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ABSTRACT 

 

Pronunciation is central to intelligibility and yet omitted from curriculums in South Korean 

university EFL courses. Research in this area shows there are benefits from direct instruction 

Saalfield (2011). This study explores the use of the cognitive linguistics concepts figure and 

ground in pronunciation instruction to aid segmental improvement in learner production and 

awareness. Ninety six Korean freshmen participated in the study. Fifty nine learners received the 

Figure-Ground treatment administered over a semester. Nineteen learners in a suprasegmental 

group received a commercially available suprasegmental curriculum and eighteen learners in the 

control group follow the standard curriculum with no pronunciation instruction. Pre- and post-

test measures were conducted to ascertain differences in performance between groups. Learners 

participated in 3 forms of assessment, controlled sentence production (CSP), spontaneous task 

production (STP) and a student self-assessment questionnaire (SSAQ). A two level treatment 

grounded in the cognitive concepts attention, awareness, and noticing form the basis for 

activities. The results show an increase in learner awareness and production in both the CSP and 
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STP. A student self-assessment questionnaire depicts attitudes and beliefs of participants to 

provide a more holistic view of awareness and production and any further changes in attitudes. 

Keywords: Intelligibility, pronunciation, cognitive phonology, phonetics, second language acquisition, figure ground, cognitive 

linguistics, curriculum design, EFL, ESL, TESOL, TESL, ESOL, teaching methodology, corrective feedback, form focused 

instruction, cognitive phonology. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 

“Pronunciation concerns the production and perception of segmentals (sounds),  alone 

and in speech streams, undergoing numerous modifications where interaction with 

suprasegemental (prosodic) features, particularly stress and intonation take place” (Setter & 

Jenkins, 2005, p. 1). 

   The shape of the sounds we produce are so complex and laden with meaning that we 

can with deductive reasoning, sometimes, infer more from what was not said than what was said. 

Often we can guess which part of a country a person is from simply by their accent. We can also 

guess their age, economic class, education level, personality, gender and sometimes intelligence 

by listening to the manner (enunciation) in which a person speaks. In the EFL context, 

pronunciation is highly regarded by learners even if it is not thought to be so by their instructors 

(Nunan, 1995, p. 140). In the EFL context, however it is critical to learners not only for their 

future careers but also for successful communication and self-esteem. Learners prefer to sound 

like native speakers even though research shows that an accent or an intelligible international 

variant will do (Timmis, 2002, p.248). 

     Intelligibility is crucial in successful communication and in an EFL context; its 

importance cannot be overstated. It is inexplicably ignored in most university courses, and given 

the export driven nature of the South Korean economy one would think indispensable. 

“Intelligibility entails the successful decoding of a message by the listener” (Wilson & Spaulding, 

2010, p. 1543). Munro (2011) states that “the cost of unintelligibility range from minor 
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inconvenience to matters of life and death”. Intelligibility seems to permeate all aspects of our 

lives from the mundane to the vital, there seems to be no escaping it and yet its commonly 

accepted definition eludes us (p. 7). 

Pronunciation is a central component of intelligibility. However, it is ignored by 

researchers and teachers and remains a neglected component of ESL/EFL programs (Derwing, 

2010). Morley (1991) says that “Intelligible pronunciation is an essential component of 

communicative competence” (p. 488). “There seems to be resurging interest in pronunciation 

teaching and the research that goes along with it resulting in a widely expressed need for content 

and methodologies that reflect advances made in second language teaching thus 

far”(Seidelhoffer & Dalton-Puffer, 1995, p. 135). Recently research applying cognitive 

linguistics to second language learning has grown exponentially. This study involves the 

application of Cognitive Linguistic concepts, Figure and Ground,and cognitive strategies to 

pronunciation instruction in order to improve learner production and awareness. 

   Learners in this context have known segmental issues with pronunciation that 

influences their intelligibility, more so than suprasegmental factors. These segmental issues 

result in reduced comprehensibility leaving instructors with a conundrum regarding the place of 

phonological instruction in their curriculum. Rarely if ever is pronunciation/intelligibility 

included in the curriculum at universities as a survey of major universities Freshman English 

curriculum reveals.  
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1.1 Problem Statement 

 

   There is a trend to focus on English writing skills at some of the top schools in the 

country. In the current context, many university curricula tend to focus on an unbalanced four-

skill approach to foreign language learning. Yet while oral skills are targeted at some institutions, 

intelligibility is not. However, a cursory investigation will reveal that pronunciation instruction is 

not included in the curriculum, even though learners seem to suffer from basic phonemic 

production. 

 Comprehensible oral production in L2 is critical for successful communication among 

interlocutors (Derwing & Munro, 2005). It is assumed under the current communicative 

approach that learners will acquire these skills over time, that intonation and stress are more 

important (Derwing & Rossiter, 2003). This view may be valid in an ESL context but not in an 

EFL situation. Therefore, based on a needs analysis of learners in this context, stress and 

intonation are not an impediment to the intelligibility of Korean learners. 

   This line of thinking may be linked to the tremendous amount of research conducted in 

the Japanese context that informs current opinion on EFL and the opinion that one size fits all.          

The Korean context bears no resemblance to the Japanese context. Most research conducted on 

ESL/EFL pronunciation centers on suprasegmental aspects (Morley, 1991); in this 

contextsegmental aspects require more attention and are focused on in this study. 

   According to Wilson and Spaulding (2010) “the intelligibility of non-native speakers by 

native speaker listeners is greatly affected by adverse listening conditions showing a 

deterioration of intelligibility as listening conditions worsen” (p. 1544).  

Thus if in an artificial setting such as a classroom, where instructors may find it difficult 

to understand students, how much worse is it when in reality adverse listening conditions prevent 
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comprehensible output by students. Therefore, improving intelligibility in the classroom may 

lead to an improvement in comprehensible output outside the classroom. 

 

1.2 Purpose 

 

This study is unique because first, Korean learners are not similar to Japanese learners of 

English; however most instructors, textbooks and researchers seem to generalize the findings in 

Japanese or Chinese research to Korea. Second, the application of Figure and Ground (concepts 

in Cognitive Linguistics) to pronunciation instruction specifically- intelligibility, has not been 

dealt with in the literature.Third, pronunciation instruction needs to be included in this context 

yet it is ignored by universities.Fourth, segmental issues plague Korean intelligibility more than  

prosodic factors contrary to prior research published that state suprasegmental factors as crucial 

to intelligibility over segmental instruction (Field, 2005, p. 402). We need to differentiate that 

when dealing with pronunciation, individual contexts demand instruction specific to that location 

and excludes generalizations to all contexts based on the respective locations requirements. 

Finally, this study deals with intact classes that, very few experiments have dealt with 

natural in-class settings, most experiments (of this kind) have been conducted in a lab setting 

(Saito,2012, p. 844). Why bother with intelligibility, is it really that important? Well Levis 

(2011) in his study assessing speech intelligibility asked pronunciation specialists to listen to a 

Korean and Spanish speaker in order to evaluate factors that impacted intelligibility. One 

reviewer had this to say about the Korean speaker: 

Bertha: That was funny. The same thing happened to me with Korean. I could not understand 

anything and I just switched off, you know… (p. 56). 
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This reviewer’s response demonstrates the importance of intelligibility, no one wants to 

be laughed at, and have people so baffled by your pronunciation they switch off. 

    The purpose of this research is to apply various strategies and concepts such as figure-

ground, usage theory, awareness/attention as well as the noticing hypothesis all of which are 

available in the Cognitive linguistics arsenal in order to improve intelligibility and raise 

phonemic awareness among EFL learners in a Korean university setting. Therefore, this study 

will focus on two objectives, the correct oral production of /p/ /f/ /b/ /v/ /l/ /r/ /z/ /ʃ/ /ɑɪ/ /θ/ /ð/ 

using the figure-ground and a demonstrated need for the inclusion of an instructed pronunciation 

component in the EFL curriculum in order to improve intelligibility among its learners 

 

1.3 Definition of Key Terms 

 

   Cognitive Linguistics is an approach to the analysis of natural language that originated 

from the work of George Lakoff, Ron Langacker, and Len Talmy, and that focuses on language 

as an instrument for organizing, processing, and conveying information. Given this perspective, 

the analysis of the conceptual and experiential basis of linguistic categories is of primary 

importance within Cognitive Linguistics: the formal structures of language are studied not as if 

they were autonomous, but as reflections of general conceptual organization, categorization 

principles, processing mechanisms, and experiential and environmental influences (Geeraerts & 

Cuyckens 2007).Figure and ground defined by (Ungerer & Schimdt,2013) as when we look at an 

object in our environment, we single it out as a perceptually prominent figure standing out from 

the ground. This definition is greatly expanded on later in this dissertation. 
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   A significant amount of research in cognitive psychology is on attention, a concept 

which chapters are devoted to in cognitive psychology textbooks. A general cognitive ability that 

humans possess is attention, together with the ability to shift attention and focus from one aspect 

of a scene to another. Language supplies ways of diverting attention to certain aspects of a scene 

being linguistically encoded. This general ability, manifest in language, is called profiling by 

(Langacker, 1987, p. 56) or the related notion of attentional windowing in Talmy (Evans & 

Green, 2006). Schmidt (1990) proposed the Noticing Hypothesis, which states, “noticing is the 

necessary and sufficient condition for converting input into intake” (p. 129).  Cognitive 

Phonology similar to Cognitive Grammar in general focuses on the relationship between the 

signifier and the signified; however Cognitive Phonology pays closer attention to the signified 

(or acoustic image) (Fraser in D Knop, Boers, De Rycker, 2010). 

Awareness, attention and related terms such as consciousness, noticing, awareness, and 

understanding are sometimes used interchangeably in the literature, making it difficult to 

compare theories and results from different studies (Schmidt, 1994a). “The third dimension is 

awareness, which refers to the learner’s knowledge or subjective experience that he/she is 

detecting a stimulus. Awareness is often associated with explicit versus implicit learning, since 

learners may or may not be aware that they have acquired a new structure (e.g., children 

generally seem unaware of the complex syntactic rules they acquire)” (Al Hejin, 2005, p. 2). 

   Intelligibility entails the successful decoding of a message by the listener (Wilson & 

Spaulding, 2010, p. 1543). This definition is commonly used by speech pathologists and is 

adopted for this study. 
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   The usage-based model provides a unique alternative to the traditional structuralist and 

generative models of grammatical representation. In the structuralist and generative models, only 

the structure of the grammatical forms affects their mental representation.  

“In the usage-based model, properties of the use of utterances in communication also affect the 

mental representation of grammatical units. In particular, two usage-based properties are assumed to 

affect grammatical representation: the frequency of occurrence of particular grammatical forms and 

structures, and the meaning of the words and constructions in use” (Croft & Cruse, 2004, p. 292). 

Thus by increasing frequency of exposure to the correct forms and meaningful practice, 

learners will incur an increased awareness of form and meaning thus affecting oral production 

and comprehensibility.  Comprehensibility refers to the listener’s estimation of difficulty in 

understanding an utterance made by the speaker in a communication event ‘in its context’ 

(Pickering, 2006, p.2). Accent, a characteristic style of pronunciation determined by (or at least 

associated with) the speaker’s regional, social, or linguistic background (Riney,Takagi, Inutsuka, 

2005, p.441). 

 

1.4 Conceptual Framework 

 

 

    Cognitive linguistics or its applications in second language acquisition have not been 

fully explored or tested. As a new field, its burgeoning promise is quite apparent. Recently 

several attempts to apply its tenets to the field of second language acquisition have been made. 

As dissatisfaction grows with the universal approach, the influence of Cognitive linguistics 

seems to be on the rise (Holme, 2009, p.1). What is Cognitive linguistics? According to (Evans 

and Green, 2006) Cognitive linguistics is frequently thought of as an ‘enterprise’ or ‘approach’ 
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instead of a specific theory. It shares a common set of guiding principles, assumptions, and 

perspectives. 

Cognitive linguistics posits the following claims: 

• There is no autonomous, special-purpose ‘language acquisition device’ that is 

responsible for language acquisition and language processing; 

• Language is ‘usage-based’ in that it is a product of physical interaction with the world; 

• A single set of cognitive processes operates across all areas of language, and these 

processes are involved in other types of knowledge and learning besides language; 

• Words provide only a limited and imperfect means of expression; 

• Language is inherently meaningful although grammatical meanings are more abstract 

than lexical meanings (Littlemore, 2009, p. 1). 

   The contribution by Cognitive linguistics to second language learning and teaching is 

that it places great emphasis on the relation between form and meaning and as Langacker 2008 

states, fosters a learning experience that is ‘far more natural and enjoyable process than sheer 

memorization’. The cognitive tools of attention, noticing, Figure – Ground and the usage 

hypothesis are used to improve intelligibility of EFL learners in a South Korean university 

context and to raise phonemic awareness in oral production within a communicative setting. 

    Entrenchment and interference are concepts introduced by (Nick Ellis, 2002, 

2006a,b,c) where entrenchment refers to repetitive activation and interference the effect of L1 on 

L2, specifically the phonological interference of L1 on L2. In this case Korean on English. Ellis 

also states that L1 construal configurations are so ingrained that learners will not even attend to 

L2 construal’s, in particular, the ones they may need to for successful communication. This study 
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proposes the re-focusing of attention to that of the target phonemes required for improving 

intelligibility and comprehensible oral production of the aforementioned phonemic sounds. 

    Leonard Talmy, one of the pioneers of Cognitive linguistics, adapted the concepts of 

Figure and Ground from Gestalt psychology and applied to them to language. It is the purpose of 

this research to further extend these concepts to the EFL context in particular, phonemic 

acquisition and the improvement of intelligibility.  Few studies have been conducted on 

Cognitive Phonology and its EFL application, therefore the area is still largely unexplored 

(Fraser, 2010, p. 358). Cognitive grammar e.g. (Langacker, 2008), metaphor research e.g. (Low 

and Littlemore,2006), among others draw considerable focus however, based on the brief 

research survey of popular databases there appears to be a paucity of research on Cognitive 

Phonology and its implications for EFL. The scant research shows that this area has only been 

marginally dealt with.  

   Cognitive linguistics has been criticized for utilizing artificial data and made up 

examples which comprise their theoretical discussions. This empirical study proposes the 

application of theoretical concepts to real life context based language thus hoping to add 

empirical findings to the existing theoretical body of knowledge. 

 

1.5 Cognitive Linguistics and SLT 

 

   “Generative linguistics has focused on pure scholarship for its own sake. The only 

motivation is a desire to understand language much better. This tradition is most clearly 

represented by Noam Chomsky, who denies that linguistics has, can have, or indeed should have 

any relevance to language teaching (Olson et al., 1991). On the other hand, cognitive linguistics 
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has claimed that the practical benefits are partly evident, because any major innovation in 

linguistic theory is bound to impact teaching in foreign language” (Achard & Niemeier, 2004; 

Langacker, 2001; Radden & Dirven, 2007; Taylor, 1993 as cited in Matsumoto, 2011, p.125). 

One of the aims of this study is to show that cognitive linguistics can contribute substantially to 

provide a practical guide to second language teaching in an EFL context (De Rycker and De 

Knop, 2011, p. 29). 

   A central assumption in cognitive linguistics is that everything in language is laden 

with meaning and how users “construe the world anthropecentrically, subjectively and under the 

influence of a specific cultural surrounding” (Pavlovic, 2010, p. 80). In order to construe a 

Figure from its Ground, the figure must be made to possess certain characteristics. The general 

conceptualization of Figure and Ground in language according to Talmy,(2001)  “The Figure is a 

moving or conceptually movable entity whose path, site, or orientation is conceived as a variable, 

the particular value of which is the relevant issue. The Ground is a reference entity, one that has 

a stationary setting relative to a reference frame, with respect to which the Figure's path, site, or 

orientation is characterized” (p.312). This study portends to expand on the ‘site’ aspect of 

Talmy’s original proposal of figure ground and its application to language. 

According to Talmy (2005), ‘Figure has unknown spatial (or temporal) properties to be 

determined’, it is also smaller, more movable, simpler, more salient and dependent than ground 

(pp. 315-316).Talmy (2005) goes on to state that ‘Ground acts as a reference entity, having 

known properties that can characterize the Figure's unknowns’ (p. 315), he also mentions that it 

is more permanently located, larger, complex, more perceivable, more backgrounded and more 

independent. Targeted phonemes must be distinguished from the ground (the words in which 

they occur) in the minds of learners. When learners consider the word e.g. ‘Pig’ they 
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immediately visualize the contextual meaning which is primarily an animal. However, attention 

must be to the phoneme sound of /p/ in the word ‘Pig’ thus the variable [p] is assigned figure 

status and the word in which it occurs construed as its reference or ground. This results in the 

manipulation of learner cognitions. This causes greater cognitive resources to be assigned to 

articulation of the phoneme. The phoneme /p/ has precise parameters for its pronunciation which 

characterize the figure. Learner’s attention must be drawn to the fact that sound production 

affects the listener’s cognitions. Should phoneme /p/ be produced as /f/ or an unintelligible sound, 

the intended meaning is lost. 

The phoneme e.g. /p/ acts as a figure that is potentially movable as a variable (X) 

throughout the word in various positions, initial, medial, final e.g. pip, cup and ape. Whereas the 

rest of the word in which it occurs. Consider ‘(X)ig’, which is more stable and of secondary 

importance. Since /p/ is a phoneme which forms part of the construction of a word, it is smaller 

than the word in which it is found. This demonstrates the difference in size between the figure 

and ground in a word.The simple behavior of the phoneme /p/ in its initial, medial and final 

positions is simpler than the myriad configurations possible for words and their meaning. The 

location within the text demonstrates the simpler nature of the phoneme in this case when 

compared to the complex nature of the ground (the word) in which it occurs. 

In this study we try to promote the prominence of the phonemes in question in order to 

create them as ‘figures’ in the cognitions of learners thus making them of greater concern than 

the word in which they occur in this case to enhance the articulation of targeted phonemes. The 

targeted phonemes and their pronunciation are considered to be important to learners. Once it is 

perceived, articulation becomes more prominent, and closer attention is paid to production. This 

leads to improved oral production and an increase in awareness of the phonemes. 
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One striking, unexpected finding is that without attention many subjects have no 

awareness of the problem phonemes, an effect we call inattentional blindness. Using cognitive 

strategies such as awareness, noticing, attention, focus, and metacognition a blended 

methodology called Figure - Ground treatment is administered for the distinction of the targeted 

phonemes. These will further inform the design of the 2-stage activity that will allow learners 

and their instructor to manipulate their Figure - Ground distinction so that learners will direct 

more cognitive resources to accurate and intelligible production of the targeted phones. The 

following examples highlight the concept of Figure and Ground where the highlighted phoneme 

is the Figure, and the word in which it occurs, Ground. The Figure and Ground method described 

in this paper is not to be confused with minimal pair instruction. The focus is on the accurate 

production of the targeted phonemes in any word like e.g quiʒ, ʒinger, hate instead of hɑɪt etc. 

These are merely examples and not the final set of possible targeted phonemes in this study; they 

highlight the issue at stake. 

                                                                         Figure 

P ig                                                                                                       

                               GROUND 

Figure 1. ‘Pig’ where /p/ is the figure and the word Pig as ground 

 

    Using a 2 level activity guide informed by key concepts in cognitive linguistics such as 

attention, noticing, usage hypothesis and focus designed to enhance awareness and production of 

the target phonemes by learners in the treatment group was subjected to special instruction over 

the course of a semester. This activity will attempt to create the concept of the target phonemes 
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as figures and the words in which they occur as ground. E.g. consider the word ‘Pig’ where  /p/ is 

the figure and the word Pig as ground. 

    At first learners will be subject to drill and ‘place of articulation awareness’ training 

where they will learn how to produce accurately those sounds by the proper arrangement of the 

oral apparatus. They will regularly practice at home and in class. We will apply Hypothesis 1: 

the storage of a word form, regular or irregular, is a function of its token frequency (Croft & 

Cruse, 2004). Although its application to morphology is well documented, we will apply it to 

phonology. An increase in the frequency of exposure to phonemic forms may improve its storage 

of the correct production of the forms targeted. 

Largely, the difficulties experienced by adult learners are not sensory but attentional 

(Werker and Tees, 1984).   The implications that this has for language learning are that we 

should draw learners’ attention to the L2 prototypes that will usually be different from their L1 

prototypes (Littlemore, 2009).  Schmidt’s work applies findings from cognitive psychology to 

SLA theory. Ellis states, “Schmidt is one of the few linguists who have adopted the conceptual 

and experimental rigors of experimental psychology in answering questions concerning the role 

of consciousness in L2 acquisition” (Ellis, 1994, p. 10 in al Hejin, 2005). Schmidt proposed the 

Noticing Hypothesis, which states that “noticing is the necessary and sufficient condition for 

converting input into intake” (Schimdt, 1990, p. 129). Since then, a considerable amount of 

research has addressed the issue of noticing in SLA. Some detractors of this approach argue that 

it can be important for learners to maintain their accent and not be perceived as native speakers, 

that it is a part of their linguistic identity, a ‘significant degree of foreign accent is acceptable’ 

(Saville-Troike, 2006, p. 143). However this is not the intention; rather, we wish to provide them 

with minimum intelligibility to aid in communicative endeavors, not mold them into our likeness. 
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This being said many South Koreans do wish to sound like native speakers and usually take great 

pride in their pronunciation.  

1.6 Pronunciation and Intelligibility 

 

 

   The communicative approach neglected the teaching of pronunciation segmentals that 

was rejected, as it did not neatly fit into their paradigm (Brumfit & Johnson, 1979). However 

much research since then has been done in suprasegmental aspects of pronunciation instruction 

(Setter & Jenkins, 2005).  Pronunciation is imperative for EFL learners who wish to 

communicate successfully in order to achieve their goal in life, business or for personal 

satisfaction. It is inextricably linked to temporal pursuits. In the current context billions are spent 

on English and its education. Previously the goal was native-like pronunciation but there should 

be a shift away toward a greater focus on intelligible and comprehensible pronunciation 

(Derwing & Munro 2001, p. 380).  

   Tarone (2005) suggests that focusing on segmental features is aimed at reducing 

accents, while segmental instruction may be used for such a purpose, it is not the intent of this 

study to do so but rather to improve segmental production to an acceptable level (p. 494). An 

accent is not a problem unless it interferes with the comprehensibility of an individual’s 

utterances. Many methods of instruction now focus on suprasegmental aspects, while segmental 

aspect seems to be largely ignored by teachers in the field. Contrastive analysis seemed to be 

such a ‘messy’ concept that we seem to have ‘thrown the baby out with the bathwater’ (Jenkins, 

2004). Many ESL books used in the Korean EFL context emphasize prosodic features; however, 

in the current context intelligibility of basic phonemic production is of greater priority and 

impacts intelligibility and comprehensibility far more than prosody. 
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   In Korea, the needs of EFL students differ compared with those in Japan. However, 

EFL textbooks designed for the Japanese EFL learner are used indiscriminately in Korea. Japan 

is the number 2 economy in the world, and it is no surprise, money spent on English match their 

economic status in the number of textbooks for the Japanese context.  Ease of use and lack of 

expertise in creating a valid curriculum may cause some learning institutions to simply adopt 

EFL textbooks without questioning the market they were originally intended for. 

   Instructor qualifications have also played a role in the avoidance of pronunciation 

instruction in L2 contexts. Many may feel that their training precludes them from undertaking 

such an ambitious endeavor thus relegating a crucial aspect of instruction for EFL learners to the 

periphery. Recently there has been a surge in the number of papers published on focused form 

instruction and pronunciation (Saito & Lyster, 2012; Saito, 2011; Cardoso, 2011; Saalfeld, 2011; 

Lord,2008 ; Couper, 2006) among others. This study attempts to add to the existing body by 

providing empirical evidence of cognitive linguistic application to second language teaching and 

learning by pointing out its need, contextual gaps in instruction, the state of pronunciation affairs 

in the current context, and finally a cognitive spin on the art. Where current studies focus on 

form instruction we attach greater significance to meaning and its relationship to form based on 

cognitive applications and tools. In addition not all the segmental sounds in this study have been 

dealt with in the literature examined. 

   Jenkins (2002, p. 97) provides a framework for pronunciation teaching, lingua franca 

core, which is regarded by her to be the basic requirements for phonological intelligibility. She 

states: 

 

Consonants 
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• All consonants (except /θ, ð/ (thin, then), which can be replaced by /f, v/).  

• Final /r/ as in AmE (do not drop /r/ in here, hair, etc., as in BrE). 

• Medial /t/ as in BrE (do not voice /t/ in matter nor delete it in winter as in AmE). 

• Approximations of core sounds are acceptable as long as they will not be heard as another sound (e.g., phonemic 

distinctions must be maintained). 

• Aspiration of word initial voiceless stops /p, t, k/. 

• No omission of consonants in word initial clusters (promise, string). 

 

Ellis (2004) in Form-Meaning Connections in Second Language Acquisition (edited by 

Bill VanPatten, Jessica Williams, Susanne Rott, Mark Overstreet) points out, “It is a defining 

concern of second language research that there are certain aspects of language to which second 

language learners commonly prove impervious, where input fails to become intake” (p. 51) this 

study will show that there are some learners where input fails to become intake and while we 

cannot reach all learners effectively it remains for future researchers to take up the challenge this 

question provides, why? This study focuses on the majority of learners for whom it is beneficial 

and where input has become intake. 

1.7 Research Questions 

 

1. How do learners and instructors perceive pronunciation intelligibility 

instruction? 

2. Is the figure-ground treatment more effective than the suprasegmental 

treatment? 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

 

 

This chapter provides a brief history of pronunciation instruction, background and the 

literature review for this study; it situates the research in context by blending the interdisciplinary 

nature of cognitive linguistics and its application to English as a foreign language. This chapter is 

divided into 3 sections, cognitive linguistics, intelligibility, and interdisciplinary support; 

together they provide a clear picture of the research landscape and the orientation of this 

complex phenomenon in its relation to this research. 

This chapter also provides the orientation of this work in the literature in detail and builds 

on the first chapter of the dissertation that provided a general overview and introduction. It 

provides a conceptual framework from both the perspective of cognitive linguistics, specialists in 

intelligibility, pronunciation, and cognitive science. This chapter exposes a paucity of research in 

an area relatively ignored by researchers and instructors and demonstrates a need for more than 

just a cursory attention to this neglected topic. 

What is Cognitive linguistics? According to Evans and Green (2006) Cognitive 

linguistics is frequently thought of as an ‘enterprise’ or ‘approach’ instead of a specific theory. It 

shares a common set of guiding principles, assumptions and perspectives. Cognitive linguistics is 

mainly concerned with the relationship between ‘human language, the mind and socio-physical 

experience’, heavily influenced and informed by other fields that also developed during the 60’s 

and 70’s such as cognitive psychology Evans, Bergen & Zinken (2006). Cognitive linguistics 

also suggests that ‘form is motivated by meaning’ Holme (2012). Cognitive linguistics deals with 

‘the structuring of basic conceptual categories such as space and time, scenes and events, entities 
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and processes, motion and location, force and causation. It addresses the structuring of ideational 

and affective categories attributed to cognitive agents, such as attention and perspective, volition 

and intention Fauconnier (2006).  These definitions provide a consensus of what cognitive 

linguistics is about, they show a homogenous perspective with a strong focus on meaning and its 

influence on language construction by its interlocutors. 

Cognitive linguistics consists of two main fields according to Lakoff (1990), cognitive 

grammar and cognitive semantics. 

In the 1960’s Chomsky and cohorts dominate the linguistics mainstream, Chomsky 

publishes several influential papers in linguistics that have far reaching consequences that even 

now exerts considerable influence in the field. 

During the 1970’s functional linguistics bloomed while Chomsky puts forward his 

innateness of linguistics capacity that sets off debate regarding language acquisition. Researchers 

Talmy, Lakoff, Langacker and Fillmore begin developing what would later be known as 

Cognitive Linguistics.The 1980’s saw the birth of the journal,Cognitive linguistics. Lakoff 

publishes on metaphor and metonymy (Lakoff, (1980, 1987), Langacker produces what would 

become cognitive grammar and Talmy’s landmark papers Talmy (1985a, b & 1988) on linguistic 

imaging systems begins to gain traction among researchers. In 1989 the first cognitive linguistics 

conference held in Germany and bears fruit in the form of the International Cognitive Linguistics 

Association (ICLA). Presently the acceptance of cognitive linguistics as a proper field in 

linguistics is increasing as it gains popularity worldwide. Books published by pioneers like 

Lakoff’s Women, Fire and Dangerous Things. An increase in empirical studies in cognitive 

linguistics is well underway. The neural foundations of cognition and language have greatly 

influenced theory in cognitive linguistics beginning with how visual biology constrains color 
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term systems (Kay & McDaniel, 1978) to the recent Neural Theory of Language (Gallese & 

Lakoff, 2005). To further understand the field of Cognitive linguistics a basic background of 

concepts in the field is necessary. This brief overview of concepts provides the departure point 

for theory that blend together to form the Figure –Ground treatment.  

Construal, a particular situation may be construed in different ways, and that different 

ways of encoding a situation can constitute different conceptualization’s (Lee, 2001, p.8). 

“Perspective is dependent on the relative position and viewpoint of the speaker, it is also found 

in non-spatial domains as reflected in our knowledge, beliefs and attitudes. The philosophical 

notion of situatedness in the world includes temporal, epistemic, cultural context and spatial 

location” (Croft & Cruse, 2004, p.76). 

Figure and Ground, simply stated by Ungerer and Schimdt (2013) when we look at an 

object in our environment, we single it out as a perceptually prominent figure standing out from 

the ground. This definition is greatly expanded on later in this chapter. 

“Metaphor is for most people a device of the poetic imagination and the rhetorical 

flourish a matter of extraordinary rather than ordinary language. Moreover, metaphor is typically 

viewed as characteristic of language alone, a matter of words rather than thought or action. For 

this reason, most people think they can get along perfectly well without metaphor. We have 

found, on the contrary, that metaphor is pervasive in everyday life, not just in language but also 

in thought and action. Our ordinary conceptual system, in terms of which we both think and act, 

is fundamentally metaphorical in nature” (Lakoff, 2008, p.3). Fillmore states ‘‘I use the word 

scene in a maximally general sense, including not only visual scenes but also familiar kinds of 

interpersonal transactions, standard scenarios defined by the culture, institutional structures, 

enactive experiences, body image…in short, what in some ways will be captured in later years 
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by the term domain. He continues, ‘‘I use the word frame for any system of linguistic choices—

the easiest cases being collections of words, but also including choices of grammatical rules or 

linguistic categories—that can get associated with prototypical instances of scenes. ’This idea of 

frames as drawing on background prototypes… what Lakoff will later call Idealized Cognitive 

Models (Geeraerts&Cuyckens, 2007, p. 173).  

 

Cognitive linguistics posits the following claims: 

 

• there is no autonomous, special-purpose ‘language acquisition device’ that is responsible for 

language acquisition and language processing; 

• language is ‘usage-based’ in that it is a product of physical interaction with the world; 

• a single set of cognitive processes operates across all areas of language, and these processes are 

involved in other types of knowledge and learning besides language; 

• language is inherently meaningful although grammatical meanings are more abstract than lexical 

meanings. 

 (Littlemore, 2009, p.1) 

 

Cognitive linguistics is data-friendly and holds empirical methods and real language data 

in high regard. Data informs theory and is made to conform to support a theory. Theories that do 

not conform to real data are rejected. Janda (2006) states that cognitive linguistics research is 

accessible to all linguists and that cognitive linguists can focus more on collecting and analyzing 

the data than on formal theory artifacts. In addition, cognitive linguistic applications to EFL 

result in greater retention of content, ’deep cognitive processing, positive affect, heightened 

cultural and language awareness…including linguistics flexibility (Bielak, 2011, p.256). 
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2.1 Cognitive Linguistics and Second Language Teaching 

 

Cognitive linguistics and its application in second language teaching have not been fully 

explored or sufficiently researched. As a new field its burgeoning promise is quite apparent. 

Recently several attempts have been made to apply its tenets to the field of second language 

acquisition. As dissatisfaction with the universal approach has reached its peak, the influence of 

Cognitive linguistics seems to be on the rise (Holme, 2009). The contribution by Cognitive 

linguistics to second language learning and teaching is that it places great emphasis on the 

relation between form and meaning and as Langacker (2008) states, CL fosters a learning 

experience that is more pleasurable than rote based retention. 

Thus far, no significant progress has been made, considering the state of EFL, we seem to 

have made no better progress than previous approaches to EFL teaching. The field is in dire need 

of a new direction and impetus. While every approach touts its benefits while decrying the 

previous approach, perhaps an eclectic approach is needed to provide the momentum to move 

forward. 

Entrenchment and interference are concepts introduced by (Nick Ellis,2002, 2006a,b,c) 

where entrenchment refers to repetitive activation and interference the effect of L1 on L2, 

specifically the phonological interference of L1 on L2. This study proposes the re-focusing of 

attention to that of the target features /p/ /f/ /b/ /v/ /l/ /r/ /z/ /ʃ/ /ɑɪ/ /θ/ /ð/. 
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2.2 A Pedagogical Model 

 

 

 

Figure 2.A pedagogical model proposed by Holmes 2012 consists of embodied learning, the 

conceptualization principle, the principle of the lexico-grammatical continuum and the usage principle. 

Holme, R. (2012). Cognitive linguistics and the second language classroom.Tesol Quarterly, 46(1), 6-29. 

 

Embodied Cognition, our cognition, and the environment in which we find ourselves 

situated are directly related. Embodied cognition according to Evans (2007) refers to “the human 

mind and conceptual organization are a function of the way in which our species-specific bodies 

interact with the environment we inhabit. In other words, the nature of concepts and the way they 

are structured and organized is constrained by the nature of our embodied experience. As 

cognitive linguists hold that language reflects conceptual structure, then it follows that language 

reflects embodied experience” (p. 66). 

The Conceptualization Principle according to Holmes (2012) is derived from the 

embodied theory due to conceptualization ‘of meaning through our embodied nature’ (p.23).The 
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relationship between form and meaning is emphasized; a re-pairing of form and meaning can be 

re-conceptualized by the learner. Learner cognitions that are incorrect may be explored and the 

correct form and meaning mapping restored. The Principle of the Lexico-Grammatical 

Continuum put forth by Holmes (2012)” emphasizes the large number of forms that successful 

L2 use requires and so points up a longer standing realization that students need a stronger grasp 

of lexical patterning in language. The principle invokes that of conceptualization to help explore 

the schematicity and productivity of constructions. Embodied techniques can furnish the rhythms, 

repetition, and imagery that support lexis and construction learning” (p. 23). There are frequent 

forms or patterns of phonological errors that learners need to learn lexical items that are often the 

cause for unintelligibility. This flows from the re-conceptualization of the form-meaning pairing 

above. 

The Usage Theory as the name implies, learners interact with the target language and 

thus frequency of input is increased. Proficiency rises with practice of appropriate forms 

mediated by the instructor. This is in stark contrast with the generative model. In this model the 

representation of grammatical items in the mind is determined by the ‘use of utterances in 

communication also determine the representation of grammatical units in the speaker’s mind’ 

(Croft and Cruse, 2004, p. 292). We will apply Hypothesis 1: the storage of a word form, regular 

or irregular, is a function of its token frequency (Croft & Cruse, 2004). Although its application 

to morphology is well documented we will apply it to phonology. An increase in frequency of 

exposure to phonemic forms /p/ /f/ /b/ /v/ /l/ /r/ /z/ /ʃ/ /ɑɪ/ /θ/ /ð/may improve its storage of the 

correct production of the forms targeted. Usage of relevant units in a language may facilitate 

acquisition in the target language (Bybee, 2010; Tomasello, 2000, 2009; Geeraerts, 2006). The 

usage theory is of great importance to cognitive linguistics in that it offers EFL learners a chance 
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to practice and ‘use’ the correct forms that produce intelligible utterances. This usage raises 

confidence in learner’s own perceived ability to carry out the correct forms that result in 

intelligible communication. It also allows the instructor to mediate in its production, allowing the 

learner to practice intelligible sounds. 

Learners are able to move their tongue, lips, cheeks and jaw in order to produce sounds 

for communication. Internal mechanisms of the body include control of breath, oral aperture 

diameter, inhalation and exhalation. These combine to create shared meaning based utterances in 

a community of speakers. In EFL it is necessary to produce the proper phonological forms to 

ensure the intended meaning is conveyed via intelligible utterances. Unintelligible utterances will 

result in miscommunication or confusion. Thus we interact with people in our environment and 

based our experiences with communication with these people we know the correct forms 

articulated produce a certain meaning. 

Often learners do not associate the meaning of the appropriate phonological forms with 

the accepted meaning by the target community of use, in this case English native speakers. Thus 

Korean learners often produce unintelligible forms or forms that possess no meaning for native 

speakers of English causing confusion or misunderstanding. Learners need to be made aware of 

the relation of phonological they produce and the meaning of their utterances to native speakers 

of English. In the case of movie vs ‘mobie’, the latter holds no meaning to native speakers of 

English however the latter is produced by learners with intelligibility issue. 

A significant amount of cognitive linguistics research is devoted to the application of CL 

to grammar instruction in an EFL context (Tyler & Evans, 2004; Turewicz, 2004; Taylor & 

Zwaan, 2009; Broccias, 2008; Bielak & Pawlak, 2011; Maldonado, 2008; Niemeier & Reif, 
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2008; Tyler & Evans, 2004). In fact, volumes have been devoted to its study and application, 

consider the voluminous work of Langacker’s Foundations of cognitive grammar (1987, 1991).  

Lexical research in the cognitive linguistics field is the next, while not as prolific as 

grammar applications in CL are nevertheless abundant in the literature surveyed (Boers, 2000; 

Boers et al., 2006; Lewis, 1993; Lewis, 2000; Piquer Piraz, 2008; Read, 2004; Rudzka-Ostyn, 

2003; Verspoor, 2008; Walker, 200; Willis, 1990). 

In a brief survey of the research few studies were devoted to applying cognitive 

linguistics to phonology, given the lack of concern demonstrated in mainstream EFL and the 

apathy toward intelligibility this comes as no surprise. This gap in the research literature requires 

the attention of scholars and it is the intention of this work to try to illuminate the need for other 

researchers to consider this area equally important and to promote the application of cognitive 

linguistics to phonology. 

Lakoff (1999) suggests that prototypes are the best examples. So if we had to consider a 

ship we would probably agree that the Titanic is a prototype example while a barge is more on 

the peripheral of the category. Prototypes are categories based on psychological principles that 

formulated by humans. There are two basic principles, first is related to the function of the 

category which provides maximum information thus requiring minimal cognitive load, second, 

that the perceived world provides structured information and not an arbitrary array of 

information (Rosch, 1999). 

In Littlemore (2009) “to a large extent, the difficulties experienced by adult learners are 

not sensory but attentional (Werker & Tees 1984). That is to say, the difficulties that adult 

foreign language learners experience when trying to learn L2 pronunciation do not have a clear 

physiological basis; they are more to do the fact that adults have become used to noticing 
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particular features, and ignoring others. Learning a second language requires them to attend to 

sounds that they may otherwise ignore…we should draw learners’ attention to the L2 prototypes, 

which will usually be different from their L1 prototypes”(pp.66-67).In the case of /p/ learners are 

made to understand its prototypical utterance and while there may be variations such as 

aspiration in the production of /p/, all other possible variation in word position e.g. initial, medial 

and final /p/ remains true to its basic phonemic articulation in terms of the positions of the 

individual components (lips, tongue, vocal cords etc.) of the speech mechanism. 

Cognitive phonology much like cognitive linguistics asserts that the brain uses general 

cognitive mechanisms for language. The very same mechanisms that are used for all other 

cognitive functions are employed for the production of language. “Cognitive phonology 

characterizes correspondences between morphemes (as stored in the mind) and phonetic 

sequences” (Lakoff, 1989, p.118). It is this pivotal statement that contributes to the Figure –

ground treatment, thus by assigning meaning to units at the phonetic level, learners will be able 

to attend to proper articulation of utterances in order to convey their intended meaning through 

the appropriate pronunciation of problematic phonemes. Learners in this context usually fail to 

conceive that a variation in phonemic production will result in unintelligible utterances or a 

misunderstanding on the part of the listener. Form meaning mapping thus provides us with a vital 

tool for deeper cognitive processing on the part of the learner. This suggests that a learner may 

when attending to the various aspects of language construction (grammar, lexical, phonological, 

morphemic) be inclined also to attend to the correct form of a phoneme if they realize its 

importance in conveying their meaning.  

According to Fraser (2010), similar to cognitive grammar, cognitive phonology holds the 

view that the signifier and a signified are bound in a ‘symbolic relationship’. The similarity to 
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cognitive grammar does not end there, but rather Fraser continues with cognitive phonology 

asserting that ‘the signifier also is a concept, also defined as a principle of a categorization 

according to which a range of physically different sounds can be categorized” (p. 363). Cognitive 

phonology is more interested in the acoustics image that produces meaning variation. This 

acoustic image and its corresponding meaning must be conveyed to learners who can then 

attempt to match the appropriate image with the appropriate meaning. Therefore, instead of an 

unintelligible utterance such as ‘pafer’ they may correctly try to produce an acoustic image that 

matches ‘paper’. 

 

2.3 Cognitive Tools: Attention, Noticing and Awareness 

 

 

The cognitive tools attention, noticing, and the usage hypothesis form part of the integral 

structure of figure ground treatment and are employed to improve intelligibility of EFL learners 

in a South Korean university context. This may result in a raise in phonemic awareness in oral 

production within a communicative setting. Attention according to Schimdt(1994a) lists 4 

aspects of consciousness one of attention which he considers essential to acknowledging the 

stimulus …’four basic senses of consciousness are especially relevant: consciousness as 

intentionality, consciousness as a subjective state arising from the allocation of attention, 

consciousness as awareness, and consciousness as control’ (pg.5). 

Talmy states: 

Talmy(forthcoming) in Geeraerts and Cuyckens (2007)“This attentional system in 

language includes a large number of basic factors, the ‘‘building blocks’’ of the system, with over 

fifty identified to date. Each factor involves a particular linguistic mechanism that increases or 
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decreases attention on a certain type of linguistic entity. The mechanisms employed fall into some 

ten categories, most with subcategories. The type of linguistic entity whose degree of salience is 

determined by the factors is usually the semantic referent of a constituent, but other types occur, 

including the phonological shape of a constituent or the vocal delivery of the utterance” (pp. 264 

– 265). 

Tomlin and Villa (1994) state “We believe that the separation of attention and awareness 

in cognitive psychology will aid in specifying an analogous separation of these constructs 

applicable to SLA research” (p. 187). This research contends that attention and awareness are 

separate and that awareness is not attention, however this research indicates an attention to form 

should be an attention to meaning. Schmidt’s work applies findings from cognitive psychology 

to SLA theory. Ellis states, “Schmidt is one of the few linguists who have adopted the conceptual 

and experimental rigors of experimental psychology in answering questions concerning the role 

of consciousness in L2 acquisition” (Ellis 1994, p. 10 cited in al Hejin, 2005). Schmidt proposed 

the Noticing Hypothesis, which states that “noticing is the necessary and sufficient condition for 

converting input into intake” (Schimdt, 1990, p. 129). Since then, a considerable amount of 

research has addressed the issue of noticing in SLA. Some detractors of this approach argue that 

it can be important for learners to maintain their accent and not be perceived as native speakers, 

that it is a part of their linguistic identity, a ‘significant degree of foreign accent is acceptable’ 

(Saville-troike, 2006, p. 143). However, this is not the intention; rather, we wish to provide them 

with minimum intelligibility to aid in communicative endeavors, not mold them into our likeness. 

This being said many South Koreans do wish to sound like native speakers and usually take great 

pride in their pronunciation. 

    Talmy one of the pioneers of Cognitive linguistics adapted the concepts of Figure and 

Ground from Gestalt psychology and applied to them to language. It is the purpose of this 
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research to further extend these concepts to the EFL context in particular, phonemic acquisition 

and the improvement of intelligibility. 

   Few studies have been conducted on Cognitive phonology and its EFL application 

therefore the area is still largely unexplored (Fraser, 2010, p. 358). Cognitive grammar e.g. 

(Langacker, 2008), metaphor research e.g. (Littlemore&Low, 2006); among others draw 

considerable attention. Based on the brief research survey of popular databases there appears to 

be a paucity of research on Cognitive Phonology and its implications for EFL. The scant research 

shows that this area has only been marginally dealt with.  

Cognitive linguistics has come under fire for utilizing artificial data and made up 

examples that comprise their theoretical discussions. This empirical study proposes the 

application of theoretical concepts to real life context based language thus hopping to add 

empirical findings to the existing theoretical body of knowledge. 

The Chomksyan position on their view of language has tilted toward the cognitivist view 

by conceding that the language faculties include a ‘structured inventory of lexical items’ 

(Larsen-Freeman & Cameron 2007 as cited in Holme, 2009, p. 220). 

Evans and Green (2006) define construal as: ‘the way a speaker chooses to ‘package’ and 

‘present’ a conceptual representation, which in turn has consequences for the conceptual 

representation that the utterance evokes in the mind of the hearer’ (p. 536). 

Littlemore (2009) states that ‘Language also provides different ways of directing 

attention to certain aspects of the thing that we are talking about, and reflects different 

viewpoints. In cognitive linguistics, this phenomenon is referred to as construal. The most salient 

aspect of the scene is referred to as the figure, and the rest of the scene is referred to as the 

ground’ (p. 13). 
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   ‘All of the capabilities identified by Tomasello as part of our broader cognitive endowment are essential 

not only to the acquisition of language but to its continuing use. They are further used in other forms of learning and 

in the uses of cognition that characterise our daily navigation of our reality. Therefore, for second language learners 

there is no issue about whether these abilities are still available to them or not’(Holme, 2009, p. 221). 

 

   Thus when dealing with freshman learners one may argue that the critical period for 

acquiring intelligible utterances is past, however as (Tomasello, 2003) states since language is 

part of general cognitive make up it stands to reason that it is available for much of our lives. 

(Talmy, 2000) posits the existence of two cognitive functions that of figure, performed by 

the concept that requires anchoring and that of ground, the concept that does the anchoring. He 

also goes on further clarifying that Figure-Ground can be a pair of concepts relating to each other 

in a temporal, causal, or other type of situation. The following are some of the characteristics 

attributed to figure and Ground. Figure is mobile, smaller, structurally simpler whereas Ground 

is stationary, larger, structurally more complex. 

   Talmy did not apply the concepts to language teaching or in this case the teaching of 

pronunciation. A brief survey of the literature will reveal an area that is lacking in this regard, an 

area that this particular research intends to fill. 

In order to construe a Figure from its Ground, the figure must possess certain 

characteristics. The general conceptualization of Figure and Ground in language according to 

Talmy (2001) “The Figure is a moving or conceptually movable entity whose path, site, or 

orientation is conceived as a variable, the particular value of which is the relevant issue. The 

Ground is a reference entity, one that has a stationary setting relative to a reference frame, with 

respect to which the Figure's path, site, or orientation is characterized” (p. 312). This study 
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portends to expand on the ‘site’ aspect of Talmy’s original proposal of figure ground and its 

application to language. 

According to Talmy (2005), ‘Figure has unknown spatial (or temporal) properties to be 

determined’, it is also smaller, more movable, simpler, more salient and dependent than ground: 

(pp. 315-316).Talmy (2005) goes on to state that ‘Ground acts as a reference entity, having 

known properties that can characterize the Figure's unknowns’, he also mentions that it is more 

permanently located, larger, complex, more perceivable, more backgrounded and more 

independent (p. 315).   Targeted phonemes must be distinguished from the ground (the words in 

which they occur) in the minds of learners. When learners consider the word e.g. ‘Pig’ they 

immediately visualize the contextual meaning which is primarily an animal. However, attention 

is drawn to the phoneme sound of /p/ in the word ‘Pig’ thus the variable [p] is assigned figure 

status and the word in which it occurs is construed as its reference or ground. This results in the 

manipulation of learner cognitions. This allows for greater cognitive resources assigned to 

articulation of the phoneme. The phoneme /p/ has precise parameters for its pronunciation that 

characterize the figure. Learner’s attention must be drawn to the fact that sound production 

affects the listener’s cognitions. If phoneme /p/ is produced as /f/ or an unintelligible sound, the 

intended meaning is lost. 

   The phoneme e.g. /p/ acts as a figure that is potentially movable as a variable (X) 

throughout the word in various positions, initial, medial, final e.g. pip, cup and ape. Whereas the 

rest of the word in which it occurs ‘(X)ig’is more stable and of secondary importance. /p/ a 

phoneme that forms part of the construction of a word is smaller than the word in which it is 

occurs. Therefore, this demonstrates the difference in size between the figure and ground in a 

word.The simple behavior of the phoneme /p/ in its initial, medial and final positions is simpler 
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than the myriad configurations possible for words and their meaning. The location within the text 

demonstrates the simpler nature of the phoneme in this case when compared to the complex 

nature of the ground (the word) in which it occurs. In this study we try to promote the 

prominence of the phonemes in question in order to create them as ‘figures’ in the cognitions of 

learners thus making them of greater concern than the word in which they occur in this case to 

enhance the articulation of targeted phonemes. 

   The targeted phonemes and their pronunciation are important to learners. Once 

perceived, articulation becomes more prominent and closer attention given to production. This 

leads to improved oral production and an increase in awareness of the phonemes. 

One striking, unexpected finding is that without attention many subjects have no 

awareness of the problem phonemes, an effect we call inattentional blindness. Using cognitive 

strategies such as awareness, noticing, attention, focus and metacognition a blended 

methodology called Figure - Ground treatment is administered for the distinction of the targeted 

phonemes. These will further inform the design of the 2-stage activity that will allow learners 

and their instructor to manipulate their Figure - Ground distinction so that learners will direct 

more cognitive resources to accurate and intelligible production of the targeted phones. 

 The following examples highlight the concept of Figure and Ground where the 

highlighted phoneme is the Figure, and the word in which it occurs, Ground. The Figure and 

Ground method described in this paper is not to be confused with minimal pair instruction. The 

focus is on the accurate production of the targeted phonemes in any word.B ile not V ile, P aper 

not F afer, H eight not H ate.

We also consider the unintelligible words produced like e.g quiʒ, ʒinger, hate instead of 

hɑɪtetc. These are merely examples and not the final set of possible targeted phonemes for 
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Korean learners; they highlight the issue at stake. Words produced at random can form binary 

opposites, minimal pairs, or unintelligible utterances based on inaccurate production. Using a 2 

level activity guide informed by key concepts in cognitive linguistics such as attention, noticing, 

usage hypothesis and focus designed to enhance awareness and production of the target 

phonemes by learners in the treatment group was subjected to special instruction over the course 

of a semester. This activity will create the concept of the target phonemes as figures and the 

words in which they occur as ground. 

    At first learners will be subject to drill and ‘place of articulation awareness’ training 

where they will learn how to accurately produce those sounds by the proper arrangement of the 

oral apparatus. They will practice regularly at home and in class. The concepts of Figure - 

Ground will be applied to the EFL phonological context, particularly the instruction of 

pronunciation in a university course. Thus far Figure and Ground has been limited in its 

application to grammatical constructs. The focus is on /p/ /f/ /b/ /v/ /l/ /r/ /z/ /ʃ/ /ɑɪ/ /θ/ /ð/ sounds, 

their awareness, and production among EFL learners at national university. A 2 level activity 

guide informed by key concepts in cognitive linguistics such as attention, noticing, usage 

hypothesis and focus designed to enhance awareness and production of /p/ /f/ /b/ /v/ /l/ /r/ /z/ /ʃ/ 

ɑɪ// /θ/ /ð/ learners in the treatment group was subjected to special instruction over the course of 

a semester. This activity attempted to create the concept of phonemes /p/ /f/ /b/ /v/ /l/ /r/ /z/ /ʃ/ 

ɑɪ// /θ/ /ð/ as figures and the words in which they occur as ground. 

 

2.4 The Figure and Ground Treatment 
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In this section we have reviewed the cognitive literature that informs the Figure-Ground 

treatment. Figure-Ground has greater application beyond the grammatical and the lexical. The 

following concepts are utilized to create the Figure –Ground treatment: 

 Attention and Awareness: Used to aid the prominence of the target 

phoneme that is to be distinguished as figure. 

 Noticing Theory: Students are asked to ‘notice’ errors in other learners as 

this ensures deeper processing of the target. 

 The Usage theory: Interaction with the material presented in each class 

promotes confidence and ease of use. 

 The Form-Meaning relationship: Emphasis on ‘form is meaning’ 

relationship where learners are made cognizant of the difference in 

meaning if the sound is altered and the resultant meaning. 

 Procedural Skill. 

 The technical aspect of production and the physical properties involved 

including their configuration necessary for accurate production. The 

instructor will provide feedback and correction for each learner in class 

after listening to them to practice the sentences provided. 

Figure and Ground is a vast field and one with many applications in not only 

Cognitive linguistics but also cognitive psychology, neuroscience, cognitive science and 

speech language pathology. The application of figure and ground is ultimately the 

manipulation of construal and representation in the mind of the learners. In addition, the 

establishment of the form-meaning relationship that results in greater cognitive resources 

allocated to the accurate production of the target sounds. 
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2.5 Intelligibility 

 

This study attempts to add to the existing body by providing empirical evidence of 

cognitive linguistic application to second language teaching and learning by pointing out its need, 

contextual gaps in instruction, state of pronunciation affairs in the current context, and finally a 

cognitive spin on the art. Where current studies focus on form instruction we attach greater 

significance to meaning and its relationship to form based on cognitive applications and tools. In 

addition, the segmental sounds /p/ /f/ /b/ /v/ /l/ /r/ /z/ /ʃ/ /ɑɪ/ /θ/ /ð/ have not been dealt with in the 

literature examined. 

Setter and Jenkins (2005) suggest that ‘Pronunciation involves the production and 

perception of segmentals (sounds), both alone and in the stream of speech, where they undergo a 

number of modifications and interact with suprasegmental (prosodic) features’… (p. 1). 

As pronunciation has evolved from teaching drills in the target language to the current 

cognitive applications of cognitive phonology, this study is interested mainly in the ‘perception 

of segmentals’ as a barrier to communication within the EFL context. As a field it is widely 

regarded as important (Derwing & Munro, 2005; Porter, 1999; Fraser, 2010; Gilakjani, 2012). 

While it is considered important it is surprisingly not taught as much in the classroom Fraser 

(2010), although widely thought of as a difficult skill to learn (Levis & Grant, 2003). 

Intelligibility plays a role wherever oral communication occurs regardless of the 

relationship of interlocutors to the language whether they are NS or NNS. Intelligibility also 
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affects self-esteem and has sociolinguistic implications that are beyond the scope of this study 

and is dwelt on briefly as it relates to the barrier affecting communication of EFL learners. 

Pronunciation is imperative for EFL learners who wish to communicate successfully in 

order to achieve their goal in life, business or for personal satisfaction. It is inextricably linked to 

temporal pursuits. In the current context billions are spent on English and its education. 

The teaching of pronunciation is nothing new and has been going on for quite a while 

now, according to Kelly (1969) from around the start of the 20
th

 century. Celce-Murcia (1996) 

states that the intuitive-imitative approach which was popular with instructors in the field during 

the 60s. 70’s and 80’s and the analytic-linguistic approach which draws on research in linguistics 

and simplifies application in the classroom. The direct method allowed learners to imitate the 

teacher as they modeled the language being taught. TPR and the natural approach popular during 

the 70’s and 80’s was based on the direct method that was accepted in the late 1800’s. The 

audiolingual method modeled on the direct method characterized by the heavy use of drills and 

contrastive analysis, popular during the 40’s and 50’s. This approach was heavily teacher 

centered and offered no attention to the form meaning relationship. The ‘cognitive’ approach is 

not to be confused with our modern day ‘evolved approach’ nor the approach in this study. This 

approach initially spearheaded by Chomsky et al, relegated the pronunciation to the sidelines in 

favor of grammatical structures that was felt to be more beneficial than the impossible goal of 

achieving a native speaker level of proficiency. The silent way was popular in the 70’s teacher 

talk is kept to a minimum and gestures are enacted allowing learners to follow the teacher by the 

specific gesture enacted. The use of charts and Cuisenaire rods bring a novel approach 

pronunciation. The communicative approach this approach favors the student-centered classroom 

and having the teacher act more of a facilitator. Pronunciation instruction does not fit into this 
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approach and its philosophy. Learners with low proficiency or unintelligible pronunciation are 

disadvantaged; this approach seems uncomfortable with teachers providing instruction that 

resembles previous approaches. 

Traditionally methods have included the use of rubber bands to teach vowel length, charts 

to contrast consonants as well as the tried and trusted drills of minimal pairs. These days with 

rapid advancement of technology more tech heavy methods are being utilized. The computer 

software for modeling pronunciation and guiding learner articulations are quite popular. 

Jenkins (2004) states it perfectly, ‘It would, in any case, have been a serious mistake to 

throw out the modern contrastive analysis baby with the old contrastive analysis bathwater’ 

(p.113). Contrastive analysis with a form focus on meaning and the related form provides a solid 

cognitive platform for the learner to proceed from and the autonomy to adjust their own 

utterances thus providing them with autonomy. 

Currently most textbooks focus on suprasegmental aspects of intelligibility and with the 

rise of EIL and ELF, there seems no agreed upon method of effective instruction. Although most 

would agree that intelligibility and pronunciation are important, instructors in the classroom have 

little idea how to proceed.  

There is a lack of agreement the field regarding the acceptance of a common definition 

for intelligibility. Pickering (2006) considers the commonly accepted World Englishes definition 

of ‘Smith and Nelson’s (1985) tripartite definition of intelligibility, the ability of the listener to 

recognize individual words or utterances; comprehensibility, the listener’s ability to understand 

the meaning of the word or utterance in its given context, and interpretability, the ability of the 

listener to understand the speaker’s intentions behind the word or utterance (p.222). 
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In this study, we will adopt Wilson and Spaulding’s (2010) definition of intelligibility, 

‘Intelligibility refers to how well the speaker’s message can be accurately deciphered by the 

listener’ (p. 1544). In Oxford university press the prestigious ELT Journal includes a section on 

its web page devoted to key concepts in ELT, intelligibility or pronunciation is conspicuously 

absent from the list and is barely mentioned under the headings fluency and English as an 

International Language. One would think that due to the critical importance of communicative 

competence and conveyance of meaning, intelligibility would make the list, it doesn’t. 

   The communicative approach neglected the teaching of pronunciation segmentals and 

was rejected because it did not neatly fit into their paradigm (Brumfit & Johnson, 1979). 

However much research has since been done into suprasegmental aspects of pronunciation 

instruction (Setter & Jenkins, 2005).    Previously the goal was native-like pronunciation but 

there should be a shift away toward a greater focus on intelligible and comprehensible 

pronunciation (Derwing & Munro, 2001, p. 380).  

   Tarone (2005) suggests that focusing on segmental features is aimed at reducing 

accents, while segmental instruction may be used for such a purpose it is not the intent of this 

study to do so but rather to improve segmental production to an acceptable level. I do not believe 

an accent to be a problem unless it interferes with the comprehensibility of an individual’s 

utterances. Many methods of instruction now focus on suprasegmental aspects, while segmental 

aspect remains largely ignored by teachers in the field. Contrastive analysis seemed to be such a 

‘messy’ concept that we seem to have ‘thrown the baby out with the bathwater’ (Jenkins, 2004). 

Far too many EFL books used in the Korean EFL context emphasize prosodic features; however, 

in the current context intelligibility of basic phonemic production is of greater priority and 

impacts intelligibility and comprehensibility far more than prosody. 
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Derwing and Munro (2005) states “We note that in English as an international language 

(EIL) contexts, issues concerning pronunciation can be quite different from those that arise in 

ESL environments” (p. 380). This statement by Derwing and Munro is quite valid, different 

factors affect the communication act, context is critical as we will argue later in this chapter. 

Seidelhofer (2001) quite succinctly states” …the features of English which tend to be crucial for 

international intelligibility and therefore need to be taught for production and reception are being 

distinguished from the (‘non-native’) features that tend not to cause misunderstandings and thus 

do not need to constitute a focus for production teaching for those learners who intend to use 

English mainly in international settings’ (p. 340). It is important to distinguish the actual 

operation parameters of what constitutes an international setting that is not in the view of this 

author, adequate, because the definition of EIL also includes the ESL setting although it is set 

apart as being different by researchers (Crystal, 2003; Mair, 2003; Kachru, 1992). Intelligibility 

does not consider the status of only the speaker but also the conveyance of meaning and any 

barrier to its transmission. Speakers of different first languages as the definition of EIL offered 

by Seidlhofer (2001) states, is confounding. Thus intelligibility need not be concerned with 

definitions that can become cumbersome as the boundaries are blurred creating an obscured 

focus for the researcher. 

   In Korea the needs of EFL students differ compared with those in Japan however EFL 

textbooks designed for the Japanese EFL learner are used indiscriminately in Korea. Japan is the 

number 2 economy in the world and it is no surprise that the money spent on English match their 

economic status which is reflected in the number of textbooks for the Japanese context.  Ease of 

use and lack of expertise in creating a valid curriculum may cause some learning institutions to 

simply adopt EFL textbooks without questioning the audience they were originally intended for. 
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Instructor qualifications have also played a role in the avoidance of pronunciation 

instruction in L2 contexts. Many may feel that their training precludes them from undertaking 

such an ambitious endeavor thus relegating a crucial aspect of instruction for EFL learners. 

   Recently there has been a surge in the number of papers published on focused form 

instruction and pronunciation (Saito & Lyster, 2012; Saito, 2011; Cardoso, 2011; Saalfeld, 2011; 

Kennedy & Tramovich, 2010; Lord, 2008; Couper, 2006). During the past 25 years, 

pronunciation teachers have emphasizedsuprasegmentals rather than segmentals in promoting 

intelligibility (Avery & Ehrlich, 1992; Morley, 1991), despite a paucity of researchevidence for 

this belief (Hahn, 2004 cited in Levis, 2005). 

Most research conducted is in an ESL setting and one should be cautious when 

generalizing from an ESL context to the EFL context in order to prevent sweeping judgments 

often made about learner instruction. However, while valid in an ESL setting it, is of little use in 

the EFL setting. Most instructors in the EFL field are not aware of differences between the two 

terms and indiscriminate application occurs with little regard to the context they apply.  

There seems to be some debate between which to teach the segmental or suprasegmental 

aspects of intelligibility (Breitkreutz, Derwing, & Rossiter, 2009). This is counterproductive as 

both are relevant in different contexts (Celce-Murcia, 1996). It may be that segmental issues 

prove more of a barrier to communication and intelligibility than suprasegmental aspects in some 

locations. It may also be that both play an equally important role in intelligibility. The context 

specific nature of pronunciation and intelligibility instruction make it necessary for research to 

establish which pedagogical methods are required for that specific context. This study aims to 

provide that research in the Korean EFL context.  
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Curriculum designers of ESL programs need to keep two central tenets in mind: 

Pronunciation needs to be approached from the macro- and micro level perspectives. The 

affective state of the learner is important for learner esteem. Improvement will require a great 

investment of time to produce results (Murphy, 1991). Discrete integration into the lesson so 

learners feel less threatened, and that it becomes part of the standard lesson as well accepted as is 

grammar or any other necessary aspect of EFL instruction (Burgess and Spencer, 2000). Saito 

(2012) also argues for more decontextualized practice. Cognitive Psychology states “Attention is 

the means by which we actively process a limited amount of information from the enormous 

amount of information available through our senses, our stored memories, and our other 

cognitive processes” (De Weerd, 2003a; Rao, 2003 cited in Sternberg & Sternberg, 2012). 

 

This study aims to use attention as a cognitive tool to focus the learner’s cognitions on 

accurate production of sounds, sounds that have meaning based on their accuracy. In Cognitive 

psychology, James Gibson introduced a perceptual framework in cognitive psychology, the 

concepts distal (external) object, informational medium, proximal stimulation, and perceptual 

object. The following example has parallels with figure and ground in cognitive linguistics: 

The distal (far) object is the object in the external world (e.g., a falling tree). The event of 

the tree falling creates a pattern on an informational medium. The informational medium could 

be sound waves, as in the sound of the falling tree. The informational medium might also be 

reflected light, chemical molecules, or tactile information coming from the environment. For 

example, when the information from light waves come into contact with the appropriate sensory 

receptors of the eyes, proximal (near) stimulation occurs (i.e., the cells in your retina absorb the 

light waves). Perception occurs when a perceptual object (i.e., what you see) is created in you 

that reflect the properties of the external world. That is, an image of a falling tree is created on 
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your retina that reflects the falling tree that is in front of you. (Sternberg & Sternberg, 2011, p. 

88) 

Thus by raising awareness through attention and other cognitive tools this research aimed 

to improve learner production of the targeted sounds. Cognitive Science and Cognitive 

linguistics, it is beyond the scope of this study to cover the vast breadth of the field so the 

following excerpt from Sinha (2007) sums it up nicely: 

 

“Generative Linguistics was constitutively influential in Classical Cognitive Science, and 

I have argued that this was, in part, a consequence of the marginalization and ‘‘forgetting’’ of 

important currents in prebehaviorist psychology which, in turn, have been deeply influential 

upon Cognitive Linguistics. It follows from this that Cognitive Linguistics does not in and of 

itself constitute the sought-for new paradigm in cognitive science. Rather, it is a major 

contributory current to an emergent new interdisciplinary science of mind… the relations 

between the biological and the historical, sociocultural grounding of language and mind. 

Language, from a psychological perspective, is not simply an expression of human organismic 

capacity; rather, it is the most important symbolic mediator between developing organism, 

psychological subjectivity, and culturally evolving surround. It is, in my view, the adequacy with 

which Cognitive Linguistics addresses this dynamic, processual, relational complex that will be 

decisive for its lasting disciplinary contribution to the science of the embodied mind in society” 

(p. 1287). 

 

   The evidence provided for applied cognitive linguistics in the field is convincing. The 

future of ELT and intelligibility is now the main question on most researchers’ agenda in this 

field. The generative approach has failed to provide an adequate framework for SLT and now we 
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need to look to other perspectives for future directions and support. While the generative 

approach remains influential from a theoretical perspective it is also problematic in that it 

provides a theoretical description only and offers no practical solutions for ELT. Applied 

cognitive linguistics has been gaining ground and the steady increase in empirical research is 

evidence of that. Perhaps this ‘means something’. 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHOD 

 

 

This chapter provides a detailed blueprint for this dissertation and its methodology. It 

shows how the researcher proceeded with the task of answering the research questions as set 

forth in this study. In chapter 2 the relevant research was reviewed and this study oriented, in this 

chapter we describe the process that was involved in its execution. This chapter follows the APA 

6
th

 edition format with the relevant sections of participants, materials and procedure as well as 

subsections deemed relevant for replication of this study.  

    The research was conducted on intact English credit classes at a Korean National 

university. Students are required to enroll in and pass two credit courses of English prior to 

graduation. Each class in the course is fifty minutes in length and held twice a week for the 

duration of a 15-week semester (2x 50 minute classes per week over 15 weeks).  

    Instructors use a textbook and teacher’s manual which contains the syllabus that is 

followed. No pronunciation component exists to aid learners with accurate production of sound 

in the target language. Pronunciation instruction is necessary for the level of students who have 

basic consonant production issues (Hedge, 2000, p. 270). 

Furthermore, time constraints in this context prevent the natural acquisition that is 

thought to occur over the L2 learner’s journey to fluency (Harmer, 2001, p. 183). Thus an 

acceleration of this process is required. The advent of the communicative approach has also 
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signaled a change in the instruction of pronunciation from the focus on form to the 

suprasegmental aspects of pronunciation, if it was taught at all. 

     Intelligibility is crucial within the time frame of a semester, hoping that the learner 

will over time acquire phonological competence, is wishful thinking. Erratic time gaps in the 

learner’s English education coupled with academically unproven syllabi encountered at local 

private language schools which they might have attended thus providing further hurdles to 

overcome. 

    A ‘prior-knowledge’ of English and its pronunciation is expected for learners in the 

university program. Learners are from different educational and economic backgrounds and 

therefore possess different levels of ‘prior-knowledge’. Thus a perpetuation of the existing 

erroneous sound production by learners leads to incomprehensible learner language output, even 

though such utterances may be grammatically correct. 

    The main reason for this study is that while many English language teachers omit the 

teaching of pronunciation, increasing metalinguistic awareness of students could very well ‘help 

them to achieve their goal of improved comprehension and intelligibility’ (Harmer, 2001, p. 183). 

‘In usage-based models of language – for example, those of Langacker (1987, 1988, 2000), 

Bybee (1985, 1995), and Croft (2000) – all things flow from the actual usage events in which 

people communicate linguistically with one another. The linguistic skills that a person possesses 

at any given moment in time – in the form of a structured inventory of symbolic units – result 

from their accumulated experience with language across the totality of usage events in their life. 

This accumulated linguistic experience undergoes processes of entrenchment, due to repeated 

uses of particular expressions across usage events, and abstraction, due to type variation in 

constituents of particular expressions across usage events’ (Tomasello, 2006, p. 439). 
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    A further bonus while working on learner’s pronunciation is that it will also affect their 

listening skill; any improvement in the awareness of their own sound production will also 

improve their own “understanding of spoken English”. (Harmer, 2001, p. 183). Thus the 

affective benefits for learners are a great source of motivation (Harmer, 2001, p. 184). Schmidt 

(1990) postulates three putative roles of consciousness in input processing, and ultimately, L2 

learning: (1) conscious awareness at the level of noticing, leading to subliminal learning; (2) 

consciousness in the form of paying attention, which results in incidental learning; (3) 

consciousness in the form of an unconscious process of abstraction, which contributes to implicit 

learning (Jung, 2009, p. 58). 

 

3.1 Participants 

 

 

Ninety-six South Korean university students in their freshman year were asked to 

participate in the study and consent obtained prior to beginning the course. The mean age is 19 

(SD= 1.5) as reported in Korea. Learners are Korean, homogenous in first language and culture. 

There were no international students in this study. Most learners are of intermediate proficiency 

and have had prior experience studying English as a foreign language, the extent of their 

exposure is related to their economic sector. Some learners have had additional exposure to 

English through private English academies, private tutoring and study abroad. English 

instruction begins in the third grade in elementary schools for all learners as is the norm in South 

Korea. Given the fact that entrance to a national university is rigorous, most learners are 

motivated and able. The instructor is highly experienced and has several years of graduate level 

coursework in Linguistics and TESOL/Applied Linguistics. Learners were offered course credit 
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for participation in this study. Learners were from different departments at the university with a 

variety of majors. The study did not eliminate any participants although the loss of some learners 

was inevitable due to the obligatory military service male citizens have to fulfill in South Korea. 

The groups were as follows: 

 

Group Group N 

  

Treatment Group 59  

Suprasegmental Group   19  

Control Group 18  

Total N  96 

 

Table1Group Participants (n) 

 

Incoming freshman learners for 2013 were randomly assigned to intact classes used for 

this study by the computer system of the school. These classes were then randomly assigned 9 to 

each of the 25 instructors. From these 9 classes 5 classes were selected as appropriate candidate 

classes for the treatment, suprasegmental and control groups.  

After all classes were subjected to a task based phonemic analysis of articulatory errors, 

classes were randomly assigned to the treatment, suprasegmental and control groups. Therefore, 

all learners were randomly assigned to the aforementioned groups. 
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3.2 Apparatus/Materials 

 

 

Explanations of phonemes were provided on a 100-in. whiteboard along with all other 

information. Vanity mirrors were used so that learners could observe their facial movements as 

well as the positioning of the lips, tongue and jaw. Video clips of authentic situation were shown 

on a Sony projector using a 150-in. screen, sound was provided by Bose audio. Sentence practice 

photocopies and paper based individual phonemic analysis rubrics were provided for each 

learner. Wireless internet for smartphones provided free of charge by LG U+ in order to access 

the pronunciation sentences video clip. YouTube access is necessary for the practice video; this 

may or may not be an issue due to internet restrictions in some countries. Task production video 

was recorded on a Canon DSLR 650D at 1080p 1920 x 1080 (29.97, 25, 23.976 fps) using the 

built in stereo microphone. 

 

3.3 Research Design 

 

  

    The study followed a one tailed quasi-experimental design with pretest and posttest to 

measure the effects of figure-ground instruction on L2 pronunciation. Ninety-six learners 

participated in this experiment, with the treatment group (n = 59) which is comprised of 3 classes 

receiving the figure-ground instruction, a control group (n = 18) who will follow the standard 

curriculum and not receive the figure-ground treatment and a suprasegmental group (n= 19) 

which received a commercially available suprasegmental treatment focusing on stress and 

intonation. In addition to the pretest a questionnaire was administered upon completion of the 

course to further ascertain learner opinions, sentiment and phonemic awareness level.  
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The Figure-Ground method was employed using the cognitive concepts attention, 

awareness, and noticing in a 2 stage elicitation task designed to promote the differentiation of 

phonemic figures /p/ /f/ /b/ /v/ /l/ /r/ /z/ /ʃ/ /ɑɪ/ /θ/ /ð/ from their ground (words) as conceptualized 

in the minds of the participants. The elicitation tasks follow a spontaneous and controlled 

dichotomy. Stage 1 Articulatory setting exercises: focusing on contrastive drills and 

metaphonetic articulatory explanations coupled with sentences that provide warm ups, stage 2 

Communicate: moves on to communicative practice involving the targeted phonological feature 

set, lip reading as an aid to comprehension and production of the targeted feature set, finally, 

application: uses drama, games, humorous video anecdotes to promulgate meaning and noticing 

as well as further processing of the cognitive phenomena. 

   The suprasegmental group received instruction in the intonation patterns of the English 

language as well as its standard stress contours. The suprasegmental lesson was taken from 

Oxford university Q-skills textbook. A commercially available syllabus with units that cover 

stress, intonation and rhythm was followed. The same pre-test and intelligibility evaluation 

administered to the treatment group was given to the suprasegmental group. The Figure-Ground 

method serves as the independent variable was manipulated by controlling its application, while 

the dependent variables, awareness and production was measured post application. The control 

group followed the standard syllabus and received no intelligibility treatments. The same 

evaluation and pretest as with the other groups was conducted. 
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3.4 Measures 

 

 

    The pretest administered to all groups which consists of a spontaneous elicitation task 

requiring participants to introduce their partners was conducted at the beginning of the course 

thereby establishing a baseline of phonemic errors as it relates to  /p/ /f/ /b/ /v/ /l/ /r/ /z/ /ʃ/ /ɑɪ/ /θ/ 

/ð/. A questionnaire was administered to determine learner perceptions at the baseline and at the 

posttest; differences in cognition was analyzed. The posttest utilized the final oral presentation 

and thereafter phonemic errors were analyzed. The questionnaire administered at the baseline 

was re-administered slightly and attenuated for the post test. The first class consisted of an 

introduction exercise that requires learners to introduce their partners to the class. The class was 

divided into groups of two and the learners given time to prepare biographical information prior 

to its presentation. The instructor then listened and recorded all pronunciation related problems. 

The use of ‘discrete slots’ was integrated with each lesson (Harmer 2001, p. 186). The 

suprasegmental group practiced the intonation and stress patterns of the English language. This 

group received a commercially available treatment from the text Q-skills by Oxford University 

press. All groups were subjected to a pretest and posttest measure and their means compared. 

   Drawing on the Korean and English phonological systems the pronunciation 

component is shaped to provide learners with insights that will aid them on their journey toward 

intelligible communicative language production (Bowen, 1985, p. 142). The needs of the 

students in this context affected the selection of content for the pronunciation component of the 

course (Hedge, 2000, p. 270). 

   Error correction is a hotly contested issue in ESL/EFL but in this context and in adults 

may actually assist them by providing constructive feedback so that they can be included in the 

learning process for language acquisition (Hedge, 2000, p. 288). It is also the case in South 
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Korea where error correction is greatly desired and appreciated, it is therefore in light of this that 

the instructor targeted the pronunciation sounds being taught in order to raise awareness in 

students. Thus, although attention alone may not be a sufficient condition for acquiring a target 

L2 structure, the role of detection or cognitive registration of linguistic stimuli, one of the 

subsystems of attention, in facilitating further processing, and eventually L2 learning, still seems 

worth pursuing (Tomlin & Villa, 1994). 

   In order to counter the effects of negative feedback on errors, the instructor raised the 

status of students to that of ‘co-teachers’ by asking them to notice their partner’s pronunciation, 

in order to search for errors in production and to reduce any anxiety or embarrassment caused by 

the focus on the target pronunciation errors (Hedge, 2000, p. 290). Schimdt’s noticing theory 

provides the theoretical underpinning for this particular stage. Mackey (2006) encourages 

interaction feedback and it is suggested that this leads to noticing of L2 forms, which in this 

context would refer to the phonemes under investigation (p. 405). 

A 4-point Likert rating scale was used for both the Student Self-Assessment 

Questionnaire and the Instructor Pronunciation Attitudes and Beliefs Questionnaire. A rubric for 

frequency of errors was constructed for the targeted phonemes and was used for the Control Task 

Production (CTP) and the Spontaneous Task Production (STP). If errors were made more than 

once and not corrected by the learner immediately, the phonemic error produced was recorded on 

the rubric. 
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3.5 Population and Sampling 

 

 

    In a national university of approximately 20 000 South Korean students, all must pass 

through the freshman English program as required by law as set forth by the ministry of 

education science and technology. A convenience sample of the university population was 

convened; however intact classes produced by this process were used in this quasi-experiment. 

Random assignment of participants by the researcher was not possible; participants are randomly 

assigned to classes by the computer. Thus classes were assigned to the treatment group, 

suprasegmental and control group. Thus the nonequivalent control group design was followed. 

One class was randomly assigned to the control group and three classes were assigned to the 

treatment group, one class to the suprasegmental group. The random assignment by the computer 

system negates the pure definition of a convenience sample. While we may term it a convenience 

sample, it is not a pure convenience sample. 

All subjects were asked to sign a consent form (included in the appendices of this 

dissertation) and in return were given course credit for their participation in the experiment. 

Participants were not told of the exact details of the experiment but a vague outline was given. 

This was done so as not to bias the student responses to assessments in the study. During data 

collection, learner’s names were omitted from collection, analysis, reporting, and storage. 

Subjects were not exposed to any harmful situations; the physical location was tightly controlled. 

Participants were briefed after the experiment about the research and its goals. 
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Research Design Schematic 

 

Figure 3. An Outline of the Research Design Blueprint. 

 

Ten minute discrete slots were incorporated into the lesson and dedicated to intelligibility 

and Figure-Ground method of instruction. Each of the targeted sounds were isolated and 

introduced individually in separate lessons.  

/p/  /b/  /l/  /z/  /ɑɪ/ 

/f/  /v/ /r/  /ʃ/ /θ/ /ð/ 

Table 2 Targeted Phonemes in the study. 
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Ten lessons were repeated in a cyclical fashion for the duration of the 15-week semester, 

except on test days for the mid-term and the final test. The target sound was introduced and 

contrasted with the leaners L1 in this case Korean. Description of articulation of the sound for 

that particular lesson was followed by practice with a mirror. The mirror serves to function as a 

self-guide to proper positioning of the oral apparatus. The video function of the smartphone can 

also be used as a substitute. Participants were informed of the meaning that sound holds and 

contrasts with L1 and the target language presented, with emphasis on the form-meaning 

relationship. Students were then placed into groups of two or three and asked to practice with 

their partners and to ‘notice’ their partner’s articulations, especially deviant productions, as 

explained for that particular sound.  

The figure above shows an example of the relationship between the phonemes of English 

and Korean and how the leaners need to reconceptualize the phonemes and not only their 

production but also their meaning if the phonemes are used indiscriminately (substituting one 

sound for another).  

The instructor proceeds to provide each student an opportunity to repeat a sentence 

example provided for the target phoneme in that lesson. The instructor thereafter provides 

feedback and guidance in regards to the proper articulation or praise if the articulated sentence 

and the target phoneme were good. The teacher feedback is based on intelligible production not 

native speaker standards. Tongue twisters are assigned for homework practice so continued 

practice is assured outside of class in an EFL environment. In an ESL environment there are 

plenty of opportunities for practice and for listening to native speech models available. 

Distortions in meaning and mispronunciation videos were shown that allowed learners to 

see comic situations and their real life ramifications. Students could comprehend more fully the 
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reality of mispronunciation and possible outcomes of poor intelligibility. Drama was used 

allowing learners to further process conceptually the possibilities of situations where 

intelligibility issues could arise, causing problems. 

The suprasegmental Group followed the Oxford University Q-skills textbook for 

Beginner/Intermediate levels. This series offers a comprehensive prosodic curriculum focus. In 

addition, learners followed the standard in house curriculum as all other groups. They received 

no segmental instruction. The control Group received the standard curriculum, which is primarily 

a writing and conversation program. This program contains no pronunciation instruction. It is a 

task based, learner centered in house program. Therefore, this group focused solely on writing 

and conversation. They were also subject to all the assessments. 

Controlled Sentence Production (CSP), here learners were given a sentence to read and 

the articulation errors of target phonemes are recorded. This is administered as a pre- and posttest. 

Not all target phonemes can be heard in a normal spontaneous conversation; therefore, the 

necessity of a forced production is warranted. All targeted phonemes are present in the sentences 

presented to students for reading thus providing evidence for analysis of target phonemes that 

may be absent in the STP. A reading list of 10 sentences is provided for the learner, each of the 

ten sentences contains a specific target phoneme. A frequency error rubric was created to record 

the frequency of errors. The sentences contain sounds that are not taught and used as distractors.   

Spontaneous Task Production (STP)was conducted in order to elicit natural speech 

tokens produced spontaneously by learners instead of the artificial lab tokens. A Spontaneous 

Task Production (STP) speech task was assigned to learners; the production errors of target 

phonemes were recorded in the frequency of error rubric. The same rubric is used for the CSP 

instrument in order to assure reliability and consistency. This tool attempts to replicate as 
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faithfully as possible a real life situation, with all its attendant issues such as anxiety, stress and 

performance related impediments that can cause degradation of intelligibility. Due to the 

enormous variety of possible utterances, not all the target phonemes may be present in the 

assigned production task utterances. Thus the CSP provides a failsafe or supplement to the data 

obtained in the STP.  

A Student Self-Assessment Questionnaire (SSAQ) was created for learner’s self-

assessment of performance, knowledge, attitudes, and beliefs toward intelligibility and 

pronunciation. This instrument is important to supplement the research tools described earlier. 

Consider the native speaker goal. Most leaners indicated they wish to sound like an English 

native speaker, an unrealistic goal. This research aims to improve intelligibility to the point 

where students are easily understood; not to enable learners to sound like native speakers and 

deprive them of their linguistics identity. It also provides valuable insights to what learners are 

thinking and feeling; this provides the researcher with valuable data for future intelligibility 

guidelines. Cronbach’s Alpha for this tool was 0.96 indicating an appropriate level of reliability. 

The results are shown is a table at the end of this chapter. 

Instructor Pronunciation Attitudes Questionnaire (IPAQ) is a4-point Likert scale 

questionnaire was designed and administered to 20 instructors in the EFL freshman program. 

This specific choice of Likert scale was to prevent fence sitters and urge participants to choose. 

In an attempt to provide a complete picture of the context being researched in this study, the 

instructor’s beliefs and attitudes toward intelligibility and pronunciation is necessary. This 

provides further insight into the differences between learner and instructor values that can inform 

curriculum design at a later stage by teachers and researchers in this context. This provides a 

contrast to the SSAQ that demonstrates learner expectations and this tool (IPAQ) that shows the 
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instructors expectations and behavior. In addition it may provide clues as to why instructors 

seem to shy away from intelligibility and pronunciation.  Cronbach’s Alpha for this tool was 

0.724 indicating an appropriate level of reliability. The results are shown in a table at the end of 

this chapter. 

Biodata Questionnaire this tool was administered to collect more than the traditional 

biographical data but rather a more holistic instrument designed to harvest a more accurate 

biographical picture of the typical Korean freshman learner. This may allow future curriculum 

designers and teachers in the field a more valid and accurate impression of their students than the 

usual nondescript data usually supplied in these cases. 

 

3.6 Data Analysis 

 

Research Questions 

 

1. How do learners and instructors perceive pronunciation intelligibility instruction? 

2. Is the figure-ground treatment more effective than the suprasegmental treatment? 

 

Hypothesis 

 

Applying the Cognitive linguistics concepts of Figure-Ground to L2 oral production of     

phonemes /p/ /f/ /b/ /v/ /l/ /r/ /z/ /ʃ/ /ɑɪ/ /θ/ /ð/ will 

1. Increase awareness of sounds  /p/ /f/ /b/ /v/ /l/ /r/ /z/ /ʃ/ /ɑɪ/ /θ/ /ð/ and 

2. Improve production of target sounds /p/ /f/ /b/ /v/ /l/ /r/ /z/ /ʃ/ /ɑɪ/ /θ/ /ð/ in EFL learners. 
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Parametric tests of variance for the normally distributed scores of the CSP are provided in 

the next chapter. One-way ANOVA was conducted on CSP, STP and SSAQ at both the pretest 

and the posttest times to determine the statistical differences between the groups for each 

assessment tool. Each of the different tests highlight different aspects of the study and serve to 

support and strengthen the others findings. Descriptive statistics provide the mean and standard 

deviation for the surveys. The SSAQ was used to answer research questions. While CSP was the 

main assessment tool used to test the hypothesis, while STP and SSAQ provided supporting data 

and corroboration of the assumptions of this study. Alpha was set at 0.5 (level of significance). 

The IPAQ assessment tool was used to demonstrate the values and attitudes of instructors in the 

field to support the assertions of the discussion section in chapter 5. 

Cronbach’s Alpha for Student Self-Assessment Questionnaire given in table 3.3 below 

the reliability statistic known as Cronbach’s alpha was calculated using SPSS and returned a high 

reliability score of .946. This indicates an exceptional level of reliability.  

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

Table 3 Reliability Statistics 

 

Cronbach’s Alpha IPAQ was administered to instructors and its reliability was calculated using 

SPSS. Cronbach’s alpha score of .787 based on standardized items was obtained indicating an 

acceptable level of reliability. 

Reliability  

Cronbach's 

Alpha 

 

.946  
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Reliability Statistics 

 Cronbach's 

Alpha Based 

on 

Standardized 

Items 

 .787 

 

Table 4 Reliability Statistics for IPAQ 

 

 

Validity was obtained Construct Validity was ensured using a panel of “experts” in the 

field familiar with the construct items. The instructors examined the items from a general pool of 

items before deciding on specific items. All survey instruments were assessed by a panel of nine 

professionals in the field. Cronbach’s Alpha as given in the above tables was conducted to 

ascertain reliability for the survey instruments. 
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Chapter 4 

Results 

 

 

This chapter presents the findings of the various assessments implemented during this 

study and a biographical portrait that describes the subjects in greater detail than the usual 

generic description. The description of the sample offered by the biodata questionnaire can be 

generalized to the freshman population at large. It frames the results following the methods 

chapter, which described the statistical tests and other assessments.  

 

The assessments administered are as follows: 

 

Pretest Statistical Tool Posttest Statistical Tool 

CSP ANOVA CSP ANOVA 

STP ANOVA STP ANOVA 

SSAQ ANOVA SSAQ ANOVA 

 

 

Descriptive tools 

IPAQ 

Biodata 

SSAQ (Descriptive) 
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This chapter merely reports and summarizes the results of the various tests conducted, the 

discussion of these results are in chapter 5. Chapter 4 will be referred in the discussion chapter 

these tables in chapter 4 will not be reproduced. 

 

4.1 Pretest Statistical Analysis 

 

Pretest Statistical 

Analysis 

CSP ANOVA 

STP ANOVA 

SSAQ ANOVA 

 

Control Sentence Production (CSP) ANOVA (pretest) 

Dependent Variable:   Control Sentence Production Pretest (Tests of Between-Subjects Effects) 

Source Type III Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean Square F Sig. Partial Eta 

Squared 

Noncent. 

Parameter 

Corrected Model 28.189
a
 2 14.094 .950 .390 .020 1.900 

Intercept 8181.760 1 8181.760 551.472 .000 .856 551.472 

Group 28.189 2 14.094 .950 .390 .020 1.900 

Error 1379.769 93 14.836 

    

Total 12980.000 96 

     

 

Table 5 ANOVA Statistics for CSP 
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A one-way between subject’s ANOVA was conducted at the pretest to compare the effect 

of Figure - Ground treatment on the awareness and production of targeted phonemes for the 

treatment, suprasegmental and control groups. There was no significant difference in level of 

intelligibility at the p<.05 level for the three groups [F (2, 93) = .95, p = 0.39].  

CSP was used as the primary assessment tool for proving the hypothesis. Supporting data 

from other tests such as the SSAQ and the IPAQ serve to confirm the results of the CSP. This 

was done to improve validity and reliability of the results. Since all target sounds can be 

accounted for by the CSP it acquits itself well as the primary assessment tool. The STP results 

while essentially the same do not provide a holistic assessment since all target sounds are not 

produced and thus an adequate assessment of the study’s complete target set is not possible. 

 

 

 

Group 

Mean  

                                 S D 

 

N 

Treatment 11.4068 3.58213 59 

Suprasegmental 10.3684 4.25846 19 

Control 10.2222 4.26415 18 

Total 10.9792 3.84976 96 

 

Table 6 CSP Descriptive Statistics 

 

The table above provides a breakdown of learners assigned to the three groups. To 

counter the unequal n, weighted averages were factored into to all calculations using SPSS. 
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Dependent Variable:   Control Sentence Production Pretest 

F df1 df2 Sig. 

1.127 2 93 .328 

 

Table 7Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variances 

The value exceeds .05 indicating the variability in conditions is the same. The scores in 

one condition do not vary too much more than the scores in your second condition. The 

variability in conditions is not significantly different. This indicates that our results have greater 

validity. 

 

Spontaneous Task Production (STP) ANOVA (pretest) 

Another one-way between subject’s ANOVA was conducted to compare the effect of the 

Figure-Ground treatment on intelligibility in three group’s treatment, suprasegmental, and the 

control group. 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Dependent Variable:   stppretest   

Source Type III 

Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean 

Square 

F Sig. Partial Eta 

Squared 

Noncent. 

Parameter 

Corrected 

Model 
32.146

a
 2 16.073 .772 .469 .038 1.545 

Intercept 2043.931 1 2043.931 98.233 .000 .716 98.233 

Group 32.146 2 16.073 .772 .469 .038 1.545 

Error 811.473 39 20.807 
    

Total 3468.000 42 
     

Corrected Total 843.619 41 
     

 

Table8 ANOVA Statistics for STP 
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There was no significant difference in level of intelligibility at the p<. 05 level for the three 

groups [F (2, 39) = 0.77, p = 0.47].  

Dependent Variable:   stppretest   

Group Mean Std. Deviation N 

Treatment 7.4815 3.82673 27 

Suprasegmental 7.6250 5.44944 8 

Control 9.8571 6.09449 7 

Total 7.9048 4.53609 42 

 

Table9 STP Descriptive Statistics 

 

As you may notice the n assignment for the STP is different from the other groups in this 

study. In the STP learners were assigned to production groups of 2/3. Therefore, actual n as it 

relates to individual students will be higher. The n here indicates groups and not individual 

learners. 

Dependent Variable:   stppretest   

F df1 df2 Sig. 

1.692 2 39 .197 

 

Table 10Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variances 

Once again we find the value exceeds .05 indicating the variability in conditions is the 

same. The scores in one condition do not vary too much more than the scores in your second 

condition. The variability in conditions is not significantly different. This indicates that our 

results have greater validity. 
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Student Self-Assessment Questionnaire (SSAQ) ANOVA (pretest) 

 
The third one-way between subject’s ANOVA was conducted at the pretest to compare 

the effect of Figure - Ground treatment on the awareness and production of targeted phonemes 

for the treatment, suprasegmental and control groups. There was no significant differences in 

level of intelligibility at the p<.05 level for the three groups [F (2, 93) = 1.65, p = 0.19]. 

 

 

Group Mean Std. Deviation N 

Treatment 30.3390 4.98830 59 

Suprasegmental 28.3500 3.45307 20 

Control 29.4706 1.62472 17 

Total 29.7708 4.32004 96 

 

Table 11Descriptive Statistics for SSAQ Pretest 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Dependent Variable:   ssaqpretest   

Source Type III Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean Square F Sig. Partial Eta 

Squared 

Noncent. 

Parameter 

Corrected Model 60.953
a
 2 30.476 1.656 .197 .034 3.311 

Intercept 61794.898 1 61794.898 3356.838 .000 .973 3356.838 

Group 60.953 2 30.476 1.656 .197 .034 3.311 

Error 1712.006 93 18.409 
    

Total 86858.000 96 
     

Corrected Total 1772.958 95 
     

 

Table 12 ANOVA for SSAQ Pretest 
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Dependent Variable:   ssaq pretest   

F df1 df2 Sig. 

.864 2 93 .425 

 

Table 13 Levene’s Statistic Equality of Error Variances 

Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the dependent variable is equal across 

groups. Here too the value exceeds .05 indicating the variability in conditions is the same. The 

scores in one condition do not vary too much more than the scores in your second condition. The 

variability in conditions is not significantly different. This indicates that our results have greater 

validity. 

A 4-point Likert scale was constructed to measure participant’s responses to the questionnaire. 

Some questions constructed were binary in nature i.e. yes/no answers. 

Four Point Likert Scale: 

(1) Strongly disagree  

(2) Disagree  

(3) Agree   

(4) Strongly agree   

Binary Questions:1. Yes                       2. No 
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The following tables 14-16 provide the mean, standard deviation, range and variance 

for individual questions on the student self-assessment questionnaire for all three 

groups treatment, suprasegmental and control. 

 
N Range Mean Std. Deviation Variance 

Statistic Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic Statistic 

Question 1 59 3.00 1.4068 .09084 .69775 .487 

Question 2 59 3.00 3.3559 .10472 .80436 .647 

Question 3 59 2.00 1.1017 .05238 .40236 .162 

Question 4 59 3.00 3.2373 .10903 .83746 .701 

Question 5 59 3.00 3.1864 .09198 .70649 .499 

Question 6 59 3.00 2.4576 .11422 .87734 .770 

Question 7 59 3.00 2.9492 .11190 .85951 .739 

Question 8 59 2.00 1.4407 .08116 .62343 .389 

Question 9 59 2.00 1.4915 .08153 .62623 .392 

Question 10 59 3.00 1.5593 .10885 .83607 .699 

Question 11 59 3.00 2.2542 .09235 .70938 .503 

Question 12 59 2.00 1.9322 .08327 .63962 .409 

Question 13 59 2.00 1.6949 .07742 .59464 .354 

Question 14 59 2.00 1.7797 .08043 .61778 .382 

Valid N (listwise) 59 
     

 

 Table14Treatment Group Descriptive Statistics 

 

 
N Range Mean Std. Deviation Variance 

Statistic Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic Statistic 

Question 1 19 3.00 1.3158 .18814 .82007 .673 

Question 2 19 3.00 3.0000 .24183 1.05409 1.111 

Question 3 19 2.00 1.2105 .12281 .53530 .287 

Question 4 19 3.00 2.6316 .23208 1.01163 1.023 

Question 5 19 3.00 2.5263 .20758 .90483 .819 

Question 6 19 3.00 2.1053 .20080 .87526 .766 
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Question 7 19 3.00 2.7895 .22399 .97633 .953 

Question 8 19 1.00 1.3684 .11370 .49559 .246 

Question 9 19 3.00 2.0000 .26491 1.15470 1.333 

Question 10 19 2.00 1.3158 .15395 .67104 .450 

Question 11 19 2.00 2.2632 .12892 .56195 .316 

Question 12 19 2.00 1.9474 .12027 .52427 .275 

Question 13 19 2.00 1.9474 .12027 .52427 .275 

Question 14 19 2.00 1.9474 .12027 .52427 .275 

Valid N (listwise) 19 
     

 

Table15Suprasegmental Group Descriptive Statistics 

 

 

 

 

 

 
N Mean Std. Deviation Variance 

Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic Statistic 

Question 1 18 1.1667 .09039 .38348 .147 

Question 2 18 3.3889 .11824 .50163 .252 

Question 3 18 1.1111 .07622 .32338 .105 

Question 4 18 3.2222 .12924 .54832 .301 

Question 5 18 2.6667 .18078 .76696 .588 

Question 6 18 2.1667 .12127 .51450 .265 

Question 7 18 2.9444 .18912 .80237 .644 

Question 8 18 1.3889 .14323 .60768 .369 

Question 9 18 1.6667 .16169 .68599 .471 

Question 10 18 1.5556 .14512 .61570 .379 

Question 11 18 2.3889 .11824 .50163 .252 

Question 12 18 1.9444 .05556 .23570 .056 

Question 13 18 1.8333 .09039 .38348 .147 

Question 14 18 1.7778 .10083 .42779 .183 

Valid N  18 
    

 

Table16Individual SSAQ Pretest Items 
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4.2Posttest Statistical Analysis 

 

Posttest Statistical Tool 

CSP ANOVA 

STP ANOVA 

SSAQ ANOVA 

 

Control Sentence Production (CSP) Posttest ANOVA 

Dependent Variable:   fgtcsp   

Source Type III 

Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean 

Square 

F Sig. Partial Eta 

Squared 

Noncent. 

Parameter 

Observed 

Power
b
 

Corrected Model 1380.667
a
 2 690.333 62.327 .000 .573 124.653 1.000 

Intercept 4881.166 1 4881.166 440.696 .000 .826 440.696 1.000 

Group 1380.667 2 690.333 62.327 .000 .573 124.653 1.000 

Error 1030.073 93 11.076 
     

Total 5927.000 96 
      

Corrected Total 2410.740 95 
      

 

Table17Tests of Between-Subjects Effects for CSP 

 

A one-way between subject’s ANOVA was conducted at the posttest to compare the 

effect of Figure – Ground on intelligibility for three groups treatment, suprasegmental and 

control. There was a significant difference between groups at the p<.05 level for the three 

instructional conditions [F(2, 93) = 62.33, p = 0.000].  

Dependent Variable:   fgtcsp   

Group Mean Std. Deviation N 

Treatment 3.0508 3.22930 59 

Suprasegmental 11.0526 3.02717 19 

Control 10.6111 3.91286 18 

Total 6.0521 5.03748 96 
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Table18 FGT Group N assignments 

 

Dependent Variable:   fgtcsp   

 
(I) Group (J) Group Mean 

Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. 

Error 

Sig. 95% Confidence 

Interval 

 
Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Tukey HSD 

Treatment 
Suprasegmental -8.0018

*
 .87788 .000 -10.0927 -5.9108 

Control -7.5603
*
 .89614 .000 -9.6947 -5.4258 

Suprasegmental 
Treatment 8.0018

*
 .87788 .000 5.9108 10.0927 

Control .4415 1.09466 .914 -2.1658 3.0488 

Control 
Treatment 7.5603

*
 .89614 .000 5.4258 9.6947 

Suprasegmental -.4415 1.09466 .914 -3.0488 2.1658 

Games-

Howell 

Treatment 
Suprasegmental -8.0018

*
 .81182 .000 -9.9959 -6.0076 

Control -7.5603
*
 1.01357 .000 -10.0882 -5.0323 

Suprasegmental 
Treatment 8.0018

*
 .81182 .000 6.0076 9.9959 

Control .4415 1.15451 .923 -2.3954 3.2785 

Control 
Treatment 7.5603

*
 1.01357 .000 5.0323 10.0882 

Suprasegmental -.4415 1.15451 .923 -3.2785 2.3954 

 

Table19Multiple Comparisons between groups (Post Hoc) 

 

Post hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD test indicated that the mean score for the 

treatment group (M = 3.1, SD = 3.2) was significantly different than the suprasegmental group 

(M = 11, SD = 3) and the control group (M = 10.6, SD = 3.9). However, the suprasegmental 

group (M = 11, SD = 3) did not significantly differ from the control group (M = 10.6, SD = 3.9). 
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Spontaneous Task Production Posttest (STP) ANOVA 

A one-way between subject’s ANOVA was conducted at the posttest to compare the 

effect of Figure – Ground on intelligibility for three groups treatment, suprasegmental and 

control. There was a significant difference between groups at the p<.05 level for the three 

instructional conditions [F(2, 39) = 56.2, p = 0.000]. Post hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD 

test indicated that the mean score for the treatment group (M = 2.0, SD = 1.6) was significantly 

different than the suprasegmental group (M = 10.5, SD = 1.8) and the control group (M = 12.5, 

SD = 5.9). However, the suprasegmental group (M = 10.5, SD = 1.8) did not significantly differ 

from the control group (M = 12.5, SD = 5.9). 

Dependent Variable:   Stp   

Group Mean Std. Deviation N 

Treatment 2.0370 1.69800 27 

Suprasegmental 10.5000 1.77281 8 

Control 12.5714 5.85540 7 

Total 5.4048 5.35592 42 

 

Table20Descriptive Statistics for STP 
 

 

Source Type III 

Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean 

Square 

F Sig. Partial Eta 

Squared 

Noncent. 

Parameter 

Corrected 

Model 
873.442

a
 2 436.721 56.272 .000 .743 112.543 

Intercept 2067.718 1 2067.718 266.426 .000 .872 266.426 

Group 873.442 2 436.721 56.272 .000 .743 112.543 
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Error 302.677 39 7.761 
    

Total 2403.000 42 
     

 

Table21Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

 

 

Dependent Variable:   Stp   

 
(I) Group (J) Group Mean 

Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. 

Error 

Sig. 95% Confidence 

Interval 

 
Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Tukey 

HSD 

Treatment 
Suprasegmental -8.4630

*
 1.12141 .000 -11.1951 -5.7309 

Control -10.5344
*
 1.18159 .000 -13.4131 -7.6557 

Suprasegmental 
Treatment 8.4630

*
 1.12141 .000 5.7309 11.1951 

Control -2.0714 1.44181 .332 -5.5841 1.4413 

Control 
Treatment 10.5344

*
 1.18159 .000 7.6557 13.4131 

Suprasegmental 2.0714 1.44181 .332 -1.4413 5.5841 

 

Treatment 
Suprasegmental -8.4630

*
 .70685 .000 -10.3695 -6.5564 

Control -10.5344
*
 2.23713 .007 -17.3155 -3.7533 

 

Table22Multiple Comparisons for STP between Groups 

 

 

Student Self-Assessment Questionnaire Posttest (SSAQ) ANOVA 

A one-way between subject’s ANOVA was conducted at the posttest to compare the effect of 

Figure – Ground on intelligibility for three groups treatment, suprasegmental and control. There 

was a significant difference between groups at the p<.05 level for the three instructional 

conditions [F (2, 93) = 15.8, p = 0.000].  

Post hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD test indicated that the mean score for the 

treatment group (M = 31.6, SD = 2.8) was significantly different than the suprasegmental group 
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(M = 28.2, SD = 2.9) and the control group (M = 28.9, SD = 1.7). However, the suprasegmental 

group (M = 28.2, SD = 2.9) did not significantly differ from the control group (M = 28.9, SD = 

1.7). 

 

Dependent Variable:   postssaq   

Group Mean Std. Deviation N 

Treatment 31.6271 2.75992 59 

Suprasegmental 28.2105 2.89787 19 

Control 28.9444 1.69679 18 

Total 30.4479 3.00830 96 

 

Table 23Descriptive Statistics for SSAQ 

 

Dependent Variable:   postssaq   

Source Type III 

Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean 

Square 

F Sig. Partial Eta 

Squared 

Noncent. 

Parameter 

Observed 

Power
b
 

Corrected 

Model 
217.841

a
 2 108.920 15.781 .000 .253 31.561 .999 

Intercept 62989.398 1 62989.398 9126.069 .000 .990 9126.069 1.000 

Group 217.841 2 108.920 15.781 .000 .253 31.561 .999 

Error 641.899 93 6.902 
     

Total 89859.000 96 
      

Corrected Total 859.740 95 
      

 

Table 24Tests of Between-Subjects Effects for SSAQ 
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 (I) Group (J) Group Mean 

Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. Error Sig. 95% Confidence Interval 

 
Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Tukey HSD 

Treatment 
Suprasegmental 3.4166

*
 .69300 .000 1.7660 5.0672 

Control 2.6827
*
 .70742 .001 .9977 4.3676 

Suprasegmental 
Treatment -3.4166

*
 .69300 .000 -5.0672 -1.7660 

Control -.7339 .86413 .673 -2.7921 1.3243 

Control 
Treatment -2.6827

*
 .70742 .001 -4.3676 -.9977 

Suprasegmental .7339 .86413 .673 -1.3243 2.7921 

Games-Howell 

Treatment 
Suprasegmental 3.4166

*
 .75570 .000 1.5512 5.2820 

Control 2.6827
*
 .53764 .000 1.3812 3.9842 

Suprasegmental 
Treatment -3.4166

*
 .75570 .000 -5.2820 -1.5512 

Control -.7339 .77584 .616 -2.6489 1.1810 

Control 
Treatment -2.6827

*
 .53764 .000 -3.9842 -1.3812 

Suprasegmental .7339 .77584 .616 -1.1810 2.6489 

 

Table 25Multiple Comparisons for SSAQ Posttest 

The following tables 14-16 provide the mean, standard deviation, range and variance for 

individual questions on the student self-assessment questionnaire for all three groups treatment, 

suprasegmental and control. 

 
N Range Mean Std. Deviation Variance 

Statistic Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic Statistic 

Question 1 59 2.00 1.1695 .05488 .42151 .178 

Question 2 59 3.00 3.3729 .08339 .64054 .410 

Question 3 59 2.00 1.0678 .04092 .31428 .099 

Question 4 59 3.00 3.1525 .11029 .84718 .718 

Question 5 59 2.00 3.0508 .10091 .77512 .601 

Question 6 59 3.00 2.6610 .10429 .80108 .642 

Question 7 59 3.00 2.6610 .10706 .82232 .676 

Question 8 59 2.00 1.2542 .06662 .51170 .262 

Question 9 59 2.00 1.4576 .08486 .65184 .425 
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Question 10 59 2.00 1.4375 .06423 .62933 .396 

Question 11 59 3.00 2.4407 .08807 .67648 .458 

Question 12 59 3.00 2.5424 .09463 .72687 .528 

Question 13 59 3.00 2.7119 .10825 .83151 .691 

Question 14 59 3.00 2.6949 .10329 .79338 .629 

Valid N (listwise) 59 
  

 

Table 26 Treatment Group Descriptive Statistics for SSAQ 

 

 

 

 N Range Mean Std. Deviation Variance 

Statistic Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic Statistic 

Question 1 19 1.00 1.2105 .09609 .41885 .175 

Question 2 19 3.00 3.2105 .24873 1.08418 1.175 

Question 3 19 1.00 1.1053 .07234 .31530 .099 

Question 4 19 3.00 2.7368 .22739 .99119 .982 

Question 5 19 3.00 2.8421 .23275 1.01451 1.029 

Question 6 19 3.00 1.8947 .18567 .80930 .655 

Question 7 19 3.00 2.7368 .22739 .99119 .982 

Question 8 19 3.00 1.3158 .17189 .74927 .561 

Question 9 19 3.00 1.7368 .18484 .80568 .649 

Question 10 19 2.00 1.5789 .17631 .76853 .591 

Question 11 19 3.00 2.5789 .17631 .76853 .591 

Question 12 19 2.00 1.7368 .14989 .65338 .427 

Question 13 19 2.00 1.7368 .14989 .65338 .427 

Question 14 19 2.00 1.7895 .14467 .63060 .398 

Valid N (listwise) 19 

 

Table 27Suprasegmental group Descriptive Statistics for SSAQ 

 

 

 
N Range Mean Std. Deviation Variance 

Statistic Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic Statistic 

Question 1 18 2.00 1.2778 .13541 .57451 .330 

Question 2 18 3.00 3.2222 .23647 1.00326 1.007 

Question 3 18 2.00 1.2222 .15244 .64676 .418 

Question 4 18 2.00 2.6111 .16447 .69780 .487 
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Question 5 18 2.00 2.7222 .15771 .66911 .448 

Question 6 18 3.00 2.0556 .18912 .80237 .644 

Question 7 18 3.00 2.4444 .20166 .85559 .732 

Question 8 18 3.00 1.7222 .21090 .89479 .801 

Question 9 18 3.00 2.1111 .15943 .67640 .458 

Question 10 18 1.00 1.4444 .12052 .51131 .261 

Question 11 18 2.00 2.2222 .12924 .54832 .301 

Question 12 18 2.00 2.0556 .09809 .41618 .173 

Question 13 18 2.00 1.8889 .13741 .58298 .340 

Question 14 18 2.00 1.9444 .12712 .53930 .291 

 

Table 28Control Group Descriptive Statistics for SSAQ 

 

 

 

 

 

 N Mean Std. Error of Mean Std. Deviation Variance 

Valid Missing 

Question 1 96 0 1.1979 .04593 .45002 .203 

Question 2 96 0 3.3125 .08287 .81192 .659 

Question 3 96 0 1.1042 .04050 .39681 .157 

Question 4 96 0 2.9688 .08941 .87603 .767 

Question 5 96 0 2.9479 .08294 .81266 .660 

Question 6 96 0 2.3958 .08821 .86425 .747 

Question 7 96 0 2.6354 .08776 .85986 .739 

Question 8 96 0 1.3542 .06783 .66458 .442 

Question 9 96 0 1.6354 .07422 .72721 .529 

Question 10 96 0 1.4375 .06423 .62933 .396 

Question 11 96 0 2.4271 .06906 .67660 .458 

Question 12 96 0 2.2917 .07539 .73866 .546 

Question 13 96 0 2.3646 .08900 .87202 .760 

Question 14 96 0 2.3750 .08410 .82398 .679 

 

Table29SSAQ Posttest Individual Items 

 



77 
 

 

4.3 Repeated Measures ANOVA for CSP 

 

Mauchly’s test 1.0 

Wilks’ Lamda .191, F (1,93) = 393.82, p < .0005 

multivariate partial squared .874 

 

Table30 RM ANOVA Results Summary for CSP (Time Effect) 

 

Mauchly’s test showed that sphericity had not been violated; the repeated measures variable has 

only two levels therefore sphericity is met with spss reporting a Mauchly’s test output of 1.0, 

perfect sphericity. A one way repeated measures ANOVA was conducted to compare the csp 

scores at pretest and posttest times. There was a significant effect for time of the pre and posttest 

times, Wilks’ Lamda = .191, F (1,93) = 393.82, p < .0005, multivariate partial squared = .874.  

 

 
Value Label N 

Group 

1.00 Treatment 59 

2.00 Suprasegmental 19 

3.00 Control 18 

 

Table31 Descriptives for RM ANOVA (CSP) 

 

 

BOX’s M 

Box's M 6.039 

F .962 

df1 6 
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df2 23688.034 

Sig. .449 

 

Table32 Box’s Test of Equality of Covariance Matrices 

 

Box's M tests the null hypothesis that the observed covariance matrices of the dependent 

variables are equal across group. The Box's M test statistic is transformed to an F statistic with 

df1 and df2 degrees of freedom. Here, the significance value of the test is more than 0.05, 

suggesting that the assumptions are met, and thus the model results are acceptable and not 

suspect (IBM 2014). 

 

Measure:   Control Sentence Production 

Within Subjects 

Effect 

Mauchly's 

W 

Approx. Chi-

Square 

df Sig. Epsilon
b
 

Greenhouse-

Geisser 

Huynh-

Feldt 

Lower-

bound 

csp 1.000 .000 0 . 1.000 1.000 1.000 

 

Table33 Mauchly’s Test of Sphericity (CSP) 

 

 

Tests the null hypothesis that the error covariance matrix of the orthonormalized 

transformed dependent variables is proportional to an identity matrix.The assumption of 

sphericity states that the variance of the differences between treatment A and B equals the 

variance of the difference between A and C. Like all statistical assumptions, this assumption 

pertains to the populations from which the data were sampled, and not just to these particular 

data sets (Graphpad 2014). 
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Effect Value F 

Hypothesis 

df Error df Sig. 

csp Pillai's Trace .809 393.823
b
 1.000 93.000 .000 

Wilks' Lambda .191 393.823
b
 1.000 93.000 .000 

Hotelling's Trace 4.235 393.823
b
 1.000 93.000 .000 

Roy's Largest Root 4.235 393.823
b
 1.000 93.000 .000 

csp * Group Pillai's Trace .090 4.592
b
 2.000 93.000 .013 

Wilks' Lambda .910 4.592
b
 2.000 93.000 .013 

Hotelling's Trace .099 4.592
b
 2.000 93.000 .013 

Roy's Largest Root .099 4.592
b
 2.000 93.000 .013 

Table 34 RM ANOVA Results for CSP  

 

 

The multivariate tests table shows four tests of significance for each model effect.Wilks' 

Lambda is a positive-valued statistic that ranges from 0 to 1 and the value we consider in the RM 

ANOVA. Decreasing values of the statistic indicate effects that contribute more to the model. 

Wilks’ Lamda shows a significant effect for time on CSP. 

 

 

Source Type III Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean Square F Sig. 

csp 

Sphericity Assumed 3129.181 1 3129.181 393.823 .000 

Greenhouse-Geisser 3129.181 1.000 3129.181 393.823 .000 

Huynh-Feldt 3129.181 1.000 3129.181 393.823 .000 

Lower-bound 3129.181 1.000 3129.181 393.823 .000 

csp * Group 

Sphericity Assumed 72.970 2 36.485 4.592 .013 

Greenhouse-Geisser 72.970 2.000 36.485 4.592 .013 

Huynh-Feldt 72.970 2.000 36.485 4.592 .013 

Lower-bound 72.970 2.000 36.485 4.592 .013 

Error(csp) 
Sphericity Assumed 738.946 93 7.946 

  

Greenhouse-Geisser 738.946 93.000 7.946 
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Huynh-Feldt 738.946 93.000 7.946 
  

Lower-bound 738.946 93.000 7.946 
  

 

Table35Tests of Within-Subjects Effects RM ANOVA (CSP) 

 

This table shows univariate tests for the within-subjects factors and interaction terms. 

 

 

 
F df1 df2 Sig. 

CSPpre 1.127 2 93 .328 

CSPpost 8.963 2 93 .000 

 

Table 4.31Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variances 

The value exceeds .05 indicating the variability in conditions is the same. The scores in 

one condition do not vary too much more than the scores in your second condition. The 

variability in conditions is not significantly different. This indicates that our results have greater 

validity. 

 
 

Figure 4.Shows a linear effect of FGT, there are differences between the three groups on the type 

of change observed in the DV.
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The table below provides the mean, standard deviation and range of responses to the instructor  

pronunciation and attitudes questionnaire. Included are the distraction questions used in the 

questionnaire as anecdotal evidence. Detailed results for individual questions and items are 

available in the appendix. 

 

 

 

Table36 Instructor Pronunciation Attitudes Questionnaire (IPAQ) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
N Mean Std. Error of 

Mean 

Median Mode Std. 

Deviation 

Range 

Valid Missing 

Question 1 20 0 1.9000 .12354 2.0000 2.00 .55251 2.00 

Question 2 20 0 2.1000 .16059 2.0000 2.00 .71818 2.00 

Question 3 20 0 1.7000 .12773 2.0000 2.00 .57124 2.00 

Question 4 20 0 2.7500 .17584 3.0000 3.00 .78640 3.00 

Question 5 20 0 1.8500 .13129 2.0000 2.00 .58714 2.00 

Question 6 20 0 1.9500 .44411 1.0000 1.00 1.98614 6.00 

Question 7 20 0 2.1500 .18173 2.0000 2.00 .81273 3.00 

Question 8 20 0 1.6000 .13377 2.0000 2.00 .59824 2.00 

Question 9 20 0 2.2000 .17168 2.0000 2.00 .76777 3.00 

Question 10 20 0 2.8500 .18173 3.0000 3.00 .81273 3.00 

Question 11 20 0 3.5500 .22331 4.0000 4.00 .99868 3.00 

Question 12 20 0 3.5500 .38027 4.0000 5.00 1.70062 4.00 
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION 

 

A discussion of the results presented in chapter 4 will be framed within the appropriate 

context and discussed in light of current research and implications for the future. A repeated 

measures ANOVA was conducted to provide a stronger statistical analysis. Following the results 

and discussion of the hypothesis, the research questions are presented individually along with 

corroborating evidence for the answers suggested. Implications are discussed with some practical 

advice based on the findings of this study, followed by the limitations and recommendations for 

future research.  

Several important findings emerged from this study: 

1. FGT produced significant results in phonemic error reduction and raised awareness. 

2. Instruction in intelligibility/pronunciation is necessary and beneficial. 

3. Support for empirical studies in Applied Cognitive Linguistics. 

4. Segmental is more important than suprasegmental instruction for intelligibility in the Korean 

context. 

5. Although instructors and students believe pronunciation is important and helpful, it is not 

taught in class. 

6. Learner’s opinions on sounding like a native speaker remain resistant to change over a 

semester of instruction. 

7. Sound-Meaning plays an important role in learner autonomy in reducing the error rate. 
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8. Textbooks based on research conducted in other contexts are not valid for use in the Korean 

context or for Korean L1 learners. 

9. Learner confidence was increased post FGT. 

10. Teacher training programs are inadequate and need to revisit their pronunciation component 

and provide more support to trainees. 

Chapter 1 introduced the problem of intelligibility for Korean university students. A 

pretest confirmed the production errors and awareness problem that is also supported by the 

Cambridge website as discussed in the literature review. However, its instruction in university 

freshman English courses is conspicuously absent.  

The results for the hypothesis and research questions not only support previous research 

but also add a new dimension for intelligibility, a cognitive perspective. The outcome measures 

show the desire of learners and the perceived importance of instruction by instructors in the field 

to teach and learn pronunciation, warranting inclusion in the course curriculum in this context. 

The results also indicate the benefits of explicit instruction using the FGT method as 

discussed later in the chapter. The field of cognitive linguistics may offer a way forward that the 

structuralist-generative school has failed to address. 

 Cognitive phonology supports the relationship thought to exist between sound and 

meaning (Fraser, 2010). As early as the 70’s when cognitive linguistics was still in its formative 

years, Bowen (1975) suggested contextualized minimal pairs practice. The emphasis was placed 

on meaningful contrast in context and not just contrastive analysis between sounds. The 

cognitive perspective emphasizes not only the explicit instruction of phonemic units while 

recognizing the relationship between signifier and signified, in the form of FGT the aspect of the 
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sound-meaning relationship is situated in a practical methodology. Leow, Hsieh & Moreno 

(2008) suggest the form and meaning relationship has been overstated, the results of this study 

contradict their findings while supporting the research of others with similar results (Schmidt, 

2001; Van Patten, 2004; William & Evans, 1998; Robinson, 1995; Mackey, 2006). 

This research proposes going further than contrastive analysis and further than contextual 

minimal pairs practice, it emphasizes the importance of the meaning and its relationship to sound 

and the effects its variation can have. Thus, whether minimal pairs are formed or not is 

inconsequential. The variety of possible sound combinations leading to words and their varied 

meanings are impossible to teach. The study aims to remove restrictions on the student and in the 

process enable them to apply their knowledge of sound and meaning to any context for 

communication. 

   In order to provide support for the hypothesis, data was collected from three sources at 

a pretest and posttest session to strengthen findings and serve as proof for the alternate 

hypothesis. The CSP, STP and SSAQ all provide strong evidence in support of the alternate 

hypothesis. 

Alpha level for this study was set at .05. The null hypothesis (H0) is rejected because p 

< .05 for CSP, STP and SSAQ at the posttest session. The alternate hypothesis (H1) is accepted, 

CSP (posttest), p = 0.000, STP (posttest), p = 0.000 and SSAQ (posttest), p = 0.000. 

   At the pretest CSP there was no significant difference in level of intelligibility at the 

p<.05 level for the three groups [F (2, 93) = .95, p = 0.39]. STP conducted at the pretest also 

revealed the same result, no significant difference in level of intelligibility at the p<. 05 level for 

the three groups [F (2, 39) = 0.77, p = 0.47]. This was confirmed by the SSAQ, no significant 
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differences in level of intelligibility at the p<.05 level for the three groups [F(2, 93) = 1.65, p = 

0.19]. 

The CSP posttest results however show a significant difference between groups at the 

p<.05 level for the three instructional conditions [F (2, 93) = 62.33, p = 0.000]. Post hoc 

comparisons using the Tukey HSD test indicated that the mean score for the treatment group (M 

= 3.1, SD = 3.2) was significantly different from the suprasegmental group (M = 11, SD = 3) and 

the control group (M = 10.6, SD = 3.9). 

STP posttest also showed significant difference between groups at the p<.05 level for the 

three instructional conditions [F (2, 39) = 56.2, p = 0.000]. Post hoc comparisons using the 

Tukey HSD test indicated that the mean score for the treatment group (M = 2.0, SD = 1.6) was 

significantly different than the suprasegmental group (M = 10.5, SD = 1.8) and the control group 

(M = 12.5, SD = 5.9). However, the suprasegmental group (M = 10.5, SD = 1.8) did not 

significantly differ from the control group (M = 12.5, SD = 5.9). 

The SSAQ posttest one-way ANOVA returned a significant difference between groups at 

the p<.05 level for the three instructional conditions [F (2, 93) = 15.8, p = 0.000]. Post hoc 

comparisons using the Tukey HSD test indicated that the mean score for the treatment group (M 

= 31.6, SD = 2.8) was significantly different from the suprasegmental group (M = 28.2, SD = 

2.9) and the control group (M = 28.9, SD = 1.7). However, the suprasegmental group (M = 28.2, 

SD = 2.9) did not significantly differ from the control group (M = 28.9, SD = 1.7). 

   The CSP, STP and SSAQ show that group means at the pretest presented no significant 

difference in group means; this suggests that all groups were homogenous. Thus the differences 

between the means of the treatment group and the other groups at the posttest provide us with 

valid and reliable results. No extraneous variables can account for the difference in group means 
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at the posttest. We can therefore posit that all learners exhibited to varying degrees’ similar 

phonemic production problems at the pretest session and intelligibility is an issue for participants. 

Therefore, the findings at the posttest session are clear and valid indications that figure ground 

treatment helps improve learner production and awareness of the target phonemes in this study. 

This is consistent with other research in field that has used explicit instruction as well (Derwing 

& Munro, 2005; Shintani, 2013; Spada & Lightbown, 2008; Ellis, 2001); support explicit 

instruction and tout the benefits of such an approach. Saito (2007) explains that in the Japanese 

context this type of instruction has shown clear results in experiments conducted in that context 

that echo the findings of this study.  

The posttest session revealed that while the treatment group means was significantly 

different to the suprasegmental and control groups the control group and suprasegmental group 

displayed no difference in group means for CSP, STP and SSAQ. This suggests that 

suprasegmental instruction has no effect on learner’s intelligibility in this context. It also 

demonstrates that suprasegmental instruction while necessary in some contexts is not necessary 

for intelligibility in this particular context. While previous research seems to be moving to 

prosodic features (Celce-Murcia, 1996; Hahn, 2004; Morley, 1991; McNerney & Mendelsohn, 

1992; Chela-Flores, 1998; Anderson-Hsieh and Koehler, 1988; Derwing, Munro & Wiebe 1998) 

this is not the case in the Korean context. Suprasegemental issues present no challenge to 

students and their language production in this context, many studies state the importance of 

prosodic instruction as indispensable to intelligibility Korean students do not suffer from this 

malady. While it may be an issue for other L1 students in the region most EFL instructors in the 

field would agree that segmentals are more an issue. Context is listed as a consideration by 
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Celce-Murcia (1996) as variable to consider before planning any curriculum or textbook for any 

given situation. This issue is also given further consideration under implications in this chapter. 

FGT stems from concepts in cognitive linguistics, cognitive science, cognitive 

psychology and finds some of its underpinnings in neuropsychology. Cognitive linguistics has 

been applied to SLT increasingly in an effort to establish itself as a field in its own right; this has 

in turn given rise to the field applied cognitive linguistics (Bielak, 2011; Niemeier, 2008; Boers 

& Lindstrom, 2006; Dirven, 2005). 

The control group displayed no change in the pre- and posttest condition. Therefore, we 

can assume that the current standard curriculum that contains no instruction in intelligibility does 

not offer learners a solution to the intelligibility issues that they presented at the baseline. All 

tests reflect little change from pre to posttest in CSP, STP and SSAQ. 

In response to the research question, is the figure-ground treatment more effective than 

the suprasegmental treatment, as mentioned in previous chapters a considerable number of 

textbooks used in this context is based on research conducted for ESL/EFL books in other 

countries.Celce-Murcia (1996) suggests that intelligibility differs from context to context and 

that instruction must be adapted to each situation. Textbooks for EFL should follow the same 

postulation, L1’s differ therefore it is not prudent to assume that that the needs of L2 learners are 

uniform. In this study, the second group received a commercial suprasegmental instruction 

results for this group and the control showed no significant difference in production errors 

targeted in this study. Thus, we can posit that even though the suprasegmental group received 

suprasegmental treatment the segmental issues that are thought to plague intelligibility remain 

thus negating the pronunciation component of ESL/EFL textbooks. Sugiuchi (2012) conducted 

an experiment on Japanese learners contrasting the effect of segmental versus suprasegmental 
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instruction and concluded that progress for the suprasegmental group was greater than the 

segmental group. While this may be the case in Japan, in Korea the opposite holds true. In this 

study the segmental focused instruction group exhibited less production errors and displayed 

greater awareness than participants in the suprasegmental group. This study and the one done by 

Sugiuchi (2012) show research that informs EFL textbooks for a particular L1 cannot be 

generalized to other contexts. This is not to say that students in this context cannot benefit from 

suprasegmental instruction but rather the need is not one that poses a threat to intelligibility. 

The evidence from the CSP, STP and SSAQ tests, shows that the introduction of the 

intelligibility component was beneficial to the majority of learners, this is supported by previous 

research done in the field (Derwing et al, 1998; Romova, Smith, Neville-Barton, 2008; Shizuka, 

2008; Riney, Takada, Ota, 2000; Saito, 2007, 2008; Laufer &Girsai, 2008; Derwing, Munro & 

Thompson, 2008; Rajadurai,2007; Pickering 2006; Munro, Derwing & Morton, 2006; 

Kirkpatrick.Deterding & Wong, 2008). 

Learners reported requiring instruction in the SSAQ and learned rather quickly, the 

technical aspects of pronunciation. While we can be assured of the short term benefits of the 

pronunciation component, long term benefits remain to be established as we later state under 

limitations. This clearly demonstrates the need for instruction where intelligibility/pronunciation 

is the focus and achievable outcomes are set rather than impractical native speaker aspirations 

most learners seem to cherish. 

A repeated measures ANOVA for CSP was conducted to further enhance the data 

supporting the alternate hypothesis and to further validate the findings presented above. ‘The 

major advantage with running a repeated measures ANOVA over an independent ANOVA is 

that the test is generally much more powerful. This particular advantage is achieved by the 
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reduction in MS error (the denominator of the F-statistic) that comes from the partitioning of 

variability due to differences between subjects from the original error term in an independent 

ANOVA’. “Repeated-measures-anova-statistical-guide”, n.d., para. 4. Retrieved March, 20, 2014, 

fromhttps://statistics.laerd.com/statistical-guides/repeated-measures-anova-statistical-guide-

3.php 

Mauchly’s test showed that sphericity had not been violated; the repeated measures 

variable has only two levels therefore sphericity is met with SPSS reporting a Mauchly’s test 

output of 1.0, indicating perfect sphericity. 

A one way repeated measures ANOVA was conducted to compare the CSP scores at 

pretest and posttest times. There was a significant effect for time for the pre and posttest, Wilks’ 

Lamda = .191, F (1,93) = 393.82, p < .0005, multivariate partial squared = .874. 

The differences between CSP means at both the pretest and posttest are significant and 

that the figure ground method is useful to reduce erroneous production and raise awareness of 

targeted phonemes. 

Another research question asked how do learners and instructors perceive pronunciation 

intelligibility instruction? 

Learners perceive pronunciation instruction as important. Some 93.7% of respondents 

agreed to pronunciation/intelligibility instruction and 92.7% stated that pronunciation was 

important. From the respondent’s opinions it can be said that they perceive instruction to be an 

important feature of the language program and a valuable inclusion to the curriculum. This 

reflects in a needs analysis of learners in this context. This finding is also supported by Derwing 

and Rossiter (2002).  
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Instructors and learners share the same view of pronunciation instruction. Ninety percent 

of respondents (instructors) felt that pronunciation should be taught, and 97.9% felt that 

instruction would be helpful. 96.9% indicated wanting instruction on a regular basis while 93.7% 

of students felt that pronunciation should be taught. Both learners and their instructor’s responses 

were very similar, the data shows that both parties share the same view that it is beneficial and 

necessary. This supports the findings of Cenoz and Lecumberri (1999) who stated that both 

learners and instructors perceived the importance of pronunciation instruction. Therefore, 

students in the Korean context seem to share the attitudes and beliefs that pronunciation and 

intelligibility is important along with EFL/ESL learners at other locations around the world. 

Often there seems to be a dichotomy of views among instructors and their students however, in 

this case both instructor and student share the same belief. This makes the current predicament 

even more puzzling then due to the lack of pronunciation instruction or guidance on 

intelligibility. Many programs at universities in South Korea reveal no integrated 

pronunciation/intelligibility component in their speaking courses. While some of the top 

universities may not require this type of instruction, most learners do require it to a varying 

degree. 

Although instructors perceive pronunciation instruction as important they do not teach it 

in the classroom.15% of respondents answered ‘yes’, while 55% stated ‘sometimes’ and 25% 

indicated ‘rarely’ followed by 5% with ‘no’. This shows the majority do not provide instruction 

on a regular basis and while 90% feel it should be taught only 15% actually do so regularly. The 

implication here is that opinion does not reflect practice, and the response to item 10 in the IPAQ 

may provide an answer. It seems that only 30% of respondents felt they were qualified enough to 

teach the international phonetic alphabet to students. Lack of confidence or familiarity with the 
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IPA may cause instructors to avoid situations in which they are uncomfortable with or have their 

position of authority questioned. Poorly designed EFL/ESL courses that inadequately equip 

instructors to deal with intelligibility issues in the classroom may be to blame. This depends on 

the university and major of the students, while top schools may require less instruction the 

majority of schools will need capable instructors to provide a contextually valid form of 

integrated instruction. 

 EFL instructors in the field think the target phonemes in this study present a challenge to 

learners. Eighty percent of learners reported that all target sounds in this study present a 

challenge to learners while 10% stated that the phonemes /l/,/r /, /p /, /f /, /b /, /v  / present a challenge 

and the remaining 10% were divided between /th/ and /z/ sounds respectively. All respondents 

reported that the targeted phonemes were problematic for learners. Establishing the problems for 

intelligibility in this context is crucial to curriculum development in respect to pronunciation 

instruction and intelligibility. All sources of data should be collected and considered in addition 

to a learner needs analysis; one should also consider EFL instructor’s opinions since they are the 

agents on the ground. These should form the focus of an informed curriculum design and an 

intelligibility component that reflects the needs of the context. 

Learners understand the sound – meaning relationship. Responses to SSAQ items show 

that in the pretest 12.9% of respondents felt competent to articulate the target phones compared 

with 41.1% in the posttest. This significant difference shows that students in the posttest are 

more aware and feel more confident in their ability to pronounce the target sounds. This may 

also indicate that procedural knowledge of sounds may lead to reduced anxiety and increased 

fluency. This in turn may enable learners to more accurately convey their meaning in a 

communicative setting due to improved intelligibility. 
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This is further confirmed by responses to SSAQ item which measured respondent’s 

awareness of the significant difference in meaning between the target sounds. Pretest responses 

stood at 6.5% and posttest at 47.9%, this further confirms the sound meaning relationship which 

corresponds with the reduction in articulation errors in the posttest. Students who are more aware 

of meaning differences will assign more cognitive resources to producing accurate phonetic 

utterances. 

The last item on the SSAQ highlights student’s metacognitive knowledge of the target 

sounds and their ‘threat’ to intelligibility. The pretest showed 8.6% of respondents which stands 

in stark contrast to the posttest’s 48.2%. This indicates a self-monitoring of speech and possibly 

auto-correction. Learners may attend to inaccurate sounds based on feedback (verbal and non-

verbal cues) from the listener. Equipping students with the knowledge that enables them to create 

and manipulate language at will, empowers them to become producers of the target L2 and not 

mere consumers. Perhaps this will lead to greater self-esteem based on an increase of confidence 

thus resulting in improved fluency and a linguistic identity of their own, a unique Korean 

linguistic identity.   

The sound meaning relationship has been the recipient of much debate among scholars 

with Leow et al (2008) disputing the relationship. In contrast Nygaard, Cook and Namy (2009) 

found that that there is a correlation between sound and meaning. It is the finding of this study 

that the relationship between sound and meaning does exist in agreement with (Nygaard et al., 

2009; Imai, Nagumo, Okada, 2008; Kovic, Plunkett & Westermann 2010) among others. 
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5.1 Implications 

 

The modern cognitive school has come into its own, no longer a fledgling movement but 

a rapidly developing alternative to the structuralist-generative alternative. 

Even though studies that apply Cognitive linguistic insights to L2 learning and teaching 

are still relatively sparse, applied linguists have explicitly stated that Cognitive linguistics has a 

lot to offer to SLA because it provides for meaningful learning, giving insight into the conceptual 

principles that may give rise to different forms (Bielak, 2011; Littlemore, 2009; Fraser, 2010).  

As Verspoor (2008) previously pointed out, “It is a defining concern of second language 

research that there are certain aspects of language to which second language learners commonly 

prove impervious, where input fails to become intake “and in such cases a qualitatively sound 

and meaningful explanations are needed, CL can offer these. 

According to Flege et al (2006), their study findings were inconsistent with the 

hypothesis that adult–child differences are due to maturational constraints therefore the basis for 

age effects on L2 speech production remains uncertain. Therefore, pronunciation instruction at 

this late age may be beneficial as shown by the results of this study (p. 171). 

Relevant contributions to the field of Cognitive linguistics and EFL are expected. First, 

this study shows the need to overhaul the current prevalent curriculum design in universities in 

regards to the omission of pronunciation instruction. 

   Second, further development of the bridge between the field of Cognitive linguistics 

and its application to EFL, with specific reference to figure-ground and its application to 

pronunciation instruction, need to be constructed. 
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Third, ultimately it is expected that this study will provide useful information to 

instructors in the field who are contemplating issues of intelligibility and pondering the value of 

pronunciation instruction in the EFL classroom.    

Intelligibility needs to be incorporated into the curriculum and maybe done so with any 

activity or lesson as the context may require. This research clearly demonstrates the benefits to 

had when such an inclusion occurs. The fact that it is ignored in this context is confounding and 

needs to be addressed. 

Morley’s suggests four main curriculum elements related to EFL/ESL communicative 

competence, ‘functional intelligibility, ... functional communicability, ...increased self-

confidence, ... speech monitoring abilities and speech modification strategies for use beyond the 

classroom’ (Morley, 1994, p. 78). This study also suggests an intelligibility that is 

comprehensible and promotes self-monitoring and assessment in modifying own utterances for 

functional communication beyond the classroom. 

CelceMurcia et al (1996) recommends (among others) that curriculum planning take into 

consideration the following variables: 

 

1.1 Learner variables 

1.2  Setting variables 

1.3 Specific educational context 

1.4 Linguistic variables and methodological variables. 
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The current research takes the above into consideration in its design and argument for 

change in the current situation. Murphy (2013) argues for appropriately designed tasks that 

facilitate intelligible production and comprehensible speech, included in his research are native 

and non-native models of speech.  

Celce-Murcia et al (1996) state that the phonemic approach to pronunciation has moved 

on to way to a discourse-based view. In this context the phonemic aspect forms the basic level of 

intelligibility before prosodic factors in the discourse stage can be taken into consideration. 

Hahn (2004) states that primary stress poses a challenge to intelligibility. How does this 

affect intelligibility and comprehensibility in the present context? Based on this research 

prosodic features while contributing to the local accent does not present a barrier to 

communication as much as the segmental features targeted in this study. Contextual 

pronunciation teaching is imperative to the relevant L1 group under instruction and requires a 

tailored curriculum to suit those needs. Plenty of research statements seem to be of a ‘one size 

fits all’ variety. Teaching frameworks need to take contextual variables into consideration, this 

needs to move from being a theoretical discussion among academics to a practical and valid 

approach to pronunciation teaching. 

Teacher training, 80% of respondents (n = 96) reported a need for professional 

development in teaching pronunciation, since most respondents are recent graduates this implies 

a lack of proper training or poorly designed EFL coursework programs. Intelligibility should be a 

core subject in coursework as it features prominently in communication success. 

Integration, as was mentioned in the introduction and included in the actual lessons of the 

treatment group intelligibility instruction was integrated into the lessons throughout the semester. 

The use of discrete slots or an integrated component of the EFL lesson is recommended, 
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intelligibility instruction can be ingratiated with any lesson plan, and does need a stand-alone 

lesson (Keys, 2000). It may be better to teach problematic features along with the relevant task 

for the curriculum under instruction (Murphy, 1991; Breitkreutz, Derwing, & Rossiter, 2009; 

Levis & Grant, 2003; Burgess & Spencer, 2000; Ayers, 1993; Gilbert, 2010).  

Textbook revision, as this research shows, the benefit of intelligibility is necessary and 

crucial to successful communication. It is the recommendation of this study that future textbooks 

for this context be revised accordingly. Textbooks should follow appropriate needs analysis and 

its design be premeditated on the relevant context (Dewing & Munro, 2005). The findings of this 

study contradict those of Litz (2005) which calls for more prosodic instruction in order to 

improve the freshman English course at the university in question but fails to address the 

question of how it will benefit the learners based on a valid needs analysis. This highlights a 

common mistake made in this context regarding research conducted in other contexts and 

generalized to the Korean L1 context without reflection and proper groundwork. He also points 

out that the textbook evaluated deals with pronunciation in an inconsistent manner if at all, this 

may be true for most textbooks used in this situation.  

Identity, accent and intelligibility, Sung (2014) stresses the importance of a learner’s L1 

accent and acceptance as a part of their global linguistic identity. Respondents to SSAQ 

questions show that learners have strong preferences. 

In SSAQ question 2, 89.2% of respondents showed their preference to sound like native 

speakers at the pretest and 90.7 at the posttest. Little change in respondent’s attitude is displayed 

in the SSAQ. This follows extensive instruction regarding intelligibility over native sounding 

speech. Students may associate their accent with status, thus the intense desire to sound like a 
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native speaker. Nabei (2014) found that participants favored less accented speech over heavily 

accented speech in terms of credibility. 

While Cook (1999) has plenty to say about the native speaker and our obsession with this 

concept, learners in the Korean context refuse to progress with the academic world and 

stubbornly keep the myth alive. 

In regards to preferred accent, among learners in this context, Biodata question #13, 

prefer the American accent over other native English accents. The high prestige accorded to the 

American accent may be related to sociolinguistic and other factors such as prestige, economic 

opportunities and possibly even low self-esteem. Contrary to Ryan (2006) claims that learners 

conceptualize themselves as part of a global community as opposed to wishing they were part of 

the ‘target linguistics community’ this research shows that respondents in this context do wish to 

be part of the target language community in this case the American community. 

 

5.2A qualitative Sidebar 

 

Observations of the researcher are included here even though this study is quantitative in 

nature it provides anecdotal evidence for further support from another research perspective, the 

qualitative school.  

Learners often corrected their peer’s erroneous productions while class was in progress or 

while they were engaged in conversation. This shows that awareness was sufficiently raised 

among some learners to the level of engaging learners as facilitators of accurate language 

production and cooperative learning employed. This supports the ‘noticing hypothesis’ of 

Schimdt (1994) prior to receiving FGT treatment students did not ‘notice’ their speech errors, 
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post treatment they attended not only to their pronunciation but also to their peers. This provides 

qualitative evidence supporting (H1). 

Students were often heard rehearsing the tongue twisters and practicing their enunciation 

outside of class. A good command of a language implies solid pronunciation; this shows the 

intense desire in learners to sound intelligible and to be considered as fluent in a language. In 

addition, it may also explain why students even after treatment still wished to sound like English 

native speakers. It is also an indicator that pronunciation and intelligible production may be 

linked to learner self-esteem which in turn may lead to more fluent articulations if levels of 

confidence are increased as a result of increased levels of self-esteem. 

 

5.3 Limitations 

 

A common criticism leveled against the ‘in-class research’ is that sampling is based on 

intact classes and generally considered not ideal for experimental purposes hence the quasi-

experimental design. This could lead to variables beyond the control of the researcher affecting 

the study and compromising its validity. However, the point of this research is to benefit society 

and improve educational conditions leading to an acceptable improvement in intelligibility. This 

lends greater face validity to the study in spite of this limitation (LaFountain and Bartos, 2002). 

   Time is an issue, given the intense schedule of freshman and the intrusion of other tests 

and extra-curricular activities the actual hours of instruction received is less that initially 

projected. Future studies may want to control the number of instruction hours, again this may not 

be ideal but it is reality and what many instructors will face in the field and their classrooms. 

This is also a benefit to other practitioners in the field who may wish to apply the findings of this 

study. 
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   A longitudinal study may need to be conducted to ascertain the long term effects of the 

instruction received. This study will be conducted on university freshman and as time passes, 

they will become seniors and the effects of the instruction may need to be measured at that time 

to further determine the effectiveness of the method used in the current study. 

 

5.4 Future Research 

 

Longitudinal studies for FGT would need to be conducted to ascertain the long term 

effects and if any regression to the original production issues. This study was conducted on 

participants who were freshman; a follow up study would need to be performed on the same 

participants in their senior year to observe long term effects of FGT. The time required for such a 

study was outside the scope of this research and the time frame in which it was conducted. 

The effects of age on FGT would also be of interest, while this paper focuses on 

intelligibility instruction for freshman learners, older students may or may not benefit from FGT. 

An interesting sidebar, a condensed version of this study was performed in an intensive program 

over the period of 30 days. The participants were not freshman however and ranged in age from 

24 – 38 years of age. The program was a four skills intensive course. Interestingly learners 

showed improvement in phonemic production but not as significant as the freshman in this 

research. Older learner’s production improved although sporadically and errors remained in 

contrast to younger learners in the program, indicating a possible age restriction on FGT.
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CHAPTER 6 

CONCLUSION 

 

 

Intelligibility is important to any conversation whether it is between native speakers or 

non-native speakers. Communication cannot be said to be successful if the message transmitted 

is not intended by the speaker. In the ESL setting students have many chances to experience 

natural language and models of language that are sufficiently accurate. However, in the Korean 

context the population is homogenous in its L1 makeup and exposure to authentic models of 

English accurately produced are difficult to find.  

In the communicative approach, pronunciation is thought to be acquired over time and 

explicit instruction is unnecessary. This study shows that it may be a false assumption, learners 

start learning English from a very young age, and yet the problem persists. Listeners not familiar 

with Korean English will have a hard time understanding speakers in this context. The 

interlocutors in this setting are not aware of the sound variation and are perplexed by the 

confusion their English causes. This in turn leads to self-esteem issues and an inaccurate 

assessment of their language skills, when all that is needed is explicit instruction to improve their 

pronunciation. 

With all the improvements in ELT, textbooks, instructional methods, technology, and the 

staggering amounts of money spent on English education there is no corresponding improvement 

in their oral language skill. 
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The cognitive perspective provided a framework and several cognitive strategies were 

used to create a treatment based on the figure – ground concepts adapted by Talmy from Gestalt 

psychology and applied to pronunciation instruction to improve intelligibility. Applied cognitive 

linguistics is an emerging field this study adds valuable empirical data to the notion that 

cognitive linguistics has a lot to offer English language teaching.  

This study took place in a university setting and was aimed at freshman and their verbal 

skills in an attempt to improve intelligibility and hopefully provide them with a linguistics 

identity all their own. The treatment was administered over a semester. 

While they still wish to sound like native speakers, most students post treatment showed 

improved levels of confidence. Students became more aware of production and the ramifications 

of unintelligible pronunciation thus enabling them to self-monitor speech production in a 

communicative setting. 

Three groups were subject to three different instructional settings: 

1. The figure – ground treatment (FGT). 

2. A commercially available suprasegmental treatment. 

3. And a control group following the standard syllabus at the university. 

All three groups took a pre and posttest assessment comprised of a controlled sentence 

production (CSP), spontaneous task production (STP) and a student self-assessment 

questionnaire (SSAQ). 

Instructors completed a questionnaire to assess attitudes and beliefs about intelligibility 

and pronunciation. 

The results showed: 

1. FGT produced significant results in phonemic error reduction and raised awareness. 
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2. Instruction in intelligibility/pronunciation is necessary and beneficial. 

3. Support for empirical studies in Applied Cognitive Linguistics. 

4. Segmental over suprasegmental instruction for intelligibility in the Korean context. 

5. Although instructors and students believe pronunciation is important and helpful, it is 

not taught in class. 

6. Learners opinions on sounding like a native speaker remain resistant to change over a 

semester of instruction. 

7. Sound-Meaning plays an important role in learner autonomy in reducing the error rate. 

8. Textbooks based on research conducted in other contexts are not valid for use in the 

Korean context or for Korean L1 learners. 

9. Learner confidence was increased post FGT. 

10. Teacher training programs are inadequate and need to provide more support. 

 

This study shows the value of pronunciation instruction and intelligibility. It highlights 

the potential cognitive linguistics has and what it can offer ELT in order to take it further than 

the previous computational model offered by the structuralist-generative school. It does not offer 

a quick fix, but rather points the way toward improving intelligibility to a point where listeners 

focus on the message and not the decoding of the sound stream of the speaker. Thus reducing the 

cognitive load on the listener and providing a more enjoyable communication. 
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말하고 행해질 때: 

이해도에 대한 이직적 접근* 

 

롤프 아인즈 

 

 

경북대학교 대학원 영어영문학과 영어학전공 

(지도교수 임성출) 

 

  

(초록) 

발음은 이해도에 있어서 필수적 요소이지만, 한국의 영어 교육에서 그 중요성이 

간과되어 왔다. 이 분야의 많은 연구들이 직접적인 지시에서 오는 장점들이 있다는 것을 

보여준다(Saafield,2011).  

본 연구는 인식론적 언어의 개념의 사용에 대해 탐구하고 학습자의 이해와 수행을 

위한 분절 향상(segmental improvement)을 돕기 위해 발음 지도(pronunciation instruction)를 

도입하였다. 96명의 한국인 대학교 신입생들이 연구에 참여했다. 그 중 56명의 

학습자들은 한 학기동안 설계된 전경 및 배경(Figure-Ground treatment)를 받았다. 그리고 

초분절 (suprasegmental)그룹의 19명의 학습자들은 초분절적인 통제를 받았고 통제 

그룹의 18명의 학습자들은 발음지시가 없는 표준 교육과정을 따랐다. 두 그룹의 수행도 

차이를 알아내기 위해 학습 전,후에 평가가 진행되었다. 학습자들은 3가지 형태의 평가에 

참여하였는데, Controlled sentence production(CSP), spontaneous task production(STP), 

그리고 student self-assessment questionnaire(SSAQ)이다. 인지개념, 인식, 이해에 담겨 있는 

두 가지 단계의 접근이 그 평가활동들의 기초가 되었다.  



- 123 - 
 

그 결과 CSP와 STP에서 학습자의 인지도와 수행도가 향상된 것을 확인하였다. 

학습자가 질문지(Student self-assessment questionnaire)는 학습자의 이해와 수행도 그리고 

태도의 변화에 대한 총체적인 관점을 제공하기 위하여 학습자의 태도와 신념을 묘사한다.  

 

키워드: Intelligibility, pronunciation, cognitive phonology, phonetics, second language 

acquisition, figure ground, cognitive linguistics, curriculum design, EFL, ESL, TESOL, TESL, 

ESOL, teaching methodology, corrective feedback, form focused instruction, cognitive 

phonology 
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APPENDIX A 

Instructor Pronunciation Attitudes Questionnaire 

 

1. Do you feel that pronunciation should be taught in EFL classes? 

 

                                                        Yes No 

 

2. Do you think your teacher training has equipped you to deal with the phonetic aspect of 

pronunciation teaching? 

 

                                                       Yes No 

 

3. Please describe your experience if you have implemented pronunciation instruction 

before. ( Please circle one) 

 

 

Positive      Neutral      Negative 

 

 

 

4. Are you comfortable with teaching suprasegmentals and segmentals? 

 

Yes       No 
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5. Do you think your students would benefit from pronunciation instruction based on your 

observations? 

 

                                                  Yes No 

 

 

6. Which accent do you think your students prefer the most? (Please circle one) 

 

1. American 

2. British 

3. Australian/New Zealand 

4. Irish/South African 

 

7. I need more professional development courses in teaching pronunciation. 

 

                                                  Yes No 

 

 

8. Please select your level of training: 

 

1. Bachelors 

2. Masters 

3. Masters with courses in Phonetics/Phonology 

4. PhD 

5. PhD with course in Phonetics/Phonology 
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9. Do you teach pronunciation in your classes? 

     

         Yes       No 

 

10. Are you familiar enough with the International Phonetic Alphabet to teach it to 

students? 

 

 

 

Yes       No 

 

 

11. Which of the following presents a challenge to your students in your opinion: 

 

1. /l/r/ 

2. /p/f/b/v/ 

3. /dz/ 

4. /th voiced/th voiceless/ 

 

 

12. Which of the following presents a challenge to comprehension of your students oral  

production in your opinion: 

 

1. /l/r/ 

2. /p/f/b/v/ 

3. /dz/ 

4. /th voiced/th voiceless/ 
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APPENDIX B 

 

 
 

 

 

Freshman English Profile 

BIODATA 
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South Korean Freshman English Student Profile Survey 

Kyungpook National University 

 

1. Have you lived or studied abroad? 

1. Yes   2. No 

 

2. How long have you lived or studied abroad? 

 1. 0 – 2 years  2.  Over two years 

 

3. Did you attend an English Language High School? 

1. Yes  2. No 

 

4. Have attended any English private academies? 

1. Yes  2. No 

 

5. Have you taken private English lessons? 

1. Yes  2. No 

 

6. When did you start studying English? 

1. Elementary school 2. Middle school 3. High school 

 

7. How many hours a week do you spend studying English? 

1. Under 10  2. Over 10 

 

8. Would you prefer to study with a handsome/pretty teacher? 
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1. Yes  2. No 

 

9. Which skill have you studied the most? 

1. Listening and Speaking   2. Reading and Writing. 

 

10. How old are you? 

 

11. Please choose one: 

1. Male  2. Female 

 

12. Please state your Father’s occupation.   ____________________________________________ 

 

 

13. Which English pronunciation do you prefer? 

 

1. Irish pronunciation 

2. Australian pronunciation 

3. Canadian pronunciation 

4. South African pronunciation 

5. American pronunciation 

 

Why?________________________________________________________________________ 
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APPENDIX C 

 

Phonemic Error Frequency Class Rubric   Post Test 

PHONETIC ANALYSIS 

Phonemes 

PRONUNCIATION FREQUENCY 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

 

6 

/b/       

/p/       

/f/       
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Group Number: 

Class Code: 

 

        

 

Notes: 

 

 

 

 

 

Phonetic Error Frequency Class Rubric                                                          Final Test  

/v/       

/z/       

 

/θ/& /ð/ 

 

      

/r/ & /l/       

/ʤ/        

/ʃ/ & /s/       

/aI/ 

 

      

 

 

PHONETIC ANALYSIS 
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Group Number: 

Class Code: 

 

        

 

Notes: 

 

 

 

APPENDIX D 

 

Phonemes 

PRONUNCIATION FREQUENCY 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

 

6 

/b/       

/p/       

/f/       

/v/       

/z/       

 

/l/       

/r/       

/aI/ 

 

      

 

 

/θ/ð/ 

 

      

       

     The following pages contain a number of statements 

or questions. Please choose your own response. 

다음의페이지에몇개의질문과진술이있습니다. 

본인에게해당하는답에동그라미해주십시오. 

 

Pronunciation 

Pre Test  

Student Questionaire      

Rolf I. Naidoo 

 

KNU 
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Pronunciation Pre Test Student Survey 

다음의페이지에몇개의질문과진술이있습니다. 본인에게해당하는답에동그라미해주십시오. 

 

1. Pronunciation instruction will help me. 

발음교수법이당신에게도움을줄것이라고생각합니까? 

 

(1) Strongly disagree 매우그렇지않다 

(2) Disagree 그렇지않다 

(3) Agree 그렇다 

(4) Strongly agree 매우그렇다 

 
 

2. I would like to sound like a native speaker. 

나는원어민처럼발음하고싶다. 

 

(1) Strongly disagree 매우그렇지않다 

(2) Disagree 그렇지않다 

(3) Agree 그렇다 

(4) Strongly agree 매우그렇다 

 
 
3. I would like to include pronunciation as part of my lesson on a regular basis 

당신의수업에한부분으로서정기적으로그것을포함시키고싶습니까?  

 

(1) Strongly disagree 매우그렇지않다 

(2) Disagree 그렇지않다 
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(3) Agree 그렇다 

(4) Strongly agree 매우그렇다 

 

4. I am confident in my English pronunciation ability. 

나는영어발음능력에자신이있다. 

 

(1) Strongly disagree 매우그렇지않다 

(2) Disagree 그렇지않다 

(3) Agree 그렇다 

(4) Strongly agree 매우그렇다 

 

5. I am aware of English pronunciation. 

당신은영어와영어발음에관해얼마나잘알고있습니까? 

 

(1) Strongly disagree 매우그렇지않다 

(2) Disagree 그렇지않다 

(3) Agree 그렇다 

(4) Strongly agree 매우그렇다 

6. Ipay attention to my pronunciation when speaking English. 

당신은영어를말할때당신의발음에귀를기울입니까? 

 

(1) Strongly disagree 매우그렇지않다 

(2) Disagree 그렇지않다 

(3) Agree 그렇다 

(4) Strongly agree 매우그렇다 
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7. I can ‘notice’ pronunciation problems in other learners of English. 

당신은영어를배우는다른사람들의발음문제들을잘알아차릴수있습니까? 

(1) Strongly disagree 매우그렇지않다 

(2) Disagree 그렇지않다 

(3) Agree 그렇다 

(4) Strongly agree 매우그렇다 

 

8. I think pronunciation should be taught. 

당신은발음을가르쳐져야한다고생각합니까? 

 

(1) Strongly disagree 매우그렇지않다 

(2) Disagree 그렇지않다 

(3) Agree 그렇다 

(4) Strongly agree 매우그렇다 

 
 

9.  Have you studied pronunciation before? 

당신은전에발음을공부한적이있습니까? 

 
                                      1. Yes                       2. No 

 
 
10. How would you rate your pronunciation now? 

당신은지금당신의발음을어떻게평가하겠습니까?  

 
1.Poor, needs improvement. 

부족, 향상시킬필요가있음. 
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2.Fair, but I need to improve my pronunciation. 

적당, 그러나내발음을향상시킬필요는있음 

 
3.Average, although sometimes people don’t understand me. 

보통, 하지만가끔사람들이내말을이해하지못함. 

 
4. Good, intelligible to listeners. 

좋음, 듣는사람들이잘이해함. 

 
 
11. I know my pronunciation problems. 

나는내가어떤발음문제를가지고있는지안다. 

 

(1) Strongly disagree 매우그렇지않다 

(2) Disagree 그렇지않다 

(3) Agree 그렇다 

(4) Strongly agree 매우그렇다 

 
 
 
 

12. I feel competent enough to accurately pronounce the /p/f/b/v/l/r/ʤ/ʃ/a/aI //θ/ð/family of 

sounds. 

나는/p/f/b/v/l/r/ʤ/ʃ/a/aI /소리군을충분히정확하게발음할수있는것같다. 

 

(1) Strongly disagree 매우그렇지않다 

(2) Disagree 그렇지않다 

(3) Agree 그렇다 

(4) Strongly agree 매우그렇다 

 
 

13.I am aware of the significant difference in meaning among the phonemes p/f/b/v/l/r/ʤ/ʃ/a/aI /θ/ð/ 

나는/p/f/b/v/l/r/ʤ/ʃ/a/aI /θ/ð/ 음소들사이의의미에있어서중요한차이를잘알고있다. 

 

(1) Strongly disagree 매우그렇지않다 

(2) Disagree 그렇지않다 



139 
 

(3) Agree 그렇다 

(4) Strongly agree 매우그렇다 

 
 

14. I know the pronunciation problems posed by /p/f/b/v/l/r/ʤ/ʃ/a/aI /θ/ð/ 

나는/p/f/b/v/l/r/ʤ/ʃ/a/aI /θ/ð/ 에일어나는발음문제들을알고있다. 

 

(1) Strongly disagree 매우그렇지않다 

(2) Disagree 그렇지않다 

(3) Agree 그렇다 

(4) Strongly agree 매우그렇다 

The End.  

Thank you for your help! 
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APPENDIX E 

Pronunciation Post Test Student Survey 

 

Did the pronunciation component help you? 
 
No     1   2   3   4    Yes 
 
 
I wish to sound like a native speaker. 

 

           No    1   2   3   4    Yes 

 
 
 
Would you like to include it as part of your lesson on a regular basis? Please circle. 

 
No     1   2   3   4    Yes 
 
 
I am more confident about my English pronunciation ability after the pronunciation training? 

 

No   1    2    3    4  Yes 

 

Has your awareness of English pronunciation increased? 

 

                   No    1   2   3   4    Yes 
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Do you pay more attention to your pronunciation when speaking English now than when you 
started this class? 
 
 
No     1   2   3   4     Yes 
 
 
Can you ‘notice’ pronunciation problems in other learners of English? 
 

                                                No    1   2   3   4   Yes 

 

Do you think pronunciation should be taught? 

 

 

                                                  No   1   2   3   4   Yes 

 

Have you studied pronunciation before? 
 
 
                                                  No 1   2   3   4   Yes 

 

How would you rate your pronunciation now? 
 
 
Same, did not improve. 
Did not improve but I am more aware of my pronunciation problem. 
Improving, I am making a concerted effort. 
Improved. 
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Do you think pronunciation is important for Korean EFL students? 
 

No 1   2   3   4   Yes 
 
 
I know where my pronunciation problems lie. 
 
 
No   1   2   3   4   Yes 
 
 
I feel competent enough to accurately pronounce the /p/f/b/v/ family of sounds after the 
pronunciation instruction. 
 
 
No 1   2   3   4   Yes 
 

I am aware of the significant difference in meaning among the phonemes /p/f/b/v/. 
 
 
   No   1   2   3   4   Yes 
 
 
I know the pronunciation problems posed by /p/f/b/v/ to Korean learners of English. 
 
 
No   1   2   3   4   Yes 
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APPENDIX F 

 

 

 

 

Department of English Language and Literature – Research Projects 

 

INFORMED CONSENT FORM FOR RESEARCH PARTICIPANTS 

 

Information Sheet 

 

Purpose of the Study.As part of the requirements for the PhD at KNU, I have to carry out a research study. The 

study is concerned with Figure and Ground in linguistics and is conducted under the supervision of Prof Im S.C of the 

Dept. of English Language and Literature. 

 

What will the study involve? The study will involve your participation in improving your pronunciation over the 

semester for which you will receive extra credit. 

 

Why have you been asked to take part? You have been asked because this study is being conducted to benefit 

future generations of freshman in Korea and similar contexts. 

 

Do you have to take part?The answer is no! – participation is voluntary. You have the option of withdrawing before 

the study commences (even if they have agreed to participate) or discontinuing after data collection has started. 

Where data are identifiable (e.g. from interviews yielding qualitative data), you may also withdraw within two weeks of 

participation and ask to have your data destroyed.  

 

Will your participation in the study be kept confidential?Yes! Usually the relevant term is anonymity rather than 

confidentiality. Any extracts from what you say that are quoted in the dissertation will be entirely anonymous. 
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What will happen to the information which you give? Kept confidential from third parties (including workers’ 

superiors, if relevant); The data will be kept confidential for the duration of the study. On completion of the 

dissertation, they will be retained for a further six months and then destroyed. 

 

What will happen to the results? The results will be presented in the thesis. They will be seen by my supervisor, a 

second marker and the external examiner. It may be read by future students on the course. The study may be 

published in a research journal. 

 

 

Who has reviewed this study? Approval has been given by the Department of English Language and literature.  

. 

Any further queries?If you need any further information, you can contact me: [Rolf Naidoo, Tel. 950 7527, 

rolfnaidoo@gmail.com.  

 

If you agree to take part in the study, please sign the consent form overleaf.  
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APPENDIX G 

 

 

 

Consent Form 

 

 

 

I………………………………………agree to participate in Rolf Naidoo’s research study. 

 

 

 

The purpose and nature of the study has been explained to me. 

 

I am participating voluntarily. 

 

I give permission to be recorded. 

 

I understand that I can withdraw from the study, without repercussions, at any time, whether 

before it starts or while I am participating. 

 

 

I understand that I can withdraw permission to use the data within two weeks of the interview, in 

which case the material will be deleted. 
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I understand that anonymity will be ensured in the write-up by disguising my identity. 

 

I understand that disguised extracts from my interview may be quoted in the thesis and any 

subsequent publications if I give permission below: 

 

 

I agree to quotation/publication of extracts from my interview /results. 

  

 

 

 

 

Signed…………………………………….   Date…………………………. 
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APPENDIX H 

Sentence Practice 

 

Betty loves a bit of butter in her batter. 

The funny fellow put his father’s pen in the fire. 

Veronica loves Kevin, videos and laver. 

Penny put the pink peaches in the popular pudding. 

I think the path needs the face of faith. 

Rolf loves red roses, corn and his car. 

She sells shoe soles for a living. 

The Jew went to the zoo to eat pizza. 

What is his height? 
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Sentence Practice 2 

 

Betty beat a bit of butter in her tub. 

The funny fellow put his father’s pen in the fire. 

Veronica loves Kevin, videos and naver. 

Penny put the pink peaches in the popular pudding. 

I think the path needs faith. 

Rolf loves red roses, corn and his car. 

See you later. 

The Jew went to the zoo to eat pizza. 

What is his height? 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=t3ki3e7twJA 

 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=t3ki3e7twJA
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Tongue Twisters 

1) The red bug bled on the black bug’s bed. 

2) Rubber Baby Buggy Bumpers. (Say 3 times quickly.) 

3) Peter Piper picked a peck of pickled peppers. If Peter Piper picked a peck of 

pickled peppers, where is the peck of pickled peppers Peter Piper picked? 

4) Little Luke lost a lot of labeled letters. If Little Luke lost a lot of labeled letters, 

where are the labeled letters Little Luke lost? 

5) Bobby loves blueberries and balls. 

6) Big black bugs bleed blue black blood but baby black bugs bleed blue blood. 

7)Freshly fried fresh flesh. 

8)The batter with the butter is the batter that is better! 

9)Frank's fisher fishes on Friday for Frank's Friday fresh fried fish-fest. 

 

http://www.uebersetzung.at/twister/en.htm 
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APPENDIX I 

 

 

Pretest Suprasegmental SSAQ 

Statistics 

 
N Mean Std. Error of 

Mean 

Median Std. Deviation Variance Range 

Valid Missing 

Proninst 19 0 1.3158 .18814 1.0000 .82007 .673 3.00 

Soundns 19 0 3.0000 .24183 3.0000 1.05409 1.111 3.00 

Pronless 19 0 1.2105 .12281 1.0000 .53530 .287 2.00 

Confepa 19 0 2.6316 .23208 3.0000 1.01163 1.023 3.00 

Awareep 19 0 2.5263 .20758 2.0000 .90483 .819 3.00 

Attep 19 0 2.1053 .20080 2.0000 .87526 .766 3.00 

Notprob 19 0 2.7895 .22399 3.0000 .97633 .953 3.00 

Pronteach 19 0 1.3684 .11370 1.0000 .49559 .246 1.00 

Pronrate 19 0 2.0000 .26491 2.0000 1.15470 1.333 3.00 

Pronimpt 19 0 1.3158 .15395 1.0000 .67104 .450 2.00 

Pronprob 19 0 2.2632 .12892 2.0000 .56195 .316 2.00 

Compfam 19 0 1.9474 .12027 2.0000 .52427 .275 2.00 

Sigdif 19 0 1.9474 .12027 2.0000 .52427 .275 2.00 

Pronprobfam 19 0 1.9474 .12027 2.0000 .52427 .275 2.00 

 
 

 

Proninst 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Yes 16 84.2 84.2 84.2 

Slightly Agree 1 5.3 5.3 89.5 

Slightly Disagree 1 5.3 5.3 94.7 

No 1 5.3 5.3 100.0 

Total 19 100.0 100.0 
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Soundns 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Strongly Disagree 3 15.8 15.8 15.8 

Disagree 1 5.3 5.3 21.1 

Agree 8 42.1 42.1 63.2 

Strongly Agree 7 36.8 36.8 100.0 

Total 19 100.0 100.0 
 

 

 

Pronless 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Strongly agree 16 84.2 84.2 84.2 

Slightly Agree 2 10.5 10.5 94.7 

Slightly Disagree 1 5.3 5.3 100.0 

Total 19 100.0 100.0 
 

 

 

Confepa 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Yes 4 21.1 21.1 21.1 

Slightly Agree 2 10.5 10.5 31.6 

Slightly Disagree 10 52.6 52.6 84.2 

No 3 15.8 15.8 100.0 

Total 19 100.0 100.0 
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Awareep 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Yes 2 10.5 10.5 10.5 

Slightly Agree 8 42.1 42.1 52.6 

Slightly Disagree 6 31.6 31.6 84.2 

No 3 15.8 15.8 100.0 

Total 19 100.0 100.0 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Attep 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Yes 5 26.3 26.3 26.3 

Slightly Agree 8 42.1 42.1 68.4 

Slightly Disagree 5 26.3 26.3 94.7 

No 1 5.3 5.3 100.0 

Total 19 100.0 100.0 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Notprob 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Yes 2 10.5 10.5 10.5 

Slightly Agree 5 26.3 26.3 36.8 

Slightly Disagree 7 36.8 36.8 73.7 

No 5 26.3 26.3 100.0 

Total 19 100.0 100.0 
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Pronteach 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Yes 12 63.2 63.2 63.2 

Slightly Agree 7 36.8 36.8 100.0 

Total 19 100.0 100.0 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Pronrate 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

poor, needs improvement 9 47.4 47.4 47.4 

Fair, but I need to improve my 

pronunciation 

4 21.1 21.1 68.4 

Average, sometimes people don't 

understand me 

3 15.8 15.8 84.2 

Good, intelligible to listeners 3 15.8 15.8 100.0 

Total 19 100.0 100.0 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Pronimpt 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Strongly Disagree 15 78.9 78.9 78.9 

Disagree 2 10.5 10.5 89.5 

Agree 2 10.5 10.5 100.0 

Total 19 100.0 100.0 
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Pronprob 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Strongly Disagree 1 5.3 5.3 5.3 

Disagree 12 63.2 63.2 68.4 

Agree 6 31.6 31.6 100.0 

Total 19 100.0 100.0 
 

 

 

Compfam 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Strongly Disagree 3 15.8 15.8 15.8 

Disagree 14 73.7 73.7 89.5 

Agree 2 10.5 10.5 100.0 

Total 19 100.0 100.0 
 

 

 

Sigdif 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Strongly Disagree 3 15.8 15.8 15.8 

Disagree 14 73.7 73.7 89.5 

Agree 2 10.5 10.5 100.0 

Total 19 100.0 100.0 
 

 

 

Pronprobfam 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Strongly Disagree 3 15.8 15.8 15.8 

Disagree 14 73.7 73.7 89.5 

Agree 2 10.5 10.5 100.0 

Total 19 100.0 100.0 
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Posttest Suprasegmental SSAQ 

 

Statistics 

 
N Mean Std. Error of Mean Median Std. Deviation Variance Range 

Valid Missing 

Proninst 19 0 1.2105 .09609 1.0000 .41885 .175 1.00 

Soundns 19 0 3.2105 .24873 4.0000 1.08418 1.175 3.00 

Pronless 19 0 1.1053 .07234 1.0000 .31530 .099 1.00 

Confepa 19 0 2.7368 .22739 3.0000 .99119 .982 3.00 

Awareep 19 0 2.8421 .23275 3.0000 1.01451 1.029 3.00 

Attep 19 0 1.8947 .18567 2.0000 .80930 .655 3.00 

Notprob 19 0 2.7368 .22739 3.0000 .99119 .982 3.00 

Pronteach 19 0 1.3158 .17189 1.0000 .74927 .561 3.00 

Pronrate 19 0 1.7368 .18484 2.0000 .80568 .649 3.00 

Pronimpt 19 0 1.5789 .17631 1.0000 .76853 .591 2.00 

Pronprob 19 0 2.5789 .17631 3.0000 .76853 .591 3.00 

Compfam 19 0 1.7368 .14989 2.0000 .65338 .427 2.00 

Sigdif 19 0 1.7368 .14989 2.0000 .65338 .427 2.00 

Pronprobfam 19 0 1.7895 .14467 2.0000 .63060 .398 2.00 

 

 

Proninst 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Yes 

15 78.9 78.9 78.9 

Slightly Agree 4 21.1 21.1 100.0 

Total 19 100.0 100.0 
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Soundns 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Strongly Disagree 3 15.8 15.8 15.8 

Agree 6 31.6 31.6 47.4 

Strongly Agree 10 52.6 52.6 100.0 

Total 19 100.0 100.0 
 

 
 

 

Pronless 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Strongly Disagree 
17 89.5 89.5 89.5 

Slightly Agree 2 10.5 10.5 100.0 

Total 19 100.0 100.0 
 

 

 

 

Confepa 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Yes 3 15.8 15.8 15.8 

Slightly Agree 3 15.8 15.8 31.6 

Slightly Disagree 9 47.4 47.4 78.9 

No 4 21.1 21.1 100.0 

Total 19 100.0 100.0 
 

 

 

 

 



157 
 

Awareep 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Yes 

2 10.5 10.5 10.5 

Slightly Agree 5 26.3 26.3 36.8 

Slightly Disagree 6 31.6 31.6 68.4 

No 6 31.6 31.6 100.0 

Total 19 100.0 100.0 
 

 

 

Attep 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Yes 6 31.6 31.6 31.6 

Slightly Agree 10 52.6 52.6 84.2 

Slightly Disagree 2 10.5 10.5 94.7 

No 1 5.3 5.3 100.0 

Total 19 100.0 100.0 
 

 

Notprob 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Yes 2 10.5 10.5 10.5 

Slightly Agree 6 31.6 31.6 42.1 

Slightly Disagree 6 31.6 31.6 73.7 

No 5 26.3 26.3 100.0 

Total 19 100.0 100.0 
 

 

 

Pronteach 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Yes 15 78.9 78.9 78.9 

Slightly Agree 3 15.8 15.8 94.7 

No 1 5.3 5.3 100.0 

Total 19 100.0 100.0 
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Pronrate 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

poor, needs improvement 8 42.1 42.1 42.1 

Fair, but I need to improve my 

pronunciation 

9 47.4 47.4 89.5 

Average, sometimes people don't 

understand me 

1 5.3 5.3 94.7 

Good, intelligible to listeners 1 5.3 5.3 100.0 

Total 19 100.0 100.0 
 

 

 

Pronimpt 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Strongly Disagree 11 57.9 57.9 57.9 

Disagree 5 26.3 26.3 84.2 

Agree 3 15.8 15.8 100.0 

Total 19 100.0 100.0 
 

 

 

Pronprob 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Strongly Disagree 1 5.3 5.3 5.3 

Disagree 8 42.1 42.1 47.4 

Agree 8 42.1 42.1 89.5 

Strongly Agree 2 10.5 10.5 100.0 

Total 19 100.0 100.0 
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Compfam 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Strongly Disagree 7 36.8 36.8 36.8 

Disagree 10 52.6 52.6 89.5 

Agree 2 10.5 10.5 100.0 

Total 19 100.0 100.0 
 

 

 

Sigdif 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Strongly Disagree 7 36.8 36.8 36.8 

Disagree 10 52.6 52.6 89.5 

Agree 2 10.5 10.5 100.0 

Total 19 100.0 100.0 
 

 

 

 

Pronprobfam 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Strongly Disagree 
6 31.6 31.6 31.6 

Disagree 11 57.9 57.9 89.5 

Agree 2 10.5 10.5 100.0 

Total 19 100.0 100.0 
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APPENDIX J 

Pretest Control Group SSAQ 

 

Statistics 

 
N Mean Std. Error of Mean Median Std. Deviation Variance Range 

Valid Missing 

Proninst 15 0 1.2000 .10690 1.0000 .41404 .171 1.00 

Soundns 15 0 3.4667 .13333 3.0000 .51640 .267 1.00 

Pronless 15 0 1.1333 .09085 1.0000 .35187 .124 1.00 

Confepa 15 0 3.2667 .15327 3.0000 .59362 .352 2.00 

Awareep 15 0 2.8000 .20000 3.0000 .77460 .600 2.00 

Attep 15 0 2.2000 .14475 2.0000 .56061 .314 2.00 

Notprob 15 0 2.9333 .22817 3.0000 .88372 .781 3.00 

Pronteach 15 0 1.4667 .16523 1.0000 .63994 .410 2.00 

Pronrate 15 0 1.6000 .19024 1.0000 .73679 .543 2.00 

Pronimpt 15 0 1.4667 .16523 1.0000 .63994 .410 2.00 

Pronprob 15 0 2.4667 .13333 2.0000 .51640 .267 1.00 

Compfam 15 0 1.9333 .06667 2.0000 .25820 .067 1.00 

Sigdif 15 0 1.8000 .10690 2.0000 .41404 .171 1.00 

Pronprobfam 15 0 1.7333 .11819 2.0000 .45774 .210 1.00 

 

 

Proninst 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Yes 12 80.0 80.0 80.0 

Slightly Agree 3 20.0 20.0 100.0 

Total 15 100.0 100.0 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



161 
 

Soundns 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Agree 8 53.3 53.3 53.3 

Strongly Agree 7 46.7 46.7 100.0 

Total 15 100.0 100.0 
 

 

 

Pronless 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Strongly agree 13 86.7 86.7 86.7 

Slightly Agree 2 13.3 13.3 100.0 

Total 15 100.0 100.0 
 

 

 

Confepa 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Slightly Agree 1 6.7 6.7 6.7 

Slightly Disagree 9 60.0 60.0 66.7 

No 5 33.3 33.3 100.0 

Total 15 100.0 100.0 
 

 

 

Awareep 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Slightly Agree 6 40.0 40.0 40.0 

Slightly Disagree 6 40.0 40.0 80.0 

No 3 20.0 20.0 100.0 

Total 15 100.0 100.0 
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Attep 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Yes 1 6.7 6.7 6.7 

Slightly Agree 10 66.7 66.7 73.3 

Slightly Disagree 4 26.7 26.7 100.0 

Total 15 100.0 100.0 
 

 

 

 

 

Notprob 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Yes 1 6.7 6.7 6.7 

Slightly Agree 3 20.0 20.0 26.7 

Slightly Disagree 7 46.7 46.7 73.3 

No 4 26.7 26.7 100.0 

Total 15 100.0 100.0 
 

 

 

 

Pronteach 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Yes 9 60.0 60.0 60.0 

Slightly Agree 5 33.3 33.3 93.3 

Slightly Disagree 1 6.7 6.7 100.0 

Total 15 100.0 100.0 
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Pronrate 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

poor, needs improvement 8 53.3 53.3 53.3 

Fair, but I need to improve my 

pronunciation 

5 33.3 33.3 86.7 

Average, sometimes people don't 

understand me 

2 13.3 13.3 100.0 

Total 15 100.0 100.0 
 

 

Pronimpt 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Strongly Disagree 9 60.0 60.0 60.0 

Disagree 5 33.3 33.3 93.3 

Agree 1 6.7 6.7 100.0 

Total 15 100.0 100.0 
 

 

 

Pronprob 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Disagree 8 53.3 53.3 53.3 

Agree 7 46.7 46.7 100.0 

Total 15 100.0 100.0 
 

 

 

Compfam 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Strongly Disagree 1 6.7 6.7 6.7 

Disagree 14 93.3 93.3 100.0 

Total 15 100.0 100.0 
 

Sigdif 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Strongly Disagree 3 20.0 20.0 20.0 

Disagree 12 80.0 80.0 100.0 

Total 15 100.0 100.0 
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Pronprobfam 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Strongly Disagree 4 26.7 26.7 26.7 

Disagree 11 73.3 73.3 100.0 

Total 15 100.0 100.0 
 

 

 

Posttest Control Group 

 

Statistics 

 
N Mean Std. Error of Mean Median Std. Deviation Variance Range 

Valid Missing 

Proninst 18 0 1.2778 .13541 1.0000 .57451 .330 2.00 

Soundns 18 0 3.2222 .23647 3.5000 1.00326 1.007 3.00 

Pronless 18 0 1.2222 .15244 1.0000 .64676 .418 2.00 

Confepa 18 0 2.6111 .16447 2.5000 .69780 .487 2.00 

Awareep 18 0 2.7222 .15771 3.0000 .66911 .448 2.00 

Attep 18 0 2.0556 .18912 2.0000 .80237 .644 3.00 

Notprob 18 0 2.4444 .20166 2.0000 .85559 .732 3.00 

Pronteach 18 0 1.7222 .21090 1.5000 .89479 .801 3.00 

Pronrate 18 0 2.1111 .15943 2.0000 .67640 .458 3.00 

Pronimpt 18 0 1.4444 .12052 1.0000 .51131 .261 1.00 

Pronprob 18 0 2.2222 .12924 2.0000 .54832 .301 2.00 

Compfam 18 0 2.0556 .09809 2.0000 .41618 .173 2.00 

Sigdif 18 0 1.8889 .13741 2.0000 .58298 .340 2.00 

Pronprobfam 18 0 1.9444 .12712 2.0000 .53930 .291 2.00 
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Proninst 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 

Yes 14 77.8 77.8 77.8 

Slightly Agree 3 16.7 16.7 94.4 

Slightly Disagree 1 5.6 5.6 100.0 

Total 18 100.0 100.0 
 

 

 

 

 

Soundns 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 

Strongly Disagree 2 11.1 11.1 11.1 

Disagree 1 5.6 5.6 16.7 

Agree 6 33.3 33.3 50.0 

Strongly Agree 9 50.0 50.0 100.0 

Total 18 100.0 100.0 
 

 

 

 

 

Pronless 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 

Strongly Disagree 16 88.9 88.9 88.9 

Slightly Disagree 2 11.1 11.1 100.0 

Total 18 100.0 100.0 
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Confepa 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 

Slightly Agree 9 50.0 50.0 50.0 

Slightly Disagree 7 38.9 38.9 88.9 

No 2 11.1 11.1 100.0 

Total 18 100.0 100.0 
 

 

 

Awareep 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 

Slightly Agree 7 38.9 38.9 38.9 

Slightly Disagree 9 50.0 50.0 88.9 

No 2 11.1 11.1 100.0 

Total 18 100.0 100.0 
 

 

 

 

 

Attep 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 

Yes 4 22.2 22.2 22.2 

Slightly Agree 10 55.6 55.6 77.8 

Slightly Disagree 3 16.7 16.7 94.4 

No 1 5.6 5.6 100.0 

Total 18 100.0 100.0 
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Notprob 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 

Yes 2 11.1 11.1 11.1 

Slightly Agree 8 44.4 44.4 55.6 

Slightly Disagree 6 33.3 33.3 88.9 

No 2 11.1 11.1 100.0 

Total 18 100.0 100.0 
 

 

Pronteach 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 

Yes 9 50.0 50.0 50.0 

Slightly Agree 6 33.3 33.3 83.3 

Slightly Disagree 2 11.1 11.1 94.4 

No 1 5.6 5.6 100.0 

Total 18 100.0 100.0 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Pronrate 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 

poor, needs improvement 2 11.1 11.1 11.1 

Fair, but I need to improve 

my pronunciation 

13 72.2 72.2 83.3 

Average, sometimes people 

don't understand me 

2 11.1 11.1 94.4 

Good, intelligible to listeners 1 5.6 5.6 100.0 

Total 18 100.0 100.0 
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Pronimpt 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 

Strongly Disagree 10 55.6 55.6 55.6 

Disagree 8 44.4 44.4 100.0 

Total 18 100.0 100.0 
 

 

 

Pronprob 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 

Strongly Disagree 1 5.6 5.6 5.6 

Disagree 12 66.7 66.7 72.2 

Agree 5 27.8 27.8 100.0 

Total 18 100.0 100.0 
 

 

Compfam 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 

Strongly Disagree 1 5.6 5.6 5.6 

Disagree 15 83.3 83.3 88.9 

Agree 2 11.1 11.1 100.0 

Total 18 100.0 100.0 
 

 

 

Sigdif 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 

Strongly Disagree 4 22.2 22.2 22.2 

Disagree 12 66.7 66.7 88.9 

Agree 2 11.1 11.1 100.0 

Total 18 100.0 100.0 
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Pronprobfam 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 

Strongly Disagree 3 16.7 16.7 16.7 

Disagree 13 72.2 72.2 88.9 

Agree 2 11.1 11.1 100.0 

Total 18 100.0 100.0 
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APPENDIX K 

STP 

Case Summaries 

Group Prepost b p f v z th r s ai 

Treatment Group 

Pre Test 

N 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 

Mean 1.0000 1.2222 1.1481 1.0000 .9630 .7407 1.3704 .0000 .0370 

Median 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 .0000 1.0000 1.0000 .0000 .0000 

Range 3.00 4.00 3.00 3.00 2.00 2.00 6.00 .00 1.00 

Std. Deviation .62017 .93370 .76980 .62017 1.01835 .52569 1.71303 .00000 .19245 

Sum 27.00 33.00 31.00 27.00 26.00 20.00 37.00 .00 1.00 

Post Test 

N 17 17 17 17 17 17 17 17 17 

Mean .3529 .8235 1.2941 .2353 .4118 .2353 1.0588 .0000 .0000 

Median .0000 1.0000 1.0000 .0000 .0000 .0000 1.0000 .0000 .0000 

Range 1.00 3.00 9.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 .00 .00 

Std. Deviation .49259 1.01460 2.22948 .43724 .61835 .56230 .96635 .00000 .00000 

Sum 6.00 14.00 22.00 4.00 7.00 4.00 18.00 .00 .00 

Total 

N 44 44 44 44 44 44 44 44 44 

Mean .7500 1.0682 1.2045 .7045 .7500 .5455 1.2500 .0000 .0227 

Median 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 .0000 .5000 1.0000 .0000 .0000 

Range 3.00 4.00 9.00 3.00 2.00 2.00 6.00 .00 1.00 

Std. Deviation .65147 .97403 1.48762 .66750 .91816 .58883 1.46470 .00000 .15076 

Sum 33.00 47.00 53.00 31.00 33.00 24.00 55.00 .00 1.00 

Suprasegmental Group Pre Test 

N 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 

Mean .3750 1.5000 1.5000 .3750 .6250 .7500 2.5000 .0000 .0000 

Median .0000 1.0000 1.0000 .0000 .0000 1.0000 2.0000 .0000 .0000 
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Range 1.00 6.00 6.00 1.00 3.00 2.00 9.00 .00 .00 

Std. Deviation .51755 1.85164 1.85164 .51755 1.06066 .70711 2.92770 .00000 .00000 

Sum 3.00 12.00 12.00 3.00 5.00 6.00 20.00 .00 .00 

Post Test 

N 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 

Mean 1.1667 .8333 .8333 1.1667 .5000 1.6667 .6667 .0000 .0000 

Median .5000 .5000 .5000 .5000 .0000 1.0000 .0000 .0000 .0000 

Range 5.00 2.00 2.00 5.00 2.00 6.00 2.00 .00 .00 

Std. Deviation 1.94079 .98319 .98319 1.94079 .83666 2.25093 1.03280 .00000 .00000 

Sum 7.00 5.00 5.00 7.00 3.00 10.00 4.00 .00 .00 

Total 

N 14 14 14 14 14 14 14 14 14 

Mean .7143 1.2143 1.2143 .7143 .5714 1.1429 1.7143 .0000 .0000 

Median .0000 1.0000 1.0000 .0000 .0000 1.0000 1.5000 .0000 .0000 

Range 5.00 6.00 6.00 5.00 3.00 6.00 9.00 .00 .00 

Std. Deviation 1.32599 1.52812 1.52812 1.32599 .93761 1.56191 2.43148 .00000 .00000 

Sum 10.00 17.00 17.00 10.00 8.00 16.00 24.00 .00 .00 

Control Group 

Pre Test 

N 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 

Mean .4286 1.8571 1.8571 .5714 1.1429 .7143 3.2857 .0000 .0000 

Median .0000 2.0000 2.0000 1.0000 1.0000 .0000 2.0000 .0000 .0000 

Range 1.00 3.00 3.00 1.00 4.00 2.00 8.00 .00 .00 

Std. Deviation .53452 1.21499 1.21499 .53452 1.46385 .95119 3.30224 .00000 .00000 

Sum 3.00 13.00 13.00 4.00 8.00 5.00 23.00 .00 .00 

Post Test 

N 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 

Mean .8000 1.8000 1.8000 .6000 2.6000 1.4000 4.8000 .0000 .0000 

Median 1.0000 2.0000 2.0000 .0000 3.0000 2.0000 4.0000 .0000 .0000 

Range 2.00 4.00 4.00 2.00 5.00 3.00 10.00 .00 .00 

Std. Deviation .83666 1.78885 1.78885 .89443 2.07364 1.34164 3.63318 .00000 .00000 

Sum 4.00 9.00 9.00 3.00 13.00 7.00 24.00 .00 .00 

Total 

N 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 

Mean .5833 1.8333 1.8333 .5833 1.7500 1.0000 3.9167 .0000 .0000 
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Median .5000 2.0000 2.0000 .5000 1.0000 .5000 4.0000 .0000 .0000 

Range 2.00 4.00 4.00 2.00 5.00 3.00 10.00 .00 .00 

Std. Deviation .66856 1.40346 1.40346 .66856 1.81534 1.12815 3.36988 .00000 .00000 

Sum 7.00 22.00 22.00 7.00 21.00 12.00 47.00 .00 .00 

Total 

Pre Test 

N 42 42 42 42 42 42 42 42 42 

Mean .7857 1.3810 1.3333 .8095 .9286 .7381 1.9048 .0000 .0238 

Median 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 .0000 1.0000 1.0000 .0000 .0000 

Range 3.00 6.00 6.00 3.00 4.00 2.00 9.00 .00 1.00 

Std. Deviation .64527 1.18841 1.11894 .63392 1.09082 .62701 2.34583 .00000 .15430 

Sum 33.00 58.00 56.00 34.00 39.00 31.00 80.00 .00 1.00 

Post Test 

N 28 28 28 28 28 28 28 28 28 

Mean .6071 1.0000 1.2857 .5000 .8214 .7500 1.6429 .0000 .0000 

Median .0000 1.0000 1.0000 .0000 .0000 .0000 1.5000 .0000 .0000 

Range 5.00 4.00 9.00 5.00 5.00 6.00 10.00 .00 .00 

Std. Deviation 1.03062 1.18634 1.92175 1.03638 1.30678 1.35058 2.23133 .00000 .00000 

Sum 17.00 28.00 36.00 14.00 23.00 21.00 46.00 .00 .00 

Total 

N 70 70 70 70 70 70 70 70 70 

Mean .7143 1.2286 1.3143 .6857 .8857 .7429 1.8000 .0000 .0143 

Median 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 .0000 1.0000 1.0000 .0000 .0000 

Range 5.00 6.00 9.00 5.00 5.00 6.00 10.00 .00 1.00 

Std. Deviation .81903 1.19384 1.47975 .82608 1.17391 .97335 2.28796 .00000 .11952 

Sum 50.00 86.00 92.00 48.00 62.00 52.00 126.00 .00 1.00 
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Case Summaries 

Group Prepost b p f v z th r s ai 

Treatment Group 

Pre Test 

Std. Deviation .67258 1.01306 1.00088 .64054 .68165 .58172 1.50122 .40741 .46440 

Sum 83.00 80.00 76.00 81.00 107.00 50.00 146.00 9.00 41.00 

Mean 1.4068 1.3559 1.2881 1.3729 1.8136 .8475 2.4746 .1525 .6949 

Post Test 

Std. Deviation .57892 .92177 .92177 .57393 .48480 .79946 .86191 .13131 .18406 

Sum 20.00 27.00 27.00 19.00 21.00 31.00 32.00 1.00 2.00 

Mean .3448 .4655 .4655 .3276 .3621 .5345 .5517 .0172 .0345 

Total 

Std. Deviation .82171 1.06328 1.04355 .80156 .93756 .71271 1.55695 .30997 .48420 

Sum 103.00 107.00 103.00 100.00 128.00 81.00 178.00 10.00 43.00 

Mean .8803 .9145 .8803 .8547 1.0940 .6923 1.5214 .0855 .3675 

Suprasegmental Group 

Pre Test 

Std. Deviation .94591 1.59311 1.58391 .94591 .45241 1.06787 .90483 .31530 .41885 

Sum 25.00 24.00 23.00 25.00 33.00 22.00 28.00 2.00 15.00 

Mean 1.3158 1.2632 1.2105 1.3158 1.7368 1.1579 1.4737 .1053 .7895 

Post Test 

Std. Deviation .50726 1.01163 .91766 .51299 .37463 .80568 1.20428 .31530 .47757 

Sum 27.00 26.00 23.00 28.00 35.00 24.00 32.00 2.00 13.00 

Mean 1.4211 1.3684 1.2105 1.4737 1.8421 1.2632 1.6842 .1053 .6842 

Total 

Std. Deviation .75053 1.31735 1.27678 .75479 .41315 .93456 1.05604 .31101 .44626 

Sum 52.00 50.00 46.00 53.00 68.00 46.00 60.00 4.00 28.00 

Mean 1.3684 1.3158 1.2105 1.3947 1.7895 1.2105 1.5789 .1053 .7368 

Control Group 

Pre Test 

Std. Deviation .95828 1.31978 1.35280 .95828 .46089 .61835 1.41421 .23570 .32338 

Sum 23.00 23.00 22.00 23.00 31.00 15.00 30.00 1.00 16.00 

Mean 1.2778 1.2778 1.2222 1.2778 1.7222 .8333 1.6667 .0556 .8889 

Post Test 

Std. Deviation .77754 1.04162 1.02899 .80845 .38348 .70711 1.09216 .38348 .42779 

Sum 25.00 26.00 24.00 22.00 33.00 15.00 29.00 3.00 14.00 

Mean 1.3889 1.4444 1.3333 1.2222 1.8333 .8333 1.6111 .1667 .7778 

Total Std. Deviation .86189 1.17480 1.18590 .87423 .42164 .65465 1.24563 .31873 .37796 



- 174 - 
 

- 174 - 
 

Sum 48.00 49.00 46.00 45.00 64.00 30.00 59.00 4.00 30.00 

Mean 1.3333 1.3611 1.2778 1.2500 1.7778 .8333 1.6389 .1111 .8333 

Total 

Pre Test 

Std. Deviation .78297 1.19203 1.18982 .76541 .60181 .71197 1.44550 .36274 .43529 

Sum 131.00 127.00 121.00 129.00 171.00 87.00 204.00 12.00 72.00 

Mean 1.3646 1.3229 1.2604 1.3438 1.7813 .9063 2.1250 .1250 .7500 

Post Test 

Std. Deviation .79514 1.05843 1.01246 .79147 .84816 .82785 1.11067 .24454 .46296 

Sum 72.00 79.00 74.00 69.00 89.00 70.00 93.00 6.00 29.00 

Mean .7579 .8316 .7789 .7263 .9368 .7368 .9789 .0632 .3053 

Total 

Std. Deviation .84370 1.15125 1.12838 .83585 .84627 .77442 1.40894 .31038 .50048 

Sum 203.00 206.00 195.00 198.00 260.00 157.00 297.00 18.00 101.00 

Mean 1.0628 1.0785 1.0209 1.0366 1.3613 .8220 1.5550 .0942 .5288 

 
 

SSAQ Case Summaries 

 

Case Summaries 

Group PrePost Proninst Soundns Pronless Confepa Awareep Attep Pronteach Notprob Pronrate Pronimpt Pronprob Compfam Sigdif Pronprobfam 

Treatment 

Pretest 

N 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 

Median 1.0000 3.5000 1.0000 3.0000 3.0000 3.0000 1.0000 3.0000 1.0000 1.0000 2.0000 2.0000 2.0000 2.0000 

Sum 84.00 201.00 66.00 194.00 190.00 148.00 86.00 175.00 90.00 93.00 136.00 117.00 104.00 108.00 

Std. 

Deviation 

.69380 .79883 .39915 .83090 .71702 .87269 .62073 .88857 .62436 .83209 .70990 .64899 .66042 .63246 

Posttest 

N 58 58 58 58 58 58 58 58 58 58 58 58 58 58 

Median 1.0000 3.0000 1.0000 3.0000 3.0000 3.0000 1.0000 3.0000 1.0000 1.0000 2.0000 3.0000 3.0000 3.0000 

Sum 68.00 196.00 62.00 183.00 178.00 154.00 73.00 156.00 84.00 81.00 141.00 147.00 156.00 156.00 
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Std. 

Deviation 

.42459 .64421 .31690 .85433 .76919 .80681 .51505 .79927 .65353 .61955 .67829 .73067 .82093 .79927 

Total 

N 118 118 118 118 118 118 118 118 118 118 118 118 118 118 

Median 1.0000 3.0000 1.0000 3.0000 3.0000 3.0000 1.0000 3.0000 1.0000 1.0000 2.0000 2.0000 2.0000 2.0000 

Sum 152.00 397.00 128.00 377.00 368.00 302.00 159.00 331.00 174.00 174.00 277.00 264.00 260.00 264.00 

Std. 

Deviation 

.58619 .72401 .35987 .83981 .74156 .84269 .57553 .84992 .63666 .73626 .69648 .74739 .88249 .84406 

Suprasegmental 

Pretest 

N 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 

Median 1.0000 3.0000 1.0000 3.0000 2.0000 2.0000 1.0000 3.0000 2.0000 1.0000 2.0000 2.0000 2.0000 2.0000 

Sum 25.00 57.00 23.00 50.00 48.00 40.00 26.00 53.00 38.00 25.00 43.00 37.00 37.00 37.00 

Std. 

Deviation 

.82007 1.05409 .53530 1.01163 .90483 .87526 .49559 .97633 1.15470 .67104 .56195 .52427 .52427 .52427 

Posttest 

N 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 

Median 1.0000 4.0000 1.0000 3.0000 3.0000 2.0000 1.0000 3.0000 2.0000 1.0000 3.0000 2.0000 2.0000 2.0000 

Sum 23.00 61.00 21.00 52.00 54.00 36.00 25.00 52.00 33.00 30.00 49.00 33.00 33.00 34.00 

Std. 

Deviation 

.41885 1.08418 .31530 .99119 1.01451 .80930 .74927 .99119 .80568 .76853 .76853 .65338 .65338 .63060 

Total 

N 38 38 38 38 38 38 38 38 38 38 38 38 38 38 

Median 1.0000 3.0000 1.0000 3.0000 3.0000 2.0000 1.0000 3.0000 2.0000 1.0000 2.0000 2.0000 2.0000 2.0000 

Sum 48.00 118.00 44.00 102.00 102.00 76.00 51.00 105.00 71.00 55.00 92.00 70.00 70.00 71.00 

Std. 

Deviation 

.64449 1.06007 .43659 .98927 .96157 .83827 .62715 .97077 .99107 .72400 .68306 .59395 .59395 .57756 

Control 

Pretest 

N 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 

Median 1.0000 3.0000 1.0000 3.0000 3.0000 2.0000 1.0000 3.0000 1.0000 1.0000 2.0000 2.0000 2.0000 2.0000 

Sum 18.00 52.00 17.00 49.00 42.00 33.00 22.00 44.00 24.00 22.00 37.00 29.00 27.00 26.00 

Std. 

Deviation 

.41404 .51640 .35187 .59362 .77460 .56061 .63994 .88372 .73679 .63994 .51640 .25820 .41404 .45774 

Posttest N 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 
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Median 1.0000 3.5000 1.0000 2.5000 3.0000 2.0000 1.5000 2.0000 2.0000 1.0000 2.0000 2.0000 2.0000 2.0000 

Sum 23.00 58.00 22.00 47.00 49.00 37.00 31.00 44.00 38.00 26.00 40.00 37.00 34.00 35.00 

Std. 

Deviation 

.57451 1.00326 .64676 .69780 .66911 .80237 .89479 .85559 .67640 .51131 .54832 .41618 .58298 .53930 

Total 

N 33 33 33 33 33 33 33 33 33 33 33 33 33 33 

Median 1.0000 3.0000 1.0000 3.0000 3.0000 2.0000 1.0000 3.0000 2.0000 1.0000 2.0000 2.0000 2.0000 2.0000 

Sum 41.00 110.00 39.00 96.00 91.00 70.00 53.00 88.00 62.00 48.00 77.00 66.00 61.00 61.00 

Std. 

Deviation 

.50189 .81650 .52764 .72300 .70844 .69631 .78817 .88976 .73983 .56408 .54006 .35355 .50752 .50752 

Total 

Pretest 

N 94 94 94 94 94 94 94 94 94 94 94 94 94 94 

Median 1.0000 3.0000 1.0000 3.0000 3.0000 2.0000 1.0000 3.0000 1.0000 1.0000 2.0000 2.0000 2.0000 2.0000 

Sum 127.00 310.00 106.00 293.00 280.00 221.00 134.00 272.00 152.00 140.00 216.00 183.00 168.00 171.00 

Std. 

Deviation 

.68325 .82735 .42080 .86579 .80293 .83868 .59549 .89764 .79117 .77244 .65303 .57487 .60237 .58591 

Posttest 

N 95 95 95 95 95 95 95 95 95 95 95 95 95 95 

Median 1.0000 3.0000 1.0000 3.0000 3.0000 2.0000 1.0000 3.0000 2.0000 1.0000 2.0000 2.0000 2.0000 2.0000 

Sum 114.00 315.00 105.00 282.00 281.00 227.00 129.00 252.00 155.00 137.00 230.00 217.00 223.00 225.00 

Std. 

Deviation 

.45195 .81558 .39877 .88067 .81104 .86657 .66710 .84763 .73009 .63104 .67759 .73893 .86009 .82582 

Total 

N 189 189 189 189 189 189 189 189 189 189 189 189 189 189 

Median 1.0000 3.0000 1.0000 3.0000 3.0000 2.0000 1.0000 3.0000 1.0000 1.0000 2.0000 2.0000 2.0000 2.0000 

Sum 241.00 625.00 211.00 575.00 561.00 448.00 263.00 524.00 307.00 277.00 446.00 400.00 391.00 396.00 

Std. 

Deviation 

.58206 .81932 .40894 .87416 .80494 .85076 .63173 .87888 .75909 .70344 .66658 .68198 .79260 .76592 
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Appendix L 

Biodata Results 

 

Descriptive Statistics 

 
N Mean Std. Error of Mean Median Std. Deviation Variance Range 

Valid Missing 

StudyAbroad 95 0 1.8947 .03165 2.0000 .30852 .095 1.00 

Timeabroad 95 0 1.0526 .02303 1.0000 .22448 .050 1.00 

EnglishHighschool 95 0 1.4316 .05109 1.0000 .49792 .248 1.00 

EnglishInstitute 95 0 1.3053 .04750 1.0000 .46296 .214 1.00 

PrivateLessons 95 0 1.5053 .05157 2.0000 .50262 .253 1.00 

Start StudyingEnglish 95 0 1.1368 .04129 1.0000 .40240 .162 2.00 

HoursStudyingEnglish 95 0 1.0842 .02864 1.0000 .27918 .078 1.00 

StudyAttractiveTeacher 95 0 1.4211 .05092 1.0000 .49635 .246 1.00 

StudyRWStudyLS 95 0 1.5368 .05143 2.0000 .50129 .251 1.00 

AGE (in years) 95 0 20.3579 .10573 20.0000 1.03055 1.062 6.00 
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1. Have you lived or studied abroad? 

 
 

 

 

 

 

2. How long have you lived or studied abroad? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

StudyAbroad 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 

Yes 
10 10.5 10.5 10.5 

No 85 89.5 89.5 100.0 

Total 95 100.0 100.0 
 

Timeabroad 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 

0 -2 Years 
90 94.7 94.7 94.7 

over 2 years 5 5.3 5.3 100.0 

Total 95 100.0 100.0 
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3. Did you attend an English Language High School? 

 

 

 

4. Have attended any English private academies? 

 

 

 

 

 

EnglishHighschool 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Yes 54 56.8 56.8 56.8 

No 41 43.2 43.2 100.0 

Total 95 100.0 100.0 
 

EnglishInstitute 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Yes 66 69.5 69.5 69.5 

No 29 30.5 30.5 100.0 

Total 95 100.0 100.0 
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5. Have you taken private English lessons? 

 

 

 

6.  When did you start studying English?                                                                                  

 

PrivateLessons 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 

Yes 47 49.5 49.5 49.5 

No 48 50.5 50.5 100.0 

Total 95 100.0 100.0 
 

StartstudyingEnglish 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Elementary School 84 88.4 88.4 88.4 

Middle School 9 9.5 9.5 97.9 

High School 2 2.1 2.1 100.0 

Total 95 100.0 100.0 
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7. How many hours a week do you spend studying English? 

 

 
 

 

8. Would you prefer to study with a handsome/pretty teacher? 

 

HoursStudyingEnglish 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Under 10 87 91.6 91.6 91.6 

Over 10 8 8.4 8.4 100.0 

Total 95 100.0 100.0 
 

StudyAttractiveTeacher 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 

Yes 55 57.9 57.9 57.9 

No 40 42.1 42.1 100.0 

Total 95 100.0 100.0 
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9. Which skill have you studied the most? 

 

StudyRWStudyLS 

 
Frequenc

y 

Percent Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 

Listening and 

Speaking 

44 46.3 46.3 46.3 

Reading and Writing 51 53.7 53.7 100.0 

Total 95 100.0 100.0 
 

 

 

 

AGE 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 

19.00 8 8.4 8.4 8.4 

20.00 63 66.3 66.3 74.7 

21.00 15 15.8 15.8 90.5 

22.00 3 3.2 3.2 93.7 

23.00 4 4.2 4.2 97.9 

24.00 1 1.1 1.1 98.9 

25.00 1 1.1 1.1 100.0 
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10. How old are you? 

 

 

 

 

 

11. Please choose one 

 

Total 95 100.0 100.0 
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13. Which English pronunciation do you prefer? 

 

 

 

 

12. Please state your Father’s occupation.   

SEX 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 

Male 56 58.9 58.9 58.9 

Female 39 41.1 41.1 100.0 

Total 95 100.0 100.0 
 

PreferredAccent 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 

Irish 8 8.4 8.4 8.4 

Australian 1 1.1 1.1 9.5 

South African 3 3.2 3.2 12.6 

American 83 87.4 87.4 100.0 

Total 95 100.0 100.0 
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Appendix M 

SSAQ Pretest 

1. Pronunciation instruction will help me. 

 

 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Yes 69 74.2 74.2 74.2 

Slightly Agree 17 18.3 18.3 92.5 

Slightly Disagree 5 5.4 5.4 97.8 

No 2 2.2 2.2 100.0 

Total 93 100.0 100.0 
 

 

 

2. I would like to sound like a native speaker. 
 

 

 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Strongly Disagree 6 6.5 6.5 6.5 

Disagree 4 4.3 4.3 10.8 

Agree 39 41.9 41.9 52.7 

Strongly Agree 44 47.3 47.3 100.0 

Total 93 100.0 100.0 
 

 

 

3. I would like to include pronunciationas part of my lesson on a regular basis 
 
 

 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Strongly Disagree 84 90.3 90.3 90.3 

Slightly Agree 6 6.5 6.5 96.8 

Slightly Disagree 3 3.2 3.2 100.0 

Total 93 100.0 100.0 
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4. I am confident in my English pronunciation ability. 
 
 

 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Yes 6 6.5 6.5 6.5 

Slightly Agree 12 12.9 12.9 19.4 

Slightly Disagree 40 43.0 43.0 62.4 

No 35 37.6 37.6 100.0 

Total 93 100.0 100.0 
 

 

5. I am aware of English pronunciation. 
 

 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Yes 3 3.2 3.2 3.2 

Slightly Agree 21 22.6 22.6 25.8 

Slightly Disagree 43 46.2 46.2 72.0 

No 26 28.0 28.0 100.0 

Total 93 100.0 100.0 
 

 

 

6. Ipay attention to my pronunciation when speaking English. 

 

 

 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Yes 15 16.1 16.1 16.1 

Slightly Agree 38 40.9 40.9 57.0 

Slightly Disagree 33 35.5 35.5 92.5 

No 7 7.5 7.5 100.0 

Total 93 100.0 100.0 
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7. I can ‘notice’ pronunciation problems in other learners of English. 
 

 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Yes 6 6.5 6.5 6.5 

Slightly Agree 22 23.7 23.7 30.1 

Slightly Disagree 39 41.9 41.9 72.0 

No 26 28.0 28.0 100.0 

Total 93 100.0 100.0 
 

 
 
 
8. I think pronunciation should be taught. 

 

 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Yes 58 62.4 62.4 62.4 

Slightly Agree 30 32.3 32.3 94.6 

Slightly Disagree 5 5.4 5.4 100.0 

Total 93 100.0 100.0 
 

 

 

9. How would you rate your pronunciation now? 
 

 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

poor, needs improvement 51 54.8 54.8 54.8 

Fair, but I need to improve my 

pronunciation 

30 32.3 32.3 87.1 

Average, sometimes people don't 

understand me 

9 9.7 9.7 96.8 

Good, intelligible to listeners 3 3.2 3.2 100.0 

Total 93 100.0 100.0 
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11. I think pronunciation is important. 
 

 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Strongly Disagree 61 65.6 65.6 65.6 

Disagree 20 21.5 21.5 87.1 

Agree 10 10.8 10.8 97.8 

Strongly Agree 2 2.2 2.2 100.0 

Total 93 100.0 100.0 
 

 
 
 
 
12. I know my pronunciation problems. 
 

 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Strongly Disagree 8 8.6 8.6 8.6 

Disagree 52 55.9 55.9 64.5 

Agree 31 33.3 33.3 97.8 

Strongly Agree 2 2.2 2.2 100.0 

Total 93 100.0 100.0 
 

 

 

 

 13. I feel competent enough to accurately pronounce the /p/f/b/v/l/r/ʤ/ʃ/a/aI //θ/ð/ family of 

sounds. 
 

 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Strongly Disagree 18 19.4 19.4 19.4 

Disagree 63 67.7 67.7 87.1 

Agree 12 12.9 12.9 100.0 

Total 93 100.0 100.0 
 

 

 

14.  I am aware of the significant difference in meaning among the phonemes p/f/b/v/l/r/ʤ/ʃ/a/aI /θ/ð/. 
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Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Strongly Disagree 28 30.1 30.1 30.1 

Disagree 59 63.4 63.4 93.5 

Agree 6 6.5 6.5 100.0 

Total 93 100.0 100.0 
 

 

15. I know the pronunciation problems posed by /p/f/b/v/l/r/ʤ/ʃ/a/aI /θ/ð/ 

나는  /p/f/b/v/l/r/ʤ/ʃ/a/aI /θ/ð/. 

 

 

 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Strongly Disagree 26 28.0 28.0 28.0 

Disagree 59 63.4 63.4 91.4 

Agree 8 8.6 8.6 100.0 

Total 93 100.0 100.0 
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Appendix N 

SSAQ Postest 

1. Pronunciation instruction will help me. 

 

Proninst 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Yes 79 82.3 82.3 82.3 

Slightly Agree 15 15.6 15.6 97.9 

Slightly Disagree 2 2.1 2.1 100.0 

Total 96 100.0 100.0 
 

 

2.I would like to sound like a native speaker. 

 

Soundns 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Strongly Disagree 6 6.3 6.3 6.3 

Disagree 3 3.1 3.1 9.4 

Agree 42 43.8 43.8 53.1 

Strongly Agree 45 46.9 46.9 100.0 

Total 96 100.0 100.0 
 

 

3.I would like to include pronunciation as part of my lesson on a regular basis. 

Pronless 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Strongly agree 89 92.7 92.7 92.7 

Slightly Agree 4 4.2 4.2 96.9 

Slightly Disagree 3 3.1 3.1 100.0 

Total 96 100.0 100.0 
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4. I am confident in my English pronunciation ability. 

 

Confepa 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Yes 5 5.2 5.2 5.2 

Slightly Agree 23 24.0 24.0 29.2 

Slightly Disagree 38 39.6 39.6 68.8 

No 30 31.3 31.3 100.0 

Total 96 100.0 100.0 
 

 

5. I am aware of English pronunciation. 

 

Awareep 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Yes 2 2.1 2.1 2.1 

Slightly Agree 28 29.2 29.2 31.3 

Slightly Disagree 39 40.6 40.6 71.9 

No 27 28.1 28.1 100.0 

Total 96 100.0 100.0 
 

 

 

6. I pay attention to my pronunciation when speaking English. 

 

Attep 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Yes 14 14.6 14.6 14.6 

Slightly Agree 40 41.7 41.7 56.3 

Slightly Disagree 32 33.3 33.3 89.6 

No 10 10.4 10.4 100.0 

Total 96 100.0 100.0 
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7. I can ‘notice’ pronunciation problems in other learners of English. 

 

Notprob 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Yes 10 10.4 10.4 10.4 

Slightly Agree 29 30.2 30.2 40.6 

Slightly Disagree 43 44.8 44.8 85.4 

No 14 14.6 14.6 100.0 

Total 96 100.0 100.0 
 

 

 

8. I think pronunciation should be taught. 

 

Pronteach 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Yes 70 72.9 72.9 72.9 

Slightly Agree 20 20.8 20.8 93.8 

Slightly Disagree 4 4.2 4.2 97.9 

No 2 2.1 2.1 100.0 

Total 96 100.0 100.0 
 

 

9. How would you rate your pronunciation now? 

Pronrate 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

poor, needs improvement 47 49.0 49.0 49.0 

Fair, but I need to improve my 

pronunciation 

39 40.6 40.6 89.6 

Average, sometimes people don't 

understand me 

8 8.3 8.3 97.9 

Good, intelligible to listeners 2 2.1 2.1 100.0 

Total 96 100.0 100.0 
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10. I think pronunciation is important. 

 

Pronimpt 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Strongly Agree 61 63.5 63.5 63.5 

Agree 28 29.2 29.2 92.7 

Disgree 7 7.3 7.3 100.0 

Total 96 100.0 100.0 
 

 

 

 

11. I know my pronunciation problems. 

Pronprob 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Strongly Disagree 6 6.3 6.3 6.3 

Disagree 47 49.0 49.0 55.2 

Agree 39 40.6 40.6 95.8 

Strongly Agree 4 4.2 4.2 100.0 

Total 96 100.0 100.0 
 

 

 

12. I feel competent enough to accurately pronounce the /p/f/b/v/l/r/ʤ/ʃ/a/ aI / /θ/ð/ family of 

sounds. 

Compfam 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Strongly Disagree 14 14.6 14.6 14.6 

Disagree 42 43.8 43.8 58.3 

Agree 38 39.6 39.6 97.9 

Strongly Agree 2 2.1 2.1 100.0 

Total 96 100.0 100.0 
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13. I am aware of the significant difference in meaning among the phonemes 

p/f/b/v/l/r/ʤ/ʃ/a/ aI / θ/ð/. 

 

Sigdif 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Strongly Disagree 18 18.8 18.8 18.8 

Disagree 32 33.3 33.3 52.1 

Agree 39 40.6 40.6 92.7 

Strongly Agree 7 7.3 7.3 100.0 

Total 96 100.0 100.0 
 

 

 

14. I know the pronunciation problems posed by /p/f/b/v/l/r/ʤ/ʃ/a/ aI /θ/ð/. 

 

Pronprobfam 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Strongly Disagree 16 16.7 16.7 16.7 

Disagree 33 34.4 34.4 51.0 

Agree 42 43.8 43.8 94.8 

Strongly Agree 5 5.2 5.2 100.0 

Total 96 100.0 100.0 
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Appendix O 

IPAQ 

1. Do you feel that pronunciation should be taught in EFL classes? 

 

 

 

 

 

2. Do you think your teacher training has equipped you to deal with the phonetic 

aspect of pronunciation teaching? 

 

 

 

 

 

pronteach 

 
Frequenc

y 

Percent Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 

Strongly 

Agree 

4 20.0 20.0 20.0 

Agree 14 70.0 70.0 90.0 

Disagree 2 10.0 10.0 100.0 

Total 20 100.0 100.0 
 

 

 

teachtrain 

 
Freque

ncy 

Percent Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Vali

d 

Strongl

y 

Agree 

4 20.0 20.0 20.0 

Agree 10 50.0 50.0 70.0 

Disagr

ee 

6 30.0 30.0 100.0 

Total 20 100.0 100.0 
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3. Please describe your experience if you have implemented pronunciation instruction 

before. 

 

 

 
 

 

 

proninstexp 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 

Positive 7 35.0 35.0 35.0 

Somewhat positive 12 60.0 60.0 95.0 

Somewhat negative 1 5.0 5.0 100.0 

Total 20 100.0 100.0 
 

 

 

 

 

4. Are you comfortable with teaching suprasegmentals and segmentals? 
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teachsupseg 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Strongly Agree 1 5.0 5.0 5.0 

Agree 6 30.0 30.0 35.0 

Disagree 10 50.0 50.0 85.0 

Strongly Disagree 3 15.0 15.0 100.0 

Total 20 100.0 100.0 
 

 

 

6. Do you think your students would benefit from pronunciation instruction based on 

your observations? 

 

 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 

Strongly Agree 

5 25.0 25.0 25.0 

Agree 
13 65.0 65.0 90.0 

Disagree 
2 10.0 10.0 100.0 

Total 
20 100.0 100.0 
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6. Which accent do you think your students prefer the 

most? 

 

 

 

 

 

accent 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 

American 
15 75.0 75.0 75.0 

British 
1 5.0 5.0 80.0 

Australian 
1 5.0 5.0 85.0 

Irish 
1 5.0 5.0 90.0 

Canadian 
2 10.0 10.0 100.0 

Total 
20 100.0 100.0 
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7. I need more professional development courses in teaching pronunciation. 

 
 

 

 

 

profdev 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Strongly Agree 3 15.0 15.0 15.0 

Agree 13 65.0 65.0 80.0 

Disagree 2 10.0 10.0 90.0 

Strongly Disagree 2 10.0 10.0 100.0 

Total 20 100.0 100.0 
 

 

 

 

 

8. Please select your level of training 
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levtrain 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Bachelors 9 45.0 45.0 45.0 

Masters 10 50.0 50.0 95.0 

Masters with courses in phonology 1 5.0 5.0 100.0 

Total 20 100.0 100.0 
 

 

 

9. Do you teach pronunciation in your classes? 

 
 

 

 

 

pronteachclass 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Yes 3 15.0 15.0 15.0 

Sometimes 11 55.0 55.0 70.0 

Rarely 5 25.0 25.0 95.0 

Never 1 5.0 5.0 100.0 

Total 20 100.0 100.0 
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10. Are you familiar enough with the International Phonetic Alphabet to teach it to 

students? 
 

 

 
 

 

IPAprof 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Strongly Agree 1 5.0 5.0 5.0 

Agree 5 25.0 25.0 30.0 

Disagree 10 50.0 50.0 80.0 

Strongly Disagree 4 20.0 20.0 100.0 

Total 20 100.0 100.0 
 

 

11. Which of the following presents a challenge to your students in your opinion? 

 

 

 



- 203 - 
 

- 203 - 
 

 

 

 

challstud 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

/l/, /r /, /p /, /f /, /b /, /v  / 2 10.0 10.0 10.0 

/z/and /j /asinzooandJew 1 5.0 5.0 15.0 

/th/asin'the'and'thin' 1 5.0 5.0 20.0 

all of the above 16 80.0 80.0 100.0 

Total 20 100.0 100.0 
 

 

12. Which of the following presents a challenge to comprehension of your students oral 

production in your opinion 

 

 

 
 

challcomp 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

/l/, /r /, /p /, /f /, /b /, /v  / 5 25.0 25.0 25.0 

/z/and /j /asinzooandJew 1 5.0 5.0 30.0 

/th/asin'the'and'thin' 1 5.0 5.0 35.0 

all of the above 4 20.0 20.0 55.0 

None of the above 9 45.0 45.0 100.0 

Total 20 100.0 100.0 
 

 


