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RESUMEN 

 

Aunque la investigación sobre la influencia interlingüística haya investigado la influencia fonética 

interlingüística y subtemas como la representación fonológica de niños bilingües, la importancia de la 

inteligibilidad u ocasiones en las que ciertos sonidos se manifiestan como fonemas exclusivamente en 

ciertas lenguas, todavía ha de abordar el efecto que el factor del interlocutor podría ejercer en las 

decisiones fonológicas de los estudiantes de lenguas extranjeras. Con el fin de abordar esta incógnita, el 

presente estudio realizó un conjunto de ejercicios orales con once alumnos del modelo plurilingüe de 4 º 

de la ESO del colegio I.E.S Ibaialde. La primera fase requería que, en parejas, los participantes fueran 

incluyendo en su conversación palabras previamente seleccionadas. La segunda fase preservó el mismo 

procedimiento modificando únicamente al interlocutor, que pasó a ser la investigadora en vez de un 

compañero. Este cambio se realizó para observar el efecto que el interlocutor ejerce sobre las decisiones 

fonológicas que tomaron los estudiantes durante ambas fases y así poder compararlas. Los resultados 

sugerían que, aunque los fonemas presentaban diferentes grados de dificultad a la hora de su 

pronunciación, el número de errores cometidos durante las conversaciones con la investigadora 

disminuyeron, aumentando a su vez los aciertos. La investigación concluye que la comunicación con 

interlocutores de nivel lingüístico diferente puede ser beneficioso para el perfeccionamiento de la 

pronunciación del alumnado. 

 
ABSTRACT 

 

While research on cross-linguistic influence has addressed phonological cross-linguistic influence 

and its many subtopics such as bilingual children’s phonological representation, the importance of 

intelligibility or instances in which some sounds manifest as phonemes exclusively in certain languages, it 

has yet to explicitly address the impact that the interlocutor factor might exert on foreign language 

learners’ phonological choices. To address this research void, the present study performed a set of oral 

tasks with 11 I.E.S. Ibaialde plurilingual 4ESO students. The student-student interaction required the 

participants to engage in conversation in pairs while adding certain words containing challenging English 

phonemes for L1-Spanish learners of English to their speech. Subsequently, the researcher-student 

interaction preserved the same procedure solely swapping the interlocutor from another student to the 

researcher to observe the effect of the interlocutor factor on the students’ phonological choices in both 
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interaction types. The data seemed to indicate that although the participants found certain sounds more 

troublesome to pronounce than others, there was a substantial increase of correct pronunciation 

instances and a decrease of errors during the interactions with the researcher. The research concludes 

that communication with interlocutors of different linguistic levels could be beneficial for the 

improvement of the students’ pronunciation.   
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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

Both cross-linguistic influence (CLI) and the interlocutor factor have been heavily investigated as 

individual factors affecting L2 production. Fabiano and Goldstein (2005) suggest that bilingual children’s 

phonological performance in foreign languages could be directly determined by the way their brain has 

arranged the phonological representations of said languages, and concluded that cross-linguistic instances 

constitute, in fact, part of what being bilingual is. In this respect, a common strategy used by bilinguals is 

to utter the closest phonetical segment their mother tongue offers when they encounter a phoneme in 

the L2 that does not exist in their mother tongue, e.g., the English /z/ for L1 Spanish speakers 

(Boomershine et al. 2008).  

As regards the interlocutor factor, according to O’Neal (2015), this variable determines whether 

the mistake produced as a result of CLI is intelligible, which emphasizes the importance of the interlocutor 

in communication. Beyond intelligibility, the interlocutor factor provokes speakers with similar linguistic 

backgrounds to mimic and repeat each other’s language patterns for better understanding during 

conversation in a foreign language (Trofimovich 2015). This finding alone bears important implications in 

second and foreign language settings. All in all, individuals’ phonological performance during interaction 

is directly influenced by the interlocutor, their first tongue and performance of the foreign language. In 

addition, exposing foreign language students to multiple interlocutor types could be beneficial, as they 

could potentially align to their pronunciation and use different registers or even accents (Rojas et al. 

2016). 

Nevertheless, in order to shed light on the extent to which the interlocutor factor affects 

individual’s phonological CLI, more specific research is required. The present paper addresses this 

research niche by analyzing data from interactions with different interlocutor types, student-student and 

researcher-student, and analyzing participants’ phonological choices in each of them in order to bridge 

the gap between phonological CLI and the interlocutor factor.  
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2. LITERATURE REVIEW  

 

Extensive literature has been written on both phonological CLI and the interlocutor factor. 

Nevertheless, research on a combination of the previously mentioned topics seems to be scarce 

encouraging the present study to analyze the effect of the interlocutor factor on the phonological CLI of 

secondary school L1-Spanish learners of English as Foreign Language. 

 

2.1. Cross-linguistic influence  
 

Original records of CLI date back to the 1950s and 60s when errors in the L2 were thought to be 

forecasted by analyzing the subject’s L1 and its grammar. According to the behaviorist theory unique 

innate characteristics of each language would transfer to another language resulting in error. The next 

decade marked a turning point against this notion, and errors were not merely attributed to transfer 

anymore, but to development. Nowadays, even though it has been acknowledged that the notion of 

transfer occurs at all levels, it is not regarded as the cause of all mistakes committed in the L2. What is 

more, it can even be helpful sometimes, in what was labeled positive transfer (Benson, 2002). 

Smith and Kellerman (1983) concluded that the term ‘transfer’ was not appropriate for every 

instance of influence of a language over another and therefore, CLI would be a more suitable term to 

define this phenomenon with.  

 

2.2. Phonological cross-linguistic influence 
 

According to Major (2008) phonological transfer in the L2 dates back to Contrastive Analysis in 

the 50s, when different types of sound transfer were categorized by Weinreich (1953). This 

subcategorization contained sound substitution, phonological processes, underdifferentiation, 

overdifferentiation, reinterpretation of distinctions, phonotactic interference, and prosodic interference.  

As stated by Fabiano and Goldstein (2005) there are three different alternatives to determine 

phonological representation in bilingual children. Firstly, their point of departure could be a unitary 

system for both languages, which could potentially divide into two as they grow up (data suggest that 

instances of CLI decrease as bilingual children gain more experience in both languages). Secondly, they 

could develop two independent systems from the beginning, as some bilingual children do not display any 

indication of phonological CLI. Finally, it is also possible for these children to develop two semi-

independent systems that communicate and influence each other. 
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Regarding the study, Fabiano and Goldstein (2005) were not able to shed light on whether 

age/years of practice in both languages is the factor reducing occurrences of CLI on bilingual children’s 

speech. In addition, the study “demonstrated that bilingual children exhibit phonological differentiation 

as well as the borrowing of elements from one language for use in the other.” Subsequently, this study 

seems to suggest the final alternative, the Interactional Dual Systems Model, inferring that the three 

subjects in the research possessed separate but connected phonological systems. Therefore, it is 

conceivable for phonological cross-linguistic instances to be part of what constitutes to be a bilingual, 

regardless of age. 

Essential to spoken language literature Chang (2015) distinguishes three types of phonological 

similarity of which Allophonic similarity is of utmost importance for the current research.  

“Allophonic similarity is based on within-language comparisons between sounds at the 
level of contextually defined allophones, which are specific to a particular language (…) 
Consequently, a pair of sounds can be perceived differently by listeners of different 
language backgrounds if the two sounds exist in an allophonic relationship in one 
language, but not the other” (pg. 201). 

Therefore, some sounds can happen to manifest as phonemes in certain languages, but not in others as 

such distinctions of sounds do not exist in those specific languages. Such lack of appearance could result 

in CLI errors, in which the L2 sound will be produced as the closest phonetical segment in the L1 allowing 

the distinct sound of that of the L1 influence the L2 and vice versa. For example, [θ] is not present as a 

phoneme in Dutch, which makes Dutch speakers perceive it as a sound closer to [s] and [ʃ] than an English 

speaker would. Nevertheless, taking Spanish pronunciation patterns into consideration, the voiced dental 

fricative [ð] resembles more [d] than the voiced alveolar tap [ɾ] while to native English speakers the voiced 

dental fricative [ð] has more similarities with the postalveolar approximant [ɾ] than with the voiced 

alveolar stop [d] (Boomershine et al. 2008).  

This association distinction across languages with these particular phonemes is due to the fact 

that in English, the [d] sound contrasts with the [ð] sound while alternating with the [ɾ] sound, but in 

Spanish [d] is pronounced /d/ in initial position, but /ð/ in intervocalic position. These perceptions of 

sounds bound to individuals’ L1 might be the cause of pronunciation mistakes in production of the L2, and 

such mistakes could be categorized into intelligibility or oddity errors. Nevertheless, according to Lloyd 

(1935) intelligibility should be the only criterion by which EFL should be judged. Unorthodox accents, 

rhythms, or intonations will not matter as long as the message is understood.  

Both Lloyd (1935) and O’Neal (2015) share their view on intelligibility (capacity to understand 

articulated words), variables such as rhythm, accent, intonation and pronunciation can be oddly 
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articulated and still be completely intelligible. O’Neal (2015) however, dares to add the variable of the 

speakers to the phenomenon stating that intelligibility is dependent on those interacting, making the 

interlocutor’s reaction the most advantageous means of measurement. Scilicet, as Munro et al. (2006) 

stated, “the most valuable information about whether a particular speaker is intelligible is likely to come 

from the people with whom the speaker seeks to interact.”  

As O’Neal (2015) only analyzes five instances where consonant pronunciation is detrimental for 

intelligibility, and the study does not have sufficient data to conclude that pronunciation of most 

consonants is crucial for intelligibility to happen, but they do indeed suggest it. Instead, the study seems 

to be evidential of “the efficacy of adjusting pronunciation once it has been oriented to as unintelligible” 

(O’Neal, 2015). Therefore, intelligibility is also dependent on the willingness of the speakers to negotiate 

meaning. 

Besides, Levis (2005) highlights that judgments on intelligibility are a bit more complex as they 

involve nonlinguistic factors as well as linguistic ones. Contrary to Lloyd (1935), Levis (2005) states that 

even intelligible pronunciation might get a negative evaluation depending on context: A professional 

context might demand the EFL speaker to sound native-like while maintaining the speaker’s identity and 

group membership reflected on their accent might be the right choice for day-to-day scenarios.  

 

2.3. The interlocutor factor 
 

There are a myriad of variables, such as gender (McNamara, 2004), topic choice (Chichon, 2019), 

familiarity (Poteau, 2011), proficiency of participants (Davis, 2009), etc. that need to be considered when 

analyzing the interlocutor factor in conversation. For example, according to Norton (2005), when the pair 

of speakers is composed of both a female and a male, females are likely to talk less. In addition to the 

previously mentioned variable of context, Molnar et al. (2015) seem to have found evidence of how the 

environment provides key information to the bilingual speaker before even deciding which language best 

aligns with that specific situation. Garrod & Pickering (2004) illustrated evidence for alignment in dialogue 

without previous agreement at any language level: Spatial reference frames (mimicking the way the 

interlocutor refers to objects, egocentrically or allocentrically), domain characterization (the manner of 

referring to a location/position), lexical repetition (to use the same vocabulary/expressions and change 

them along with the interlocutor), syntactic structure and accent and speech rate. Interestingly, once the 

speakers align their speech in one aspect, it is more likely for them to align the rest. Consequently, 

Pickering & Garrod (2006) ascribe communication success to alignment. 
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Trofimovich (2015) inspired by Garrod & Pickering (2004) examines interactive alignment. He 

observes that interlocutors understand each other easier and faster when they mimic and use each 

other’s language patterns including pronunciation:  Native speakers use each other's lexical content and 

phrasal structure without noticing it in dialogue. In the case of L2 learners, the data are less obvious and 

interactive alignment depends on certain variables. When both interlocutors are non-native speakers of 

English and they do not share their first mother tongue, interactive alignment is not likely to happen due 

to diversity, when speakers share their natal tongue per contra, interactive alignment is usually present. 

Therefore, Trofimovich (2015) suggests priming and repetition as tools for pronunciation improvement. 

Moreover, Kim, et al. (2011) examined interactions between native speakers and nonnative and 

native speakers. On the one hand, the findings suggested that “a match in regional dialect facilitated 

phonetic convergence” among natives, therefore denoting that, the desire for resembling their partner’s 

language patterns lessens as a consequence of a mismatch at dialectic level and not only at L1 level. 

Furthermore, the study contemplates the possibility of the speakers having the option to select their 

wished social distance based on the variables of their choosing, one being not sharing the same L1, which 

could conclude in potential misalignment without necessarily experiencing continuous unintelligibility. 

Nevertheless, Kim, et al. (2011)’s study cannot deny nor confirm the variable considering that the 

nonnative participants wished to be understood by the natives. Such motivation led nonnatives to align 

to their native interlocutors to the best of their abilities. Apart from linguistic identity and the possible 

feeling of loyalty to proudly express it in their L2 production, the cognitive load necessary to understand 

their native partner might have acted as an “inhibitory influence” not present in conversations with 

speakers with their same L1. 

All in all, the research observes that “language-distance-linked phonetic convergence patterns can 

be accounted for by two parallel mechanisms: the need for intelligibility and the extra demands of 

nonnative speech production and perception.”   

According to Rojas, et al. (2016) depending on whom the student is talking to they tend to 

generate different types of speech, which is why he suggests that “the determination of language 

experience of school-age bilingual children should examine differential language use with multiple 

interlocutors, particularly interactions with older siblings and peers” (Rojas, et al., 2016, p. 166). This way 

individuals get used to changing registers, languages, and even accents depending on their companion. 

Considering previous findings, there is a need to analyze the extent to which students are 

influenced by the interlocutor in their selection of phoneme pronunciation. Nevertheless, to the author’s 

best knowledge, there are no studies specifically addressing this issue.  
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3. RESEARCH QUESTION 
 
Considering the research above, this paper seeks to answer the following question: 

- What is the effect of the interlocutor factor on the phonological CLI of secondary school L1-

Spanish learners of English as Foreign Language?  
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4. METHOD  
 

4.1. Participants 
 

The participants were selected from the internship in the school I.E.S. Ibaialde, where the author 

of this research paper experienced being a teacher assistant for eight weeks. There were exactly twenty 

15-16-year-old-students in this 4ESO class and the teacher, via appropriate testing, suggested that the 

students in question, possessed an adequate and similar level of English relative to age and level of study 

due to their previous and ongoing involvement in a CLIL program where they learn various subjects such 

as geography & history, TIC, P.E., and ethical values through the medium of English. The participants were 

attending this education program in I.E.S. Ibaialde for the entirety of their compulsory secondary 

education and each grade’s curriculum appointed different subjects to be taught in English. As they are 

classmates, the research assumes the students usually use English around each other during their English 

lessons and plurilingual subjects, which means they are most likely used to their partner’s English and are 

comfortable using the language with each other. In addition, they all attended Basque as a subject while 

learning the rest of the subjects in Spanish. 

 

4.2. Materials and tasks 
 

First of all, the study required written parental authorization, so that the recordings of the 

students could be used in the research. In order to obtain it, a consent form was sent home for the parents 

to sign. In addition, as a means to collect the necessary data to be transcribed and analyzed, the research 

was in need of a computer to be used as a recorder.  

In an effort to conduct the interactions, some vocabulary cards containing commonly 

mispronounced phonemes by Spanish speakers were handed to the students at the moment of data 

collection, even though tables 1 and 3 illustrate not only 15 words the students had to accommodate into 

their speech but also their phonetic transcription, the version of the instructions received by the 

participants displayed nothing but the words in plain English. The solemn purpose was to make sure the 

learners would use the targeted phonemes in their speech without giving away the aim of said task. 

Accompanying those targeted words, the students also received the instructions for the speaking exercise, 

which would be available to them five minutes prior to the commencing of the activity. Procedural 

repetition was performed in both interaction types where participants were required to have organic 

conversations about a given topic while trying to accommodate the same 15 fixed words in their speech. 
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For the purpose of avoiding awkward silences and hesitation, the annex also included suggestions pointing 

out what their speech could potentially convey.  

Table 1. 

Words to be included during the student-student interactions 

THESE / ði:z/ BORING /ˈbɔrɪŋ/ YES /jɛs/ 
SHE / ʃi/ HELLO /həˈloʊ/ WOULD /wʊd/ 

STRANGE /streɪnʤ/ VERY /ˈvɛri/ JOB /ʤɑb/ 
TRAVEL /ˈtrævəl/ PRESENT /ˈprɛzənt/ CHANGE / ʧeɪnʤ/ 

STOP /stɑp/ MEAN /mi:n/ YELLOW /ˈjɛloʊ/ 

 
Table 2. 

Instructions for the student-student interactions  

Topic of conversation Favorite TV show or movie 
Suggestions for the conversation -It is a conversation, try to ask questions.  

-The shared information does not need to be true. Lying is 
acceptable 

Worth mentioning information -Characters and their lives 
-Opinion about said TV show or movie  
-Reasons why you like the show or movie  
-the plot  
-Anything of interest you think is worth mentioning 

 
Table 3. 

Words to be included in the conversation during the researcher-student interactions 

 
Table 4. 

Instructions for the researcher-student interactions 

Topic of conversation Favorite music artis 
Suggestions for the conversation -It is a conversation, try to ask questions.  

-The shared information does not need to be true. Lying is 
acceptable 

Worth mentioning information -Music artists and their lives 
-Different songs of your liking  
-Reasons why you like the artist  
-Opinion on their music 
-Anything of interest you think is worth mentioning 

 

4.3. Procedure 
 

First and foremost, the research was in need of signed parental authorization, concomitantly it 

was crucial for the students to be kept in the dark about the exercise’s aim to analyze their pronunciation 

BEAT /biːt/ BASIC /ˈbeɪsɪk/ YEAR /jɪr/ 
SHY /ʃaɪ/ HARD /hɑrd/ WOULD /wʊd/ 

STRANGE /streɪnʤ/ VOICE /vɔɪs/ JAZZ /ˈʤæz/ 
COVER /ˈkʌvər/ 

 
MUSIC /ˈmjuzɪk/ CHOICE /ʧɔɪs/ 

SPANISH /spænɪʃ/ EASY /ˈi:zi/ YOUNG /jʌŋ/ 
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of the selected phonemes as being self-aware of their pronunciation could have tainted the whole 

research and the results would have been useless. Therefore, the shared information for the completion 

of the activity, both in the parental authorization and the instructions, was kept very broad and focused 

on the introduction of the provided words in the conversation and the given topic (their favorite TV show 

or movie) so that the students would not go blank during their conversations. This distraction prevented 

the students from overthinking their pronunciation as well as ensuring the research would have at least 

one instance of the initially targeted phonemes.  

For the purpose of completing the student-student interactions, the students were divided into 

pairs and asked to step outside the classroom in turns, where they would be provided with five minutes 

to read the first appendix containing the instructions and targeted words necessary to perform the tasks. 

Once those five minutes came to an end the couple would enter a different classroom with nothing but 

the two copies of the first annex and the previously mentioned computer serving as a recorder so that 

they could have a safe and comfortable space to converse. It was key at this time of the experiment for 

the students to be left alone with the only company of each other so that the only interlocutor was 

undeniably their partner. Further, while the first couple’s conversation was being recorded, which needed 

to last five minutes as well, a second couple would step outside to prepare their activity with the 

assistance of the first annex. 

  The selection of the initially targeted phonemes was based on mistakes commonly committed 

by L1 Spanish EFL learners, this is: /i:/ vs /ɪ/, /s/ + consonant ≠ ‘es’ + consonant, /b/ vs /v/, /j/ vs /dʒ/, /ʃ/ 

vs /s/ vs /z/, /h/ vs /x/ and /ʧ/. Nevertheless, /i:/, /ʃ/ and /ʧ/ did not present enough of a struggle for the 

students to pronounce collecting an insufficient number of mistakes, therefore, these phonemes were 

swapped for /ŋ/ vs /n/. 

In the span of one and a half classes, ten conversations were performed and recorded following 

the previously mentioned procedure and collecting data from the entirety of the class, 20 students. For 

the researcher-student interactions, however, the research was only granted another one and a half 

classes more, where the other 11 conversations were able to be recorded. This particular set of 

conversations differed from the first set in three ways; firstly, the topic of conversation was changed to 

their favorite music artist, secondly, the words needing to be introduced in the conversation had been 

changed to other words containing the same phonemes while carefully respecting the number of times 

each phoneme was present during student-student interactions, and lastly, the students’ conversational 

partner was their teacher assistant and the author of this paper instead of another classmate. The 

dynamic of the activity, however, remained unaltered, both the students and the researcher had to 
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include a set of words containing the same targeted phonemes while talking about a given topic. 

Nonetheless, it was vital for the researcher to correctly pronounce the targeted phonemes without 

drawing any attention to them so that the research could analyze the presence of alignment or lack 

thereof. 

After collecting the indispensable data in audio format, the researcher started transcribing said 

conversations and added a second version of the transcription highlighting the mistakes and right uses of 

the phonemes uttered by the students. Subsequently, those mistakes and proper pronunciations were 

counted and displayed on a table to compare and analyze the potential present alignment and 

differentiate the type of mistake committed.       
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5. RESULTS  

 

The research question of the present study intends to determine the extent of the effect the 

interlocutor may have on the phonological CLI of secondary school L1 Spanish learners of English as 

foreign language. Firstly, the results obtained from both student-student and researcher-student 

interactions will be displayed and compared, and then we will analyze each of these in further depth. 

The following table (5) compares the results obtained from both the student-student interactions 

and the researcher-student interactions. 

 

Table 5. 

Results of both interaction types: student-student and researcher-student 

Type of interaction /v/ /z/ /dʒ/ /j/ /h/-/x/ /s+cons/ /ŋ/ Total 

Student-Student 107 E 
20 C 

141 E 
75 C 

17 E 
21 C 

60 E 
55 C 

69 E 
33 C 

24 E 
6 C 

17 E 
45 C 

435 E 
255 C 

Researcher-Student 41 E 
30 C 

141 E 
179 C 

4 E 
22C  

57 E 
59 C 

89 E 
57 C 

29 E 
11 C 

1 E 
139 C 

364 E 
497 C 

Student-Student 84%E 

16%C 

65%E 

35%C 

45%E 

55%C 

52%E 

48%C 

68%E 

32%C 

80%E 

20%C 

27%E 

73%C 

63%E 

37%C 

Researcher-Student 58%E 

42%C 

44%E 

56%C 

15%E 

85%C 

49%E 

51%C 

61%E 

39%C 

72%E 

28%C 

0.7%E 

99.3%C 

42%E 

58%C 

The letter ‘E’ stands for errors while the letter ‘C’ represents the instances in which students pronounced the sound correctly  

As can be seen in table 5, the number of times the fricative /v/ was replaced by plosive /b/ during 

student-student interactions added up to a 107, while the researcher-student interactions recorded 66 

fewer instances of this particular mistake. This substantial decrease of errors was accompanied by an 

increase of 10 correct pronunciations of the fricative /v/. Even though the number of mistakes always 

surpasses the correct utterances, the researcher-student interactions had 56 fewer attempts of 

pronouncing the phoneme /v/ and yet the participants pronounced it right 42% of the time. Contrarily, 

during the student-student interactions, the students mistook the fricative /v/ with plosive /b/ 84% of the 

time they intended to pronounce it, while only uttering the phoneme /v/ successfully 16% of the time it 

was required.  

Even though the number of times the participants mistook the voiced sound /z/ with the voiceless 

/s/ was exactly the same in both interaction types, a 141, the instances of correct pronunciation were 

much higher than 75 in researcher-student interactions. No less than 179 instances were recorded during 

researcher-student interactions, 104 more than in the student-student interactions. There seems not to 

be any explanation as to why those who mastered the sound up to 28 times would still mispronounce the 
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voiced phoneme in words that had been correctly uttered many times before. However, there seems to 

be an improvement as in the student-student interactions 65% of the attempts to pronounce the 

phoneme /z/ failed and by the researcher-student interactions that percentage decreased by 21%. 

Coincidentally, there was a 21% increase of the correct pronunciation of the fricative in the researcher-

student interaction also.   

Thirdly, the interlocutor seems to have had one of the biggest influences on the phoneme /dʒ/ as 

the errors committed went from 17 to four, which would constitute an error decrease of 30%. In addition, 

the successfully pronounced phonemes increased from 55% to 85% still maintaining the number of correct 

utterances of the phoneme extremely close, 21 and 22.  

Unlike the previous cross-linguistical mistake (/dʒ/), the fourth one (/j/) seems not to have been 

substantially affected by the interlocutor as the results were very similar. During the student-student 

interactions, there were 102 attempts at pronouncing the phoneme /j/ and 52% of the time those 

attempts resulted in errors, while during the researcher-student interactions, the students tried to 

pronounce it 116 times erring 49% of the time. 

Similarly, judging by the 7% difference between the student-student and researcher-student 

interactions’ results, the interlocutor seems not to have influenced the utterance of the sound /h/ 

substantially. The most notable difference lies in the number of attempts the sound /h/ was intended to 

be pronounced, resulting in an increase of 44 attempts, 20 of which resulted in failure to produce the right 

sound. 

As with the previous two phonemes, the error of adding the vowel ‘e’ to a word starting by an ‘s’ 

and followed by another consonant seems not to have been substantially influenced by the interlocutor 

factor. The results display an 8% difference between interaction types where the errors always surpass 

the correct utterances by at least 44%, which would confirm that the phoneme’s pronunciation presented 

a consistent struggle for the students irrespective of the interlocutor they are dealing with.  

Lastly, a mistake the interlocutor seems to have influenced considerably is pronouncing /n/ rather 

than /ŋ/. During the student-student interactions, students committed this mistake a total of 17 times (all 

mistakes committed by the same four students, pointing at individual differences), which represented 

that 27% of the times the students attempted to utter the phoneme /ŋ/, they failed, whereas the right 

sound was uttered a total of 45 times. Contrarily, during the researcher-student interactions, the 

phoneme was mistaken only once while the correct utterance of the phoneme /ŋ/ was articulated a total 

of 139 times having a 99.3% success rate on uttering the sound /ŋ/. 
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To sum up, mistakes number four, five and six appear to remain constant regardless of the 

interlocutor, whereas mistakes one, two, three and seven seem to have been positively influenced by the 

interlocutor factor. All four cases have had both a consequential decrease in the errors committed and a 

meaningful increase in the number of instances the subjects have uttered the correct pronunciation of 

the preselected sounds. 

 

5.1. Student-student interactions  
 

The following table (6) reflects the specific instances in which each student erred and produced 

the correct pronunciation for the selected phonemes during the first task (student-student interactions).  

 

Table 6. 

Recollection of errors and instances of correct pronunciation during the student-student interactions. 

 

During student-student interaction, the participants collectively mispronounced the seven 

targeted sounds 435 times while they pronounced them correctly 243. 

Firstly, the phonemes /v/ vs /b/ will be addressed, which is one of the most repeated and common 

mistakes. Only one student (F1) was able to produce higher instances of the correct pronunciation of this 

phoneme than its erred version, which, incidentally, was only achieved by one instance more. On the 

other side of the coin, there are two people (M1 & M5) whose entire utterances of the phoneme /v/ were 

STUDENTS /v/ /z/ /ʤ/ /j/ /h/-/x/ S+cons /ŋ/ Errors & Correct A. 
M1 5 /b/ 

0 /v/ 
5 /s/ 
5/z/ 

4/j/ 
1/ʤ/ 

7/ʤ/ 
1 /j/ 

0 /x/ 
10 /h/ 

1 /es+c/ 
1 /s+c/ 

0 /n/ 
3/ŋ/ 

22E 
21C 

F1 1/b/ 
2/v/ 

8 /s/ 
6 /z/ 

1/j/ 
2/ʤ/ 

4 /ʤ/ 
2/j/ 

0 /x/ 
2 /h/ 

1 /es+c/ 
0 /s+c/ 

0 /n/ 
4 /ŋ/ 

15E 
18C 

M2 
/jɑv/ 

6 /b/ 
5 /v/ 

8 /s/ 
9 /z/ 

2 /j/ 
3 /ʤ/ 

0 /ʤ/ 
10 /j/ 

12 /x/ 
1 /h/ 

2 /es+c/ 
1 /s+c/ 

0 /n/ 
5 /ŋ/ 

30E 
41C 

M3 6 /b/ 
1 /v/ 

12 /s/ 
7 /z/ 

2 /j/ 
2/ ʤ/ 

4 /ʤ/ 
4 /j/ 

12 /x/ 
1 /h/ 

N/A 3 /n/ 
4/ŋ/ 

39E 
19C 

M4 5 /b/ 
1 /v/ 

26 /s/ 
9 /z/ 

4 /j/ 
2/ ʤ/ 

2 /ʤ/ 
4 /j/ 

11 /x/ 
0 /h/ 

1/es+c/ 
1/s+c/ 

3 /n/ 
1 /ŋ/ 

52E 
18C 

M5 11 /b/ 
0 /v/ 

9 /s/ 
4 /z/ 

1 /j/ 
3 /ʤ/ 

12 /ʤ/ 
0 /j/ 

5 /x/ 
0 /h/ 

2/es+c/ 
0 /s+c/ 

2 /n/ 
3 /ŋ/ 

42E 
10E 

M6 2 /b/ 
1 /v/ 

13 /s/ 
1 /z/ 

1 /j/ 
1/ʤ/ 

7/ʤ/ 
1 /j/ 

6 /x/ 
0 /h/ 

6/es+c/ 
1 /s+c/ 

0 /n/ 
5 /ŋ/ 

35E 
10C 

M7 26 /b/ 
5 /v/ 

17 /s/ 
7 /z/ 

1 /j/ 
1/ʤ/ 

5 /ʤ/ 
12 /j/ 

10 /x/ 
0 /h/ 

5/es+c/ 
0 /s+c/ 

7 /n/ 
1 /ŋ/ 

71E 
26C 

M8 17 /b/ 
3 /v/ 

19 /s/ 
7 /z/ 

1 /j/ 
3 /ʤ/ 

9/ʤ/ 
9 /j/ 

4 /x/ 
1 /h/ 

2/es+c/ 
1/s+c/ 

2 /n/ 
2 /ŋ/ 

54E 
26C 

F2 17 /b/ 
2 /v/ 

14 /s/ 
5 /z/ 

0 /j/ 
2 /ʤ/ 

4 /ʤ/ 
9 /j/ 

5 /x/ 
14 /h/ 

0/es+c/ 
1/s+c/ 

0 /n/ 
5/ŋ/ 

40E 
38C 

F3 11 /b/ 
5 /v/ 

10 /s/ 
15 /z/ 

0 /j/ 
1 /ʤ/ 

6 /ʤ/ 
3 /j/ 

4 /x/ 
4 /h/ 

4/es+c/ 
0 /s+c/ 

0 /n/ 
5 /ŋ/ 

35E 
33C 

Total 107 /b/ 
20 /v/ 

141 /s/ 
75 /z/ 

17 /j/ 
21 /ʤ/ 

60 /ʤ/ 
43 /j/ 

69 /x/ 
33 /h/ 

24/es+c/ 
6 /s+c/ 

17 /n/ 
45 /ŋ/ 

435E 
243C 
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mispronounced as /b/, then there is one instance in which out of 31 times of uttering the phoneme only 

five were correct, those being repetitions of solely two words ‘favorite’ and ‘have’. In fact, apart from the 

word ‘favorite’, only four people seem to be able to utter the phoneme /v/ at the beginning or in 

intervocalic position correctly; therefore, most of the correct utterances of /v/ correspond to the word 

“favorite” and to words with the phoneme at the end of the word like ‘have’. Although the targeted 

mistake is pronouncing /b/ when /v/ is the correct pronunciation, there is one student (M2) who 

anecdotally said /jɑv/ instead of /ʤɑb/ where the targeted phoneme is also at the end of the word. It is 

worth pointing out that not one of them was able of avoiding pronouncing /b/ instead of /v/at least five 

times.  

The previous phoneme’s results are closely followed by /s/ vs /z/ in the number of wrong 

utterances although in this case, the reason for error seems to be random considering they indistinctively 

pronounced the same word correctly and incorrectly even within the same sentence. The word ‘is’ for 

example, is the most repeated example of this occurrence. The juxtaposition of this erratic circumstance 

would be the word ‘songs’, which seems to be consistently pronounced correctly. They also tend to 

produce the right phoneme if it is preceded by a consonant in words like ‘things’, ‘times’ or “characters” 

for example. Nevertheless, even if some words are indeed uttered with their correct pronunciation at 

times, the results indicate that more likely than not the phoneme will be mispronounced. After all, the 

phoneme /s/ was pronounced in /z/’s instead 141 times while /z/ was uttered 75 times.   

Thirdly, in regard to using the phoneme /j/ rather than /ʤ/, only two students (F2 & F3) managed 

to avoid the mistake altogether, another two students (M1 & M4) erred four times and the rest were 

mistaken once or twice. The transcriptions seem to suggest that the instances causing confusion just so 

happen to be spelled with either ‘g’ or ‘j’ for example words like ‘religious’, ‘legend’, ‘giant’ or ‘job’, but 

never when the phoneme is spelled with ‘ng’ or ‘dg’ as in ‘change’, ‘strange’ or ‘budget’. Nonetheless, 

there are instances of words spelled with ‘j’ and ‘g’ that have been successfully pronounced, such as, ‘just’, 

‘enjoy’ or ‘general’, although all of them have also been mispronounced by other students. In any case, 

there were seventeen instances of this mistake and 21 correct utterances of the phoneme /ʤ/.  

Regarding the wrong use of /ʤ/ instead of /j/ there seems to be an even bigger confusion as the 

number of mistakes is higher and avoided only by one student (M5). Most of these instances occur when 

the students pronounce /ʤu/ while trying to say ‘you’ or /ʤes/ when their intention is to say ‘yes’, which 

is how one of them managed not to utter this phoneme right and committed up to 12 mistakes, seven of 

which by saying /ʤes/ and five by saying /ʤu/. In fact, the only other mispronounced word apart from 

the derivations of ‘you’ and ‘yes’ such as ‘your’ and ‘yeah’ is ‘yellow’. Similarly, to /s/ vs /z/, most of the 
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students pronounced ‘you’ and ‘yes’ right in one sentence and wrong in the next only varying in the 

number of times each of them made use of these words. In conclusion, these errors amount to sixty while 

the phoneme /j/ was pronounced in the right context 55 times. 

Fifthly, the participants very often uttered the pronunciation of the English /h/ as the Spanish /x/. 

Even though the intensity of the phoneme /x/ varied, only two students seemed to be capable of avoiding 

the sound altogether and as many as three students did not generate the correct sound once. The 

participants who uttered both phonemes, /h/ and /x/, seemed to do so indistinctively as the error seemed 

to mostly happen at the beginning of words like ‘hello’, ‘have’ or ‘happen’. In addition, there was an 

instance in which instead of confusing /h/ with /x/ two students pronounced ‘humoristic’ as /jumərɪstɪk/ 

by silencing the letter ‘h’. Phoneme /x/ was used for /h/ sixty-nine times, whereas the instances in which 

/h/ was correctly uttered was only 33.  

Only one student avoided adding an initial ‘e’ to words starting with an ‘s’ and followed by a 

consonant altogether, while four participants consistently failed to pronounce the correct sound.  

Supplementarily, some students could produce the correct sound and yet utter ‘es’ followed by a 

consonant thereafter, even in the same sentence. All in all, The vowel ‘e’ preceded the sound ‘s + 

consonant’ 24 times while it was correctly pronounced six times. 

Lastly, four participants seemed to have indistinctively pronounced the phoneme /n/ instead of 

/ŋ/ at the end of words like ‘thing’, ‘traveling’ or ‘training’ 17 times and yet utter the phoneme /ŋ/ other 

45 times. 
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5.2. Researcher-student interactions 
 

Table seven displays the recollection of errors and instances of correct pronunciation the 

participants uttered during the conversation with the researcher. It is worth mentioning that the level of 

familiarity between the participants and the researcher is minimal and they are certainly not familiarized 

with each other’s speech patterns. Therefore, if any type of alignment were to occur, it would be based 

on the recorded interaction. 

 

Table 7. 
 
Recollection of errors and instances of correct pronunciation during the researcher-student interactions. 

 

The first phoneme to be subjected to analysis is /v/, which all but one participant (F1) confused it 

with /b/at least once and adding up to exactly 41 times. Nevertheless, the students also managed to utter 

the phoneme /v/ correctly in 30 instances, some of which even occurred in the initial position of words 

like ‘very or ‘voice’. The highest number of times someone mistook the minimal pairs was nine while also 

uttering the fricative correctly four times, one of which instances being in the initial position of the word.  

STUDENTS /v/ /z/ /ʤ/ /j/ /h/-/x/ /S+cons/ /ŋ/ Errors & 
Correct A. 

M1 1 /b/ 
3 /v/ 

7 /s/ 
10 /z/ 

0 /j/ 
2 /ʤ/ 

6 / ʤ/ 
12 /j/ 

1 /x/ 
16 /h/ 

0/es+c/ 
3 /s+c/ 

0 /n/ 
10 /ŋ/ 

15E 
46C 

F1 0 /b/ 
2/v/ 

5 /s/ 
23 /z/ 

0 /j/ 
2 /ʤ/ 

5 /ʤ/ 
4 /j/ 

1 /x/ 
10 /h/ 

3/es+c/ 
2 /s+c/ 

0 /n/ 
15 /ŋ/ 

15E 
43C 

M2 
/ˌɪndəˈvɪduwəl/ 

2 /b/ 
4 /v/ 

16 /s/ 
4 /z/ 

1 /du/ 
1 /ʤ/ 

2 /ʤ/ 
8 /j/ 

15 /x/ 
3 /h/ 

1/es+c/ 
1/s+c/ 

0 /n/ 
7 /ŋ/ 

36E 
21C 

M3 6 /b/ 
2 /v/ 

18 /s/ 
13 /z/ 

0 /j/ 
2 /ʤ/ 

5 /ʤ/ 
6 /j/ 

9 /x/ 
9 /h/ 

3/es+c/ 
3 /s+c/ 

1 /n/ 
13 /ŋ/ 

42E 
45C 

M4 4 /b/ 
0 /v/ 

15 /s/ 
19 /z/ 

1 /j/ 
5 /ʤ/ 

1 / ʤ/ 
6 /j/ 

23 /x/ 
0 /h/ 

1/es+c/ 
2/s+c/ 

0 /n/ 
15 /ŋ/ 

45E 
32C 

M5 9 /b/ 
4 /v/ 

5 /s/ 
14 /z/ 

0 /j/ 
4 /ʤ/ 

10 /ʤ/ 
11 /j/ 

7 /x/ 
0 /h/ 

6/es+c/ 
0/s+c/ 

0 /n/ 
15 /ŋ/ 

37E 
33C 

M6 1 /b/ 
3 /v/ 

21 /s/ 
10 /z/ 

3 /j/ 
1 /ʤ/ 

3 /ʤ/ 
7 /j/ 

9 /x/ 
1 /h/ 

3/es+c/ 
1/s+c/ 

0 /n/ 
11 /ŋ/ 

40E 
23C 

M7 
2/v/ youtuv 

4 /b/ 
2 /v/ 

14 /s/ 
27 /z/ 

0 /j/ 
2 /ʤ/ 

1 /ʤ/ 
3 /j/ 

16 /x/ 
2 /h/ 

0/es+c/ 
6 /s+c/ 

0 /n/ 
20 /ŋ/ 

35E 
42C 

M8 
3 /nx/ 

4 /b/ 
5 /v/ 

21 /s/ 
15 /z/ 

0 /j/ 
1 /ʤ/ 

17 /ʤ/ 
1 /j/ 

8 /x/ 
0 /h/ 

6/es+c/ 
0 /s+c/ 

0 /n/ 
10 /ŋ/ 

56E 
22C 

F2 
/ʤɛndərz/ 

8 /b/ 
4 /v/ 

10 /s/ 
28 /z/ 

0 /j/ 
2 /ʤ/ 

0 /ʤ/ 
22 /j/ 

0 /x/ 
16 /h/ 

3/es+c/ 
0 /s+c/ 

1 /n/ 
13 /ŋ/ 

21E 
72C 

F3 2 /b/ 
1 /v/ 

9 /s/ 
16 /z/ 

N/A 7 /ʤ/ 
3 /j/ 

1 /x/ 
0 /h/ 

3/es+c/ 
0 /s+c/ 

0 /n/ 
8 /ŋ/ 

22E 
20C 

TOTAL 41E 
30C 

141E 
179C 

4E 
22C 

57E 
59C 

89E 
57C 

29E 
11C 

1E 
139C 

364E 
497C 
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Unanticipatedly, there was an instance of the Spanish ‘z’, which would be the equivalent of the 

English /θ/, uttered when M4 expressed his interest in the artist Ozuna. As it is a proper name that follows 

Spanish pronunciation patterns, it cannot be considered a mistake. 

Thirdly, the students only uttered the phoneme /j/ for /ʤ/ four times, and all of those occurred 

pronouncing the word ‘imagine’, which is less than half if compared with the results of the student-

student interactions. The mistake was avoided by seven out of 11 participants and F3 even avoided 

uttering the mistake and correct form altogether. Nevertheless, the rest of the learners managed to 

correctly pronounce the phoneme /ʤ/ 22 times, which surpasses the student-student interactions’ 

results by one. In addition, the word ‘individual’ confused two participants who instead of pronouncing it 

as /ɪndəˈvɪʤuəl/ both uttered /ɪndəˈvɪduəl/. 

Fourthly, the mistake of using the phoneme /ʤ/ instead of/j/ was mostly committed in the words 

‘you’ and ‘yes’. These two words are repeated many times by the 11 participants, and there seems not to 

be any reason why they could indistinctively mispronounce them or utter them correctly. In addition, the 

other two words that seemed to have caused confusion when attempting to pronounce them were 

‘young’ and ‘years’, additionally, if the participants mispronounced these words, the research suggests 

that they consistently failed in producing the right sound altogether.  

F2 was the only student who avoided uttering the /x/ sound altogether and other three 

participants only committed the mistake once. However, three out of the 11 subjects seemed not to be 

able to produce the phoneme /h/ at all, while the /x/ sound was used up to 15, 16 or even 23 times. In 

addition, those who could utter both sounds seem to do so indistinctively.  

Four students (M5, M8, F2 & F3) seemed to have been unable to produce the sound ‘s + 

consonant’ without preceding it with an /e/, while other two pronounced this sound exclusively. All in all, 

the error of adding an ‘e’ to the previously mentioned sound was repeated 29 times, while only producing 

the correct sound in 11 instances. 

Finally, the mistake of using the phoneme /n/ when the word required the sound /ŋ/ was only 

committed once by M3, who simultaneously was able to produce the right sound 17 times. In addition, 

by adding the instances in which the phoneme /ŋ/ was uttered by the participants, the research obtains 

the second-highest number of correct pronunciations of a phoneme the investigation has recorded, 139. 

All in all, data suggests that the number of pronunciation errors committed by the students during 

the researcher-student interactions seems to have decreased while increasing the correct pronunciation 

of those same targeted sounds. 
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6. DISCUSSION 

 

The present study intended to shed light on the degree to which the interlocutor affects the 

phonological CLI of secondary school L1-Spanish students of English as foreign language.  

The results in our study exposed the level of difficulty each targeted sound presented to be 

correctly uttered by the participants. Generally, phonemes show better rates in researcher-student 

interactions, although sometimes improvements are minor (e.g. /j/, from 48% to 51%). Therefore, the 

pronunciation of these four sounds, /v/, /j/, /h/ and /s/ followed by a consonant, could be considered 

particularly challenging for the learners regardless of the interlocutor.  

Regarding the mistake of uttering /ʤ/ rather than /j/, the words ‘yes’ and ‘you’ seem to be the 

main source of erred instances, which could be due to reinforced fossilization. All 11 participants have 

mispronounced those words or some type of variation of them even if they have correctly uttered them 

in numerous occasions before and or after. Therefore, even though the mistake might seem like a random 

incidence, it could be due to the student’s momentary lack of focus on pronunciation as they would also 

have to be paying attention to other aspects of engaging in a conversation such as grammar, vocabulary 

and meaning, having to resort to their fossilized lexicon.  

Example 1. 
M1: /ɛ wɛl aɪ mi:n ɪz, ɪz əˈbaʊt ə gɜrl hu hæs ˈresəntli daɪd ænd hi ɪs jʌst ˈgoʊɪŋ... ʃi ɪz jʌst ˈgoʊɪŋ 
tu ðə ˈhɛibən ænd ɪts əˈbaʊt wʌt ˈhæpəns tu hɜr ðɛr ɪn ˈhɛibən/ 
F1: /uhm ˈɪsənt ɪt laɪk əˈbaʊt rɪˈlɪjus estʌf? bɪˈkɔs ɪt ˈkɪndə saʊndz laɪk ɪt/  
M1: /noʊ, noʊ ɪts nɑt ˈbɛri rɪˈlɪjus. ɪts jʌst wɛn ʤu gɛt ɪn ˈhɛibən ju hæv ɪˈnʌf pɔɪnts ɪn ʤʊər laɪf 
ænd ðə rɪˈlɪjus pɑrt ɪs ɔf/ 
F1: /ˌoʊˈkeɪ, aɪ θɪŋk ðæt ɪt kæn bi ˈvɛri ˈɪntrəstɪŋ, bʌt ʤɛs aɪ wɪl gɪv ju maɪ... aɪ wɪl trʌst ʤu, 
ʤʊər... ʤʊər ɛ teɪst ɪn ˈsɪriz ænd ˈmuvis ænd aɪ hoʊp ðæt aɪ lɜrn ˈsʌmθɪŋ əˈbaʊt ɪt ænd ɛnˈʤɔɪ 
ɪt/ 
M1: /ʤu wɪl laɪk ɪt/ 
F1: /θæŋk ju/ 

Example one illustrates how both M1 and F1 uttered /ʤu/ and /ju/ within the same sentence. 

While F1 seemed calm and had what she was planning to say under control, she was able to say /ju/ 

correctly, but once she got nervous and hesitated on how to structure her sentence, she had to redirect 

all her attention to the sentence’s meaning and how she wanted to convey it in her speech. Therefore 

failing to utter /ju/ and saying /ʤu/ and its derivation /ʤuər/. Nevertheless, once the momentary lapsus 

had passed, she managed to utter the proper pronunciation of the word ‘you’ to express her gratitude. 

In addition, the participants’ mother tongue seems to have had a substantial effect on the 

pronunciation of words that are spelled with ‘g’ or ‘j’ but are pronounced as /ʤ/ such as ‘giant’, ‘imagine’, 
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‘jealous’ ‘just’ or ‘religious’, which they pronounce /ˈjaɪənt/, /ɪˈmæjən/, /ˈjɛləs/, /jʌst/ and /rɪˈlɪjəs/. 

Whereas they seemed to never mispronounce words that are spelled with ‘dg’ or ‘ng’ like ‘change’, 

‘strange’ ‘knowledge’ or ‘bridge’ that they seem to unanimously pronounce as /ʧeɪnʤ/, /streɪnʤ/, 

/ˈnɑləʤ/ and /brɪʤ/.  As example one illustrated, due to the influence of Spanish pronunciation patterns, 

F1 uttered /rɪˈlɪjəs/ instead of /rɪˈlɪʤəs/, subsequently, M1 aligned his pronunciation to F1’s and 

mimicked the mistake by also mispronouncing the word ‘religious’. Therefore, the transcription might 

suggest that F1’s error was a consequence of phonological CLI, while M1’s same mispronunciation was a 

direct consequence of the interlocutor factor’s influence in her partner’s speech. 

The previously described prioritization of different aspects of conversation is constantly being 

redirected contingent upon what is considered crucial at that moment. The other mistake that would fit 

this description would be that of mispronouncing the phoneme /z/ with /s/ as there are countless 

instances in which the students pronounce the word ‘is’ as /iz/ and /is/ indistinctively as can be seen in 

example two. 

Example 2.  
M3: /ʤɛs, ˌoʊˈkeɪ aɪ θɪŋk ðæt ðə fɜrst pɑrt ʌv ðə fɪlm ɪs ə bɪt ˈbɔrɪŋ bɪˈkɔs ˈnʌθɪn ˈxæpənz ˈoʊnli 
ðɛr ɪz ðə gɜrl ðæt ɪz ə ˈbɛri ɛ laɪk ˈwɛlθi xæz ə ˈbɛri ˈwɛlθi ˈfæməli ɛ ðə mæn ɪs ə gaɪ ðæt ɛ wɪnz 
laɪk ə praɪs ænd ˈɛntərs ðə boʊt ænd baɪ ˈɛntərɪŋ ðɪs boʊt ðeɪ fɛl ɪn lʌv ænd laɪk ðeɪ lɪv ɪn ðə boʊt 
ænd du wʌt ðeɪ wɑnt wɪˈθaʊt ɛ ðə ˈpɛrənts ʌv ðə gɜrls ɛ ðə pərˈmɪʃən ʌv ðə gɜrlz ˈpɛrənts. ˌoʊˈkeɪ, 
ɛ du ju θɪŋk ˈɛni pɑrt ʌv ðə fɪlm ʃʊd xæv bɪn ʧeɪnʤd?/ 

M3 not only pronounces /z/ and /s/ indistinctively when the word requires the voiced minimal 

pair but he also does it what appears to be randomly when pronouncing the same words such as ‘is’ and 

‘girls’. 

Continuing with the list of particularly challenging sounds to pronounce, the sound /h/ seems to 

have been troublesome to consistently produce as the sound /x/ was its popular alternative. M6 for 

example, aligned with the researcher’s pronunciation of /h/ while greeting each other only to completely 

disregard the phoneme’s right pronunciation after the conversation became cognitively demanding. By 

the same token, the correct pronunciation of the fricative /v/ seems to also be forgotten immediately 

after aligning with their partner’s pronunciation once, which would indicate that the focus shifted from 

pronunciation to meaning rather quickly. This is exemplified by the following extracts: 

Example 3. 
RESEARCHER: /ˌoʊˈkeɪ soʊ ju wʊd seɪ ðæt ˈsʌmθɪŋ ðæt ju laɪk ə lɑt wɛn ju ˈlɪsən tu ˈmjuzɪk ɪz ði 
ˈɑrtəsts vɔɪs, ˈmeɪbi ðæt ðeɪ raɪt ðɛr oʊn ˈlɪrɪks æz wɛl, du ju laɪk ˈkʌvərz æt ɔl?/ 
M7: /ʤɛs, ̍ ækʧuəli, moʊst taɪms wɛn aɪ faʊnd ə sɔŋ ðæt aɪ laɪk aɪ traɪ tu goʊ ænd sɜrʧ fɔr ˈkʌbərz 
laɪk nɑt ˈoʊnli vɔɪs ˈkʌvərz bʌt ˈɔlsoʊ ˈkʌbərz tu ðə sɔŋ ɪtˈsɛlf soʊ aɪ goʊ faɪnd drʌm ˈkʌbərz, gɪˈtɑr 
ˈkʌbərz aɪ laɪk ˈlɪsənɪŋ tu ðoʊz ˈɔlsoʊ/ 
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Example 4.  
M9: /ɛ wɛl, aɪ θɪŋk ɪt wʌz ˈvɛri mi:n baɪ xɜr pɑrt ehm aɪ θɔt ðɪs wʊd nɑt ˈxæpən ænd wɛl ɪts ən 
ɪmˈpæktɪŋ ˈnoʊtəs/ 
M2: /ɛ jɛs ɪts ɛ ɪts ˈvɛri, ɪts ˈbɛri mi:n frʌm ðə gɜrls pərˈspɛktɪv tu jʌst breɪk ʌp wɪð hɪz ˈpɑrtnər 
bɪˈkɔs ɪz broʊk. aɪ θɪŋk ðæt ju ʃʊd ɛ θɪŋk əˈbaʊt mɔr θɪŋz ðæn ɛ ðə ̍ mʌni wɛn ̍ ʧuzɪŋ jʊər ̍ bɔɪˌfrɛnd 
ɔr ˈgɜrlˌfrɛnd, ɛ soʊ aɪ wʊd ʧeɪnʤ ðæt pɑrt ʌv ðə ˈmubi bɪˈkɔs aɪ ˈdɪdənt laɪk ɪt/ 
M2: /ˈbɛri mi:n, ˈbɛri mi:n/ 

In addition, results suggest that /’feivərɪt/ seems to be correctly stored in their collective lexicon, 

which would reinforce the idea of them being aware of the difference between the fricative /v/ and its 

plosive minimal pair, showcasing that when influenced by their interlocutor or determined to utter the 

right sound, they are able to produce the fricative regardless of the position in the word. Nevertheless, 

when the cognitive load becomes too demanding, pronouncing the right minimal pair does not seem as 

crucial anymore. As O’Neal (2015) suggests, intelligibility is determined by the variable of the speaker. A 

native speaker would consider uttering /bɔɪs/ rather than /vɔɪs/ unintelligible since the first would make 

them think of ‘boys’ and by the latter, they would understand ‘voice’. Nonetheless, the students seemed 

not to notice the difference and the mistake would certainly be intelligible to them. 

As the aim of the research is to analyze the phonological CLI the interlocutor factor has on 

secondary school L1-Spanish students of English as foreign language, we ought to include the negative 

effects of said interlocutor factor as well, which is exemplified by the following excerpt from the student-

student interactions part of the research: 

Example 5. 
M6: /ɪt wʌs ˈnaɪtˌmɛrs 2. aɪ θɪŋk ðə ˈtaɪtəl kʊld bi ə ˈlɪtəl bɪt ˈeskɛri. ɪt xæz ə ˈlɪtəl bɪt ʌv ˈfʌni, 
hjumərɪstɪk ˈmoʊmənts/ 
M5: /oʊ, ɪt wʌs ə jumərɪstɪk fɪlm?/ 
M6: /nɑt ə jumorɪstɪk, bʌt ɪt xæs sʌm ˈæksiən pɑrts ænd sʌm ˈfʌni ˈkɑmənˌtɛris/ 

M6 was the first to mention the word ‘humoristic’ and he included the sound /h/ correctly at the 

beginning of it. Nonetheless, M5 did not seem to listen to M6’s pronunciation and silenced the letter  /h/ 

at the beginning of the word. As the letter ‘u’ is pronounced /ju/ M5 uttered /jumorɪstɪk/ instead of 

/hjumorɪstɪk/. M6 then second-guessed what was the correct execution of the word ‘humoristic’ and 

aligned his pronunciation to that of his partner. In addition, participants not only share their first language 

but their dialect also, which according to Kim, et al. (2011) facilitates phonetic convergence. In this 

particular instance, the students happened to mimic a phonetic CLI that lead them to silence the letter 

‘h’. 

Conversely, the interactions with the researcher offer the exact opposite. The student was 

pronouncing an unnecessary ‘e’ at the beginning of the word ‘Spanish’, which would fall into the mistake 
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of adding an ‘e’ to words starting with an ‘s’ and followed by a consonant, when the researcher included 

the same word into her speech providing the correct pronunciation that excludes the ‘e’ from the word. 

Subsequently, example six illustrates how the student, M3, mimicked the researcher’s pronunciation in 

his next sentence finally uttering the correct version of the word ‘Spanish’ and exemplifying Trofimovich’s 

(2015) observation of interactive alignment when both L2 learners share the same mother tongue: 

Example 6. 
M3: /ˈmeɪbi laɪk ðə xæf ʌv ðə ˈmjusɪk, aɪ laɪk ˈɔlsoʊ əˈnʌðər taɪp ʌv ˈmjuzɪk laɪk ðæt ɪz ˈɔlˌweɪz ɪn 
ˈespænɪʃ ɛ bʌt ðə wʌn aɪ ˈlɪsən tu ɪn ˈɪŋglɪʃ ˈmeɪnli ɪs ˈɛvriˌθɪŋ kwin/ 
RESEARCHER: /ˌoʊˈkeɪ ænd wʌt taɪp ʌv ˈmjuzɪk du ju laɪk ɪn ˈspænɪʃ?/ 
M3: /ɪn ˈspænɪʃ aɪ laɪk laɪk ˌrɛgeɪˈtoʊn ɛ jɛs ˈɔlˌmoʊst ˌrɛgeɪˈtoʊn/ 

Regarding the sound /ŋ/, four out of five students who uttered /n/ rather than /ŋ/ a total of 

seventeen times in the student-student interactions were meaningfully influenced by the researcher’s 

pronunciation to the point where they did not mispronounce the phoneme at all during the second part 

of the research. M3 however, managed to utter /n/ instead of /ŋ/ only once out of 14 times he intended 

to produce it. This data suggest that in regards to this phoneme, alignment was present during the 

researcher-student interaction almost eliminating the mistake altogether.  

Nevertheless, in an effort to eradicate the mistake, on an isolated occasion M8 overcorrected 

himself producing an /x/ after the /n/ in the following extract: 

Example 7. 
RESEARCHER: /waʊ, hi wʌz ˈvɛri jʌŋ, ænd wʌt wʊd ju seɪ ɪz jʊər ˈfeɪvərɪt θɪŋ əˈbaʊt ɪˌlɛkˈtrɑnɪk 
ˈmjuzɪk? ɪz ɪt ðə bit?/ 
M8: /ʤɛs, ðə bi:t ænd ðə ˈrɪðəm, ʤɛs/ 
RESEARCHER: /raɪt, soʊ aɪ gɛs ðæt ju ˈɔlsoʊ laɪk ðɛr ˈvɔɪsəz, raɪt?/ 
M8: /ʤɛs, wɛl ɪn sʌm sɔŋz ðeɪ doʊnt sɪnx/ 

The researcher uttered the sound /ŋ/ twice in the words ‘young’ and ‘thing’ thereby setting the 

tone for M8 to produce the voiced velar nasal correctly. Even though M8 was able to produce the sound 

/ŋ/ correctly the first time in the sentence while pronouncing the word ‘songs’, he overcorrected himself 

and mispronounced ‘sing’ as /sɪnx/ immediately after. 

To sum up, each targeted sound’s pronunciation presented a unique challenge of its own to be 

correctly pronounced by the participants, although some of them were particularly more difficult to alter 

through the interlocutor factor than others.  
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7. CONCLUSION, PEDAGOGICAL RECOMMENDATIONS AND LIMITATIONS 
 

In conclusion, the present paper attempts to provide a better comprehension of the effect of the 

interlocutor factor on phonological CLI of secondary school L1-Spanish students of English as foreign 

language.  

The study seems to indicate that the influence of the interlocutor does help shape each other’s 

speech at a phonological level. As it has been mentioned in the discussion section, the interlocutor could 

influence the partner to pronounce sounds both correctly and incorrectly as speech alignment could occur 

with anyone with a similar linguistic background. Therefore, the only difference lies in whether that 

interlocutor possesses the knowledge of the right pronunciation and utters it consistently. In a classroom 

context, there is no guarantee students will be able to do the previously stated and in fact, if a student-

student interaction was left unsupervised, they would probably end up reinforcing erred pronunciation. 

Therefore, it would possibly be best if students could occasionally engage in a not-too-cognitively-

demanding conversation with their teacher. 

Our findings indicate that this specific group of I.E.S Ibaialde’s plurilingual fourth-graders find the 

sounds /v/, /j/, /h/ and /s/ followed by a consonant especially challenging to correctly pronounce 

consistently as the number of mistakes committed during both interaction types are proportionately 

similar. 

The participants find the fricative /v/ particularly challenging to produce when located at the 

beginning or intervocalic position, so much so that the only word of these characteristics they are capable 

of consistently utter correctly is ‘favorite’. However, when the cognitive load is not too demanding and 

they are able to focus on pronunciation, most students are able to utter the sound /v/ both in initial and 

intervocalic positions.  

Similarly, the students utter the voiceless /s/ rather than the voiced /z/, the sound /x/ instead of 

/h/, phoneme /ʤ/ for /j/and insert an unnecessary ‘e’ at the beginning of words starting with an ‘s’ and 

followed by a consonant indistinctively, which seems to be the aftermath of the task at hand being too 

cognitively demanding and hindering their focus on pronunciation. Therefore, in order to make the 

students use the correct sound consistently, the study suggests to sporadically implement speaking 

student-student activities that require the learners to forget about other aspects of communication such 

as meaning, grammar or vocabulary to focus exclusively on pronunciation. As their main focus will be on 

pronunciation, students will potentially develop the ability to distinguish their classmates’ mistakes as 

well as their own and point them out kindly, which will ultimately assist in correcting their collective 
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mental lexicon accompanying their vocabulary with its proper fixed pronunciation as it seems to be the 

case with the word ‘favorite’. 

Results also suggest that spelling might confuse the students in certain circumstances such as with 

words containing a ‘g’ or a ‘j’ that is supposed to be pronounced as /ʤ/. It has been established that this 

particular mistake has a direct correlation to Spanish pronunciation patterns, which means that their 

predominant input for the pronunciation of these phonemes comes from their mother tongue resulting 

in errors in their foreign language. Therefore, it appears that what is needed to correct this mistake is to 

repeatedly expose the students to the correct input, but perhaps the subtle repetition of the correct 

pronunciation is not enough for the students to stop mispronouncing the word. In which case, teachers 

might have to resort to a more direct approach like organizing a spelling bee where the students would 

have to pronounce the word correctly so that their partner could spell the word hence connecting the 

spelling to its actual pronunciation instead of the one they had fossilized. 

Thus far, it could be derived that pronunciation learning is in need of diverse teaching methods 

and techniques as different goals require different learning journeys and interacting with different 

interlocutors encourages individuals to change speech types, registers and even accents (Rojas, et al. 

2016).  

However, as teachers do not possess an endless supply of interlocutors willing to accompany 

them to class, they should take advantage of more advanced groups from the same or different schools. 

Teachers could not only conjoin classrooms but also foster friendships among the students that could 

promote interest in pronunciation. Moreover, as their purpose would be communication, mimicking for 

intelligibility’s sake could always be a possibility, which would potentially lead to pronunciation 

improvement, a favorable circumstance to correct any type of fossilized sound from their mental lexicon 

and a great opportunity to get used to interacting with different interlocutors.  

On the other side of the coin, students rarely have the chance to interact with a researcher or a 

teacher unless it is an examination. As discussed, when tasks become too cognitively demanding students 

might focus on other aspects of communication like grammar or vocabulary and forget that pronunciation 

may cause unintelligibility. Consequently, only providing this resource in a stress-inducing situation where 

learners know they are being evaluated might not be the best approach for them to fully take advantage 

of interacting with a teacher. Therefore, those schools which have the chance to accept undergraduates 

and/or postgraduates under their wing could organize weekly classes for the student doing their 

internship to work on pronunciation with half the class through prepared conversations, debates or 

interactive games.  
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This paper’s main weakness is the limited number of participants the research was able to collect 

data from in both interaction types. As their exams were approaching and they needed to revise the 

subject, there was only sufficient time to perform the researcher-student interaction part of the 

investigation with 11 students. Nevertheless, the selection of which students made it to the researcher-

student interaction was executed totally at random offering a fair representation of the whole class’s 

English pronunciation level. 

Conversely, the dissertation’s main strength is the variety of data recorded during both 

interaction types, student-student and researcher-student, that could be useful to analyze not only the 

phonemes this dissertation has focused on but numerous other aspects related to the interlocutor’s effect 

on phonological choices.  

All in all, findings in the present dissertation support the idea that interlocutors influence 

phonological choices although some sounds might present a greater challenge to mimic than others. 

Students seem to align their pronunciation to that of their partner in the hopes of achieving a clearer and 

therefore faster interaction. On occasions, that mimicked sound might not be the correct pronunciation, 

but its presence suggests the veracity of the interlocutor factor’s effect and it helps shape that influence 

into something a little more tangible represented by numbers.    
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APPENDICES  
 

Appendix I – Instructions for the student-student interactions 

 

WORDS YOU NEED TO INCLUDE IN YOUR CONVERSATION 

THESE  BORING  YES  

SHE  HELLO  WOULD  

STRANGE  VERY  JOB  

TRAVEL  PRESENT  CHANGE  

STOP  MEAN  YELLOW  

 

 

• TOPICà YOUR FAVORITE TV SHOW/MOVIE 

 

Suggestions: it is a conversation, try to ask questions. IT DOES NOT NEED TO BE TRUE; you can lie. 

 

You can talk about: 

• Characters, their life 

• Why you like it 

• Your opinion about it (ask your mate’s opinion too) 

• The plot 

• Anything you want to mention about it 
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Appendix II - Instructions for the researcher-student interactions 
 
  WORDS YOU NEED TO INCLUDE IN YOUR CONVERSATION 

BEAT  BASIC  YEAR  

SHY  HARD  WOULD  

STRANGE  VOICE  JAZZ  

COVER  MUSIC  CHOICE  

SPANISH  EASY  YOUNG  

 

 

• TOPICà YOUR FAVORITE ARTIST 

 

Suggestions: It is a conversation, try to ask questions. IT DOES NOT NEED TO BE TRUE; you can lie. 

 

You can talk about: 

• The artist, their life 

• Why you like them 

• Your opinion on their music (ask your mate’s opinion too) 

• Different songs you like 

• Anything you want to mention about them 
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Appendix III - Phonetic transcription of one of the student-student interactions  

 
SEVENTH COUPLE à M5 & M6 
 
M5: /həˈloʊ M6/ 
M6: /həˈloʊ, haʊ ɑr ju?/ 
M5: /aɪm faɪn. wʌt dɪd ju du læst ˈwiˌkɛnd?/ 
M6: /oʊ, aɪ sɔ ə fɪlm, ə ˈskɛri fɪlm/ 
M5: /wʌt fɪlm dɪd ju si?/ 
M6: /ðə nʌn, ɪt wʌz ə ˈprɛzənt fɔr, frʌm maɪ ˈpɛrənts fɔr maɪ ˈbɜrθˌdeɪ/ 
M5: /oʊ, jɛs, aɪ ˈɔlsoʊ sɔ ðæt fɪlm ɪn ðə ˈsɪnəmə ði ˈʌðər deɪ. ðiz taɪps ʌv fɪlmz aɪ laɪk ə lɑt, bʌt əˈspɛʃli 
ðoʊz wʌn, aɪ θɪŋk wʌz ˈvɛri ˈbɔrɪŋ/ 
M6: /jɛs, aɪ θɪŋk wʌz ə ˈvɛri streɪnʤ/ 
M5: /aɪ kʊd ɪmˈpruv ə lɑt ʌv θɪŋz mɔr bɪˈkɔz ɪt wʌz ˈvɛri sloʊ ðə fɪlm/ 
M6: /jɛs, ɪt wʌz ə ˈlɪtəl bɪt sloʊ. maɪ ˈfeɪvərɪt pɑrt ʌv ðə fɪlm wʌz ɛ, wɛn ʃi ðə meɪn ˈkɛrɪktər draɪvz ɪn hɜr 
ˈjɛloʊ kɑr ænd stɑps ɪn frʌnt ʌv ðə ʧɛrʧ wəts ˈsiɪŋ feɪs tu feɪs wɪð ðə nʌn/ 
M5: /oʊ jɛs, aɪ ˈɔlsoʊ laɪk ə lɑt ðɪs pɑrt, ɪt wʌz ˈvɛri ˈvɛri ˈɪntrəstɪŋ, ænd aɪ– ɪt wʌz laɪk ə ˈnaɪtˌmɛr/ 
M6: /jɛs, aɪ θɪŋk soʊ/ 
M5: /aɪ θɪŋk ðə læst pɑrt wʌz ˈvɛri ˈvɛri ˈbɔrɪŋ, ɪt ˈdʌzənt ˈhæpən ˈɛniˌθɪŋ. aɪ wʊd ʧeɪnʤ ə lɑt ʌv pɑrts ʌv 
ðɪs. aɪ min ðeɪ ˈivɪn bɪld, fɪlmd ðə ʧɜrʧ/ 
M6: /jɛs, aɪ wʊd pʊt laɪk mɔr ˈdɪfərənt ˈsinəriz ænd laɪk ðɪs, ðə fɪlm wʊd bi ə ˈlɪtəl bɪt mɔr, nɑt ˈfʌni, ɛ bʌt 
wɪð mɔr ˈsinəriz ɪt wɪl/wʊd bi ˈmeɪbi mɔr ˈskɛri/ 
M5: /jɛs, əˈnʌðər fɪlm, əˈnʌðər ˈskɛri fɪlm aɪ sɔ ði ˈʌðər deɪ wʌz ə ˈlɪtəl bɪt ˈbɛtər. wʌt wʌz ðə læst fɪlm ðæt 
dɪd ju si?/ 
M6: /ɪt wʌz ˈnaɪtˌmɛrz 2. aɪ θɪŋk ðə ˈtaɪtəl kæn bi ə ˈlɪtəl bɪt ˈskɛri. ɪt hæz ə ˈlɪtəl bɪt ʌv ˈfʌni ˈmoʊmənts/ 
M5: /oʊ, ɪt wʌz ə humoristic fɪlm?/ 
M6: /nɑt ə humoristic, bʌt ɪt hæz sʌm ˈækʃən pɑrts ænd sʌm ˈfʌni ˈkɑmənˌtɛriz/ 
M5: /du ju θɪŋk ɪn ðə ˈfjuʧər ju wʊd laɪk tu ʤɑb laɪk ə ˈkæmərə ˈfɪlmər/ 
 
M6: /noʊ, aɪ θɪŋk ðæt noʊ, bɪˈkɔz aɪ θɪŋk ðæt aɪ ˈwʊdənt laɪk tu bi ɔl ðə taɪm ˈfɪlmɪŋ ˈvɪdioʊz ɔr ˈteɪkɪŋ 
ˈfoʊˌtoʊz ʌv ˈsʌmθɪŋ/ 
M5: /jɛs, aɪ θɪŋk ˈɔlsoʊ ðæt ðɪs ʤɑb ɪt kʊd bi ˈvɛri ˈvɛri-ˈbɔrɪŋ/ 
M6: /–ə ˈlɪtəl bɪt ˈbɔrɪŋ. jɛs/ 
M5: /ˌoʊˈkeɪ soʊ, hæv ə naɪs deɪ/ 
M6: hæv ə naɪs deɪ/ 
M5: /wi hæv ˈfɪnɪʃt aɪ θɪŋk/ 
M6: /weɪt ə ˈmoʊmənt. ju wʊd laɪk tu bi nɛkst deɪ mit tu si əˈnʌðər fɪlm?/ 
M5: /jɛs, ænd aɪ θɪŋk wi kʊd wɑʧ ənˈʧɑrtɪd aɪ θɪŋk ɪts ə ˈvɛri gʊd fɪlm/ 
M6: /oʊ, ənˈʧɑrtɪd ðə nu fɪlm ʌv tɑm ˈhɑlənd–/ 
M5: /jɛs, ʌv tɑm ˈhɑlənd/ 
M6: /–ðə ˈspaɪdərmæn ˈæktər?/ 
M5: /jɛs, ɪt wʊd bi ˈvɛri ˈfʌni/ 
M6: /ˌoʊˈkeɪ, ˌoʊˈkeɪ/ 
M5: /baɪ/ 
M6:  /baɪ/ 
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HOW THEY PRONOUNCED IT 
 
M5: /xəˈloʊ M6/ 
M6: /xəˈloʊ, xaʊ ɑr ju?/ 
M5: /aɪm faɪn. wʌt dɪd ʤu du læst ˈwiˌkɛnd?/ 
M6: /oʊ, aɪ sɔ ə fɪlm, ə ˈeskɛri fɪlm/ 
M5: /wʌt fɪlm dɪd ʤu si?/ 
M6: /ðə nʌn, ɪt wʌs ə ˈprɛsənt fɔr, frʌm maɪ ˈpɛrənts fɔr maɪ ˈbɜrθˌdeɪ/ 
M5: /oʊ, ʤɛs, aɪ ˈɔlsoʊ sɔ ðæt fɪlm ɪn ðə ˈsɪnəmə ði ˈʌðər deɪ. ði:s taɪps ʌv fɪlms aɪ laɪk ə lɑt, bʌt əˈspɛʃli 
ðoʊs wʌn, aɪ θɪŋk wʌz ˈbɛri ˈbɔrɪn/ 
M6: /ʤɛs, aɪ θɪŋk it wʌs ə ˈbɛri estreɪnʤ/ 
M5: /aɪ kʊd ɪmˈpruv ə lɑt ʌv θɪŋz mɔr bɪˈkɔs ɪt wʌz ˈbɛri esloʊ ðə fɪlm/ 
M6: /ʤɛs, ɪt wʌs ə ˈlɪtəl bɪt esloʊ. maɪ ˈfeɪvərɪt pɑrt ʌv ðə fɪlm wʌs ɛ, wɛn si ðə meɪn ˈkɛrɪktər draɪvs ɪn 
xɜr ˈʤɛloʊ kɑr ænd stɑps ɪn frʌnt ʌv ðə ʧʌrʧ wət it ˈsiɪŋ feɪs tu feɪs wɪð ðə nʌn/ 
M5: /oʊ ʤɛs, aɪ ˈɔlsoʊ laɪk ə lɑt ðɪs pɑrt, ɪt wʌz ˈbɛri ˈbɛri ˈɪntrəstɪŋ, ænd aɪ– ɪt wʌs laɪk ə ˈnaɪtˌmɛr/ 
M6: /ʤɛs, aɪ θɪŋk soʊ/ 
M6: /aɪ θɪŋk ðə læst pɑrt wʌs ˈbɛri ˈbɛri ˈbɔrɪn, ɪt ˈdʌsənt ˈxæpən ˈɛniˌθɪŋ. aɪ wʊd ʧeɪnʤ ə lɑt ʌv pɑrts ʌv 
ðɪs. aɪ min ðeɪ ˈiben bɪld, fɪlmd ðə ʧʌrʧ/ 
M6: /ʤɛs, aɪ wʊd pʊt laɪk mɔr ˈdɪfərənt ˈsinəriz ænd laɪk ðɪs, ðə fɪlm wʊd bi ə ˈlɪtəl bɪt mɔr, nɑt ˈfʌni, ɛ 
bʌt wɪð mɔr ˈesinəriz ɪt wɪl/wʊd bi ˈmeɪbi mɔr ˈeskɛri/ 
M5: /ʤɛs, əˈnʌðər fɪlm, əˈnʌðər ˈeskɛri fɪlm aɪ sɔ ði ˈʌðər deɪ wʌs ə ˈlɪtəl bɪt ˈbɛtər. wʌt wʌs ðə læst fɪlm 
ðæt dɪd ʤu si?/ 
M6: /ɪt wʌs ˈnaɪtˌmɛrs 2. aɪ θɪŋk ðə ˈtaɪtəl kʊld bi ə ˈlɪtəl bɪt ˈeskɛri. ɪt xæz ə ˈlɪtəl bɪt ʌv ˈfʌni, hjumərɪstɪk 
ˈmoʊmənts/ 
M5: /oʊ, ɪt wʌs ə jumərɪstɪk fɪlm?/ 
M6: /nɑt ə jumorɪstɪk, bʌt ɪt xæs sʌm ˈæksiən pɑrts ænd sʌm ˈfʌni ˈkɑmənˌtɛris/ 
M5: /du ʤu θɪŋk ɪn ðə ˈfjutər ʤu wʊd laɪk tu ʤɑv laɪk ə ˈkæmərə ˈfɪlmər/ 
M6: /noʊ, aɪ θɪŋk ðæt noʊ, bɪˈkɔs aɪ θɪŋk ðæt aɪ ˈwʊdənt laɪk tu bi ɔl ðə taɪm ˈfɪlmɪŋ ˈbɪdioʊs ɔr ˈteɪkɪŋ 
ˈfoʊˌtoʊs ʌv ˈsʌmθɪŋ/ 
M5: /ʤɛs, aɪ θɪŋk ˈɔlsoʊ ðæt ðɪs ʤɑb ɪt kʊd bi ˈbɛri ˈbɛri-ˈbɔrɪŋ/ 
M6: /–ə ˈlɪtəl bɪt ˈbɔrɪŋ. ʤɛs/ 
 
M5: /ˌoʊˈkeɪ soʊ, xæv ə naɪs deɪ/ 
M6: /xæv ə naɪs deɪ/ 
M5: /wi xæv ˈfɪnɪʃ∅ aɪ θɪŋk/ 
M6: /weɪt ə ˈmoʊmənt. ʤu wʊd laɪk tu bi nɛkst deɪ mit tu si əˈnʌðər fɪlm?/ 
M5: /ʤɛs, ænd aɪ θɪŋk wi kʊd wɑʧ ənˈʧɑrted aɪ θɪŋk ɪts ə ˈbɛri gʊd fɪlm/ 
M6: /oʊ, ənˈʧɑrtɪd ðə nju fɪlm ʌv tɑm ˈxɑlənd–/ 
M5: /ʤɛs, ʌv tɑm ˈxɑlənd/ 
M6: /–ðə ˈespaɪdərmæn ˈæktər?/ 
M5: /ʤɛs, ɪt wʊd bi ˈbɛri ˈfʌni/ 
M6: /ˌoʊˈkeɪ, ˌoʊˈkeɪ/ 
M5: /baɪ/ 
M6: /baɪ/ 
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Appendix IV - Phonetic transcription of one of the researcher-student interactions  

 
10th  SOLO 20 – M7 
 
Researcher: /həˈloʊ, aɪ noʊ ðə ˌsɪʧuˈeɪʃən ɪz ə ˈlɪtəl bɪt streɪnʤ bʌt doʊnt bi ʃaɪ ænd tɛl mi əˈbaʊt jʊər 
ˈfeɪvərɪt ˈɑrtəst ɔr ˈmjuzɪk grup/ 
M7: /wɛl, ɪts kaɪnd ʌv streɪnʤ bɪˈkɔz aɪ doʊnt ˈrɪli hæv ə ˈfeɪvərɪt ˈɑrtəst, fɔr mi ðə ˈprɑˌsɛs ʌv ˈfaɪndɪŋ 
ˈmjuzɪk ðæt aɪ laɪk ɪz ə ˈlɪtəl bɪt streɪnʤ bɪˈkɔz wɛn aɪ wɑnt tu faɪnd ˈmjuzɪk aɪ goʊ tu youtube aɪ ˈlɪsən tu 
ðə sɔŋz aɪ ɔlˈrɛdi laɪk ænd ðə youtube ˈælgəˌrɪðəm ɪt faɪndz mi ɛ ˌrɛkəˈmɛndz mi gʊd sɔŋz ænd səmˈtaɪmz 
wɛn aɪ... wɪð ðə ˌrɛkəmənˈdeɪʃənz ðeɪ gɪv mi aɪ faʊnd mɔr sɔŋz ðæt aɪ laɪk, ɪts laɪk ˈgoʊɪŋ ænd ˈfaɪndɪŋ 
goʊld ɪn ə maɪn/ 
Researcher: /wɪʧ sɔŋ wʊd ju seɪ ɪz jʊər ˈfeɪvərɪt? wɪʧ wʌn wʊd ju ʧuz ɪf ju hæd tu?/ 
M7: /wɛl, ɪf aɪ hæd tu ʧuz ə sɔŋ aɪ wʊd ʧuz ˈɪndəstri ˈbeɪbi frʌm lɪl nɑz ɛks, ɪt hæz ə ˈrɪli gʊd bit, ɪt saʊndz 
ˈrɪli gʊd ænd lɪl nɑz ɛks vɔɪs wʌn ʌv ðə fju ˈvɔɪsəz aɪ ˈrɪli laɪk tu ˈlɪsən, moʊst sɔŋz ðæt aɪ ˈækʧuəli ˈlɪsən tu 
aɪ θɪŋk ðeɪ ɑr səmˈtaɪmz ˈruən baɪ ðə ˈsɪŋər bɪˈkɔz ðə ˈlɪrɪks ænd ðə vɔɪs doʊnt ˈrɪli fɪt ɪn ðə sɔŋ/  
Researcher: /ˌoʊˈkeɪ soʊ ju wʊd seɪ ðæt ˈsʌmθɪŋ ðæt ju laɪk ə lɑt wɛn ju ˈlɪsən tu ˈmjuzɪk ɪz ði ˈɑrtəsts 
vɔɪs, ˈmeɪbi ðæt ðeɪ raɪt ðɛr oʊn ˈlɪrɪks æz wɛl, du ju laɪk ˈkʌvərz æt ɔl?/ 
M7: /jɛs, ˈækʧuəli, moʊst taɪmz wɛn aɪ faʊnd ə sɔŋ ðæt aɪ laɪk aɪ traɪ tu goʊ ænd sɜrʧ fɔr ˈkʌvərz laɪk nɑt 
ˈoʊnli vɔɪs ˈkʌvərz bʌt ˈɔlsoʊ ˈkʌvərz tu ðə sɔŋ ɪtˈsɛlf soʊ aɪ goʊ faɪnd drʌm ˈkʌvərz, gɪˈtɑr ˈkʌvərz aɪ laɪk 
ˈlɪsənɪŋ tu ðoʊz ˈɔlsoʊ/  
Researcher: /raɪt, ðæts kul ænd hæv ju laɪkt ðæt ˈmjuzɪk sɪns ju wɜr jʌŋ ɔr ɪz ɪt laɪk ə læst jɪrz θɪŋ? ðɪs jɪr 
θɪŋ ɔr wʌt du ju θɪŋk?/ 
M7: /aɪ ˈrɪli ˈdɪdənt ˈfoʊkəs mʌʧ ɑn ˈlɪsənɪŋ tu ˈmjuzɪk soʊ aɪ ˈhævənt θɔt əˈbaʊt... aɪ ˈhævənt ˈrɪli stɪk tu 
wʌn taɪp ʌv ˈmjuzɪk soʊ wʌt... moʊst ʌv ðə taɪmz wɛn aɪ gɛt stʌk wɪð ə sɔŋ ɪt wʌz ɑn ˈfæməli trɪps wɛn 
ˈlɪsənɪŋ tu ðə ˈreɪdiˌoʊ, jɛs ɪf aɪv faʊnd ə gʊd wʌn aɪ stɪk wɪð ðæt wʌn/ 
Researcher: /du ju laɪk ˈspænɪʃ ˈmjuzɪk æz wɛl ɔr ˈɛvriˌθɪŋ ju ˈlɪsən tu ɪz ɪn ˈɪŋglɪʃ?/ 
M7: /jɛs, ˈækʧuəli ˈspænɪʃ sɔŋz aɪ hæv ˈoʊnli tu ðæt aɪ laɪk, aɪ doʊnt ˈrɪli laɪk ˈspænɪʃ ˈmjuzɪk, moʊst ʌv ðə 
θɪŋz aɪ ˈlɪsən tu ɑr ɪn ˈɪŋglɪʃ/ 
Researcher: ˈɑsəm ænd du ju faɪnd ɪt hɑrd ɔr ˈizi tu ˌʌndərˈstænd ðə ˈlɪrɪks?/ 
M7: /aɪ faɪnd ɪt kaɪnd ʌv ˈizi aɪ gɑt juzd tu ɪt ˈprɪti fæst/ 
Researcher: /soʊ ju gɛt juzd tu ði ˈɑrtəst fæst ɔr ɪz ɪt laɪk dʌz ɪt ʧeɪnʤ rəˈgɑrdɪŋ ði ˈæksɛnt ˈmeɪbi ɔr ðə 
spid? dʌz ɪt ʧeɪnʤ ɔr ɪz ɪt ˈɔlˌweɪz ˈizi fɔr ju?/ 
M7: /ɪts ˈɔlˌweɪz ˈizi bɪˈkɔz ˈɔlsoʊ moʊst ʌv ðə taɪmz aɪ ˈlɪsən tu fæst sɔŋz ænd ræp sɔŋz ðæt ˈrɪli tɔk ˈvɛri 
fæst/ 
Researcher: /soʊ ju ɑr ʤʌst juzd tu ɪt æt ðɪs pɔɪnt?/ 
M7: /aɪm juzd tu ˈlɪsənɪŋ tu fæst θɪŋz soʊ aɪ ˌʌndərˈstænd ɪt ˈrɪli wɛl/ 
Researcher: /raɪt, ænd hu wʊd ju seɪ ɪz jʊər ˈfeɪvərɪt ræp ˈɑrtəst, ˈmjuzɪk ˈɑrtəst?/ 
M7: /aɪ wʊd seɪ ˌɛmɪˈnɛm, bɪˈkɔz ʌv hɪz ˈkɛrɪktər, hi ɪz nɑt ˈrɪli ðə bɛst ˈpɜrsən, bʌt ðæts wʌt meɪks hɪm 
ˈspɛʃəl, aɪ gɛs/ 
Researcher: /ˌoʊˈkeɪ, du ju noʊ ˈɛniˌθɪŋ əˈbaʊt hɪz laɪf?/ 
M7: /nɑt mʌʧ, bʌt aɪ du noʊ ðæt hi hæz ə lɑt ʌv kənˈflɪkts wɪð ˈmɛni ˈpipəl, hi ˈɔlsoʊ hæd ðæt ˈkɑnflɪkt 
wɪð hɪz ˈmʌðər wɛn hi wɛnt tu kɔrt wɪð hɜr/ 
Researcher: /kənˈflɪkts, ju seɪ?/ 
M7: /jɛs, aɪ θɪŋk ðeɪ wɛnt tu kɔrt əˈbaʊt ə sɔŋ hi meɪd wɛr hi dɪst hɜr/ 
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HOW HE PRONOUNCED IT 
 
Researcher: /həˈloʊ, aɪ noʊ ðə ˌsɪʧuˈeɪʃən ɪz ə ˈlɪtəl bɪt streɪnʤ bʌt doʊnt bi ʃaɪ ænd tɛl mi əˈbaʊt jʊər 
ˈfeɪvərɪt ˈɑrtəst ɔr ˈmjuzɪk grup/ 
M7: /wɛl, ɪts kaɪnd ʌv streɪnʤ bɪˈkɔs aɪ doʊnt ˈrɪli hæv ə ˈfeɪvərɪt ˈɑrtəst, fɔr mi ðə ˈprɑˌsɛs ʌv ˈfaɪndɪŋ 
ˈmjuzɪk ðæt aɪ laɪk ɪz ə ˈlɪtəl bɪt streɪnʤ bɪˈkɔz wɛn aɪ wɑnt tu faɪnd ˈmjuzɪk aɪ goʊ tu youtuv aɪ ˈlɪsən tu 
ðə sɔŋz aɪ ɔlˈrɛdi laɪk ænd ðə youtuv ˈælgəˌrɪðəm ɪt faɪndz mi ɛ ˌrɛkəˈmɛndz mi gʊd sɔŋz ænd səmˈtaɪms 
wɛn aɪ... wɪð ðə ˌrɛkəmənˈdeɪʃəns ðeɪ gɪv mi aɪ faʊnd mɔr sɔŋz ðæt aɪ laɪk, ɪts laɪk ˈgoʊɪŋ ænd ˈfaɪndɪŋ 
goʊld ɪn ə maɪn/ 
Researcher: /wɪʧ sɔŋ wʊd ju seɪ ɪz jʊər ˈfeɪvərɪt? wɪʧ wʌn wʊd ju ʧuz ɪf ju hæd tu?/ 
M7: /wɛl, ɪf aɪ hæd tu ʧus ə sɔŋ aɪ wʊd ʧuz ˈɪndəstri ˈbeɪbi frʌm lɪl nɑs ɛks, ɪt xæz ə ˈrɪli gʊd bi:t, ɪt saʊndz 
ˈrɪli gʊd ænd lɪl nɑs ɛks vɔɪs wʌn ʌv ðə fju ˈvɔɪsəz aɪ ˈrɪli laɪk tu ˈlɪsən, moʊst sɔŋz ðæt aɪ ˈækʧuəli ˈlɪsən tu 
aɪ θɪŋk ðeɪ ɑr səmˈtaɪmz ˈruən baɪ ðə ˈsɪŋər bɪˈkɔs ðə ˈlɪrɪks ænd ðə bɔɪs doʊnt ˈrɪli fɪt ɪn ðə sɔŋ/  
Researcher: /ˌoʊˈkeɪ soʊ ju wʊd seɪ ðæt ˈsʌmθɪŋ ðæt ju laɪk ə lɑt wɛn ju ˈlɪsən tu ˈmjuzɪk ɪz ði ˈɑrtəsts 
vɔɪs, ˈmeɪbi ðæt ðeɪ raɪt ðɛr oʊn ˈlɪrɪks æz wɛl, du ju laɪk ˈkʌvərz æt ɔl?/ 
M7: /ʤɛs, ˈækʧuəli, moʊst taɪms wɛn aɪ faʊnd ə sɔŋ ðæt aɪ laɪk aɪ traɪ tu goʊ ænd sɜrʧ fɔr ˈkʌbərz laɪk 
nɑt ˈoʊnli vɔɪs ˈkʌvərz bʌt ˈɔlsoʊ ˈkʌbərz tu ðə sɔŋ ɪtˈsɛlf soʊ aɪ goʊ faɪnd drʌm ˈkʌbərz, gɪˈtɑr ˈkʌbərz aɪ 
laɪk ˈlɪsənɪŋ tu ðoʊz ˈɔlsoʊ/  
Researcher: /raɪt, ðæts kul ænd hæv ju laɪkt ðæt ˈmjuzɪk sɪns ju wɜr jʌŋ ɔr ɪz ɪt laɪk ə læst jɪrz θɪŋ? ðɪs jɪr 
θɪŋ ɔr wʌt du ju θɪŋk?/ 
M7: /aɪ ˈrɪli ˈdɪdənt ˈfoʊkəs mʌʧ ɑn ˈlɪsənɪŋ tu ˈmjusɪk soʊ aɪ ˈxævənt θɔt əˈbaʊt... aɪ ˈxævənt ˈrɪli stɪk tu 
wʌn taɪp ʌv ˈmjusɪk soʊ wʌt... moʊst ʌv ðə taɪmz wɛn aɪ gɛt stʌk wɪð ə sɔŋ ɪt wʌz ɑn ˈfæməli trɪps wɛn 
ˈlɪsənɪŋ tu ðə ˈreɪdiˌoʊ, jɛs ɪf aɪv faʊnd ə gʊd wʌn aɪ estɪk wɪð ðæt wʌn/ 
Researcher: /du ju laɪk ˈspænɪʃ ˈmjuzɪk æz wɛl ɔr ˈɛvriˌθɪŋ ju ˈlɪsən tu ɪz ɪn ˈɪŋglɪʃ?/ 
M7: /jɛs, ˈækʧuəli ˈspænɪʃ sɔŋz aɪ xæv ˈoʊnli tu ðæt aɪ laɪk, aɪ doʊnt ˈrɪli laɪk ˈspænɪʃ ˈmjuzɪk, moʊst ʌv ðə 
θɪŋz aɪ ˈlɪsən tu ɑr ɪn ˈɪŋglɪʃ/ 
Researcher: ˈɑsəm ænd du ju faɪnd ɪt hɑrd ɔr ˈizi tu ˌʌndərˈstænd ðə ˈlɪrɪks?/ 
M7: /aɪ faɪnd ɪt kaɪnd ʌv ˈisi aɪ gɑt juzd tu ɪt ˈprɪti fæst/ 
Researcher: /soʊ ju gɛt juzd tu ði ˈɑrtəst fæst ɔr ɪz ɪt laɪk dʌz ɪt ʧeɪnʤ rəˈgɑrdɪŋ ði ˈæksɛnt ˈmeɪbi ɔr ðə 
spid? dʌz ɪt ʧeɪnʤ ɔr ɪz ɪt ˈɔlˌweɪz ˈizi fɔr ju?/ 
M7: /ɪts ˈɔlˌweɪz ˈisi bɪˈkɔs ˈɔlsoʊ moʊst ʌv ðə taɪms aɪ ˈlɪsən tu fæst sɔŋz ænd ræp sɔŋz ðæt ˈrɪli tɔk ˈbɛri 
fæst/ 
Researcher: /soʊ ju ɑr ʤʌst juzd tu ɪt æt ðɪs pɔɪnt?/ 
M7: /aɪm juzd tu ˈlɪsənɪŋ tu fæst θɪŋz soʊ aɪ ˌʌndərˈstænd ɪt ˈrɪli wɛl/ 
Researcher: /raɪt, ænd hu wʊd ju seɪ ɪz jʊər ˈfeɪvərɪt ræp ˈɑrtəst, ˈmjuzɪk ˈɑrtəst?/ 
M7: /aɪ wʊd seɪ ˌɛmɪˈnɛm, bɪˈkɔs ʌv xɪs ˈkɛrɪktər, xi ɪs nɑt ˈrɪli ðə bɛst ˈpɜrsən, bʌt ðæts wʌt meɪks hɪm 
ˈspɛʃəl, aɪ gɛs/ 
Researcher: /ˌoʊˈkeɪ, du ju noʊ ˈɛniˌθɪŋ əˈbaʊt hɪz laɪf?/ 
M7: /nɑt mʌʧ, bʌt aɪ du noʊ ðæt xi xæz ə lɑt ʌv kənˈflɪkts wɪð ˈmɛni ˈpipəl, xi ˈɔlsoʊ xæd ðæt ˈkɑnflɪkt wɪð 
xɪz ˈmʌðər wɛn xi wɛnt tu kɔrt wɪð xɜr/ 
Researcher: /kənˈflɪkts, ju seɪ?/ 
M7: /jɛs, aɪ θɪŋk ðeɪ wɛnt tu kɔrt əˈbaʊt ə sɔŋ xi meɪd wɛr xi dɪst xɜr/ 
 
 
 
 


