Judith Martin Esandia

l I |( ] E i FACULTAD DE CIENCIAS HUMANAS, SOCIALES Y DE LA
EDUCACION

GIZA, GIZARTE ETA HEZKUNTZA ZIENTZIEN FAKULTATEA

Universidad Publica de Navarra
Nafarroako Unibertsitate Publikoa

Master Universitario de Profesorado de Educacion Secundaria
Unibertsitate Masterra Bigarren Hezkuntzako Irakasletzan

Trabajo Fin de Master
Master Bukaerako Lana

The Interlocutor Factor in the
Phonological Cross-linguistic Influence
of Secondary L1-Spanish EFL Students

Estudiante: Judith Martin Esandia
Tutor/Tutora: Raul Azpilicueta-Martinez
Especialidad/ Espezialitatea: Inglés

Junio, 2022



The interlocutor factor on the phonological cross-linguistic influence of secondary L1 Spanish EFL students

RESUMEN

Aungque la investigacion sobre la influencia interlingliistica haya investigado la influencia fonética
interlinglistica y subtemas como la representacion fonoldgica de nifios bilinglies, la importancia de la
inteligibilidad u ocasiones en las que ciertos sonidos se manifiestan como fonemas exclusivamente en
ciertas lenguas, todavia ha de abordar el efecto que el factor del interlocutor podria ejercer en las
decisiones fonoldgicas de los estudiantes de lenguas extranjeras. Con el fin de abordar esta incdgnita, el
presente estudio realizé un conjunto de ejercicios orales con once alumnos del modelo plurilingiie de 4 ¢
de la ESO del colegio I.E.S Ibaialde. La primera fase requeria que, en parejas, los participantes fueran
incluyendo en su conversacion palabras previamente seleccionadas. La segunda fase preservé el mismo
procedimiento modificando Unicamente al interlocutor, que pasd a ser la investigadora en vez de un
comparniero. Este cambio se realizd para observar el efecto que el interlocutor ejerce sobre las decisiones
fonoldgicas que tomaron los estudiantes durante ambas fases y asi poder compararlas. Los resultados
sugerian que, aunque los fonemas presentaban diferentes grados de dificultad a la hora de su
pronunciacién, el nimero de errores cometidos durante las conversaciones con la investigadora
disminuyeron, aumentando a su vez los aciertos. La investigacidon concluye que la comunicacién con
interlocutores de nivel linglistico diferente puede ser beneficioso para el perfeccionamiento de la

pronunciacién 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 L.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, [0] is not present as a
phoneme in Dutch, which makes Dutch speakers perceive it as a sound closer to [s] and [[] than an English
speaker would. Nevertheless, taking Spanish pronunciation patterns into consideration, the voiced dental
fricative [0] resembles more [d] than the voiced alveolar tap [r] while to native English speakers the voiced
dental fricative [0] has more similarities with the postalveolar approximant [r] 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 [6] sound while alternating with the [r] sound, but in
Spanish [d] is pronounced /d/ in initial position, but /3/ 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.

Allin 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 L.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 / 8i:z/ BORING /'borty/ YES /jes/
SHE / fi/ HELLO /ha'lov/ WOULD /wod/
STRANGE /streindz/ VERY /'veri/ JOB /dzab/
TRAVEL /'traevasl/ PRESENT /'prezant/ CHANGE / fleinds/
STOP /stap/ MEAN /mi:n/ YELLOW /'jelow/

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

BEAT /bi:t/ BASIC /'bersk/ YEAR /jir/
SHY /far/ HARD /hard/ WOULD /wod/
STRANGE /streindz/ VOICE /vats/ JAZZ | dszez/
COVER /'kavar/ MUSIC /' mjuzzk/ CHOICE /tfors/
SPANISH /spaenzf/ EASY /'i:zi/ YOUNG /jan/

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
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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 /1/, /s/ + consonant # ‘es’ + consonant, /b/ vs /v/, /i/ vs /d3/, /[/
vs /s/vs /z/, /h/ vs /x/ and /{/. Nevertheless, /i:/, /[/ and /4/ did not present enough of a struggle for the
students to pronounce collecting an insufficient number of mistakes, therefore, these phonemes were
swapped for /n/ 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/ /dz/ /il /h/-/x/ /s+cons/ /n/ Total
Student-Student 107 E 141E 17E 60 E 69 E 24E 17E 435 E
20C 75C 21¢C 55C 33¢C 6C 45C 255C
Researcher-Student 41E 141E 4E 57E 89E 29E 1E 364 E
30C 179 C 22¢ 59 C 57¢C 1¢ 139C 497 C
Student-Student 84%E 65%E 45%E 529%E 68%E 80%E 27%E 63%E
16%C 35%C 55%C 48%C 32%C 20%C 73%C 37%C
Researcher-Student 58%E 44%E 15%E 49%E 61%E 72%E 0.7%E 42%E
42%C 56%C 85%C 51%C 39%C 28%C 99.3%C 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 /d3/ 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 (/dz/), 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 /n/. 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 /n/, 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 /n/ was articulated a total

of 139 times having a 99.3% success rate on uttering the sound /n/.
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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.

STUDENTS v/ /z/ /dz/ /il /h/-/x/ S+cons /n/ Errors & Correct A.

M1 5/b/ 5/s/ 4/i/ 7/d3/ 0/x/ 1 /es+c/ 0/n/ 22E
0/v/ 5/z/ 1/d3/ 1/i/ 10 /h/ 1 /s+c/ 3/n/ 21C

F1 1/b/ 8/s/ 1/j/ 4 /d3/ 0/x/ 1 /es+c/ 0/n/ 15E
2/v/ 6 /2/ 2/c3/ 2/i/ 2/h/ 0 /s+c/ 4/n/ 18C

M2 6/b/ 8 /s/ 2/i/ 0/dz/ 12 /x/ 2 Jes+c/ 0/n/ 30E
/jav/ 5/ 9/2/ 3/ds/ 10/j/ 1/h/ 1/s+c/ 5/n/ 41C
M3 6/b/ 12 /s/ 2/i/ 4 /dz/ 12 /x/ N/A 3/n/ 39E
1N/ 7/2/ 2/ &/ 4/l 1/h/ 4/n/ 19C

M4 5 /b/ 26 /s/ 4/i/ 2 /dz/ 11 /x/ 1/es+c/ 3/n/ 52E
1N/ 9/2/ 2/ &/ 4/l 0/h/ 1/s+c/ 1/n/ 18C

M5 11 /b/ 9 /s/ 1/i/ 12 /ds/ 5 /x/ 2/es+c/ 2/n/ 42E
o/ 4/2/ 3/ds/ 0/i/ 0/h/ 0 /s+c/ 3/n/ 10E

M6 2 /b/ 13 /s/ 1/i/ 7/d3/ 6 /x/ 6/es+c/ 0/n/ 35E
1N/ 1/2/ 1/d3/ 1/i/ 0/h/ 1/s+c/ 5/n/ 10C

M7 26 /b/ 17 /s/ 1/i/ 5 /d3/ 10 /x/ 5/es+c/ 7 /n/ 71E
5 /v/ 7/2/ 1/d3/ 12 /i/ 0/h/ 0 /s+c/ 1/n/ 26C

M8 17 /b/ 19 /s/ 1/i/ 9/dz/ 4 /x/ 2/es+c/ 2/n/ S4E
3N/ 7/2/ 3/ds/ 9/i/ 1/h/ 1/s+c/ 2/n/ 26C

F2 17 /b/ 14 /s/ o/i/ 4 /dz/ 5 /x/ 0/es+c/ 0/n/ 40E
2 v/ 5/z/ 2 /d3/ 9/i/ 14 /h/ 1/s+c/ 5/n/ 38C

F3 11 /b/ 10/s/ o/i/ 6 /d3/ 4 /x/ 4/es+c/ 0/n/ 35E
5 /v/ 15 /z/ 1/dz/ 3/i/ 4 /h/ 0 /s+c/ 5/n/ 33C

Total 107 /b/ 141 /s/ 17 /i/ 60 /d3/ 69 /x/ 24/es+c/ 17 /n/ 435E
20 /v/ 75 /2/ 21 /d3/ 43 Ji/ 33 /h/ 6 /s+c/ 45 /n/ 243C

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
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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 /jav/ instead of /dzab/ 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 /dz/, 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 /dz/.

Regarding the wrong use of /dz3/ 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 /dzu/ while trying to say ‘you’ or /dzes/ 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 /dzes/ and five by saying /dzu/. 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 /jumaristik/
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
/n/ at the end of words like ‘thing’, ‘traveling’ or ‘training’ 17 times and yet utter the phoneme /n/ 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.

STUDENTS v/ /z/ /d3/ /il /h/-/x/ /S+cons/ /n/ Errors &

Correct A.
M1 1/b/ 7/s/ 0/i/ 6/d/ 1/x/ 0/es+c/ 0/n/ 15E
3/ 10 /2/ 2 /ds/ 12 /j/ 16 /h/ 3 [s+c/ 10/n/ 46C
F1 0/b/ 5/s/ 0/i/ 5/d3/ 1/x/ 3/es+c/ 0/n/ 15E
2/v/ 23 /2/ 2 /ds/ 4/l 10/h/ 2 [s+c/ 15 /n/ 43C
M2 2 /b/ 16 /s/ 1/du/ 2 /dz/ 15 /x/ 1/es+c/ 0/n/ 36E
/ inda'viduwal/ 4 /v/ 4 /z/ 1/d3/ 8/i/ 3/h/ 1/s+c/ 7/n/ 21C
M3 6/b/ 18 /s/ 0/j/ 5 /dz/ 9 /x/ 3/es+c/ 1/n/ 42E
2 /v/ 13 /z/ 2 /d3/ 6/j/ 9/h/ 3 /s+c/ 13 /n/ 45C
M4 4 /b/ 15 /s/ 1/i/ 1/d3/ 23 /x/ 1/es+c/ 0/n/ A5E
0 /v/ 19 /2/ 5/ds/ 6/i/ 0/h/ 2/s+c/ 15 /n/ 32C
M5 9/b/ 5/s/ 0/i/ 10 /d3/ 7% 6/es+c/ 0/n/ 37E
4/ 14 /2/ 4 /d3/ 11/j/ 0/h/ 0/s+c/ 15 /n/ 33C
M6 1/b/ 21/s/ 3/i/ 3 /d3/ 9/x/ 3/es+c/ 0/n/ 40E
3/ 10 /2/ 1/c3/ 7/i/ 1/h/ 1/s+c/ 11 /n/ 23C
M7 4 /b/ 14 /s/ 0/j/ 1/d3/ 16 /x/ 0/es+c/ 0/n/ 35E
2/v/ youtuv 2 v/ 27 /2/ 2 /c/ 3/i/ 2/h/ 6 /s+c/ 20 /n/ 42¢
M8 4 /b/ 21 /s/ 0/j/ 17 /d3/ 8 /x/ 6/es+c/ 0/n/ 56E
3 /nx/ 5/v/ 15 /2/ 1/c3/ 1/i/ 0/h/ 0 /s+c/ 10/n/ 22C
F2 8/b/ 10/s/ 0/i/ 0/d3/ 0/x/ 3/es+c/ 1/n/ 21E
/dzendarz/ 4 v/ 28 /z/ 2 /d3/ 22 /i/ 16 /h/ 0 /s+c/ 13 /n/ 72C
F3 2 /b/ 9/s/ N/A 7 /d3/ 1/x/ 3/es+c/ 0/n/ 22E
1N/ 16 /2/ 3/i/ 0/h/ 0 /s+c/ 8/n/ 20C
TOTAL 41E 141E 4E 57E 89E 29E 1E 364E
30C 179C 22C 59C 57C 11C 139C 497C

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.
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Unanticipatedly, there was an instance of the Spanish ‘z’, which would be the equivalent of the
English /8/, 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 /d3/ 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 /dz/ 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 /inda'vidzual/ both uttered /inda'vidual/.

Fourthly, the mistake of using the phoneme /d3/ 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 /n/ 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 /n/ was uttered by the participants, the research obtains
the second-highest number of correct pronunciations of a phoneme the investigation has recorded, 139.

Allin 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/, /i/, /h/ and /s/ followed by a consonant, could be considered
particularly challenging for the learners regardless of the interlocutor.

Regarding the mistake of uttering /d3/ 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: /e wel a1 mi:n 1z, 1z 3 'baot a g3rl hu haes ‘resantli dard aend hi 1s jast 'gowin... [i 1z jast 'govin
tu da 'heiban aend 1ts 3 'bavt wat 'haepans tu har der in 'heiban/

F1: /uhm '1sant 1t latk 3 'baut r1'ltjus estaf? br'kas 1t 'kinda saondz latk 1t/

M1: /nou, nou 1ts nat 'beri r1'ltjus. 1ts jast wen dgu get 1n 'heiban ju heev 1'naf paints 1n dzuar laif
aend da r1'ltjus part 1s of/

F1: / ou'ker, ar 91nk dzet 1t kaen bi 'veri ‘Intrastin, bat dses ar wil giv ju mar... a1 wil trast du,
dgvar... d3ovar € teist In 'siriz a&end 'muvis eend ar houvp deaet ar 13rn 'samd1n 3 'baut 1t aend en 'dzor

it/
M1: /dzu wil lazk 1t/
F1: /9eenk ju/

Example one illustrates how both M1 and F1 uttered /dzu/ 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 /d3u/ and its derivation /dzuar/. 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 /d3/ such as ‘giant’, ‘imagine’,
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‘jealous’ ‘just’ or ‘religious’, which they pronounce /'jarant/, /t'majan/, /'jelas/, /jast/ and /r1'lzjas/.
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 /feindz/, /streindz/,
/'naladz/ and /bridz/. As example one illustrated, due to the influence of Spanish pronunciation patterns,
F1 uttered /ri'lsjas/ instead of /ri'lidzas/, 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: /d3es, ou'ker ar O1nk daet da f3rst part av da film 1s a b1t 'borin b1'kas 'nadin ‘xaepanz ‘oounli
Oer 1z §a g3rl Gaet 1z 5 'beri € latk 'weldi xeez a 'beri 'welSi feemali € da maen 1s 3 gar daet € winz
lazk a prazs aend 'entars da bout aend bar ‘entarin d1s bouot der fel 1n Iav aend latk der l1v 1n §a bout
and du wat der want wi 'Gaut € da ‘perants av da g3rls € da par' mifan av 8a g3rlz 'perants. ou ke,
€ du ju B1nk 'eni part av da film fod xaev bin tletndzd?/

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: / ou 'ker sou ju wud ser 8zet 'snmV1n deet ju latk a lat wen ju ‘lisan tu ‘mjuzik 1z di

‘artasts vazs, 'meibi dzet der rart der ovn 'liriks sez wel, du ju lazk 'kavarz aet 21?7/

M7: /dzes, 'aektfuali, moust tarms wen a1 favnd a son daet ar lark ar trar tu goo aend s3rtf for 'knbarz

lazk nat ‘ovnli vars 'kavarz bat 'alsou 'kabarz tu da son 1t 'self sou ar gou faind dram ‘kabarz, g1 'tar
'kabarz ar latk 'ltsanin tu dovz dlsov/
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Example 4.

M9: /e wel, ar 91nk 1t waz 'veri mi:n bar x3r part ehm a1 9at d1s wod nat ‘xaepan and wel 1ts an
im'paektin 'noutas/

M2: /e jes 1ts € 1ts 'veri, 1ts 'beri mi:n fram da g3rls par'spektiv tu jast brerk ap wid hiz ‘partnar
bz 'kas 1z brouk. a1 91nk deet ju fud € O1nk 2 'baut mor O1nz daen € 8a 'mani wen 'tluzin joar 'bor frend
ar 'g3rl frend, € sou ar wod tfernds daet part av da ‘'mubi bz 'kos ar 'drdant lazk 1t/

M2: /'beri mi:n, 'beri mi:n/

In addition, results suggest that /' feivarit/ 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 /bais/ rather than /vars/ 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: /1t was 'nart mers 2. ar O1nk 8a 'tartal kuld bi o 'Iital bt ‘eskeri. 1t xaez 3 'lital b1t av 'fani,
hjumaristtk ‘'moumants/

M5: /ou, 1t was 3 jumaristtk fiim?/

M6: /nat a jumoristik, bat 1t xaes snm ‘aksian parts aend sam ‘fani 'kaman teris/

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 /jumoristik/ instead of
/hjumoristik/. 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
‘W.

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: /'meibi lazk da xaef av da ‘'mjusik, ar lazk '2lsou a'nadar taip av ‘'mjuzik latk dzet 1z '2l weiz n
‘espaentf € bat da wan az ‘lzsan tu In ‘1ngltf ‘meinli 1s ‘evri 91n kwin/

RESEARCHER: / ou 'ker &end wat taip av ‘'mjuzik du ju lazk 1n 'spaenif?/

M3: /in ‘spaentf ar lazk lazk reger toun € jes 2l moust reger tovn/

Regarding the sound /n/, four out of five students who uttered /n/ rather than /n/ 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 /n/ 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: /wau, hi waz 'veri jan, aend wat wod ju ser 1z joar fervartt 01 a3 'baut 1 lek ‘tranzk
'mjuzik? 1z 1t 83 bit?/

M8: /dzes, da bi:t a&end da 'ridam, dzes/

RESEARCHER: /rart, sou a1 ges daet ju alsou latk 8er 'voisaz, rart?/

MS8: /dzes, wel 1n sam sanz der doovnt stnx/

The researcher uttered the sound /n/ 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
/n/ correctly the first time in the sentence while pronouncing the word ‘songs’, he overcorrected himself
and mispronounced ‘sing’ as /stnx/ 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/, /i/, /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 /dz/ 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 /d3/. 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 | — 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

e TOPIC—> 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:
e Characters, their life
e  Why you like it
e Your opinion about it (ask your mate’s opinion too)
e The plot

e Anything you want to mention about it
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Appendix Il - 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

e TOPIC—> 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:
e The artist, their life
e  Why you like them
e Your opinion on their music (ask your mate’s opinion too)
e Different songs you like

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

SEVENTH COUPLE > M5 & M6

M5: /ha'los M6/

M6: /ha'low, hao ar ju?/

M5: /azm fain. wat did ju du laest 'wi kend?/

M6: /ou, a1 s2 o film, o 'skeri film/

M5: /wat film did ju si?/

M6: /33 nan, 1t waz @ ‘prezant for, fram mar ‘perants for mar 'b3r0 dei/

MS5: /ou, jes, a1 'alsow so deet film 1n da 'stnama 8i ‘Adar der. 8iz tarps Av filmz a1 lazk o lat, bat a'spefli
dowvz wan, a1 81nk waz 'veri 'borin/

M6: /jes, a1 Bink waz a 'veri streindz/

MS5: /a1 kod 1m'pruv o lat Av 810z moar br'kaz 1t waz 'veri sloo da film/

M6: /jes, 1t waz 8 'lital b1t slow. mar 'fervarit part av da film waz €, wen [i 3 mern 'keriktar draivz in har
‘jelot kar and staps 1n frant av da tertf wats 'sitn fers tu fers wid ds nan/

M5: /ou jes, a1 'olsou lak @ lat d1s part, 1t waz 'veri ‘veri 'Intrastin, eend ar— 1t waz lazk @ ‘nart, mer/

MB6: /jes, a1 B1nk sowu/

M5: /a1 B1nk da laest part waz 'veri 'veri ‘borin, 1t ‘dazant ‘haepan ‘eni 01n. a1 wod tfeinds a lat Av parts av
d1s. a1 min der 'ivin bild, fiimd s 3ryf/

MB6: /jes, a1 wod pot latk mor 'difarant 'sinariz aend latk d1s, da film wod bi a 'Irtal bt mor, nat 'fani, € bat
wi0 mor 'sinariz it wil/wod bi 'me1bi mar 'skeri/

MS5: /jes, a'nadar film, a'nadar 'skeri film a1 so 8i ‘Adar der waz o 'Ital b1t 'betar. wat waz da laest film daet
did ju si?/

M®6: /1t waz 'nart merz 2. a1 O1nk da 'tartal keen bi o 'Intal bt ‘skeri. 1t haez a 'lital bit av ‘fani ‘movmants/
M5: /oo, 1t waz @ humoristic film?/

M6: /nat a humoristic, bat 1t haez sam "aekfan parts &end sam ‘fani 'kaman teriz/

MS5: /du ju Bink 1n da 'fjufer ju wod latk tu dzab latk @ 'keemara ‘filmar/

M6: /nou, a1 Bink deet now, br'koz a1 Oink daet a1 ‘'woudant latk tu bi ol s tazm 'filmin 'vidiooz or 'teikin
‘fou tovz Av 'sanmBin/

MS5: /jes, a1 Bink 'alsow deet d1s dzab 1t kuod bi 'veri 'veri-'borin/

M6: /—o 'lital brt 'barn. jes/

M5: / ou'ket sou, haev a na1s det/

M6: haev s nars der/

M5: /wi haev 'finift a1 O1nk/

M6: /wert @ ‘'moumant. ju wod latk tu bi nekst der mit tu si a'nadar film?/
MS5: /jes, eend a1 81nk wi kod watf an'tartid a1 O1nk 1ts o 'veri gud film/
M6: /ov, an'fartid da nu film av tam 'haland—/

MS5: /jes, av tam ‘haland/

M6: /—0a 'spardarmaen 'aktar?/

MS5: /jes, 1t wod bi 'veri ‘fani/

Meé: / ou'ker, ou'ker/

M5: /bar/

M6: /bar/
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HOW THEY PRONOUNCED |

M5: /xa'los M6/

M6: /xa'lou, xau ar ju?/

M5: /aim fain. wat did dzu du laest ‘wi kend?/

M6: /ou, a1 52 o film, @ 'eskeri film/

M5: /wat film did dzu si?/

M®6: /33 nan, 1t was @ 'presant for, fram mar ‘perants for mar 'b3r0 dei/

MS5: /ou, dzes, a1 'alsowu so deet film 1n §a 'stnema §i 'Adar der. di:s taips Av films a1 laik a lat, bat a'spefli
dous wan, a1 B1nk waz 'beri ‘borin/

M6: /dzes, a1 B1nk it was 8 'beri estrerndg/

M5: /a1 kod 1m'pruv o lat Av 8102 mor br'kas 1t waz 'beri eslow da film/

M6: /dzes, 1t was o ‘lital b1t eslow. mar 'fervart part av da film was €, wen si da mein 'kertktar drazys in
x3r 'dzelow kar eend staps 1n frant Av 8a fartf wat it 'sitn fers tu fers wid da nan/

M5: /oo dzes, at "alsou latk a lat d1s part, 1t waZ 'beri "beri 'Intrastif, eend ar— 1t was lazk @ ‘nart, mer/

M6: /dzes, a1 Oink sow/

Me6: /a1 B1nk da laest part was 'beri ‘beri "borin, 1t ‘'dasant 'xaepan ‘eni 01f). a1 wod feindg a lat Av parts av
d1s. a1 min dex 'iben bild, fiimd s farty/

M6: /dzes, a1 wod pot latk mor ‘difarant 'sinariz send laik d1s, da film wod bi o 'lrtal bit mor, nat 'fani, €
bat wid mar ‘esinariz it wil/wod bi ‘'merbi mor ‘eskeri/

M5: /dzes, a'nadar film, a'nadar 'eskeri film a1 so 8i 'Adar de1 was a 'lital bt 'betar. wat was da laest film
deet did dzu si?/

M6: /1t was ‘natt mers 2. a1 Bink da "tartal kuld bi a ‘Irtal b1t ‘eskeri. 1t xaez o 'lrtal b1t Av ‘fani, hjumaristik
‘moomants/

M5: /oo, 1t wAs 9 jumaristrk fiim?/

M6: /nat a jumoristik, bat 1t xaes sam "aeksian parts @&nd sam ‘fani ‘’kaman teris/

MS5: /du dzu B1nk 1n 8a 'fjutar dzu wod latk tu dgav latk @ ‘keemara ‘filmar/

M6: /nou, a1 Bink dzet nov, br'kas a1 B1nk dzet ar ‘'wudant laik tu bi ol 8a tazm 'filmig 'bidious or 'terkin
‘fou tous Av 'sanm0ip/

MS5: /dzes, a1 B1nk alsou daet 81s dgab 1t kod bi 'beri 'beri-'borig/

M6: /—a 'lrtal b1t 'bor1. dzes/

M5: / ou'ket sou, xaev 3 nais det/

M6: /xav 3 nais der/

M5: /wi xaev 'finif@ a1 Oink/

M6: /wett @ ‘'moumant. dzu wod latk tu bi nekst det mit tu si a'nadar film?/
MS5: /dzes, eend a1 B1nk wi kod watf an'farted a1 B1nk 1ts @ 'beri gud film/
M6: /ou, an'tartid 83 nju film av tam 'xaland—/

M5: /dzes, Av tam 'xaland/

M6: /—0a 'espardarmaen ‘aektar?/

M5: /dzes, 1t wod bi ‘beri 'fani/

Meé: / ou'ker, ou'ker/

M5: /bar/

M6: /bar/
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Appendix IV - Phonetic transcription of one of the researcher-student interactions

10*" SOLO 20 - M7

Researcher: /ha'lov, a1 nov da sifu’erfon 1z o 'lital b1t streinds bat dount bi [ar and tel mi a'bavt joar
‘fervartt 'artast or ‘'mjuzik grup/

M7: /wel, 1ts kaind Av streinds b1'koz a1 dount 'r1li haev o ‘fervarit ‘artast, for mi da 'pra ses av ‘faindin
‘mjuzik deet a1 latk 1z  'Ittal b1t streindz b1'kaz wen a1 want tu farnd 'mjuzzk a1 goo tu youtube a1 'lisan tu
09 sonz arol'redi lazk @nd da youtube "zlga ridam 1t faindz mi € reka' mendz mi god sonz @nd sam 'taimz
wen ar... wid da rekaman’derfanz der giv mi a1 fasnd mor sonz deet ar laik, 1ts latk ‘'gouin aend ‘faindin
gould 1n 8 main/

Researcher: /witf son wod ju ser 1z juar fervarit? wif wan wod ju fuz 1f ju haed tu?/

M7: /wel, 1f a1 haad tu fuz a son a1 wod fuz 'tndastri 'betbi fram Izl naz ks, 1t haez o 'r1li god bit, 1t savndz
‘r1li god eend l1l naz eks va1s wan av 8a fju 'varsaz a1 'rili latk tu 'lzsan, moust sonz deet a1 ‘aekfuali 'lisan tu
a1 B1ink der ar sam'taimz ‘ruan bar da 'sinar b1'koz ds 'liriks aend da vais downt 'rili fit in 8 son/
Researcher: / ou'ker sou ju wod ser daet 'sam01n deaet ju latk a lat wen ju ‘lisan tu ‘mjuzik 1z 8i "artasts
vars, ‘merbi daet 8er rait der oun ‘liriks &z wel, du ju latk 'kavarz et ol?/

M7: /jes, 'akfuali, moust tatmz wen a1 favnd a son 8aet ar latk a1 trar tu goo send s3rtf for 'kavarz lazk nat
‘ounli vais 'kavarz bat alsoo 'kavarz tu 8a san 1t'self sow a1 gow faind dram ‘kavarz, gr'tar 'kavarz ar latk
‘lzsanin tu doovz dlsou/

Researcher: /rait, dzets kul and haev ju latkt deet ‘mjuzzk sins ju war jan or 1z 1t lazk a leest jirz 61n? d1s jir
01n or wat du ju Bink?/

M7: /a1 'r1li 'didant ‘foukas mat an 'lisanin tu ‘'mjuzik soo a1 "haevant 8at a'baot... a1 'haevant 'rili stik tu
WAN tazp Av 'mjuzik soo wat... moost Av da taimz wen a1 get stak wid a san 1t waz an ‘feemali trips wen
‘lisanin tu 8a ‘rexdi o, jes 1f a1v favnd @ gud wan ar stk wid daet wan/

Researcher: /du ju latk 'spaeni| ‘mjuzik aez wel or "evri 611 ju 'l1san tu 1z 1n "1nglif?/

M7: /jes, 'aekifuali ‘'spaenif sanz a1 haev 'ounli tu deet a1 latk, ar dount 'rili lazk 'spaenif ‘mjuzik, mouwst Av da
01nz a1 'lisan tu ar 1n ‘tnglif/

Researcher: ‘asam and du ju faind 1t hard or 'izi tu andar'steend da 'lzrzks?/

M7: /a1 faind 1t kaind av 'izi a1 gat juzd tu 1t 'priti faest/

Researcher: /sou ju get juzd tu i "artast faest or 1z 1t lazk daz 1t feindz ra'gardin di 'aeksent 'meibi or 8a
spid? daz 1t ferndz or 1z 1t "ol weiz 'izi for ju?/

M7: /1ts "ol weiz 'izi b1'koz 'alsos moust Av §a tatmz ar 'lisan tu faest sonz and raep sonz deet 'rli tok 'veri
faest/

Researcher: /sot ju ar d3ast juzd tu 1t set 81s point?/

M7: /aim juzd tu 'lzsanin tu faest 81nz sow a1 Andar'staend 1t ‘r1li wel/

Researcher: /ra1t, nd hu wod ju ser 1z juar ‘fervartt raep 'artast, ‘'mjuzik ‘artast?/

M7: /a1 wod ser emi'nem, br'koz av hiz 'keriktar, hi 1z nat 'rili 82 best ‘p3rsan, bat daets wat metks him
‘spefal, a1 ges/

Researcher: / 0v'ker, du ju nou ‘eni B1n a'bavt hiz larf?/

M7: /nat may, bat a1 du now dzet hi haez a lat Av kan'flikts wid ‘'meni 'pipal, hi 'alsou haed daet 'kanflikt
wi0 h1iz ‘'madar wen hi went tu kort wid har/

Researcher: /kanflikts, ju se1?/

M7: /jes, a1 Oink der went tu kart 3'baot a san hi merd wer hi dist har/
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Researcher: /ha'lov, a1 nov da s1fu’erfan 1z o 'Iital b1t streinds bat dount bi [ar aend tel mi a'bauvt juoar
‘fervartt 'artast or ‘'mjuzik grup/

M7: /wel, 1ts kaind Av streindg b1 kos a1 dount 'r1li heev o ‘fervartt ‘artast, for mi da ‘pra ses av ‘faindip
‘mjuzrk dzet ar laik 1 o 'lrtal bit streindg b1'koz wen a1 want tu faind 'mjuzik a1 gow tu youtuv ai ‘lisan tu
09 sonz arol'redi latk &end da youtuv ‘aelga ridam 1t fazndz mi € reka'mendz mi god sopz eend sam'tatms
wen ar... wid da rekaman’derfans de1 giv mi a1 favnd mor sopz deet ar laik, 1ts latk ‘gourn send ‘faindip
gould 1n 8 main/

Researcher: /witf son wod ju se1 1z juar fervarit? wiff wan wod ju fuz 1f ju haed tu?/

M7: /wel, 1f a1 hlaed tu tfus a solj ar wod fuz 'tndastri 'berbi fram l1l nas ks, 1t xeez a 'r1li gud bi:t, 1t savndz
‘r1li god eend l1l nas eks ¥ors wan Av 8a fju ‘Wo1saZz a1 'rili lazk tu ‘l1san, mouwst sofz dzet a1 ‘sekifuali 'lisan tu
a1 Bink der ar sam'tatmz ‘ruan bar da ‘sigar b1'kas da 'lirtks @end da bais dount 'rili f1t 1n da sop/
Researcher: / ou'ker sou ju wod ser daet 'sam01n deaet ju latk a lat wen ju 'lisan tu ‘mjuzik 1z 8i "artasts
vars, ‘merbi daet 8er rait der oon 'liriks &z wel, du ju latk 'kavarz et ol?/

M7: /dzes, "sektfusli, moust tatms wen a1 favnd a sof dzet a1 laik a1 trar tu gow aend s3rif for 'kabarz latk
nat 'oonli Mors 'kavarz bat 'alsot 'kabarz tu ds sof 1t'self sows a1 gou faind dram 'kabargz, gr'tar 'kabarz ar
lazk ‘lzsanif tu owz 'alsov/

Researcher: /rait, dzets kul a&nd haev ju latkt daet ‘mjuzik sins ju war jan or 1z 1t lazk o laest jirz B1n? d1s jir
01n or wat du ju Bink?/

M7: /a1 'rili ‘didant ‘foukas matf an 'lzsanifg tu ‘mjusik soo a1 ‘xaevent 6ot a'baot... a1 ‘xeevant 'rili stik tu
WAN taIp Av ‘'mjusik sou wat... moust Av da taimz wen ar get stak wid o sof 1t wazZ an ‘feemali trips wen
‘lisanin tu da 'rexdi, oo, jes 1f a1v favnd @ god wan ar esttk wid daet wan/

Researcher: /du ju latk 'spaeni| 'mjuzik sez wel or "evri 611 ju 'lzsan tu 1z 1n "1nglif?/

M7: /jes, 'eektfuali 'spaenif sonz a1 xeev ‘oovnli tu deet ar laik, a1 doont 'rili lazk ‘speenif ‘'mjuzik, mowst Av 8a
01nz a1 'lisan tu ar 1n 'tnglif/

Researcher: ‘asam and du ju faind 1t hard or 'izi tu andar'steend da 'lzrzks?/

M7: /a1 faind 1t kaind av 'isi a1 gat juzd tu 1t 'priti faest/

Researcher: /sou ju get juzd tu i "artast faest or 1z 1t lazk daz 1t feindz ra'gardin di 'aeksent 'meibi or 8a
spid? daz 1t ferndz or 1z 1t "ol weiz 'izi for ju?/

M7: /1ts ol weiz 'isi b1'kos "alsos moust Av da tazms a1 'l1san tu faest sogz aend raep sopz deet 'r1li tok ‘beri
faest/

Researcher: /sot ju ar d3ast juzd tu 1t set 81s point?/

M7: /azm juzd tu 'lzsanin tu faest 619z sov a1 Andar'steend 1t 'rili wel/

Researcher: /rart, nd hu wod ju ser 1z juar 'fervartt raep 'artast, ‘'mjuzik ‘artast?/

M7: /a1 wod ser em1'nem, br'kas av x1s 'keriktar, xi 1s nat ‘rili 8a best ‘parsan, bat daets wat metks him
‘spefal, a1 ges/

Researcher: / 0v'ker, du ju nou ‘eni B1n a'bavt hiz larf?/

M7: /nat mat], bat a1 du noo deet xi xaeZ o lat Av kan'flzkts wid ‘'meni 'pipal, xi '2lsou xaed daet 'kanflkt wid
X1z ‘madar wen xi went tu kort wid x3r/

Researcher: /kanflikts, ju se1?/

M7: /jes, a1 Bink der went tu kort 8'bauwt o sof xi merd wer xi dist x3r/
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