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ABSTRACT

This study aims to inquire into the treatment afmmciation features within EFL classroom contelttis based
on the premise that, the English pronunciationrie of the pivotal aspects of language, necessargdmmunication.
A survey has been conducted using a questionrtaingnveil the teachers’ basic attitudes towardsaverall teaching of
pronunciation. This research tool is meant to tasgene issues, including how teachers view proratiaci, the degree of
their satisfaction with the teaching/learning miatleras presented in the textbook, how they tetésifferent features,
how well or how poorly, they have been preparedhimt specific aspect of their duties. The resultews that, the
informants hold different assumptions about the drtgnce of teaching pronunciation. An overwhelmimgjority,
guestion the teaching ability of the English praciation features, especially the supra segmentas.oBven when it is
taught, minimal concern is given to communicatisince structure prevails and intonation and rhytapects are hardly

ever taught.
KEYWORDS: ELT, Communication, Pronunciation, Pronunciatiosttaction, Speaking, Segments & Supra Segments
INTRODUCTION

English in Algeria is considered as a foreign laaggi EFL has been part of the Algerian educatiepsiem,
since early independence in the early 1970s. Theseéeen a growing demand on the part of Algetiatesarn English, in
order to use for communicative purposes. This reesl pushed policy makers include English instracfior middle
school education, through tertiary education. Meegpprivate schools which teach foreign langudmgge witnessed a

boom in registration, especially for learning Esbli

There is, however an observed weakly linked tol&@ners’ communicative ability, due to a greateaktto
difficulties encountered with pronunciation masteéfere is an urgent need to identify the reasatsniol this state, so
that the measures will be suggested to improvehogset weaknesses. This can be linked to, whethgortheunciation is

taught at all, the way it is taught, and what elete@re emphasized.

It is noteworthy that, pronunciation has receivatfetent treatments, with varying degrees of impade.
Approaches to pronunciation teaching have changesligh time, resulting in designing curricula amtlabi, whereby
pronunciation consideration has been influencediffgrent assumptions and perspectives. This vdr@s complete
exclusion of pronunciation teaching, with the Graanrniranslation Method to inclusion to a certaineaxt with the
Communicative Approach (Jones, 2002; Richards ardyBrs, 1992; Sharma, 2008).

The bulk of literature emphasises the considerabf@rtance, pronunciation plays in communicatiomag,
1997; Dauer, 2005; Field, 2005; Grant, 2010; MarlE$91). The communicative value of pronunciatian te realised

through the segmental features and more importatiifgugh the supra segmental features (Brazil7L99espite minor
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mistakes in grammar and vocabulary, learners areentigely to communicate effectively, when compeéten

pronunciation and intonation (Burns & Claire, 2003)

However, some scholars and practitioners questienteéaching ability and learn the ability of prooiation
skills. Szpyra (2015) draws attention on the faet,t‘the teach ability/learn ability argument should &gproached with
due caution, as what is teachable to some learnmexrg be a teachable to oth&(p. 15). Purcell and Suter (1980, p. 286)
state that, pronunciation instruction has littieeef on learner’s pronunciation. Stern (1992, [2)Idosits that;there is no
convincing empirical evidence which could help aig sut the various positions on the merits of pmaiation training”.

In contrast, Pennington (1989) questions the ugliof Purcell and Suter's findings, and states, tthegre is no firm basis

for asserting categorically that, pronunciationds teachable or it is not worth spending timetaathing pronunciation.

A common assumption is shared by practitionerss Thbased on their belief that, pronunciationifcdlt and
demanding technicality, to make EFL pronunciati@aching and learning almost impossible. Brown (20196)
summarizes the other arguments put forward by gracko explain their reluctance in including prociation teaching, in

their syllabus
[m] any teachers treat pronunciation as if it were moportant, by sweeping under
the carpet. Common remarks from teachers are ti&t &ire not good at teaching it,
they do not like teaching it, they do not teaabftién, and, as a result, the
pronunciation work they do carry out is probablyt @aough to meet the learners’
needs

It has become a truism that, EFL learners are elylito achieve native-likeness, but their commuinieaability
and intelligibility can be highly improved, by effi&ve pronunciation instruction. This position igpported by Celce-
Murcia et al. (2010) stating that,

This focus on language as communication bringswedeurgency to the teaching of
pronunciation for nonnative speakers of Englishthéy fall below this threshold level, they
will have oral communication problems, no mattewrexcellent and extensive their control
of English grammar and vocabulary might ie. 9)

The issue, therefore, should not focus on whetbeteach pronunciation or not to teach, but howeach
pronunciation and what constituting elements tduide. It is worth mentioning that, there is no @gnent upon a common
framework, for establishing what elements of prarnation to teach and how to teach them. Attentiooudd be given to a
careful implementation of both segmental featupeticular sounds- and supra segmental featurgectss of speech,
beyond the level of the individual sound, such sggss, rhythm, intonation, and juncture. In factarge number of
scholars acknowledge that, supra segments shoulgtdsdéed more importance than segments, as faramimpciation

instruction is concerned (Gilbert, 2005; Morley91%.

Teachers are generally required to use the texthonikh respect to the syllabus, but they arefteft as to what

features of pronunciation teach and how to teaemthThanks to a questionnaire, Burgess and Spéz@e0) found that,
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EFL/ESL teachers, very often see supra segmeratires as difficult to teach and learn, even ifythee aware of their
paramount importance. We, therefore, think it carvéry interesting and informative, to inquire itihe Algerian context

and try and draw a picture of the status, of preoration instruction.
METHODOLOGY

This study opts for a quantitative research, wizesairvey questionnaire (See Appendix A) was coatgdiand
administered to sixty (60) teachers. The questimansas deemed to be a most convenient tool to watkhe issues of
our concern, in this research. It aimed to expligcally, how practitioners implement pronuncatito high school
freshmen in the Algerian context, with close lingghe Official textbookAt The CrossroadATQ).

The survey questionnaire was made up of items, eoacbfrom 1 to 23, including a few subentries @mit5 (5a
and 5b), item 13 (13a and 13b), item 14 (14a, Iblalc), item 17 (17a and 17b) and item 18 (18al&M). These items
were worded through three different types of qoesti where each type was selected for its charstitsrto best meet the
specified objectives. The questionnaire includetiplel choice questions, rating and ranking questiavhere informants
are asked to rank options offered to them, in &tio open-ended questions, awarding the informahe opportunity to

comment and expand on some of the issues.

Before administering the questionnaire, a pilodgtwas conducted with eight (8) teachers —five fesand

three males- to get feedback, which contributedictamably to improving the design of the questidrma

Needless to say, the sample of informants had toubg a representative of the English teachinguation of
the Wilaya of Oran, in terms of number, gender sediority. We tried thence, to reach at least dftle 6f the overall
population. The sample of informants for this resbaepresents, over 27% of the English teachingufabion in the
Wilaya'. A sample of this size gives as fair a picturgassible, of the teaching population in Oran, iy én terms of

size, but also in terms of gender and seniority.
» Gender. we have 13 male and 47 female teachers of Engtishformants,
«  Seniority: we have 18 junidrteachers and 42 senior teachers in terms of péaesching,

* Level Taught all the teachers are teaching or have taught daool freshman English, and are using or have
usedATC

DATA PROCESSING, ANALYSIS AND RESULTS

The responses of the informants have been conwgnignouped under nine headings, bringing togetkéated
items, to make processing and analysis more focusaech of the nine headings is presented belown 8d through 3.9
indicating their declared objectives, the restittst fjlobally and then distributed by seniority amdgender, when they are
felt to be pertinent. As far as this computationc@ncerned, percentages are calculated out ofdafa¢ mumber of
informants, that is sixty, with reference to seitjobecause, there are forty-two experienced teached eighteen junior
teachers, percentages are calculated out of 18thBrjunior teachers and out of 42 for the expeeenteachers.

Concerning gender, percentages are calculatedf d@ for the male teachers and 47 for the femalelters.

! According to Mr Louznadii, current Inspector ofdfish in Oran, there are 221 teachers of Englishénarea.
2 We arbitrary divided the teaching population imio classes. ‘Junior’ teachers have less than &arsy seniority.
‘Experienced’ teachers have more than ten yeansosgy.

Impact Factor (JCC): 2.8973 - This Article can be Dwnloaded fromwww.bestjournals.in




44 Belkheir Bouhdjar Fethi

Formal Teaching of Pronunciation Before and AfterATC

This section considerat the Crossroadsas a point of reference or a dividing line. Befthe introduction of
ATC, there was no required formal teaching of proratimmn, except for the specific examination orienfieél ‘ed’ or
final ‘s’. In other words, when we look into thespmnses to the relevant items of the questionnaireaim is to see
whether or not, informants taught pronunciationti@ir own initiative, before it was implementedthe syllabus and

illustrated in the textbook.

A response to items 5a and 15 shows an importapladty, in the number of informants, who claimtéach
pronunciation. It is comforting to see that, as ynas 18 teachers (30%) did actually teach prontiocidormally, even
beforeATC. Surprisingly enough, though, as many as 13 ‘sglgor 21.67%) still do not teach pronunciatiomnfally,
although the syllabus prescribes it and the boekegnts it. Only 47 teachers (78.33%) -when 60 Q6f4) were expected-

do teach pronunciation formally.

If we refer to the same data according to senipthg vast majority of junior teachers with 17 msges (or
94.44%) declare that, they teach pronunciation &lymwhile as many as 30 (or 71.42%) of experienachers do not.
Not more than 4 (or 22.22%) of the junior teactaerd 14 (or 33.33%) experienced teachers say, ghght pronunciation
beforeATC.

The teaching of pronunciation, shows balanced teddtween male and female teachers, claiming thay;
teach it with 10 (or 76.92%) and 37 (or 78.72%}ha responses, respectively. Disparity howevec)dar between the
male teachers with 7 (or 53.84%) and the femalehiea with 11 (or 23.04%), who declare they tayglonunciation
beforeATC.

Some tentative conclusions can be drawn from tiseiltee above. There are still 13 (or 21.67%) teagher
including 1 junior teacher (or 05.55%) and 12 eiqrered teachers (or 28.57%), who do not teach m@ation despite
the fact that; it is part of the syllabus and inlgdd in the textbook. The rationale behind theicaiging the formal
teaching of pronunciation is dealt with, in the nhegction. It might be worth investigating, if tikhange in favor of
teaching pronunciation (from 18 to 47) is motivabgda real shift in teachers’ attitude, or is sijnglie to some loyalty to
the textbook and the syllabus.

The rationale behind teaching or not teaching pronaciation

The part in the questionnaire, which deals withréresons behind teaching pronunciation, is idewtifn item 5b.
Forty-five subjects have responded to this iterre Tihdings in this part of the questionnaire, gigesne insight into the

underlying reasons, for teaching or not teachirmnpnciation formally.

The answers are derived from item 5b, an open-egdestion, where the respondents were asked fyjttstir
respective positions. Some did not feel the neqddiify their responses, which explains why thare only 45 responses
in total. The table below summarises the differantives.

Table 1: Reasons for Teaching or Not Teaching Promgiation

Response
Reasons Response Count " "
| teach pronunciation because o
1. Itis part of the syllabus. 8 13.33%
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Table 1: Contd.,

2. It is an important skill that helps to understandd abe 7 11.66%
understood.
3. ltisin the textbook. 5 08.33%
4. Itis an obligation. 4 06.66%
5. It provides pupils with different pronunciation esl 4 06.66%
6. | want to improve pupils’ pronunciation. 4 06.66%
7. ltis part of the learning process. 2 03.33%
8. Pupils like it. 2 03.33%

Total: 36 out of 47

| don’t teach pronunciation because

1 | too need some training 4 06.66%
2 it is very difficult 2 03.33%
3. Time is too short 1 01.66%
4 _ Pupils are not native speakers of English and ngpeak 1 01.66%
it outside the classroom
5. It is not important for pupils 1 01.66%

Total: 9 out of 13

It is clear from the table above that, differenswamptions influence the informants in their applodc
pronunciation. Eight reasons in favour of teachingnunciation and five against this practice asteti. First, the reasons
behind the teaching of pronunciation are discusBed13.33% of the subjects, pronunciation needsettaught because,
it is in the syllabus. 08.33% teach pronunciati@caduse, it is in the textbook and 06.66 % felt gdai to do so.
Although reasonsl, 3 and 4, provided by informawit® teach pronunciation, are expressed differenllyy appear to

describe a common motive, prompted by a prescrifgedhpulsory— teaching of pronunciation.

A number of informants, 11.66%, believe that imgnoent in their pupils’ pronunciation of English danrease
effective mutual intelligibility in EFL. The need thelp learners improve their pronunciation, with neason given is

considered by 06.66% of the informants, as imporaough to justify the teaching of pronunciation.

Four respondents representing 06.66% of the infotsnassert that, they teach phonology to providmkrs with
rules, concerning pronunciation. When learnerspaoeided with learnable reusable phonological ruteey can derive
immense advantages. Attention must be drawn, hawevéo the difference between teaching Englismymoiation vs.

teaching about English pronunciation. The bestbal@ve, is the prevalence of the former over #tief.

We move now to the reasons put forward againstféhmal teaching of pronunciation which is presented
critically below. The most striking point appeansiie the teachers’ own deficit in the skill undensideration. Four out of
nine admit their own poor mastery of the phonolofifenglish and feel the need for personal trainmghe field. In the
same vein, two more informants do not teach proiation formally because they find it difficult taodso. They believe
that pronunciation is one of the most problemadigegts of English for both teachers and learnersh &ttitudes feed, to a
certain extent, the marginalisation of pronunciatémd its teaching. For one respondent, it isdliffito find the time to

teach phonology when there are so many other ifigst.

For the two answers left, one respondent exprgasly forward and one respondent seems to implyntbet
point that because the pupils are not native spsakieEnglish and will hardly ever have the oppoity to use that

language outside the classroom, spending time itlgg@@ihonology is time wasted for too much ado abathing.
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All this nurses a feeling of discomfort and uneast when teaching pronunciation among 36.7% of the
population under study as shown in answer to iteth i€ refreshing, however to discover that 63.8%he subjects feel

comfortable dealing with the instruction of proniation.
Aspects of pronunciation taught

Responses to item 9 make clear what aspects ofipcation the teachers focus on. They reveal tmation’s
share is taken by the teaching of sounds for 938#he informants. Another 83.3% of the subjectsufon the teaching
of word stress in their classes while just ovef tia population concerned or 56.7% of the respotsddeclare they train
their learners in the area of intonation. As farrlagthm is concerned, 28.3% of the population dagytinclude this
element in their instruction. The teaching of seatestress and that of juncture get the lowestescwith 08.3% and 05%

respectively. In terms of seniority, the followitaple presents the responses by junior teachers.

Table 2: Priorities in Teaching Aspects of Pronundition by Junior Teachers

Aspects Response Percent| Response Count
Sound 94.4% 17
Rhythm 55.6% 10
Word Stress 72.2% 13
Intonation 94.4% 17
Sentence Stress 11.2% 02
Juncture 05.6% 01

The above table shows that the teaching of soundsraonation is practised by 17 out of 18, or 94.df the
junior teaching population. More than half the pmteachers train their learners in word stress r@aythm, reaching
72.2% and 55.6% of the population respectively. Témults also indicate that 2 junior teachers aR%lof the junior
population and 1 junior teacher or 05.6% of the esgmpulation teaches sentence stress and junatspeatively.

Concerning responses attributed to the populati@xperienced teachers, they are shown in theviatig table.

Table 3: Priorities in Teaching Aspects of Pronundition by Senior Teachers

Aspects Response Percent| Response Count
Sound 92.9% 39
Rhythm 16.7% 07
Word Stress 88.1% 37
Intonation 40.5% 17
Sentence Stress 07.1% 03
Juncture 04.8% 02

The results presented in the table above showtlieabverwhelming majority of the experienced teashader
investigation focus on sounds with 92.9% of theytation concerned. Another huge number -37 respusdmit of 42 or
88.89%- emphasise the instruction of word stregheéir teaching practises. Less than half this pdmn (40.5%) trains
their learners in intonation. The aspects that hsoared the least are rhythm, sentence stressuactlje with 16.7%,
07.1% and 04.8% respectively.

When we compare the two groups, we realise thatehehing of sentence stress and juncture is disded by

both groups. Apart from this observation, the grofipunior teachers is more homogeneous than tbepgof experienced
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teachers with the treatment of the other aspectgafunciation, that is, the teaching of soundthiny; word stress and

intonation is balanced.

The group of experienced teachers shows reluctemd¢each intonation whereas the group of juniocheas
demonstrates more interest. This observation ishamentioning, especially with the communicativéueaconveyed by

intonation. This interesting finding is worth exph further.

Problematic aspects of pronunciation

The responses collected for item 10 provide us wifbrmation concerning the aspects of pronuncraticat

teachers find difficult to teach. Four informargft lthe question unanswered. The following tabkspnts the informants

problematic areas in teaching pronunciation.

Table 4: Problematic Areas in Teaching Pronunciatia

Aspects of Response Respons
Pronunciation Percent e Count
Sound 00,00% 00
Juncture 06.66% 04
Rhythm 13.33% 08
Word stress 26.66% 16
Intonation 43.33% 26
Sentence stress 46.66% 28

The above table shows that the teaching of sounds dot represent any problem to the targeted ptpnl
However, almost half the informants admit that tleegounter difficulties as far as the teaching aftence stress and
intonation is concerned. The former scores 46.668the latter scores 43.33% of the respondentsthiRhand Juncture
are perceived as difficult to apprehend as evidénme the low scores 06.66% and 13.33%, respectivaatg more
specifically for rhythm, by its total absence fréxC.

When we examine the results obtained in this sectid compare them to those in Section 3.3, thiBrfys seem
to tally shows that, to varying extents, prosoddatéires of pronunciation represent a problem ateamcerning the
teaching of rhythm and juncture, lower scores regméed in both sections can be best explained éyatt that the

teaching of rhythm is not included At the Crossroadand juncture to a lesser degree.
Contextual teaching of pronunciation and its bearilg on communication

When asked about the frequency with which prondiacids introduced to the learners in context, 88af 60 or
55% of the informants claim to do so ‘sometimesheTinformants who ‘always’ deal with pronunciation context
represent 23.3% or 14 out of 60. The results atslicate that 12 out of 60 or 20% of the populati@rely’ teach

pronunciation in context. Only one informant deefathat s/he ‘never’ teaches pronunciation in cdnte

The computation of the results according to setyihows that there are 2 junior teachers (or Bb)1and 12
senior teachers (or 28.57%) who declare that théyays’ teach pronunciation in context. Pronunoiatis ‘sometimes’
taught in context by 11 junior teachers (or 61.1H1) 22 experienced teachers (or 52.38%). Not thare5 (or 27.77%)
junior teachers and 7 (or 16.66%) experienced tactieclare that they ‘rarely’ present the aspetfronunciation in
context. The remaining informant who never teacphemunciation in context belongs to the group opeienced

teachers.
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Concerning gender, the results show that pronuoaias ‘always’ taught in context by 2 male teachéor
15.38%) and 12 %) female teachers (or 25.53. Asyraaré male teachers (or 46.15%) and 27 femalé¢eacor 57.44%)
say they ‘sometimes’ teach pronunciation in cont®mbnunciation is ‘rarely’ taught in context byn@le teachers (or

23.07%) and 9 female teachers (or 19.14%). Proationiis ‘never’ taught in context by one male tesc

The results shown above are encouraging to a negtdéent since contextualisation is important istéoing the
learners’ awareness of the communicative valueufeatof pronunciation help to convey. This is cbo@ated by item
number 12 regarding the view the informants holdualthe impact that the teaching of pronunciatiam dave on
communication. 53 out of 60 (or 88.3%) of the papioh under study support the position, statingrtiie of teaching
pronunciation in enhancing communication. The Theas (or 11.66%) who does not share this viewadiréemale
teachers, including 2 (or 11.11%) junior and 51(br19%) experienced teachers.

How pronunciation is approached

The results collected in item 13a show a varietywafys informants have recourse to when approaching
pronunciation. These results are presented inali@nfing table.

Table 5: Approaching Aspects of Pronunciation

Ways Response Percent| Response Count
Class tasks/activities with pronunciation as thénma 66.70% 20
focus
Class tasks/activities with pronunciation as a 36.70% 22
component
Through imitation of a model 46.70% 28
Through listening aids 35.00% 21

The first notable fact is that a considerable nundiehe population with 66.7% devotes some teaghiractices
to pronunciation as the main objective of the laes&tven if pronunciation is not the main focus,i2®rmants out of 60
(or 36.7%) assert that it is a component of the&iching practices. 28 (or 46.7%) of the populatieclare that they
approach pronunciation through listening to modelprovide some fairly accurate examples for leerite imitate. The

use of listening aids is adopted by 21 out of G08&%) of the population under study.

It is refreshing to find out that the improvemeritpponunciation constitutes an objective the m&jodf the
informants aim at. It has become part and parcéi@teaching practises in our schools. Nevertbetbg use of imitation
can be effective only if the model is accurate gimuhat is, the model has good pronunciation aamdahstrates native-

like proficiency. Moreover, we deplore an insufiot use of listening aids. Audio and video mateceh provide more
accurate models to follow.

Pre-service and in-service education

Item 14, including items 14a, 14b and 14c, shedeshght on the nature of training teachers haveived at the
level of university or pre-service training, an@ axperiences they have gone through in their tegatareers and which

form part of their continued professional developtme-service training.

At university, the informants state that no spectfaining in the teaching of pronunciation hasrbgeven to

them. They claim that courses of phonetics and plogry have been the only training they have reckias far as
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pronunciation is concerned, emphasising the fatldarning about the speech sounds of a languadybeing trained in
the ways in which formal teaching and learningtadse speech sounds in institutional settings aoedigtinct areas of

concern.

Throughout their teaching experiences, 42 respdadeut of 60 (or 70%) deplore the fact that no énvice
training concerning the teaching of pronunciati@s lheen offered. Of the 18 remaining, 12 have @g¢igriwo seminars
while 6 participated in only one. In all these seans, the respondents were trained in the teadfifigal ‘ed’, final ‘s’

and syllable counting in connection with formal esain which such questions occur.

It sounds as though the syllabus and its illusirathroughAt the Crossroadsre too demanding in terms of
teaching pronunciation. It is suggested, therefioa¢ more training be offered to cover the othatdees of pronunciation
which teachers are expected to teach.

Use of At the Crossroads

As far as the informants’ degree of satisfactionhwhe treatment of pronunciation & the Crossroadss
concerned, only 3 out of 60 (or 5%) of the respotsieleclare that the material in the textbook méets expectations
‘completely’. No more than 6 (or 10%) declare tR&tC meets their expectation ‘to a great extent’. Aagrmajority
representing 38 informants (or 63.33%) asserts, thata certain extent’At the Crossroadss in line with their
expectations concerning the teaching of pronuramatNevertheless, 13 out of 60 (or 21.7%) of tHferimants are not

satisfied with the material usedAt the Crossroad® approach pronunciation.

The main conclusion, we can draw is that a gregomitya of the informants agrees with the fact tttzdre is still
room for improvement in the treatment of the eletmeri pronunciation irAt the CrossroadsThis is confirmed with the
results recorded in item 21. Most respondents shdaw degree of satisfaction with the textbookarsals the teaching of

pronunciation is concerned.

In this context, the responses concerning the wessdas diagnosed At the Crossroadbhave been analysed. The

analysis has yielded the following list of the masturrent reasons, perceived as shortcomingsebipntbrmants.
» Absence of some aspects of pronunciation (4 org36)6
e Lack of audio-visual aids, especially recording&aflish native speakers (5 or 08.33%);
» De contextualised language (4 or 06.66%);
» Insufficient material and practice dealing with puaciation (9 or 15 %);
» Absence of explicit rules (3 or 05%);
* In adequation with the learners’ levels of profiaig (4 or 06.66%).

We can add another shortcoming identified in itey ®hich investigates the informants’ opinion abths
impactAt the Crossroadbas in fostering an awareness of the prosoditsskibrty respondents (or 66.7%) think tidt
the Crossroadsloes not fulfil its role as an enhancing tool tomote prosodic skills either receptively nor proiikely. It
can be deduced that the majority of the informduais doubts as to the effectiveness of the textlasok tool capable of

improving the learners’ mastery of the elementprohunciation productively and receptively.
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Use of additional material

An important number of informants scoring 39 resam(or 65%) declare that they do not use any rahtgher
than At the Crossroadso teach pronunciation. These 39 teachers repreiseterms of seniority, 14 junior teachers (or
77.77%) and 27 experienced teachers (or 59.52%)iartdrms of sex, 8 (or 61.53%) male and 31 (a®5%) female

teachers.

Although findings in 3.8 indicate that a considéeaumber of informants (38 responses to ‘to aagenrtxtent’
and 13 responses to ‘no’) express dissatisfactitim thve treatment of the elements of pronunciatioAt the Crossroads

there is still nevertheless an unwavering loyaityhie book, at the expense of outside materialrttiglht be of great help.

The reasons that discourage the informants fromingakse of extra teaching material to their paraphié
appear in the responses to item 18b. From thetseshtained therein, we can list the most importaasons that hinder

the use of additional material, as stated by tepardents.
«  Absence of the necessary material, including harefend software (15 or 25%)
* Low level of mastery of technology (5 or 08.33%)
» Lack of time (4 or 06.66%)
e Too long syllabus (3 or 05%)

The reasons shown above and the informants’ redi@mcthe material provided it the Crossroadsead us to
think that most respondents do not want to shaokleroutine. They may feel unsure as to what mateis most
appropriate. They may merely think that the textbsothe product of professionals and they canobetter. They may
simply be apprehensive because it is time consuamithey may not be willing to devote much of thigne searching

for additional material. Moreover, little effort isade to catch up with high-tech equipment.

Moreover, in answer to the question about the Giseidio recordings of native speakers, 51 informanit of 60
(or 85%) assert they do not use them in their tiegcthn overwhelming majority with 98.3% of the pesmdents regret the
absence of such aids. It is obvious that most inféatts are aware of the benefits they can gain fl@mruse of additional
material, especially recordings of native speaki@rgnhancing learners’ proficiency in pronunciatitlowever, there is
much to be done to remedy. Nowadays, with the axtvaf technology, any teacher worth their salt lsave access to a
variety of resources through the Internet and l&tehannels, and thus select an invaluable nadtarid inputs to expose

to the learners.
CONCLUSIONS

The analysis of the questionnaire helps delve &urthto the informants’ assumptions and beliefsceoning
pronunciation, its treatment it the Crossroadand the way it is approached by the various granérs in the classroom

context.

At the two ends of the pendulum, we have those talaght pronunciation before it was officially inthaced in

the syllabus and the textbook and who keep teadhimmyw it is prescribed, and those at the othel who did not teach it

% Hardware is meant to describe equipment suchssetta players, data show projectors and even piugalls whereas
software describes content such as scripts, audicvideo material.
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then and do not teach it now. The overwhelming niigjof teachers limit their teaching to stringsisélated, unrelated,

de contextualised utterances. The teaching is nmotlee form ofListen and Repeadr Listen and Substitutdight years

away from spontaneous communication. Attentionagl pexclusively in the form, disregarding meaniagijitudes and

emotions.

Many teachers feel they are penalized, especiadlyold hands, since they lack both pre-serviceiarsrvice

training in this particular area. It looks as thbugttlejohn’s (1992: 84) observation about the elegeency textbooks

generate among teachers is applicable to the pigrulaoncerned. Although they voice some criticiatvout At the

Crossroadsfor its inadequacy in meeting the needs and tleldeof ability of the learners as regards the hewag of

pronunciation, they persist in a teaching methoglplbeprived of any use of additional material, esgly technology that

can provide invaluable input.

The prosodic features for levels beyond the worduestionably present a problem area for the piaiogits.

The tallied results show that even for the paresented aATC —sentence stress, intonation, connected speeabhetes

limit themselves to the exclusive presentation @rashipulation of the form alone, leaving questiohssage and meaning

outside the scope of their teaching.
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