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ABSTRACT

AN ANALYSIS OF TURKISH UNIVERSITY LEVEL EFL LEARNERS’
PRONUNCIATION OF THE DIPHTHONGS AND TRIPHTHONGS IN ENGLISH

Albaglar, Necmettin Anil
M.A., Department of English Language Teaching
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Deniz Zeyrek Bozsahin

November 2015, 139 pages

The aim of this study is to investigate the development of diphthongs and triphthongs
and the influence of orthography on the acquisition of the target sounds. This thesis
answers three research questions regarding the pronunciation of /ou/, /av/, /oval and
lava/ by Turkish EFL learners’ at different proficiency levels in English. The first
research question aims to compare the pre-intermediate (PIN) and the advanced
(ADV) level learners in terms of their pronunciation of the target sounds. The second
one focuses on the influence of English orthography and investigates whether certain
letters and letter combinations have a role in learners’ pronunciation of diphthongs
and triphthongs. The last research question examines learners’ awareness of these

sounds to see whether they perform better when they know that their pronunciation is

iv



being tested. Three independent recording sessions were held to answer these
questions. The study finds that there is a significant difference between the PIN and
the ADV groups’ pronunciation of diphthongs and triphthongs. It can be concluded
that phonology acquisition is influenced by one’s proficiency level. Regarding the
English orthography, the results show that the letter “w”, when it corresponds to part
of a diphthong or triphthong, hinders pronunciation. Moreover, when there is one
vowel letter corresponding to a diphthong or a word-final diphthong, learners tended
to produce a monophthong. Learners performed better when two vowel letters
corresponded to a diphthong. Finally, both groups performed better when their
pronunciation was tested in isolated words, which can be related to the task itself.

Keywords: diphthongs, triphthongs, pronunciation, language proficiency
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INGILIiZCE’Yi 2. DiL OLARAK OGRENEN TURK UNIVERSITE DUZEYi
OGRENCILERININ INGILiZCE’DEKI KARMA UNLULERI
TELAFFUZUNUN ANALIZi

Albaglar, Necmettin Anil
Yiiksek Lisans, Ingiliz Dili Egitimi Boliimii
Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Deniz Zeyrek Bozsahin

Kasim 2015, 139 sayfa

Bu c¢aligmanin amaci, Tiirk 6grencilerin Ingilizce’deki ¢ift iinlii ve {i¢ iinlii
hecelerdeki gelisimini ve ortografinin bu seslerin edinimi tizerindeki etkisini
arastirmaktir. Tez, farkli seviyelerde Ingilizce 6grenen Tiirk 6grencilerin /ou/, /av/,
loval ve lavel hecelerinin telaffuzuyla ilgili ii¢ soruyu cevaplamaktadir. Ilk soru orta
alt1 seviye ve ileri seviye 6grencilerin bu sesleri telaffuzunu karsilastirmaktadir. Ikinci
soru ise Ingiliz dilinin yazim yapisina odaklanip, bazi harf ya da harf 6beklerinin orta
alt1 ve ileri seviye 6grencilerin ¢ift iinlii ve Ui¢ tinlii heceleri telaffuzunda bir etkisi
olup olmadigimi cevaplamaktadir. Son aragtirma sorusu, orta alti ve ileri seviye

ogrencilerin telaffuzlarinin test edildiginden haberdar olduklarinda ¢ift iinlii ve iig
Vi



inlii hecelerle ilgili farkindaligina bakmaktadir. Bu sorular1 cevaplamak i¢in {i¢
bagimsiz ses kaydi yapilmistir. Calismamn sonuglari ¢ift {inlii ve {i¢ tinlii hecelerin
telaffuzuyla ilgili orta alti ve ileri seviye Ogrencilerin arasinda anlamli bir fark
oldugunu gostermistir. Sesbilim ediniminin 6grencinin yeterlilik seviyesinden
etkilendigi sonucuna varilabilir. Ingilizce nin ortografik yapisina bakildiginda, “w”
harfinin bir karma {nliiniin bir kismim sembolize ettiginde telaffuz zorlugu yarattig
sonucuna varilmigtir. Ayrica, bir ¢ift iinlii hece tek bir {inlii harfle sembolize ediliyor
ya da sozcik sonunda yer aliyorsa, Ogrencilerin tek iinlii hece iirettikleri
gdzlemlenmistir. Ogrenciler ¢ift @inlii hecelerin iki sesli harfle sembolize edildigi
durumlarda daha iyi sonuglar vermislerdir. Son olarak, her iki grup da sdzciik

bazindaki telaffuz testinde daha iyi sonuglar vermistir ki bu durum Ogrencilerin

telaffuzlarimn test edildiginden haberdar olmalarina baglanabilir.

Anahtar sozciikler: ¢ift tinlii hece, {i¢ iinlii hece, karma iinlii, telaffuz, dil yeterliligi

vii



To my beloved father, to whom I owe everything,
Ahmet Ozcan Albaglar

viii



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

I feel extremely fortunate to have worked with Prof. Dr. Deniz Zeyrek Bozsahin,
whose continuous help and support got me through this thesis. | admired her patience
and professional attitude. She always stood by me. Working with her has been the

highlight of my academic career.

I would also like to offer my gratitude to the examination committee members, Prof.
Dr. Mustafa Aksan and Assoc. Prof. Dr. Martina Gracanin Yiiksek for their

comments and suggestions.

I am truly grateful to Assoc. Prof. Dr. Joshua Bear, who made invaluable

contributions to this thesis with his unique perspective.

I owe a big thank you to Thomas Bonnenfant and Beth Dogan, the native speakers
who took part in the study to assess participants’ performances. There is no way | can
thank them enough for all the hours they spent working on the data with and without

me. | feel very lucky to have such colleagues and friends.

I would like to thank the Department of Basic English of METU for providing me
with the necessary equipment and accommodating me and my participants for as long
as we needed to during the data collection process. | am also grateful to my
colleagues who let me use their students in my study and our technician, Baki Aktas,

for spending hours with me in the recording studio.

I also want to thank our helpful students who graciously took their time to volunteer
to be a part of the study.



I would like to thank all my friends who supported me through this thesis. It was
relieving to know that they would always be willing to help and motivate me
whenever | needed them. Their support was priceless. | want to thank Mustafa
Yaman, Arzu Mutlu, Zeynep Nur Isler, Siimeyye Goksu, Viola Talakhadze, and

Christopher Conlin for all the encouragement and support.

I would like to express my deepest gratitude to my friend Nazife Duygu Bagc1, who

would have written a whole thesis for me if | had asked her to.

Lastly, | thank my parents, my sisters and brothers, and last but not least, my three-

year-old niece, Belinay.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

ABSTRACT ettt ettt b ettt e et e e be e e be e neeree s WY
[0 /2T vi
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS ... .o iX
TABLE OF CONTENTS ..ottt Xi
LIST OF TABLES ... .ot XV
LIST OF FIGURES. ........oooii ettt XVii
CHAPTER
1. INTRODUCTION ...ttt a e ae e 1
1.0, INEFOAUCTION ..t e e st e e st e e et e e e e 1
1.2. Purpose of the StudY .......cooeeiiiiiii 5
1.3. Significance of the stUdy .........coooviiiiiiii i, 6
1.4. RESEAICH QUESTIONS ... ..eeeiieieeieeiiiiite ettt e e ettt e e e e et e et e e e e e sabbbb e e e eeeeesaaaes 7
1.5. Definition of terms and abbreviations ..............ccccoooiiiiiiiiiiiiiii 8
1.6. Outline of the StUAY .....ccoeeiiiiiii 8
2. REVIEW OF LITERATURE. ..o s 9
2.1, OVerview Of the ChaPLEr .......vviiiiiiiiiieieieieeeee e erereeereeereraeeeererennnnnes 9
2.2. ENQliISh VOWET SYSTEM ...evvviiiiiiiieiiiiieieeeeeeeeeststseseseseseeesesessessesssssssessssessensssssessrnsnrnnnes 9
2.2.1 DIPNENONGS ...ttt e et e e e e 13
2.2.2 THIPIENONGS «eeeieieiiiiiiiiet ettt e e e e e e e eeeeeeeeseeseeeeeeeeeseeeseeeeeeeernes 17
2.3. TUIKISN VOWE] SYSTEIM .....vviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeitiitreseeaeeeaebebeeseeeeeeeeeeererereseseeesnnnnnnnsnnnnns 18
2.4. Learning diphthongs and triphthONgS.........cevviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieceieeeeeeeeeeereeee e 24
2.5. Effects of orthography on L2 phonology acquisition: processing accounts ................ 28
2.6. Studies on the pronunciation of diphthongs and triphthongs ..............eevvveveveievveeeennnns 32
2.7. SUMMArY OF the ChAPTEI ......vveiiiiiiieiiieiiie et eereaeeeaeeeeneennnene 35



3. METHODOLOGY ...ttt 36

3.1, OVErVieW OF the ChaPLer ......e e 36
3.2. Research design and MethodoIOgy .......eeeeeeieiiicieecrcecce e, 36
BB L= T=T. T o T =T T TSR 36
3.2.2 Research methodology and iNStrUMENES ........oocuvieeiiiiiieeenieee e 40
3.3. Participants and SEHING .......covvrrieeiiee ettt e e 41
3.3.1 Setting OF the STUAY ....vueeeiei e e e e e e 41
KT A - 1 1T 0= 1) £ 42
3.4. Data collection instruments and the ProCedure .........coooeeeeeeieiiiiiiiiiii e, 43
3.4.1 Selection Of target SOUNTS ........uueuee s e e e e e e 43
3.4.2 Selection of target words (SLIMUT) ........ueeeeieieiiiiiiiii e 44
3.4.3 Presentation Of the StmMUli.........coccuvviiiiiiiiiii e 45
3.4.4 RECOIAING SESSTONS ...uttieeeiiiiieee ettt e e ettt e ettt e e et e e ettt e e e st e e e s e e e naaeee 46
3.4.4.1 Recording 1: read-aloud...........cccceevviiiiiiiiiiie e 47
3.4.4.2 Recording 2: blank filling.........ccoooviiiiiiiee e 47
3.4.4.3 Recording 3: word pronuNCIation ............cevvvvvieiiiiiiiiiiiiieieieeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 48
BB SR I - = T oo 1 o 48
3.4.5.1 Preparation of the LiKert SCale ..........ccovvvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieieeeeeceeeeeeeeeveeeeeeeens 48
3.4.5.2 Inter-rater reliability ..........ccooeriiiiiiiiieiie e 49

3.5. Data Analysis MELNOGS ..........uvviiiiiiee e e e e 52
3.6. SUMMArY OF the ChAPLET ....eeeeiie e 53
A, RESULTS L.ttt sttt e et e naeas 54
4.1, Overview Of the Chapter ..o, 54
4.2. Comparison of the PIN and ADV QroUPS ....ccoeeeeeeeeeieeeeeeeeeeeeeie e, 54
4.3. Orthographic Influence (read-aloud vs. blank-filling).................cccooeeee . 55
4.3.1 Comparison of the read-aloud and the blank-filling tasks .............ccccovvvvereeennn. 56
4.3.2 OrthographiC Categories ..ceeeeeeee e 58

xii



4.3.2.1 “one-vowel” vs. “tWo-VOWE]” CAteZOTICS . uuuuereeriririiiiiiineeeeireeiiiinneeeeeeeennnns 58

4.3.2.2 “w” category (read-aloud vs. blank-filling) ........c.covvvrviviiiiiiiiiiieeiiiiiriniiinnnns 61
4.3.2.3 “word-final” category (read-aloud vs blank-filling) ...........cccccceeiiiiinnnnn. 62

4.4. Awareness of diphthongs and triphthongs (read-aloud vs. word pronunciation) ......... 64
4.5. Summary of the Chapter......ccooee e 66
5. DISCUSSION ... oottt be e nane e 69
5.1, Overview Of the ChapLer .........uueiiieiiiiiiiiiiiii e 69
5.2. Comparison Of PIN and ADYV QrOUPS ......uuuuuuurernrmrnmmmnrenerennnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnns 69
5.3. Orthographic influence (read-aloud vs. blank-filliNg).......cccooeeveiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiicccieeen, 71
5.3.1 Comparison of the read-aloud and the blank-filling tasks ............cccccccvveeeeiinnnes 71
5.3.2 OrthographiC CategOriBS .. . uuuuurrurrriririniiiniurninninneienniennarannnnnanannnnnnnnn s nnsnns 73
5.3.2.1 The “one-vowel” vs. “tWo-VOWeEl” CateZOTICS ...eveevrrrrririiiiieeeeieeeiiianreeeeenens 73
5.3.2.2 THhe “W CALBZOTY oeeeeeeeee e e e e e e e e e e e e e eaeeenes 75
5.3.2.3 The “word-final” Cate@Ory ........cceiieeeiiiiiiiiiiieeeee et 77

5.4. Awareness of diphthongs and triphthONgS ...........evviiiiiiiiiiiiiieaeees 79
5.5. SoUNd SPECIFIC FESUIS .. .uviviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii bbb eeeeeeereaeeeseneennennnnnes 82
LT T 310 84
BB 101 OUL e 85
55,102 JAU/ et 86

5.5.2 THIPNENONGS .ot 89
5.5, 2.0 JOUO ettt e e a e e e e as 89
5.5.2.2 JAUO oo 90

5.6. Summary and evaluation Of the FeSUIS ............euevereiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieie e 92
5.7. Limitations of the study and implications for further research .........cccccooeveeiiiiiiinnnnn. 95
5.8. Pedagogical imPlICALIONS .......uuuviuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiiitiiiib bbb eeaeenneennnennnnes %

xiii



REFERENCES ... ..o s 100

APPENDICES

A. TABLE OF WORDS, ORTHOGRAPHIC CATEGORIES, AND TARGET
S0 18] \N] 3OO 112
B. LIKERT SCALE ..ottt sttt 113
C. POWERPOINT SLIDES USED IN THE MAIN STUDY......cocovovvrrrerreninnens 115
D. SENTENCES USED IN THE READ-AOULD TASK (in the order they

21 0] 0= | o) ISR 116
E. SENTENCES USED IN THE BLANK-FILLING TASK (in the order they

2T 0] 01T= 1 ) SR UUTPRUTRPRRTR 117
F. WORDS USED IN THE WORD PRONUNCIATION TASK (in the order
LRV o] 0= T= g USRS 118
G. DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONNAIRE .......ooevieeieteeeseeees e essseseneesenisnes 119
H. PARTICIPANT CONSENT FORM ....oooiiiiiiisieicee e 121
L. TURKCE OZET ......cocoooiiiiieeeeee ettt enes st an st en s senenans 122
J. TEZ FOTOKOPISTIZIN FORMU..........cccccooiirieiireeireeeeeeeseee e 139

Xiv



LIST OF TABLES

TABLES

Table 1 Diphthongs by ROACH (2010) .....ccvviieiiiie et 15
Table 2 Triphthongs by ROACH (2010) ......ociiiiieiiieie e 17
Table 3 Data COIECtION PrOCRAUIE .........ooiiiiiieieieeie e 37
Table 4 Research questions, methods and INSTIUMENLS .........c..coveiiieiieiiiece e 38
Table 5 Target sounds and their position inthe WOrd ...........c.cccovviiieiie i 45
Table 6 ReCOrding PrOCEAUIE .......cveiieieeie sttt e st e snaeste s e s reesneenes 47
Table 7 Altman’s agreement strength measurement (Altman, 1991) ......ccccooeviiiiiiiniien e, 49
Table 8 Inter-rater reliability teSt reSUILS .........ooviiiiii e 50
Table 9 Cramer’s V interpretation table...........coiviiiiiiiiiic s 52
Table 10 SUMMArY OF the FESUILS ........ccuiiieiicce e e 67
Table 11 Judges’ assessments of the pronunciation of diphthongs for the PIN group ................. 82
Table 12 Judges’ assessments of the pronunciation of diphthongs for the ADV group ............... 82
Table 13 Judges’ assessments of the pronunciation of triphthongs for the PIN group................. 83
Table 14 Judges’ assessments of the pronunciation of triphthongs for the ADV group............... 84

Table 15 Judges’ assessments of the pronunciation of the diphthong /ou/ for the PIN

XV



Table 19 Judges’ assessments of the pronunciation of the diphthong /owva/ by the PIN
Table 20 Judges’ assessments of the pronunciation of the diphthong /owa/ by the
y DAY o o 11 o O TP 90

Table 21 Judges’ assessments of the pronunciation of the diphthong /ava/ by the PIN

Table 22 Judges’ assessments of the pronunciation of the diphthong /ava/ by the
y D Yo o 11 o PRSP 92

XVi



LIST OF FIGURES

FIGURES

Figure 1 General American vowel space by Ladefoged and Johnson (2011).......ccccccevvevveineenenn, 14
Figure 2 Diphthong movement for /ou/ and /au/ by Ladefoged and Johnson (2011)................... 16
Figure 3 Turkish vowel space adapted from Yavuz & Balc1 (2011) ..cooooveiiiiiiiiiiicee 18
Figure 4 PIN and ADV groups’ common pronunciation counts in all recordings...............ccccu... 55

Figure 5 ADV group’s common pronunciation counts in read-aloud and blank-filling

Figure 7 ADV group’s common pronunciation counts in “one-vowel” and “two-

VOWED” CAIEEOTIES .. .vveutiieestiete ettt ettt etttk b bbbt e b e e bt s e e e e b e e bt e e b e e neanes 59
Figure 8 PIN group’s common pronunciation counts in “one-vowel” and “two-vowel”

(01 (=0 0 =T TSSO PTRPRUPN 60
Figure 9 ADV group’s common pronunciation counts of “w” category in read-aloud

and DIANK-FIHTING TASKS .....eeveee et re e e nreenes 61
Figure 10 PIN group’s common pronunciation counts of “w” category in read-aloud

AN DIANK-FITTING TASKS ... 62
Figure 11 ADV group’s common pronunciation counts of the “word-final” category

in read-aloud and blank-filliNg taSKS .........ccueiviiiiiece e 63
Figure 12 PIN group’s common pronunciation counts of the “word-final” category in

read-aloud and blank-filliNg tASKS ..o 64
Figure 13 ADV group’s common pronunciation counts in read-aloud and word

PrONUNCIALION TASKS ... .eevieiiieeitie ittt ettt sttt e e e sae e et e e te e et e e sae e e sbeesrseeteeaneeennes 65
Figure 14 PIN group’s common pronunciation counts in read-aloud and word

PrONUNCIALION TASKS ......oivieiiiiccie ettt e e te et e e aeene e reeneeaneenreans 66






CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1. Introduction

Forming a true notion of L2 phonology at receptive and productive levels is a task
that most learners fail to achieve (Flege & Fletcher, 1992; Flege, Munro, & MacKay,
1995; Young-Scholten, 1995). Reasons vary. Age, teaching practices and studying
methods are without doubt important factors. Another common explanation is the
influence of L1 systems on L2 phonology acquisition (Flege, 1980, 1992 & 1995;
Odlin, 1989; Pater & Tessier, 2003). Selinker (1972) coined the term “interlanguage”
for the system which L2 learners develop through the acquisition process. In this
study, Turkish learners’ pronunciation of diphthongs and triphthongs will be analyzed

in an attempt to understand such developmental stages that they go through.

Phonological difficulties that L2 learners have are diverse. Hismanoglu (2009)
reported that Turkish learners had difficulty with the pronunciation of the inter-dental
sounds of English. Barboza (2007) revealed that Brazilian teachers of English
pronounced English front vowels differently from native speakers of English do
because of L1 interference. The current study solely focuses on the production of
vowel sounds. Consonants and perception of sounds are out of its scope.

McMahon (2002) states that vowels particularly cause difficulty in both perception
and production since the features which are used to classify and understand

consonants are not helpful in distinguishing between vowels. Vowel perception is no



easy task because vowels are subject to change in speech tempo (McCully, 2009).
Although perception is not in the scope of this study, it is crucial to understand that
perception and production are correlated (Flege et al., 1999). Several studies on
vowels support this point (Flege et al., 1997; Flege et al., 1999; Ingram & Park,
1997).

English diphthongs and triphthongs cause difficulty for Turkish learners. One reason
might be that Turkish does not have diphthongs (Yavuz & Balci, 2011). Even when
there are two vowels that follow each other, they do not possess the qualities of
English diphthongs. In English, the first part of the diphthong is usually more
prominent than the last. In fact, the last part is often so brief and transitory that it is
difficult to determine its exact quality (Ladefoged & Johnson, 2011). Diphthong
production in English has been studied by a number of scholars (Amos, 2011; Balas,
2009; Enli, 2014, Kitagawa, 2012; Mlinar, 2011; Tasko & Greilick, 2010).

In the current study, for the words “home” and “open”, for instance, pronunciations
such as /honv and /’oper/, /o:pean/ were produced very often. Many participants
pronounced the words “go” and “so” as /go/, /go:/ and /so/, /so:/. Triphthongs in the
words “lower” and “power” were produced by an insertion of voiced a bilabial
fricative /B/; /lo:Bar/, /louPar/, /pa:Bar/, Ipaupar/. This study analyzes pronunciations
as such and reveals how Turkish learners pronounce English diphthongs and
triphthongs in order to understand the processes that Turkish learners go through
while acquiring second language phonology.

From the perspective of World Englishes, mutual intelligibility is sufficient for
communication (Canagarajah, 2007; Dalton & Seidlhofer, 1994; Jenkins, 2005;
Kentworthy, 1987; Timmis, 2002). That is, as long as one can express their thoughts

and be comprehensible to others, they do not need to go any further on their



pronunciation skills. In his study, Sobkowiak (2002) revealed that 67% of the
participants regarded grammar and vocabulary to be more important than
pronunciation. Similarly, Majer (2002) found out that the teacher trainer college
students of English ranked pronunciation errors the lowest in importance. However,
according to Fraser (2000a), pronunciation is by far the most important sub-skill of
speech production. Accurate pronunciation is an important component of language
without which no efficient oral communication is possible (Szpyra-Kozlowska,
2014). Some native speakers of English are judgmental and less tolerant of those
with accented speech (Greenwood, 2002) and having an accent might even lead to
difficulties in finding employment (Fraser, 2000a). Hinofotis & Bailey (1980) stated
that communication breakdowns are mostly caused by pronunciation, rather than
vocabulary or grammar. In our case, the two native speakers who evaluated
participants’ performance in the current study asserted that pronunciations such as
/nov/ or /nav/ for the word “now” made no sense for them, saying that it “throws
them off”. We will analyze such learner errors and argue that they may actually harm

mutual intelligibility.

As mentioned before, an important factor that determines a learner’s second language
phonology acquisition is their background; that is, language-specific details of L1 that
influence L2 phonological perception and production (Pater & Tessier, 2003). Several
studies were carried out to show the influence of L1 on L2 phonology acquisition
(Flege, 1980; Leather & James, 1991; Major, 1994; Odlin, 1989). In Turkish, such
studies are scarce but they exist. For example, Varol (2012) revealed the influence of

Turkish sound system on learners’ pronunciation in English.

Selinker’s (1972) Interlanguage Hypothesis (IL) suggests that learners of a second

language develop certain systems that resemble neither L1 nor L2. Systems as such



are formed by learners in an attempt to be comprehensible and to understand other
speakers. IL considers several factors that influence L2 acquisition. Since IL acts as a
bridge between L1 and L2, an important distinction that must be made when teaching
a second language is language specific comparisons. Among the many differences
between Turkish and English is the level of grapheme-phoneme correspondence.
Turkish has a transparent orthography (Davis, 2005; Erdener & Burnham, 2005)
meaning that a given letter or letter combination corresponds to the same sound(s)
most of the time (Ellis et al., 2004). Regarding vowel sounds, every vowel letter
always corresponds to the same monophthong, short or long. Consider these

pronunciation-word pairs:

“cok” - /tfok/ (much, many, lots)
“okul” - /o’kul/  (school)

“havlu” - /hav’lu/ (towel)

English, on the other hand, has a non-phonemic orthography, where the
correspondence between letters and sounds is rather irregular (Frost & Katz, 1992).
See the following samples from the current study (for the table of words, see

appendix A):

“soul” - /sovl/
“house” - /havs/

“road” - /rooud/

The influence of orthography on pronunciation has been emphasized by several
studies (Carr et al., 1979; Ellis et al., 2004; Escudero & Wanrooij, 2010; Katz &
Feldman, 1983; Lems, 2012; Timmer & Schiller, 2012; Varol, 2012). Such studies



prove the importance in understanding the relationship between graphemes and
phonemes in languages with different correspondence levels; that is opaque or

transparent orthographies.

1.2. Purpose of the study

Native-like pronunciation has long been a field of great interest to me. Having been
teaching English as a second language to mostly Turkish learners, | realized in the
first years of my career that Turkish learners of English have trouble producing the

two closing diphthongs /ou/, /au/ and the triphthongs /ova/, /aval.

This study attempts to reveal how Pre-Intermediate (PIN) and Advanced (ADV) level
learners of English at a university in Turkey produce the diphthongs /ou/, /au/ and the
triphthongs /oua/ and /aval. The reason why the present study dwells on two different
proficiency levels is to reveal whether learners exhibit a developmental pattern as one
would expect and whether learners with higher proficiency in English are more aware
of these sounds or not. Advanced level learners might have had native speakers as
their teachers, spent time at an English speaking country or attended a more proficient
school in language teaching before coming to their current school. Assuming that
such experiences could increase learners’ perception and therefore production, the
study attempts to see if higher level learners produce these diphthongs and

triphthongs differently than the lower level learners.

Another purpose of the study is to investigate whether and how orthography might be
influencing learners’ pronunciation. This issue will be analyzed in order to see how

certain letters or letter combinations influence learners’ pronunciation of diphthongs



and triphthongs. We take the comprehensible or perfect pronunciations as a sign of
the representation of the target phonemes; we assume that orthography is an extra-
linguistic factor interacting with the acquisition of phonemes. With this two-pronged
approach, we hope to expand the scope of phoneme learning and emphasize the

inhibitory or facilitative role of orthography on the acquisition of sounds.

In the present study, there are 10 participants from each proficiency level: Pre-
Intermediate and Advanced (ADV). Three recording sessions are held with each
participant: The first recording is a read aloud task where the target words are
embedded within sentences; the second recording is a blank-filling task where
participants are supposed to fill in the blanks orally with the target words; the third
recording is another read aloud task where all the stimuli are given in isolation and
are to be pronounced by the students. The stimuli were presented through a
PowerPoint presentation. Two native speakers of English assess the recordings of the
participants. The assessment criteria are prepared on the basis of these native
speakers’ judgement on a pilot study carried out with three students. The raters
listened to these recordings and assessed the pronunciations on the basis of a Likert
scale (See Appendix B for the Likert scale). Statistical analyses are done in order to

answer the research questions (See section 1.4. for the research questions).

1.3. Significance of the study

The present study is significant for a few reasons. To the best of my knowledge, it is
the first study that empirically analyzes Turkish learners’ pronunciation. Therefore, it
will provide the first statistical information regarding the pronunciation of diphthongs

and triphthongs by Turkish learners. To the best of my knowledge, there are no



studies on lower level learners on their production of diphthongs and triphthongs.
Moreover, the study defined some orthographic categories (See Appendix A) that will
help understand the effects of orthography on learners’ pronunciation. These are
peculiar to this study, merely resulting from the researcher’s observations. These

categories can serve as an example for similar ones in the future.

The results of the study will shed light on how much of a factor orthography may be
regarding pronunciation. Teachers of English can use this information to raise
awareness in their classes. They can also use this information to reflect on their own

utterances as they are models in class.

All in all, this study displays how Turkish learners pronounce diphthongs and
triphthongs in English, whether they show a developmental pattern and whether
orthography as an extra-linguistic factor influences pronunciation along with the
reasons that lie behind learner errors. It will provide quantitative and qualitative
information on learner’s performance on specific diphthongs and triphthongs: /ou/,
lav/, lova/ and /aval. Other dipthongs/tripthongs are out of the scope of the present

thesis.

1.4. Research questions

The general research questions that guided this study were the following:

1) Is there a significant difference between the PIN and the ADV learners
regarding their pronunciation of diphthongs and triphthongs?

2) Does orthography play a significant role in learners’ performance in

producing the target sounds?



3) Is there a significant difference in learners’ performance between the read-

aloud and the word pronunciation tests?

1.5. Definition of terms and abbreviations

Diphthong: A type of vowel that results includes a movement from one vowel to
another (Ladefoged & Johnson, 2011. p. 92)

Triphthong: A type of vowel that includes a glide from one vowel to another and
then to a third, all produced rapidly and without interruption (Roach, 2001. p. 23).
Glide: the transition from one vowel sound to another.

GA: General American English

1.6. Outline of the study

The present study includes six chapters. Chapter 2 presents a review of the literature
in the field. Chapter 3 provides the methodology of the study, along with detailed
information on participants, data collection and data analysis. In Chapter 4, the
statistical outcomes of the study are presented. Chapter 5 provides a detailed
discussion of the results. Finally, Chapter 6 dwells on conclusions and implications of
the results on teaching English as a second language.



CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

2.1. Overview of the chapter

This chapter firstly introduces the English vowel system along with diphthongs and
triphthongs. Secondly, Turkish vowel system is presented, followed by a note on the
lack of diphthongs on triphthongs in Turkish. Next, the learning of diphthongs and
triphthongs is discussed. This is followed by an introduction of the Interlanguage
Hypothesis and studies related to it. Then, the related literature on the influence of
orthography on L2 phonology acquisition is presented. Finally, the chapter concludes

with experimental studies related to diphthongs and triphthongs.

2.2. English vowel system

Ladefoged and Johnson (2011) describe vowels as sounds which are produced with a
relatively unobstructed airstream when compared to consonants. The manner and
place of articulation are bases of understanding vowels. In fact, doctors ask the
patients to say “ah” when they want to see the back of their mouth since this vowel

sound provides an unobstructed look (Roach, 2010).



The classification of English vowels is usually done on the basis of:
- the position of the tongue (back/front dimension and high/low dimension)
- the position of the lips (rounded/unrounded)

- the length of the sounds (tense/lax)

For example, the vowel in the word ‘you’ is a tense and rounded high back vowel,
meaning the lips are rounded and the back of the tongue is positioned high in the
mouth. Below is the vowel space of an American national newscaster provided by
Ladefoged and Johnson (2011).

In this section of the study, monophthongs will be presented shortly in the light of
McMahon’s (2002) classification of vowels. The explanations and examples below
describe the vowels in General American English (GA). Only GA vowels are
introduced and sounds that are unique to the other accents of English are excluded

since this study dwells on GA diphthongs and triphthongs.

Tongue position

Front vowels

Front vowels are produced by raising the front part of the tongue close to the roof of
the mouth.

/1/ as in ‘pit, fit’

/e/ as in ‘get, dread’

/ee/ as in ‘cat, flat’

/i:/ as in ‘heed, sea’

Back vowels

Back vowels are those that are produced by raising the back of the tongue.

10



/o:/, la:/ as in ‘hot, thought’
v/ as in ‘put, good’

/u:/ as in ‘food, snooze’

Central vowels

In addition to front and back vowels, there are central vowels that are produced by
raising the body of the tongue toward the joint of the hard and soft palate (p. 70).

/5/ as in ‘ago, foreign’

/3/ as in ‘perfect, girl’

Tongue height

High vowels

As mentioned before, regarding the height of the tongue in the mouth, vowels are
classified as high and low. High vowels are exemplified below.

/1/ as in ‘pit, fit’

/1:/ as in ‘heed, sea’

v/ as in ‘put, good’

/u:/ as in ‘food, snooze’

Low vowels
The following are examples for low vowels. The tongue is in a lower position in the
mouth while producing these sounds.

/&/ as in ‘cat, flat’

/o:/, la:/ as in ‘hot, thought’

11



Mid vowels

There are still other vowels with qualities between high and low vowels, which are
called mid vowels since the tongue is neither high nor low in the mouth.

/e/ as in ‘get, dread’

/a/ as in ‘ago, foreign’

/3/ as in ‘perfect, girl’

A/ as in ‘cut, jump’

The mid vowels can also be subclassified as high-mid and low-mid, regarding their
nearness to being high or low (McMahon, 2002, p. 71).

Lip rounding/pursing

The position of the lips is another determinant in classifying the vowels. If, in
addition to tongue movement, the lips are rounded, such vowels are called rounded.
If, however, the lips are spread or neutral, the sound is called a neutral, spread or
unrounded vowel. The sounds mentioned in the previous categories all belong to

either rounded or unrounded category.

/o:/, la:/ as in ‘hot, thought’
v/ as in ‘put, good’

/u:/ as in ‘food, snooze’

Vowel length

The final category is related to length, which includes long and short vowels. In
English, there is a tense/lax distinction regarding vowels. Tense vowels are longer
and have more extreme tongue and lip position. Lax vowels, on the other hand, could

be considered to require less effort to produce.
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Determining the length of a vowel is crucial in that it supports phoneme distinction in
minimal pairs. Long vowels are usually transcribed with a colon (:).

Long vowels

/i:/ as in ‘heed, sea’

/u:/ as in ‘food, snooze’

/o:/, la:/ as in ‘hot, thought’

Short vowels

Short vowels in GA are as follows:
/1/ as in ‘pit, fit’

/e/ as in ‘get, dread’

/&/ as in ‘cat, flat’

[v/ as in ‘put, good’

/5/ as in ‘ago, foreign’

/A/ as in ‘cut, jump’

In the next section of the review, GA diphthongs and triphthongs will be introduced.

2.2.1 Diphthongs

Ladefoged and Johnson (2011: 92) describe a diphthong as a sound that involves a
change within one single vowel. Kelly (2000)’s definition of a diphthong is ‘a
combination of vowel sounds’. These vowel-like sounds consist of a movement or

glide from one vowel to another (Roach, 2010, p. 17).
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Being in the vowel category, diphthongs are similar to tense/long vowels in terms of
length. However, there are two parts to a diphthong; one starting point and a different
end point. Ladefoged and Johnson (2011) states that these beginning and ending

points are different from simple vowels. Figure 1 provides the glides necessary for

diphthongs.
high
\ @®:
\ T e — @
\‘k
N @

bhack

American
(national newscaster)

low

Figure 1 General American vowel space by Ladefoged and Johnson (2011)

The first part of a diphthong is longer and more prominent than the second
(McMahon, 2002). To illustrate, a careful pronunciation of the word ‘how’ will
involve the closing diphthong /au/. Although the IPA transcription will include both
vowel sounds, the second part of the diphthong will be pronounced shorter and
weaker. The tongue glides toward the second vowel but does not quite get there.

Simply put, the /u/ in ‘put’ and the one in ‘low’ do not have the same quality.

Diphthongs, like other phonemes, are categorized according to their place of
articulation. Centering diphthongs are called ‘centering’ because the ending point is a

central vowel called ‘schwa’. Similarly, closing diphthongs are called ‘closing’ since
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they glide towards a closer vowel (closer than the first vowel of the diphthong) such
as /il and /u/. McCully (2009) called the closing diphthongs non-centering diphthongs
since their tongue movement end in a non-central position (p. 140). In this study, they

are called closing diphthongs.

It is worth mentioning, however, that tongue movement is not the only requirement
when producing a diphthong. Most times, lips and jaw are included in the process. A
short and simple word such as ‘no’ requires a rapid and uninterrupted motion of the

tongue, the lips and the jaw.

Table 1 below is a classification of the diphthongs in English. Centering diphthongs
are usually replaced with a /r/ sound in GA.

Table 1 Diphthongs by Roach (2010)

Centering Closing

ending in /o/ ending in /1/ ending in /o/
1o/ /ea/ [val /e1/ a1/ o1/ /ou/ lav/
here there lure make die boy goat now
dear hair pure shame high point no round

The diphthongs on which this study focuses are the closing ones ending in /u/. These
sounds are produced by a back-gliding of the tongue towards a closer vowel. That is,
the glide from the first vowel to the second is formed by moving the tongue to the
high-back position. The tongue moves closer to the top and the lips are rounded. And
the second part of the diphthong is produced at the back of the mouth in the velar area
where the glide /w/ is produced (Dobrovolsky et al., 1997, p. 36). To be more exact,

the diphthong /au/ starts with the open vowel /a/ and is followed by a glide towards
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/ul. The diphthong /ou/ starts with the open vowel /o/ and glides towards /o/. This
particular diphthong starts and ends with lip-rounding, and therefore there is no large
movement. However, since the first vowel of the phoneme /aw/ is an open vowel, the
glide necessitates a larger movement than /ouw/ does (Roach, 2010, p. 18), as well as
more effort on the lips and the jaw. Phonetically, for L2 learners, this might make the
diphthong /au/ more audible and visible while /ou/ could be more challenging since
the movement from the first vowel to the next is not as extensive. See Figure 2 for the

movement required for each diphthong.

high

back

front
/OU

a0

low

Figure 2 Diphthong movement for /ou/ and /au/ by Ladefoged and Johnson (2011)

The next section introduces GA triphthongs.
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2.2.2 Triphthongs

Triphthongs are the most complex English sounds in vowel category. They require a
glide from one vowel to another and then to a third without interruption (Roach,
2010). There are five triphthongs in GA and they are all composed of a closing
diphthong and a schwa sound at the end.

According to Roach, triphthongs are hard to hear and distinguish. They are subject to
change in speech tempo and may be speaker dependent, which might be another
factor behind perception problems (McCully, 2009). They do not appear often in
English. Many words are pronounced with a triphthong only after a suffix is added to
the end. Triphthongs are more likely to be considered as monosyllabic sounds in
words such as tower /tavar/ or power /pavar/. However, in words which involve a
suffix such as player /pleiar/ or lower /lovar/, they are more likely to be perceived as

bisyllabic sounds (Roach, 2010). Table 2 below shows examples for triphthongs.

Table 2 Triphthongs by Roach (2010)

/e1a/ lara/ lo1a/ lova/ laval

layer, prayer higher, buyer | loyal, royal lower, mower | towel, power

The articulation of triphthongs is similar to that of diphthongs in that they consist of
multiple vowel sounds and there is no interruption in between. Once a closing
diphthong is completed, the vowel is carried to a central position by one last motion

of the tongue.

The next section introduces the Turkish vowel system.
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2.3. Turkish vowel system

Turkish has a very symmetrical vocalic system with eight vowels (Goksel &
Kerslake, 2005). The IPA symbols used for each Turkish vowel in this section are as

follows: “a” /a/, “e” /e/, “1” lw/, “i” /i/, “0” /o/, “6” /ee/, “u” /W, “0” /yl/.

This section summarizes the manner and places of articulation of Turkish vowels
based on Demircan (2015), Goksel & Kerslake (2005) and Yavuz & Balci (2011).

Figure 3 below is a snapshot of the vowel space of Turkish.

front central back
; y w u  |high
e - 0 mid
low
a

Figure 3 Turkish vowel space adapted from Yavuz & Balci (2011)

Similarly, Demircan (2015) categorizes /e, i, @, y/ as front-tongue and hard palate
vowels. /a, w, 0, u/ are classified as back-tongue and soft palate sounds (p. 22).
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lal

/al is a low, central and unrounded vowel. It is the widest of all the vowels in Turkish
(Demircan, 2015).

/al tarak ‘comb’, sal ‘raft’, duvar ‘wall’

/al has a fronted allophone, /a/, which occurs in loan words when it precedes or
follows the palatal consonant /c/ (similar to /d3/ in English) and /1/.

/al ilan ‘advertisement’, kagit ‘paper’

lel

The vowel /e/ has three forms in Turkish. The first one is the mid, front, closed /e/.
Below are examples from Turkish words that include this sound:

/el deli ‘crazy’, kendi ‘own, self’, gomlek ‘shirt’

Goksel et al. (2005) adds a lower counterpart of /e/, using the phonetic symbol /¢/ to
represent the sound and giving the examples below. This sound occurs in the word-
final position in Turkish.

/¢/ ile ‘with’, kiife ‘large basket’, bale ‘ballet’

The last allophone of /e/ is a more open counterpart of it, /&/. Some Turkish words
that include this vowel are as follows:

/&/ ben ‘T’, sen ‘you’, pencerem ‘my window’

[l
The vowel /w/ is a high, back, unrounded vowel.

[w/ g1k ‘smart’, akil ‘mind’, hatira ‘memory’
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il
The /i/ sound is the front counterpart of /w/, still being high and unrounded.

/il fikir ‘opinion’, sirket ‘company’

A higher form of /i/ can be seen in word-final position in Turkish.

/1] vergi ‘eraser’, geri ‘back’

o/

/ol is a mid, back, rounded vowel.
/ol kol ‘arm’, sokak ‘street’

In loan words, a palatalized allophone /¢/ is used, especially next to /1/.

/ol lokanta ‘restaurant’, gol ‘goal’

/ce/
/ce/ is also mid and rounded, but a front counterpart of /o/. Moreover, the lips are
slightly more pursed compared to /o/.

/e/ goz ‘eye’, soniik ‘pale’, sohret ‘fame’

lu/

/u/ is a rounded, high, back vowel. It sounds like the vowel in the words ‘good, who’
in English.

/u/ kumar ‘gambling’, surat ‘face’

A palatalized /u/ occurs in loan words next to the palatal consonants /c/ and /l/.

/u/ lugat “dictionary’, bulvar ‘boulevard’
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There is also a more lowered version of /u/, which occurs in word-final position.

v/ dolu “full’, soru ‘question’, su ‘that’

Iyl
Finally, /y/ is a high, front, rounded vowel.

Iyl siire ‘time’, miiracat ‘application’

A more lowered allophone of /y/ occurs in word final position. Goksel and Kerslake
(2005) use the symbol /Y/ for this particular sound (p. 11).
/Y/ kétii ‘bad’, koylii ‘villager’

Long vowels
There are also long vowels in Turkish, mostly in loan words either from Arabic or

Persian. Below are some examples for such loan words:

/a:l kira ‘rent’, salim ‘safe’
/e:/ tesir ‘effect’, temin ‘acquisition’
/i:/ nimet ‘food’, Sinem (a female name)

/u:/ suret ‘copy’, sube ‘office’

Lack of diphthongs and triphthongs in Turkish

Turkish does not have diphthongs (Yavuz & Balci, 2011, p. 39). To justify this
argument, Yavuz and Balci give the following example: The Turkish word “ay”
(moon) and the English word “eye” are similar in their pronunciation. The English
word contains a diphthong, but the Turkish word does not. The Turkish word is
transcribed as /aj/, a vowel and consonant; however, the English word is transcribed

as /ai/, a diphthong. The difference comes from the syllable structure. When added
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the suffix —I, for instance, the syllables of the word “ay” are divided as “a-y1”. If there
were a diphthong in this word, the vowel would have stayed together in the same
syllable regardless of the suffix because a diphthong is considered to be a single
vowel sound (Yavuz & Balci, 2011, p. 40-41).

The loan words that originally have a diphthong are borrowed through the non-
diphthongization of the vowel (Lewis, 1985). The Arabic /au/ diphthong, for instance,
appears as /av/ or /ev/. For instance, gawm “people” is borrowed as kavim. Qaws
“bow” is being used as kavis, and hawd “pool” as havuz. Turkish also borrowed two
English sporting terms, foul and round, which appear as faul /favl/ and raunt /ravnt/,
with the /v/ being pronounced as a semivowel (Lewis, 1985, p. 10).

Demircan (2015) argues that Turkish speakers also glide from one vowel to another
when they speak and that such sounds are gliding vowels in Turkish. (p. 25). This
happens in various situations. Demircan states that /ai, aj, ei, ej/ combinations can be
considered glides from one vowel to another. However, the qualities of such glides
differ from those in English. When a glide from one vowel to another occurs in
Turkish, both vowel sounds retain their individual qualities. There are also other
cases where two vowels follow each other in Turkish. When a word ends in a vowel
sound and the following word has a word-initial vowel sound, these two vowels can
be pronounced with no air interruption by many speakers. In this case, in a sentence
like “bana uzat” (pass it/that to me), the /a/ and /w/ can be pronounced as /aw/
although they are in distinct syllables —even separate words (Demircan, 2015, p. 76).
As mentioned earlier, however, each vowel maintains its original sound —to a great
extent. One other case where Turkish vowels are connected to one another is through
the use of a voiced bilabial fricative /B/ in words such as “davul (drum), kavun
(melon), dov (beat), vur (hit)”. Demircan (2015) calls this bilabial fricative a ‘“half-
vowel” and a gliding sound (p. 55).
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It can be argued that such formations are as close as it gets to English diphthongs or
triphthongs. However, as explained above, vowel gliding in Turkish is either done by
a friction in between vowels or the qualities of the two vowels do not display those of
English diphthongs or triphthongs. Nevertheless, it would not unfair to suggest that
technical analysis of such vowel combinations in Turkish would help a better
understanding of the articulation of such sounds.

Goksel & Kerslake (2005) also suggest that even when there are vowel sequences
formed as a result of an intervening ‘g’, they are made up of two distinct syllables and
are not diphthongs or long vowels. In these vowel sequences stress falls on the
second syllable. In the words ‘soguk’ (cold) and ‘doga’ (nature), the ‘g’ is not
pronounced by many speakers, which leads to the following utterances respectively;
/so'uk/, /do’al. Even then, however, these sounds are not equivalents of English
diphthongs. Although the phonetic transcriptions of these words involve two
respective vowels; there is no prominent part like in English. Both vowels are
produced clearly in Turkish whereas English diphthongs are single sounds with a
strong and a weak part as mentioned before. Moreover, the syllable stress is on the
second vowel in Turkish. In English diphthongs, the second vowel in a diphthong is
only slightly pronounced —let alone being stressed. Similarly, when there is a word-
final “g” in Turkish, the suffixation of a vowel-initial suffix to this word leads to
syllable skipping (Demircan, 2015, p. 29). e.g. “dag (mountain), sag (right, alive)”
would be “da-ga, sa-ginda” etc.

The fact that Turkish does not have diphthongs or triphthongs in its sound system
does not necessarily mean Turkish learners of English cannot pronounce such sounds.
Although it may be a contributing factor, the lack of these phonemes in Turkish may

not be the sole reason behind learner errors. In the next section, the learning
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diphthongs and triphthongs will be discussed along with various factors that might

influence learners’ pronunciation.

2.4. Learning diphthongs and triphthongs

Diphthongs and triphthongs in English can be difficult to master for L2 learners. For
Turkish learners of English, the challenge might be that there are no diphthongs or
triphthongs in Turkish sound system (Yavuz & Balci, 2011). However, transfer from
L1 cannot be the only source of errors in L2 phonology acquisition. Researchers have
pointed out that difficulty of English vowels several times. McMahon (2002) noted
that vowels are particularly difficult to perceive and produce since the features which
are used to classify and understand consonant are not helpful in distinguishing
between vowels. Ladefoged and Johnson (2011) maintained that the “brief and
transitory nature” of the last part of a diphthong makes it difficult to determine its
exact quality (p. 92). Roach (2010) suggests that only in about the last quarter of the
diphthong does the glide to the second vowel become noticeable. This short and weak
quality of the second part of a diphthong may be one of the reasons behind learning
difficulties. Nevertheless, it is important to remember that the second part of a
diphthong is still audible because if the tongue does not glide toward the second
vowel, we would produce what sounds like /ha:/ for “how’ and /lo:/ for ‘low’. Indeed,
Roach (2010) states that L2 learners of English tend to produce monophthongs
instead of a diphthong.

The case is not much different for the triphthongs. In fact, considering that a
triphthong contains three vowel sounds that are different from each other, it could be

assumed that the perception and production of triphthongs would be even more
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difficult for L2 learners. McCully (2009) asserted that triphthongs are challenging in

particular because they are subject to change in speech tempo.

Difficulties in learning diphthongs might be sound-dependent as well. It is less
common for Turkish learners to come across pronunciation or perception difficulties
for the diphthongs /ei/, /ai/, /oi/, /eia/ and /aio/. However, /ov/, /av/, /oval and /avo/
seem to be more challenging for them. This issue will be dealt with in detail in the

Discussion chapter.

Interlanguage

Selinker (1972) asserted that L2 pronunciation patterns could not simply be explained
by the differences between L1 and L2 (also see Adjemian, 1976; Corder, 1967; Ellis,
1986; Tarone, 1979). Selinker, without ignoring the role of transfer in L2 acquisition
suggested that L2 learners develop a system called the “interlanguage” (IL), which
provides them with the ability to understand and produce L2 utterances. Selinker
stated (p. 96):

“There exists a separate linguistic or
psycholinguistic system (interlanguage)
which forms in the mind of the learner
and may take the form of a pidgin and
which may develop into a language in its

own right.”
Selinker’s work gave rise to the awareness that non-transfer errors could be explained
by universals or developmental factors, just like those processes in L1 acquisition.

Selinker (1992) stated that “the recognition of the existence of an interlanguage
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cannot be avoided and that it must be dealt with as a system, not as an isolated

collection of errors” (p. 231).

Since language learning is a progressive process, IL systems are also subject to
change in time; i.e. they can be transitional (Adjemian, 1976, p. 308; Ellis, 1986, p.
50). This transitional side of interlanguage points to the fact that learners at different
proficiency levels may go through different processes. As learners learn more and
their competence change, the interlanguage may also change; however, there is also
stability (Ellis, 1986, p. 48). Similarly, Saville-Troike (2006) considered
interlanguage to be a systematic, dynamic, variable, and reduced system. IL is
governed by the learner’s internal grammar, which can be accessible through the
analysis of the language used by the learner at any time during L2 acquisition.
However, this internal grammar is subject to frequent change, which makes IL
dynamic. The fact that different contexts result in different language patterns means
that IL is variable. The reduced characteristic of IL refers to the simpler use or
omission of structures or patterns of the target language (p. 41).

Selinker (1972) suggested five psycholinguistic processes that shape interlanguage:
transfer from L1, overgeneralization in L2, transfer of training, strategies of
communication, and strategies of learning. Transfer from L1, which was proposed as
the only factor behind learner errors, plays an important role in interlanguage
systems; however, it is not the only shaper of learner language (Tarone, 1994; in
Selinker 1972). Overgeneralization in L2 is another process that learners go through,
where a learner exhibits evidence that s/he has mastered a rule without the exceptions
to it (e.g. adding —ed to all verbs when using the past tense). Transfer of training
stems from teaching practices, syllabi, and textbooks. Tarone (1994) argues that this

learning is sometimes successful and sometimes errors might occur. Strategies of
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communication help resolve communication problems when interlanguage falls short
in the process. Tarone (1994) gives the example that a learner may call an electrical
cord “a tube” or “a kind of corder that you use for electric thing I don’t exactly the
name” etc. Such patterns may become permanent parts of the learner’s interlanguage
(p. 749). Strategies of learning are those that learners use consciously in order to
master the L2 (e.g. using flashcards, using mnemonics etc.), which may result in
success or error. Memorization, for instance, may lead to confusion at times;

especially when lists of words get longer in time.

Fossilization, where the development of the linguistic abilities stops developing, is
core to the concept of interlanguage. Beginning to learn a second language after
puberty leads to difficulties in developing a native-like linguistic system (Selinker,
1972; Tarone, 1994; also see Critical Age Hypothesis by Lenneberg, 1967).
According to Selinker (1972), fossilization is a linguistic mechanism which speakers
tend to keep in their IL productive performance, regardless of their age or the amount
of instruction. Wangdong (2005) suggests that some learner-related factors that cause
fossilization are learners’ age, affective domain and language transfer, while there are
other factors such as teaching practices, social and ideological culture and
environmental factors. The current study focuses on the developmental side of
phonology acquisition as well as orthographic factors that might influence the
processes learners go through. However, this is not to affirm that it ignores such
aspects of L2 acquisition as fossilization, internal or external factors or other
psycholinguistic processes. Such processes can be discovered by the collection,
identification, description, explanation and evaluation of learner errors (Ellis, 1997).
In the current study, learners’ errors were collected and they were identified and
described by native speakers. Further research will show the role of other factors in

the development of learners’ pronunciation of diphthongs and triphthongs.
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Apart from the factors mentioned above, this study dwells on the effects of
orthography on pronunciation of diphthongs and triphthongs. In the next section, the

relationship between orthography and phonology will be discussed.

2.5. Effects of orthography on L2 phonology acquisition: processing accounts

The alphabet is the primary tool for specifying the pronunciation of words (Katz et
al., 1983, p. 157). Frost (1998) argues that there is a close relationship between the
symbols in an alphabet and the sounds that they refer to. However, the manner in

which orthographies represent their spoken language is language-dependent (p. 74).

In some languages, letters, or graphemes, do not always correspond to the same
sounds, or phonemes. Languages where grapheme-phoneme correspondence is direct
are regarded to have a shallow, phonemic or transparent orthography. Italian, Polish,
Finnish, Spanish and Turkish are examples of orthographically phonemic languages.
English, French and Chinese, on the other hand, are examples to opaque
orthographies, where grapheme-phoneme correspondence is not so reliable (Lems,
2012).

Katz and Frost (1992) introduced the Orthographic Depth Hypothesis, which suggests
that transparent orthographies are ‘user friendly’ in that decoding them is relatively
easier. Once the grapheme-phoneme relationships have been learned, even the
pronunciation of new words or even non-words can be predicted easily (Carr et al.,
1979; Lems, 2012). On the other hand, when the L2 orthography is opaque, learners
tend to apply various strategies in order to predict the correct pronunciation of the

words in the target language (Ellis et al., 2004).
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The study by Ellis et al., (2004) showed significant differences between transparent
and deep orthographies in terms of the performances of the participants who read
aloud the stimuli. Learners who learned to read in transparent orthographies, where
the grapheme-phoneme relationship was strong, seemed to rely on phonological
information while decoding words. However, participants who learned to read in
more opaque orthographies, where the grapheme-phoneme relationship was rather
weak, depended more on the clues inside the words. Ellis etal., (2004) also observed
that learners from transparent orthographies tend to read longer words more slowly,
which means they focus on the letters one by one. Learners from opaque
orthographies, on the other hand, were not influenced by the length of the words

regarding their reading speed (p. 441).

A number of studies on word naming (Fiez, 2000; Frost, 1994; Frost, Katz, & Bentin,
1987) found out that in opaque orthographies, such as English, Chinese, or Hebrew,
learners make use of their lexical knowledge. In transparent orthographies, such as
Serbo-Croatian or Italian, grapheme-phoneme correspondence and other non-lexical

cues drive word naming and therefore the process is claimed to be faster.

Paulesu et al. (2000) stated that there are 1120 representations of 40 sounds in
English whereas there are only 33 representations of 25 sounds in Italian. They
concluded that in reading, two processes were essential: “letter-to-sound conversion”
and “access to a lexicon of orthographic patterns” to resolve ambiguities in irregular
orthographies like English. Paulesu and colleagues (2000) revealed that Italian
participants read words and non-words faster than the English subjects. In this study,
Positive Emission Tomography (PET) scans were used in order to show the parts of
the brain that processes phonological information and that names objects and

processes word meanings. The results showed that Italians participants’ portion of the
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brain processing phonological information (planum temporale) was greater than that
of the English. For English readers, especially while reading non-words, the part of
the brain that is used for naming the objects and processing the meaning of words
was used more (left posterior inferior temporal region and in the anteriormost part of

the inferior frontal gyrus) (p. 91).

The reason behind such results is that orthographies with grapheme-phoneme
correspondence compensate for this by offering morphological cues within the words
themselves. It might be necessary, as Benczik (2001) points out, to include the
teaching of spelling and the study of grammar more effectively and allocate more

time for these.

The study by Lems (2012) reveals the difference between the learners of English with
a transparent L1 orthography (e.g. Polish) and those with an opaque L1 orthography
(e.g. Bulgarian). Lems draws the conclusion that, especially at lower proficiency
levels, learners whose L1 orthography is relatively transparent may require more time
to become proficient at decoding and pronouncing English words accurately (Lems,
2012, pp. 67-69). Previous ERP studies give us an insight on what happens inside the
brain while reading sentences aloud. According to a study on visual word recognition
by Carreiras et al. (2009), Spanish readers first process the words orthographically,
which is later followed by a rapid activation of phonological codes (p. 1118). This is
a language-specific finding, considering that Spanish is a language with a strong
grapheme-phoneme correspondence. The results may, in fact, be different in other
languages. Previous studies on languages with deep orthographies such as English
(Pollatsek et al., 1992) and Hebrew (Frost et al., 2003) revealed that the activation of

phonological processing took place relatively earlier.
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Escudero et al (2010), in a study where the presence of orthographic and auditory
inputs were compared, revealed that Spanish learners’ orthographic experience in L1
influenced the phonological processing of the target vowels in L2, Dutch. Burgos et
al., (2013) also conducted a study on Spanish L2 learners’ error patterns and showed
that Spanish learners of Dutch were influenced by the shallow orthographic nature of
their mother tongue while producing the target words in Dutch. Orthographic
interference was observed in frequent mispronunciations of /o/ as /e/ or /e/ when the

phoneme is represented by the grapheme ‘e’.

Chinese students were more likely to know the pronunciations of characters that they
have been taught in school but have difficulty in guessing the pronunciations of
characters that they have not been taught (Shu Wu Anderson, 2000, p. 61).

Katz and Feldman (1983) conducted a study on the deep English and shallow Serbo-
Croatian orthographic systems, the lexical mediation in English word naming, was
not found in Serbo-Croatian. Because of the complex orthography of English, the
words were coded with their pronunciations as a whole. However, the strong
grapheme-phoneme relationship in Serbo-Croatian reduced this lexical involvement,
which meant letter to sound correspondence was the actual medium for word naming
(p. 164).

Thorstad (1991) revealed that the ‘predictable and invariant’ orthography of Italian
allowed children to employ a systematic phonological strategy, and therefore they
learn to pronounce and spell words more accurately. Italian was proved to offer more
cues to children and they were mostly successful in the tasks given whereas it took

longer for English children to master correct spelling and pronunciation (p. 536).
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The current study attempts to analyze the processes that learners go through merely
by studying the pronunciation errors that learners from different levels make. There
could indeed be obtained more comprehensive results through the use of more
advanced techniques that would allow access into learners’ brains. Further research

with Turkish learners could involve such methods for more advanced outcomes.

2.6. Studies on the pronunciation of diphthongs and triphthongs

Balas (2009) conducted a study on Polish learners’ production of English centering
diphthongs. They hypothesized that Polish learners of English would have difficulty
pronouncing the British English diphthongs /15/, /ea/, and /va/. According to Balas
(2009), this would partly be due to the way the tongue moves when producing these
diphthongs, which Polish learners do not use to articulate any Polish vowel. It was
also hypothesized that having no counterparts of these diphthongs in Polish would
cause difficulty for the participants. Finally, Balas added that the centering
diphthongs in English are subject to reductions and assimilations, and therefore are
hard to distinguish (p. 134). The diphthongs were tested in real words in 61
sentences. The participants were nine male speakers, all aged from 19 to 25. All

participants spoke English at an advanced level. The data were processed with Praat.

Balas (2009) found out that Polish learners tend to insert /r/ and /j/ while producing
/1a/ diphthongs. Similarly, the /ea/ diphthong was realized as an /er/ sequence, and the
/r/ did not have the auditory qualities of neither the Polish nor the English /r/. In the
pronunciation of the /va/ diphthong, it was found that the most common pattern was
again the insertion of /j/ and /r/ consonants as in /ur/, /juar/ (pp. 140-143). However,

Balas (2009) added that no definite statement could be made about the acquisition of
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these sounds because the realizations of the target sounds were not always

significantly different between Polish learners and the native speakers (p. 145).

Markovic and Mlinar (2011) studied Serbian speakers’ pronunciation of eight English
diphthongs /e1/, /ail, /a1/, lavl, lav/, /1a/, /eal, and /val. They hypothesized that the lack
of diphthongs in Serbian language would cause difficulties for Serbian speakers of
English since these sounds are not part of their vocal space. Praat was used as the
primary analysis tool. R was used for statistical computations, and Audacity was the
basic sound data manipulation tool. Two softwares, Fonrye and SNTRecorder, were

written to build a corpus and for the recording sessions.

The results indicated that the Serbian speakers had the “best” diphthong length for the
long /ou/, /o1/, and /ar/, and the “worst” for the short /e1/, /ou/, and /av/ when
compared to the native speaker. The majority of the diphthongs lasted longer in
Serbian speakers’ pronunciation. Serbian speakers achieved the best ratio in the short
diphthongs /ar/, /eal/, and /au/. Serbian speakers’ pronunciation of all short diphthongs
was much longer than the referent speaker; the short diphthongs displayed the
greatest differences (pp. 52-57). One explanation to this could be that producing two
different vowels one after another in such a short time is not an articulatory feature in
Serbian. As far as ratio of the diphthongs within the words is concerned, students’
pronunciation of the diphthongs lasted approximately 44.67% of the words’ length,
7.44% longer than the native speaker in the study (p. 62). When the formant values
were analyzed, it was found out that Serbian speakers pronounced eleven out of
sixteen diphthongs with higher magnitude compared to the native speaker. The
change in students’ vocal apparatus is often different from that of the native speaker.

Serbian speakers were also found to have difficulty with the intensity of vowels when
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they precede voiced and voiceless consonants. However, the participants were found

to be successful in their pitch and accent (p. 108).

Kitagawa (2012) conducted a study on Japanese learners’ pronunciation of English
diphthongs /e1, o1, a1, av/0u, av/. The study measured the duration, trajectory length
and spectral rate of change in the diphthongs produced by Japanese learners of
English. It was hypothesized by Kitagawa (also see Nakamura, Suzuki, Minematsu,
Hirose & Makino, 2010) that the lack of diphthongs in Japanese would lead to
pronunciation difficulties for Japanese learners. Kitagawa also added that the
diphthongs /e1/, /av/, and /ou/ would be relatively more difficult since the diphthongal

movement within this vowel was not as obvious (p. 99).

The participants of the study were five Japanese learners, five native speakers of
American English and five native speakers of British English. The participants were
asked to read a passage in which the target diphthongs were tested in real words (p.
99). The recordings were analyzed with Praat.

The results indicated that Japanese learners’ pronunciation of the diphthongs /o1, at,
auv/ was not significantly different from that of native speakers for any of the
measures. Kitagawa hypothesized that Japanese learners would produce the
diphthongs /ov/ and /ou/ as a monophthong; however, the result was that there was no
significant difference between the pronunciations of the learners and the native
speakers. Japanese learners’ pronunciation of /e1/, on the other hand, was the most
problematic with the smallest formant movement and therefore fast spectral rate of
change.

Tasko and Greilick (2010) conducted a clarity study on the acoustic and articulatory

features of diphthong production. The study aimed to evaluate the influence of clear
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speech on selected acoustic and orofacial kinematic measures associated with
diphthongs production. Clear conversational productions of the words “combine”
were collected from forty-nine participants. Listener ratings and acoustic and

articulatory kinematic measures of the diphthongs /ai1/ were included in the analysis.

The results indicated that clarity of speech was associated with an increased duration
of the diphthong, larger formant excursions and related tongue and mandible
movements, and a minimal change in the formant transition rate. In other words,
longer and larger diphthongs production with slower transitions led to clearer speech.
Studies with such software as Praat give clearer and more detailed results regarding
the articulatory features of oral production. For further research on Turkish learners’

pronunciation of diphthongs and triphthongs, Praat could be of great assistance.

2.7. Summary of the chapter

This chapter introduced the English vowel system, diphthongs and triphthongs. Next,
Turkish vowel system and a note on the lack of diphthongs and triphthongs in
Turkish followed. In the next section, the acquisition of diphthongs and triphthongs
was discussed, which was followed by the Interlanguage Hypothesis. Finally, the
influence of orthography on L2 phonology acquisition and some experimental studies
were shared. In the next chapter, the methodology of the current study is presented.
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CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY

3.1. Overview of the chapter

This chapter introduces the methodology of the study. First, the research design will
be presented, which will be followed by the method of data collection and analysis.

3.2. Research design and methodology

This section describes the design of the study and the methodology of the research in
detail.

3.2.1 Research design

The research has both a within-subjects and a between-subjects design. First, it
investigates whether there is a significant difference between PIN and ADV level
learners regarding their pronunciation of the target sounds. Secondly, it examines
whether English orthography plays a role in learners’ pronunciation of the target
sounds and whether there is a difference between PIN and ADV learners in terms of

how they are affected by English orthography. Thirdly, the research examines the
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extent to which PIN and ADV learners’ are aware of diphthongs and triphthongs in
English.

Table 3 shows the procedure which was followed to collect data for the current thesis.
The following Table 4 presents the research question in detail, including the
subquestions, which is followed by how these research questions were tested (See
section 3.2.2).

Table 3 Data collection procedure

1. The stimuli were prepared and a set of PowerPoint slides were designed to present
them to the participants (See Appendix C).

2. The experiment was piloted with three learners who did not take part in the main
study and this led to updates on the Likert scale described in item 3 below.

3. A three-point Likert scale was prepared with comments from two English native-
speaker raters in the pilot study (See Appendix B).

4. Three individual recording sessions were held with each participant.

5. The recordings were assessed by the raters using the Likert scale.

6. Quantitative methods were applied to obtain statistical results.

The research design had two experiment groups from two different proficiency levels.
The recordings were administered by the researcher at the recording studio of the
Department of Basic English of Middle East Technical University. Participants were
aware that their recordings would be listened to by research purposes only and
otherwise would be kept confidential. Three recordings were held with every
participant, each one week apart. After the assessment process, a quantitative research
approach was followed. Table 4 below presents research questions, subquestions,

methods, and instruments.

37




Table 4 Research questions, methods and instruments

Research Question

Method

Instrument

1. Is there a significant difference
between the PIN and the ADV
learners regarding their pronunciation
of diphthongs and triphthongs?

Quantitative

Assessment of the recording sessions
by native speaker judges

2. Does orthography play a
significant ~ role in  learners’
performance in producing the target
sounds?

a) Is there a significant difference
between learners’ performance in
read-aloud and blank-filling tasks?

b) Is there a significant difference in
students’ pronunciation of words with
two vowels and words with one
vowel?

c) Is there a significant difference
between students’ pronunciation of
words with a “w” in read-aloud and
blank-filling tasks?

d) Is there a significant difference
between students’ pronunciation of
words with a word-final diphthong in
read-aloud and blank-filling tasks?

Quantitative

Assessment of the recording sessions
by native speaker judges

3. Is there a significant difference
between learners’ performance in
read-aloud and word pronunciation
tasks?

Quantitative

Assessment of the recording sessions
by native speaker judges

In the current study, we aim to find out whether English orthography has an influence

on Turkish learners’ pronunciation by comparing their performances in two different

settings: a read-aloud test, where participants see the target words; a blank-filling test,

where the target words are not visible and are provided by the participants (See

Appendix C for the recording slides).




The unique contribution of the current study is that it deals with grapheme-phoneme
distinction. We predicted that certain letters and letter positions in a word influence
learners’ pronunciation of diphthongs and triphthongs. The research design includes
these hypotheses as descriptive orthographic categories (See Appendix A for the table
of descriptive orthographic categories we used). Below are our predictions and
explanations of these categories along with examples of learner errors from the data

collected during the present study.

I have repeatedly observed that Turkish learners tend to produce a monophthong in
words where the diphthong is word-final. We predicted that word-final positions of a
diphthong will influence learners’ pronunciation. Therefore, the category of word-
final position was created as a criterion with which to test the learners’ pronunciation.

The following examples are from the current study.

“so” - [so/, Iso:/
“g0” - /go/, /go:/

We predicted that the use of a single vowel letter to represent a diphthong is
problematic for Turkish learners whereas two-vowel letters are less problematic.
Therefore, we formed one-vowel and two-vowel letter categories. The former
represents the category of words which have one vowel letter that is supposed to be
pronounced as a diphthong. See the examples below:

“home” - /hon, /ho:m/
“open” - /opan/, /o:pan/

39



The two-vowel letter category consists of words with two vowel letters that comprise
a diphthong. This descriptive category is created because we predicted that two
orthographically visible vowel letters might be helping learners produce the expected

glides more easily than words with one vowel. See the examples below:

“road” - /rod/, /ro:d/

“out” - foot/, lavt/

Finally, we predicted that the orthographic presence of the letter “w” has a negative
influence on learners’ pronunciation. Therefore, words where the target sound
corresponded to a letter combination with a “w” in it are included as a category.

Examples from the “w” category can be seen below.

“slower” - /slo:var/, /slouvvar/

“now” - nav/, Ina:v/, Inaov/

All in all, the descriptive categories mentioned above are used to understand the

orthographic patterns that might have an influence on Turkish learners’ pronunciation

of diphthongs and triphthongs.

3.2.2 Research methodology and instruments

In order to answer the research questions above, recording sessions were conducted in

this study. The pronunciations were assessed using a three-point Likert scale by two

native speakers of English. Thus, the process revealed numerical results and this
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study followed a quantitative method. Overall, the instruments of the current study

are.

1. Recordings of learners’ pronunciation which includes three tasks:
a. Read-aloud task (see Appendix D for the full list of the sentences used in
the read-aloud task)
b. Blank-filling task (see Appendix E for the full list of the sentences used in
the blank-filling task)
¢. Word pronunciation task See Appendix F for the full list of the sentences
used in the word pronunciation task)

2. Assessment of learners’ pronunciation via Likert scale.

3.3. Participants and setting

In this section of the study, the participants and the setting used in the research will

be provided.

3.3.1 Setting of the study

The study was carried out at the preparatory school of a state university in Ankara.
The department serves as the preparatory school of the university and prepares
learners for their bachelor studies. At the end of one academic year, students are
supposed to sit an English Proficiency Exam, which does not include a speaking
section. Moreover, the syllabus of neither PIN nor ADV levels includes any specific

emphasis on pronunciation. However, there may be teachers who allocate time to
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pronunciation teaching. Therefore, participants were drawn from different classes.
The study was conducted during the spring semester of 2014, when the lowest level

of proficiency is pre-Intermediate and the highest is advanced.

3.3.2 Participants

The participants are all preparatory school students at the Middle East Technical
University in Turkey. At the beginning of the fall semester, students are divided
according to their proficiency levels, namely beginner, elementary, intermediate and
upper-intermediate. The continuations of these levels in the spring semester are pre-
intermediate, intermediate, upper-intermediate and advanced respectively.

The current study was carried out in the spring semester of 2014, and the participants
were 10 PIN and 10 ADV level learners. All participants were chosen on the basis of
their first semester GPAs (See Appendix G, Question 9 of the Demographic
guestionnaire). In order to make sure the proficiency level of each group was not too
different from each other, the points that all students collected during the fall
semester were checked. The maximum GPA to be collected in the fall semester is 45.
In the pre-intermediate group, the points every student collected during the first
semester were between 25 and 35 (55 to 77%). In the advanced group, because of
their proficiency level, this range was generally higher, between 35 and 45 (77 to
100%).

All participants were aged 18-20 and their native language was Turkish. There were 5

males and 5 females in the PIN group, and 4 males and 6 females in the ADV group.
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Native speaker judges

Two native speakers of American English, one male and one female, participated in
the study as raters. They are both instructor of English at the Department of Basic
English who have taught several proficiency levels, and they both lived in several
places in the United States. These instructors stated what kind of pronunciations
sound “unacceptable”, “comprehensible” or “perfect”, and therefore their perception
of learners’ pronunciation errors was taken as a criterion while preparing the Likert

scale (See Appendix B for the Likert scale).

3.4. Data collection instruments and the procedure

In this section, the design of the instrument used in the study is explained in more

detail. This is followed by the data collection procedure and the scoring of the data.

3.4.1 Selection of target sounds

Based on the researchers’ observations, two diphthongs /0u/, /av/ and two triphthongs

loval, laval were chosen as the target sounds of this study. Both diphthongs are

closing diphthongs ending in /u/. The triphthongs used in the study are the extensions
(+ o) of these two diphthongs (Roach, 1991. p.23).
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3.4.2 Selection of target words (stimuli)

Participants’ pronunciations of the target sounds were tested in real words. As proven
by Carroll, J. B. and White, M. N. (1973), frequency is important in recognition of
words. Therefore, the diphthong words chosen as stimuli for this study were checked
in British National Corpus (BNC) website (http://www.natcorp.ox.ac.uk/). They were
all within the frequency range of 16000-24000; thus we safely assumed that the
participants would be familiar with the stimuli words and that lack of familiarity
would not interfere with the process. One exception was the word “soul” (with
frequency 2914), but it was still used as a stimulus since it BNC lists it as the most
frequent word with the letter combination “ou” referring to the diphthong /ou/. In
addition, it was assured that all the words used in the study were among the

department’s vocabulary journal for the learners at the time of the research.

Triphthongs are not encountered as often as diphthongs in English. Therefore, BNC
frequencies of the triphthong words “towel, slower, lower, and power” are

respectively 822, 942, 12263, and 31608.

All words were selected according to the position of the target sound letter(s) in the
word, which were expected to be of assistance in determining the effects of
orthographic patterns on pronunciation. To reiterate, these were:

1) words where the target sound corresponded to a letter combination with a “w” in it
2) words where the target sound occurred word-finally,

3) words where the target sound corresponded to one vowel letter,

4) words where the target sound corresponded to two vowel letters.
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Since there were no words found in some of the positions above, the number of words

in each position is different. In particular, the diphthong /ou/ was used in all four

positions and it was possible to test it in all the categories, whereas the diphthong /av/

had to be tested in two positions and each triphthong had to be tested in one position

(See Table 5 below for a full list of the sounds, with respect to the descriptive

categories formed).

Table 5 Target sounds and their position in the word

lov/ lav/ lova/ lava/
“w” low, own how, now lower, slower | towel, power
word-final S0, go - - -
one-vowel open, home house, out - -
letter
two-vowel soul, road - - -
letters

3.4.3 Presentation of the stimuli

Once the target words were selected, sentences consisting of 4 or 5 words were

prepared. Each target word was embedded sentence-medially. The sentences were not

drawn from any source.
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3.4.4 Recording sessions

The data for the study were collected via individual recording sessions in three

different settings. The three recordings were one week apart from each other.

For all recordings, Shure C-606 microphone connected to a Behringer Eurorack
UB1202 was used. The software used for the recordings was Sony Sound forge Pro
10.0. The stimuli were presented in written form through a 17-inch-monitor Apple
MacBook Pro. The participants were required to read the stimuli clearly and
naturally, and they were allowed to set the pace on the PowerPoint presentation by

passing on to the next slide when they wished to do so.

In each of the first two recordings, the four sounds were tested in 32 words in 32
sentences (16 target words, 16 distractors). At the beginning of each session, the
participant was presented with a sample item on a PowerPoint presentation. For every
sentence with the target word, there was a distractor sentence. These sentences were
placed randomly. Moreover, to enhance the reliability of the experiment, the
sentences (both target and distractor items) were shuffled randomly once again since
each participant was asked to do three readings, namely, as the ‘warm-up’ the target
reading and the ‘fatigue’ reading. The second reading was the data to be used in the
analysis. The students were not told that only the second recording was going to be
evaluated. All in all, each participant read a total of 96 sentences (48 target, 48
distractor) in three recordings. Table 6 below summarizes the procedure followed

during each recording.
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Table 6 Recording procedure

Step 1 | The recording environment is introduced to the participant.

Step 2 | The sample item is presented to the participant.

Step 3 | Reading 1: Warm-up reading.

Step 4 | 30 second break.

Step 5 | Reading 2: Target (data) reading.

Step 6 | 30 second break.

Step 7 | Reading 3: Fatigue reading

3.4.4.1 Recording 1: read-aloud

In this task, each participant was asked to read aloud the sentences that appear on
PowerPoint on a computer screen (See Appendix C for the read-aloud slides). Each
sentence was set to appear in isolation in order to make sure that participants would
not be influenced by the previous sentence but would focus on the one that appears on

the screen.

3.4.4.2 Recording 2: blank filling

In this task, participants were asked to study each sentence and fill in the blank using
the cue, before they read them aloud (See Appendix C for the blank-filling slides).
The cue was the always the first letter of the word. Participants were not allowed to
write down the answers. They did not see the written forms of the target words in
their entirety. They only saw the initial letters of the words and studied the sentences
visually only. They were allowed to take as much time as they needed.
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3.4.4.3 Recording 3: word pronunciation

In this task, subjects were informed that this was a pronunciation test. They were
asked to pronounce the words in the way that they believe to be correct. They saw the
words in isolation in their written form (See Appendix C for the word pronunciation
slides).

3.4.5 Data scoring

Two native speakers listened to the recordings independently to assess participants’
pronunciation of the target sounds using the 3-point Likert scale. The points were
“unacceptable” (0), “comprehensible” (1), and “perfect” (2) (See Appendix B for the

assessment scale).

3.4.5.1 Preparation of the Likert scale

The scale was shaped based on two native speakers’ perspective of students’
production on the pilot study with three learners who did not take part in the main
study. It included several expected unacceptable, comprehensible and perfect
pronunciations that were indicated by both NSs upon listening to the data from the
pilot study. For example, for the word “now”, NSs agreed that /nov/ and /nav/ were

unacceptable pronunciations, while /nauv/ was comprehensible.

When the raters heard errors that interfered with comprehensibility, they would

choose “unacceptable pronunciation”. Intelligible pronunciations with errors were
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considered “comprehensible pronunciation”. When the pronunciation of a participant
sounded correct with no errors at all, they would choose “perfect pronunciation”. The
same NSs who expressed their opinion of student pronunciations in the pilot study

assessed the target learners’ performance in the main study.

3.4.5.2 Inter-rater reliability

In order to ensure that the assessment of participants’ performances was reliable,
Gwet’s (2001) ACI1-Agreement Coefficient First-Order inter-rater reliability test was
applied. Gwet’s (2008) AC1 is a special type of Cohen-Kappa. In this study,
Altman’s (1991) assessment measurement table, as seen in Table 7, was used as

reference.

Table 7 Altman’s agreement strength measurement (Altman, 1991)

0.81-1.00 very good

0.61 - 0.80 good

0.41 — 0.60 moderate

0.21-0.40 fair

<0.20 poor

Table 8 presents the level of agreement between the raters in the present study based
on Altman’s scale of strength of agreement.
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Table 8 Inter-rater reliability test results

READ-ALOUD
STRENGTH VALUES
ADVANCE PIN
W
ou - low 0,13 0,85
0v - OWnN 0,65 0,88
ao - how 0,87 0,78
av - Now 0,35 0,88
oua - lower 0,62 0,86
ova - slower 0,76 1
ava - power 0,29 0,30
aoo - towel 0,40 0,88
TWO-VOWEL
oou - soul 1 0,75
0u - road 0,88 1
ao - house 0,89 0,88
ao - out 0,76 0,60
ONE-VOWEL
0u - open 0,33 1
0u - home 0,63 1
WORD-FINAL
00U - SO 0,32 1
0u - o 0,60 1
BLANK-FILLING
STRENGTH VALUES
ADVANCE PIN
w
ou - low 0,30 0,85
00U - OWN 0,89 0,62
av - how 0,63 0,87
av - Now 0,49 0,72
oua - lower 0,24 1
oua - slower 0,33 0,61
avo - power 0,27 0,87
aoo - towel 0,72 0,86
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Table 8 (cont’d)

TWO-VOWEL
ou - soul 1 0,60
0u - road 0,47 1
ao - house 0,89 0,88
av - out 1 0,88
ONE-VOWEL
0u - Open 0,46 0,88
0ou - home 0,76 1
WORD-FINAL
00U - SO 1 1
00U - O 0,73 0,89
WORD PRONUNCIATION
STRENGTH VALUES
ADVANCE PIN
W
oou - low 0,85 1
0u - OWn 0,87 1
ao - how 0,73 0,60
ao - Now 0,73 0,86
oua - lower 0,87 1
ova - slower 0,73 0,65
avo - power 0,70 0,88
aos - towel 1 1
TWO-VOWEL
ou - soul 0,73 0,9
ou - road 0,86 1
ao - house 1 1
ao - out 1 1
ONE-VOWEL
0u - open 1 0,87
ou - home 1 0,87
WORD-FINAL
00 - SO 0,85 1
0v - §o 1 1
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The pronunciations where the raters did not agree were not included in the statistics
of this study. In other words, only those productions where both native speakers’

gave a common grade were taken into account.

3.5. Data Analysis Methods

The present study implemented a three-point Likert scale with categories coded as 0
(unacceptable), 1 (comprehensible), and 2 (perfect). When there are more than two
variables as such, non-parametric tests are used. For the current study, the Pearson
Chi-Square Independent Test is used to find out whether there is a relation between
two or more variables. If there is a significant relationship, Cramer’s V' is applied to
understand the strength of this relation (Ozbay, 2009). The interpretations of
Cramer’s V values were based on the following cross-tabulation table (See Table 9

below).

Table 9 Cramer’s V interpretation table

LEVEL OF Verbal

ASSOCIATION]| Description COMMENTS

No Knowing the independent variable does not help in

0.00 Relationship [predicting the dependent variable.

.00to .15 Very Weak [Not generally acceptable

1510 .20 Weak  Minimally acceptable
2010 .25 Moderate |Acceptable
2510 .30 Moderately Desirable
Strong
.30t0 .35 Strong  |Very Desirable

3510 .40 Very Strong Extremely Desirable
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Table 9 (cont’d)

Worrisomely |Either an extremely good relationship or the two

401050 Strong variables are measuring the same concept

The two variables are probably measuring the same

.50 to .99 Redundant concept.

Perfect If we know the independent variable, we can perfectly
Relationship  |predict the dependent variable.

Retrieved from: http://groups.chass.utoronto.ca/pol242/Labs/LM-3A/LM-
3A_content.htm

1.00

3.6. Summary of the chapter
This chapter presented the methodology of the study. The participants, data collection

tools, the method and the procedure were shared, along with the inter-rater reliability

analysis results. The next chapter presents the results of the study.
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CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

4.1. Overview of the chapter

This chapter presents the statistical results of the collected data. The chapter is

divided into three sections which provide the analyses of three research questions.

4.2. Comparison of the PIN and ADV groups

This section presents the results for PIN and ADV groups’ comparison in terms of all
recordings.

Research Question 1: Is there a significant difference between the PIN and the ADV

learners regarding their pronunciation of diphthongs and triphthongs?

Null hypothesis: There is no significant difference between the PIN and the ADV
learners regarding their pronunciation of diphthongs and triphthongs.

Calculated Chi-Square value (87,818) was higher than the table value (5,991), and
therefore the null hypothesis was rejected. There was a significant relation between
learners’ language proficiency level and their production of sounds in all three

recordings.
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Calculated Cramer V value of this relation was 0,331. The exact probability level (p
value) was calculated 0,0001 (0,0001<0,05). Therefore, there is a strong relation
between learners’ proficiency level and their production of sounds in all three
recordings. Figure 4 below shows the common assessment counts of PIN and ADV

learners in all three recordings.

300

250

200

B Unacceptable pronunciation

150 . .
B Comprehensible pronunciation

Perfect pronunciation
100 -

50 A

ADV PIN

Figure 4 PIN and ADV groups’ common pronunciation counts in all recordings

4.3. Orthographic Influence (read-aloud vs. blank-filling)
This section firstly provides the results obtained from the comparison of the read-

aloud and the blank-filling tasks. Then, the results obtained from the orthographic
categories will be presented.
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4.3.1 Comparison of the read-aloud and the blank-filling tasks

In order to find out whether orthography had a significant influence on participants’
pronunciation, read-aloud and blank-filling tasks were compared in PIN and ADV

groups.

Research Question 2: Does orthography play a significant role in learners’
performance in producing the target sounds?
2-a: Is there a significant difference between learners’ performance in read-

aloud and blank-filling tasks?

Null hypothesis: There is no significant difference between ADV learners’

performance in read-aloud and blank-filling tasks.

For the ADV group, calculated Chi-Square value (5,977) was lower than the table
value (5,991). Therefore, the null hypothesis could not be rejected. There is no
significant relation between ADV group’s performances in these two tasks (See

Figure 5 for the common assessment counts of the ADV group).
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B Unacceptable pronunciation

® Comprehensible pronunciation

Perfect Pronunciation

Figure 5 ADV group’s common pronunciation counts in read-aloud and blank-filling

tasks

Null hypothesis: There is no significant difference between PIN learners’
performance in read-aloud and blank-filling tasks.

As for the PIN group, calculated Chi-Square value (5,754) was lower than the table
value (5,991). Therefore, the null hypothesis could not be rejected. There is no
significant relation between PIN group’s performances in these two tasks (See Figure

6 for the common assessment counts of the PIN group).
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50 B Unacceptable pronunciation
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Perfect pronunciation

10

read-aloud  blank-filling

Figure 6 PIN group’s common pronunciation counts in read-aloud and blank-filling

tasks

4.3.2 Orthographic Categories

The results of the four orthographic categories will be presented in this section. First,

the comparison of the “one-vowel” and “two-vowel” categories will be provided.

Next, the results from the “w” category will be presented. Finally, the results that the

“word final” category yielded will be provided.

4.3.2.1 “one-vowel” vs. “two-vowel” categories

In this section, the results of PIN and ADV groups’ performances in “one-vowel” and

“two-vowel” categories will be presented.
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Research Question 2-b: Is there a significant difference between learners’

pronunciation of words with two vowels and words with one vowel?

Null hypothesis: There is no significant difference between ADV learners’

pronunciation of words with two vowels and words with one vowel.

Regarding the ADV group, Calculated Chi-Square value (43,496) was higher than the
table value (5,991), and therefore the null hypothesis was rejected. There was a
significant relation between ADV learners’ pronunciation of words in one-vowel and

two-vowel categories.

Calculated Cramer V value of this relation was 0,553. The exact probability level (p
value) was calculated 0,000 (0,000<0,05). Therefore, there is a redundant relation
between ADV learners’ performance in one-vowel and two-vowel categories. Figure
7 below shows the common assessment counts of the ADV group in one-vowel and
two-vowel categories.

100
80
60 B Unacceptable pronunciation
40 B Comprehensible pronunciation
Perfect pronunciation
20 J
0 -1 T T T 1

One-vowel Two-vowel

Figure 7 ADV group’s common pronunciation counts in “one-vowel” and “two-

vowel” categories
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Null hypothesis: There is no significant difference between PIN learners’

pronunciation of words with two vowels and words with one vowel.

For the PIN group, Calculated Chi-Square value (33,846) was higher than the table
value (5,991), and therefore the null hypothesis was rejected. There was a significant
relation between PIN learners’ pronunciation of words in one-vowel and two-vowel

categories.

Calculated Cramer V value of this relation was 0,453. The exact probability level (p
value) was calculated 0,000 (0,000<0,05). Therefore, there is a worrisomely strong
relation between PIN learners’ performance in one-vowel and two-vowel categories.
Figure 8 shows the common assessment counts of the PIN group in one-vowel and

two-vowel categories.

60

50

40

B Unacceptable pronunciation

30

B Comprehensible Pronunciation
20

Perfect pronunciation

10

One-vowel Two-vowel

Figure 8 PIN group’s common pronunciation counts in “one-vowel” and “two-vowel”

categories
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4.3.2.2 “w” category (read-aloud vs. blank-filling)

In this section, the results of PIN and ADV groups’ “w” category performances

compared in read-aloud and blank-filling tasks.

Research Question 2-c: Is there a significant difference between learners’

pronunciation of words with a “w” in read-aloud and blank-filling tasks?

Null hypothesis: There is no significant difference between ADV learners’

pronunciation of words with a “w” in read-aloud and blank-filling tasks.

The ADV group’s calculated Chi-Square value (2,549) was lower than the table value
(5,991). Therefore, the null hypothesis could not be rejected. There was no significant
relation between ADV group’s pronunciation of “w” words in read-aloud and blank-
filling tasks. Figure 9 presents the common assessment counts for the ADV group’s
“w” category in read-aloud and blank-filling tasks.

35
30
25

20 B Unacceptable pronunciation

15 B Comprehensible pronunciation

10 Perfect pronunciation

5 —
0 - T T 1
read-aloud  blank-filling

Figure 9 ADV group’s common pronunciation counts of “w” category in read-aloud
and blank-filling tasks
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Null hypothesis: There is no significant difference between PIN learners’

pronunciation of words with a “w” in read-aloud and blank-filling tasks.

As regards the PIN group, calculated Chi-Square value (3,904) was lower than the
table value (5,991). Therefore, the null hypothesis could not be rejected. There was
no significant relation between PIN group’s pronunciation of words with a word-final
diphthong in read-aloud and blank-filling tasks. Figure 10 presents the common
assessment counts for the PIN group’s “w” category in read-aloud and blank-filling

tasks.

B Unacceptable pronunciation

B Comprehensible pronunciation

Perfect pronunciation

T T 1

read-aloud  blank-filling

Figure 10 PIN group’s common pronunciation counts of “w” category in read-aloud
and blank-filling tasks

4.3.2.3 “word-final” category (read-aloud vs blank-filling)

In this section, the results of PIN and ADV groups’ “word-final” category
performances compared in read-aloud and blank-filling tasks.
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Research Question 2-d: Is there a significant difference between learners’
pronunciation of words with a word-final diphthong in read-aloud and blank-filling

tasks?

Null hypothesis: There is no significant difference between ADV learners’
pronunciation of words with a word-final diphthong in read-aloud and blank-filling

tasks.

ADV group’s calculated Chi-Square value (0,399) was lower than the table value
(5,991). Therefore, the null hypothesis could not be rejected. There was no significant
relation between ADV group’s pronunciation of words with a word-final diphthong
in read-aloud and blank-filling tasks (See Figure 11 for the pronunciation counts of
the ADV group).

10
9
8
7
6 B Unacceptable pronunciation
5
4 B Comprehensible pronunciation
3 Perfect pronunciation
2
1 -
0 - T T 1

read-aloud blank-filling

Figure 11 ADV group’s common pronunciation counts of the “word-final” category
in read-aloud and blank-filling tasks

As regards the PIN group, NSs had consensus on one category only: comprehensible
pronunciation (See Figure 12 below). That is why a Chi-square table could not be
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created and statistical calculations were not allowed. Still, a further discussion will be

made on PIN learners’ performance in the Discussion section.

25

20
15 B Unacceptable pronunciation
10 B Comprehensible pronunciation
Perfect pronunciation
5
0 T T

read-aloud blank-filling

Figure 12 PIN group’s common pronunciation counts of the “word-final” category in
read-aloud and blank-filling tasks

4.4. Awareness of diphthongs and triphthongs (read-aloud vs. word

pronunciation)

This section presents the results of PIN and ADV learners’ performances in read-

aloud and word pronunciation tasks.

Research Question 3: Is there a significant difference in learners’ performance
between read-aloud and word pronunciation tasks?

Null hypothesis: There is no significant difference between ADV learners’

performance in read-aloud and word pronunciation tasks.
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For the ADV group, calculated Chi-Square value (1,640) was lower than the table
value (5,991). Therefore, the null hypothesis could not be rejected. There was no
significant relation between ADV group’s pronunciation of words in read-aloud and

word pronunciation tasks. Figure 13 presents the pronunciation counts for the ADV

group.
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20 Perfect pronunciation
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pronunciation

Figure 13 ADV group’s common pronunciation counts in read-aloud and word

pronunciation tasks

Null hypothesis: There is no significant difference between PIN learners’

performance in read-aloud and word pronunciation tasks.

Regarding the PIN group, calculated Chi-Square value (10,154) was higher than the
table value (5,991), and therefore the null hypothesis was rejected. There was a
significant relation between PIN group’s pronunciation of words in read-aloud and

word pronunciation tasks.

Calculated Cramer V value of this relation was 0,187. The exact probability level (p

value) was calculated 0,006 (0,006<0,05). Therefore, there is a weak relation between

65



PIN learners’ performance in read-aloud and word pronunciation tasks. Figure 14

shows the common pronunciation counts for the PIN group.
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Figure 14 PIN group’s common pronunciation

pronunciation tasks

4.5. Summary of the chapter

counts in read-aloud and word

This section presents a summary of the results based on the research questions. Table

10 below provides the research questions along with the subquestions. Along with

each research question, the instruments are provided. Lastly, the table provides the

results regarding each research question (See Table 10).
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Table 10 Summary of the results

Research Questions Instruments Results
1. Is there a significant a) Three recording PIN vs ADV group:
difference between the sessions: significant difference

PIN and the ADV learners
regarding their
pronunciation of
diphthongs and
triphthongs?

- read-aloud task
- blank-filling task
- word pronunciation task

b) Likert scale based
assessment by NSs

2. Does orthography play a
significant role in learners’
performance in producing
the target sounds?

a) Is there a significant
difference between
learners’ performance in
read-aloud and blank-
filling tasks?

b) Is there a significant
difference in students’
pronunciation of words
with two vowels and
words with one vowel?

c) Is there a significant
difference between
students’ pronunciation of
words with a “w” in read-
aloud and blank-filling
tasks?

d) Is there a significant
difference between
students’ pronunciation of
words with a word-final
diphthong in read-aloud
and blank-filling tasks?

a) Two recording sessions
- read-aloud task
- blank-filling task

b) Likert scale based
assessment by NSs

a) ADV group: no

significant difference
PIN group: no

significant difference

b) ADV group: significant
difference

PIN group: significant
difference

c) ADV group: no

significant difference
PIN group: no

significant difference

d) ADV group: no
significant difference
PIN group: N/A
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Table 10 (cont’d)

3. Is there a significant
difference between
learners’ performance in
read-aloud and word
pronunciation tasks?

a) Two recording sessions
- read-aloud task
- word pronunciation task

b) Likert scale based
assessment by NSs

ADV group: no significant
difference

PIN group: significant
difference

This chapter presented the statistical results of the current study. The next chapter is

the discussion of these results as well as a conclusion.
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CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION

5.1. Overview of the chapter

This chapter presents discussion of the statistical results of the study. The chapter is
divided into three main sections since there are three research questions. First, pre-
intermediate and advanced level learners’ development of diphthongs and triphthongs
will be discussed. This will be followed by the influence of orthography as an extra-
linguistic factor through the analysis of the results drawn from the orthographic
categories and the comparison of the read-aloud and blank-filling task results. Last,

learners’ awareness of diphthongs and triphthongs will be provided and discussed.

5.2. Comparison of PIN and ADV groups

Research question 1: Is there a significant difference between the PIN and the ADV

learners regarding their pronunciation of diphthongs and triphthongs?

When all three recordings were evaluated together, it was seen that there was a
significant difference between the PIN and ADV level learners’ performances with a
bias for the ADV learners. It can be concluded that proficiency level influences
learners’ performances in producing diphthongs and triphthongs. PIN and ADV

groups have different counts in each assessment category, which may point to the
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development of an interlanguage that is changing over time in the course of L2

phonology acquisition (Selinker, 1972).

As far as the agreement between the raters is concerned, they seemed to have agreed
on PIN level learners’ pronunciations more easily than they did on ADV learners’.
For the PIN group, raters agreed on 432 out of 480 (90%) pronunciations, whereas
they agreed on 369 out of 480 (76.8%) for the ADV group. Raters mostly seem to
have disagreed between “comprehensible” and “perfect pronunciations” for the ADV

learners.

Regarding the inter-rater agreement, it is worth mentioning that one of the most
frequently observed pronunciation patterns was observed in the “w” category. “w”
category words such as “lower, slower, how, now, own, low” were mostly evaluated
in the “comprehensible” or “perfect” pronunciation category. Considering the
instances where the raters disagreed on whether a given pronunciation is
“comprehensible” or “perfect”, it could be assumed that the Turkish voiced bilabial
fricative /p/ helps learners get away with certain errors. However, we also see that the
number of disagreements was higher for the ADV group. This might indicate that the
patterns ADV learners display in their pronunciation are more complex and rather
transitional in terms of L2 phonology proficiency. PIN learners, on the other hand,
seem to give a relatively clearer picture as to how they produce these sounds, whether
these productions are errors or not. In other words, advanced learners exhibit more
variability in terms of NS judgments whereas PIN group receives more clear-cut
ones. For the “w” category, for instance, PIN group mostly had comprehensible
pronunciations and the agreement between the raters was relatively stronger when

compared to the ADV group’s developing patterns towards a more native-like
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phonology that led to disagreements between ‘“comprehensible” and “perfect”

pronunciations.

5.3. Orthographic influence (read-aloud vs. blank-filling)

In this section, the results obtained from the general comparison of the learners’
performance in the read-aloud and the blank-filling tasks will be discussed. This will
be followed by the discussion of the results obtained from the orthographic

categories.

5.3.1 Comparison of the read-aloud and the blank-filling tasks

Research Question 2: Does orthography play a significant role in learners’
performance in producing the target sounds?
2-a: Is there a significant difference between learners’ performance in the

read-aloud and blank-filling tests?

A comparison of the read-aloud and blank-filling tests revealed no significant
difference for the PIN group. The results were similar for the ADV group. There
seemed to be no statistically significant relation between the two tests. It can be
concluded that certain pronunciation patterns do not change significantly based on
exposure to orthographic input. Learners display similar phonological patterns

regardless of the setting.
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The fact that there was no significant relation between the two recordings can be
interpreted as evidence that orthography plays no role in learners’ pronunciation of
target sounds. However, it can still be seen that both groups had fewer unacceptable
pronunciations and more perfect pronunciations in the blank-filling test, where they
were not presented with the written forms of the words. Still, learners may be using
mental orthographic representations of words as cues when they are trying to
remember and pronounce the words in their inventory. Therefore, it might be too
optimistic to argue that when learners do not see the written forms of words, they are
completely free of orthographic influence. In fact, seeing the first letter as a clue
might have triggered a more vivid orthographic representation. Another issue that
must not be ignored is the possibility that the blank-filling experiment might make
the target words more salient, which in turn might be making participants more
conscious and careful about the pronunciation of those words. Such external factors
might play a role in the process they must be teased apart. Yet, there are still
differences in the number of unacceptable and perfect pronunciations of learners
towards an orthographic influence on phonology.

Regarding the number of pronunciations that the native speakers agreed on, it is seen
that PIN group gave a clearer picture to the raters. For the PIN group’s read-aloud
task, 142 out of 160 (88.7%) productions were agreed on while they had consensus
on only 111 pronunciations (69.3%) of the ADV group. Similarly, for the blank-
filling task, out of 160 pronunciations for each group, PIN group’s common
pronunciation count was 141 (88.1%) and ADV group’s was 116 (72.5%). As
mentioned earlier, ADV group displays a more complex pattern of interlanguage in
terms of phonology. Native speaker judges seem to have conflicted while deciding
whether a pronunciation is “comprehensible” or “perfect” for both groups. As

mentioned earlier, deciding between “comprehensible” and “perfect” pronunciations

72



for the “w” category words was challenging for the judges. However, the difficulty
was more obvious while rating the ADV group. For the word-final category, for
instance, the words “go” and “so” were clearly pronounced with a monophthong by
PIN level learners; however, ADV level learners caused difficulty by producing
patterns that were almost native-like realizations of the target sounds. Yet, not all of
these productions were evaluated as perfect pronunciations by the raters.

5.3.2 Orthographic Categories

In this section, the results from learners’ pronunciation of the words in the

orthographic categories will be discussed in detail.

5.3.2.1 The “one-vowel” vs. “two-vowel” categories

Research question 2-b: Is there a significant difference in students’ pronunciation of

words with two vowels and words with one vowel?

In both ADV and PIN groups, a significant relation was found between the

pronunciations of one-vowel and two-vowel words.

The fact that NSs agreed on a count of 86 perfect pronunciations alone for two-vowel
words is an indicator of the clarity in pronunciation by ADV group. The same group
produced only 11 perfect utterances of one-vowel words. The results were similar for
the PIN group. They recorded 5 perfect pronunciations of one-vowel words whereas

their perfect pronunciation count of two-vowel words was 52. It can be concluded
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that one-vowel diphthongs hinder perfect pronunciation because of orthography-
phonology conflict. Two-vowel diphthongs, on the other hand, seem to assist Turkish

learners who are accustomed to a transparent orthography.

The most common pronunciation pattern for the words “home” and “open” were
respectively /hom/ and /opon/. In other words, learners usually seemed to omit the
second part of the diphthong. However, the number of errors decreased as the number
of vowels corresponding to a diphthong increased. For example, for the words “soul”
and “road”, the number of perfect pronunciations increased whereas unacceptable
pronunciation count diminished. Especially the word “soul” was pronounced
“perfectly” by most students despite the word being rather infrequent. This can be
linked to the fact that the orthographic pattern in the word “soul” might be facilitating
native-like pronunciation. Turkish learners are familiar to pronouncing all letters in
most words. That is why they might be finding it easier to pronounce such words with
a strong grapheme-phoneme relationship. The word “road” still yielded more
comprehensible and perfect pronunciations than one-vowel words, but it did not seem
to help pronunciation as much as “soul” did, probably because it does not possess as

strong a grapheme-phoneme correspondence.

The results for “house” and “out” revealed that learners did not have much difficulty
in producing the diphthong /au/. They did well on both recordings, which could be
attributed to the diphthong itself. /auw/ is a more audible diphthong in that the two
parts of the phoneme are further apart from each other compared to those in /ou/. This
can be an explanation to the fact that as long as there is no “w” in a word with /av/,

learners seem to have no or little difficulty producing the diphthong. As stated by

Edwards and Zampini (2008), dissimilar sounds tend to be less challenging than
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similar sounds since the larger the differences are, the more easily they tend to be

noticed; therefore, learning is more likely to take place (p. 72).

One-vowel and two-vowel categories did not seem to create any major difficulties for
the native speakers while grading learners’ pronunciations. Out of the 60 one-vowel
pronunciations of the PIN group, 57 (95%) of them were agreed on by the raters. For
the ADV group, they agreed on 45 pronunciations out of 60 (75%). As regards the
two-vowel category, there were 108 common pronunciations out of 120 (90%) —for
both ADV and PIN groups. Conflicts between ‘“comprehensible” and “perfect”

pronunciation assessment, although to a smaller extent, continued here.

To sum up, looking at the results of the one-vowel and two-vowel categories, it could
be concluded that learner errors are two-sided. First, there is the phonology issue.
Some sounds might be easier to recognize and therefore produce for learners
regardless of other extra-linguistic factors. Second, there is the orthography issue.
Some letters and letter combinations seem to facilitate pronunciation since they
provide more cues to Turkish learners as orthographic patterns whereas other patterns

seem to hinder pronunciation because of their irregularity when compared to Turkish.

5.3.2.2 The “w” category

Research question 2-c: Is there a significant difference between students’

pronunciation of words with a “w” in read-aloud and blank-filling tasks?

The pronunciation of “w” words revealed no significant results in either ADV or PIN

group.
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Although the count of unacceptable pronunciations decreased and perfect
pronunciations increased in the blank-filling tests of both groups, there was no
statistically significant relation between the two recordings. This means that the letter
“w” does not have an effect on learners’ pronunciation of the target diphthongs and
triphthongs. However, it can also be claimed that such pronunciation errors might
have been fossilized and therefore might still occur when learners are not presented
with orthographic forms. Learners, especially lower level learners, still tend to
pronounce “w” with what can be called a voiced bilabial fricative /p/. Most common
learner errors on the words “now”, “how”, “low”, “own”, “lower”, “slower”,
“power”, and “towel” were respectively /na:v/, /ha:v/, /lov/, /ovn/, /1o:vir/, /slo:var/,
/pa:var/, and /ta:val/. The /v/ sounds in these pronunciations are sometimes as strong
as the voiced labio-dental /v/ in English; however, most times they are closer to the
Turkish voiced bilabial fricative /B/, which is evidence for L1 phonology transfer.
Still, many comprehensive pronunciations in this study are claimed to be somewhere
in between, neither a /v/, nor a /f/. This could be interpreted as an example of an
interlanguage (Selinker, 1972) developing in the course of time.

The source of such learner errors might be two-sided: phonology and orthography.
Pronunciations of such words may be interpreted to have a /w/ sound because of the
lip-pursing. However, the lack of “w” as a letter in Turkish may force learners to
replace it with its closest counterpart in their mother tongue: “v”. Nevertheless, even
without the effects of phonological perception, learners might be influenced by the
orthographic features of English and Turkish. The presence of “w” in any given word
might lead learners to perceive and produce it as /p/, especially if they lack the

necessary training and knowledge of this particular sound.
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The assessment of the “w” category was particularly challenging, as stated by the
native speakers. Figuring out whether learners produced a bilabial fricative /B/ or a
labio-dental /v/ was difficult at times, which caused disagreements on both
“unacceptable” — “comprehensible” and “comprehensible” — “perfect” dimensions;

e.g. /lov, loP, louv, loup/ for “low”, /nav, nauv, nauf/ for “now”.

The difficulty was more apparent for the ADV group, which could indicate a
transition from /v/ to /B/ and/or from /P/ to target sounds in the pronunciation of
diphthongs and triphthongs with a “w” letter. Raters agreed on 51 out of 80
pronunciations (63.7%) for the ADV group on the read-aloud task; and they agreed
on 49 pronunciations out of 80 (61.2%) on the blank-filling. There were
disagreements on the PIN group’s assessment as well, but the extent to which the
raters disagreed was smaller. On both recordings, native speakers agreed on 68

pronunciations out of the 80 (85%).

All in all, our conclusion is that the letter “w” has an inhibitory effect on Turkish
learners’ pronunciation. The scope of this study did not test “w” word-initially or in
longer words; however, the results indicate that it frequently leads to pronunciation
errors —mostly through the insertion of a Turkish bilabial fricative /B/, which was
called a “half vowel” by Demircan (2015).

5.3.2.3 The “word-final” category
Research question 2-d: Is there a significant difference between students’
pronunciation of words with a word-final diphthong in read-aloud and blank-filling

tasks?
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ADV group’s performance in the word-final category did not display a statistically
significant relation between the read-aloud and blank-filling tests. Since the NSs
agreed on only one category regarding PIN learners’ performance in word-final
category, a statistical analysis could not be made for the PIN group. It is worth
mentioning that the counts were 20 comprehensible productions on the read-aloud
and 19 comprehensible productions on the blank-filling test.

ADV group’s number of comprehensible and perfect pronunciations was higher in the
blank-filling test. However, the difference between two tests was not significant. The
comprehensible pronunciation category was the only assessment made by NSs for the

PIN group.

The words “no” and “go” were most frequently pronounced with a monophthong,
which was identified as a comprehensible pronunciation of the diphthong /ou/ by
NSs. The ADV group did produce perfect pronunciations; however, the PIN group
seemed to produce only comprehensible pronunciations and zero perfect

pronunciations.

The word-final category only included words that end in /ou/. As discussed before,
the diphthong /ou/ is a phoneme that might be difficult to perceive because the glide
IS not as extensive as the one in /av/. As a result, both PIN and ADV level learners
seem to have difficulty pronouncing this diphthong. When a word ends with /ou/,
learners tend to produce a monophthong, which can be attributed to perception

difficulties.

Regarding the inter-rater agreement of the word-final category, PIN group displayed

a significantly clear picture. Raters agreed on 20 out of 20 (100%) pronunciations for
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the read-aloud and 19 out of 20 (95%) for the blank-filling task. PIN group’s
pronunciation errors were all really clear and audible to the native speakers. They all
produced comprehensible pronunciations of the target sounds. For the ADV group,
native speakers, as stated before, found it challenging to decide between
“comprehensible” and “perfect” pronunciations. The pronunciation of the words “so”
and “go” often included a monophthong as in /go, go:/ and /so, so:/. Since the two
vowels in the diphthong /ou/ are both round vowels, it seems that it is not only
difficult for learners to perceive this diphthong accurately, but the native speakers
also had difficulty whether the lip-rounding was sufficient and the pronunciation
sounded “perfect” or not. It appears that ADV level learners are nearing perfection in
their pronunciation; however, they still display non-native characteristics in their
speech.

It could again be argued that the issue is two-sided: There is the difficulty of
perceiving the diphthong /ou/ despite its challenging nature, and there is also the
irregular orthography of English, which creates challenges for Turkish learners.
However, our results indicate a stronger influence of phonology rather than
orthography in this category. The diphthong /ou/ continues to have its phonological
influence on Turkish learners even when they are not presented with orthographic

input.

5.4. Awareness of diphthongs and triphthongs

Research question 3: Is there a significant difference in learners’ performance

between read-aloud and word pronunciation tasks?
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ADV learners’ performances in the read-aloud and word pronunciation tasks were not
significantly different. On the other hand, there was a significant relation between
PIN groups’ pronunciation of target sounds in read-aloud and word pronunciation
tests. The fact that ADV learners’ performances in the read-aloud and word
pronunciation tasks were not significantly different from each other means that they
have a certain level of awareness even when the sounds are embedded sentence-
medially. They still did well even though they were not told that their pronunciation
would be assessed by NSs. This could mean that ADV learners have good perception
and awareness of diphthongs and triphthongs even when they are not exclusively
being tested on pronunciation. It is worth mentioning, however, that they generally
pronounced more words “perfectly” when they were told that it was a pronunciation
test. For example, a few ADV learners pronounced the word “home” with a
monophthong in the read-aloud task. However, the same participants used a
diphthong in the word pronunciation task. Such differences could have stemmed from
the nature of the word pronunciation task, which might lead learners to be more
precise in their pronunciation. Yet, it could also be a reminder that diphthongs and

triphthongs are subject to change in speech tempo (McCully, 2009).

The fact that ADV learners still produce pronunciation errors as PIN learners do
might be an indicator of the fact that proficiency level of a learner does not give us
clearly defined lines of their subskills in that language. Some ADV learners were
highly competent in the current study and some not as much. Belonging to a level of

proficiency may not be the sole indicator of one’s specific skills in that language.
PIN group, on the other hand, yielded different results. PIN group produced
significantly fewer errors and more perfect pronunciations when they were asked to

pronounce words correctly and in isolation. Therefore, PIN group may be considered
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to have a lower level of awareness when sounds are embedded within sentences.
Learners at lower levels may also have other concerns or they might be focusing on
their ability to read the sentence as a whole, and therefore certain sounds might be

lost in pronunciation.

Such processes learners go through can best be explained by an interlanguage running
its course. ADV learners had more perfect pronunciations than the PIN learners in the
pronunciation task. They also had more comprehensible pronunciation as opposed to
unacceptable pronunciations. It appears that, in time, unacceptable pronunciations are
replaced by comprehensible ones. And comprehensible pronunciations could be
replaced by perfect productions. Such transitions are not clear cut and learner
dependent, which makes interlanguage a highly personal process.

Similar to the previous inter-rater agreement descriptions, native speakers agreed
more often on the PIN learners’ pronunciations: 142 out of 160 (88.7%) for the read-
aloud and 149 out of 160 (93.1%) for the word pronunciation task. The counts were
lower for the ADV group: 111 out of 160 (69.3%) for the read-aloud and 142 out of
160 (88.7%) for the word pronunciation task. Overall, the PIN group mostly
displayed more obvious characteristics in their speech while ADV level learners
exhibited certain patterns which can be considered as an indicator of the transition or
the interlanguage that they are developing. To illustrate, PIN level learners mostly
produced “unacceptable” and “comprehensible” pronunciations such as /nov, nav,
nafy/ for “now” and /lauv, lov, loP/ for “low” while ADV level learners mostly
pronounced these words as /nauf, nau/ and /loup, lou/, which were considered
“comprehensible” and “perfect”. Shortly, the PIN level learners’ pronunciations were
mostly evaluated within the “unacceptable-comprehensible” dimension while the

ADV group was in the “comprehensible-perfect” dimension.
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5.5. Sound specific results

In order to make sound-specific comments, this part of the results provides the
pronunciation counts of each sound obtained from native speaker judgments along
with their conclusions. For a general picture, the total number of pronunciation counts
of diphthongs and triphthongs that the native speaker judges agreed on is provided
below. In the next sections, sound specific results will be provided for both the PIN
and the ADV groups. Tables 11 and 12 below show the pronunciation counts of the

diphthongs in all three tasks.

Table 11 Judges’ assessments of the pronunciation of diphthongs for the PIN group

total # of agreed
PIN read-aloud | blank-filling | word pronunciation | judgments in
diphthongs each assessment
category
unacceptable 20 11 7 38
comprehensible | 68 68 62 198
perfect 21 32 44 97
total # of agreed | 109/120 111/120 113/120 333/360
judgments in
each task

Table 12 Judges’ assessments of the pronunciation of diphthongs for the ADV group

total # of agreed
ADV read-aloud | blank-filling | word pronunciation | judgments in
diphthongs each assessment
category
unacceptable 4 1 8 13
comprehensible | 34 31 41 106
perfect 47 62 58 167
total # of agreed | 85/120 94/120 107/120 286/360
judgments in
each task
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Regarding the pronunciation of the diphthongs, it is clearly seen that the PIN group
mostly produces “comprehensible” pronunciations whereas the ADV group produces
“perfect” pronunciations more often. ADV group’s “unacceptable” pronunciation
count is rather low, indicating that the interlanguage they are developing is at a level
that is mostly on the comprehensible-perfect dimension, with a bias towards
perfection. PIN group, on the other hand, displays a lower profile. The transition they
are going through still mostly concerns pronunciations with errors. However, it is
worth mentioning that PIN group’s “perfect” pronunciation count is higher than their
“unacceptable” pronunciation counts. See Tables 13 and 14 for the pronunciation
totals for the triphthongs.

Table 13 Judges’ assessments of the pronunciation of triphthongs for the PIN group

total # of agreed
PIN read-aloud | blank-filling | word pronunciation | judgments in
triphthongs each assessment
category
unacceptable 17 14 18 49
comprehensible | 15 17 17 49
perfect 1 4 1 6
total # of agreed | 33/40 35/40 36/40 104/120
judgments in
each task

83




Table 14 Judges’ assessments of the pronunciation of triphthongs for the ADV group

total # of agreed
ADV read-aloud | blank-filling | word pronunciation | judgments in
triphthongs each assessment
category
unacceptable 3 2 10 15
comprehensible | 16 8 19 43
perfect 7 12 2 21
total # of agreed | 26/40 22/40 31/40 79/120
judgments in
each task

The pronunciation of triphthongs was challenging for both the PIN and the ADV
level learners. The ADV group did specifically well on the blank-filling test, which
may indicate that being free of orthographic input facilitated pronunciation for this
group. In the other two tests, where written forms were presented, the ADV learners
had considerably fewer “perfect” pronunciations and more “comprehensible” and
“unacceptable” ones. This pattern in the ADV group’s pronunciation of the
triphthongs was not seen in the PIN group. In all three tasks, the PIN group
performed almost identically the same. It might be too optimistic to argue that the 4
“perfect” pronunciations on the blank-filling task (as opposed to 1 in the other two

tasks) is an obvious sign of orthographic influence.

5.5.1 Diphthongs

In this section, the numerical results regarding the diphthongs will be provided and

discussed in detail.
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5.5.1.1 /ou/

Regarding the diphthong /oul/,

the PIN group mostly had comprehensible

pronunciations whereas the ADV group’s pronunciation patterns were more spread

out to both comprehensible and perfect pronunciation categories (See Tables 15 and

16).

Table 15 Judges’ assessments of the pronunciation of the diphthong /ow/ for the PIN

group
total # of agreed
PIN /ou/ read-aloud | blank-filling | word pronunciation | judgments in
each assessment
category
unacceptable 11 9 7 27
comprehensible | 56 50 51 157
perfect 9 12 19 40
total # of agreed | 76/80 71/80 77/80 224/240

judgments in
each task

Table 16 Judges’ assessments of the pronunciation of the diphthong /ou/ by the ADV

group
total # of agreed
ADV /ou/ read-aloud | blank-filling | word pronunciation | judgments in
each assessment
category
unacceptable 4 1 8 13
comprehensible | 26 24 33 83
perfect 24 37 33 94
total # of agreed | 54/80 62/80 74/80 190/240

judgments in
each task
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The diphthong /ou/ proves to be challenging for Turkish learners regardless of their
proficiency level. As one would expect, the ADV level learners performed better than
the PIN level learners; however, their “comprehensible” pronunciation count was just
as high as their “perfect” pronunciation count. In other words, even the ADV level
learners of English are having difficulty with diphthong /ou/. The representation of
/ou/ is very often realized through a monophthong by Turkish learners. We believe
that this is caused by the rather unobvious transition within this diphthong. The
vowels /o/ and /u/ are both produced in the back of the oral cavity, and their place of
articulation is closer to each other than /au/, for instance, where the transition is much
more obvious. Therefore, we believe that the challenge in recognizing and perceiving

the diphthong /ou/ is naturally creating pronunciation problems for Turkish learners.

An interesting result from the ADV group was that they had the highest number of
“unacceptable” pronunciations in the word pronunciation test. In other words, they
produced more pronunciation errors when they were asked to pronounce words in
isolation. This might mean that some errors are lost in speech tempo and therefore are
not recognized as easily by the native speakers, which is a good sign for any L2
learner since people are not usually asked to pronounce one single word for no

reason.

5.5.1.2 /av/

Regarding the diphthong /au/, perhaps the most striking result is that the ADV group
did not produce any unacceptable pronunciations in any of the recordings, which can
be said for the PIN group in the word pronunciation test (See Tables 17 and 18

below). PIN group seemed to produce mostly comprehensible and perfect
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pronunciations. ADV group, on the other hand, did particularly well on /aul/,
producing perfect pronunciations most of the time. As discussed before, the
diphthong /auw/ proved to be more learner-friendly as far as Turkish learners are
concerned. As mentioned earlier, the sound itself, with orthographic patterns
corresponding to it excluded, appears easier to perceive and therefore produce for
Turkish learners. The explanation to this is the more obvious difference between /a/
and /u/. /al is a low and unrounded vowel whereas /u/ is high and rounded. As a
result, the glide from /a/ to /u/ is heard and noticed more clearly, which in turn, 1
would argue facilitates pronunciation as well —although the sound does not exist in

the Turkish sound inventory.

Table 17 Judges’ assessments of the pronunciation of the diphthong /av/ by the PIN
group

total # of agreed
PIN /av/ read-aloud | blank-filling | word pronunciation | judgments in
each assessment
category
unacceptable 9 2 0 11
comprehensible | 12 18 11 41
perfect 12 20 25 57
total # of agreed | 33/40 40/40 36/40 109/120
judgments in
each task
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Table 18 Judges’ assessments of the pronunciation of the diphthong /au/ by the ADV
group

total # of agreed
ADV /av/ read-aloud | blank-filling | word pronunciation | judgments in
each assessment
category
unacceptable 0 0 0 0
comprehensible |8 7 8 23
perfect 23 25 25 73
total # of agreed | 31/40 32/40 33/40 96/120
judgments in
each task

From an orthographic point of view, it can be said that certain letter combinations are
less faithful to the grapheme-phoneme correspondence in English. For instance, “ow”
can refer to /ou/ or /av/ depending on the surrounding sounds, which is tricky for
learners. For instance, the pronunciation of “low, row, slow” is respectively /lou, rouv,
slou/, but the words “how, now, cow, down” are pronounced /hav, nauv, kau, daon/.
Some PIN learners in the current study produced the word “now” as /nou/ or / nov/ a

few times.

Regarding the inhibitory effect of the letters in which this sound appears, our
observation was that the letter “w” plays a major role hindering Turkish learners’
pronunciation of this sound. Learners did not have difficulty with the two-vowel
words “house” and “out”; however, when “w” is involved in the words “how” and
“now”, learners tend to produce the monophthong /o/ or /o0:/ which is followed by a
voiced bilabial fricative /p/. This leads us to the conclusion that the phonologically
facilitative nature of this sound is lost when orthography interferes. It is worth
mentioning that, in some cases, learners produced the diphthong with /p/; e.g. /haup,

naup/, which we take to be a transition towards a more nativelike phonology.
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5.5.2 Triphthongs

In this section, the numerical results regarding the triphthongs will be shared and

discussed in detail.

5.5.2.1 /ova/

As can be seen from Tables 19 and 20 below, the triphthong /oua/ seems to be
problematic for both the PIN and the ADV level learners. Both groups produced
errors most of the time although they still remained “comprehensible”. The number of
“perfect” pronunciations is significantly low. For the triphthong /ova/, learners
mostly produced a monophthong /o:/ followed by the voiced bilabial fricative /p/.
Once again, the ADV group’s “unacceptable” pronunciation count increased in the
word pronunciation test, and they produced 0 “perfect” pronunciations on the same
test (see Tables 19 and 20 below).

Table 19 Judges’ assessments of the pronunciation of the diphthong /ova/ by the PIN
group

total # of agreed
PIN /ova/ read-aloud | blank-filling | word pronunciation | judgments in
each assessment
category
unacceptable 4 1 1 6
comprehensible | 15 14 16 45
perfect 0 2 0 2
total # of agreed | 19/20 17/20 17/20 53/60
judgments in
each task
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Table 20 Judges’ assessments of the pronunciation of the diphthong /ova/ by the
ADV group

total # of agreed
ADV /ova/ read-aloud | blank-filling | word pronunciation | judgments in
each assessment
category
unacceptable 1 0 4 5
comprehensible | 13 6 15 34
perfect 1 3 0 4
total # of agreed | 15/20 9/20 19/20 43/60
judgments in
each task

As regards the causes behind learner errors, it must be pointed out that both /oua/
words (lower, slower) were in the “w” category, the challenging nature of which has
been discussed earlier in the study. Consequently, learners often produced such
pronunciations as /slo:var/ and /slouvvar/. Few participants (2 PIN and 4 ADV learners

in total) “perfectly” pronounced these words.

Among other causes of pronunciation errors is the possibility that triphthongs develop
late due to the lower frequency of these sounds compared to diphthongs. It may also
be that tests such as ours put a certain amount of pressure on the participants, which

might affect their performance.

5.5.2.2 Java/
The triphthong /ava/ yielded relatively better results for the ADV group when

compared to /oua/ (See Tables 21 and 22 below). Similar to the relationship between

the diphthongs /ou/ and /au/, these triphthongs are only different in quality regarding
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the first target sound. The target words with the triphthong /ava/ were also in the “w”

category.

However, the PIN group performed even more poorly on /ava/ although the tongue
and jaw movement is larger and more noticeble. The two words “power” and “towel”
were pronounced using short monophthongs and the voiced labio dental fricative /v/,
and sometimes the voiced bilabial fricative /p/. It seems that higher level learners
have quicker access to features that might be more facilitative in terms of
pronunciation; in this case the obviously noticeable articulation of /ava/ when

compared to that of /ova/.

Still, the triphthong /ava/ caused difficulty for both groups and we relate that
primarily to the rather less frequent use of the triphthongs compared to the
diphthongs and the orthographic presence of the letter “w” as an extra-linguistic

factor.

Table 21 Judges’ assessments of the pronunciation of the diphthong /ava/ by the PIN
group

total # of agreed
PIN /ava/ read-aloud | blank-filling | word pronunciation | judgments in
each assessment
category
unacceptable 13 13 17 43
comprehensible | 0 3 1 4
perfect 1 2 1 4
total # of agreed | 14/20 18/20 19/20 51/60
judgments in
each task
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Table 22 Judges’ assessments of the pronunciation of the diphthong /ava/ by the
ADV group

total # of agreed

ADV /avo/ read-aloud | blank-filling | word pronunciation | judgments in
each assessment
category

unacceptable 2 2 6 10

comprehensible |3 2 4 9

perfect 6 9 2 17

total # of agreed | 11/20 13/20 12/20 36/60

judgments in

each task

Statistical analyses were also carried out to see if there were any significant
differences when learners were presented with different task types. The only
significant differences between different tasks were found in PIN learners’
pronunciation of /auv/. PIN learners seemed to be influenced by the presentation of
orthographic input negatively as opposed to the read-aloud task; and they did better
on the word pronunciation task compared to the read-aloud. Apart from that, sound
specific comparisons of these tasks showed no significant results in either PIN or

ADV groups.

5.6. Summary and evaluation of the results

This study has a two-pronged approach: an investigation of the development of
diphthongs and triphthongs and an analysis of certain orthographical patterns with
respect to their effects on pronunciation, which we take to be an aspect of acquisition.
The developmental investigation was based on the comparison between pre-
intermediate and advanced level learners. To study the influence of orthography, we
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looked at certain letter combinations and the word-final position where the sounds of
interest are used in a word. The orthographical categories were “w”, one-vowel and
two-vowel categories, which were devised on the basis of the researcher’s experience
as a teacher of English. We predicted that the “w”, one-vowel and the word-final
categories would have an inhibitory effect on the pronunciation of the sounds. We
also predicted that the two-vowel category could have a facilitative effect on learners’

pronunciation.

We found that the proficiency level has a significant effect on learners’ phonology
acquisition. ADV level learners appeared to be developing a higher level of
interlanguage phonology with more ‘“comprehensible” and “perfect” pronunciations
than the PIN group. PIN level learners produced a higher number of “unacceptable”
pronunciations and fewer “perfect” pronunciations, which was an indicator of the

process they are currently going through towards a more advanced phonology.

Our comparison of learners’ performances in two different settings in an attempt to
reveal the effects of orthography did not yield significant results for the word-final or
the “w” categories. Learners seem to perform similarly regardless of the setting,
which we take to mean that such errors might have been fossilized and that mental
representations of words might still be in effect at the orthographic level even when
learners are not presented with orthographic input. A comparison of one-vowel and
two-vowel words resulted in significant differences in both the PIN and the ADV

group.

Nevertheless, we found that the “w” category was the most inhibitory orthographic
category of all, resulting mostly in the insertion of the Turkish voiced bilabial

fricative /p/ in process. One-vowel and the word-final categories both seemed to
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result in the production of short or long monophthongs instead of a diphthong. The
words in two-vowel category, on the other hand, seemed to have a facilitative effect

on pronunciation —as opposed to the ones in the one-vowel category.

With 20 participants from the same institution and 16 target words, our results and
therefore generalizations are limited. Still, we can make generalizations in the scope
of our study. As the richest category in terms of the number of tested words,
generalizations can be made regarding the influence of the letter “w”. We were able
to test learners’ performance in pronouncing diphthongs and triphthongs in 8 words
in the “w” category. The inhibitory effect of “w” as part of a diphthong or triphthong
is undeniable since all learners had difficulty in all three tasks when producing “w”
category words.

The words in which there is a word-final diphthong and those with one vowel letter
corresponding to a diphthong also seemed to be leading both the PIN and the ADV
level learners to “comprehensible” pronunciations rather than “perfect” ones. Yet,
more comprehensible generalizations could be made with more words. Words with
two adjacent vowels corresponding to a diphthong proved a more facilitative effect
on pronunciation. Although the number of words could have been increased, we
could still generalize the results from the two-vowel category to a larger population

considering its orthographically facilitative nature to specifically Turkish learners.
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5.7. Limitations of the study and implications for further research

This study aims to describe how Turkish learners at university level pronounce
diphthongs and triphthongs in English. Although we were able to draw conclusions

within the scope and purpose of our research, there are limitations to it.

Firstly, all participants that took part in the study are students at the same university.
Diversity in subjects could increase the generalizability of the results. Moreover, the
present study had 10 PIN and 10 ADV level learners along with two native speaker
referents. A relatively larger number of participants from more diverse levels and
more native speakers could help reach more detailed and definitive conclusions.
Including more proficiency levels in future studies could give more promising results
regarding the processes learners go through in L2 phonology acquisition. Since the
recording sessions were held individually, there were time constraints because of the
availability of the studio and learners’ class schedules; and therefore, the number of

participants could not be increased any further.

Another limitation of the study could be that the same participants took part in all
three recordings, each one week apart. Once the participants were presented with the
stimuli in the first recording, they might have grown familiar with the words by the
time they did the second recording —although the sentences were not the same. For
future work, non-words could also be used in order to avoid familiarity effects.

The orthographic categories used in the study were merely based on the researcher’s
observations. They were not drawn from a previous study, where their validity could
have been proven. Moreover, it was more difficult to find words for certain categories

and sounds, which also affected the frequency of the words that were used in the
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study. Therefore, the sounds were not tested using an equal number of words in each
category. Studies with more words can be carried out for a more comprehensive
picture of Turkish learners’ pronunciation of diphthongs and triphthongs. Lastly, the
vowels surroundings the target sounds were not taken as criteria in forming the
stimuli in the current study. This could be done to avoid such external factors in
future studies.

Only production of diphthongs and triphthongs was included in this study. Perception
and production in L2 phonology are closely related. Therefore, for a better
understanding of the processes that learners go through, their perception of these
sounds could be tested in future studies. More advanced technology could be used for
further research in order for the experiments to yield more detailed and

comprehensive results.

The present study included audio recordings of participants which were evaluated by
native speakers who listened to these recordings using headphones. For a more
detailed picture of learners’ pronunciation of the sounds, further research can be
carried out to see the vocal formants as they produce the sounds. Video recordings

could also be helpful in understanding the articulation of these sounds by learners.

5.8. Pedagogical implications

Teaching pronunciation in a second language is a challenge. ESL teachers may feel
uneasy about teaching pronunciation because they lack training in phonetics or
linguistics or experience in teaching pronunciation. As a result, although it has a

recognized importance to communication, pronunciation is still a marginalized skill
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in many ESL programs (Lane, 2010). It is often claimed by EFL instructors that they
do not have time for explicit pronunciation teaching. Especially in lower levels,
teachers may want to focus more on grammar, vocabulary and skills such as reading

comprehension and writing.

In the present study, PIN and ADV learners of English displayed certain patterns
pronouncing the diphthongs and triphthongs in the scope of the research. PIN group
in particular produced more errors in all three recordings. The words used in the study
are all part of the vocabulary journal starting from the beginning levels at the
Department of Basic English, where they study. However, pronunciation of
vocabulary items may not be the priority of instructors. The fact that PIN level
learners produced more errors might be associated with such teaching practices.
Some of these errors are carried into the later stages of L2 acquisition; as a result,
even some ADV learners produce similar errors in their speech. Therefore, teaching
of pronunciation must be a routine for language teachers starting from the lowest

levels.

Teaching of pronunciation does not solely have to be a part of vocabulary teaching.
Certain sounds that are challenging for the learners may also be highlighted in
isolation. Introduction of diphthongs and triphthongs, for instance, could increase
Turkish learners’ awareness of these sounds, which are peculiar to the target
language. When teaching new vocabulary, such sounds could be highlighted in order

to ensure maximum retention.
The perception of diphthongs and triphthongs was not in the scope of this study.
However, it goes without saying that perception of these sounds is a preliminary for

their pronunciation. During listening exercises, such sounds may be highlighted by
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teachers in order to make sure that learners can identify and distinguish them.
Especially speaker-dependent sounds like vowels may require more time and effort
with respect to both perception and production. Therefore, depending on the nature of
the task, teachers may need to give immediate or delayed feedback on their students’

perception and pronunciation of sounds that pose a challenge in class.

The diphthong /ouw/ particularly created difficulty for learners in this study. As
discussed before, this could be attributed to the articulatory nature of the glide.
Instructors may need to draw attention to the fact that such diphthongs are difficult to
recognize because of the similarity between the beginning and ending of the glide.
Describing why the diphthong /aw/ might be easier to perceive and produce could
help learners understand the matter more clearly.

As hypothesized, the orthography-phonology conflict in English led participants to
produce pronunciation errors. Words with a “w” led learners to the production of a
Turkish voiced bilabial fricative /p/. Teachers of English in Turkey need to clarify the
possible pronunciations of the letter “w” in English. Similarly, the deep orthography
of English needs to be emphasized in ESL classes in Turkey. The same letter
combinations may correspond to different sounds, as opposed to Turkish, where this
correspondence is much stronger. The number of vowel letters in a word does not
necessarily determine whether it should be pronounced with a monophthong,
diphthong, or triphthong, which makes them tricky for learners. Word-final vowels
also seemed to lead to monophthong productions. Teachers need to train students
using various activities and examples such as minimal pairs, pronunciation drills and

listening exercises.
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When the sound systems of L1 and L2 are so different, language teachers may find it
challenging to help their learners achieve native-like pronunciation. However, with
explicit pronunciation instruction, challenges can be overcome (Gonzalez-Bueno,
1997). Students’ confidence level will also increase as they start producing fewer

errors.
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APPENDICES

A. TABLE OF WORDS, ORTHOGRAPHIC CATEGORIES, AND TARGET

SOUNDS
lou/ lav/ lova/ lava/
“w” low, own how, now lower, slower | towel, power
word-final S0, go - - -
one-vowel open, home house, out - -
two-vowel soul, road - - -
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B. LIKERT SCALE

0 1 2
word | expected | (unacceptable) (comprehensible with an error) (perfect)
sound
out lav/ lavvt/ laut/
go loul/ /go/ /go:/ /gou/
open loul/ /opan/ /ouvpan/
/o:pan/
now lav/ Inav/ /nao/
/naov/
slower fowva/ /slovar/
/slo:var/ /slovar/
/sloovar/
soul loo/ /sol/ [so:l/ /sool/
towel fava/ [taval/ /tazval/ [taoval/
[taoval/
o) loo/ /sof/ /so:/ /soo/
own loo/ lovn/ loon/
loovn/
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word | expected 0 1 2
sound (unacceptable) (comprehensible with an error) (perfect)
lower loua/ [lAvar/ /lovar/ lloovar/
/lo:var/
/loovar/
home loo/ /hom/ /hoom/
/ho:m/
house lao/ /haovs/ /haos/
how lav/ /hav/ /hao/
/haov/
road loou/ /rod/ /ro:d/ /rood/
power laval /pa:var/ /pavvar/ /pavar/
low loo/ {lov/ /lo:v/ /loo/
/loov/
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C. POWERPOINT SLIDES USED IN THE MAIN STUDY

Read-aloud task (Recording 1)

Welcome @

1) Please read the sentences

CLEARLY
&
NATURALLY.

Blank-filling task (Recording 2)

Welcome @

Instructions

- Fill in the blanks with one word only, and read the
whole sentence.

- Please say the words clearly.

- Translations and the first letter will help you. See the
following example

Word pronunciation task (Recording 3)

Welcome ©

1) This is a pronunciation test.
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Please open the door.

Let’s to the cinema.
gitmek

first letter: g

home



D. SENTENCES USED IN THE READ-AOULD TASK (in the order they
appear)

| twisted my ankle.
Watch out for lions.
The forest looks great.
Please, go to class.

| have a headache.
Please open the door.

| am a doctor.

He now lives here.

The slower, the better.
The weather is beautiful.
His soul is at peace.
Let’s have a race.

This towel is wet.

We never visit her.

He left, so she changed.
Change the channel, please.
I own six cars.
Swimming is real fun.
He got lower grades.
She really likes jogging.
Our home is beautiful.
This city is great.

Your house looks fantastic.
The game has finished.
That guy is funny.

This road is huge.

The exam was horrible.
Watch how they fly.

I like watching cartoons.
More power is needed.
The movie was horrible.
He has low grades.
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E. SENTENCES USED IN THE BLANK-FILLING TASK (in the order they
appear)

My brother is sick.

These people are new.

Let’s go to the cinema.

You never help me.

Her soul rests in peace.
You speak too fast.

Your house looks amazing.

| really like her.

Honda is slower then Suzuki.
That is my pencil.

I was ill, so she helped.
That girl is smart.

| got a low grade.

I will open a bookshop.

My head really hurts.

The power button doesn’t work.
I swim really fast.

Please get out of the class.
The doctor is ready.

We are now ready.

That apple was delicious.

| wonder how she failed.
The class is so loud.

The blue towel is missing.

| like funny people.

I’ve come home early.

This room is huge.

Study on your own, please.
This new game is great.

The race was really exciting.
The new road looks good.
The exam was hard.

He has a lower salary than me.
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F. WORDS USED IN THE WORD PRONUNCIATION TASK (in the order
they appear)

my
out
forest
go
have
open
doctor
now
slower
weather
soul
race
towel
never
SO
channel
own
real
lower
really
home
city
house
game
quy
road
exam
how
like
power
movie
low
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G. DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONNAIRE

Dear Students,

This questionnaire is part of a thesis study carried out at the Middle East Technical
University, Social Sciences, Department of Foreign Languages. It has been prepared
to find out about the linguistic skills of learners at the Department of Basic English.

In the next part of the study, there will be individual voice recording sessions.

If there is something that you would like to ask me about the questionnaire, 1 am
available at:

- 05555450854 or 0312 210 21 86
- albaglar@metu.edu.tr

Researcher: Aml Albaglar
Middle East Technical University
School of Foreign Languages
Department of Basic English

Please answer the following questions. Name:

1. What is your gender?
a) Male b) Female

2. How old are you?
a) 18-22 b) 23 or older

3. How long have you been learning English?
a) Since Kindergarten b) Since 1*'grade c) Since 4" grade d) Other
4. Have you ever been to a country where English is spoken?

a) Yes b) No

5. Have you ever stayed/lived with a native speaker of English?
a) Yes b) No

6. Have you ever had a native speaker as your teacher?
a) Yes b) No
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7. What was your level inthe first semester at DBE?
a) Beginner b) Elementary ¢) Intermediate d) Upper-Intermediate

8. What is your current level at DBE?
a) Pre-Intermediate b) Advanced

9. What was your GPA in the previous semester
out of 45
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H. PARTICIPANT CONSENT FORM

Goniillii Katihm formu

Bu arastirma, Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi Temel Ingilizce Boliimii 6gretim
elemani Amil Albaglar tarafindan yapilmaktadir. Arastirma, Temel ingilizce Boliimii
Ogrencilerinin arastirmaci tarafindan belirlenmis dilbilimsel becerilerini ortaya
cikarmak amagcli tasarlanmustir. Siire¢ sonunda arastirmaci tarafindan ¢alismamn asil
amac1 tim katilimcilara agiklanacaktir. Aragtirmanin tim evrelerinde toplanan
bilgiler sadece bu arastirma i¢in kullamlacak ve kesinlikle gizli tutulacaktir.

Katilim tamamen goniilliidiir. Ankette katilimcilar1 rahatsiz edecek higbir soru
bulunmamaktadir.  Arastirmanin  herhangi bir evresinde katilimci  olmaktan
vazgecmek isterseniz, arastirmaciyr bilgilendirmeniz yeterlidir. Arastirmanin ikinci
evresinde katilimeilarla bireysel ses kayitlar1 yapilacaktir.

Arastirmayla ilgili olusabilecek sorularla ilgili iletisim bilgileri:

Anil Albaglar

ODTU, Temel Ingilizce Boliimii
0312 210 21 86

Caligsmaya goniillii olarak katilmay1 kabul ediyorum.

Katilimcimn Adi-Soyadi:

Imza:

Tarih:

121



I. TURKCE OZET

INGILIiZCE’Yi 2. DiL OLARAK OGRENEN TURK UNIVERSITE DUZEYi
OGRENCILERIN INGILIZCE’DEKiI KARMA UNLULERI TELAFFUZU

1. GIRIS

Ikinci dil fonolojisini anlama ve iiretme diizeylerinde kusursuz seviyeye getirmek
cogu Ogrencinin tam anlamiyla basaramadig bir durumdur (Flege & Fletcher, 1992;
Flege, Munro, & MacKay, 1995; Young-Scholten, 1995). Bunun sebepleri arasinda
Ogrencinin yasi, 6gretmenlerin ders isleyis bi¢imleri ve ¢alisma metodlar1 gibi ¢esitli
faktorler gosterilebilir. Bir diger yayginca tartisilan faktor de anadilin ikinci dil
iizerindeki etkisidir (Flege, 1980, 1992 & 1995; Pater & Tessier, 2003; Odlin, 1989).
Selinker (1972) ikinci dil 6grenen kisilerin bu edinim siirecinde sergiledikleri farkli
dil patternleri i¢in “interlanguage” kavramuni ortaya atmistir. Bu c¢aligmada, Tiirk
ogrencilerin Ingilizce’deki karma fiinliileri (diphthong ve triphthong) telaffuzu
incelenerek, dil ediniminde gegtikleri bu siire¢ler anlagilmaya ¢alisilmistir.
Ingilizce’deki karma iinliiler Tiirk &grenciler igin zorluk yaratmaktadir. Bunun
sebeplerinden biri Tiirkge’de bu iinliilerin olmamasi olabilir (Yavuz & Balct, 2011).
Tiirkge’de birbirini takip eden iki iinlii goriilebilse de, bu sesler Ingilizce’deki karma
{inliilerin 6zelliklerini tastmamaktadirlar. Ingilizce’de karma iinliiler daha belirgin
olan bir ilk kisimdan ve daha az belirgin olan ikinci ve/veya tiglincii kistmdan olusur.
Hatta ¢ift {inlii ve ii¢ iinlii hecelerdeki son iinliiniin telaffuzu bazen o kadar kisa ve
belirsizdir ki, tam olarak Ozelliklerini belirlemek olduk¢a zordur (Ladefoged &
Johnson, 2011).

Bu calismada, ornek olarak “home” (ev) ve “open” (agik) sozciikleri katilimcilar

tarafindan siklikla /hom/ ve /’opon/, /o:pon/ seklinde telaffuz edilmistir. Benzer
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sekilde bir¢ok katilimer “go” (gitmek) ve “so” (bdylece, bu yiizden) sézciiklerini /go/,
/go:/ ve /so/, /so:/ seklinde telaffuz etmistir. Ug iinlii hece igeren sozciikler “lower”
(daha az/alcak) ve “power” (gii¢, kuvvet), i¢lerinde bulunan “w” harfine de bagl
olarak {i¢ linlii hece yerine “linlii ya da ¢ift iinlii + /v/ + iinli” seklinde telaffuz
edilmistir. Bu calisma bu ve benzeri telaffuzlar1 inceleyerek Tiirk o6grencilerin
Ingilizce fonoloji edinim siirecinin anlagilmasina yardime1 olmaktadur.

Selinker’in (1972) Interlanguage Hipotezi (IL), 6grencilerin bir ikinci dili 6grenirken
ne anadile ne de 6grenilen dile benzemeyen farkli bir sistem olusturduklarim ortaya
koymustur. Bu ve benzeri sistemler Ogrenciler tarafindan anlasilir olmak igin
kullanilan ve zaman i¢inde degisiklikler gosterir. IL, ikinci dil 6grenimi ¢ergevesinde
bircok faktorii dikkate almistir. IL ilk ve ikinci dil arasinda bir kdprii gorevi gordigi
icin, dil Ogretiminde anadil ile hedef dilin karsilagtirilmasi konusu biiylik 6nem
tasimaktadir. Tiirkge ve Ingilizce arasindaki farklardan biri, harflerle sembolize
ettikleri sesler arasindaki uyumdur. Tiirkge oldukga saydam bir ortografiye sahiptir
(Davis, 2005; Erdener & Burnham, 2005). Bir diger deyisle, harfler ¢ogu zaman aym
sesleri sembolize eder (Ellis et al., 2004). Sesli harfler her zaman bir tek iinlii

(monophthong) sesi sembolize eder. Sadece bazen sesin uzunlugu degisebilir.

Ornegin;
“cok” - [tfok/
“okul” - /o’kul/

“havlu” - /hav’lo/

Ancak Ingiliz dili ortografisi Tiirkge’ninki gibi saydam degildir; yani harflerle
sembolize ettikleri seslerin uyum oramt c¢ok daha diisiiktiir (Frost & Katz, 1992).
Asagida bu calismada kullamlan sozciikler 6rnek olarak verilmistir.

“soul” - /soul/ (ruh)

“house” - /havs/ (ev)

“road” - /roud/ (yol)

Ortografinin telaffuz lizerindeki etkisi bir¢ok c¢alisma ile vurgulanmigtir (Timmer &
Schiller, 2012; Carr et al., 1979; Katz & Feldman, 1983; Lems, 2012; Escudero &
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Wanrooij, 2010; Ellis et al., 2004; Varol, 2012). Bu ve benzeri ¢aligmalar saydam ve
saydam olmayan ortografilere sahip dillerin arasindaki farklar1 daha iyi anlamaya ve
dolayisiyla bu dillerin 6grenimi sirasinda ortaya ¢ikan zorluk ya da kolayliklar1 daha
net gormeye yardimeci olmaktadir.

Yabanci dilde milkemmele yakin telaffuz konusu uzun zamandir ilgilendigim bir alan
olmustur. Cogunlukla Tiirk Ogrencilere Ingilizce ogrettigim igin, profesyonel
kariyerimin baslarindan itibaren Tiirk dgrencilerin ingilizce’deki /ou/, /av/ ¢ift {inlii
hecelerini ve /ovel, /ave/ {i¢ iinlii hecelerini Ingilizce’yi anadili olarak konusan
insanlardan farkli olarak telaffuz ettiklerini farketmeye basladim. Bu calisma,
Tiirkiye’deki bir devlet liniversitesinde orta alt1 (pre-intermediate) ve ileri (advanced)
seviye Ogrencilerin Ingilizce’deki bu dort karma {inliiyii telaffuzlarim incelemektedir.
iki farkli yeterlilik seviyesindeki grupla calismamuzin amaci, farkli seviyelerdeki
ogrencilerin bu telaffuz seklini gorerek, genel yeterlik seviyesi ile telaffuz sekillerinin
arasinda bir bag olup olmadigim ortaya ¢ikarmaktir.

Calismanin bir diger amaci da ortografinin, yani sozciiklerin yazilis bigiminin,
ogrencilerin bu sesleri telaffuzunda bir etkisinin olup olmadigim arastirmaktir. Bu
noktada, bazi harf ya da harf kombinasyonlarinin katilimcilarin telaffuzunu olumlu ya
da olumsuz etkileyip etkilemedigine bakilacaktir.

2. LITERATUR OZETi

Balas (2009): Bu calisma Polonyal1 égrencilerin ingilizce’deki bes cift iinlii hecesini
telaffuzunu arastirmustir. Katilimeilarin Ingilizce’deki /10/, /ea/ ve /val seslerinin
telaffuzunda sikinti yasayacag ongoriilmiistiir. Bu 6ngoriiniin sebebi olarak da Lehge
dilinde higbir iinliiniin artikiilasyonunda dil hareketinin bu karma {inliilerdeki gibi
olmayis1 gosterilmistir. Lehce’de bu seslerin tam karsiliklarimn olmayisi da
yasanabilecek olasi telaffuz zorluklarinin sebebi olarak gosterilmigtir. Karma tinliiler

anlamli sozciikler kullamlarak 61 ciimle i¢inde kullamlmus ve katilimcilar bu
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ciimleleri telaffuz ederek teste tabi tutulmugslardir. 19 ila 25 yas araliginda dokuz
erkek katilimc1 caligmada yer almustir. Katilimeilarin hepsi ileri seviyede Ingilizce
konusabilen 6grencilerdir. Toplanan very Praat yazilimi aracilifiyla incelenmistir.
Balas (2009) Polonyal1 katilimcilarin /19/ ¢ift tinliistinii telaffuz ederken iki ses arasina
/t/ ya da /j/ iinstizlerini getirdiklerini gézlemlemistir. Benzer bir sekilde, /es/ iinliisii
de /er/ seklinde telaffuz edilmistir. Ayrica, katilimecilarin direttigi bu /r/ {inslizii ne
Ingilizce ne de Lehce /r/ sesinin &zelliklerini tasimaktadir. Bu, Interlanguage
hipotezinin destekleyicisi niteliginde bir bulgu olmustur.

Markovic and Mlinar (2011): Bu ¢alismada Sirp katilimcilarin ingilizce’deki biitiin
(sekiz) c¢ift linlli heceyi telaffuzu arastirilmistir. Katilimeilarin anadilinde bu seslerin
olmayis1 sebebiyle telaffuzda zorluk yasanacag Ongdriilmiis ve analizler i¢in bu
calismada da Praat yazilimu kullanilmustir.

Bu c¢alismada, Sirp katitlmeilarin  anadili Ingilizce olan konusmacilarla
karsilastirildiklarinda, bazi karma {nliilerin telaffuz uzunlugunda daha basarili
olduklar1 goriilmiistiir. Genel olarak model konusmacidan daha uzun siireli telaffuzlar
gbze carpmustir. Bunun agiklamalarindan biri olarak Sirp dilinde iki iinlii sesin art
arda telaffuz edilmeyisi ve dolayisiyla katilimcilarin bu iki tnliiyli belirgin hale
getirmek icin daha fazla zaman harcamasi olmustur. Katilimcilarin artikiilasyon
sirasinda agiz boslugunun icinde meydana gelen hareketlerde de model konugmaciya

nazaran baz farklar géze ¢arpmustir.

Kitagawa (2012): Calisma, Japon dgrencilerin ingilizce’deki bes ¢ift hece iinliisiinii
telaffuzunu arastirmustir. Bu seslerin Japonca’da olmayisimin katilimeilar agisindan
engel teskil edecegi ongdriilmiistiir. Kitagawa ayrica bazi ¢ift {inliilerin telaffuzunun
daha zorlayici olabilecegini belirtmis, bunun sebebinin de bu seslerdeki ilk iinliiden

ikinciye gecisin digerlerindeki kadar belirgin olmayisi oldugu ongoriilmiistiir.
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Calismanin katilimcilar1 bes Japon dgrenci, bes Amerikan ve bes Ingiliz konusmaci
olup, her birinden karma iinliilerin de anlamli sozciiklerin i¢inde bulundugu anlamli
bir metni okumalar1 istenmistir. Elde edilen veri Praat yazilimiyla incelenmistir.

Toplanan veri incelendiginde, Japon 6grencilerin /o1, a1, av/ karma tnliilerini model
konusmacilardan anlamli bir fark doguracak kadar farkli telaffuz etmedikleri ortaya
cikmistir. Kitagawa, ¢alisma oncesinde Japon katilimcilarin /ou/ ve /ou/ seslerini tek
tinlii seklinde telaffuz edeceklerini Ongdrmiis, ancak sonuglarda anlamli bir fark

bulunamamustir.

3. ARASTIRMA METODU

Bu boliimde calismada cevaplanacak arastirma sorulari, katilimeilar, kullamlan veri

toplama araglar1 ve arastirmanin uygulanmasi prosediirii agiklanacaktir.

3.1 Arastirma sorulan

1) Orta alt1 ve ileri diizeyde Ingilizce dgrenen dgrenciler arasinda karma {inliilerin
telaffuzu agisindan istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir fark var nmdir?

2) Ortografi, dgrencilerin bu karma tnliileri telaffuzunda istatistiksel olarak anlamli
bir rol oynuyor mu?

a) Ogrencilerin sesli okuma (read-aloud) testi performansi ile bosluk doldurarak
okuma (blank-filling) testi performanslar1 arasinda anlamli bir fark var mi?

b) Ogrencilerin iki iinlii harf kategorisindeki sdzciiklerle bir {inlii harf kategorisindeki
sOzciikleri telaffuzlar1 arasinda anlamli bir fark var mu?

¢) Ogrencilerin “w” harfi kategorisindeki sozciikleri telaffuzlarinda sesli okuma
(read-aloud) testi performansi ile bosluk doldurarak okuma (blank-filling) testleri

performanslar1 arasinda anlamli bir fark var nu?
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d) Ogrencilerin sozciik sonunda ¢ift iinlii hece bulunan sézciikleri telaffuzunda sesli
okuma (read-aloud) testi performansi ile bosluk doldurarak okuma (blank-filling)
testleri performanslar1 arasinda anlamli bir fark var mu?

3) Ogrencilerin sesli okuma (read-aloud) testi performansi ile sdzciik telaffuzu (word

pronunciation) testi performansi arasinda anlamli bir fark var mu?

3.2 Katilimcilar

Calismaya 18-22 yas arasi, ana dili Tiirkge olan, Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi
Temel Ingilizce Boliimii simflarinda orta alti ve ileri seviye kurlarinda Ingilizce
ogrenen Ogrenciler goniillii olarak katilmuslardir. Her iki seviyeden de 10 Ogrenci
calismaya katilmistir. Ayrica Temel Ingilizce Boliimii 6gretim gorevlilerinden iki
Amerikan asilli Ingilizce Ogretmeni de ¢alismaya &grencilerin telaffuzlarim

degerlendirmek amaciyla katilmustir.

3.3 Veri toplama gerecleri

Veri toplamak i¢in {i¢ farkli test gelistirilmistir. Bu testlerin her biri ses kaydi toplama
amacli testlerdir. Ilk test, ogrencilerin verilen ekranda gordiikleri ciimleleri
okuduklar1 sesli okuma (read-aloud) testidir. lIkinci test, Ogrencilerin ekranda
gordiikleri ciimlelerdeki bosluklar1 verilen ipuglarim da kullanarak doldurduktan
sonra seslendirdikleri bosluk doldurarak okuma (blank-filling) testidir. Ugiincii test
ise, Ogrencilerin ekranda gordiikleri sozciikleri telaffuz ettikleri sozciik telaffuzu
(word pronunciation) testidir.

Asagida, her bir testte kullamlan sozciik ve ciimleler verilmistir.

Sesli okuma testinde kullanilan ctumleler:
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| twisted my ankle.
Watch out for lions.
The forest looks great.
Please, go to class.

| have a headache.
Please open the door.

| am a doctor.

He now lives here.

The slower, the better.
The weather is beautiful.
His soul is at peace.
Let’s have a race.

This towel is wet.

We never visit her.

He left, so she changed.
Change the channel, please.
I own six cars.
Swimming is real fun.
He got lower grades.
She really likes jogging.
Our home is beautiful.
This city is great.

Your house looks fantastic.
The game has finished.
That guy is funny.

This road is huge.

The exam was horrible.
Watch how they fly.

| like watching cartoons.
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More power is needed.
The movie was horrible.

He has low grades.

Bosluk doldurarak okuma testinde kullanilan ciimleler:

My brother is sick.

These people are new.
Let’s go to the cinema.
You never help me.

Her soul rests in peace.
You speak too fast.

Your house looks amazing.
| really like her.

Honda is slower then Suzuki.
That is my pencil.

I was ill, so she helped.
That girl is smart.

| got a low grade.

I will open a bookshop.
My head really hurts.

The power button doesn’t work.
I swim really fast.

Please get out of the class.
The doctor is ready.

We are now ready.

That apple was delicious.

| wonder how she failed.
The class is so loud.

The blue towel is missing.
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I like funny people.

I’ve come home early.

This room is huge.

Study on your own, please.
This new game is great.

The race was really exciting.
The new road looks good.
The exam was hard.

He has a lower salary than me.

Sozciik telaffuzu testinde kullanilan sozciikler:

my
out

forest
go
have
open
doctor
now
slower
weather
soul
race
towel
never
S0
channel

own
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e real

e lower
e really
e home
e cCity

e house
e Qgame
e Quy

e road
e exam
e how

o like

e power
e movie
e low

Ogrencilerin telaffuzlarim  degerlendirmek igin iki Amerikan asilli Ingilizce
Ogretmeni, ana c¢alismada yer almayan 3 Ogrenciyle yapilan pilot g¢aligsmadaki
telaffuzlar1 baz alarak bir Likert 6l¢egi hazirlanuglardir. Bu 6lgek pilot calismada
duyulan telaffuzlarin yanlis (0), hatal1 fakat anlasilir (1) ya da kusursuz (2) oluslar1
baz alinarak hazirlanmustir. Pilot calismada duyulan telaffuzlar disinda da ana
calismada duyulabilecek diger yaygin hatalar da oOlgege eklenmistir. Model
konugmacilar, ana ¢alismadaki 6grencilerin kayitlarim dinlerken, 6l¢ekte bulunmayan
telaffuzlarla  karsilagirlarsa  fonetik alfabe yardimiyla bunlari da  Slgege

ekleyeceklerdir.
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3.4 Yontem

Testler arasinda birer hafta ara olup, 6grenciler kayit stiidyosuna birer birer alinmustir.
Macbook Pro bir diziistii bilgisayar tizerinde daha 6nce hazirlanmig olan Powerpoint
yansilart Ogrencilere sunulmus, her yansida bir climle/sozciik kullanilmistir.
Ogrenciler, yansilarin ge¢is hzim klavyenin yon tuslarim kullanarak kendileri

belirlemistir.

3.5 Veri toplama ve veri analizi

Toplanan ses kayitlari, iki Amerikan Ingilizcesi konusmacisi tarafindan, daha &nce
hazirlanan Likert 6l¢edi kullanilarak yanlis telaffuzlar i¢in 0, hatali fakat anlasilir
telaffuzlar icin 1, kusursuz telaffuzlar icinse 2 degeri kullanilarak degerlendirilmistir.
Bu verilerin analizi de SPSS progranmu kullamlarak yapilmustir. Daha sonra veriler

iizerinde Pearson Ki-kare ve Kramer V korelasyon analizleri yapilmustir.

4. SONUCLAR

Calismanin sonuglar1 ii¢ arastirma sorusunu cevaplamak {izere {li¢ ana kisimda
agiklanacaktir. Oncelikle, ilk arastirma sorusunu cevaplamak iizere orta alti ve ileri
diizeyde Ingilizce ogrenen oOgrencilerin karma {inliileri telaffuzunu karsilastiran
analizler sunulacaktir. Ikinci aragtirma sorusunu cevaplamak iizere dgrencilerin sesli
okuma ve bosluk doldurarak okuma testleri arasindaki performans iliskileri
incelenecektir. Bu arastirma sorusunun alt sorularini cevaplamak iizere cesitli
ortografik kategorilerdeki sozciiklerin telaffuzu da yine bu bdliimde paylasilacaktir.
Son olarak, 6grencilerin telaffuz farkindaliklarimi 6lgmeyi amaglayan sesli okuma ve

sozcik telaffuz testleri arasindaki iliski incelenecektir.
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Arastirma sorusu 1 ve sonuclarn

Orta alti ve ileri diizeyde Ingilizce &grenen Ogrenciler arasinda karma {inliilerin
telaffuzu agisindan istatistiksel olarak anlaml1 bir fark var nudir?

Orta alt1 ve ileri seviye Ogrencilerin tiim testlerdeki performanslar1 bir arada
karsilastirildiginda anlamli bir farka rastlanmustir. Ogrencilerin yeterlik diizeyi ile
karma {inliileri telaffuzu arasinda onemli bir baginti bulunmustur. Ileri seviye

ogrencilerin daha iyi bir performans sergiledikleri gozlemlenmistir.

Arastirma sorusu 2 ve sonuclar

Ortografi, 6grencilerin bu karma tinliileri telaffuzunda istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir
rol oynuyor mu?

a) Ogrencilerin sesli okuma (read-aloud) testi performansi ile bosluk doldurarak
okuma (blank-filling) testi performanslar1 arasinda anlamli bir fark var m?

b) Ogrencilerin iki iinlii harf kategorisindeki sozciiklerle bir iinlii harf kategorisindeki
sozciikleri telaffuzlar1 arasinda anlamli bir fark var nmm?

¢) Ogrencilerin “w” harfi kategorisindeki sozciikleri telaffuzlarinda sesli okuma
(read-aloud) testi performansi ile bosluk doldurarak okuma (blank-filling) testleri
performanslar1 arasinda anlamli bir fark var nu?

d) Ogrencilerin sdzciik sonunda c¢ift iinlii hece bulunan sdzciikleri telaffuzunda sesli
okuma (read-aloud) testi performansi ile bosluk doldurarak okuma (blank-filling)
testleri performanslar1 arasinda anlamli bir fark var mu?

Ikinci arastirma sorusunun ilk alt sorusunu cevaplamak igin, iki grubun da sesli
okuma ve bosluk doldurarak okuma testleri arasindaki iliski incelenmistir. Her iki
grupta da anlaml1 bir fark bulunamamustir.

Ikinci arastirma sorusunun ikinci alt sorusu, tek {inlii harf iceren sozciiklerle iki {inlii
harf igeren sozciiklerin telaffuzlarimin her iki grup i¢inde de karsilastirilmasiyla

cevaplanmustir. Ileri seviye &grenciler igin anlamli bir baginti bulunmus, iki {inlii
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iceren sozciikleri daha iyi telaffuz ettikleri ortaya ¢ikmustir. Orta alt1 seviye 0grenciler
ile ilgili 6nemli bir iliskiye rastlanmamustir.

Ikinci arastirma sorusunun iigiincii alt sorusunu cevaplamak igin, her iki grubun da
“w” harfi iceren soOzciikleri telaffuzlari, sesli okuma ve bosluk doldurarak okuma
testleri arasinda bir karsilastirma yapilarak incelenmistir. 1ki grupta da iki test
arasinda anlaml1 bir performans farkina rastlanmanustir.

Ikinci arastirma sorusunun son alt sorusunu cevaplamak icin sonlarinda ¢ift iinlii hece
bulunan soézciiklerin her iki grup tarafindan telaffuzu sesli okuma ve bosluk
doldurarak okuma testleri arasinda karsilagtirma yapilarak analiz edilmistir. Orta alti
seviye Ogrencilerde sonuglar istisna olmaksizin hatali ama anlasilir telaffuz
kategorisinde oldugu icin istatistiksel bir analiz yapilamanustir. ileri seviye grupta ise

anlaml bir iligkiye rastlanmanustir.

Arastirma sorusu 3 ve sonuclar

Ogrencilerin sesli okuma (read-aloud) testi performans: ile sdzciik telaffuzu (word
pronunciation) testi performansi arasinda anlamli bir fark var nm?

Ogrencilerin karma {inlii seslerin telaffuzuyla ilgili farkindaligini &lgmek amaciyla
sesli okuma ve sozciik telaffuzu testlerindeki performanslari her iki grup i¢inde
bagimsiz olarak karsilastirilmustir. ileri seviye grupta onemli bir bagintiya
rastlanmazken, orta alti seviye 6grencilerin sozciik telaffuz testinde anlamli bir fark

olusturacak kadar seviyede daha iyi bir performans sergiledikleri goriilmiigtiir.

5. SONUCLARIN TARTISILMASI

Ozetin bu boliimiinde istatistiksel analiz sonuglar1 yorumlanacaktir. Her arastirma

sorusundan elde edilen sonuglar ayr1 ayr1 incelenip tartigilacaktir.
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5.1 Orta alt1 ve ileri seviye gruplarin karsilastiriimasi

Tim telaffuz kayitlar1 bir arada degerlendirilip orta alti ve ileri seviye gruplar
karsilastirildiginda, iki grup arasinda anlamli bir fark bulunmustur. ileri seviye
ogrencilerin karma {inliileri telaffuz konusunda daha basarili olduklar1 goriilmiistiir.
Buradan, genel yeterlilik seviyesinin dgrencilerin bu sesleri telaffuzuyla dogrudan
iligkisi oldugu sonucuna ulasilabilir. Orta alti ve ileri seviye dgrencilerin telaffuzlari
degerlendirildiginde, orta alti grubun yanlis telaffuzlarimn ileri seviye gruptan genel
olarak daha fazla oldugu, kusursuz telaffuzlarinin ise kayda deger bir bigimde ileri
seviye gruptan daha az oldugu goriilmiistiir. Yeterlilik seviyesi arttik¢a, d6grencilerin

telaffuzlarimn da daha anlasilir olmaya basladigi sonucuna ulagsmak miimkiindiir.

5.2 Ortografinin telaffuz iizerindeki etkisi

Orta alti seviye Ogrencilerin sesli okuma ve bosluk doldurarak okuma testleri
performanslar1 arasinda anlamli bir fark olmadig sonucuna ulasilmistir. Baz: telaffuz
patternlerinin farkli durumlarda dahi degismedigi sonucuna varabiliriz. Olusturulan
ortam ve sartlar ne olursa olsun, aym ya da benzer telaffuz sekilleri duymak miimkiin
olmustur. Aym duruma ileri seviye grupta da rastlannustir. Istatistiksel olarak anlaml1
farklara ulasilmamus olsa da, her iki grubun da sozciiklerin yazili formlarina maruz
kalmadiklar1 zaman, daha az yanlis telaffuz ve daha ¢ok kusursuz telaffuz trettikleri
ortaya cikmustir. Ayrica, 6grencilerin sozciiklerin yazili formlarim gérmemelerinin
kendilerini ortografinin etkisinden tamamen kurtardigim iddia etmek de fazla iyimser
bir tutum olacaktir. Ogrencilerin sdzciikleri okurken ve bosluklari doldururken
yasayabilecekleri biligsel siiregleri de goz oniinde bulundurmak gerekir. Sozciiklerin
bas harflerinin ipucu olarak 6grencilere sunulmas: da bu noktada baska bir tetikleyici

etken olabilir. Ancak yine de, sozciiklerin yazili hallerini gérmediklerinde daha az
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yanlis ve daha c¢ok kusursuz telaffuz iiretilmis olmasi, ortografinin telaffuz iizerindeki

etkisini gosteriyor olabilir.

5.2.1 Ortografik kategoriler

Tek sesli harfli ve ¢ift sesli harfli sozcliklerin telaffuzlar1 karsilastirildiginda, iki
grupta da anlamli bir fark bulunmustur. Her iki grubun da, ¢ift sesli harfli sozciiklerde
oldukca fazla sayida kusursuz telaffuz iirettikleri goriilmiistiir. Aksine, tek sesli harf
igeren sozciiklerin telaffuzunda bu sayilar diismiis, hatali ama anlasilir telaffuzlarin
sayist artmistir. Bu noktada tek sesli harften olusan karma {inliilerin telaffuzunun
Tiirk 6grenciler igin zorluk teskil ettigi sonucuna varabiliriz. Tiirk¢e’de bir tane sesli
harf, bir iinlii sese tekabiil edeceginden, Ingilizce’de de aym stratejiyi uygulayan
ogrencilerin, benzer bir sekilde, ¢ift sesli harfli sdzciiklerin telaffuzunda da kolaylik
yasadigimi goriiyoruz. Ortografinin yardime1 ya da engelleyici bir faktor olabilecegi
hipotezinin destekler nitelikte sonuglar elde edildigini sdyleyebiliriz.

“w” sozciiklerinin telaffuzunda orta alti grupta da ileri seviye grupta da anlamli bir
fark bulunamamustir. Buradan soyle bir sonu¢ c¢ikarilabilir: Bazi telaffuz desenleri
ogrencilerde yerlesmis ve dolayisiyla her durumda aym sekilde kaliyor olabilir.
Tiirkce’de var olan /v/ sesinin bu boliimde siklikla “w” harfinin telaffuzu olarak
goriildiigi gozlemlenmistir. Bunun sebebi hem ortografi hem de fonoloji olabilir.
Sonunda karma {inlii bulunan sozciiklerin telaffuzunda ileri seviye grupta anlamli bir
sonu¢ bulunmazken orta alti seviye grubun sonuglari istatistiksel olarak analiz
edilememisti. Bu kategoride elde edilen sonuglari da yerlesmis hatalar grubuna
sokmak miimkiin olabilir. Aym sekilde, yazili formlar1 gérmeseler de aym telaffuz
desenlerini liretmeleri, ¢ift {inlli hece yerine tek {inlii iiretmeleri, yerlesmis hatalara ya

da ortografik etkinin zihinde hala siiriiyor olusuna baglanabilir.
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5.3 Ogrencilerin karma iinliiler konusundaki farkindahg

Ogrencilerin sesli okuma ve sdzciik telaffuz testleri performanslar1 arasindaki farka
bakildiginda, ileri seviyede anlamli bir fark bulunmazken, orta alti seviyede anlamli
bir farka ulasilmistir. Bu noktada, ileri seviye 0grencilerin telaffuzlarimin, bu konuda
test edildiklerini bilmemelerine ragmen, belli bir seviyede olduguna isaret ediyor
olabilir. Ancak yine de telaffuz testinde daha fazla kusursuz telaffuz iirettiklerini
gormek miimkiin olmustur. Orta alti seviye Ogrencilerdeyse anlamli bir fark
bulunmustur. Telaffuz testinde ¢ok daha iyi sonuglar veren orta alti seviye grup icin,
cgmleleri sesli okurken sdézciiklerin ve seslerin kendi iglerindeki telaffuzlarina
yeterince odaklanamayabildikleri sonucunu ¢ikarabiliriz. Ancak telaffuz testinde
sozciikleri teker teker telaffuz ederkenki dikkat ve konsantrasyon artis1 sayesinde,
ileri seviye kadar olmasa da anlamli bir fark olusturacak seviyede daha basarili
olmuslardir.

6. CALISMANIN SINIRLILIKLARI VE GELECEK CALISMALAR ICIN
ONERILER

Bu c¢alismada yer alan ogrencilerin hepsi aym {iniversitenin hazirlik okulundan
katitlim saglamuglardir. Katilimcilar1 ¢esitlendirmek, sonuglart genelleyebilmek
anlaminda kolaylik saglayacagindan gelecekteki caligmalarda farkli okullardan
ogrencilerle calisilabilir.

Ug farkli test ortaminda da aym katilimeilarin performanslart test edilmistir.
Katilimcilarin bu noktada, her ne kadar testler birer hafta arayla uygulanmis olsa da,
sozciiklere ve seslere kars1 bir aligkanlik meydana gelmis olabilir. Farkli
katilimcilarla ¢aligmak farkli sonuglar verebilir.

Calismada, ana dili Ingilizce olan iki Amerikali Ingilizce &gretmeni, dgrencilerin

telaffuzlarimt  kulakliklar  kullanarak dinleyerek degerlendirmistir. Gelecekteki
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calismalarda daha ayrintili ve teknik sonuglar icin, teknolojiden faydalamlabilir, Praat
ve benzeri yazilimlar kullamlarak artikiilasyon sirasinda meydana gelen degisimler

gozlemlenerek daha teknik sonuglara ulagilabilir.
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J. TEZ FOTOKOPISIi iZIN FORMU

ENSTITU

Fen Bilimleri Enstitiist

Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii -

Uygulamali Matematik Enstitiisii

Enformatik Enstitiisti

Deniz Bilimleri Enstitiisti

YAZARIN

Soyadi : Albaglar
Adi  : Necmettin Al
Béliimii : Ingiliz dili Ogretimi / English Language Teaching

TEZIN ADI (ingilizce) : TURKISH UNIVERSITY LEVEL EFL
LEARNERS’ PRONUNCIATION OF THE DIPHTHONGS AND
TRIPHTHONGS IN ENGLISH

TEZIN TURU : Yiiksek Lisans - Doktora
1. Tezimin tamamindan kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi alinabilir.
2. Tezimin ig¢indekiler sayfasi, 6zet, indeks sayfalarindan ve/veya bir
boliimiinden kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi alinabilir.
3. Tezimden bir bir (1) yil siireyle fotokopi alinamaz.

TEZIN KUTUPHANEYE TESLIiM TARIHI:
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