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Abstract
ELT materials tend to use prestige variety speakers as models, an underlying assumption being
that this is needed in order to acquire the phonology necessary to parse English speech (Rose
& Galloway, 2019). Global Englishes Language Teaching (GELT) (Galloway & Rose, 2018)
provides the potential for movement away from such ‘native speaker’ ideologies, but lacks
empirical evidence. In this study, the use of GELT input in comparison with prestige varieties
of English was investigated. Sixteen first-year L1 Japanese university students in an English
Medium Instruction programme participated in a self-paced listening study via a learning
management system (LMS). All participants were tested on their perception of the English
vowels /æ/, /ʌ/, /ɜː/ and/ /ɔː/. After this pretest, they were separated into two groups: using
edited TED talks, the experimental group (G) (N=8) watched videos of Global English varieties,
and the control group (P) (N=8) watched videos of prestige English varieties. Both groups
acquired losses, i.e., immediate posttest scores were mainly lower than pretest scores on vowel
identification. Scores were predicted by the variation in interval between lessons and posttest,
but not by the varieties of English used. This provides support for the view that GELT is as
valid a language teaching approach as using prestige varieties.
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Global Englishes and Global Englishes Language Teaching (GELT) (Galloway & Rose, 2017)
are an increasingly important part of the English Language Teaching field, gaining prominence
as the problematic nature of concepts such as ‘native speakerism’ (Aneja, 2016; Holliday,
2006; Kiczkowiak, 2019; Lowe & Kiczkowiak, 2019) become subject to growing awareness.
Moreover, given the increasing availability of authentic multimodal resources that present a
range of English varieties, and learners’ exposure to them, GELT potentially promises both a
philosophical and pragmatic transformation in English courses of study. However, there is little
empirical data concerning how the use of Global Englishes affects language learners’
acquisition in measurable terms. Without a better understanding of what linguistic challenges
and potential benefits may be associated with such approaches, the development of appropriate
pedagogy is not possible.
In this paper, we examine how Global Englishes compare to the use of prestige varieties of
English in a self-paced multimodal listening course at a Japanese university in an English
Medium Instruction (EMI) course. Stemming from philosophical stances regarding Global
Englishes, linguistic models of phonological acquisition, and instructional approaches to
multimodal language learning, this contribution provides a rationale for the pedagogical
approach employed here while offering empirical analysis of its implementation. While the
results do not demonstrate an empirical advantage towards using multimodal Global English
materials regarding phonological acquisition, they likewise indicate that there is no marked
disadvantage to doing so. In light of the substantial philosophical and conceptual benefits
associated with using Global Englishes, we thus argue that these data make a strong case in
favour of its utilization.
This paper begins by describing relevant arguments in favour of GELT and extant research that
examines attitudes towards prestige and non-prestige varieties of English among English
language learners. Highlighting the research gaps in this area regarding acquisition, we will
consider empirical data regarding phonological acquisition of prestige and non-prestige
varieties. The potential of TED talks as multimodal language learning resources with elements
that pertain to Global Englishes will be summarized, based on the literature, before describing
the ecological study that was implemented here. Following an explanation of the structure of
the learning opportunity and the study design, we will use Bayesian analysis to adequately
address the findings in relation to the given sample size. These results will be contextualized
in a subsequent discussion before we conclude with an outlook for further areas of inquiry.

Global English Language Teaching: Theory and acquisition
Global English Language Teaching: The theoretical argument(s)
In research literature, definitions of L2 varieties are given in comparison to so-called ‘standard
varieties,’ hereafter referred to as ‘standardised varieties’ to emphasize our understanding that
their use as benchmark varieties is socially constructed. While standardised varieties are
generally accorded prestige, other varieties – especially English ones – may be regarded as
deficient (Kubota, 2015). This accordance of prestige is linked to the hegemonic status of
various nation states, the economic wealth of those states, and also the social capital afforded
to citizens of those states or those who may pass as such citizens. Within nation states, further
distinctions of prestige accorded to various varieties may also be found. In other words, the
prestige attached to language varieties is socially constructed, and depends upon the
community in which a given variety is used. This explains in large part why “ranked uppermost
among these varieties in terms of prestige and privilege are the two metropolitan Englishes
based largely in London and US cities like New York and Washington” (Rubdy, 2015, p. 45).
Likewise, extant research examining learners’ attitudes towards these so-called non-
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standardized Englishes report biases among learners against them, especially as regards accents
(e.g. Jacobsen, 2015; Meer, Hartmann & Rumlich, 2021).
In this article we use the term Global Englishes in line with its adoption by Rose & Galloway
(2019), who use it as an “inclusive term” (p. 3) to “consolidate research in World Englishes,
English as a lingua franca and English as an international language” (p. 4). In short, Global
Englishes is a term that refers to use of the language without reference to the problematic notion
of nativeness (Holliday, 2006). Given the fact that Global Englishes are largely absent from
most commercial ELT materials (Kiczkowiak, 2021), they are also probably underrepresented
in practice, leading to a lack of familiarity with such forms that consequently perpetuates
discrimination against the speakers of these varieties. This sets up a vicious cycle, ultimately
resulting in learners who are ill-prepared for encounters with speakers of non-prestige varieties
of English, who view these speakers through a deficit lens (Kubota 2015), and who – depending
on their own positionality – likely experience feelings of inefficacy regarding their own
competence in their additional language. This has potentially significant ramifications that
extend beyond the language learning classroom. As Piller (2016) remarked, “perceiving
peripheral speakers as incomprehensible licenses their exclusion from participation in
development contexts” (p. 199). In other words, labelling Global Englishes speakers as
incomprehensible deskills these speakers and learners, and deprofessionalizes these educators.
In English medium instruction (EMI) settings, this attitude sustains a neocolonialist imperative
for teachers who are prestige variety speakers and correspondingly marginalises non-prestige
speakers of Global Englishes.
Global Englishes accents and phonological acquisition
While advocates of GELT have, for all the aforementioned reasons, been vocal about its
theoretical necessity as a corrective to standardised hegemonic language forms, pragmatic
issues concerning acquisition have garnered less attention. One of the areas in which varieties
are identified is in the phonetic manifestations of their phonology, namely accent. Derwing and
Munro (2009) defined speakers’ accents as “the ways in which their speech differs from that
local variety of English and the impact of that difference on speakers and listeners” (p. 479;
italics added). In this comparative approach, it is not necessarily the case that a ‘foreign accent’
is defined in terms of deviation from a prestige accent, but rather in terms of deviation from
what a listener is accustomed to, or the ease with which a listener can comprehend speech. It
is obvious that familiarity contributes to intelligibility. Carey, Mannell and Dunn (2011), for
example, investigated ratings by speaking examiners in standardised tests and found that
“pronunciation was rated higher by a significant proportion of OPI [oral proficiency interview]
examiners when the candidate’s interlanguage phonology was familiar and lower when it was
unfamiliar” (p. 215, added parentheses). It is therefore clear that exposure to a number of
speakers to increase intelligibility is a necessary, but not sufficient, element informing
comprehension (Varonis & Gass, 1982). In addition to the linguistic features of grammar and
pronunciation, social variables come into play. This includes the racialization of speakers, with
a resulting hierarchy of mainly ‘white’, ‘Western’, ‘native speakers’ and an accompanying
marginalisation of racialized speakers as ‘non-native’ (Aneja, 2016). It becomes clear that both
speech and image, as well as familiarity, interact to inform perceived intelligibility of oral
Global Englishes.
By categorising perceived acoustic phenomena as phonemes, listeners can potentially parse the
speech of interlocutors or speech in media. Various models of how this occurs among L2
learners have been developed and tested over decades, with the PAM (L2) model developed
by Best and Tyler (2007) most relevant to L2 learners of English living outside L1 English
speech communities. The PAM (L2) posits that learners will categorise L2 phones according
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to L1 phonemes, and then at a later stage, change this categorisation through creation of
categories for L2 phonemes. The speed at which this occurs is dependent upon individual
differences, but also relies on sufficient L2 input, with ‘sufficient’ being defined as a length of
time beyond 6-18 months in a L2 environment (Best & Tyler, 2007, p. 21). While research is
sparse, it seems that such parameters might hold true for learners to recognize non-standardised
varieties as familiar ones.

Multimodal Global English resources and phonological acquisition
Use of available, multimodal Global English resources offers a potential, partial solution to the
absence of Global Englishes in commercial materials that contributes to the general lack of
familiarity English language learners report regarding these varieties. The popularity of online
video platforms such as Youtube and Netflix, as well as TED Talks in particular, as discussed
in more detail below, has led to easy access to media in many languages, and also Englishes
from many regions. By using easily accessible Global Englishes for language input, the
unfamiliarity of varieties underrepresented in ELT can be addressed. Whether this pedagogical
approach is sound in terms of phonological acquisition, however, remains largely unexplored.
One exception is that Ockey and French (2016) found that self-reported familiarity with British
accents correlated with higher comprehension, but did not observe the same for familiarity with
Australian accents. Additionally, Saito et al. (2019) found that closeness of listeners’ L1 to a
L2 speaker's L1 correlated with increased comprehensibility, in keeping with previous findings
by Bent and Bradlow (2003). However, vowel acquisition by Japanese L1 users was not
investigated in the above studies. Furthermore, the L1 of speakers of the English varieties to
be used are all distant from that of our (Japanese) population.
Multimodal phonological acquisition
The language that we use and intend for learners to acquire is multimodal; the auditory
information is heard while seeing articulatory gestures (mouth movements) and paralinguistic
gestures (other body movements such as pointing). This may aid in phonology acquisition and
language learning processes more generally. Ravelli (2018) asserted that “there is a continuum
from these inherent forms of multimodality – that is, the visual presence of written language,
and the physical presence of spoken language – to the related phenomenon of explicit coconfiguration of multiple modes” (p. 434). That is, language events are not subject to a binary
of multimodality or single modality but should be considered according to what extent they
consist of different modalities. For example, a TED video consists of the speaker's speech, their
facial expression and articulatory gestures, whole body movements, audience reaction shots,
slide presentations with on-screen text and other modes of communication and therefore may
be considered as highly multimodal. When people without sensory impairments or processing
issues encounter interlocutors, their attention is focused primarily on the interlocutor’s face.
This means that visual and linguistic salience “assign a property to a visual/linguistic unit that
renders it perceptually more prominent in an array of competing units, which is crucial in cases
where selective attention is useful or necessary” (Rácz, 2013, p. 23). Suvorov (2015), for
example, found that “L2 test takers spent statistically significantly more time watching content
videos (58% of the total time the videos were shown) than context videos (51%)” (p. 476),
where content videos are those showing the speaker and their gestures, whereas context videos
were those that presented visual information as text or graphics along with speech. This could
mean that the participants were focused on the people, including the faces and speech
articulation, more often than other visual contexts. While it could also be the case that the
content videos in Suvorov’s study were simply more interesting than the context videos – a
claim that Suvorov himself makes (p.477) – the findings echo those of other interventions that
highlight the role of visual reinforcements of articulation processes. Batty (2020) similarly
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found, using eye-tracking measures and participant interviews, that learners spent more gazing
time on faces than on bodily gestures in video-mediated listening.
In computer-assisted language learning (CALL), multimodality is theorized to be beneficial
based on assumptions regarding dual-coding. Mayer (2021) argues that simultaneous
processing of visual and auditory information leads to more efficacious encoding. In addition
to visual articulatory speech information, paralinguistic features such as gestures, distance
and/or physical contact between interlocutors, and prosody further aid comprehension (Hoven,
1999). However, orthographic information may actually interfere with phonological
acquisition where L1 and L2 phonology and orthography pairings are incongruent (Hayes Harb
& Barrios, 2021; Barrios & Hayes Harb, 2020; Mathieu, 2016), which means closed captions
may not be beneficial for this purpose. Therefore, when using multimodal input one must
ensure that the different modalities work to facilitate the second language acquisition process
rather than interfere. In particular, if there is a potential interlingual interference, caption use
should generally be avoided.
Although early uses of CALL for perceptual training (training the ability to perceive
differences in speech sounds) reflected theories of learning predicated on repetitive exposure
to ‘native-like’ pronunciation, subsequent technological and conceptual developments have led
to an interest in models where learners have greater levels of interaction with technology, as
well as greater diversity of speakers in media used (Blake, 2016; Davies et al., 2013; Hubbard,
2017). However, in addition to becoming arguably more inclusive of non-prestige speech
varieties, these approaches have tended to focus more on global listening strategies (Hoven,
1999; Jolley & Perez, 2020). Coupled with a potential lack of teacher knowledge about, and
skills for, addressing listening skills at the phoneme level (Jones, 2020), research and pedagogy
that integrate authentic (here operationalised as materials produced by English speakers,
primarily for purposes other than language learning; see Blume, 2022, for more detailed
analysis) audiovisual texts for segmental listening skills over a range of speech varieties is
sparse.
Multimodal TED talks for listening comprehension of Global Englishes
As in this study, TED (Technology, Entertainment and Design) talks have previously been used
in ELT settings with learners of varying L1 backgrounds and level of English knowledge as
one source of audiovisual input (Coxhead & Bytheway, 2014; Madarbakus-Ring, 2020;
Montero Perez, 2019). TED talks are attractive resources due to the range of topics they address,
their easy accessibility, and their effective use of principles of public speaking. They are also
clearly multimodal artefacts, consisting of web page, video, options within the video playback
interface, spoken text, speaker’s gesture and camera angle, as well as the interactive transcript,
which allows skipping to the relevant section of the recording when clicked, and/or subtitles.
In small scale studies, learners’ affective reception of TED talks has been generally high, due
to their perceived authenticity (Ahluwalia, 2018; Takaesu, 2017, p. 114) and the range of
subjects from which listeners can choose based on their own intrinsic interests (Kozińska, 2021,
p. 210; Wu, 2020, p. 33). Additionally, due to the camera angles and production values of TED
talks, “Global Englishes speakers are invariably displayed favorably, namely as an expert to be
taken seriously regardless of national and/or linguistic backgrounds” (Schildhauer et al., 2021,
p. 203). By setting Global English speakers as being of the same status as prestige variety
speakers, TED talks can help to legitimize the presence of GELT.
While the library of over 5000 TED talks (https://www.ted.com/) includes speakers of many
English varieties, existing descriptions of the talks used in the aforementioned studies do not
indicate the varieties with which the studies were carried out. Data collected in these studies
reveal that the English learners regularly report that they found the TED talks difficult to
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comprehend, at least initially. However, without further descriptions of the specific TED talks
utilized by the learners, few conclusions can be drawn about the effect of various varieties on
comprehensibility. The reported data suggests that learners found both prestige varieties and
varieties from less prestigious and less familiar contexts challenging (Takaesu, 2017; Kozińska,
2021). At the same time, the learners expressed an interest in listening to TED talks with nonprestige varieties, finding both the range of topics and diversity of the speakers motivating
(Takaesu, 2017, p. 114; Kozińska, 2021, p. 210).
Although existing studies thus suggest that TED talks may be efficacious for language learning,
due to both their multimodality and their affective impact, this prior research is limited in its
scope to self-reports of learners’ perceived listening facility and attitudinal factors. Nor does it
identify the English language varieties that learners are exposed to. Research that empirically
examines TED talks, as a source of multimodal input for non-prestige varieties on measures of
phonological acquisition, is absent. While a great deal of research has been done in the areas
of phonological acquisition and multimodal language learning resources, few ecological
studies use authentic materials to evaluate and address learners’ phonological acquisition. This
gap between theory and practice exists despite the fact that implementing established models
of phonology acquisition can be pragmatically realized in multimodal learning opportunities,
regardless of the language varieties being targeted.

Methodology
In this paper, we describe a study that examines how Global Englishes compare to the use of
prestige varieties of English in a self-paced multimodal listening course. The self-paced course
was embedded in an EMI course at a Japanese university. The participants were drawn from
the largely L1 Japanese sector of the cohort (approximately 70 percent), with international
students making up the remaining 30 percent of each cohort. A convenience sample was taken
from the first author's class, based upon informed consent and completion of the self-paced
listening course described below. We aim to address the following research questions:
RQ1: How does GELT affect receptive phonology acquisition of vowels?
RQ2: How does the interval between learning sessions contribute to phonology learning
gains?
While the sample size is small, the ecological validity of the intervention is one measure of its
validity, with statistical methods selected to accommodate the size of the population. Instead
of null hypothesis significance testing using frequentist statistics, Bayes factor analyses were
run as more rigorous applications for smaller sample sizes (see Norouzian, de Miranda &
Plonsky, 2019). Additionally, generalized linear models (Baayen, Davidson & Bates, 2008, p.
391) with Monte Carlo Markov chain (MCMC) sampling (Thomopoulos, 2013) were used to
mitigate power problems typically associated with small samples (for a detailed view see van
de Schoot & Miočević, 2020). After analysis, we provide a discussion of the results found and
then provide a conclusion along with a comment on the limitations of the study.
Procedures
This study was undertaken with an intact class taught by the first author at a private university
in Japan. No learners reported hearing problems or disabilities that affect speech reception or
processing. The learners are of approximately equal proficiency level, in that the goal for the
end of the first year of their programme of study is to attain an IELTS score of 6.0 or above.
This is roughly intermediate level, or deemed sufficient by higher education institutions for
entry to an exchange programme. Learners took a pretest and then were separated into two
groups paired roughly by score, i.e. two learners gaining the same or almost the same score
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were assigned to different groups to create balance across conditions. From the intact class,
sixteen learners returned consent forms permitting their data to be used for this study, therefore
the sample size was N=16, of which eight students were in each condition described below.
One learner reported Chinese L1 but Japanese as a dominant language, and was placed in the
experimental condition group described below. The learners gained academic credit for
completion and partial completion of the self-paced listening course described below. No
financial rewards were offered or given.
Tests
Learners listened to 32 CVC words recorded by the first author using a Blue Snowball iCE
microphone and PRAAT software (Boersma & Weenink, 1992), eight each of the vowels /æ/,
/ʌ/, /ɔː/, and /ɜː/, labelled in plots and tables as TRAP, STRUT, THOUGH and NURSE
respectively. (See the full word list in Appendix 3). The reason for focusing on vowels is that
Japanese does not have as many central vowels as English (Keating & Huffman, 1984) and
therefore during listening, the inability to accurately perceive or discriminate these English
vowels may cause comprehension difficulties. Additionally, the selected vowels have similar
formant (‘undertone’) values: /æ/, /ʌ/, and /ɜː/ have similar first and second formant values,
and all vowels have similar third formant values according to Deterding (1997, p. 49), meaning
that while classification for L1 users may be straightforward, the differences between them
may not be salient enough for easy L2 acquisition. Furthermore, given the breadth of work on
consonant acquisition (for example Sheldon & Strange, 1982; Lambacher, 1999; Lotto, Sato &
Diehl, 2004; Sueyoshi & Hardison, 2005) in comparison to the scant work on vowel acquisition
for L1 Japanese learners of L2+ English, (Ingram & Park, 1997; Nishi & Kewley-Port 2005,
2008), more work is warranted.
The test was the same for both pretest and posttest conditions, with different question sequences
in the pretest and posttests. The didactic materials and the tests were delivered through a
learning management system (Moodle, 2020), and the vowels identified by choosing a picture
of a common noun that shares the same vowel as the recorded word. The pictures provided
were of the words cat, sun, door, and bird for the vowels /æ/, /ʌ/, /ɔː/, and /ɜː/ respectively.
Self-paced listening course
The course content was provided through the lesson module in Moodle. Each lesson consisted
of four sets of a vowel identification exercise in the context of a short word (CVC, CVCC or
CCVC) with automated feedback (Figure 1), then an utterance decoding task containing the
word from the vowel identification (Figure 2). This provided not only vowel discrimination as
a discrete activity but integrated it into a realistic decoding task, providing affordances for
participants to integrate discrimination into their decoding and parsing processes. Participants
then watched a 10-minute excerpt of the TED talk and subsequently provided a summary.
Captions were not available due to the assumption of phonological interference given the
incongruence between English orthographic and Japanese L1 phonological systems as
discussed previously. This structure was repeated over five lessons, and was intended to be
completed on a weekly basis, for a total of five weeks. Group P listened to videos of speakers
of standardised prestige English varieties, while Group G listened to videos of speakers of
Global Englishes, detailed in Table 1, below.
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Figure 1 Screenshot of vowel identification task
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Figure 2 Screenshot of utterance decoding task
Table 1. Table of TED talks used for each lesson. Group G - Global Englishes; Group N
– Prestige ‘Native’ Englishes. Variety of English or additional language influence on
English given after year. Varieties only defined by L1 influence and not dialect or specific
region.
Theme

Group G Talk

Group N Talk

Urbanization

Adegbeye (2017) Nigerian

Speck (2013) American

Maternal healthcare

Hegde (2021) Indian

Howell (2018) American

Environmentalism

Jun (2021) Chinese

Francis (2019) English

Personal finance

Belle (2021) Kenyan

Gibson (2019) American

Political disagreement

Cekic (2018) Turkish/Danish

Pearlman (2019) American

Results
Table 2. Mean pretest and posttest scores, time (in days) from L1-L2, L3-L4, L4-L5, L5post, and mean standard deviation of intervals.
Condition

Mean
Pre

Mean
Post

Mean
Interval
L1_2
(Days)

Mean
Interval
L2_3
(Days)

Mean
Interval
L3_4
(Days)

Mean
Interval
L4_5
(Days)

Mean
Interval
L5_Post
(Days)

Mean
Interval
SD

G

26.5

24.50

16.37

2.31

2.72

6.86

4.83

688.62

N

27.5

24.37

4.38

6.49

1.93

4.99

9.29

170.50
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Pretest and posttest scores were used to calculate gains for each participant in R (R Core Team,
2020), both overall and for each vowel studied. These were then analysed in a Bayesian Welch's
t-test using BEST (Kruschke & Meredith, 2021) for two-sample comparison, i.e., cross-group
comparison. Beyond this, GLMs were constructed in Stan (Guo et al., 2020) and Rstanarm
(Gabry & Goodrich, 2020) with MCMC sampling in order to find what factors contributed to
the resultant scores. These models were then compared using the bridgesampling (Gronau et
al., 2020) and BEST (Kruschke & Meredith, 2021) packages. Bayesian priors were set at null
(i.e. default broad priors) due to the lack of similar studies and available prior evidence to
provide a suitable prediction.
As can be seen in Table 2, there were negative gains for both groups P and G on average, with
a minority of learners making minimal positive gains. Gains in group G were generally seen
through greater acquisition of TRAP while gains in group P were made in acquisition of
NURSE (Table 3). However, using the guidelines for interpreting Bayes factors in Norouzian,
de Miranda and Plonsky (2019, p. 252) both these gains are marginal and may be attributed to
chance. This is reinforced by the Bayes factors for all the gains.

Figure 3. Mean gains by group overall and by vowel
Table 3. t-tests for group G vs. group P
Description
Overall gains
TRAP gains
STRUT gains
THOUGHT gains
NURSE gains

TESL-EJ 26.3, November 2022
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When analysing the GLMs to account for the trend in gains, it appears that condition is
irrelevant, as seen in Table 4. The increase in Bayesian factor between ‘Gains, condition,
participant and interval standard deviation: no interaction vs interaction’ and ‘Gains,
participant and interval standard deviation: no interaction vs interaction’ shows that the largest
interaction is due to the standard deviation in time intervals between lessons and posttest. Due
to analysis of linear models in comparison with one another, ceiling effects are unlikely to be
present, as can be observed in the series of similar linear models being compared.
Table 4. Bayes factors for the comparisons of different GLMs
Description

Bayes Factor

Gains, condition and intervals no interaction vs interaction

Inf

Gains, condition, participant and interval standard deviation: no interaction vs
interaction
Gains, participant and interval standard deviation: no interaction vs interaction

0.45

Gains, condition, participant and individual vowel gains: no interaction vs
interaction

0.00

TRAP gains, condition, participant and interval standard deviation: no
interaction vs interaction

0.002

STRUT gains, condition, participant and interval standard deviation: no
interaction vs interaction

0.64

THOUGHT gains, condition, participant and interval standard deviation: no
interaction vs interaction
NURSE gains, condition, participant and interval standard deviation: no
interaction vs interaction

1.10

118.91

0.18

Discussion
As can be seen from the results of both the MCMC sampled GLM and the Bayesian t-test,
according to Nourozian et al.’s (2019) guidelines for Bayes factor interpretations (p. 252),
results of the t-tests show that there is insufficient evidence to support the use of prestige
varieties of English over Global English, with relatively low t scores and Bayes factors very
close to suggesting only anecdotal evidence strength. Therefore, we can state that there is
effectively no difference in phonology acquisition between groups that listened to prestige
variety Englishes and non-prestige Global Englishes. The only factor that seemed to affect
phonology acquisition was the standard deviation of intervals between lessons in the self-paced
course. The evidence thus suggests that GELT is no less effective an approach than teaching
using prestige models in a self-paced listening course based on TED talks. The learners using
Global English materials did not have significant differences or worse losses than the prestige
variety group. While this may seem intuitively or experientially obvious to practitioners using
GELT in their day-to-day teaching, there is little so far in the extant literature to provide
empirical evidence for the benefits of GELT. This study, despite its relatively small scale, thus
offers data to support a GELT approach, in that it is not inferior to the use of prestige models.
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In addition to marginalizing both teachers and learners who do not reflect stereotypes of socalled ‘native speakers,’ a prescriptivist, prestige-based standard holds as an ideal a largely
unattainable goal that is at odds with contemporary notions of communicative competence.
Rather, given patterns in global deterritorialisation (see Jacquemet, 2005, p. 261), the ability to
communicate transculturally is of utmost importance. Of course, whether using prestige or nonprestige varieties, transcultural communication is possible. Our point here is that, due to
prestige varieties having already been widely used in ELT, parsing of prestige varieties poses
fewer problems for learners whereas less prestigious Global Englishes have been absent from
materials and this lack of familiarity may cause problems. Ensuring that learners are equipped
to communicate among an increasingly mobile global population means that an understanding
of English as it is used as a ‘lingua franca’ (ELF) (Jenkins, 2000; Seidlhofer, 2011) thus needs
to be both a philosophical and a didactic priority. (In this context, we use the term Global
Englishes to refer to what speakers say, whereas ELF refers to the use of English as a common
language among speakers of different languages.) While the dominance of English in
transnational academic, popular, and economic contexts admittedly perpetuates a problematic
neoliberal agenda (Jacobsen, 2015; Kubota, 2015, 2021), fostering learners’ ability to function
in this context offers them a degree of agency. That is, by teaching not only with prestige
varieties but also non-prestige varieties, learners gain skills to communicate more effectively
across a wider array of communities using English.
In light of the fact that the absence of regular intervals is associated with the lack of
phonological acquisition, more research is needed to examine the role played by students’
proclivity to complete all the activities at once, as revealed by completion data obtained via the
learning management system. It is plausible that progressing in irregular increments throughout
the course of study might inform the lack of gains, regardless of Global English variety. In
keeping with research regarding practice for L2 vocabulary retention (Bloom & Shuell, 1981)
and L2 syntax (Bird, 2010), regular attention over a period of time might be more likely to
contribute to measurable gains, though this is yet to be confirmed for phonology. If this is the
case, it would be important to address the pedagogical issues involved in managing student
progress in a self-paced course in particular contexts.
Alternatively, more intensive or more prolonged learning opportunities might be necessary to
facilitate gains in vowel perception, although this is currently unclear. As suggested by studies
about familiarity with accents more generally (cf. Varonis & Gass 1982) and discussed above,
it is unclear what amount of exposure is necessary to improve phonological acquisition. Due
to the easier measurement of pronunciation, this appears to frequently be a proxy measure of
perceptual phonology. Tyler & Best (2007) suggested that research populations of language
learners tend not to differ greatly in their phonology after 18 months living in the community
where they study, although their focus, to be clear, is on pronunciation. Mora and Fullana
(2007) found that length of study does not affect Catalan/Spanish bilinguals’ perception of
English /æ/-/ʌ/ or/i/-/ɪ/ contrasts (pp. 1615-1616). As summed up by Flege and Bohn (2020),
“[i]t is unknown at present how much L2 input is needed to form phonetic categories in an L2
and optimally adapt them to everyday use. This may depend, at least in part, on the uniformity
of the L2 speech input that is received” (p.13). In short, the time required for L2 vowel
acquisition may be subject to individual differences, such as time spent within different
languages, but existing research is scant and contradictory. More research in this area would
be useful to all speech learning researchers, whether related to English or other languages.
The question also remains whether these particular videos, or videos in general, are unsuitable
media for phonological acquisition. McCrocklin (2012) demonstrated that there was no
significant effect for video over audio for /i/ - /ɪ/ contrasts in an ESL class in the USA with a
large number of L1 Chinese speakers. However, Navarra and Soto-Faraco (2007) found that
TESL-EJ 26.3, November 2022

Jones & Blume

12

video was more beneficial for perceiving /e/-/ɛ/ contrasts than audio alone. Furthermore,
Becker and Sturm (2015), while not reaching statistical significance in comparing audio and
visual modes for L2 French listening comprehension, found that video had a larger effect size
than audio only. Other factors that might hypothetically affect the suitability of the media could,
instead, lie in the complexity or unfamiliarity of the topics or length of the video excerpts,
which ran to approximately 10 minutes, with very short excerpts preceding the final full 10minute viewing. Unfamiliarity with listening tasks without the affordance of negotiating
meaning with the speaker may also be possible factors contributing to our results.
We believed that using videos for listening comprehension would facilitate acquisition through
greater visual salience. One reason for this may be that language processing seems to be linked
to the articulatory features. That is, when visual articulatory information is perceived, it is
processed in the same area of the brain as auditory information, Broca’s region (Glanz et al.,
2018). This means that if auditory input can be made more visually salient, or that learners
have more than one source of evidence for the phonetic information they are attempting to
parse, they are more likely to be successful in their efforts. This appears to be the case in studies
by Hardison (2003; Sueyoshi and Hardison, 2005), where consonants were acquired more
readily by learners exposed to audiovisual information than those exposed to audio-only
information. Inceoglu (2022), on the other hand, found mixed results of an audiovisual effect
in the perception of L2 French vowels, outcomes being mediated by prior word knowledge and
individual vowel features. This is potentially due to the nasality of some French vowels in
contrast to the absence of nasal vowels in English and, which may contribute to a lack of visual
salience among the former. Like Inceoglu, our results suggest that the videos do not
significantly contribute to acquisition. As we did not have an audio-only condition, direct
comparisons are difficult. However, it may be that audiovisual effects vary for consonants and
vowels, regardless of language.
It appears likely that viewing multiple videos shortly before the end of their course of study
could be one reason for the losses in perceptual discrimination of the target vowels. This could
be attributed to working memory fatigue or waning selective attention. It may also be the case
that this loss is part of a developmental trajectory, similar to the ‘U-shaped’ acquisition
trajectory theorised by Shirai in relation to lexical learning (1990). Whether the processes and
theories postulated regarding ‘U-shaped’ trajectories for initial language acquisition and
second language semantic items are relevant for phonological acquisition has not been
established.

Limitations
One of the clearest limitations of this study is the small sample size, and while this is somewhat
mitigated by the use of Bayesian statistical approaches and MCMC sampling of the data in
creating the GLM, the effect sizes reported should be approached with caution. While
ecologically valid, the study is only one intervention with a relatively small scope. More work
is required to account for the lack of phonology gains among participants. While other factors
might play a role, it seems that the self-paced nature of the course led to some students
‘cramming’ the practice into unevenly spaced, and brief intervals, to the detriment of their
phonology acquisition. This behaviour might reflect the timing of the sequence at the end of
the academic year, fatigue from multiple competing obligations due to the close of the semester,
or the unique situation still informed by COVID-19-related restrictions and extensive digital
interactions. Such ‘limitations’ are, in the context of a study embedded in an intact language
learning setting, not to be considered flaws in the research design. Rather, they highlight the
human factors that play into formal language learning in a classroom setting that cannot ever
be eliminated and should therefore not be excluded from empirical studies.
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At the same time, ecological validity in one context does not necessarily result in
generalisability across other contexts. Therefore, we welcome more research by scholars
working in different contexts to build on the methodology in this study. This would develop a
broader evidence base for phonology acquisition studies in pedagogical rather than laboratorybased work. Additionally, it would be highly useful for the field of ELT in general if further
investigations into the use of GELT for second language acquisition were undertaken. GELT
is becoming more important in ELT as the effects of globalisation and the exposure to less
hegemonically dominant English varieties becomes a necessity rather than a curiosity limited
to the university classroom.

Conclusion
While many questions are raised from the project, we would like to believe that we have
contributed somewhat in showing that GELT is not a lesser approach to English teaching than
the prestige-variety status quo. In short, teachers should not be reluctant to use a range of
English varieties in their classroom practice.
While the outcomes of this study can be considered positive as regards GELT, they are sobering
in light of the lack of gains made regarding receptive phonology among both groups. According
to the data, the lack of gains can be attributed to the lack of regular intervals between
undertaking lessons for many of the learners. While adult learners may be expected to be able
to make appropriate decisions about their own learning, the patterns of interaction with the
material in the LMS suggest that this is not universally the case, at least among this cohort.
Given the effect on learning outcomes, as evidenced by this admittedly small study, more
attention needs to be given to balancing the pedagogical need for effective monitoring with
young adult learners’ autonomy-related needs. The data showing how pacing interacts with
acquisition clearly illustrate the ways in which second language acquisition research and
didactic design need to go hand-in-hand.
Regardless of these caveats, it is clear that phonology acquisition is necessary for listening,
because acoustic information needs to be parsed in order to be meaningful, and that this can
demonstrably occur through input provided by speakers of any variety of English. Indeed, it
seems apparent that a GELT approach (Galloway & Rose, 2014; Rose & Galloway, 2019)
would be more appropriate than the status quo, not only for purposes of increasing language
acquisition, but also for the purposes of reducing implicit colonialist, ‘native speaker’
ideologies in teaching. As Derwing and Munro (2014, p. 219) pointed out in reference to
communication between L1 users and conversational participants with alternative L1s, the
responsibility for intelligible communication resides with both interlocutors. At the same time,
they made it clear that “[b]ecause the activation of biases is a phenomenon that takes place
within the listener, addressing its effects requires changes in the listener rather than the speaker.
Just as one cannot legitimately expect the target of a racist act to correct the problem by
changing color, one cannot expect a non-native speaker to ‘drop’ an accent because others
respond negatively to it. Rather, ample evidence indicates that accented speech is a normal
aspect of second language development, and there is no evidence that accents can be routinely
eliminated through pedagogical intervention” (2014, p. 221). As such, we disagree with points
of view such as that of Tschirner (2011), who stated that, in pedagogical designs, “speakers or
language that is difficult to understand'' should be excluded (p. 35), since this begs the question
of how these speakers or the language could ever become easily understood if they are, or it is,
perpetually excluded. Seen in this light, addressing learners’ perception of Global English
pronunciations must combine efficacious phonological training with pedagogical measures to
address potentially discriminatory attitudes.
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ge=en
Cekic, Ö. (2018). Why I have coffee with people who send me hate mail.
https://www.ted.com/talks/ozlem_cekic_why_i_have_coffee_with_people_who_send_m
e_hate_mail
Francis, A. (2019). How to get everyone to care about a green economy.
https://www.ted.com/talks/angela_francis_how_to_get_everyone_to_care_about_a_gree
n_economy
Gibson, E. (2019). The true cost of financial dependence.
https://www.ted.com/talks/estelle_gibson_the_true_cost_of_financial_dependence
Hegde, A. (2021). The life-saving tech helping mothers make healthy decisions.
https://www.ted.com/talks/aparna_hegde_the_life_saving_tech_helping_mothers_make_
healthy_decisions
Howell, E. (2018). How we can improve maternal healthcare -- before, during and after
pregnancy.
https://www.ted.com/talks/elizabeth_howell_how_we_can_improve_maternal_healthcar
e_before_during_and_after_pregnancy
Jun, M. (2021). An interactive map to track (and end) pollution in China.
https://www.ted.com/talks/ma_jun_an_interactive_map_to_track_and_end_pollution_in_
china
Pearlman, E. (2019). How to lead a conversation between people who disagree.
https://www.ted.com/talks/eve_pearlman_how_to_lead_a_conversation_between_people
_who_disagree
Speck, J. (2013). The walkable city. https://www.ted.com/talks/jeff_speck_the_walkable_city

Appendix 2: List of R packages used
Gabry, J., & Goodrich, B. (2020). rstanarm: Bayesian Applied Regression Modeling via Stan.
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=rstanarm
Gronau, Q. F., & Singmann, H. (2021). bridgesampling: Bridge Sampling for Marginal
Likelihoods and Bayes Factors. https://github.com/quentingronau/bridgesampling
Guo, J., Gabry, J., Goodrich, B., & Weber, S. (2020). rstan: R Interface to Stan. https://mcstan.org/rstan/
Kruschke, J., & Meredith, M. (2021). BEST: Bayesian Estimation Supersedes the t-Test.
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=BEST
Simonsohn, U., & Gruson, H. (2021). groundhog: The Simplest Solution to Version-Control
for CRAN Packages. https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=groundhog
Spinu, V., Grolemund, G., & Wickham, H. (2021). lubridate: Make Dealing with Dates a
Little Easier. https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=lubridate
Wickham, H. (2021). tidyverse: Easily Install and Load the Tidyverse. https://CRAN.Rproject.org/package=tidyverse
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Wickham, H., François, R., Henry, L., & Müller, K. (2021). dplyr: A Grammar of Data
Manipulation. https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=dplyr
Wilke, C. O. (2020). cowplot: Streamlined Plot Theme and Plot Annotations for ggplot2.
https://wilkelab.org/cowplot/
Appendix 3: List of words tested
All recordings are available to download from the project’s Open Science Framework page.
https://osf.io/xb9ce/?view_only=e420caa1444a42aba486a129e71920a0
bad, ban, board, born, bun, burn,
call, can, cork, cup
dad
fawn, fun
girl
ham, heard, hug, hut,
kern,
lash, luck
nurse
pause, pearl, pork
sad, shut, sword,
torn, turn
yearn
zap
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