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1. Introduction

This investigation addresses the need for research in the acquisition of’
the pronunciation of Spanish by English-speaking adults learning Spanish
as a second language (L2) in a study abroad context. Specifically, it
examines the relationship between second language acquisition (SLA)
and the sociolinguistic environment by comparing the L2 pronunciation
of students learning Spanish in Madrid, Spain, and “at home” in an
American university setting. Through the qualitative and quantitative
analysis of L2 Spanish phonetic data from at home and study abroad
learners, this study seeks to provide empirical evidence that demonstrates
the advantage of acquiring L2 Spanish pronunciation in a study abroad
environment.

One of the central issues debated by SLA researchers in recent years
has been whether learners acquire an L2 better by formal instruction or
by comprehensible input alone. Comprehensible input refers to target
language (TL) that is both meaning-bearing, in the sense that it has a clear
communicative intent, and comprehensible, in that learners are able to
understand all or most of the intended message. According to Lee and
Van Patten (1995), comprehensible input is the crucial ingredient in suc-
cessful SLA because

features of language, be they grammar, vocabulary, pronuncia-
tion, or something else, can only make their way into the learn-
er’s mental representation of the language system if they have
been linked to some kind of real-world meaning. If the input is
incomprehensible or if it is not meaning-bearing, then these
form-meaning connections just don’t happen (38).
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Comprehensible input is a key component of “communicative language
teaching,” which refers to a variety of approaches used widely in the
United States and Europe for the teaching of English as a second lan-
guage and foreign languages. These approaches all share an emphasis on
the appropriate use of language rather than explicit knowledge of lan-
guage in settings that strive to recreate the natural conditions of the real
world.

The empirical studies that have specifically examined the effect of
phonological instruction for adult learners within a communicative con-
text offer mixed, and often contradictory, findings. Suter (1976), for
example, found no apparent relationship between pronunciation ability
and phonological instruction. Other researchers, however, have reported
finding beneficial effects on pronunciation (e.g., Elliott 1997; Murakawa
1981; Neufeld and Schneiderman 1980). Elliott (1995b) suggested that
instruction might have possible negative effects on pronunciation by
causing students to overgeneralize, while not teaching sounds could have
little or a slight non-significant effect on pronunciation.

In the absence of phonological instruction, increased L2 input may
have a positive effect on the pronunciation of adult learners. For exam-
ple, McCandless and Winitz (1986, 361) found that “extensive auditory
input in the beginning stages of second language learning results in
improved pronunciation relative to traditional procedures of language
instruction.” Positive effects of listening on pronunciation were similar-
ly shown by Neufeld (1978) and Burling, Becker, Henry, and Tomasova
(1981). Given these results, one might expect that communicative lan-
guage teaching’s emphasis on extensive use of the TL should indirectly
improve pronunciation. According to Elliott (1995b), this may partially
explain his finding that not teaching pronunciation did not result in sig-
nificantly worse pronunciation in a communication-based classroom.
Nevertheless, Elliott did note that, contrary to McCandless and Winitz

(1986), “pronunciation, when not formally taught, remained relatively
stable in spite of the high degree of input the learners processed” (536).

In a study that specifically addressed the teaching of Spanish pronun-
ciation in a communicative approach, Terrell (1989, 208) claimed that
“learners will acquire a sound system better with meaningful input than
with artificial exercises designed to focus on certain sounds or sound pat-
terns.” He admits, however, to having “no hard evidence to support or
reject this conclusion” (208). Terrell based his assertion on studies that
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have indicated that, whereas older children and adults are initially bettd
than younger children in acquiring L2 pronunciation, with increase
exposure and experience, younger children “catch up” and eventuall
surpass both adolescents and adults. The cognitive advantage of adulf
provides strategies that allow the older learner to communicate quickly i
the TL. Younger children who do not possess the same level of cognizliv
dev-elopment as adolescents or adults must attend to input for a longg
period Qf time before attempting to speak. According to Terrell, the fic
Fhat chl.ldren acquire a new sound system perfectly (withouic forma
lnStI'l:lC.tl.On), while adults rarely do, may justify the division of langua ]
acquisition into stages, the first being a period in which the learner wougl
concentrate on listening and comprehension skills without the extra preg
sure of having to speak. "
Terrell further supported his claim that learners will acquire the L
sound system better with meaningful input than with explicit instructio}
!oy presenting the conclusions of an “informal” error analysis of threj
mformants acquiring L2 Spanish. The subjects were native English
speal'(mg adults who had never studied Spanish in a classroom. They ha
acqulhre_d Spanish in a “natural” context, in this case, by living in th
Dom_mlcan Republic. The results of Terrell’s analysis suggested that it i
posmble for English-speaking adult learners to acquire native-like L
Spanish pronunciation with only natural input and no formal instructior
More 'recently, Elliott (1997), responding to Terrell’s (1989, 209) earl}
er warning that “only empirical research can determine the extent t
which instruction can affect the acquisition of phonology,” compared thj
effec_t of formal instruction on the gains in L2 pronunciation of America
Enghsh-_spc;:aking students of Spanish. Elliott showed that the L2 Spanis
Pronunman_oq of an experimental group that received explicit instructio
in pronunciation improved significantly compared to a control group thg
recelv'ed no such instruction. These results appear to refute Terrell
assertion that learners acquire L2 pronunciation better with comprehens
ble input alone than with explicit instruction and suggest that adult learn
ers can benefit from the teaching of pronunciation within the commy
nicative framework.
Thg present investigation seeks to contribute to the above research b
examining the pronunciation acquisition of a special type of L2 languag
!eamer—tl'qe study abroad learner. Because study abroad students a
immersed in an environment in which they use the TL on a daily basis i
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real-life communicative situations with native speakers, these learners are
exposed to a much greater amount of TL input in general, and compre-
hensible input in particular, than at home learners. It is predicted that this
increase in the opportunity to both hear and produce the TL will result in
greater improvement in L2 pronunciation accuracy for study abroad
learners compared to at home learners. In order to test this hypothesis,
Madrid study abroad learners and Los Angeles at home learners will be
compared in their acquisition of a subset of sounds considered particular-
ly difficult for English-speaking learners, the Spanish voiceless stops.

Although both English and Spanish contain a series of stop phonemes

distinguished by voicing—voiced /b d g/ contrasted with voiceless /p t
k/—important differences exist between them in terms of VOT, or voice
onset time (Lisker and Abramson 1964). VOT refers to the time interval
that occurs between the release of the articulators and the onset of vocal
cord vibration. Whereas the English voiceless stops are said to be “long-
lag” stops produced with relatively long VOT values, the English voiced
stops are considered to be “short-lag” stops produced with short VOT
values. The Spanish voiceless stops are also produced with short-lag
VOT values, while their voiced counterparts are realized with lead voic-
ing (or prevoicing), in which the vocal chords begin vibrating before the
release of the articulators. The differences between the English and
Spanish stops are illustrated in Table 1, which gives the mean VOT pro-
duction values, as well as the range of VOT values for English and
Spanish stops, as reported in a classic study by Lisker and Abramson
(1964). Despite the fact that the English and Spanish stops share the
same representation in the International Phonetic Alphabet, Table 1
reveals significant differences between them in terms of VOT. In regard
to the voiceless stops, this difference in VOT is audible as the presence
or absence of aspiration: Whereas the English voiceless stops are aspi-
rated, especially word-initially and in the onset of a stressed syllable, the
Spanish voiceless stops never are.

The specific hypothesis to be tested here is the following: The L2
Spanish pronunciation of American English-speaking adult learners who
studied Spanish in Madrid will show significant improvement in terms of
the reduction in VOT of the voiceless stops, whereas at home learners
who studied at an American university in Los Angeles will not, because
the study abroad learners had greater exposure to, and increased opportu-
nities to produce, spoken Spanish.
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Table 1. Mean VOT Measurements (in ms) f i
. E '
Stops (Lisker and Abramson 1964) : e

English Spanish

Stop Mean VOT Range Stop Mean VOT = Range
Ip/ 58 20/ 120 /p/ < 0/15
i 70 30/ 105 Il 9 0/15
/k/' 80 50/ 135 /k/ 29 15/55
/b/ 1 0/5 /b/ -138 -235/-60
/d/ 5 0/25 /d/ -110 -170/-75
/g/ 21 0/35 /g/ -108 -165/45

Note. Positive values indicate voicing lag; negative values indicate prevoicing.

2. Method

IIII order to test the above-stated hypothesis, an experim

designed to examine the production of word-initial Sl;)anis}?r\l;gilcitll:e(:)s, :tvs ]
consonants by L2 learners studying in Madrid and in Los Angeles Thre)
participants were 22 students from the University of Southern Califomia
(USQO), qll n'fltive speakers of English, who denied ever having received
any gpemﬁc instruction in Spanish pronunciation. The subjects were cat-
f:gorlzed into one “at home” control group and two “study abroad” exper-
1rpental groups.! The Los Angeles control group consisted of 13 begin-
ning learners (_4 males, 9 females) enrolled in a sixteen-week second-
semester Spanish language course at the USC campus in Los Angeles

One of the Madrid experimental groups was composed of intermediate;
leamgrs (3 males, 2 females) enrolled in a seven-week intermediate-level
Spanish course in USC’s Madrid Summer Program. The other experi-
mental'group was comprised of 4 advanced learners (all females) enrolled
in a _smteen—week program that combined upper-division courses in
Spanish language, literature, and culture, studying in Madrid under the
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auspices of Boston University.

Sample recordings of the subjects’ pronunciation of the Spanish voice-
less stops while performing two different speech tasks were taken from
both a pretest and a posttest. One of these tasks consisted of the reading
of a list of Spanish words containing /p t k/ in contexts in which they
would be aspirated in English; that is, word initially and in the onset of a
stressed syllable. The other task was a story-telling exercise in which
subjects recorded themselves describing the same scene in a stimulus pic-
ture.2 The stimulus items on the word list task were the same for both the
pretest and the posttest. The word list task elicited 2 tokens of each stop,
rendering a total of 12 tokens per individual for both tests. The speech
data for the story-telling task varied per individual and differed between
the pretest and the posttest due to the open-ended nature of the task.
However, on average the subjects produced 19 tokens each of voiceless
stops in contexts where they would be aspirated in English. The pretest
was administered to the Madrid summer session group and the Los
Angeles group during the first week of instruction. The Madrid semester
group took the pretest a few days prior to departure for Spain. All sub-
jects were then tested a second time during the final week of classes,
whether in Madrid or Los Angeles.

The speech data were digitized and analyzed acoustically using the
Praat for Phonetics speech analysis computer software. Waveforms were
generated and inspected for each token. The VOT value of each stop was
measured beginning with the release of the articulators and ending with
the onset of vocal-fold vibration. Measurement reliability was assessed
by creating a second set of waveforms, using the original corpus of data,
for each of the three stops produced by five randomly selected subjects.
The VOT values of these 15 stops were measured and compared to the
values of the original waveforms. The mean difference between the two
sets of measurements was minimal, averaging 1.5 ms, with a range of 0.0
to 3.0 ms.

3. Results

In order to evaluate the improvement in the subjects’ pronunciation of
Spanish /p t k/ in terms of reduction in VOT, a series of paired-samples t
tests was performed. The first of these measured the mean difference in
VOT between the pretest and the postest for /p/. The results, represent-
ed graphically in Figure 1, indicated that all three subject groups experi-
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:3;1/:})@1(3/[ admzan reduction in VOT. This reduction was significant for the
adrid groups at the p < .05 level and approached signi

the Los Angeles group.? For the Los An i S

: geles group, the mean di

was -5.73 ms between the pretest (M = 56.16, SD = 25-22)12"1?36?126
posttest (M = 50.43, SD = 21.21), t = -1.91, p = .061. For the Madr'cel
iummer group, the mean difference was -16.32 ms between the pretest (11\4
=43.39, SD = 16.38) and the posttest (M =27.07, SD = 12.10), t = -5.88, p <

60
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40 ~
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20

e D pretest
10 ' B
|:| posttest

Los Angeles Madrid Summer Madrid Semester

Figure 1. Mean Reduction in VOT (in m

gure Red! s) for /p/, by Grou ote.
NS 1Ind1cate_s r}on-SIgmﬁcant differences between pairs of mlz:ar(llj an
asterisk [*] indicates significance.) ’
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001. The Madrid semester group registered a mean difference of -13.95
ms between the pretest (M = 37.77, SD = 16.74) and the posttest (M =
23.82, SD = 11.01),t =-4.92,p < 001. An ANOVA was conducted in
order to evaluate whether the mean reduction in VOT differed signifi-
cantly among the groups. This test proved to be non-significant, F=2.7,
p=.061.

The results of the paired-samples t test for /t/ are presented graphically
in Figure 2. The results indicated that all three groups experienced a sig-
nificant change in mean.

60

50 9

404

30 1

20+

. S0 ] pretest

Los Angeles Madrid Summer Madrid Semester

Figure 2. Mean Difference in VOT (in ms) for /t/, by Group (Note. An
asterisk [*] indicates significance.)

VOT between the pretest and the posttest. However, whereas the two
Madrid groups showed improvement in /t/ by a reduction in mean VOT,

10 : ~ | M postest
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the Los Angeles group experienced a worsening i

sound as evidenced by its increase in VOT. Forg t;]f; tltlgsaxlur:g; o]
the mean difference was 7.31 ms between the pretest (M= 4%7 81 ggcgl
20.98) aqd the posttest (M = 55.13, SD = 29.40),t=2.49,p = -01’6 E
the Madrid summer group, the mean difference was -20 E)O mé bet.w
the pretest (M = 43.96, SD = 21.54) and the posttest (M = 23‘.96 SD=8 186
=-4.825,p<.001. The Madrid semester group evidenced a me:an diﬁe.
of - 1437 ms between the pretest (M = 32.08, SD = 14.39) ancieltl]1
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40 4
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Los Angeles Madrid Summer Madrid Semester

Figur; 3. Mean Reduction in VOT (in ms) for /k/, by Group (Not|
NS 1_nd1cate_s r_10n—51gniﬁcant differences between pairs of means; 4
asterisk [*] indicates significance.) '
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posttest (M = 17.71, SD =5.92),t=-5.30, p <.001. As above, an ANOVA
was performed to evaluate the relationship between the mean change in
VOT of /t/ and group of subjects. The ANOVA test was sxgmﬁcgnt, F=
20.26, p < .001. Follow-up tests indicated that the differences in mean
VOT reduction between the Los Angeles group and the two Madrid
groups were significant. The differences in the means .between the
Madrid summer and Madrid semester groups were not significant. _
The results of the paired-samples ¢t test for /k/, shown gr.aphi_cally in
Figure 3, indicated that all three groups evidenced a reductlop in VOT.
However, this reduction proved significant only for the Madrid summer
and Madrid semester groups. The Los Angeles group experienced a mean
difference of -6.45 ms between the pretest (M = 71. 47, SD = 47, SD =

Table 2. VOT Values (in ms) for Voiceless Stops, by Group

Group Pretest Posttest
Los Angeles ol Ik ol K
Min. VOT 20 17 32 17 1322
Max. VOT 121 109 135 113 126 129
Mean VOT 56 48 71 50 5565
Mad. Sum.
Min. VOT 18 24 36 13 11 16
Max. VOT 81 123 184 64 3864
Mean VOT 43 44 62 27 2439
Mad. Sem.
Min. VOT 13 1 23 9 9 18
Max. VOT 66 66 80 54 3145
Mean VOT 38 32 42 24 1830

22.54) and the posttest (M = 65.02, SD = 24.20), ¢t = -1.54, p = .132. The
Madrid summer group registered a mean difference of -23.19 ms
between the pretest (M = 61.78, SD = 34.13) and the posttest (M = 38.59,
SD = 13.84), t = -3.35, p = .004. For the Madrid semester group, the
mean difference was -12.12 ms between the pretest (M = 41.62, SD =
17.57) and the posttest (M = 29.50, SD = 8.50), t = -3.06, p = .008. As
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above, an ANOVA was conducted to evaluate whether the mean reduc
tion in VOT differed significantly among the groups. The ANOVA tes
was non-significant, F = 2.67, p = .075.

The results are summarized in Table 2, which gives the minimum and
maximum VOT values as well as the mean VOT values for each of th
voiceless stops for all three groups of learners on both the pretest and thd
posttest. Table 2 reveals that although all three groups evidenced a mear
reduction in VOT for /p/, this reduction was significant for the twd
Madrid groups only (Los Angeles = -6 ms, Madrid summer = -16 ms
Madrid semester = -14 ms). Both Madrid summer and Madrid semeste]
learners experienced a significant reduction in VOT for /t/ (Madrid sumj
mer = -20 ms, Madrid semester = -14 ms). Conversely, the Los Angeles
learners exhibited a significant increase in VOT for this stop (+7 ms)
Although all three groups showed a mean reduction in VOT for /k/, this
reduction was significant for the two Madrid groups only (Los Angeles
-6 ms, Madrid summer = -23 ms, Madrid semester = -12 ms,

4. Discussion

The results of the quantitative analysis support this study’s originalf
hypothesis: The study abroad learners did make significant improvement
in acquiring the Spanish voiceless stops in terms of reduced VOT, where-
as the at home learners did not.

In order to determine whether this result may have been influenced by
differences in the L2 Spanish proficiency level among groups at the out-
set of the experimental period, a linear regression analysis was conduct-
ed to evaluate the relationship between learners’ pronunciation accuracy
on the pretest and the amount of their overall improvement in pronuncia-
tion accuracy between the pretest and the posttest. The results indicated
that accuracy on the pretest scores and pronunciation improvement are
linearly related such that as overall pronunciation ability increases the
amount of improvement decreases, -.43, t(697) = 12.66, p <.001. This
finding suggests that the higher proficiency levels of the two Madrid
groups are probably not responsible for their greater improvement in pro-
nunciation accuracy and leaves open the possibility that the improvement
in pronunciation experienced by the Madrid groups may be due instead to
the effect of study abroad.

It is likely that the significant gains in Spanish stop production exhib-
ited by the Madrid summer and Madrid semester learners, as well as the
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slight improvement demonstrated by the Los Angeles learners for /p/ and
/k/, has to do with the type and amount of TL input received during the
experimental period. The teaching methodology employed throughout
the semester with the Los Angeles beginning learners used more tradi-
tional instructional techniques, such as explicit explanation of grammati-
cal structures combined with practice using mechanical substitution and
transformation drills. Pronunciation was not taught, and little effort was
made to correct students’ mispronunciations of the TL. The learners
were, however, called upon to perform communicative activities on a reg-
ular basis. These included role play exercises, skits, and activities that
forced learners to collect information from fellow students for a specific
communicative purpose, such as making comparisons and contrasts or
eliciting opinions to form a group consensus or foster debate.# Through
such communicative activities, the Los Angeles learners were exposed to
a steady stream of TL input that was both meaning-bearing and compre-
hensible: Meaning-bearing in the sense that the input had a clear and spe-
cific communicative intent that learners attended to; and comprehensible
because learners could understand most or all of the intended message.

According to Krashen, “humans acquire language in only one way—by
understanding messages or by receiving ‘comprehensible input’ (1985,
2). Tt seems likely that the amount of comprehensible input that the Los
Angeles learners received in the classroom, conversation laboratory, and
“in the field” throughout the semester was sufficient to make the connec-
tions between meaning and pronunciation necessary for certain TL pho-
netic features to become part of the learners’ mental representation,
which in turn resulted in improvement, albeit non-significant, in the pro-
nunciation of /p/ and /k/ (cf. Lee and Van Patten 1995, 38). This supports
other research that suggests that increasing comprehensible input in the
classroom (in the absence of explicit phonological instruction) can have
beneficial effects on the pronunciation accuracy of adult learners
(McCandless and Winitz 1986, 361) and that not teaching pronunciation
in a communicative based classroom has no significant negative effect on
TL pronunciation (Elliott 1995a, 536).

Although the Los Angeles learners showed some improvement in terms
of reduced VOT for /p/ and /k/, they exhibited significantly worse pro-
nunciation of /t/ at the end of the experimental period. This unexpected
result may be related to the order in which these sounds are acquired in
English as a first language (L1). It has been observed that the order of L1
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stop acquisition for native speakers of English is al i
then v’elar (Macken 1979, 1980; Macken anc% Barton lgsg;?rktchcildl?r}) li
Gonza.lez-B.ueno (1997, 71), sounds that are acquired early in the ngar
more ingrained in the learner’s phonological system and hence mod
resistant to c.hange. Despite TL input sufficient to produce som
improvement in /p/ and /k/, it is possible that /t/, as the first of the voicd
less stops to be acquired in L1 English, is more resistant to change an
thug more difficult to modify when learning L2 Spanish, at legst fq
begmpmg learners. It appears likely that TL input is also re’sponsible fo
the s%gmﬁcant gains in L2 Spanish stop production achieved by th
Madrid summer and Madrid semester learners. While in Madrid the};um

mer learners were enrolled in an intermediate-level Spanish,langua
course t_hat reviewed grammatical structures and placed much emphafi
on writing and making oral presentations in Spanish. Communicativ
activities, per se, did not form part of the curriculum. This course wal
conduct_ed entirely in Spanish. The Madrid summer learners also took
course in Spanish civilization, which was likewise taught entirely i
Span¥sh. The Madrid semester learners were enrolled in advagce
Spamsh conversation and writing courses that employed a more tradi
Flonal rp;thodology that emphasized intensive drilling to improve speak
ing, writing, and reading skills. In addition, the Madrid semester learner
took.varlous courses in art history, Spanish literature, politics, and eco
nomics, all conducted in Spanish. All of the learners in the Ma:drid sum
mer a_nd semester groups lived with Spanish families while studying ij
Madrid. These families were instructed by the housing coordinators o
both.the USC and Boston University programs to use Spanish exclusive
ly with their American lodgers.
While ?t is impossible to say how much of the Spanish language inpu
Fhe Madrid learners were exposed to may have been “comprehensible,” j
is clear that both the Madrid summer and Madrid semester learners ila1
m_numer.able opportunities to hear and speak the TL in the classroom
with their host families and Spanish friends, and with merchants, busines
peqple, and others both in Madrid and on excursions to cities a,nd point
of interest throughout Spain. The increase in the amount of TL exposur
afforded by the study abroad experience appears likely to be responsibl
for the significant improvement in the pronunciation of the Spanish stop
of thq Madrid learners compared to the Los Angeles learners. In thi
case, increased exposure to the TL in general led to an increase in com|
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prehensible input for the study abroad learners for whom understanding
and producing Spanish were crucial in order to communicate successful-
ly with native Spaniards on a daily basis. This increase in communica-
tion in Spanish consequently resulted in improved L2 Spanish pronunci-
ation accuracy that was significant compared to the Los Angeles learners
who, of course, did not benefit from the immersion effect of study abroad
and who therefore experienced only modest gains in the pronunciation of
/p/ and /k/.

Although the difference in amount of improvement between the
Madrid summer and Madrid semester learners is not significant, the mean
difference between their accuracy scores on the posttest is.> The Madrid
semester group, by the end of the experimental period, has achieved a
level of L2 Spanish pronunciation accuracy that is significantly higher
than that of the other two groups. This result provides some evidence that
the amount of time spent abroad leads to greater L2 pronunciation accu-
racy and supports other research that shows a positive correlation
between length of residency abroad and L2 proficiency (Carroll 1967;
Murakami 1980; Oller, Perkins, and Murakami 1980).

5. Conclusion

This study has shown that study abroad can have a positive
impact on the pronunciation of L2 Spanish voiceless stops in terms of
reduction in VOT. This finding underscores the connection between
comprehensible input, use of the TL, and SLA. In this case, more com-
prehensible input and use of the TL seem to relate to increased acquisi-
tion of L2 Spanish pronunciation. The implications for language teach-
ers would be for them to make their classrooms as rich in comprehensi-
ble input as possible, which is precisely what proponents of communica-
tive language approaches try to do. Thus, this study validates commu-
nicative language teaching’s emphasis on the use of the TL in settings that
strive to simulate the conditions of the real world.

The findings of this experiment also have implications for study abroad
programs. Such programs, because they provide greater opportunities for
learners to actively use the TL, appear to be an effective means of learn-
ing L2 in general and of acquiring L2 pronunciation in particular.
Administrators and teachers involved in study abroad programs should
find ways to maximize learners’ use of the TL by involving them in the
TL society and culture, thereby reducing the risk that learners form
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T?I'nerlcan cliques” in which L1 English is used to the detriment of ¢
_ Although this study has illuminated the importance of comprehensil
input 'and.use of the TL for the acquisition of L2 pronunciftion e
investigation is required to gain an understanding of how laI; o
1nstmctqrs.might optimize their students’ successful learning of t}%:a:
pronunciation in the classroom. Such research, for example, could ex

ine the combined effect of formal phonological instructic’)n and sti1
abroad, as well as how learners’ changes in the perception of TL so

may be related to their production of these sounds. "

NOTES

! The Los Angeles group of learners is not a “control group” in the strictest sense of the terf
because these subjects differed from the Madrid subjects with regard to their amount of previg
study of Spanish, level of overall Spanish proficiency, and Spanish pronunciation ability at the o
set of the experiment. In a broader sense, however, the Los Angeles learners do represent a “cont
group,” because they are not subjected to the “effect” of study abroad as are the Madrid experimd
tal groups of learners.

2 The illustration used was from Spinelli, Garcia, and Galvin 1990 and showed a classroom w
? teacher writing on the chalkboard and several students engaged in various activities such as stud
ing, writing, sleeping, eating, etc.

3 An alpha level of .05 was used for all statistical tests. Per convention, p values of .000 4
reported as “p <.001.”

4 The textbook used was Puntos de partida (Knorre, Dorwick, Pérez-Gironés, Glass aq
Villarreal 1997). As part of the course syllabus, the Los Angeles learners were required to ’ind
pendently visit “the language conversation laboratory” approximately every two weeks for a total
six visits for the semester. These conversation labs consisted of 15-minute sessions in which studen
practiced speaking and listening to Spanish with a Spanish instructor and/or other students.

5 This was determined by an ANOVA test that was significant, F = 80.99, p < .001. Post-h
comparison tests revealed significant differences among all three groups.
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