Estyn’s thematic report on Modern Foreign Language (MFL) teaching (2016) evaluates that often in the MFL classroom, there is no methodical approach to correcting poor pronunciation. This in turn has led to lack of fluency and confidence in speaking skills and has resulted in recurrent pronunciation errors. It is for the reason, that I have chosen to make pronunciation the focus of my research. During my experience in placement one, I observed that pupils made repeated errors in basic Spanish pronunciation and these errors were rarely given attention. On liaising with the department, I discovered that pronunciation teaching is not included in the curriculum. This investigation focuses on an 11 to 18 English-medium school with 1,721 pupils on roll. Smith and Conti (2016, p) note that pronunciation and decoding is the most neglected skill in the MFL classroom. I have therefore identified this area as noteworthy of focus for this research project and aim to establish whether teaching pronunciation by linking sound and spelling helps reinforce and improve learners’ accuracy in pronunciation. 

Although the WJEC specification (2016 p,7) states that learners are required to use accurate pronunciation and intonation such as to be understood by a native speaker, it seems that current syllabuses are not preparing learners to achieve this. For example, at school x, phonics and pronunciation is not included in the scheme of work or departmental improvement plan. According to the MFL pedagogy review, (2016 p,12) there is significant expertise in teaching English phonics in early education. The Literacy and Numeracy framework in Wales (2014) requires that primary schools implement the standardized teaching of phonics. Pedagogy review (2016) recognise that a direct and systematic approach to phonics teaching has been seen to be the most successful method in assuring accurate pronunciation and spelling in the primary sector. Therefore, they recommend that secondary teachers familiarize themselves with the techniques required to teach phonics as as a result, this could facilitate the learners’ acquisition of phonics of a foreign language. The draft for the Languages Literacy and Communication Area of Learning and Experience within the new curriculum for Wales  (2019 p3) will encourage learners to be aware of the links between languages as they develop an appreciation of the origins of words and an interest in language patterns. These skills aid the pick up of second langauges. It is hoped that this will inspire a life long interest in both local and international languages. Macaro and Erler (2008 cited in Woore 2010) have discovered a link between competency in decoding and an increased motivation for language learning. Furthermore, Derwing and Munro (2009) identified that second language learners are concerned with their accent and have a desire to improve pronunciation. Therefore, an increased focus on pronunciation in the MFL classroom would not only give learners the necessary skills to develop their understanding of the inner workings of the language but increase their motivation; a significant issue within MFL teaching today.  

According to their Estyn inspection (2017), around 70% of pupils in school X come from a minority ethnic background and speak English as an additional language. This could the rationale behind a lack of focus on pronunciation within the MFL department. Pedagogy review (2016) states that pupils who are not explicitly taught phoneme-grapheme correspondences of the second language very often read and speak using the phonological system they already know, leading to mis-communication and misunderstanding. With this is mind, due to the demographic of this school and variety of languages spoken, there is no universal L1 phonological ‘system’. This leads to further confusion and emphasises the need for increased attention of phonics and pronunciation, so that all pupils interpret sounds based on a common system for L2. 

Although pronunciation plays an important role in the communication and mastery of a foreign language, it is a neglected skill in most classrooms (Sturm, J 2013). The teaching of pronunciation remains an empirical question in second language acquisition and has been overlooked in the MFL curriculum by a focus on basic skills such as speaking, reading, listening and writing (Elliott, 1995). According to Estyn (2007 p,7), phonemic and phonetic awareness is regarded an important cognitive skill underpinning literacy in primary education; teachers are preparing learners for reading by increasing their phonemic awareness. Estyn (2007) outlines in evidence 31 that phonics teaching offers a foundation for language and literacy skills and can boost word-recognition and spelling skills. Therefore, within the primary sector Estyn (2007) recommends that teachers should 1) ensure that the teaching of phonics becomes routine practice in approaches to learning to read and 2) monitor and evaluate the learning and teaching of phonics in Welsh as a second language to ensure that pupils can apply the same strategies to Welsh. The secondary sector sees a different approach. Smith (2016) has observed that pronunciation occupies the early stages of foreign language instruction but is rarely taught extensively throughout the course. This is further evident in Estyn’s ‘stages in mastering a foreign language’ (2016), where pronunciation is only mentioned as a focus in step one out of five stages. Therefore, it is clear that the current methodologies in MFL don’t include pronunciation teaching. 
On investigating MFL classroom practices, Estyn’s thematic report (2016) observed that learners failed to demonstrate an understanding of how the spelling and sounds of the target languages related when reading aloud. This is due to the pupils’ lack of knowledge of how the sound system of the language is produced. In their recommendations, Estyn (2016) suggests that learners should gain a clear understanding of the rules of pronunciation of the target language. 
Smith and Conti (2016) argue that the current shift away from pronunciation instruction could be due to lack of teacher training in the specialist area and to the emphasis being put on communication over accuracy. According to Pennington and Richards (1986 cited in Elliott 1995 p 531), pronunciation is traditionally viewed as a linguistic aspect of second language acquisition that focuses on accuracy rather than fluency, has come to be regarded as of limited importance in a communicatively oriented curriculum.  
Lord (2005) acknowledges the rarity of Spanish pronunciation instruction. Conti (2016) calls for the need for teachers to move beyond ‘awareness raising’ of target sounds. Teachers see this ‘awareness-raising’ as sufficient in a communicative curriculum; as long as the speaker is understood, pronunciation doesn’t need attention.
Salfield (2011) comments on the effect of age on ‘native-like’ pronunciation, highlighting the belief that pronunciation cannot be perfected after puberty. This belief renders the explicit teaching of pronunciation purposeless in secondary education. In contrast to this, Kissling () comments on the positive effect that explicit pronunciation instruction can have on ‘fossilisation’ (habit forming in the target language), according to Kissling (2015), adult learners cannot sound native-like without focused phonics teaching. Norris and Ortega (2001 cited in Sturm 2013 p 656) define the difference between explicit and implicit L2 instruction; an L2 instructional treatment was considered to be explicit if rule explanation comprised any part of the instruction. When neither rule presentation nor directions to attend to particular forms were part of a treatment, that treatment was considered implicit. Sturm (2013) held an investigation which compared the effect of a semester long course in French phonetics (explicit) and pupil enrollment on an advanced French course (implicit). Results showed that the rate of improvement on the focused phonetics course was significantly higher than the advanced French course. Current classroom methodologies have focused on implicit form of pronunciation instruction. This is on account of the belief that pupils will subconsciously obtain pronunciation skills when exposed to the target language in class. Sturm’s (2013) findings contradict this showing that explicit phonetic instruction was more beneficial for overall pronunciation improvement. 
Archila et al (2011 cited in Kissling 2015) findings also contradict the ‘aural exposure’ technique, identifying that even when the teachers target language usage is high from the outset, and the pupils are proficient in the language, there is still no guarantee they will acquire “native-like phonetic categories” therefore, instruction is necessary to attune an L2 perception. 

In addition, Kissling (2015) observes that when pronunciation is drawn attention to in classroom practice, it often focuses on production rather than perception. Conti (2016) adds that teachers merely raise awareness of target sounds and don’t offer sufficient practice. 
Flege’s (1988 in Kissling 2015) speech learning model (SLM) claims that target-like production is not achievable without target-like perception. Therefore, it could be argued that in order to make a long-lasting improvement in pronunciation, pupils need to fully understand the workings of the L2 sounds. 
Estyn’s thematic report (2016) observed that one problem with pronunciation teaching is that teachers do not actively teach learners how to make connections between the sounds of the language and the written equivalent. Within this field, this method is referred to as ‘decoding’. Smith and Conti (2016) comments on the neglect of decoding skills in second language acquisition. It is important to note the difference between teaching pronunciation and teaching ‘decoding skills’; Teaching pronunciation refers to the mastery of the target language’s phonological system, in other words the International Phonetic Alphabet whereas ‘decoding’ refers to teaching pupils how written combinations of letters sound in spoken form (Smith and Conti 2016). The latter form of instruction teaches learners to understand the sound and spelling links in a language and facilitates transition between reading and speaking. This method can also be translated as Grapheme-Phoneme Correspondence (GPC). Goswami and Bryant (1990 in Erler 2004) highlights the necessity for children to decode from graphemes (writing) to phonemes (sounds) in their mother tongue to allow their reading development to progress. Studies have shown that a common symptom of slow progress in L1 reading is the inability to transfer words from their written to spoken forms (Erler 2004). The same can be said for L2 learners as without the ability to recognise how combinations of letters relate to sound, their ability to read aloud would suffer and therefore affect pronunciation. Foreign language learners have been referred to as sufferers of ‘phonological dyslexia’; described by Ellis (1984 cited in Conti 2017) as the inability to read unfamiliar words aloud, suggesting impairment of grapheme-phoneme conversion and/or phonemic assembly. This decoding skill in L2 requires the same cognitive process. In second language acquisition, this cognitive process is hindered by the learners’ pre-existing knowledge of a phonological system (their L1 system). Ehri (2005 in Woore 2010) argues that most KS3 pupils have the ability to decode and pronounce new words automatically in their native tongue. Although this cognitive skill could be transferred automatically onto L2 words and produce ‘partially correct’ pronunciation in some cases, there are also significant differences in Spanish pronunciation therefore the learner must be able to produce the target language pronunciation of the word without L1 influence (Woore 2010). Conti (2016) discusses the human brain’s influence on second language acquisition stating that when we see a word, we automatically retrieve information from our long-term memory. Flege (1988 in Kissling 2015) explains that to reach oral accuracy in L2, learners must recognize subtle phonetic differences in L2 and L1 sounds. With this in mind, if teachers do not draw attention to the differences between L1 sounds and the target sounds in the working memory, pupils will have a highly L1-influenced L2 pronunciation. This has been investigated by Erler (2003) on 23 Year 7 pupils of French. The test involved reading 10 target language vocabulary items aloud. This was followed by a discussion on the strategies the pupils adopted to complete the task. The study showed that pupils were using their existing knowledge of English grapheme-phoneme ‘conventions’ to pronounce the French words. Erler (2003 p166, 168) found that the pupils thought the words were “spelt completely different to what I would usually think”; whereas English words are “spelt . . . the same as how they’re pronounced”. This showed that the English phonological system was at the fore of their minds and that the French system was seen as confusing. Conti () noticed the same confusion in the transfer between Spanish and English in learners of Spanish. He found that confusion occurs even when the sound the student hears exists in their mother tongue but is marked by another more frequent sound. For example, the Spanish sound ‘ñ’ exists in English in the form of ‘n’ in canyon but is marked more frequently by ‘n’ in name.  Therefore, when learners are taught the Spanish sound ñ alike ‘n’ in canyon, they inevitably revert to the pronunciation as ‘n’ in name. This further emphasizes the confusion caused by L1 influence in second language acquisition.

Furthermore, L2 words which the pupils already had aural and oral awareness of such as classroom commands and questions were included. The findings showed that pupils couldn’t read these words aloud with correct pronunciation due to their lack of exposure to its written form. The pupils commented on this mismatch they observed in Erler’s test (2003 p 165) stating that ‘‘when Miss says it, it doesn’t sound like [when I read it]’. It is clear that these pupils rely on the teacher’s spoken model for their knowledge of a word’s pronunciation. Therefore, it could be said that a lack of decoding skills inhibits their ability to acquire new vocabulary and access wider skills such as reading. 

As discussed previously, within primary education, phonics teaching is seen to be beneficial. The Department for education (2010) outlines the criteria for a successful phonics teaching programme in early years education; It ensures that, as pupils move through the early stages of acquiring phonics, they learn grapheme phoneme correspondences, are taught to blend phonemes to read a word and are invited to practise these skills by reading texts which are entirely decodable for them, so that they experience success and learn to rely on phonemic strategies. It is clear that promoting phonological awareness improves and facilitates reading skills. Booth, J and Brennan. c (p920) argue that phonological awareness plays a role in early development of reading skills and phonetic decoding is critical for second language oral acquisition. 
According to Conti (2017), “the current ad-hoc approach to pronunciation teaching in secondary schools means that phonics is rarely systematically recycled in the lesson through listening speaking and reading which aim at ‘organic acquisition”. Therefore, it could be argued that phonics and reading skills go hand in hand and thus provides an argument for the implementation of phonics within wider skills. 
Goswami et al (2002 in Seyedabadi et al 2015) highlight that there is a clear link between pronunciation, spelling, and reading. They justify this by referring to the orthographic analogies we make when reading. It is important to define orthographic analogies: orthographic analogy is the ability to use known words as a guide to reading new words. For example, using “light” as a guide for reading “fight”). Therefore, it could be argued that phonics knowledge could not only facilitate reading skills and vocabulary acquisition but promote independence in learning, a key ingredient of the new curriculum for Wales.

Another important consideration in foreign language teaching is ‘accent’. There is much debate over whether a teacher should aim for accuracy and ‘native-like pronunciation or intelligibility; to simply be understood. The new Languages, Literacy and Communication in the New Curriculum for Wales outlines the following progression step for speaking: Progression step 5) I have very good pronunciation and intonation and a convincing accent. This ‘convincing accent’ supports teaching for intelligibility in the early stages, that is to say that a pupil should aim to be understood. However, this is not always the case for the learner Derwing and Rossiter (2003 in Kissling 2015) note L2 learners’ concerns about their L1 accents influence on their L2 accent and their desire to sound like a ‘native speaker’. 

Research shows that most adult learners do not acquire accurate pronunciation without explicit instruction (Kissling ). Lord (2005) adds that an L1 accent can affect communication and understanding, observing that a proficient knowledge of grammar and vocabulary could be ‘obfuscated’ by a ‘foreign accent’. Jenkins (2005 in Pachler 2014) investigated this further by observing a conversation between a non-native speaker and native speaker. The observation showed that when the non-native speaker made a pronunciation mistake, the native speaker focused on the mistake and didn’t consider the word in context to resolve the miscommunication. Therefore, although the current specification for GCSE (2016) requires that pupils use accurate pronunciation and intonation such as to be understood by a native speaker, this may not always be achievable without a focus on phonology. In addition, there is an argument for an approach to pronunciation teaching which reduces all traces of a learners L1 accent, in other words ‘accent reduction’. Griffin (1991 in Munro and Derwing 1999 p,297) acknowledges this approach stating that the student should learn to speak the language as naturally as possible, free of any indication that they are not a clinically normal native. In contrast to this, Derwing and Munro (2003 in Sturm 2013 p 655) argue that a non-native with a ‘heavily accented speech’ is not the same as unintelligible or incomprehensible.
It is clear that there is growing pedagogical interest in how to teach pronunciation effectively and conflict in the techniques used (Derwing and Munro 2009 in Sturm 2013). Therefore, the emerging questions that come from this literature review are:
1. Can pupils use their existing knowledge of L2 words to recognise the pronunciation of a sound?
2. Is it important to link sound to spelling to reinforce pronunciation?
3. Does an existing knowledge of phonics facilitate the pronunciation of new words and increase independence in learning? 



This research project was conducted on a top band class of approximately 30 Year 7 pupils of Spanish. The class had had no explicit instruction in pronunciation or phonetics prior to this investigation. The class teacher had modelled some pronunciation of words on an ad-hoc basis, described by Conti (2016) as ‘spontaneous instruction’ and had corrected any pronunciation mistakes on the spot. This led me to ask the question whether this approach could lead to the acquisition of target sounds and accurate pronunciation. This project takes the form of action research which Millis (2000) describes as an idiosyncratic approach to data collection. It will enable me to further my practice and understand a particular aspect of teaching in more detail. I will explore the pedagogies surrounding pronunciation teaching and collect date that is appropriate and accessible. My action research will be conducted on a small scale and provide an opportunity for my own professional development of my practice. I will collect quantitative data in the form of a teacher made test. Prior to conducting this research, I ensured the research was ethical, that all participants were informed of the expectations of the pre and post-test and the intervention. All participants took part voluntarily and all data has been anonymized. Due to the time scale of this intervention, I liaised with my subject mentor to discuss the proposal for the project and to select the target sounds to focus on. The rationale behind the chosen sounds was due to frequent mistakes I had noticed during lessons I had conducted or observed with the pupils. Therefore, six target sounds for this investigation were chosen: ñ (/ɲ/), i (/ˈi/), v (/ˈb/), z (/ˈs/), ll (/ɟʝ/), j (/ˈx/). Conti (2016) argues that it is worth evaluating the following before selecting an approach to pronunciation teaching: consider learnability; the learners’ readiness for pronunciation instruction, intelligibility; will it have an impact on their understanding, and frequency; how often they will come across the sound. In terms of learnability, I chose to conduct the research on year 7 as this would stand them in good stead for future development. However, due to the time frame of this project, it would not be possible to teach the Spanish phonological system. This would have an impact on their understanding as cognitive load would be increased and cramming of information would only be stored in the working memory for a few seconds (Walter 2008 in Conti 2016) 
Furthermore, Conti (2016) outlines the following factors for consideration in implementing pronunciation instruction: school policy, class time, assessment criteria, age, levels of motivation and relevance of pronunciation accuracy to personal goals. Considering these factors, due to lack of time, lack of pronunciation inclusion in the school policy and therefore lack of pupil exposure to the international phonetic alphabet I decided to focus on decoding skills; looking at how letters represent sounds.
The pre-test was conducted to assess the pupils’ previous knowledge of Spanish pronunciation. This method adopts a constructivist approach to learning. Vygotsky’s theory for learning explores the effect of prior knowledge on learning. According to Vygotsky (1987 in Abrose et al (2010) cited in National research council 2000) students make links between new information and what they already know, interpreting new information through the lens of their current knowledge, beliefs, and assumptions. The pre-test tested sounds the pupils already know therefore, this prior knowledge could facilitate their ability to complete the test. However, according to Ambrose et al. (2010) the usefulness of prior knowledge depends on the teacher’s ability to exploit it. The pre-test was an individual listening test whereby pupils had to listen to the pronunciation of the Spanish word and select which written transcription using L1 graphemes represented the L2 pronunciation e.g. españa = espana espanya espanga. 
Here the learners will have to look at English graphemes and make links between what they already know in Spanish. This could cause transfer issues between L1 and L2 as the pupils have not been exposed to the differences in the sounds of the two languages.  


The structure of the pre-test, intervention and post-test mirrors a constructivist approach to teaching and learning. The key theorist within this field is Vygotsky. One key element of Vygotsky's theory (in Fani and Ghaemi 2011 p 1550) is the belief that the potential for cognitive development depends upon the "zone of proximal development" (ZPD). Fani and Ghaemi (2011) describe the ZPD as the scaffold or support that a child needs to move forward. It describes how cognitive growth happens with the guidance of a peer or adult. The intervention adopts this approach as the teacher intervenes with the information the learner requires to move forward. The intervention was made up of three lessons. The first two lessons focused on explicit instruction of the Spanish letter sounds to allow the pupils to become more acquainted with the target sounds. A deductive approach to learning was adopted which has been described by Conti (2016) as a traditional approach involving the teacher presenting and explaining the phoneme; as suggested by Smith and Conti (2016) the teaching activity took the form of practicing letter and sound relationships with pictures. The Spanish grapheme was highlighted and a series of words that shared the same sounds were displayed on screen. In addition, the English grapheme equivalent of the Spanish sound was displayed and an image to support the meaning. I modelled the pronunciation and pupils repeated chorally. This modelling phase has been described by Conti (2016) as step one in five steps toward acquisition. Therefore, a limitation to this method could be that the pupils are not gaining enough practice. 
I used assessment for learning strategies to check the pupils understanding of the target sounds by conducting a mini plenary which mixed up the different sounds. Due to lack of time, the pupils shouted out the pronunciation as I prompted. A downfall to this method is that I am not getting a true idea of who knows what. In future, an effective technique would be to adopt a ‘no hands up’ approach whereby individual students are tested. The third intervention took the form of speaking task whereby pupils practiced the target phonemes in the form of tongue twisters. Although this gave the pupils the opportunity to produce the target sounds independently in a fun way, each tongue twister practiced one sound in isolation therefore it was not challenging whether they could reproduce the target sounds in combination with other sounds and assessing their understanding. 
To measure the pupil’s progress after the intervention, the same pupils were invited to do a post test. The post-test took the exact same format as the pre-test and contained the same series of words and answer options. 
The first question put forward for my research project questioned whether pupils can use their existing knowledge to recognise the pronunciation of a sound?
The pre-test contained sounds that the pupils had been exposed to in previous lessons. However, some words were new to pupils. The test was carried out to see if pupils were able to use their existing knowledge of Spanish sounds to interpret them from spoken to written form. 
Figure 1
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Figure 1 showed that 13/ 29 pupils gained full marks in the recognition of the written transcription of Spanish pronunciation. 
The graph shows that 8 out of 29 pupils had 5 out of 6 correct answers and 8 had less that 5 out of 6. 
The pre-test was a multiple-choice test. The pupils had four answers to choose from, including one ‘other’ option. Perhaps the most significant problem with this method is the element of guessing. An investigation carried out by Alliger and Hollowitz (1989) investigated this form of testing. Their theory aimed to determine the difference between a lucky guess and genuine knowledge of a topic. 
Pupil T achieved a score of 5 out of 6 in the pre-test and 4 out of 6 in the post test. Therefore, it could be assumed that he took lucky guess in the pre-test and that the post test result was a true reflection of his knowledge after instruction. 
It is clear that we cannot account for a lucky guess in a test situation therefore Alliger and Horrowitz (1989) carried out a test which assessed the learners’ knowledge as well as their confidence in their answers. Every time a pupil answered a question they noted whether they were ‘sure’, ‘reasonably sure’ or ‘not sure. If a pupil answered ‘sure’ but got an incorrect answer, this gave the researcher a more informed idea on areas that needed further instruction. If a learner stated ‘unsure’ but got a correct answer this suggested they guessed and highlights again the need for further focus on that question.  
Although the post test showed the pupils made an improvement, there is nothing to show that the pupils didn’t guess the answers in the post test. It is important to note however that due to the organization of the answers in the pre-test where five out of six correct answers were placed in the ‘a’ column, the answer options were switched. A disadvantage to this could have been that pupils could have memorized their answer sequence form the pre-test and applied it to the post-test. The improvement shown in the post test suggests the pupils were thinking about their answers. 
Furthermore, the option for ‘other’ in the multiple-choice test provides further limitation. This leads me to ask whether the learner thinks the sound should be represented in another way or whether they simply don’t know the answer so selected this option. In the case where they select it because they don’t know, when evaluating the answers there is no evidence to show what they have been confused about. For example, if a pupil chose ‘Espana’ instead of ‘Espanya’ as a representation of the Spanish word España, in future lessons I could reassure the pupils of the subtleties between these two sounds.  However, when a pupil selects ‘other’ may questions remain unanswered. 
Despite its limitations, I chose to conduct a multiple-choice test as the data is immediately available. Due to the class prior knowledge of pronunciation, it would not have been feasible to test the pupils’ ability to write out individual transcriptions of what they hear or record them saying the words as it is more time consuming. 

In the future, when conducting multiple choice, I would ask how sure the pupils were in their answers to evaluate the pupils’ confidence in answering. This would allow me to gain a more in-depth knowledge of what the pupils’ know and therefore what areas need more focus. 
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The post test results showed the amount of full marks increased from 13 to 25, along with pupils scoring lower than 5 out of 6 decreasing to only 1 pupil. Therefore, it is clear that the intervention caused a significant improvement in pupils’ knowledge of the sounds. 


Difficulties arise however where pupils were absent during the pre-test but present during the intervention and post-test. Moreover, one pupil informed me of their presence for the pre and post-test but absence for one out of three of the intervention lessons. This hinders the data as there is no way of documenting which activity impacted their improvement or whether the intervention lesson they missed could have improved their results further. This is true for the data as a whole as there is no indicator which activity caused progress. 


As stated in the methodology, due to the time frame of this project and the pupils lack of awareness of phonics I could not introduce the Spanish phonological system and grapheme-phoneme correspondences. To overcome this, the pre and post-test required pupils to select the English grapheme representation of the Spanish sound. One major drawback of this method is that as an English native speaker, these L1-influenced grapheme transcriptions are my own interpretation of the Spanish sounds and are therefore artificial. In addition, it is important to note the discrepancies between teacher and teacher and pupil and teacher. The same test could be carried out by another teacher with a different accent or level of proficiency in English and therefore their interpretation of the English grapheme transcriptions could be totally different. Furthermore, there could be transfer issues between the teacher as the speaker and the pupil as the listener; if the pupil has a different accent to the teacher, the subtle differences could hinder the pupils results when listening to the Spanish sound and converting it into the English equivalent in their head. Even though problems can occur even when the teacher and pupil share the same l1. Conti (2016) highlights the benefits of teachers knowing the sound system of the learners’ native language as they will be able to anticipate difficulties learners may face with L2 pronunciation as a result of L1 transfer. In turn, they will have greater advantage over a teacher with monolingual mastery. However, due to the demographic at school X where 70% of pupils’ come from a minority ethnic background, one class could consist of various native languages therefore I could not anticipate transfer issues between languages. Conti (2016) observes that when an L2 learner has not mastered an l2 sounds they will automatically take the sounds apart using their mother tongue’s phonological system. Therefore, transfer issues between the speaker and listener for this test are worsened. In this case, some pupils were required to interpret two second languages; to listen to Spanish and match it with an English grapheme equivalent while processing all this through L1 sounds stored in their long-term memory. Therefore, the test is replicating something which requires the pupils to take more cognitive processes than they would in a real-life scenario. In real life, decoding skills would require pupils to relate the Spanish written word to the Spanish sound. Research commented on by Conti () has identified l2 learners as sufferers of ‘phonological dyslexia’ which slows down progress in reading. The method I adopted for this project slows this reading process further as the learners are required to become acquainted with an artificial grapheme system. This calls for explicit, long term teaching of Spanish grapheme-phoneme correspondences as the pupils and teacher would work on a common phonological system and in turn avoid confusion. 
With this approach in mind, Conti (2016) advises that a sound should be introduced through a word that learners already know in the target language, for example in a French lesson if the pupils already know ‘oi’ in trois, this should be used as a reference to pronouncing other words that contain the same sound. In the future, this would help overcome any issues with L1 - L2 transfer as all pupils would develop their skills from a shared starting point.    

One of the research questions put forwards for this project asked whether an existing knowledge of phonics could facilitate the pronunciation of new words and increase independence in learning. In the intervention, when introducing a sound, I gave the pupils three words which shared the same sound to demonstrate to pupils that their existing knowledge can be a guide for new words. For example, the pronunciation of ‘españa’ could be used as a guide for ‘niño’. One of the intervention activities focused on Spanish tongue twisters where each tongue twister practiced a separate target sound. On monitoring the pupils during this activity and during feedback I observed that the pupils were able to apply their knowledge of the Spanish sounds and pronounce the tongue twisters accurately. It is important to note the difference between the teacher as a researcher and an impartial researcher. On observing the pupils, my view on the pupils’ ability to pronounce the target sounds could be biased. Because I teach them I could have a more sensitive outlook on their ability. An impartial researcher may be stricter and require more accurate pronunciation to get a real idea that their instruction has been beneficial. Therefore, it could be argued that assessing the pupils’ progress in pronunciation on observation alone may not be reliable. 
Conti (2016) categorises tongue twisters in the ‘awareness raising’ phase of pronunciation teaching. He argues that this method cannot result in acquisition. This is because the learners are simply producing the sounds in isolation. According to (Derwing et al 1997) this form of instruction improves segmental production but not comprehensibility, meaning that learners are not reproducing the sounds in combination with other phonemes and therefore not proving their understanding. Kissling (2015) acknowledges this issue, stating that too often teaching of phonics focuses of production rather than perception. Moreover, Venkatagiri and Levis (2007 in Kissling 2013) adds that this type of activity helps complete tasks such as reading words from a list but not spontaneous speech. A key weakness in my intervention is that I am not proving the pupils can apply their knowledge to new situations. Furthermore, the artificial representation of the sounds in the pre and post-test is not a skill which can be applied in the future as it is not a standardized way of interpreting sound.  

This test is not only encouraging pupils to use English grapheme-phoneme conventions to understand the written form but to pronounce Spanish words. Conti argues that learners need to produce ‘Spanish’ pronunciation of words instead of pronouncing them as if English. As stated in the literature review, Flege (1988 in Kissling 2015) states that in order to avoid L1-influenced pronunciation and achieve oral accuracy in l2, the teacher must highlight the differences between l1 and l2 sounds. This is a weakness in my project as instead of teaching the workings of the Spanish sounds in comparison to English I have mimicked the Spanish sounds using English. This again, calls for a focus on attuning target-like perception; transferring a native-like understanding of Spanish sounds so that native-like sounds are produced. In other words, teachers should go into detail about the Spanish phonological system to achieve accuracy in pronunciation. Conti argues that in order to achieve mastery, a narrow focus is needed over a long period of time (extensive instruction). The time scale of this project lent itself to intensive instruction. The main weakness with an intensive method is that the knowledge the learners gain will only be stored in the working memory for a few seconds (Walter 2008 in Conti 2016). Therefore, although the results showed a positive increase in knowledge, it cannot be assumed that this knowledge has resulted in acquisition. 

Conti (2016) discusses the skills required to achieve acquisition and how instruction helps achieve those skills: teaching should include a modelling phase, a description phase, a receptive awareness raising phase, a productive phase involving controlled practice and a productive communicative phase. With this in mind, it is clear that my intervention will not result in acquisition as the pupils did not enter into a productive phase. This is a major limitation to this project as the pupils’ oral skills were not tested. There is no evidence to suggest that the intervention has helped pupils apply rules orally. In the future, in order to assess whether the knowledge had resulted in acquisition, I would have to test the pupils’ ability to reproduce the target sounds independently and their ability to do so in real scenarios, in the context of words phrases, sentences or conversation.  
Furthermore, in future, this test would have to be carried out on a wider scale, testing a range of classes and abilities. This test was carried out on a small scale therefore only one sample was collected to show results. 
In conclusion, as Conti (2016 online) has summarized, “pronunciation and decoding is the most neglected skill in the MFL classroom”. During my teaching practice I have observed the lack of focus on pronunciation within the secondary sector. It is clear that there is a bigger focus on the basic skills such as reading writing and speaking and pronunciation is treated as a sub skill during the early years of modern foreign language teaching. This is due to many teachers’ view that pronunciation can be acquired implicitly through aural exposure to the target language. Moreover, teachers believe that an ad-hoc approach to pronunciation addresses errors in pronunciation. This neglect for explicit pronunciation teaching has prompted many theorists to explore the issues surrounding pronunciation teaching and it is clear that there is conflict as to which method proves the most effective. Estyn (2007) emphasises that there is a successful implementation of phonics and decoding skills in the primary sector. However, this is not the same for secondary education. Learners of a second language in the secondary sector have been identified as sufferers of ‘phonological dyslexia’ in other words, alike dyslexics, L2 learners struggle to decode words from their written to spoken forms (Erler 2004). This suggests the pupils’ decoding abilities in secondary school are not comparable to primary school and pupils are not encouraged to apply these skills to a second language. This project set out to investigate whether an explicit focus on decoding and grapheme-phoneme correspondence skills could alleviate these ‘symptoms’ and help enhance pupils’ pronunciation accuracy in L2. However, it is important to note that the method adopted for my research didn’t follow the conventions of L2 grapheme-phoneme correspondence. The time frame for this project didn’t allow for the teaching of Spanish phonemes and graphemes therefore I used English graphemes to represent the L2 sounds. The major limitation to this method is that L1 influence hinders acquisition; this method encourages learners to rely on the sounds of their mother tongue that are stored in their long-term memory to decode and as a result L1-L2 transfer issues emerge. In the future, it would be necessary to plan a scheme of work which promotes the teaching of decoding skills in the target language. This would mean that the teacher and pupils would work on a common phonological system and avoid transfer issues from the pupils’ mother tongue. Moreover, this would help overcome situations where the teacher and pupils L1 is not shared. 

It is clear that current methodologies support the teaching of pronunciation for intelligibility; teachers practice the modelling and repetition phase. According to Conti (2016), this ‘modelling and description’ phase is one in five steps to acquisition and only raises awareness of the target sounds. Due to the timescale of this project I conducted a modeling and description phase but did not allow for the pupils to practise or reproduce sounds through another medium. This means that my approach could not reach acquisition level. According to Kissling (2015), in order to produce native-like sounds, learners need native-like perception. Therefore, a lack of focus on decoding skills can hinder the pupils chance at sounding native. In addition, despite the current communicative-focused curriculum, research by Derwing and Rossiter (2003 in Kissling 2015) shows that pupils want a native-like accent. This could not only increase motivation for languages but enhance pupils’ understanding of the workings of the language. This ‘perception’ will prove to be more important in view of the new curriculum where pupils’ will be expected to make links between languages (). Furthermore, an increased perception of language will facilitate the take up of other languages. 
Despite the limitations of this project, the findings demonstrated an increase in learners’ knowledge of the target sounds. Of course, these findings were on a small scale. In future, the effectiveness of this method would need further attention on a wider scale. 

Perhaps the most pressing issue of this study and the most poignant target for further development is that the research did not assess whether the learners will be able to relate the written form to the spoken form. Pronunciation is an oral skill, the nature of my pre and post test does not relate to real life as the pupils’ are decoding an artificial system. In the future, with extended time, I would conduct an oral assessment similar to the test conducted by Erler (2004) where pupils read aloud Spanish words. His findings found that the pupils commented on the ‘mismatch’ between the pronunciation of the word when hearing it and reading it; ‘‘when Miss says it, it doesn’t sound like [when I read it]. This calls for the explicit teaching of decoding skills so that the learners can make links between sound and spelling and avoid this ‘mismatch’. Furthermore, the results of my project were gathered within a short space of time therefore there is no evidence to show whether the learners will be able to reproduce this level of perception in the future. Walter (2008 in Conti 2016) observes that when learners cram information it is only retained in the working memory for a few seconds. Therefore, a future consideration for my practice is to implement an extensive approach to pronunciation teaching. This method has been put forward by Conti () ; in order to achieve mastery, a narrow focus is needed over a long period of time. 
A heightened exposure to decoding skills would give learners the ability to acquire and understand new vocabulary and improve reading skills as instead of relying on the teachers spoken form of a word, they will be able to decode independently. According to Conti (2016) the final step to acquisition is demonstrating the ability to reproduce the target sounds in real operating conditions, in the form of a words, phrases, sentences and spontaneous discussion. In order to assess whether the pupils’ knowledge has resulted in acquisition, an assessment would have to take the form of a recorded oral assessment. 
Lastly, Smith () comments on the lack of teacher knowledge on pronunciation teaching. If pronunciation is to be implemented into the MFL curriculum, perhaps training needs to be provided for teachers in order to implement a systematic approach to pronunciation instruction. 
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