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Abstract 
 

This present study investigated how the teaching of phonetics influence Norwegian learners 

of English’s pronunciation accuracy. It additionally looked at how learners evaluate their own 

pronunciation and presents some teachers’ perceptions and practices regarding phonetics and 

oral skills. The data collection consists of seven parts: a standard English proficiency test 

based on a previous English national test by the Norwegian Directorate for Education and 

Training, a survey investigating student perceptions on pronunciation, a pre-test testing 

pronunciation regarding four target phoneme sounds (/θ/, /ð/, /w/, and /v/), a teaching 

intervention consisting of two lessons, an immediate post-test testing pronunciation on the 

target phonemes post-intervention, a late post-test testing whether the improved pronunciation 

is resistant to the passing of time, and a teacher interview looking at teacher perceptions and 

practices on teaching pronunciation through phonetics. 34 students in year seven and three 

teachers participated in the study, all recruited from a Norwegian elementary school. The 

standardized English proficiency test as well as the survey formed a basis for assigning 

students to either a control group or a test group. Only the test-group was exposed to the 

teaching intervention, which allows the study to investigate whether there is a correlation 

between the teaching and the improvement of pronunciation accuracy.  

 

The results suggest that the participants in the test-group made significant improvements 

following the explicit phonetics teaching. The test-group had a total reduction of 47% of their 

errors from the pre-test to the post-test, with a 32% reduction for /θ/, a 33% reduction for /ð/, 

an 82% reduction for /w/, and a 52% reduction for /v/. Erroneous use of focus sounds in 

distraction words was seen in pre-tests, but an 86% reduction of mistakes related to these 

words was observed. The study interestingly found no correlations between the amount of 

reduction and students’ perceptions on the importance of good pronunciation and time spent, 

and neither between the amount of reduction and the students’ reported time spent on 

improvement. The teacher interviews found that the teacher valued the advantages of phonetic 

knowledge and they also worked to improve students’ pronunciation in different ways. The 

interviews found, however, that the teachers mostly avoided teaching explicit phonetics due to 

a lack of resources. The findings of this low-scale study contribute to the field of teaching 

phonetics to improve pronunciation by showing that there is a correlation between explicit 

phonetics teaching and lasting pronunciational improvement.  
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1. Introduction  
1.1. General introduction 

The English subject has gone through extensive changes during the last 50 years, and so have 

the perceptions and pedagogical aspects of communicative language teaching and specifically 

the teaching of pronunciation. From being entirely neglected in the 1959 curriculum (Ministry 

of Church and Education, 1959) to being considered the essential part of the subject in M87 

(Ministry of Church and Education, 1987), and then slowly disappearing from the learning 

aims again and instead becoming a prerequisite and necessity for successful communication 

in the Subject Renewal 2020 (The Norwegian Directorate for Education and Training 2020). 

Additionally, research in this field has changed. While some researchers argue that having a 

correct pronunciation is crucial for making oneself understood when communicating (e.g. 

Morley, 1994; Beebe, 1978), others argue for a less conservative view and that the near-native 

ideal is unnecessary and unrealistic (e.g. Cook, 1999 & Haukland, 2016). The English subject 

curriculum perceives communication as an essential part of the subject, but the teachers have 

great freedom to evaluate what aspects they believe are the most important and how they want 

to teach it.  

 

During the data collection for this thesis, an English teacher came up and asked what the 

thesis was about. As she was told it was looking at the effects of teaching phonetics, she 

started comparing her teaching approaches today to what she learned during her time as a 

young learner of English. She stated that «When I went to school myself, we learned and used 

phonetics and the phonetic alphabet all the time in English class. Today’s students have never 

even heard about a phonetic alphabet, which is a pity really” (Norwegian elementary school 

teacher). This utterance supports what this thesis seeks to shine a light on and discuss, as it is 

interesting to find out if the teaching of phonetics can reduce errors in pronunciation and why 

teachers make the choices they do regarding teaching explicit phonetics. It is a fascinating 

field to research as there has been limited research on the topic previously, and the studies do 

not necessarily share the same views. Hopefully, this thesis and the findings can contribute to 

the debate on the importance of teaching explicit phonetics. 

 

1.2. Aims of the thesis 

The most fundamental aim of this thesis is to study whether explicit phonetics teaching to 

students in year seven can enhance pronunciation and reduce errors that frequently occur in 
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the Norwegian-English accent. This will be done through an experimental teaching 

intervention and a series of tests. With this as the primary goal, the thesis will look into 

relevant literature and research on the topic and present it to give an overview of relevant 

perceptions that are a backdrop to the research.  

 

In order to support the findings of the thesis, English teachers’ practices and perceptions of 

teaching phonetics as well as students’ awareness of their English pronunciation will also be 

considered through focus interviews and questionnaire data. These complimentary materials 

can bring an additional dimension to the results, as both the students’ motivation and the 

teachers’ practices influence the students’ pronunciational patterns and potential for learning.  

 

1.3. Research questions	

Based on the aims presented in the section above, the project will strive to answer several 

research questions (RQ). The research questions are as followed: 

 

 RQ1.  Can explicit teaching of phonetic target sounds enhance students’   

  pronunciation in the EFL classroom? 

 RQ2. To what extent does the students’ awareness of pronunciation influence their 

  ability to reduce fluency errors? 

 RQ3. How do EFL teachers in years 5-7 perceive phonetics and the importance of 

  explicit teaching of it to enhance communicative accuracy? 

 

The results of the thesis can add valuable perspectives to the field of teaching oral English. 

The research related to teaching pronunciation in English as a foreign language (EFL) 

classroom shows a division in perceptions. Some researchers argue for the importance of 

accuracy in speaking, while others find the achievement of native-like pronunciation 

unnecessary (Derwing & Munro, 2005; Moyer 2013, as cited in Brevik & Rindal 2020, p. 

118-119; Morley, 1994). In the new subject curriculum (The Norwegian Directorate for 

Education and Training 2020), teachers have been granted significant freedom to choose 

methods they find valuable for the best learning outcome. Teachers have, for that reason, the 

ability to choose not to teach explicit phonetics. No matter the outcome of this thesis, it can 

add insight into the field, either by showing that teaching phonetics improves pronunciation 

significantly or by showing that teaching phonetics has little to no effect on the students. This 
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insight can further give implications for further teaching by arguing why or why not teachers 

should prioritize teaching about phonetics to give the best instruction possible for enhancing 

oral skills in the English curriculum. 

 

1.4. Limitations of the thesis 

The study will focus on a subset of English phonemes believed to be challenging to 

Norwegian learners. The subset of phonemes chosen has been believed to be challenging for 

many Norwegian learners and, therefore, should show precise results in the different tests 

(Nilsen, 2016; Kristoffersen, 2000). The sounds chosen for the thesis are the approximant /w/ 

and the fricative /v/, which many Norwegian learners tend to confuse, and also the lenis and 

fortis dental fricatives /ð/ and /θ/, which many learners often replace with /d/ and /t/. Errors 

related to these four sounds frequently occur during communication with Norwegian English 

learners and can therefore be argued to be categorized as “typical errors,” and for that reason, 

they can represent typical errors in general for this study.  

 

Moreover, the thesis has limitations regarding the selection of participants. A study like this is 

very time-consuming as it contains several rounds of testing, as well as teaching and 

interviewing, and due to the time span of the project, participants were limited to one class of 

students in year 7. This age group still find themselves in a reasonably early language learning 

stage, yet they are still old enough to be cognitively able to reflect on their pronunciation 

metalinguistically and have decent fluency skills needed to express themselves. If the thesis 

were to look at younger students, they might not have been mature enough on a linguistic 

level to be aware of their accents. If the thesis had focused on older learners, however, it 

might have gotten more challenging to see any results as they have gotten further in the 

language learning process and might therefore be too set in their errors if they have not been 

corrected until then. As they progress to year 8, many will also start learning a new foreign 

language, which might interfere with their English language learning processes. 

 

 

 

1.5. Outline	

The present thesis consists of six chapters, including this introduction. Chapter two provides a 

detailed literature review of previous studies and literature relevant to the field, incorporating 
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a comparison of the Norwegian and English languages, the functional origins of accent, 

previous studies on Norwegian-accented English, and the significance of good oral skills and 

accurate pronunciation. Considering that the subjects in the study are young Norwegian 

learners of the English language, it is also natural to look at the new English curriculum and 

oral English, and pedagogical aspects of teaching oral English. The methodology section 

contains a thorough description of the design and procedure applied to research the questions 

and aims presented above. Thirdly, the thesis will present the data collected in the survey, 

proficiency test, pre-test, immediate post-test, late post-test, and interviews. The fourth 

chapter will try to discuss whether the participants had a reduction of errors based on the data 

material and whether this will have any implications for the teaching of oral English. The 

final section of the thesis will display concluding remarks and provide suggestions for further 

research. 

 

2. Theoretical background and previous studies  

2.1. Introduction 

This chapter will present the theoretical framework necessary for understanding and 

conducting the testing and teaching intervention focusing on phonetic errors related to 

Norwegian-accented English. Which phonetic components are difficult for Norwegian 

learners and why? The first sections will provide a phonetic comparison of the Norwegian and 

English languages and present phonetic aspects and previous studies on Norwegian-accented 

English. The following sections will look at the pedagogical aspects of teaching oral English 

through looking at previous studies on teaching pronunciation in the EFL classroom, how the 

Subject Renewal 2020 (The Norwegian Directorate for Education and Training, 2020) 

presents the necessity of acquiring good oral and communicating skills and lastly pedagogical 

aspects of teaching pronunciation. The field of oral language acquisition is large, and the 

chapter will set the thesis in an academic context and present the framework that is especially 

relevant for the discussion to come. Likewise, the English language has a rich phonetic 

diversity, but the thesis will concentrate on Received Pronunciation (RP) and General 

American (GA) pronunciation based on the project participants listing these two varieties as 

their target variety. The two varieties do not differ in the pronunciation of the four target 

phonemes /θ/, /ð/, /v/, and /w/. 
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2.2. A phonetic comparison of the English and Norwegian languages 
The English language is part of the West Germanic language family and has grown into a 

powerful language with approximately 1,5 billion speakers (Nilsen & Rugesæter, 2015). 

Firstly, about 350 million people speak English as a first language (L1) in countries like the 

UK, USA, Canada, and Australia (Munden & Sandhaug, 2017). Furthermore, well over a 

billion people speak English as a second language (L2), like people living in countries like 

India, South Africa, Singapore, or Pakistan, or as a foreign language, like people living in 

countries like Japan and Indonesia, Russia or Norway. The term L1 stands for “first language” 

and refers to the language we learn as a young child and the language used at home (Munden 

& Sandhaug, 2017). The term L2 refers to the second language we learn, and for most 

Norwegians, this will be English as it is introduced at an early stage in school, but for some 

students with an immigrant or bilingual background, Norwegian can be their L2. Many 

Norwegian learners also have an L3 as they start learning foreign languages such as Spanish, 

German, and French as they begin middle school. There is moreover a distinction between 

English as a second language (ESL) and English as a foreign language (EFL), whereas second 

language users live in former colonies and where English is an official language, and foreign 

language users live in countries where English is not an official language but still used for 

business, education, and travel (Rindal, 2013). 

The English language has different functions around the world. In the countries where people 

speak it as an L1, it is used officially in society and as a way for communication on an 

individual level. People using English as an L2 use their L1 first and foremost, but English 

might also be used in education, government, and communication and is recognized as an 

official language in some countries (Rindal, 2014). The last function of the language, used 

both by second and foreign language users, is as a lingua franca to communicate with people 

from other countries where English has become an international language and is often the 

language used in business communication, academics, diplomacy, and in media (Nilsen & 

Rugesæter, 2015). 

 

The status of the English language and consequently the English school subject are in 

transition in Norway, and new research argues that English is neither a foreign language nor a 

second language (Rindal, 2013). We are moving away from teaching EFL, but still, 

Norwegian learners are not yet qualified as ESL users as this term is described in the literature 

as learners in a postcolonial country or immigrants to a native-English country. This status of 
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falling in between the traditional categories applies not only to Norway but also to many 

countries worldwide. As more people speak English in their daily environments, researchers 

argue that English is owned and defined by a growing number of non-native speakers and that 

it does not matter where the learner is born but rather how proficient the learner is (Mufwene, 

2010, as cited in Brevik & Rindal, 2020). As a language in transition, neither the EFL nor the 

ESL teaching perspective is a perfect fit for the Norwegian classroom, and none of them is 

explicitly mentioned in the official policy documents as more correct. The key to a good 

English language teaching practice is for the teachers to reflect on the background of their 

chosen approaches, preferably by being aware of relevant research-based perspectives. 

 

In addition to having many functions, the English language also has great diversity when it 

comes to varieties and accents of pronunciation. With every country using English as a first-, 

second or foreign language comes a different accent or variety of English pronunciation. The 

spreading of the English language has its reason in colonization and an enormous cultural 

impact. The countries speaking English as an L1 are stable and have been speaking English 

for a long time with their variety due to historical and geographical reasons (Munden & 

Sandhaug, 2017). In the countries where English is recognized as an official L2, the 

pronunciation varieties have developed throughout their history of official use of English 

(Rindal, 2014). The English language in these countries has also been influenced by the first 

language spoken there, creating distinctive varieties and accents of English. In countries 

where English is a foreign language, the language usage has been influenced more by media 

and the globalization of society and is primarily used for business, tourism, and international 

communication. The English accents found in these countries are influenced by being inspired 

by the pronunciation of first language speakers, but also the properties of their L1 will have an 

impact. Spanish-accented English will differ from German-accented English since their native 

language impacts their speech production. 

 

The English language shares many similarities with the Norwegian language. Norwegian is 

also a Germanic language, specifically a branch of the North-Germanic (Kristoffersen, 2000). 

Despite belonging to different subgroups, they still show similarities stemming from Proto-

Germanic, which can be traced in their vocabulary, morphosyntax, and phonology. 

Historically, the Old Norse influenced the English language, leading to several loanwords 

being integrated into English. Also, in modern languages, many English words are being 
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integrated as loanwords into the Norwegian language, primarily due to the influence of media. 

Like English, Norwegian has a great number of regional accents and dialects. However, it is 

noteworthy that the Norwegian language has no official spoken variety, and even detailed 

researchers limit themselves to an Eastern Norwegian (EN) variety (Kristoffersen, 2000). 

Aside from these similarities stemming from loanwords, accents, and a common Proto-

Germanic origin, the two languages also have some phonetic distinctions. 

 

Despite having a somewhat similar number of phonemes with 25 and 23 consonants and 20 

and 25 vowels respectively, there are noteworthy differences within the phonetic inventories 

of the two languages. These differences can be seen in the following tables.  

 

 
Table	1:	Shared	consonants	are	black,	English	specific	consonants	are	green	and	Norwegian	specific	consonants	are	blue.	

Adapted	from	Kristoffersen	(2000)	and	Nilsen	(2016).	

 

Traditionally, most English teaching has focused on RP, but this is likely to have changed due 

to the cultural impact of American English. Nonetheless, neither RP nor GA differs in the 

target sounds for this study. Both accents have 16 consonants in common with Norwegian, 

and therefore eight consonants that do not exist in Norwegian. These eight consonants include 

the labiovelar approximant /w/, the dental fricatives /ð/ and /θ/, all voiced fricatives, as well, 

as the postalveolar affricates /ʧ/ and /ʤ/. Considering that these consonants only exist in the 

English language, they are more likely to cause problems regarding intelligibility for 

Norwegian learners (Kristoffersen, 2000). 

 

The postalveolar fricatives /ʒ/ and /ʃ/ may cause problems for Norwegian learners as many 

incorrectly articulate these. Many also fail to distinguish between the two since there is only 
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one similar fricative in the Norwegian language, causing the learners either to replace /ʒ/ with 

/ʃ/or distribute them incorrectly. In some variants of Norwegian, there are no fricatives like 

these, and the learners from these areas might therefore substitute either sound with /sj/, and 

this issue is also likely to affect affricate pronunciation. There is additionally a lack of dental 

fricatives in any Norwegian variety, causing learners to frequently substitute the fortis dental 

fricative /θ/ with a sound of the L1 language, which has two similar features. These frequent 

substitutes include the most used fortis dental stop /t/, the fortis alveolar stop /s/, and the fortis 

labio-dental fricative /f/. Learners, in that case, would make errors such as 

pronouncing both as boat. When it comes to the lenis dental fricative /ð/, it is often replaced 

with a /d/, creating frequent mistakes such as separating the minimal pairs those and does (in 

the meaning ‘female deer’). The last two consonants that can only be found in English are the 

labiovelar approximant /w/ and the labiodental fricative /v/. The fact that the /w/ is not found 

in Norwegian phonology, combined with the fact that the Norwegian /ʋ/ is a labiodental 

approximant and not a fricative like the English /v/, confuses many Norwegian learners. This 

confusion often leads to a replacement of both /w/ and /v/ with the /ʋ/, which makes the 

quality of the /v/ sound more like a /w/, and they become hard to tell apart in words 

like vet and wet.  

 

 
Figure	1:	Vowel	inventories.	EN	vowels	can	be	seen	on	the	left	chart,	while	RP	and	GA	vowels	can	be	seen	on	the	right.	

Adapted	from	Kristoffersen	(2000)	and	Nilsen	(2016).	

 

As for the Norwegian and English vowels, the Norwegian language has a greater number of 

vowels, and even though many are the same and cause no problems for most Norwegian 

learners, some vowels are likely to cause difficulties (Nilsen, 2016; Kristoffersen, 2000). For 

instance, the central monophthongs /ɜː/ and /ʌ/ found in words like bird and sun cannot be 

found in EN, which causes their pronunciation to be challenging. The most common mistake 
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connected to these monophthongs is replacing them with an /ø/, which is familiar to the 

learners as it can be found in their L1. Another vowel that might confuse Norwegian speakers 

is the unstressed central vowel /ə/. This sound is commonly used in the English language in 

all unstressed positions. Since it appears exclusively as an allophone of /e/, many Norwegian 

learners articulate it more like a word-finally /e/or a stressed vowel in non-final positions. 

Lastly, the back monophthongs /ʊ/ and /uː/ cause problems for Norwegians, as they are often 

replaced with the Norwegian front vowel /ʉ/ with distinctive lip-rounding. Front rounded 

vowels found in EN are not part of the English phonetic inventory, making it difficult in both 

ways. Norwegian learners often realize /i:/ where they should pronounce the near-close near-

front rounded monophthong /y/. Norwegians also tend to confuse short and long variants in 

words like sheep and ship.  

 

 

 

Norwegian learners often fail to distinguish between the two English back closing diphthongs 

/aʊ/ and /oʊ/ (GA) - /əʊ/ (RP). The main reason for this is the lack of back-closing diphthongs 

in the Norwegian language. The problem is that all of these English diphthongs spell ow in 

words, and there are no rules to tell whether they should be pronounced as /əʊ/-/oʊ/ or /aʊ/, 

and many Norwegians, therefore, struggle to pronounce the correct form at the right time. 

English front closing diphthongs are different from those found in EN as the Norwegian 

diphthongs have a tenser and closer second element. Another difference between the 

diphthong inventories of the two languages is that centering diphthongs found in RP are 

generally lacking in EN, and Norwegian learners tend to reduce them to monophthongs in 

instances like here becoming /hɪ:/ instead of /hɪə/.  

 

Figure	2:	EN	diphthongs	to	the	left,	GA	diphthongs	in	the	middle	and	RP	diphthongs	to	the	right.	Adapted	from	Kristoffersen	(2000)	
and	Nilsen	(2016). 
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These fundamental differences in the Norwegian and English phonetic inventories have been 

the basis for several tests seeking to look at Norwegian students’ abilities to pronounce a 

selection of English-specific sounds both before and after a set of lessons aiming to improve 

pronunciation.  

 

2.3. The functional origins of accents 

Munro, Derwing, and Mortonas define Accentedness as “the degree to which the 

pronunciation of an utterance sounds different from the expected production pattern” (Munro 

et al., 2006, p. 11). Most L2 learners will have a foreign accent to some degree, but it can vary 

greatly from speaker to speaker. Several theories are looking at the functional origins of 

accents. Perani et al. (1998) argue that linguistic parameters as a ‘set of permitted variations 

within a frame of principles that are invariant’ are a part of universal grammar, and acquiring 

a new language would mean that these parameters are set to a specific value. This will then 

possibly create conflicts in production and processing as the L1 and L2 requires the same 

parameter to be set to different language-specific values. Even though Perani et al. are linking 

this to morphosyntax, it can also be relevant for phonetics as one could propose a question of 

whether Norwegian learners of English strive to use their Norwegian parameters or whether 

they have separate sets for Norwegian and English which they can alternate between. 

 

Therefore, it is relevant to look at whether accents are a result of shared representations or 

whether new representations are created for each language. A study by Roelofs (2003) tested 

79 Dutch-English late bilinguals who were rather proficient. The study consisted of four 

experiments, testing phonological encoding of L2 words firstly, shared representations 

common to both languages secondly and thirdly, and whether L2 segments can have any 

preparation effects related to when segments vary in some respect of voice, place, or manner 

of articulation like for instance /t/ and /d/. They wanted to determine whether representations 

of common segments shared in both languages could facilitate the planning of fundamental 

segments also common to both languages without knowledge beforehand about the language 

of the words. The findings showed that bilinguals who are unbalanced regardless of L2 

fluency showed similar preparation patterns in both languages, which suggests that bilingual 

speakers can be functionally monolingual related to pronunciation patterns, as segments seem 

to be shared across languages whenever possible. The segments seemed to be “recycled” 

across the languages, and this can be used to argue that shared representations will most likely 
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lead to a foreign accent through the usage of similar segments, which are not identical as they 

belong in the L1 but are recycled as L2 segments. 

 

A shared phonological understanding was also the basis of a study by Alario et al. (2010), in 

addition to separate language-specific realizations. Their research looked at syllable 

representations across languages and tested whether they were shared or language-specific, 

and they argued that language-specific realizations opened for recognizable realizations 

across languages. However, shared representations could be a source of foreign accent if the 

phonetic realizations were set during early L1 acquisition, remained nonflexible, and were 

used in the articulation of L2. One significant finding was related to the syllable-frequency 

effect, which was smaller for late than for early bilinguals, and that the relative-frequency 

effect was present just for late bilinguals. Only the late bilinguals were sensitive to syllable 

frequency in the non-target language. There has been made a hypothesis that both early and 

late bilinguals have recognizable representations of syllables for their L1 and L2, but that 

early bilinguals can selectively activate representations of the target language while late 

bilinguals activate representations of both languages. This was not in agreement with Alario 

et al. (2010), who argued that early bilinguals have isolated representations also for the shared 

syllables, whereas late bilinguals use the same representations for both languages. This is also 

supported by Roelofs’ (2003) claim of the usage of L1 segments in L2 speech preparations 

and considering the age of acquisition as a factor for the degree of usage. Both studies showed 

that foreign accent results from using representations from L1, which can be reasonably close 

to the L2 realizations, but which will produce non-native patterns. These studies also agree 

with Grosjean’s (1989) suggestion that bilinguals are not, and neither should be, considered 

two monolinguals in one body. 

 

The impact of age of acquisition concerning the degree of accent has been researched by 

Fledge, Yeni-Komshian, and Liu (1999), who evaluated the hypothesis of a critical period 

related to the age of acquisition of L2 fluency and found two significant results. Firstly, the 

degree of foreign accent increased with the age of acquisition, and the scores of grammatical 

judgment decreased. Secondly, there were greater differences between the Korean test group 

and the native speaker control group in the phonological tests compared to the morphosyntax 

tests. Their main finding was that they found no evidence for a critical period for neither 

morphosyntax nor phonology. Another factor influencing accent researched by Fledge et al. 
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was the extramural use of English. The studies showed that participants who used English 

more in daily life had less noticeable accents than other groups with less usage of L2 in daily 

life. They concluded that the more L1 is used, the more it will negatively affect the learners' 

L2 pronunciation and that irregular use of L2 is an effect, not a cause, of poor language 

performance. They also argue that although the age of acquisition effect on accent can be due 

to brain maturation, it seems more likely that it is affected by changes in how L1 and L2 

phonological systems interact when the L1 system is in development, meaning that it is not 

likely that there is a critical period for phonological development. 

 

2.4. Previous studies on Norwegian-accented English 

There have not been conducted a significant number of studies specifically on Norwegian-

accented English. Some studies have focused on attitudes towards the accent, written from a 

socio-linguistic perspective (e.g., Rindal; 2013, Hordnes, 2013; Haukland, 2016). In Rindal's 

(2013) studies on target accents and identity among Norwegian high school learners, she 

found that Norwegian youth is very conscious of how accents say something about identity 

and who they are. Her thesis shows how an RP accent will elicit different attitudes towards a 

speaker than a strong Norwegian accent will and that the speakers will aim for an accent to 

distance themselves from the social understandings connotated to an unwanted accent. Also,  

 

Hordnes (2013) looked at perceptions of the Norwegian English accent from non-native 

speakers of English from non-Scandinavian countries and native speakers of English. In this 

study, the participants listened to three degrees of Norwegian accents, and the results showed 

that accentedness did not play a role in the evaluation of social qualities, but pronunciation 

with little L1 phonological transfer was rated more prestigious than those of more transfer. 

The studies of Rindal and Hordnes are also in accordance with Haukland (2016), who found 

that Norwegian speakers of English were more critical of a Norwegian accented English than 

non-Norwegian speakers of English concerning perceptions of education, professionality, and 

confidence. 

 

Rindal & Piercy's (2013) studies looked at Norwegian learners' accent aims, their perceptions 

of RP and GA, and the relationship between accent and identity. The participants answered a 

questionnaire about their accent aims, with the alternatives being "British", "American", 

"Other", "Norwegian", "Neutral", and "I don't care". The results of this questionnaire showed 
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that most learners cared about accent, and while approximately 30% of the participants aimed 

for a British accent and about 40% aimed for an American accent, an interesting finding was 

that almost 15% reported that they aimed for a neutral accent. The participants were also 

asked about their perspectives on different accents, and the participants reported back that RP 

was considered the most prestigious accent, and they described this accent with words like 

civilized, intelligent, and classy. The American accent was perceived as more informal and 

was described as plain, relaxed, and less educated. Interestingly, many participants explained 

that their reasoning for choosing RP or GA was simply because they did not like the opposite 

accent. This was also related to why many aimed for a neutral accent, as they did not want to 

be associated with negative qualities they associated with the different accents. English 

seemed to be considered a personal language, and they did not want to put on another identity 

when speaking it. 

 

Rindal & Piercy's (2013) studies showed that none of the participants aimed for a Norwegian-

English accent, which a stigma around this accent can explain. As this accent has gotten a 

label through, for instance, media, research shows that these kinds of accent labels can cause 

stereotypical perceptions to a greater extent than actually hearing a speaker with the accent 

(Coupland & Bishop, 2007, as cited in Brevik & Rindal, 2020, p.124). Another finding is that 

learners are often more negative about their own foreign accent than the foreign English 

accents of speakers with other L1s (Derwing, 2003; Hendriks, van Meurs & de Groot, 2015, 

as cited in Brevik & Rindal, 2020, p.124). An example of such is during Torbjørn Jagland's 

Peace Prize speeches, the Norwegian media criticized his accent for being challenging to 

understand, but no media outside of Norway commented on his accent's intelligibility. 

Similarly, Stoltenberg-English has become a phenomenon in Norway, and people keep 

criticizing his accent as being poor. However, Jens Stoltenberg still manages to make himself 

well understood even as the secretary-general of the international alliance Nato. 

 

Haukland's (2016) studies have looked at perceptions of Norwegian-accented English and 

found results that corresponded with Derwing and Hendriks, van Meurs & de Groot's 

findings. Haukland looked at 98 participants who were both Norwegians and non-Norwegians 

and made them listen to recordings of Norwegians speaking English with a varying degree of 

Norwegian influence on their accent and then evaluate the speakers (Haukland, 2016). The 

findings presented Norwegian listeners to be more skeptical of the speakers than the non-
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Norwegian listeners. Another finding was that none of the listeners found the Norwegian-

English accent less intelligible than native English accents. Even more surprisingly, the non-

native listeners even found the Norwegian-English accent to be more comprehensible than 

native English accents. 

 

Hordnes (2013) performed a similar study among native speakers of English and non-native 

speakers of English from non-Scandinavian countries. The participants listened to four 

Norwegian speakers with varying degrees of Norwegian accents. The findings related to 

perceptions of prestige showed that speakers with accents closer to RP were considered more 

educated, wealthy, and ambitious. They were believed to be more successful in life and have 

better jobs than the speakers with more Norwegian accents, who were considered more 

neutral. A general finding on Norwegians was that they seemed to be liked and considered 

educated, but nothing indicated that they were more prestigious than people from other 

countries. 

 

2.5. The significance of good oral skills and accurate pronunciation  
Because most L2 or EFL learners will draw on similarities of phonology with their L1 

(Grosjean, 1989; Roelofs, 2003; Alario et al., 2010), the learners will have some extent of 

inaccurate pronunciation patterns. Having incorrect pronunciation will affect the learner's 

ability to communicate efficiently, and Morley (1994) elaborates on this by defining six levels 

of speech intelligibility and their impact on communication.
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Table	2:	Speech	Intelligibility	and	Its	Impact	on	Communication.	Adapted	from	Morley	(1994).	

At the lower levels of Morley's categorization, speech is described as mostly or completely 

uncomprehensible, and the listener will have to concentrate intensely to understand words and 

phrases, causing severe limitations on the communication. After reaching what is defined as 

communicative threshold A, speech becomes somewhat intelligible even though it still 

requires effort from the listener not to be distracted by the accent. This implies that if the 

listener is not entirely concentrated, the accent will hinder communication as the listener will 

be distracted and incapable of comprehending the content. After reaching communicative 

threshold B, speech is entirely comprehensible. At these higher levels, the accent will only 

have small deviating features or even a nonexistent accent, and this will therefore cause little 

to no interference with the communication. This categorization shows how the accent can be 

argued to affect communication to some degree, implying that having an accurate 

pronunciation is of importance. Although comprehensibility and degree of accentedness are 

closely related to intelligibility, it is not always correlated (Munro et al., 2006). Speech that 

can be described as heavily accented can be perfectly understood by listeners with an accent 

of the same degree. 



	

	 25	

 

Morley additionally presents different studies on the significance of pronunciation in her 

writings (Morley, 1994). When presenting studies disapproving the statement "pronunciation 

isn't important", she refers to studies done by Brown (1991, as cited in Morley, 1994, p.66-

67), Abercrombie (1956, as cited in Morley, 1994, p.66-67) and Strevens (1974, as cited in 

Morley, 1994, p.66-67), arguing that all language teaching involves the teaching of 

pronunciation. Strevens especially states that every sound, word, and syllable uttered by the 

teacher can be a subject for pronunciation learning. Every time the teachers speak the target 

language, the students will subconsciously or consciously listen to the pronunciation and learn 

something from it. Morley argues that pronunciation is critically essential for EFL speakers 

because it is a matter of fact if people will be able to understand. If speakers do not find 

themselves comfortable in oral communicative settings, they will avoid situations where they 

will have to speak, removing themselves from crucial learning opportunities. Not only will 

this affect the speaker's self-esteem, but Beebe (1978, as cited in Morley, 1994, p.67) also 

argues that pronunciation also affects how you portray yourself to other people. 

 

The number of new research on the field is significantly lower than those conducted before 

the 21st century and portrays a different view on the importance of good pronunciation. One 

newer study on this, performed by Levis (2005), proposed two opposing principles: the 

nativeness and intelligibility principles. For the nativeness principle, the goal is for the 

learners to reach native-like pronunciation as it is considered more "correct", but this principle 

has been criticized as very few learners can reach this goal, and it can therefore be considered 

unfair to give the learners an unattainable goal (Derwing & Munro, 2005; Moyer, 2013, as 

cited in Brevik & Rindal, 2020, p.118-120). A response to this criticism is the intelligibility 

principle which suggests that the ultimate goal is to make oneself understood. This principle 

recognizes that having a non-native accent can also lead to successful communication, but 

research on this principle lack knowledge about which aspects of pronunciation can cause a 

lack of intelligibility (Derwing & Munro, 2009; Haukland, 2016; Levis, 2005). 

 

Researchers also question the importance of "perfect pronunciation" as native accents carry 

with them a lot of cultural identities that might be unwanted for learners, and they also 

question the definition of a "correct" form of native pronunciation (Bex, 2000, as cited in 

Brevik & Rindal, 2020, p. 118-119; Dürmüller, 2008, as cited in Brevik & Rindal, 2020, p. 
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118-119). There is a great diversity of native speaker variations aside from RP and GA, for 

instance, Australian, South African, and Scottish accents. As also many of these native 

accents are considered by Brevik & Rindal (2020) not to be appropriate target accents for 

English learners, some scholars (e.g., Cook,1999; Brevik & Rindal, 2020) have proposed that 

instead of measuring learners against a limited selection of native accents which they are 

unlikely ever to acquire fully, they should be considered as genuine English users with their 

L1 as a backdrop. We may ask why native English speakers are considered successful if they 

sound like speakers from the place they are coming from, while L2 speakers of English are 

considered failures if they sound like speakers of the place they come from (Cook, 1999). 

 

Considering that non-native speakers of English outnumber the native speakers, researchers 

(Derwing & Munro, 2005; Moyer 2013, as cited in Brevik & Rindal 2020, p. 118-119) argue 

that it is not necessary nor appropriate to target a native-language accent. All these theories 

question the importance of correct pronunciation and what should be considered "correct" 

pronunciation. It shows how the general views on the field have shifted from seeing a close-

to-native-like pronunciation as a necessity to questioning whether having a native 

pronunciation is a necessity. This is based on the studies showing that foreign accents are 

found to be intelligible, as argued by Haukland (2016), and also since native-like 

pronunciation is unachievable for most L2 speakers (Derwing & Munro, 2005; Moyer, 2013, 

as cited in Brevik & Rindal 2020, p. 118-119).  

 

Some language educators, however, are questioning this view as they perceive it to be 

counterproductive in the language teaching to teach learners "incorrect" English and that the 

teaching should focus on learning correct pronunciation rather than seeing the communicative 

and identical aspects as the most relevant aims of the teaching (Sobkowiak, 2005, as cited in 

Brevik & Rindal, 2020, p. 126). 

 

2.6. The new English curriculum and oral English  
The English language curriculum has gone through extensive development throughout the 

years, and with every new reform, the governments' priorities have changed about what is 

important to learn regarding communicative skills. From a total neglection of oral skills in the 

1959 curriculum (Ministry of Church and Education, 1959), the views changed in the M74 

curriculum (Ministry of Church and Education, 1974), where understanding and 
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communication were considered essential and an audio-lingual based controlled oral practice 

was given, yet written English still was dominant. During this time, the aim was to achieve 

native-like pronunciation, and the learners would repeat until perfect pronunciation was 

achieved. With the following curriculum, M87 (Ministry of Church and Education, 1987), 

communicative skills were considered the most important, and the views on pronuncial targets 

changed. Mechanic drilling as a method was discouraged, and English "pronunciation and 

intonation" became its own category. In this category, it was specified that the learners should 

learn to use a normalized variant of British or American English but still listen to and learn to 

respect other variants. The curriculum stated that the students should understand that correct 

pronunciation is necessary for being understood and that their choice of intonation can affect 

the interpretation of the message. The teachers should emphasize practicing sounds and sound 

combinations non-existent in the native language. The focus then shifted again with L97 (The 

Royal Ministry of Church, Education, and Research, 1997), when oral and written language 

were equally important. Pronunciation and intonation were no longer categories of their own 

but rather incorporated into the element "Knowledge about the English language, culture, and 

personal learning". After year 7, the students were only expected to "work with vocabulary, 

spelling, pronunciation, and intonation", and there was no standard for which variant to aim 

for. This was neither mentioned in LK06 (The Norwegian Directorate for Education and 

Training, 2006), nor in the Subject Renewal 2020 (The Norwegian Directorate for Education 

and Training, 2020), where it did not receive any attention in the curriculum at all but was 

instead taken for granted in successful communication. 

 

The Subject Renewal 2020 functions as a framework for English language education and 

provides competence aims closely connected to the Common European Framework of 

Reference for Languages: Learning, teaching, assessment (Speitz, 2020). The main target of 

the Common European Framework is to ensure the learner's ability to communicate despite 

linguistic and cultural boundaries. This communicative competence consists of linguistic 

competence, socio-linguistic competence, and pragmatic competence. Even though the 

Subject Renewal 2020 does not explicitly mention the Common European Framework, it is 

still seen implemented into the core elements of the English subject through the 

communicative element.  
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The English subject in the Subject Renewal 2020 (The Norwegian Directorate for Education 

and Training, 2020) has three significant elements. The element most related to pronunciation 

is called Communication and includes making sense of languages and using the language in 

formal and informal settings. This element emphasizes how students should learn to 

communicate both in oral and written ways. 

 

The Subject Renewal 2020 (The Norwegian Directorate for Education and Training, 2020) 

also presents core values of the English subject, which are related to having good oral skills 

and intelligible pronunciation. The core values argue the subject to be of significant 

importance in developing cultural understanding, communication, personal development, and 

identity growth. First and foremost, the English subject should give the learners a solid basis 

for the ability to communicate with others locally and globally, despite cultural and linguistic 

backgrounds. Furthermore, the subject has a valuable role in preparing the learners for 

education, society, and professional life that demands English competence in reading, writing, 

and communicating orally.  

 

The importance of oral communication is not only mentioned in the three major elements and 

the core values but also in the specific learning aims (The Norwegian Directorate for 

Education and Training, 2020). The learning aims for year seven mention oral communication 

in several aims. To begin with, the first learning aim is "using simple strategies in language 

learning, text creation and communication". The next aim states "exploring and using patterns 

of pronunciation and words and expressions when playing, singing and roleplaying". Another 

aim focusing on oral communication is "understandably expressing oneself with a varied 

vocabulary and polite expressions adapted to the situation and receiver". 

 

Furthermore, there is the aim "starting, maintaining and concluding conversations about one's 

own interests and popular topics". Other aims are "exploring and talking about some linguistic 

similarities between English and other languages known to the learner, and using this in the 

language learning" and "reflecting on and having a conversation about the role of English in 

your own life". These aims mention oral communication more explicitly, but other learning 

aims also have oral communication as a prerequisite for mastering the aim as well as oral 

communication can be interpreted to fit into several learning aims. However, pronunciation is 

not mentioned in the learning aims nor the curriculum in general, which can make it very 
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unclear what kind of speaker ideal the teaching should aim for in order for the student to 

achieve good communicative skills. Although the importance of oral communication is 

mentioned in the learning aims, pronunciation ideal, methodology, and didactic approaches, 

are not. This gives the teachers considerable flexibility and freedom regarding which method 

and approach they find more efficient.  

 

The curriculum for year 7 states that the students should be evaluated through formative 

assessment rather than the summative form. The assessment should contribute to further 

learning and development in the subject, and guidelines explain that this is shown when the 

learners are playing and exploring the language, reading with comprehension and fluency, and 

expressing themselves in oral and written texts about different topics. Pronunciation is not 

explicitly mentioned as a part of the formative assessment but is instead interpreted as a 

prerequisite to general mastery of oral skills.  

 

When making the competence aims less specific, it can be interpreted as vague and difficult to 

interpret. Communicate skills are undoubtfully presented as necessary throughout the 

curriculum, but that would also mean that having good pronunciation is of equal importance 

as they are correlated. This then should be mentioned in the aims like in the previous 

curricula. The absence could be the relation between the English and Norwegian languages; 

after all, they share a lot of the same inventories, and studies show that most Norwegian 

learners are fully intelligible despite having an accent. 

 

2.7. Pedagogical aspects of teaching oral English 

As mentioned in the previous section, teachers can choose the pedagogical approaches they 

find compelling as the new English curriculum does not mention specific methodology very 

much. The educational specialist Jeremy Harmer (2015, as cited in Burner, Carlsen & 

Kverndokken, 2019, p. 20) explains why some teachers choose different teaching approaches 

to pronunciation and communicative skills. He argues that defining communicative language 

teaching is a problem as some educators see communication as an essential condition for 

CLT, while other educators see communicative competence as an outcome of the CLT. 

Loewen (2011, as cited in Loewen 2015, p.57-59) has divided the L2 instruction into two 

categories: meaning-focused instruction which consists primarily of communication-oriented 
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tasks, and form-focused instruction which includes explicit L2 instruction where language and 

language rules are the objectives of the instruction. Teachers in the Norwegian EFL classroom 

are free to use whatever approach they find fitting, based on their definition of communicative 

language teaching and preferred focus of instruction.  

With very few studies on Norwegian accentedness, teachers have little theory to base their 

teaching on besides traditional second language acquisition theories. However, a MA thesis 

by Thomas Hansen (2012) investigated teachers' evaluation of students' pronunciation. The 

results showed that Norwegian English teachers evaluated students with native-like 

pronunciation as more competent, and those non-native speakers tend not to be fully 

recognized as English users but rather English learners. Considering that the new English 

curriculum (The Norwegian Directorate for Education and Training 2020) does not mention 

what accent teachers should aim for in the teaching of pronunciation, it opens up for teachers' 

interpretations and evaluations of good pronunciation. 

 

Also, a study by Manuela Iannuzzi (2017) investigated Teachers' approaches to English 

pronunciation among six teachers in six different Norwegian middle schools by conducting a 

descriptive analysis of videotaped English lessons. The results showed that teachers 

approached pronunciation either through pronunciation instruction or teacher-student 

communication. The study also found that besides one case of pronunciation instruction, the 

teachers rarely corrected the students' non-standard pronunciation. The last finding was that 

the teachers' choices and methods when approaching mispronunciation were closely related to 

the teaching situation and topic and a result of this was that teachers chose feedback methods 

that required little time and energy. Iannuzzi also found an interesting unintended finding 

which found the Norwegian students' pronunciation of English to be highly intelligible, and 

their mispronunciations were of a very low scale. 

There are many pedagogical aspects to consider when teaching oral English. Firstly, teachers 

should acknowledge their different roles in their students' language learning processes (Nilsen 

& Rugesæter, 2015). To begin with, the teacher can function as a guide, as the students will 

not always master the new sounds of a language and might need some guidance to get it right. 

To master this role, the teacher will need to have theoretical skills about the speech organs' 

functions, knowledge about articulation, and knowledge about the phonetic inventories of 

both languages and recognize challenges and mistakes related to this. The teacher would also 
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need abilities to articulate the target language and control mispronunciations, and even though 

it is not necessary for the teacher to have expert knowledge in phonetics, he should have 

enough knowledge to offer helpful advice. The teacher also has the role of a language model, 

and the importance of this role cannot be overestimated. The teacher should produce as much 

English as possible in front of the students to merge them in the language, and an essential 

requirement for this is for the teacher to have high language levels. Norwegian pupils expose 

themselves to a lot of extramural English settings, and they hear a lot of different accents, 

which means that the teacher should have a good and stable pronunciation to counterbalance 

all the different accents they are exposed to. Both the role as a guide and as a language model 

are in accordance with Vygotsky's Sociocultural Theory on second language learning, 

claiming that the only way to learn a language is through communication with someone with 

more knowledge (Vygotsky 1978, as cited in Lightbrown & Spada 2019: 25). The teacher 

speaking English in the classroom and being knowledgeable enough to advise the students are 

examples of this theory. In doing so, the teacher functions as a scaffolder to help the students 

reach their potential by being a role model for good pronunciation and also helping them 

improve their pronunciation.  

Secondly, the teacher must build up awareness for the learners. It is not vital that the students 

know all the technicalities of phonetics, rhythm, stress, and intonation, but the teacher should 

build up a fundamental concern for pronunciation. When doing so, the students can reflect on 

their pronunciation and can help them realize the importance of speaking correctly. The best 

motivation a teacher can give the learners is a concern for good pronunciation and a desire to 

do well with the interest of being understood. This is also in correspondence with Schmidt's 

Noticing Hypothesis, which argues that in order for L2 acquisition to take place, awareness of 

linguistic forms has to occur and that there is a difference between noticing the occurrence of 

a linguistic feature and recognizing a general principle, rule or pattern (Schmidt, 1990, 1995, 

2000 as cited in Loewen, 2015, p.60-61).  

 

A third aspect to consider in the language learning process is putting pronunciation teaching 

in context. Nilsen & Rugesæter (2015) emphasized the importance of not teaching 

pronunciation as a separate discipline in a language course but instead incorporating it into the 

English subject as a whole. They argue that when the students practice a problematic sound, 

they should not practice it in isolation but instead start with a single word and expand it to 

practice with longer fragments and sentences. Minimal pairs are mentioned as a beneficial 
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way to practice distinguishing complex sounds, for instance, in the words eyes and ice, but the 

words should preferably be put in a larger context to make the learning situation more 

realistic.    

 

Lastly, Nilsen and Rugesæter (2015) discuss the role of phonemic scripts and errors in oral 

language teaching. They claim it is a great advantage for the students to be able to use 

phonetic script in their language learning before they reach middle school. They will then 

have the ability to check and practice words and pronunciations they feel insecure about. It 

should not be a requirement that they transcribe sentences phonemically, but it is a great 

benefit for the learners to be somewhat familiar with the phonemic symbols, and this should 

be a focus in the teaching of oral competence. Concerning the role of errors in the classroom, 

Nilsen & Rugesæter (2015) believe that building up a positive and supportive atmosphere is 

important. Making mistakes is a natural and inescapable part of the language learning process. 

Especially in spoken language, the errors become very obvious, making many learners 

reluctant and insecure about speaking aloud. Therefore, the teachers need to create an 

understanding that it is okay to make mistakes and that mistakes should be valued as a chance 

to learn more. When creating a safe and supportive learning environment, the teachers should 

never interrupt spontaneous speech to correct a mistake but still correct learners before 

incorrect pronunciation become a habit. 

 

With the presented theory and previous research in mind, this thesis has proposed four 

hypotheses regarding the research questions, and they suggest the following:  

 

H1. The students will have some degree of improvement in pronouncing words 

with the target sounds.  

H2.  The immediate post-test will present fewer errors compared to the late post-

test. 

H3.  Students aware of their pronunciation will have a more significant 

improvement than students who perceive oral accuracy as less valuable. 

H4. Teachers who teach phonetics explicitly are teachers who perceive speaking 

accuracy as important. 
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The thesis will in the next chapters present the methodology used to test the hypotheses, 

present the results found in the series of testing and interviews, and discuss the findings in 

light of possible implications for future teaching in Norwegian L2 classrooms.  

 

3. Methodology  

3.1. Introduction and choice of methods 

In order to answer the research questions presented and accomplish the aim of the study, this 

project was conducted as mixed-methods research using both quantitative and qualitative 

methods. The method used for answering the main aim of the research is a teaching 

intervention with an experimental design. This method will investigate if the results can be 

said to be the effects of explicit teaching as a cause. Within this method, the project has used 

two teaching lessons, a pre-test, and two post-tests, to see whether the teaching will affect 

student pronunciation. As the teaching intervention only will look at the cause and effect and 

provide a yes or no answer, it was considered necessary to supplement the research with more 

methods that can contribute to a better understanding of the results. The first method chosen 

for this purpose is a survey, which will provide insight into different variables affecting the 

students' test performances and look for possible correlations that might shed some light on 

the observed effects. The second supplementary method aims for a teacher's perspective on 

the project. By interviewing teachers, the findings of this method can add greater depth to 

understanding the findings based on their view on teaching oral skills.  

 

These three methods all have advantages and disadvantages when trying to answer the 

research questions, and in isolation, any of the chosen methods would not be able to give 

satisfying results. Given this, the choices of methods are reasoned by how they provide 

different insights into the results and supplement each other. Additionally, they cover 

different theoretical aspects. The teaching intervention will investigate whether the 

differences in Norwegian and English phonologic inventories cause much interference with 

the candidates' speaking accuracy and whether explicit phonetic teaching can reduce errors 

typical to the Norwegian-English accent. The survey will investigate how the students 

evaluate their accent and pronunciation and whether they find accurate pronunciation 

significant. The interviews, lastly, will look into the teachers' evaluation of the significance of 

good oral skills, how they work with oral skills as mentioned in the curriculum, and whether 
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they seem to agree on pedagogical aspects of teaching oral English. This section will give a 

description of the participants, an overview of the materials used, the reasoning for the 

research design, a description of the procedure from the beginning to the end of the project, 

and an explanation of the ethical considerations for this project. 

 

3.2. Participants 

The participants in this project consist of 34 students and three teachers. All the participants 

were recruited through the researcher's workplace. The teacher recruitment was conducted by 

asking colleagues to complete an interview regarding their views and practices concerning 

oral skills in the English subject. The recruitment of student participants happened by asking 

permission from the principal, superintendent, and teacher to conduct a study on a former 

class of the researcher and collecting consent from each student and a parent/guardian. The 

student participants were assigned either to a control group or a test group during the project 

based on a general proficiency test and their questionnaire data. The two groups stayed 

consistent throughout the project, meaning that the students could not switch groups during 

the intervention.  

 

Since the participants are minors, certain legal requirements had to be met prior to data 

collection (Norwegian Centre for Research data, n.d.(a); Norwegian Centre for Research data, 

n.d.(b)). The participants were provided with an information sheet about the project, and 

parental consent was secured in advance of the project. This can be found in appendix 1. The 

study also required approval from the Norwegian Centre for Research Data (NSD), as it 

involved voice recordings from the candidates, which are considered personal data with the 

possibility of identifying participants either directly or indirectly. No names were collected in 

any testing as the participants were given a unique candidate number to secure anonymity. 

The candidate number also allowed the different data to be matched to other data collected 

from the same participant. Even though the study handled personal data, the project was 

conducted with the approval from NSD that the study followed the legally required 

regulations. NSD approval can be seen in appendix 2.   
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3.3. Materials 

3.3.1. Online survey  

An online survey examined the participants' perceptions of their English skills and 

pronunciation. These questions were created based on the Language Experience and 

Proficiency Questionnaire (LEAP-Q) by Marian, Blumenfeldt & Kaushanskaya (2007). The 

survey was used as a self-reporting tool to assess language experience and proficiency aimed 

toward Norwegian and English. The participants rated their language background, 

proficiency, and pronunciational perceptions through a mix of multiple choice and free text 

questions. The questions were structured into six subtopics: language background, starting age 

of L2 acquisition, English skills, Learning methods, pronunciation and accent, and teacher 

influence. All the questions were in Norwegian to make them more comprehensible for the 

participants, and the test took about 30 minutes to complete. The survey is provided in 

appendix 3 of this thesis. 

 

3.3.2. Interview 

The teacher interview aimed to get insight into educators' perspectives on the importance of 

teaching oral skills. The questions were created to cover different variables which could affect 

teacher perspectives. It consisted of questions looking at oral skills through five different 

topics. The topics included were educational background and teaching experience, the new 

English curriculum, language use in the classroom, teaching materials, and teaching methods. 

The semi-structured interview took place in person and was not recorded. The questions 

created prior to the interview functioned as a guideline for the interview, but the order of 

questions was adapted to the conversation and situation. When the answers required further 

explanation, the teacher participants were asked follow-up questions to clarify or follow up on 

interesting comments. The questions prepared for the interview are provided in appendix 4 of 

this thesis. 

 

3.3.3. English proficiency test 

A test of general abilities in the English language was included to overview the participants' 

linguistic levels. The test results would be the foundation of distributing the students into a 

test group and control group with equal abilities. The test was based on [2020] National Tests 

in English for year eight by the Directorate for Education and Training. The primary purpose 

of the National Tests is to gather insight into the students' basic capabilities in English, and 
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the information gathered gives a quality assurance of the school system. Students take the 

tests every autumn in years 5 and 8 and are developed by a language test team at the 

University of Bergen. The tests measure the pupils' reading skills, vocabulary, and grammar. 

It consists of 40 questions aiming to rate the students' level of understanding of vocabulary, 

sentences, and text connection. To rate these levels, they test abilities to find 

information/understand details, understand the main purpose, interpret, and understand, use 

grammatical structures, understand advanced vocabulary and understand the context. The test 

is completed digitally, and provides a variety of task formats, including click picture, click the 

word, click and drag, click the text, gap filling, multiple-choice, who could say, write the 

word, complete sentence and move paragraph. The test has been altered for this thesis to fit a 

paper format. Since retrieval from the Directorate for Education and Training's website, the 

test has been removed, but the altered version containing the original test questions is 

provided as appendix 5 in this thesis. 

 

3.3.4. Pre-test 

Before teaching phonetics began, the participants took a pre-test to check their 

pronunciational abilities. The participants read aloud 29 individual words presented in written 

form om-screen. The test was individual and contained several words containing the different 

focus sounds and some distraction words not containing any focus sounds. There are six 

words for every target sound, but the word with contains both /w/ and /ð/ and is therefore 

provided only once in the presentation and looks at both target sounds. The test included both 

words with the target sound at the beginning of the word like in thought, in the middle of the 

word like in other, and at the end of the sounds like in smooth. Three minimal pairs were also 

included, for example west and vest. There was also 6 distraction words incorporated in the 

test. The distraction words were words known to the students which did not include any target 

sounds. The distraction word toes was, however, a minimal pair with the test word those. The 

target sounds and test words and the correct transcription in both RP and GA are provided in 

the table below. 
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Table	3:	An	overview	of	the	target	sounds,	test	words	and	correct	transcription	in	RP	and	GA	for	the	pre-test	and	

immediate	post-test.	

 

3.3.5. Immediate post-test 

The participants also took an immediate post-test to check whether the teaching had reduced 

the number of errors in the test group. This test was conducted the day after the last lesson of 

the teaching intervention was ended. This test was also performed individually and contained 

the same words as the pre-test (See table 3 provided above) but in a new order. The order of 

words was randomized but presented in the same order to all the participants. The participants 

read aloud individual words presented on-screen. All the answers were recorded and later 

analyzed. 

 

3.3.6. Late post-test 

The participants were also exposed to a late post-test three weeks after the immediate post-test 

was finished. It was carried out identically to the two previous tests where the candidates were 

presented with words on-screen and individually read the words aloud. In this test, the 

participants were exposed to 23 new words containing the same four target sounds, and 6 
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distraction words. The word weather contains both /w/ and /ð/ and is presented only once but 

looks for both target sounds. The distribution of sounds is found in front like three, in the 

middle in words like awake, and in the end in words like breathe. Three Minimal pairs such 

as veil and whale were also present in this test. The target sounds, test words, and correct 

transcription for the late post-test are provided in the table below. The presentation used 

during the test is provided in the thesis as appendix 7. 

 
Table	4:	Overview	of	the	target	sounds,	test	words	and	correct	transcription	in	RP	and	GA	for	the	late	post-test.	

 

3.3.7. Teaching intervention 

The teaching of pronunciation and phonetics took place during two lessons of 60 minutes 

each. Only the test group was present at the lesson, and the control group had lessons with the 

class' regular English teacher. The first lesson aimed for a metalinguistic focus and involved 

reflection and discussion of topics such as the importance of pronunciation, definitions of 
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good pronunciation and foreign accents. The planning form used as a basis for the lesson is 

provided in the figure below. 

 
Figure	3:	Planning	form	for	the	first	project	lesson	presenting	the	aims	and	content	of	the	lesson.	

The second lesson was designed to look more specifically into the target sounds of the study, 

and this lesson aimed to get the students to reflect on how the Norwegian language affects the 

English pronunciation and achieve more consciousness about the pronunciation of difficult 

sounds. This lesson had explicit focus on the phonetic alphabet, as well as practical activities 

to explain and practice the target sounds. The planning form used as a basis for the lesson is 

provided in the figure to follow. 
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Figure	4:	Planning	form	for	the	second	project	lesson	presenting	the	aims	and	content	of	the	lesson.	

 

3.4. Design  

The first material used in this project was the English proficiency tests. This test was retrieved 

from the Norwegian Directorate for Education and Training's website providing national tests 

in English from previous years. The online test was downloaded and inserted into a text 

document, and new questions were formed to fit a paper version, like changing click the 

picture […] to circle the picture […]. The test was printed out and distributed to the 

candidates.  

 

The second material used was the online survey. The survey was made in Surveyxact, with a 

standard University of Agder layout. The test questions were translated into Norwegian. The 

test included a front page with information about the survey's aim, approximate completion 

time, and answer privacy. The students were on the next page asked to provide their candidate 
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number. There were six categories in the test, and each category was briefly explained in the 

survey ahead of the questions. Twelve questions asked the participants to answer a question 

using a five-point Likert scale. This included self-ratings of linguistic abilities. Two questions 

also asked the candidates to range the languages they knew. The candidates answered the 

different questions with a variety of writing answers, ticking boxes, yes-no answers and Likert 

scales. The answer types were designed to fit the different questions efficiently and 

practically. All the questions were obligatory to answer, and the candidates were thanked for 

their participation upon submission.  

 

The third material used in the project was the pre-test. The words were randomly distributed 

in the test and put into a PowerPoint presentation with a simple layout and only one word per 

slide. The presentation contained a front slide named "English pronunciation test,", and the 

second slide contained information about the test, including that the words would appear one 

by one, and that the candidate should say the words as they would usually, take their time, and 

not rush. From the third slide until the 31st slide, the words appeared one by one in bold red 

color on a white background. The students pronounced the words, and the researcher clicked 

to the next page. The immediate post-test was designed identically to the pre-test, except that 

the words were placed in a new random order. The late post-test was designed similarly but 

contained new test words. The presentations used for the pre-tests and late-post tests are found 

in the appendices. 

 

Another method used in the project was the teaching intervention of two lessons. PowerPoint 

presentations were created prior to both lessons and were used as a starting point for the 

lessons. The PowerPoints had a colorful theme suited for elementary school students. The first 

presentation contained questions about their views on pronunciation, definitions of terms such 

as pronunciation and intonation, examples of minimal pairs, reflection and discussion 

activities, and practical activities such as The Norwegian Rollercoaster (as described in 

Flognfeldt & Lund, 2018, p.256). The presentation also included a listening activity in the 

form of a group competition with accents from Australia, England, Mississippi, Ireland, and 

Norway (The Redmen TV, 2017; Bruce, 2012; TODAY, 2016; Vanity Fair, 2016; Heidi 

Hansen, 2011). The presentation used for lesson 1 is provided in the thesis as appendix 8. The 

second presentation included repetition from the first lesson, writing activities, reflection 

activities on difficult sounds, instruction on phonetic alphabet, pronunciation instruction and 
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exercises. This thesis provides the PowerPoint presentation used for this lesson as Appendix 

9.  

 

The last method was the teacher interview. At first the topics for the interview was created to 

secure coverage of the research questions, and following, questions were created to get an 

overview of the teachers’ perceptions on the topics. The interview guide was first written on 

computer, and then written down on paper with room to write notes after each question. The 

teachers answered the questions orally, and the researcher wrote down the answers on the 

question paper. The interview guide is provided as appendix 4.  

 

With the variety of methods used for this project, there are also many implications for the 

validity and reliability of the thesis. The controlling of variables is one factor that impacts the 

validity and reliability of the project. Experimental design's validity and reliability depend on 

various factors as described by Creswell (2013). A threat to the validity of the teaching 

intervention is related to selection and the risk of one group consisting of students with lower 

levels of English proficiency, which might give greater or lesser progress in the results. 

However, this threat will be avoided by the generalized proficiency tests and by assigning 

students to equal groups based on the results. Another eliminated threat to the validity is the 

passing of time between the pre-tests and post-tests, impacting the outcomes. By doing the 

immediate post-test right after the pronunciation lessons, the learning outcomes will not be 

harmed by forgetfulness due to the passing of time, and by doing the late post-tests, it is 

possible to check whether the results are lasting and not a result of teaching to the test. One of 

the biggest threats to the project is related to sampling students from only one class, as there is 

no way to eliminate diffusion of treatments as the control group thoroughly and the test group 

can communicate between the lessons, but this is avoided as much as possible by withholding 

as much information as possible concerning what the project is looking to achieve. 

Additionally, it is hard to establish complete reliability, as sampling from only one class will 

not provide a generalized conclusion. On the other side, sampling a control group and a test 

group from different schools could not provide the same validity because they have had very 

different previous English instructions and would therefore not give equalized groups. 

 

Additionally, the survey was also part of assigning participants to counterbalanced groups. 

The survey also functions as a method to give more depth to the results of the teaching 
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intervention, as the teaching intervention only can establish a cause and effect without any 

further explanation. Besides, doing an online survey is one of the most excellent methods 

regarding the ability to generalize larger populations, by collecting data efficiently and 

generalizing the answers in tables, diagrams and figures (Groves et al., 2009, as cited in Ash, 

Baumann & Bason, 2021, p.367). One of the biggest threats to the validity of this method, 

according to Moss (n.d.), is whether the questions are formulated in a way that provides 

answers to the research questions. In order to secure face validity for this thesis, the questions 

were thoroughly considered by both the researcher and the supervisor in charge of this 

experiment. The content of the survey and its ability to capture the relevant components of the 

research questions can also harm the content validity, but also this aspect of validity is 

achieved by basing the questions on the LEAP-Q, which is widely used and recognized for 

covering all essential parts of oral English for ESL and EFL learners (Marian et al., 2007). 

 

The interview has the same function as the survey regarding the methods’ ability to 

understand better factors influencing the results. By conducting a semi-structured interview 

rather than a survey with the sampled English teachers, it brings a disadvantage related to 

time efficiency as a survey can collect larger amount of data from many participants at the 

same time. However, an interview will secure that the prepared questions cover the most 

crucial components while other essential answers being brought up unforeseen can be 

followed up. The interview was planned to be recorded to secure validity and reliability by 

not missing essential answers, but as the participants felt somewhat uncomfortable with the 

recorder, it was decided that the interview was transcribed on the scene instead. This decision 

was made to secure honest and more valid responses, as emphasized by McDougall (2000). 

By making the participants uncomfortable by following through with the recording, their 

insecurities could impact their responses. Another threat to validity affected by the 

participants' comfort levels is the relationship between the researcher and the participants. The 

participants might answer the questions dishonestly based on their feeling of 

uncomfortableness around an unknown researcher as they provide an answer they believe will 

please the researcher. As the participants and researchers are colleagues, this threat is 

minimized as they feel more relaxed and confident about speaking honestly. They were also 

explained that the research seeks their honest opinion, which created a more secure and non-

judgmental atmosphere. 
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3.5. Procedure 
The study started with the participants taking an online survey to map their language 

background and motivation for the project. The test took about 30 minutes to complete during 

two English lessons. The students were given a link and a code to the survey on 

SurveyXact.no, and a total of 30 participants completed the survey. 4 participants were unable 

to complete it because of absence related to Covid-19.  

 

After taking the survey, all participants took an English proficiency test based on a previous 

National test in paper form, and all 34 participants completed the test individually. The 

participants completed as many tasks as possible within a 60-minute time frame. The results 

of this test and the survey formed the basis of assigning the participants to either the control 

group of the test group.  

 

As they had been assigned to one of the groups, all 34 participants took a pronunciation pre-

test containing 29 words. The participants were taken out of the classroom individually and 

into a separate room with only the researcher present. As one student finished the test, he 

went back to the classroom and sent out a new student to the separate room. The presentation 

contained one test word per slide, and there was no time limit for the time they had the word 

on the screen. Once the word was pronounced, the researcher clicked to the next slide. All the 

answers were recorded and later transcribed and analyzed. The answers were marked as either 

correct or wrong, and the number of errors was registered. Only errors related to the focus 

sound were registered, and if the participants repeated one word with one or more incorrect 

pronunciations, it was also registered as an error. All the mispronounced utterances were 

transcribed and can be found in appendix 10.  

 

After this point, the test group and control group were separated for the following lessons. 

The control group had their usual English lessons together with their English teacher, and the 

test group went through the teaching intervention prepared by the researcher. During the first 

lesson, the students were expected to reflect on pronunciation, how the different parts of 

pronunciation function, what good pronunciation is, and why it is essential. The second lesson 

took place a week after the first lesson, and aimed to teach phonetic sounds more specifically. 

The participants were familiarized with the specific target phonemes chosen for the project, 
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and they got to practice them with mirrors both as isolated sounds, in words, and lastly, in 

sentences with different approaches.  

 

The day after the test group finished the second lesson, both the control and test groups were 

conducted an immediate post-test to see if the teaching intervention affected the test group's 

pronunciation. They were exposed to the exact words as in the pre-test but in a different order, 

and the test was recorded and transcribed. Three weeks after the immediate post-test, a new 

post-test was conducted to test whether the results were lasting. The participants were 

exposed to new words for this late post-test containing the same focus sounds as the 

immediate post-test and the pre-tests. Both post-tests took an average time of 1,5 minutes per 

participant. The participants were again individually taken out of the classroom and into a 

separate room with just the researcher present to complete the tests. As they went back to the 

classroom, they sent out a new participant.  

 

After all the data was collected from the student participants, three English teachers from 

years 5-7 were interviewed about their views on teaching pronunciation. They were all 

interviewed at their workplace, and as the interview was semi-structured and some answers 

had follow-up questions, the completion time ranged from 20 minutes to 45 minutes. The 

interviews were not recorded based on the participants' wishes but instead transcribed as the 

interview went along. The interviews were conducted individually, and the candidates were 

first presented with the aim of the interview and information about the study. The questions 

were asked chronologically, yet some were asked ahead of plan as they fit better with the 

conversation. Notes were written down as the interview went on, and the teachers got the 

ability to see their answers before ending the interview to check whether they wanted to add 

something.  

4. Results  

4.1 Participants  

The student participants were a group of learners in year seven from a Norwegian elementary 

school, between 12 and 13 years of age. The distribution of age and gender can be seen in the 

table below. 
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Table	5:	Distribution	of	age	and	gender	among	the	student	participants.	

 

At the time of the data collection, the students had completed six and a half years of formal 

English instruction. Thirty-five parental consents were distributed to the class, and 34 

approved of participation. However, only 30 participants participated in the survey. To secure 

the students' privacy, they were assigned a candidate number to be used in the project instead 

of their names.  

 

All participants have had the same amount of English education, and the instruction up to the 

point of research had been the same for all the participants. Thirty-two of the participants had 

Norwegian as their native language and English as their second most frequently used 

language. One student had Arabic as their native language and then reported Norwegian and 

English as their second and third most used languages. One student had Bulgarian as their 

native language but considered this language the least known, and Norwegian and English 

were the first and second most used languages. The student participants were divided into two 
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groups relatively equal in pronunciation perception and overall English skills. One group 

functioned as a control group for the project, and the other group performed as the test group 

taking part in explicit phonetic teaching. The two groups took the same pronunciation tests 

before and after the teaching intervention.  

 

Three English teachers with very different teaching experiences from years 5-7 participated in 

the project. In addition to years of experience, they also differed in English education. The 

first teacher participating (T1) had approximately 40 years of experience, and English 

education was part of the general teaching education. The second teacher (T2) had about 

seven years of experience and had taken English education through Kompetanse for 

kvalitet (Competence for quality). The last teacher participating (T3) had only one year of 

experience and had taken a master's degree in English as part of the teaching education.  

 

 
4.2 Standardized test results 

The standardized proficiency tests showed significant variations in the results. The lowest 

possible score on the tests was 0, while the highest possible score was 53. The results were 

calculated, and the participants were given a test score. The results were categorized into three 

levels where level 1 ranged between scores of 1 to 17,5, level 2 ranged between scores of 18 

to 35,5, and level 3 went between scores of 36 to 53. 

 

Eight participants were categorized as level 1, and the average score within this level was 13,5 

points, ranging from 8 to 17 points. Twenty-two participants were classified as level 2. The 

average score within this level was 25,5 points, and the results ranged from 18-34 points. Four 

participants were categorized as level 3, with a score range between 36-45,5. The average 

score of this level was 41,5 points. Each level was split in two and equally distributed to the 

test group and control group. The total score of the control group was 418, while the total 

score of the test group was 416. An overview of the group distribution and test results can be 
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seen in the table below. 

 
Table	6:	Standardized	English	proficiency	test	results.	The	green	numbers	symbolize	the	results	from	level	1,	the	blue	
numbers	symbolize	the	results	from	level	2,	and	the	orange	numbers	symbolize	the	results	from	level	3.	

 
 

4.3 Quantitative test results 

4.3.1 Survey results 

4.3.1.1 Language background 

The first topic of the survey aims to overview the participants' linguistic backgrounds. The 

survey results presented in this section covers the data collected from both the test group and 

control group. This data was influential in assigning pupils to either group, with equalized 

responses for each group. As this thesis looks at the Norwegian-English accent, it is of interest 

to confirm that the participants speak Norwegian as their L1. When asked to state all the 

languages they knew and rate them from language 1 (most proficient) to language 3 (least 

proficient), 29 participants answered that they were most proficient in Norwegian. One 

student answered in Arabic, but as the focus sounds chosen for the project also are 

challenging for Arabic speakers of English, the participant was accepted to complete the 

project. All the participants placed Norwegian as either language 1 or 2, and all 29 places 

English as eighter language 2 or 3. Nine participants also mentioned a 4th language, and six 
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participants mentioned a 5th language. The languages reported as language 4 and 5 were 

Swedish, Danish, Spanish, German and French. 

 

  
 

	
Figure	5:	Overview	over	languages	the	participants	know.	Language	one	is	the	most	proficient	and	language	3	is	less	
proficient.	

 

The participants were also asked to rate how much time they spend every day speaking, using, 

or hearing each language. For their most proficient language, it ranged between 25%-100% of 

the time. For language two, the time spent using the language ranged from 10%-70%. For 

language 3, the time spent using the language ranged from 0%-15%. The entire distribution 

can be seen in the table below. 
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Table	7:	Time	spent	on	different	languages	known	to	the	candidates.	Answers	are	presented	in	percentage	of	daily	use.	

 

When asked whether they had ever lived in a country where they spoke another language than 

Norwegian, two respondents had lived in countries where they spoke Arabic and Bulgarian.   

 
4.3.1.2 Age of English acquisition 

The next section of the survey looked into what age the students started learning English and 

at what age they started reading English. For the age of beginning to learn English, the 

answers ranged from two years to eight years. The entire distribution of responses can be seen 

in Figure 6 below. 
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Figure	6:	The	participants'	years	of	age	when	first	starting	to	learn	English.	

 
Regarding the age when the participants started to read English, the gap was higher compared 

to the age when starting to learn English. The answers ranged from 3 years as the youngest 

age and ten years as the oldest age. The entire distribution of responses can be seen in Figure 

7 below. 

 

 
Figure	7:	The	participants'	years	of	age	when	first	starting	to	read	English.	
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4.3.1.3 Evaluation of own English skills and learning methods 
 
The third section of the survey asked the students to evaluate their abilities to speak, read and 

understand English. None of the participants rated themselves as very poor, but one 

participant considered themselves somewhat poor in all three abilities. The patterns were quite 

similar across the abilities to speak and read English, with 53-46% answering “somewhat 

good”. The pattern is somewhat different for the ability to understand English, where 57% 

answering “very good”. The full distribution of answers for each ability can be seen in Figure 

8 below. 

 
  
	

	

	

	

	

	

	

Figure	8:	Evaluation	of	the	participants	own	abilities	to	speak,	read	and	understand	English.	

 

The participants were additionally asked to evaluate how much different learning methods 

had contributed to their learning of English. The three learning situations that were listed most 

often as having contributed much or very much in the participants’ learning were social media 

and music (n=30), watching TV (n=26) and gaming (n=23). It is noteworthy that only 7 
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participants listed learning at school as having contributed very much. The full overview of 

responses and evaluations of the different learning methods can be seen in Figure 9 below. 

 

 
Figure	9:	Overview	over	how	the	participants	evaluated	different	learning	methods	according	to	how	much	they	
contributed	to	the	learning	of	English.	

 

The last question in this category looked at how much time the participants spent daily on 

different English language activities. The results here shows very similar patterns to the 

previous question, whereas the three English-speaking activities that were listed as used much 

or very much were social media and music (n=25), gaming (n=21) and watching TV (n=19). 

One interesting finding is that learning English in school was rated as “much” used by 15 

participants, which is fairly many compared to other activities outside of school, such as 

speaking with friends or family. The full overview of the different activities and the amount 

of time spent on them can be seen in Figure 10 below. 
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Figure	10:	Time	spent	on	different	English-speaking	activities	daily.	

 
4.3.1.4 Perceptions of accent 

The fourth section of the survey investigates the participants' perceptions of their English 

accent. The first question asks the participants to rate how much Norwegian accent they have 

when speaking English. The most listed amount accent was a little bit of accent, which was 

perceived by 83% of the participants. The distribution of responses can be seen in Figure 11 

below. None of the participants found themselves to have a strong Norwegian accent.  

  
Figure	11:	Perception	of	how	much	foreign	accent	the	respondents	believe	they	have.	

The following two questions within this section looked into intrusion of the two languages 

while speaking. The most interesting finding to note is that for Norwegian intrusions into 

English, no one answered more than “occasionally”, whereas for English intrusions into 
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Norwegian, answers are distributed across the scale and over half of the participants say "half 

of the time" or more. The full distribution of responses for intrusion frequency can be seen in 

Figure 12 below.

 
Figure	12:	Intrusion	frequency	of	Norwegian	and	English	during	speech.	

 
The respondents were then asked whether they aimed for an accent when speaking English. 

Twenty-three respondents stated that they aimed for an American accent when speaking 

English, and ten respondents stated that they aimed for a British accent when speaking 

English. Four respondents marked the “other” category, and three of them added that they 

don’t know which accent they aim for. The last respondent added that aim of accent is not 

considered during speech. In this question, the participant could mark more than one accent, 

and a few students claimed that they would aim for different accents in different situations. 

The overview can be seen in Figure 13 below. 

 

 
Figure	13:	The	respondents’	aim	of	accent	

Furthermore, respondents were asked to what degree they found it important to have a good 

accent when speaking English, and 83% of participants found it somewhat or very important. 

The distribution of responses can be seen in Figure 14 below. 
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Figure	14:	The	participants'	views	on	the	importance	of	having	a	good	English	accent.	

 

Additionally, the participants were asked how much effort they put into improving their 

English pronunciation. The general tendencies show that most students put “some” effort into 

their pronunciation improvement. Regarding the importance of pronunciation, 13 participants 

considered good pronunciation “very important”, and 12 participants have put “much” or 

“very much” much effort into their own improvement. An overview of the respondents' 

efforts can be seen in the figure below. 

 
Figure	15:	Effort	put	into	the	improvement	of	pronunciation.	

 
Lastly, the survey asked the students to rate their English teacher's pronunciation level and 

how they believe their teacher's pronunciation influences them. The majority of participants, 

with 73%, rated the teacher’s pronunciation as somewhat good. The full distribution of 
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answers can be seen in the figure below.     

 
Regarding the teacher's influence, the distribution of answers were more split. An interesting 

finding was that the most answered rate of influence was “little” with 37% of the participants. 

The distribution of responses regarding the teacher's influence on pronunciation can be seen 

in the figure below.  

 

 
Figure	16:	The	respondent's	perception	on	teacher's	influence	on	pronunciation.	
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4.3.2 Pre-test 

 
Table	8:	The	number	of	errors	for	the	different	words	and	focus	sounds	during	the	pre-tests.	

 
The pre-tests showed somewhat similar results for both the test group and the control group. 

The control group produced 96 errors, while the test group produced 106. For the focus sound 

/θ/, the control group produced 24 mistakes, with most mistakes for the 

words thought and teeth. The test group produced 22 mistakes for the same focus sound, with 

the most for the word thought. The test group never mispronounced the word bath, and the 

word teeth had significantly fewer mistakes produced by the test group.  

 

Regarding the focus sound /ð/, the control group produced 35 mistakes, with those being the 

most common mispronounced word with nine mistakes. The words smooth, father, 
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and other all had six mistakes produced by the control group. The test group comparably 

produced three mistakes for other, two errors for father, and eight mistakes for smooth. The 

test group's most mispronounced words were those with as many mistakes as the control 

group. The test group produced 33 mistakes in total for this focus sound. Considering that the 

focus sound was distributed in the beginning, middle, and end of the most mispronounced 

words, the results show that the placement of the focus sound did not make a significant 

difference.  

 

There were considerably fewer errors in both groups for the /w/ sound. The control group 

produced only nine errors, with 4 of them for the word with. The words with and wipe had no 

mispronunciations from the control group. Comparatively, the test group also had no mistakes 

for the word with but produced two mistakes with the word wipe. The test group produced 11 

mistakes in total. 

 

The last focus sound, /v/, had more mispronunciations, with 27 errors from the control group 

and 33 errors from the test group. The control group's most mispronounced word was vest, 

with seven mistakes. Other commonly mispronounced words were vase and vet, with six 

errors, respectively. The test group produced the most errors for the word vet, with nine 

mistakes in total. They also produced eight mistakes for the word vest and seven mistakes for 

the word vase.  

 

One interesting finding in the results is the number of errors for the distraction words. These 

words do not include any focus sounds, but many in the test group still mispronounced the 

word toes as they pronounced it like the word “those”. Only one mistake was produced in the 

control group, making the gap interestingly high between the groups for mispronouncing the 

distraction words.  

  

Altogether, the pre-test results show that the two groups are relatively equal in the number of 

errors. They also make errors for the same words, suggesting that the groups have been 

successfully counterbalanced. The pre-test results can be seen in the table above, and the 

transcriptions of the mispronounced words can be found in the appendices. 
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4.3.3 Immediate post-test 

 
Table	9:	The	number	of	errors	for	the	different	words	and	focus	sounds	during	the	immediate	post-tests.	%	change	is	
related	to	the	number	of	errors	in	the	pre-test	.	

The immediate post-test showed more significant variations in the number of errors between 

the two groups. The control group produced 84 errors during this test, which is a reduction of 

12,5% from the pre-test. The test group, however, produced a total of 60 mistakes, which is a 

reduction of 43% compared to the pre-tests.  

 

For the focus sound /θ/, the control group produced 18 mistakes, which was a reduction of 

25%, and the words thought and teeth were still the most commonly mispronounced words 
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with 6 and 4 errors, respectively. The test group produced a total of 10 mistakes for the same 

focus sound, which was a reduction of 55%. The most considerable reduction of 63% was for 

the word thought, which now only had four mistakes yet still was the word with the most 

errors.  

 

Regarding the focus sound /ð/, the control group produced 37 mistakes, which was an 

increase of 6%. Those was still the most mispronounced word, with two more errors for the 

pre-test, but interestingly both father and other had a significant reduction of errors. In 

contrast, smooth and with had an increase of mispronunciations. The test group produced 19 

errors, which was a reduction of 42%. Those was still the most mispronounced word also for 

the test group, but the number of errors for the words smooth and these had decreased 

significantly.  

 

The errors for the focus sound /w/had somewhat similar reductions for both groups, with the 

control group having a 33% reduction, and the test group having a 27% reduction. The groups 

had no significant reductions in any words, and the same words primarily mispronounced in 

the pre-tests were also the words with the most errors on this test.  

 

When looking at the errors produced for the focus sound /v/, the control group had a reduction 

of 19%, while the test group had a reduction of 39%. The control group still 

had vet and vest as the most common words to mispronounce but had a more significant 

reduction of errors for vase. The test group produced most mistakes for vet and vase and had 

produced a more considerable reduction in errors for the word vest. The test group 

additionally had much fewer mispronounced distraction words with a reduction of 57% of 

their errors. The results of the immediate post-test are presented in the table above. 
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4.3.4 Late post-test 

 
Table	10:	The	number	of	errors	for	the	different	words	and	focus	sounds	during	the	late	post-tests.	

The total number of errors for the late post-test was 85 for the control group, which is an 

increase of only 1% from the immediate post-test. However, the test group had a decrease of 

approximately 6,5% from the immediate post-test, with a total of 56 errors at the late post-

test. Regarding the focus sound /θ/, the control group produced significantly more mistakes 
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than both the pre-test and immediate post-test, with 33 errors. The words three, thigh, theme, 

and something all had seven mispronunciations, respectively, produced by the control group. 

Surprisingly, the test group in comparison only had two errors for three and no mistakes 

for something. They did, however, have seven errors for theme and five errors for thigh. In 

total, the test group had 15 mistakes for the focus sound.  

 

Regarding the focus sound /ð/, the control group had fewer mispronunciations on the late 

post-test than the immediate post-test and the pre-tests, with 29 

mistakes. Breathe and than were the most common words to mispronounce as they had eight 

and six errors from the control group. Breathe also had six mistakes from the test group, 

making this the most mispronounced word also in this group, along with together, which also 

had six mistakes. For this focus sound, the test group produced 22 mistakes, which is a slight 

increase since the immediate post-test. 

 

Both groups produced very few mistakes for the focus sound /w/. The control group and the 

test group both only produced one mistake for reward, and one mistake for worse. Although 

this focus sound had been the focus sound with the least mistakes throughout all the tests, the 

number of errors had not previously been as low as in the late post-test.  

For the focus sound /v/, the control group produced 21 mistakes, which was a reduction of 

only 5% from the immediate post-test. They produced most mistakes for vow and veil, with 

eight errors for each word. The test group also produced eight mispronunciations for the 

word vow but only five errors for veil. The test group produced only 16 mistakes for this focus 

sound, which was a reduction of 20% from the immediate post-test. Both groups also 

produced one error for the distraction word team, where they substituted the initial /t/ sound 

with /ð/ or /θ/, which was also the tendency in the previous tests regarding the distraction 

word toes. The results of the immediate post-test can be seen in the table above, and the full 

distribution of errors can be seen in the table below. 
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Table	11:	Overview	of	each	candidate's	numbers	of	errors	concerning	the	different	focus	phonemes	and	the	distraction	
words	(dw)	in	each	test.		

4.4 Qualitative test results 

4.4.1 Teacher interviews 

4.4.1.1 Background	

The first part of the interview aimed to overview the three teachers' backgrounds related to 

English teaching experience in years 5-7 and educational background. The respondents 

showed great variety in this section. Teacher 1 (T1) had about 40 years of experience, had a 

general teacher education, and the English subject was incorporated into this education along 

with many other subjects. Teacher 2 (T2) had about seven years of experience, had four years 

of teacher education, and had taken English in the later years through Kompetanse for 
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kvalitet (Competence for quality). Teacher 3 (T3) had only one year of experience and ended 

her six years long teacher education with a master's degree in English. 

 

The teachers were also asked how well they feel their education has prepared them to teach 

oral English skills and English phonetics. T1 felt like the education prepared her well when 

she took her education but finds it is no longer relevant as the teaching approaches have 

changed drastically during the last 40 years. T2 and T3 agree that their education has taught 

them the importance of teaching pronunciation, and they also feel like they gained knowledge 

about phonetics. Still, they both say that they got little preparation for how they could teach 

oral skills and phonetics. T2 explained that his methodology knowledge came from his 

experience, not his education. 

 

4.4.1.2 Curriculum	

The next topic of the interview investigated how the teachers perceived and worked with the 

new English curriculum LK20 regarding pronunciation. When presented with the subject's 

central value, "The subject shall give the pupils the foundation for communicating with 

others, both locally and globally, regardless of cultural or linguistic background" (The 

Norwegian Directorate for Education and Training, 2020, p. 2), and the learning aim "explore 

and use pronunciation patterns and words and expressions in play, singing, and role-playing 

(The Norwegian Directorate for Education and Training, 2020, p. 7)" they were asked how 

they interpreted this and what they did specifically to cover this aim. T1 interpreted this as 

different ways to work with pronunciation as it emphasizes the learning of oral skills in 

different ways. She often used the textbook as a basis for the teaching, including activities, 

songs, and various types of texts such as poems and plays. T3 tried to find authentic learning 

situations to make it more relevant for the students' extramural use of English, which was very 

much related to the central aim presented. She did not follow any textbook, but found 

resources online that fit into her way of teaching, such as readers theatre, would you rather 

games, and songs. T2 interpreted the central aim as a way to reach the overall goal of the 

English teaching, being that the students can use functional English in different aspects of life 

later on, such as traveling or working in tourism. He used different approaches to achieve this 

aim, and the most important was to make speaking English fun for the students to become 

confident speakers. 
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The next question asked how important the curriculum was to their teaching of English 

pronunciation. T1 followed up her last response by stating that she felt that she covered the 

aims well when she worked through the activities and texts in the textbook. T3 did not use 

textbooks in her teaching, making the curriculum very important to get some structure. T2 

found the curriculum necessary because it provides a basis for instruction. Still, after teaching 

for a few years, he has acquired experience in which methods and materials will work best to 

accomplish the aims. All three teachers agreed that the school management encourages 

creativity and new approaches to teaching and that they feel like they have much freedom. 

They all stated that they try to split the time equally regarding teaching oral skills, reading, 

writing, vocabulary, and grammar. T2 explained this further by saying that all the different 

skills overlap and that it is natural that most of them are incorporated into each lesson in 

different ways.  

  

 The teachers were additionally asked about their views on teaching pronunciation explicitly 

through teaching phonetics. T1 remembers learning all new vocabulary in phonetic script as 

well as the spelling of it and used to teach it herself the first years after she graduated from her 

teacher education. She does not teach it very much now, however, because the textbooks 

barely mention phonetics and is often placed in the back of the book – almost like an 

appendix and interpret this as something insignificant in the teaching of English today. T2 

thinks the idea of teaching phonetics is good, but he feels like there is too little time to cover 

everything the curriculum presents and, therefore, cannot find time for it. T3 agreed with T2 

that the time pressure often causes phonetics teaching to be ignored. She did, however, teach 

very simple phonetics to her students when learning new vocabulary as a guide for them to 

practice pronunciation. 

 
4.4.1.3 Classroom	language	

The third topic of the interview asked the teachers about classroom language habits. To begin 

with, they were asked which language they predominantly use in their classroom and why. T3 

explained that she used only English and that this was difficult initially as the students had to 

get used to it. She believed, however, that once they got used to it, they had gotten a lot more 

confident in speaking English themselves. T2 and T1 said that they also aimed to speak as 

much English as possible in the classroom and that immersing the students in the target 

language gives them much knowledge unconsciously. T2 explained, on the contrary, that the 

class he is working in right now has many students who struggle with the English language, 
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and because of these students, he uses more Norwegian this year than he usually does. He 

defends this by saying it would be unfair to the weaker students to speak only English because 

that would mean that they would rarely know what he talked about. T1 explained that if she 

used Norwegian, it would be to give information unrelated to the English subject or with class 

management, such as correcting behavior or comforting. They all agreed that when the 

students would talk to each other, they would speak mainly in Norwegian, but when working 

with tasks and speaking with the teacher or in plenary, they would communicate in English as 

much as possible. T2 explained that he found it somewhat challenging to get the pupils to 

speak English because the weaker students did not have the basic knowledge necessary to 

speak English. Many struggled with low self-esteem when speaking English, which was 

mostly due to low pronunciation levels. He said, however, that even though they still 

struggled, they had significantly improved.  

 
4.4.1.4 Teaching	materials	

As teaching materials became a natural topic of conversation during the curriculum questions, 

not all of the questions regarding materials were asked as planned in this interview section. 

Instead, the questions related to this were asked as natural follow-up questions to how they 

taught the specific aims. For oral activities, T1 used the textbook and found it to focus on 

pronunciation. The students could read texts, work with oral activities for tasks, and improve 

oral skills by learning grammar. Phonetics, however, only was presented at the very back of 

the book and on a very low scale. T2 and T3 also had minimal materials offering specific 

phonetics, if any at all. T3 used various materials focusing on pronunciation, most of which 

she found online on websites such as teacherspayteachers.com and Pinterest. She also created 

many of her own, finding inspiration from materials she found online and in some textbooks. 

T2 also found many materials online and used the textbook to find oral activities. 

 

4.4.1.5 Teaching	methods	and	activities	

The last topic of the interview was aimed at teaching methods and activities. All of the 

teachers replied that they trained correct pronunciation and intonation and that this was mostly 

done when reading texts and working with new vocabulary. They would all use both listening 

activities – such as listening to audiobooks and music, as well as speaking activities when 

reading aloud, doing presentations, or working in pairs or groups. T1 also explained that she 

sometimes would have the students record themselves reading their homework and then listen 

to their recordings at school and work with their pronunciation and reading skills. They also 
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agreed on which activities work best for teaching oral skills and which are less successful. 

They all believed that working with sounds and words in isolation and just repeating after the 

teacher would not work well because the best way to learn is by using their oral skills with 

other students in a context. They need to be able to try and fail. They found it essential to 

correct pupils if they saw a pattern of incorrect pronunciation/intonation, but that it was vital 

that it would not be done so that the students felt they were outed in front of the class or that it 

would make them feel insecure. T3 explained a belief that if the students are embarrassed for 

mispronouncing a word, they will feel more reluctant to speak next time in fear of making the 

same mistakes, which makes them lose valuable learning and speaking opportunities.  

 

When asked which accent they aimed for themselves when speaking English, T1 stated she 

aimed for a British accent, while T2 and T3 aimed for American accents. 

 

5. Discussion of results  

5.1. Findings 

5.1.1. RQ1: Can explicit teaching of phonetic target sounds enhance students’ 

pronunciation in the EFL classroom? 

Based on the pre-test, immediate post-test, and the late post-test findings, the simple answer is 

that explicit teaching of phonetic target sounds enhances students’ pronunciation in the EFL 

classroom. The test group had 106 errors during the pre-tests, and after the teaching 

intervention was ended, the number of errors was reduced to 60 errors in the immediate post-

test and then further reduced to 56 errors in the late post-test. On average, the pupils in the test 

group had an improvement of 32% for the words containing the focus sound /θ/, 33% for the 

words containing the focus sound /ð/, 82% for the words containing the focus sound /w/, and 

52% for the words containing the focus sound /v/. They also reduced the distraction word 

errors by 86%. This gives a 47% reduction in total from the pre-test to the post-test, which is a 

significant improvement. 

 

The control group, in comparison, also had some reduction, but still not nearly as great as the 

test group. This result shows that even though the students only had two lessons about 

pronunciation and phonetics, they improved significantly. Some students improved their 

pronunciation very much, like candidates 12, 20, and 21, who reduced their errors from 8 to 1, 
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9 to 1, and 10 to 3 from the pre-test to the immediate post-test. This implies that the teaching 

had a significant effect on their pronunciation. On the other hand, some participants in the test 

group also showed little to no improvement, like candidates 31 and 13, who only reduced 

their errors from 10 to 9 and 15 to 13 from the pre-test to the immediate post-test. These 

candidates show that even though many students improved their pronunciation, it was not 

always the case for everyone.  

 

Looking at the late-post tests, however, one can see that most of the students in the test group 

had improved to some extent; even candidate 31 and 13 improved their pronunciation with 

reductions of 5 and 6 errors compared to the pre-tests. A reason for this can be the words 

included in the tests. As almost everyone in the test group had an improvement for the late 

post-test, it is possible that the participants were presented with easier words at this test 

compared to the pre-test and immediate post-test. It is challenging to give the students two 

tests that should be at the same difficulty level yet still not contain any words in common, 

which means that one test will be considered more difficult. However, the candidates have 

very personal vocabularies, and the tests can be experienced differently from person to 

person. Consequently, this can be one reason for why some candidates show more progress in 

either of the post-tests, like for instance, candidate 34 having only one mistake in the late 

post-test and seven to eight mistakes in the pre-test and immediate post-test, and oppositely 

also candidate ten who had six mistakes in the late post-test but only 3 and 1 errors in the pre-

test and immediate post-test. 

 

On the contrary, this type of finding is not unusual nor a result of coincidences. Similar 

findings were found in a study by Ramirez and Jones (2013), where they investigated whether 

there was a difference between post-treatment grammar and vocabulary test scores of a 

control group and a test group exposed to literacy-based teaching methods during reading and 

writing. The results also showed that the students made better progress in the late post-test 

than in the first post-test. This may be a similar effect to that the outcome of the pronunciation 

tests, as it seems to be a skill that lasts when first acquired.  

 

Having the same words for the pre-test and immediate post-test gives a better ability to 

compare the results of the two tests, yet it also allows the candidates the ability to remember 

the words, which can impact the results in the immediate post-test. This may be one reason 
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why the control group also showed progress in the results despite not being exposed to the 

teaching intervention, meaning that the control group could remember the words they found 

challenging in the pre-test and look them up or practice in other ways to prepare for better 

results in the immediate post-test. Even though memory can influence the results to some 

extent, it is not very likely that it would be possible to reduce 43% of errors only because of 

this, and additionally, it does not explain how the test group performed even better when 

exposed to the new words in the late post-test. 

 

Another factor influencing the improvement is the types of errors made during the different 

tests. Carney (1994) distinguishes between competence errors and performance errors, 

whereas competence errors are errors made because of a lack of knowledge, and performance 

errors are errors made unintentionally and not based on a lack of understanding. Although it is 

hard to monitor this during the project as it requires knowledge about the candidates collected 

over time, it is still possible to detect whether the errors were made because the candidates 

struggle specifically with some target sounds or whether it is unintentional slips. It is evident, 

for example, that candidate 35 makes competence errors related to the target sound /ð/ as 

there was a significant number of errors related to the sound in all three tests. Candidate 26, 

however, most likely made a performance error, as the word west was pronounced vest. As 

the candidate never made any new mistakes related to the /w/ focus sound during any of the 

tests, it is likely that the mistake was not made because of a lack of knowledge about the 

pronunciation of the /w/ phoneme but rather an unintentional slip. Although there might be 

some performance errors in the test results, it is also clear that most mistakes are considered to 

be competence errors as they appear in a pattern of similar mistakes for many candidates.  

 

Another aspect to consider regarding the research question is whether all explicit teaching of 

phonetic target sounds can enhance students’ pronunciation. This project had two lessons on 

the topic, and it included elements such as discussions in pairs, group competitions, listening 

activities, discussions in plenary, individual work and reflections, talking activities, writing 

activities, explanations provided by the teacher, mirror exercises, and the practicing of 

phonetic sounds both in isolation, in words and sentences. The presentation was also made to 

make it colorful, joyful, engaging, and somewhat informal by joking and creating a safe and 

fun learning atmosphere. With the knowledge that children learn very individually and that 

learning outcomes depend on a variety of factors such as the teacher, classroom atmosphere, 
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interest in the topic, and the choice of learning activities, this project’s lessons were designed 

to fulfill as many factors as possible. In another class, with another atmosphere, another 

teacher with another lesson design and other choices of activities, the learning outcomes, and 

error improvement could be very different from this project.  

 

5.1.2. RQ2: To what extent does the students’ awareness of pronunciation influence their 

ability to reduce fluency errors? 

The students’ awareness is a fascinating factor regarding the project results and its influence 

on the reduction of fluency errors. In the test group, 7 participants reported in the survey that 

they found it very important to have a good English pronunciation. This group of students had 

56 errors in the pre-tests, with an average of 8 per candidate, and reduced 46% of their errors 

at the late post-test. The candidate with the most significant reduction who found 

pronunciation very important was candidate 21, who had a reduction of 7 errors from the pre-

tests to the immediate post-test. Also, candidate 18 stands out as there were three errors in the 

pre-test and total elimination of errors in both the post-tests. This group of participants had an 

average reduction of 3,2 errors. When reporting how much time they spent improving their 

pronunciation, one candidate said very much, three said much, and three said some. The 

candidates who reported spending some time had a reduction of 44%, which is less than the 

group who spent much time and who had a reduction of 53%. Interestingly, candidate 3 

reported that he found good pronunciation very important and spent very much time on 

improving his pronunciation, yet he had five errors in the pre-test and no reduction for the 

immediate post-test. He did, however, reduce 40% of the errors in the late post-test, but this is 

still the lowest reduction in the group. 

 

There were, moreover, six candidates in the test group who reported that they found good 

pronunciation somewhat important. They had 31 errors in the pre-test, an average of five 

answers per candidate, three errors less than the previous group. They reduced 61% of their 

errors throughout the project, which is noticeably more than the group who valued good 

pronunciation higher. Four candidates within this group said they spent some time improving 

pronunciation, and this group made a 70% reduction in errors. One said he spent little time on 

improvement and had a 0% reduction, and one said he spent much time on improvement and 

had a 50% reduction. The most considerable reduction was made by candidate 20, who found 

it somewhat important, spent some time on its improvement, and reduced from nine errors in 
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the pre-test to one and two errors in the post-tests. Candidate 29 reported little time for 

improvement and had only one error in both the pre-test and in the late post-test, with no 

mistakes in the immediate post-test. The average reduction of this group was 3,7 errors, which 

is more than the group that found good pronunciation to be very important.  

 

One of the last two candidates in the test group reported that he was neutral to the importance 

of pronunciation yet spent much time on improving it, and had a reduction from 10 errors to 9 

and 5 errors in the post-tests, which means that his average reduction in the two tests is three 

errors. Altogether he had a 50% reduction. The last candidate found good pronunciation 

somewhat unimportant and spent very little time improving it, yet he had a reduction from 8 

mispronunciations in the pre-test to 5 and 6 errors in the post-tests. His average reduction was 

2,5 errors which equals a 25% total reduction.  

 

This means that the candidates who found it somewhat important had the most considerable 

reduction of errors with 61%, followed by the group who found themselves neutral but still 

had a 50% reduction. The group who found it very important had a reduction of 46%. The 

group with the least reduction was the group that found it somewhat unimportant with only 

25% reduction. Another interesting finding is their use of time to improve pronunciation. The 

group with the most considerable reduction was the group who spent much time, with about 

50%. The group with the second most significant reduction was those who spent some time, 

with a 44% and 70% reduction. Then follows the candidate who spent very much time but 

only reduced 40% of his errors. The group spending very little time reduced 25% of the 

errors, but the group who spent much time did not have any reduction.  

 

These results make it hard to establish a strong correlation between a sense of importance and 

the ability to improve. The group who found it very important and spent very much time on 

improvement had less improvement than those who were neutral or found it somewhat 

important. Additionally, it was hard to establish strong correlations between the time spent on 

improvement as there were significant variations, but it is at least possible to say that the 

groups that spent little or very little time improved less than the groups that spent some, much 

or very much time. 
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Several factors might have impacted their responses, which can be linked to the results. One 

thing to consider is whether they understood the question. The respondents are relatively 

young, and their views on the importance of pronunciation could be a metacognitive issue 

they have not reflected much upon prior to the survey. When they were faced with whether 

they found good pronunciation important, the candidates could have pulled an answer out of 

thin air without giving it much thought. This could result in two pupils having the same 

outlook on the matter but answering differently due to rushing to an answer without much 

thought. This could then affect the outcome as to why the candidates who valued good 

pronunciation the most were not the ones with the most considerable improvement.  

 

Another thing that could have impacted their responses is that some candidates had an agenda 

with their answers. After being introduced to the project as a routine prior to sending out the 

consent forms, some students were convinced that the candidates who valued good 

pronunciation the highest would be drafted to the test group. The candidates could then have 

answered the survey question to be selected for eighter of the two groups. A result could be 

that they responded that they valued good pronunciation higher or lower than what they truly 

believed and that their error reduction was not in accordance with the beliefs they reported.  

 

Moreover, the answers can be argued to be very influenced by their subjective understanding. 

Firstly, they can have a very individual experience of time. When asked how much time they 

spent on improving their pronunciation, the students can evaluate the same amount of time 

differently, which means that spending one hour a week on improving the pronunciation can 

be perceived as very much time for one candidate but as a little bit of time for another 

candidate. They might also have different opinions about what can be included in this time, as 

some students can say they spend much time on the improvement since they spend much time 

listening to English unconsciously on social media, while other students do not include this 

into their perception and only think about the time they spend actively studying for better 

pronunciation. Therefore, the result can be that even though several students spend the same 

amount of hours improving their English pronunciation, some of the students can look at it as 

very much time spent, while other students can look at it as very little time spent.  

 

Secondly, it is also a matter of subjective understanding related to what they perceive as good 

pronunciation. As Levis (2005) proposed, the nativeness principle and the intelligibility 
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principle are in opposition to each other on what the goal should be, and the students can view 

this differently. Some students can aim for a native-like pronunciation and agree with Morley 

(1994) that accents will interfere with communication, and they, therefore, consider good 

pronunciation to be close to native pronunciation. Other students can be more in agreement 

with the intelligibility principle where their perception of a good pronunciation is making 

oneself understood without difficulties, which is more in accordance with Haukland (2016) 

and his findings that English speakers from other countries find the Norwegian-English accent 

highly intelligible which correspond with Brevik & Rindal’s (2020) beliefs that a native-like 

pronunciation is not a necessity for being understood. The result is that the students who 

perceive good pronunciation as native-like pronunciation and who see pronunciation as 

important will have a greater reduction of errors as they try to say the focus words with the 

correct pronunciation. Comparably, the students who perceive good pronunciation as 

intelligible pronunciation and who see pronunciation as important will have a smaller 

reduction as they perceive their incorrect pronunciation of the target sounds to be good 

pronunciation still because it does not interfere with their ability to be understood. 

 

5.1.3. RQ3: How does EFL teachers in years 5-7 perceive phonetics and the importance 

of explicit teaching of it to enhance communicative accuracy? 

All the teachers interviewed in this project seemed to have different practices concerning the 

teaching of phonetics based on various beliefs and practices, and the reason for the varying 

degree of teaching is due to a variety of reasons.  

 

The first reason which seems to limit the degree of teaching is, first and foremost, the lack of 

knowledge about pedagogical approaches. They mentioned that they feel like even though 

their education taught them about the benefits of having phonetic knowledge, the education 

failed to prepare them for how to teach it specifically. T1 felt like the education did prepare 

her at the time but found it no longer relevant, and the two other teachers felt like they never 

got a solid foundation from their teacher education. 

 

Similarly, the teachers mentioned the lack of teaching approaches in their teaching materials. 

As they already felt somewhat clueless regarding approaches to teaching phonetics based on 

their education, they did not become more confident regarding methodology as the teaching 

materials barely mention phonetics. When asked which resources they used, they mentioned 
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that they used the textbook Stairs by Cappelen Damm to a varying degree and used online 

sources such as teacherspayteachers.com, pinterest.com, and additionally Cappelen Damm’s 

online learning material skolen.cdu.no. As this project had limitations that excluded textbook 

and teaching material analyses, it is impossible to describe the amount of phonetics found in 

the textbooks. However, despite having varying teaching experiences, they all agreed that 

phonetics was not a priority in their teaching materials.  

 

The last factor that seemed to limit their phonetics teaching was the time aspect. T2 seemed to 

have the impression that the curriculum has too many learning aims and components 

compared to the number of lessons assigned to the English subject. Therefore, his experience 

was that there was too little time to cover everything he would like to. T3 also mentioned the 

experience of time pressure and that her teaching was also affected by this. She did, however, 

incorporate some teaching of phonetics when she introduced new words as she could present 

easy transcription to help the students with pronunciation. All the teachers tried to evenly 

distribute the time to cover oral skills, writing, reading, vocabulary, and grammar. The 

teaching of pronunciation was often incorporated into the lessons and the subject as a whole 

rather than having lessons that focused on pronunciation in isolation. This is very much in 

accordance with Nilsen & Rugesæter’s (2015) beliefs that the teaching of pronunciation 

should be implemented as part of the English language subject and not as a separate 

discipline. This helps the students practice better pronunciation in a context, which can help 

them improve more as they might experience the learning as more relevant to their use of 

English.  

 

The teachers had a general understanding that even though they found phonetics hard to put 

into practice, it is still helpful and can work to improve the students’ pronunciation. They did, 

after all, work to improve the students’ pronunciation in many different ways. Firstly, they 

seemed to value variation in the approaches. Since the new subject curriculum facilitates 

much freedom for the teachers to choose their approaches, it seemed like the teachers found 

and used the teaching materials and approaches they found to be most efficient and engaging. 

Trusting that the teachers know their students and how they learn most efficiently, they will 

most likely choose a variety of approaches that they find fitting for their student group. The 

teachers reported that they used both reading activities, speaking activities, and listening 

activities when working with pronunciation, which means that they all try to differentiate the 
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teaching to fit the varieties of their student groups. T1 also mentioned that she would have the 

students record themselves and listen to their pronunciation, and by doing this, she creates an 

awareness of the students’ pronunciation, which is also emphasized by Nilsen & Rugesæter 

(2015) and Schmidt (Schmidt, 1990, 1995, 2000 as cited in Loewen, 2015, p.60-61) as 

mentioned previously. Even though T1 does not teach phonetics specifically, she still gives 

her students awareness of their pronunciation, which is also essential in facilitating 

improvement.  

 

Adaptation to the student group can also be seen in how T2 adapted his classroom language to 

his students. By doing this, he could meet the students at their level. Not only this, but the 

teacher also creates a much more positive atmosphere for the students, which Nilsen & 

Rugesæter (2015) argue is crucial for the learning process as it teaches the student that 

mistakes are harmless, which again can give them the confidence to speak more English and 

have more learning opportunities. T1 and T3 also work to create confident speakers despite 

speaking mainly English during the lessons even though the children find it difficult. Like 

they argued themselves, they believed that immersing the students in the target language had 

great benefits.  

 

These three teachers are current or former teachers of the recruited student candidates, and 

considering that they feel like they lack time, preparation, and materials to teach phonetics, it 

seems like they have restrained their phonetics teaching in the class to a minimum. Even 

though they have worked on pronunciation and oral skills in general, they have not taught 

them very much phonetic knowledge. Considering the test results of the project, the lack of 

phonetic teaching is a pity as the students responded very well to the teaching, improving 

their pronunciation significantly. The teachers seemed to value good pronunciation and a 

boost of the students’ confidence when speaking English, but concerning the results, this 

value does not agree with the lack of phonetic teaching. 

 

5.2. Implications for future phonetic teaching in the Norwegian L2 classroom 

Ahead of the project, four hypotheses were made, and the outcomes of these would form the 

basis for what this thesis would mean for the further teaching of phonetics in Norway. The 

results showed that although many results came out as predicted, some unexpected elements 

came through.  
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The first hypothesis concerned the first research question on the effects of teaching explicit 

phonetics to improve students' pronunciation and implied that the students would have some 

degree of improvement in their pronunciation of the target sounds. This hypothesis turned out 

to predict the results quite well. All of the students in the test group did have some 

improvement from the pre-test to the post-tests, meaning that they all improved their 

pronunciation of the focus sounds. Of course, as the previous section described, many factors 

can influence the improvement, such as the students' vocabulary, remembrance, infusion of 

treatments, performance errors, pedagogical aspects, and the class and student prerequisites. 

On the other side, looking at the results and how several candidates managed to reduce their 

errors by up to 50 percent, it shows that the teaching of the students undoubtfully made a 

difference in their pronunciation accuracy.  

 

The second hypothesis also concerned the outcomes of the first research question and 

predicted that the immediate post-test would show fewer errors than the late post-test, 

primarily due to the passing of time and the exposure to new words. This hypothesis was 

proven wrong as the students in the test group showed further progress from the immediate 

post-test to the late post-test. A reason for this can be that the teaching started a learning 

process within the students that keeps evolving, and that this is why the students showed even 

better results in the late post-test. With the knowledge that pronunciation is a skill, it can also 

be argued that when the students have practiced and mastered the phonemes presented to 

them, it seems like the knowledge is lasting and not just a result of teaching to the test. After 

all, even though the hypothesis was wrong, it showed even better results than predicted as the 

students showed that the knowledge attained during the project influenced their pronunciation 

for a more extended period and is not a result of teaching to the test.  

 

The third hypothesis concerned the second research question aiming to investigate whether 

the students who valued good pronunciation the most also progressed the most during the 

project. The hypothesis assumed that the results would correlate with students who valued 

good pronunciation more and students who progressed more. This was somewhat false, yet 

not ultimately, as the group of students who spent little or very little time improving 

pronunciation had a less significant reduction than those who spent some, much or very much 

time. There are a variety of reasons why the results came out like this, and like previously 
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mentioned, the candidates' previous reflections, subjective understanding, and possible 

motives can influence their responses and, therefore, the results. Even though it is not possible 

to state precisely what the reason was due to the survey not asking the students questions that 

are less open to their subjective interpretation, this is also a great advantage of the survey as it 

wants the students to reflect on their pronunciation and not fit their answers into more 

mechanical and pre-determined answers. The hypothesis did, nevertheless, have some correct 

predictions as the students who perceived their pronunciation as less valuable did show less 

improvement, and the students being neutral to the importance of good pronunciation 

performed better than those finding it less valuable but also not as good as the students who 

found it somewhat valuable and very valuable.  

 

The last hypothesis was linked to the third research question, which aimed to overview 

teachers' perceptions and practices in teaching phonetics. This hypothesis predicted that 

teachers who taught phonetics explicitly were teachers who valued speaking accuracy higher. 

It seemed like all of the teachers valued the teaching of pronunciation as much as other 

components of the English subject to a very similar degree. They all worked to improve the 

students' pronunciation in various ways, and they made sure to immerse the students in 

learning situations with a focus on pronunciation as much as possible. They also seemed to 

have a general impression that phonetics can be an advantage for the students and that it also 

can help them achieve more accurate pronunciation. T1 seemed, however, to not value the 

teaching of phonetics as much as she used to previously, and T2 seemed to find it less 

necessary to teach phonetics than other things. T3 was the only teacher who taught phonetics 

to some degree, and she seemed to value the advantage it has for the students to know 

phonetics to ease pronunciational challenges. Despite teaching phonetics very briefly, the 

general impression of the interviews was that they seemed to value phonetics but that they 

still did not teach it due to an experience of time pressure and the lack of materials and 

approaches to teaching phonetics. All of this combined can explain that this hypothesis was 

somewhat wrong, as all of the teachers seemed to value the advantages phonetics can give, 

but they still did not teach it as they felt insecure about the time frame, materials, and 

approaches necessary. Although the teaching sample here was very small, the teachers all 

expressed that they felt somewhat limited by the lack of teaching resources, indicating a need 

for new teaching resources that perceive phonetics teaching as valuable to the students' 

improvement.  
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This thesis can have many implications for further phonetics teaching in Norwegian English 

classrooms. This project was conducted over a very short time period of only two lessons, 

meaning that improving students' pronunciation does not necessarily need to take much time. 

Neither did these lessons follow any textbooks or resources for how phonetics was taught, but 

they instead followed elementary pedagogical principles that the teaching should be engaging, 

make the students aware of their pronunciation, have a variety of different approaches such as 

speaking, listening, reflecting, writing, and discussing, create a safe, positive, and informal 

learning atmosphere and also practice pronunciation both in isolation and in context. These 

are principles with a strong foundation in pedagogical theories and the English curriculum, 

and which most teachers already practice on a frequent if not constant basis. This implies that 

teaching phonetics does not require much time or research on many groundbreaking 

approaches, but it still gives excellent results.  

 

The results of this study showed remarkable improvements in the candidates' pronunciation 

accuracies regarding focus sounds which are difficult for many Norwegian learners of 

English. The survey conducted showed that a great majority of the participants found it 

essential to have good pronunciation and that many of them also were willing to put 

downtime and efforts into improving their pronunciation. This was also confirmed in the 

results, where the test group showed impressive progress from the pre-tests to the post-tests, 

and many candidates improved a large percentage of their errors throughout the project.  

 

Some researchers argue that having a close to native accent makes it more intelligible and, 

therefore, also less disruptive for communication (Beebe, 1978; Morley, 1994). Other 

researchers question this native speaker ideal as it seems like the Norwegian-English accent is 

very much intelligible, and that accent carries a lot of identity with it (Kachru, 1985 & 

Phillipson, 1992, as cited in Rindal 2013, Brevik & Rindal, 2020). Perhaps native-like 

pronunciation is not an absolute necessity in successful communication. However, on the 

contrary, one can also consider Sobkowiak's question on whether not caring about correct 

pronunciation is counterproductive in language teaching (Sobkowiak, 2005, as cited in Brevik 

& Rindal, 2020, p.126). After all, accents can affect communication as minor differences in 

phonemes can cause the wrong pronunciation of words and change the sentence's meaning. 

Furthermore, as this project shows that this is an area students want to succeed in, and small 
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amounts of time can significantly improve their speaking accuracy, it can be a good argument 

for why this should be dedicated time in Norwegian L2 classrooms. 

6. Conclusion  
6.1. Conclusion 

The aim of the present study was to investigate the effects of teaching explicit phonetics to 

enhance students’ pronunciation accuracy and to look at possible causes for the results. The 

results of the survey, pronunciation tests and teacher interviews made it possible to provide 

the following answers to the research questions: 

 

1. Explicit teaching of phonetic target sounds enhances students’ pronunciation 

significantly in the EFL classroom. The test group exposed to the teaching 

reduced 47% of their errors throughout the project. The control group, in 

comparison, reduced 11% of their errors.  

2. Most students found good pronunciation to be important. However, there 

turned out to be no correlation between the amount of reduction and the 

students’ perceptions on the importance of good pronunciation. There was 

additionally not found any correlation between the reported amount of time 

spent on pronunciation improvement and amount of reduction.  

3. The phonetic knowledge and pronunciation skills acquired in the project seems 

to be lasting over a longer time span.  

4. Teachers value the advantages of phonetic knowledge but does not teach it 

much explicitly because of a lack of educational preparation, resources, and 

time.  

 

The result of this project argues for why explicit phonetics should be taught in Norwegian L2 

classrooms. The findings show that both teachers and students value good pronunciation, and 

explicit phonetic teaching does improve pronunciation accuracy significantly. Despite being a 

small-scale study, it provides new insight on the field and contributes experimental data to the 

already existing sociolinguistic studies on phonetic teaching in Norway.  
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6.2. Suggestions for further research 
A study of a larger scope should be conducted to gain generalized knowledge on what the 

effects on teaching phonetics can do to enhance speakers’ pronunciation accuracy. Another 

suggestion for further research is to investigate other phonetic features that can be found 

challenging for Norwegian L2 learners and look at whether the features are subjected to a 

different number of errors. A longitudinal study would also better be able to evaluate whether 

the knowledge attained is lasting or whether it fades due to the passing of time. As this was a 

fairly short study, with only two lessons of phonetic teaching, yet caused great reductions of 

errors it would be interesting to see what more teaching could do to the results and investigate 

whether the learning process stabilizes at some point or continues to progress.  
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Appendix 2 – NSD approval  
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Appendix 3 - Participant online survey questionnaire 
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Appendix 4: Teacher interview 
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Appendix 5: English proficiency test  
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Appendix 6 – pre-test presentation 
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Appendix 7 – late post-test presentation 
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Appendix 8 – Lesson presentation 1 
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Appendix 9 – Lesson presentation 2 
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Appendix 10 – Transcription of pre- and post-tests1 

 

 
1	Only	mispronounced	words	containing	a	target	sound	error	were	transcribed.	All	the	correctly	
pronounced	utterances	were	in	accordance	with	the	phonemic	transcription	provided	in	Table	3	and	
Table	4.	The	orange	candidate	numbers	are	the	participants	from	the	control-group,	and	the	blue	
candidate	numbers	are	the	participants	from	the	test-group.		
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Appendix 11 – Survey data 
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