodation to take place, it is important tovte students with actual practice
opportunities for phonological accommodation. Wal{gh10a: 89-92) provides an overview
of a number of different teaching activities thatncbe used to improve and practice
productive phonological accommodation skills in #mglish pronunciation classroom, such
as dictation and a variety of communication aageit The latter are particularly valuable in
this respect, as they constitute “effective, ndtunsys of developing [phonological
accommodation] skills” (Walker 2010a: 92). The peob is that, as Walker (ibid.) admits
himself, all these activities will only work in ntilingual pronunciation classrooms, where
learners come from a variety of different L1 backgrds. The student population in
PPOCS 1 is, however, largely monolingual, with treest majority of students being L1
speakers of Austrian German. In contrast to learmemultilingual classroom, learners in
monolingual classrooms will not need to correcirtpeonunciation towards more target-like
forms to become more comprehensible to their clagssn but instead tend to converge on
their L1 accent for reasons of identity and soligagJenkins 2000: 192). This means that
instead of reinforcing their command of the LFC pmments, accommodation activities like
the ones described above will lead learners in hogual classes to depart more and more
from the LFC (Walker 2010a: 92-93). As an initialugion to this problem, Walker (2010a:
93-94) recommends the use of recordings: focusing bmited number of items of the LFC
that have been covered in previous course sessstudents practice a text for recording.
During the recording, students work in small grqupfering feedback on their colleagues’
production of the sounds to focus on. This enabtadents to make conscious, immediate
corrections to their pronunciation, thereby pracgsaccommodating their speech to their
interlocutor’'s receptive needs. Besides being apodpnity for students to practise
phonological accommodation and to enhance theirncamad of the LFC, an additional

advantage of this kind of activity is that it fostepractical analytical skills. This is of

%2 For some valuable suggestions see Walker (2043869 The kind of self-study which students wilbpably
enjoy the most and which should hence be recomnaetalghem most immediately is to watch English-
speaking series featuring characters with diffeemaents (such as the Indian astrophysicist Ra§estthrappali

in The Big Bang Theo)y Interviews with celebrities speaking with aneiligible foreign accent in English
might constitute an equally enjoyable sort of infautstudents.
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particular benefit to teaching degree students, whichave to analyse pronunciation errors
in the speech of their future pupils so as to de &bhelp them improve their pronunciation
skills.

Assessment

The final section of this chapter of my thesis edidated to the evaluation of the current
assessment criteria for PPOCS 1 (see table 3prektl.) in order to find out in how far they

are applicable to an ELF approach to pronunciagaching.

One key notion in the current assessment critend@POCS 1 is accuracy of pronunciation.
Notably, an ELF approach to pronunciation teacldogs not require learners to imitate the
NS quality of the LFC components (Jenkins 2000:),148d regards a number of different
approximations as sufficient. Exact vowel qualityed not even form part of the LFC, with
the exception ofsl/, in which case “a good approximation of the natspeaker quality” is
necessary (Walker 2010a: 34). This is because,t dgan A:/, native-like accuracy of
pronunciation is simply not necessary for succédsfitF communication. The criterion of
‘accuracy’ is thus of little use for assessmentPROCS 1 with an ELF focus. As an

alternative, | suggest to assess student prodwgcinoterms of their ‘acceptability’.

Another modification to the current assessmenegatthat will be necessary if PPOCS 1 is to
shift its focus from NS accents to ELF interactioaktes to the three analytical categories
currently used in order to evaluate a student'sipngiation: ‘control of segmentals’, ‘control
of suprasegmentals’ and ‘appropriateness’. As th€ predominantly includes segments and
hardly any suprasegmentals, a separation into twadytical categories that receive equal
weight in grading seems inappropriate. | therefuggest merging these two categories into a

single one labelled ‘control of LFC components’.

The last category, ‘appropriateness’, needs furdimatysis before evaluating its applicability
for ELF pronunciation. At first glance, this categoseems equivalent to the notion of
‘appropriacy’ proposed by Seidlhofer (2001b), whrelates to the idea that pronunciation
should be evaluated in terms of its appropriacy‘dospecific situation or a specific purpose”
(Dalton & Seidlhofer 1994a: 27Yet, in contrast to ‘appropriacy’, ‘appropriatenessems to

be understood as the kind of context-sensitivitg aensitivity to specific discourse formats
that (educated) native-speakers of English miglgsess. For example, one criterion for

students to obtain a ‘Sehr gut’ in this categoryhat they are able to present their text in a
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way that engages the reader and to use pronuncititconvey finder shades of meaning”
(PPOCS curriculum 2013: 6). Personally, this reminte more of the tasks of a trained actor
than a student of English, although | do not wandlény that using language in an engaging
way is a skill worth cultivating amongst future ¢bars of English and English language
specialists. What | find problematic, though, isittlnere, an entire assessment category is
dedicated to a skill that only very advanced sttglenll be able to master and that, moreover,
does not seem to receive much attention in cugkassroom practice in PPOCS 1, which is
primarily concerned with the segments and the basfithe suprasegmental system of RP and
GA. As regards the applicability of this notion Wit an ELF approach to pronunciation
teaching, there is not much left to say: obvioubkging able to use pronunciation in such a
way requires advanced pronunciation skills whictuldago well beyond the objectives of a
pronunciation course that aims to make studengsnaintelligibility in ELF contexts. The
notion of ‘appropriateness’ thus seems to be inegiple for assessing oral performances in
PPOCS 1 with an ELF orientation.

Another criterion used in the current assessmentPBIOCS 1 is ‘naturalness’ of
pronunciation. Naturalness is grouped together Vaitipropriateness’, but, in contrast to the
latter notion, does not seem to be directly relateMS norms. If this were the case, then the
category would be inappropriate for assessmenP@®S 1 with an ELF focus, as NS norms
have no immediate relevance for ELF. Yet, it sed¢h® ‘naturalness’ is simply to be
understood a%he quality of having truly mastered the segmeatad suprasegmental aspects
to an extent that they are really a part of th@esi's pronunciation” (Bruno-Lindner 2014,
personal communication by e-mail), also if, as ayss in the assessment criteria, “[the
learner’s] attention is otherwise engaged”. If tmatness’ is defined as the ease with which
students are able to produce the LFC componentc@ptable approximations thereof), then
this category is indeed applicable to assessmethinvan ELF approach to pronunciation
teaching, as ideally, students should eventuallgide to make use of the LFC components in
various forms of interaction and production withdbeir fluency being all too negatively
impacted by it. Moreover, as we saw in the previsertion, effortless command of the LFC
components constitutes a necessary prerequisite tfer development of productive
accommodation skills. | thus suggest maintainirefunalness’ as an assessment criterion for
PPOCS 1, albeit | recommend limiting its weight #oistudent’s grade to 25 %, with the
control of the LFC components making up the renmgm5 %.

Table 8 (p. 125) constitutes a tentative revisadiva of the assessment grid for the PPOCS 1

final oral exam that incorporates the modificatisnggested above. This table might serve as
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a starting point for further discussion as to hbw assessment criteria of PPOCS 1 could be

revised in line with an ELF approach to pronunoiatieaching.

Table 8 Tentative suggestion for a revised versiagthe PPOCS 1 assessment grid

Sehr gut[Austrian A-
grade]

Befriedigend Austrian C-
grade]

Genuligend [Austrian D-
grade]

CONTROL OF LFC
COMPONENTS:
Consistency and
acceptability of
segmentals &
suprasegmentals

Consistent and
acceptable production
of all LFC components.

Generally maintains
consistent and acceptable
production of most LFC
components.

Generally maintains
consistent and acceptab
production of most LFC
components, such as
fortis/lenis distinction
and vowel length; does
not impose strain on the
listener, although the
production of a small
number of sounds is
noticeably unstable.

D

‘NATURALNESS!
(ease of pronunciation)

Consistently maintains
naturalness of
pronunciation in all
three of the tasks, even
while attention is
otherwise engaged.

Generally maintains
naturalness of
pronunciation in all three
of the tasks.

Generally maintains
naturalness of
pronunciation in most of
the tasks.

Another important point that needs to be discussdithis section relates to the LFC itself.

The LFC includes two recommendations with regartimo particular phonemes in English

that might prove problematic when it comes to eatihg a student’s pronunciation. These
two phonemes are /t/, which, according to the Lst@uld be pronounced as [t] rather thgn |
in intervocalic position, and /r/, which the LFQG:oenmends to be pronounced in post-vocalic
position rather than omitting it. The problem isttlbesides having the potential to affect
intelligibility negatively in ELF (Jenkins 2000: @4 non-rhoticity and intervocalia][act as
powerful sociolinguistic markers: being an integesdture of GA, the tapped intervocalic t is
commonly associated with American English, althougian also be heard in some varieties
of English in the Southern hemisphere, in Southesh accents as well as in casual British
English (Wells 1982: 250; Gimson 2001: 164). Theson why t-tapping (also referred to as
‘t-voicing’ or ‘t-flapping’) is thought to be typical of American English is lpably that it is
not as consistently used by British (and Southemibphere) speakers as it is by American
speaker§® Non-rhoticity, on the other hand, is associateth@ritish rather than American

English (although some British accents, such astiSkhar South-West accents, are rhotic as

% n fact, in British English, “the exact phonetindastylistic conditions for t-voicing are not fulknown and
remain largely uninvestigated [...]" (Hannisdal 20Q85).
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well; cf. Hughes, Trudgill & Watt 2005: 63-64y strictly adhering to the recommendations
of the LFC with regard to /t/ and /r/ in PPOCS tudents who want to acquire a native-like
RP or GA accent would thus be prevented from attgitheir personal learning goal. What is
more, students who might not even want to soundtBxbke a native speaker of RP or GA,
but who simply want to express their affiliationtlvBritish or American culture would in this
way be restricted in their freedom to express tlewes via their pronunciation. | thus
recommend assigning a special status to both musthe r and intervocalic t for assessment
in PPOCS 1, in the sense that digression from tR€ lith regard to these two features
should not constitute a reason to grade a studemn @t the final exam. Students may hence
use the RP variant for post-vocalic r or the GAiavatr for intervocalic t in PPOCS 1 if they
prefer, yet only if they fulfil the following contions:

- The student in question must have a reasonablengrmjufor wanting to use the non-
LFC variant, such as a strong preference for eetyanf English of which this feature
is considered typical.

- Students who opt for using a non-LFC variant inrrtheefault’ pronunciation must
nevertheless incorporate the LFC variant in thegeat repertoire, so as to be able to
use it if this should prove necessary in a paicabmmunicative act. Thus, a student
who wishes to speak with a recognisable RP acdenild nevertheless practice to
pronounce /r/ in post-vocalic position in order le able to accommodate to an
interlocutor for whom non-rhoticity proves to béarrier to understanding. The same
applies to students who opt for the pronunciatibft/as k] where [] is used in GA:
they should also be able to use the LFC varianin[these contexts if this proves

necessary.

By demanding students to incorporate the LFC varidrthe above items into their accent
repertoire, the recommendations of the LFC as dsgar and /t/ would be taken account of
without imposing an accent on students that mamdiffom their personal learning goal. In
order to determine whether students who opted tkemsse of a non-LFC variant have
actually managed to acquire the respective LFCanais well, students could be presented
with a short accommodation task at the final exafter having gained a good impression of a
student’s ‘default’ pronunciation, examiners coudroduce the accommodation task by
simulating comprehension problems which requiredestis to adjust their pronunciation
towards the LFC. Ideally, students should be ablé&kdep the conversation going while

incorporating the required feature into their pnociation without their fluency decreasing to
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an unacceptable level. It also seems an interesiilega to generally introduce an
accommodation task for all students at the PPOGQGi®al exam which tests the students’
sensitivity to listener cues for non-comprehensiod their ability to react upon them.

Apart from non-rhoticity and intervocalic t-tappinidpere are a number of other features of
NS accents that are suspected to have a negatpacinon intelligibility in ELF contexts.
These include vowel reduction (such as in weak $ol@nd weak syllables) and certain
features of connected speech, such as elisioridestson and coalescence (Walker 2010a:
41-43). Again, the question arises how the abostufes should be treated at the final exam,
as students who want to acquire a native-like d@caoenEnglish will actually want to
incorporate them in their pronunciation (and somaeents might already have acquired them
by the beginning of the course, for example aftaniing spent some time in an ENL country).
An additional problem is that, in contrast to mast- speakers (Jenkins 2000: 148), some
students at the Vienna English Department miglia@h occasionally use faster speech rates,
which will make it necessary for them to use adsitory processes such as linking,
assimilation or elision. The teaching and assesstrokrthe above features of connected
speech is thus truly a delicate matter: on the lwanad, it is important to communicate to
students that the use of these features might Ipriolglems with it in ELF interactions, yet on
the other hand, one must not create the impressimngst students that these features are to
be regarded as pronunciation errors. | cannot @ffstraightforward solution to this difficult
issue, but only make some very tentative suggestignto how it might be handled. As with
intervocalic t and post-vocalic r, the point sholld made that the appropriacy of these
features depends on the type of interlocutor amdsgecific socio-linguistic context which
students find themselves in. The use of weak fofiarsexample, is highly appropriate in
communication with native speakers of English,tdadilitates comprehension for them, yet
many ELF speakers might find them difficult to urstand. This highlights the importance of
educating students about the sociolinguistic aspeat English pronunciation and
intelligibility as suggested in section 4.1. Withgard to the assessment of the above-
mentioned features, | offer two tentative solutioime first one is that these features simply
remain unassessed. Personally, | do not see agpnahl students using them as long as they
are aware of the fact that these features havedtential to cause comprehension problems
in ELF and are willing to accommodate to their ildeutor's needs if necessary.
Alternatively, students could be presented witraacommodation exercise at the final exam

similar to the one | suggested with regard to rwoticity and intervocalic t, which requires
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them to reduce their use of weak forms and condespeech phenomena as far as seems

necessary.
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Conclusion

The main objective of this thesis was to exploeeithplications of English as a lingua franca
for English pronunciation teaching and find waysuptlating the pronunciation course of the
Vienna English Department accordingly.

My discussion of key concepts relevant to thisighaschapter 1 indicated that the relevance
of ELF for users of English across all three of Kacs circles and for learners of English in
the Expanding Circles in particular continues tooverlooked in both academia and ELT,
with ELF being refused acknowledgement as a usEngflish in its own right. The main
reason for this seems to lie in the prevalencehefitleologies of native-speakerism and
Standard English ideology in the academic and tbhé&gpsional discourse of ELT, according
to which all non-native speakers, regardless ofcthr@ext and purpose of learning English,
should orient towards native speaker norms, thugepeating the idea of native speakers as

ideal language teachers.

Chapter 2 provided an overview and discussion of issues in English pronunciation
teaching. My discussion highlighted in particulasues of identity in the acquisition of L2
pronunciation and the complex nature of intelliipi which is, besides native-like
pronunciation, one of the two major goals commoaiyed at in English pronunciation
teaching. Intelligibility can be regarded as a mapgropriate goal for many learners as it is
not only more achievable than native-ness in promtion but also provides learners with the
possibility to retain features of their L1 in thgronunciation and thereby express their
cultural identity via their accent. The problem h®wever, that intelligibility is intrinsically
relative, depending on the type of interlocutohg& tontext of interaction and a number of
other factors. Aiming at intelligibility in pronuration teaching thus means aiming at
intelligibility with regard to a particular speedommunity (e.g. being intelligible to US-
American native speakers of English). Who this camity should be must be decided in
reference to the type of interlocutors with whorarters are most likely to communicate in

the future.

In chapter 3 of this thesis, | took a closer lookhe course for English pronunciation at the
Vienna English Department (‘Practical phonetics anal communication skills 1’). While
the department’s considerable pedagogic and fiahefiorts to provide students with high-
level training in English pronunciation certainlged to be acknowledged, PPOCS 1 does
have a number of weak points, many of which hadetdecontroversies about the course in

the past. One of these is certainly the way in Wwhice course fails to respond to the
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momentous changes that have taken place in the-Boguistic landscape of the English

language in recent decades, which call for a fureddat rethinking of the aims and objectives
of English pronunciation teaching. Others have kb&enambitious course aim of attaining a
near-native accent in English within one semestdraining, which leads some students to
experience PPOCS 1 as frustrating and stressfdl,tlaa prescriptive approach to English
pronunciation teaching of the course, which leaxdgsally no space for critical reflection on

NS norms and discourages students from expredsemglLtl identity through their accent.

In chapter 4, | presented my suggestions for arrhawg of PPOCS 1, paying particular
attention to those aspects of the course that haea identified as problematic in section 3.
First, | suggested that the primary course aim BOEBS 1 with regard to productive skills
should be defined as pronunciation skills that willble students to attain intelligibility in
international communication, as ELF interactions #re type of English with which the
majority of students at the Vienna English Departha@e most likely to be confronted in the
future. In more concrete terms, students shoul@ ma&stered the Lingua Franca Core by the
end of the semester and should have acquired sasie fthonological accommodation skills,
both of which are important prerequisites for intgronal intelligibility (Jenkins 2000). These
two goals are not only more achievable for studahtsur department than the acquisition of
a near-native RP or GA accent, but they have tlitiadal benefits of providing students
with enough ‘space’ to retain their L1 identitytimeir accent if they wish, and of offering a

more positive view of phonological L2 variation.

| also proposed that the educational (theoreticathponent of PPOCS 1 be dedicated to
educating students about crucial issues in Engpsbnunciation, such as the socio-
psychological and socio-linguistic aspects of Estglironunciation and the complex nature of
intelligibility. This education can help studentscbme more context-sensitive, accomplished
language users on the international stage, andspeldsome of the native-speakerist and
Standard ideologist misconceptions about Engligingnciation teaching they might have,
thus enabling them to make informed choices ateo personal learning goals for English

pronunciation.

As regards the practical component of PPOCS 1gued that this should focus on the
acquisition of the skills set out in the new coussas of PPOCS 1, i.e. the acquisition of the
Lingua Franca Core and of phonological accommodagialls. This, however, does not mean
that students who aim for a NS accent in Englisfukhbe discouraged from doing so or be

denied pedagogical support. | therefore suggestedrder of ways howhe learner needs of
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students who want to acquire a native-like pronatimn in English can be satisfied in
PPOCS 1 even if the course focuses more strongth@mpronunciation criteria of ELF than
the ones of ENL.

My suggestions for revising PPOCS 1 are of courgewithout their limitations. First, their
implementation might be impeded by practical caists of which | myself may not be
aware at the moment. Second, | proposed to foausupciation training on the LFC, which
itself is still work in progress and might therefoundergo some revision in the future to
incorporate new research findings made in the fodlthternational intelligibility. Research
into the intelligibility of certain features of Atrean English in ELF contexts that currently do

not form part of the LFC would certainly be of graderest in this respect.

Whether or not (some of) my suggestions will besudered for implementation will also
depend on the acceptance of my proposals on theftre staff responsible for this course,
some of whom, | hope, may be convinced of theiugdly the arguments put forward in this
thesis. As mentioned earlier, my suggestions dreeay tentative, and should be seen as a
starting point for further discussion and not aBnite instructions for how things should be
done. In this sense, | hope that this thesis welpbh(re-)open the floor for a constructive
debate on how PPOCS 1 could be re-thought andegkwisorder to take account of both the
socio-psychological dimension of L2 pronunciatioearning and the transformed

communicative needs of users of English in a giabdlworld.
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Appendix

Table 1 Objectives of PPOCS 1 (PPOCS curriculum 231 2-3)

Competences

Linguistic: Students...

* have detailed knowledge of segmental and supraseaghmmnetics of English and are able to apply
relevant phonetic concepts in practice (e.g. ifignticleus and nuclear tones)

» are familiar with general conventions of transcdptand the IPA

Sociolinguistic:Students...
» know the features of Austrian English
» are familiar with the distinguishing characteristi¢British and American English
« are familiar with significant ongoing pronunciatiohanges

General productive and analytical skills:

Students...

e can speak fluently and comprehensibly with a coestsiccent that is recognisable as approximatimgodr
the main varieties of English (e.g. British and Aican)

< can identify and apply various intonation pattgimscleus, tone, etc.) in spoken discourse
» can monitor and correct their own production and ¢i@thers

e can interact successfully in conversation

e can generally identify major NS and some NNS accents

« can apply learning skills effectively for ongoingprovement

» can read from transcription and use IPA symbols

Discourse Formats and format-specific skills

Students have knowledge of and are able to carfpartitipate in the following discourse formats:
* Reading of textéfactual texts, dialogues, prose, poetry)

This involves:

o0 reading texts meaningfully

o chunking/phrasing, using appropriate intonatiougireg

0 giving emphasis with the voice

0 using appropriate tempo

e Mini-Presentationgshort informal presentation)

This involves: planning and delivering a presentati
structuring: using transitional words and exprassjo
creating an introduction & concluding a talk
emphasising ideas
responding to questions

O O O O O

using the voice effectively
* Informal Conversationgdialogues, small talk)
This involves:
o introducing yourself and others
o striking up a conversation & keeping a conversatjoimg

o listening actively to someone speaking and respandppropriately
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Table 2 Tentative revised objectives of PPOCS 1

Competences

Linguistic: Students...

have knowledge of the communicative function of mnaciationand basic concepts related to
(intelligibility, phonological accommodation)

have advanced knowledge of segmental and supraséginpdonetics of English, in particular wi
regard to the LFC components

are familiar with general conventions of transdaptand the IPA

Sociolinguistic:Students...

are familiar with the difference between ENL, EEILF and EFL

have knowledge of the socio-psychological dimensidmpronunciation, in particular of the role
identity in the process of L2 pronunciation leagin

have knowledge of the socio-linguistic dimensiorpadnunciation, in particular with regard to inte
and intraspeaker variation and how the latteriaket to issues of intelligibility

D

General productive and analytical skills:

Students...

can speak fluently with an accent that containkB{ components
can apply basic phonological accommodation skills

can monitor and correct their own production arad tf others
can interact successfully in conversation

can apply learning skills effectively for ongoimgprovement

can read from transcription and use IPA symbols
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Table 3 Approximate current syllabus of BE and AE FPOCS 1 language laboratories

and

Jal

Week | PPOCS 1 BE PPOCS 1 AE

1 Introduction, awareness raising Introductiongirg (s/z, t/d/, fiv, kigfls, tfldz)

2 o/, 12:1, lav/ Vowel length (i/1 & u:/v) and word stress

3 k1, la:/, weak forms and weak syllables lel vs. I/, seststress and weak forms (1)

4 fi.l vs. i/, Il vs. lel and vss/[ sentence stress a/lvs. i, sentence stress and weak forms (2)

5 Ipl vs. Ibl, It/ vs. Idl, Ikl vs. Ig/ (+ effech wowel | v/ vs. /w/, chunking and linking
length)

6 Isl vs. Iz/: effect on vowel lengthyliabi/, lav/ I3, Irl vs. /Il, text reading

7 Ivl vs. Iwl and vs. /fl; word linking, sentendeess;| allophones of plosives (flaps, nasal flaps,
chunking aspiration), intonation (1)

8 6/ and /8/ vs. Isl & [zl and vs. /t/ & /d/; chunkjngdiphthongs, assimilation and elision
sentence stress

9 ledl, hal, Isl vs. Iz/; assimilation, intonation 0/ land /d/, intonation (2)

10 1 vs. Il vs. kl; In/ vs. h/; sentence stress, wordext reading, preparation of exam text, individ
stress practice of personal ‘pitfalls’

11 [Tvs. 1 As in previous week

12-14 | text reading, preparation of exam text Aprigvious week
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Abstract

The unprecedented global spread of English asgadirfranca (ELF) and its relevance to
users across all three of Kachru’'s Circles hasossriimplications for the teaching and
learning of English. Intelligible pronunciation hiasen found to be the most crucial linguistic
requirement for communicative success in ELF imtgoas (Jenkins 2000), and it follows
logically that if learners are to be prepared adégly for participating in ELF
communication, pronunciation is to occupy a spepiakte in English language teaching.
Empirical research has shown that, contrary to [awpoelief, adherence to native speaker
norms is no guarantee for successful ELF commuboitaivhich requires different skills on
the part of the interlocutors. Yet, pronunciati@adhing at the Vienna English Department
still focuses on the acquisition of prestige naspeaker accents with diminishing numbers of
speakers rather than the acquisition of pronurariakills that would better enable students to
attain international intelligibility. In additiorthe Vienna English Department’s pronunciation
programme has been criticized in the past for itshiious course aim (which is the
attainment of a native-like accent in English) dadfailing to take proper account of the
socio-psychological dimension of L2 pronunciati@arhing, in particular the need of some
learners to express their L1 identity via theireadc This thesis investigates ways of how the
pronunciation course of the Vienna English Depanimg@Practical phonetics and oral
communication skills 1’, commonly referred to asP@®CS 1°) could be improved and
updated in line with the new communicative and uisgic skills that speakers of English
must have at their disposal in a globalized wofldese skills include a sound knowledge of
the socio-linguistic and the socio-psychologicamension of English pronunciation, the
mastery of pronunciation features which, on thesbasempirical research, have been found
to be crucial for communicative success in inteamal communication, as well as
phonological accommodation skills. | suggest walysaw the focus of PPOCS 1 could be
shifted to the acquisition of this set of skillsitehat the same time taking account of different
learner preferences and needs with regard to Englienunciation teaching, such as the
expression of one’s cultural identity via pronuticia, or the wish to attain a native-like

accent.
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Deutsche Zusammenfassung (Abstract)

Die beispiellose globale Verbreitung von Englisk lhgua franca (ELF) und die Relevanz
dieses Phanomens flr non-native und native spemssEnglischen auf der ganzen Welt hat
bedeutsame Implikationen fur den englischen Frenadsenunterricht. Die Forschung von
Jenkins (2000) identifizierte verstandliche Ausspe als wichtigste Voraussetzung fur
erfolgreiche Kommunikation in ELF. Daraus folgt,sdaAussprache einen besonderen Platz
im englischen Fremdsprachenunterricht einzunehnegn vilenn Lerner adaquat auf ELF-
Interaktionen vorbereitet werden sollen. Die Ergedmempirischer Forschung haben gezeigt,
dass, entgegen dem allgemeinen Glauben, ein stritgsthalten an den Sprachnormen von
native speakern kein Garant fur erfolgreiche ELFR¥gaunikation ist, da diese andere
Kompetenzen seitens der Gesprachsteilnenmer erfor@er Ausspracheunterricht am
Institut far Anglistik und Amerikanistik der Univgitat Wien konzentriert sich jedoch noch
immer auf den Erwerb von prestigetrachtigen naspeaker Akzenten, deren Sprecherzahlen
stetig sinken, anstatt den Erwerb von sprachli¢ch@mpetenzen zu férdern, die internationale
Verstandlichkeit leichter erméglichen wirden. Aualirde der Ausspracheunterricht am
Wiener Institut fur Anglistik in der Vergangenhéiereits flr sein anspruchsvolles Lernziel
kritisiert, welches im Erwerb eines ,native-likecaat' besteht, sowie fir die Tatsache, dass
sozio-psychologische Aspekte des Ausspracheerw@mbbesondere das Bedlrfnis einiger
Lernender, ihre kulturelle Identitat Uber ihre Awmsshe auszudricken) weitgehend
unbericksichtigt bleiben. Diese Diplomarbeit be$ingéisich mit dem Aussprachekurs des
Instituts fir Anglistik und Amerikanistik der Unixgtat Wien (‘Practical phonetics and oral
communication skills 1’, kurz ‘PPOCS 1), und ursiecht Moglichkeiten, diesen im Hinblick
auf die kommunikativen und sprachlichen Fertigkeitderen Sprecher des Englischen in
einer globalisierten Welt bedirfen, zu tberarbetied zu modernisieren. Diese Fertigkeiten
bestehen in der Fachkenntnis der soziolinguistischied soziopsychologischen Aspekte
englischer Aussprache, der Beherrschung jener Aacsspmerkmale, die laut den
Ergebnissen empirischer Forschung als wesentliah ifiiernationale Verstandlichkeit
eingestuft werden konnen, sowie in phonologischepassungsfahigkeit (,phonological
accommodation skills') in produktiver und rezeptividinsicht. Diese Arbeit prasentiert
Maglichkeiten, wie der Fokus von PPOCS 1 auf demdtp der oben genannten Fertigkeiten
gerichtet werden konnte, ohne die Praferenzen @ddgogischen Bedirfnisse verschiedener
Arten von Lernern aus den Augen zu verlieren (waspielsweise das Bedirfnis des
Ausdrucks der kulturellen Identitat durch den esgerAkzent, oder der Wunsch, einen

,native-like accent' zu erwerben).
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