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Abstract

The present study examines the degree of difficulties and learnability of some commonly seen
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problematic English phonetic categories by Chinese EFL intermediate learners. Altogether 65 so-
phomores of English major were recruited as participants in a diagnostic reading aloud pretest,
from which the following deviation of phonological categories was identified by 5 evaluators (3
English native speakers and 2 Chinese teachers of English): initial consonants (/b, ], n, p, r, v, w/),
selected vowels (/v, @, e, g, i, 1, a1, 21, av/), 4 onset clusters (/gr-/, /fr-/, /str-/, /br-/) and 3 final
consonants (/-s/, /-t/, /-k/). Participants were then randomly divided into 3 groups, with Group 1
receiving 4 sessions of large class instruction on pronunciation, Group 2 receiving 4 sessions of
large class instruction plus 7 weeks of small class tutoring, and Group 3 (control group) receiving
no instruction. All the interventions were designed based on the identified pronunciation errors
above and provided by the 5 evaluators. The result shows that all the three groups demonstrated a
significant progress as a whole, among which Group 2 shows the greatest progress and Group 3
the least progress. We conclude that intermediate learners’ L2 performance errors can be im-
proved naturally; a greater improvement has been observed with teachers’ explicit help; the order
of acquisition difficulties might be as follows: onset clusters < selected vowels < final consonants <
initial consonants.
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TARTEE A R A AU — AN B R . A R AN S S RS B A IR
[1], g RNEE 2 iREEIAER: T HARAFRA IR, AR ol 24
KA RRIESE; WA AN TN F 2 SRR RO R SR 2] 6 T P s A (R D i
FAFRYL, REF A DA HEE I SOR HE Kol gk, (RIZEE o 3] 8 N GE 165 RILIR AT
FER iR, AELUE S HARE AR, PP Oa N T R BrEsica e B mxsF iEs S ok
Y, AFBTE R S AR I EA B0 A S F LR SIS0 XE T Al TE B R3] FATIAA,
TARTEE RGS BRI SIS AEEE I AR, TR T T REE 2 A1 AT Rt 2 BEZ AN A

2. WSt
2.1. WSRIEIRE

AT HAE EIRER, AL HEE T BT R SLEE, IEE LN AR 1) PEPgES]
F ) ARIIEE S ALTE MR ST () i 7 2) X SRR BE Tl HUE T RS Dl IR s st 2 A A BRI T
T RNA R ? 3) X —iEH RIEBE X 5 AR E i HEF 2
2.2. BiER

[ P 3 211 RERANENE 2B 96iB Bk 8 65 & 24 H IR IR S MA R A« Fr A 28T — 0 R
—ZHE LB (FEEIEE) IR, AR ZHAES FERE T, RIELBariEs S sm
B, ZAIE SR I JE RN 7~10 48, #UESSINEEIGE T\ IS ER, TN EFEE
PEERTEES .
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2.3. AR

ML Baker (MPIEEHAR) [AIHEWITENIAA Test BAENAT. JEIBAEA R, A8 2 — Ml
P, RBE 24 Nk H, B H BE TRAEMR, JETT 193 18 ik i ISR Dy I A
Wi VIR T R ARG RN TE . S DUE W IE 5

[, B R E 2 Wik G ) Test A AE N #EARE. U3t 4 51 (51 241 H1iA]),
TR0 R 2T R BA AR ) 24 AN 2% H o AT HIGEBREE 1 NSz, 2k g, A
A 2 B P A B R AR R R AN A

7Ah, ABEFBE TIRERZWIE S E R G, R IE NN RIR. BHEWR. ERIES
FITIH DEh 2 I ERSEE R, H BB S EIRIR R B 5 3 iR s a5 RIA g .

24. MRER]

AR TR T R U . 6~7 XA 65 4 2R AT Wr PR A B i, R A 2 s 5 4
E R EEE. 8 A5 LA UTE AREEE, 1 AKEBM, 2 ANy 585 RAR B0m) 0 5l
SEERHTVRS, VAN SR B S R, T B e e & BOE T T L. 9~10 AT A2 RBENL N
=, B 21~23 N XA L1 N). 5 2 (23 N)ZEHT 4 ORBEEUE T 1L Bk LR, A L
W BRREH LR 5 A UM SiE T 10, RALE0W 12 738k, S 7st —AMRER . T 2O & SR R0
UG, BRSNS ) F k. O 2 HAEEZ 4 WKMEBUEZ G, 11~12 AR5 2 HZ RN~ 5 A
N (FEH 4~5 N), 3807 R0 —BCE TR, A 1R, AR 20~30 43, R 1 A7 SRR
Il B S . IR SO BB B AR 2= S FH R, mbhgl 5. ik, 3 3 464
(21 N), AESZARTR M BT R 1 AR = 2052 3 A5 B 5 5 I PR SR

25. RERES

AT eI B A e H LR = G — AT RSB 10 70 BR RS E) . B AR
TEORFA IR BAFAERFE SR v way #%30. AT. FIEE 5 28005 50 TE. 84
K SO H AR P ALEON 7 AIVE Y, RS S SO R B B R S K. e IR AR AN
BERPRE A AN R ] o B R 5 Ok, MRCOAAIER 5. AnPRALIES) B3 53 0 VFE B DR IRBIACA — B, R
FEHENE ZSZ R 45 R

3. &ER5vHE
31 FIHENNESRiRAER

FRAE AT IV 3 25 UL S G A RE B it TRy 213 5 B SRR EEA LT 4 2%,
IR T RS B A E:

1) W7 AN b Ln,p,r, v, Wi

2) ¥t E 94 o, @ e € i, 1, a1, o1, a0/;

3) WHEIELL 4 Igr-l, [fr-, Istr-/, [br-/

4) 1A FEEEE 3N I-sl, I, -k,

Hodr, 1)H g B & R R R B R B T A R ERERERR, R NIEE—
Se BLan/e, o/ NTEDGE @ TE T ANEAE, R 2 [ 2 ) E A . (BEEARBE T, LA S E AR RS
FINA, MRS, Bk D)Fr5 A4S & Bomie 508, DR 300 id A e SO, BRImIE
IR R . 2) A e I R R K AE R e B REUR B AR, 18 BT TR AR B R HE . 3)H A
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ER T E NI GO E, WIS —NE RN T e E ol o 4) b ¥R R iR A 2R
WEBLE, XAEIGERRE B R Wi AW .

3.2. &&FiRAT - FMxEE

B G SZAR AT H I R R AT, AR5 R 65 44 23R T (1 P 3 AR o % Je AR R A
Wb, 25 FURIRT IR I LR 2 213, HoiR e 2.5, 1 H B R B 2 (1053 213, HiRmich
52, BTSSR (R IX (8] R 2.5~62, X — X [AI/E 5 T B 2~29. F34k, A AARSZ i 1) i3k
SEEME HRTI 20.4 (SD = 8.53) R4 2|5l 12.2 (SD = 6.37), W4 1. FCXIFEA t K645 BN, .
S IR A R A AT 2.3 72 57 (Sig. = 0.000), I ASZ e a Ak BRIt W8 1020 o miill s iR 520 1) 2
13, HJE M R g b

Table 1. Paired samples statistics of deviation frequency of all participants (pretest vs. post-test)
= 1 24FRRIRUAE ARSI 2 (| - F)

THIE AN¥ Rz
Hir 204 65 8.53
Ja 12.6 65 6.37

3.3. Z4HZIRAAT - FMxIEE

T H R PIRE E X 5 ) B TR IR BRI, AHE T i Gevt = 52T JE I B R A
1R T ZHAZRAT JE i R A O . Jorb, 28 1 2H(4 B RIEF190) I A\ 30 i B el il 19.3 (SD
=9.29) Ff4#%) 12.3 (SD =6.15), FI%%K K 36.1%; 55 2 ZH(4 JAKIET-Hi+7 J&/NIETT0) 59 N 220 02 %5 e i
M 20.5 (SD = 9.83) P& % 11.7 (SD = 7.36), NF&F A 42.9%; 28 3 4T T 1) M A5k i E0 i /il 21.5 (SD
=9.29) FP##] 13.9 (SD =9.29), N[EZK 35.3%. H, 5 2 Wi FFERERE K, RFEDEERK: 8
3 YlfwiR R E N, BRI RN,

20.5

= Hi
= JjE il
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Figure 1. Average deviation frequency of three groups (pretest vs. post-test)
1. ZHFZ IR ABRIRIUR (AT - F)

FAhs A =T AT - F A REA t RS, SR EOR, =AM RIRTIS IR R AT )
SRk B 2 K F-(Sig. 2 5 0.005, 0.000, 0.002). X5 3.2 5 HI4E B2 5. ek2ikaik
A IR .

MR 28 3 (I 4) AR EARHI FL e AR A S8 & 20T 10, HR S W 1%
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T2 A, 2 PR [ 2 3 7 HA S TE DR, AR IAE 155 1 22 SRS T 2 vl LA3RAS B AR .
b, HERCSEIRAER 1. 2 )AL CCR 3 4), WILAEH, BAFIERBEE T I efefitise > 3k
B . 1A 2 H RE N6 B AR R, BT SR S S A Ik, X SRR AR
AT . HRECE 1 205 2 41, WIRTLAR L, THE, 431 E PR DI g tE o, 1IX—m ik,
FUMPTTRERO S 2T E RIS, 352 2R, 12 R A B 52 31 3 oot A CRTE & )l

34. AT REBN I GHRERTEM

N T B ERARNE B R IR 0 SRR, AR A Gert A2 i DU 26 RVaWERT . S
iRARAE L. 22 2 1] 2 R T 2l USR5 RIEERT 5 DM B A [ AR A

s 2 Fe 2 B, sz A e g8 i PS5 FH TN ) 4.49 (SD = 3.037) 1 43 f5 Ml 2.29 (SD
= 2.703), [FfEJy2.200, TFEZN 49.0%, A /EMEA 522 7 (Sig. = 0.000); #4708 iz 8IK H
R 5.26 (SD = 4.044) K[43 5 1If¢) 3.42 (SD = 2.704), %N 1.846, FI4% A 35.0%, A JaillAA 5
&2 5:(Sig. = 0.003); i R4 s TR B AT 6.08 (SD = 4.338) F 4215l 4.69 (SD = 3.395), [
@ 1.385, RFERTY 22.9%, i JEEAT 3% 2 57(Sig. = 0.045); ia] B4 i -H 8 e ATl 2.89 (SD
=3.567) N F#2 5l ) 2.43 (SD = 2.6163), F&0E Ny 0.462, R[4 N 15.9%, 1« o MIAA 2 % 7 (Sig. = 0.402).

FREORE RN, JUSEE R IR IR 3, A SRR AR R UL I A5 . Bk, flE
IR P IR R, 1 B A S PP RR EE M B/ o 538 AR VW 1) ST 1506 B2 ek 5 B0 I K380k 4
THER < WHwE < WEMY < WEHY.

7.00 -
6.08
6.00 -
5.00
4.00 - |
m /5

3.00

2.00

1.00

HWEER Wy R W E

Figure 2. Average deviation frequencies of four phonological categories of all
participants (pretest vs. post-test)

2. IR EE RTEHRIRIURERT - F)

Table 2. Deviation decrease rate of four phonological categories for all participants
2. & ZRMAZFRTHER EMRRTER

e 1% T B (%) & E(Sig.)
HE L 49.0 0.000
oy eE 35.0 0.003
fleetiin=y 229 0.045
[GiN=Eii 15.9 0.402
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AR PP G R A A, I F IR RO, S SIS R AR S BT TR R R A
H BRI IE E R LA BOA R B A A

MRIEWTHEINR O A5 R, 2 S E W B R A5 0 A v, T U i e 5 A7 00 A B i 2 50 A
R BFEMRME. X—8URRY], 2 HEST BRI B IFAE 25

4, gEip

ASC VAR P 2 R I 88 Bl — SR A A D], 2 5 rh 2 30 3 AT T 5 DL R 110 >0 75 0 B2 L &%
AFH R TEBEI AT A THISCRRY], RIS B ILE ARG, K iRE S 3R B3k
BERID, HEAHIERAE TR R LD . THMZ, 23 E RSP R s, R,
FOMAE L N 2 WA 4 F TP 2 B AP AR R IR, FE LR R B B OB S iR, AR
LA I

ST AR TCHIBE, &5 R VW) A3 b 5 BERNT N B &R < Woocs < WEMT <
W EE . EEVERE. FEM . BRI AL BT RERC N AR SIS IR AT ] S XA
RN R IR B DUEH B9 S i A5 &

SHRE, PR FHRIE S R BRI OB NP B, (HEFSE b, R sE 3] AU T
EINCAE AL, 223058 ) RSB R AT DO s T3 A ST BRIk S0 PA st

E&UH

BEMNSCH LR AF AT EIEEIE P E 2 FHSGHR R 2 EHT 7L (15YIC740097): 7
BB S e ) P — U A R (O 1 5 505 R BB I H (2019YLZDO03): ™ 1l iy 45 3 A 0 el
TR — i H (2019JGB182) .
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