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The current research aimed to know the effect of phonological and phonetic interventions in enhancing proficiency in English
pronunciation and oral reading among teacher trainees. This study was of single-group pretest and posttest intervention designs. The
sample size was selected through a stratified random sampling technique from teacher training colleges in Bengaluru. Two hundred
and seven teacher trainees with L1 proficiency were chosen proportionately from Bangalore strata and orientated. Participants
(N= 32) enrolled voluntarily in the intervention program for 20 hr. Intervention modules on phonology and phonetics
were developed by the researcher and a segmental approach was adopted to teach modules in 20 sessions. After every session,
the participants were allowed to record the modules in Audacity, a multiaudio recorder application. The recorded modules were
interpreted, and scores were determined on number of intelligible words pronounced by the participants. Further, it was validated by
the experts to authenticate the determined scores. The researcher applied oscillographic and observation methods to analyze the
participants’ progress in pronunciation and oral reading proficiency levels during the experiment. The Wilcoxon signed-rank test
was used to test the impact of intervention between the pretest and posttest (before and after intervention). The hypotheses testing
revealed the difference between preintervention and postintervention scores in phonological and phonetic awareness and oral
reading among teacher trainees, and the sig. value is less than 0.05 across all the attributes. This study insists that English phonology
and phonetics must be a crucial part of the English language teaching (ELT) curriculum and highlights that teachers must be able to
spot the most appropriate pronunciation teaching and train the students of English as a foreign language (EFL) with intricates of
intelligible pronunciation. This study navigates the need for language proficiency among teacher trainees, especially in English
pronunciation and oral reading, and substantiates the evidence that effective intervention and teachers’ knowledge of pronunciation
enhance proficiency levels in pronunciation and oral reading among teacher trainees. Finally, it hopes that B.Ed colleges and teacher
educators will be beckoned to use technology-integrated intervention to teach phonology and phonetics.

1. Introduction

Teachers of L2 English and researchers stay doubtful about
pedagogical approaches in English pronunciation, likely
because of limited research or lack of adequate training. Does
phonological and phonetic interventions enhance proficiency
in English pronunciation and oral reading? To answer this
question, this study was an attempt to conduct an experiment
that investigated the effect of the phonological and phonetic
interventions to enhance teacher trainees’ proficiency in
English pronunciation and oral reading. Good pronunciation
by teachers leads to learning, while poor pronunciation leads to

difficulties in language teaching–learning [1]. Munro et al. [2]
insisted that “learners must develop intelligible pronunciation
which enhances communicability and increased speech abili-
ties.” There has been considerable interest in pronunciation
teaching in recent decades and research on pronunciation in
English as a foreign language (EFL). Berry [3] stated that “many
EFL students may find pronunciation as a barrier to effective
communication. More importantly, pronunciation is a critical
component of oral communication.” Prakash [4] studied the
“problems faced inpronunciation by the speakers of English in
South India.” Thus, without good proficiency in English, pro-
nunciation can be rigorously impaired. Baker andMurphy [5]
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highlighted that “an overall neglect of pronunciation teaching
has been observed in teacher training” and “scarcely any
research that explores pronunciation teachers’ knowledge of
pronunciation in India.” Jones [6] stated that “good speech
maybe defined as thewayof speakingwhich is intelligible to all
ordinary people, poor speech is a way of talking which is
difficult for most people to understand.” Further, Celce-
Murcia et al. [7] stated that “there is a threshold level of pro-
nunciation for L2 speakers of English; on the off chance that
they fall behind this limit level, they will have oral communi-
cation issues regardless of how great and broad their control of
English grammar may be.”

The evolutions of modernization and globalization have
processed cultural, political, economic, communication, and
scientific exchange [8]. Therefore, the present education sys-
tem and society need well-trained teachers who can interpret,
pronounce, and convey the message to be spoken or written.
However, some strategies would help the learners to improve
their pronunciation, mainly to avoid faulty pronunciation and
communication [9, 10]. “It is much easier to teach and correct
pronunciation at an early stage in the learner’s development
than it is to correct time-compounded pronunciation errors at
a later stage” [11]. The researchers suggest that phonetic train-
ing for primary school teachers is very important; in fact, it is
vital that children must receive a good model of pronuncia-
tion from the very beginning of their foreign language expe-
rience [12]. Pronunciation teaching is of great importance for
successful oral communication since it is an important ingre-
dient of communicative competence [13]. “Later in the cen-
tury, pronunciation teaching research began to move on both
by embracingmore sophisticated approaches to interlanguage
phonology taking universal, developmental, and other pro-
cesses into account as well as transfer” [14]. Pronunciation
teaching covers the basics of pronunciation teaching: pho-
nemes, accent, word stress, connected speech, intonation,
rhythm, and speech patterns.

Pronunciation in L2 gives a clear understanding of an
ability to produce phonemic sounds, and this includes both
segmental and suprasegmental features. Therefore, these seg-
mental and suprasegmental levels of pronunciation would
be effective through technology-integrated instruction [15].
Ample evidence points to the importance of phonemic
awareness in promoting reading for second-language lear-
ners of alphabetic as well as nonalphabetic languages [16].
A basic level of pronunciation is required for effective com-
munication and to prevent comprehension problems, mis-
understandings, and communication breakdowns [17].
Intelligible pronunciation plays an important role in social
interaction, and also it is related to the prestige of the indivi-
duals. “With inadequate research in linguistics within the field
of pronunciation, teachers and teacher educators are skeptical
about teaching pronunciation in a language classroom” [18].
Studying the effect of the phonetic and phonological inter-
ventions on language proficiency among teacher trainees shed
more light on the importance of pronunciation instruction.
Therefore, the focus of this study is the importance to be given
to pronunciation teaching in the language classroom.

1.1. Need for the Study. English is widely spoken in India after
Hindi from postcolonial times. The English language has
become a symbol of status in India. English teachers are
expected to understand and deliver proficiency in pronuncia-
tion and oral reading as ESL in their classroom. “An overall
neglect of pronunciation teaching has been observed in teacher
preparation programs,” and “scarcely any research has been
conducted that explores pronunciation teachers’ knowledge
of phonology.” [5] “Problems connected with the pronuncia-
tion of English by Indians.” Prakash [4] and Cardoso [19]
studied the “problems faced in pronunciation by the speakers
of English in South India.” Further, Dilda [20] explained “how
the English pronunciations of Asians are difficult to under-
stand.” In India, English is a nonnative second language.
Teachers and students at all levels find it difficult to learn
pronunciation. Except in cities exposure to English is limited
unlike native languages, English has noncorrespondence
between spoken and written symbols. Language is for impor-
tant social purposes because it is used for communication
purposes [21]. However, English linguistics is a systematic
study of language. Phonetics and phonology are the branches
of linguistics, and it deals with the production, communica-
tion, and reception of human speech sounds. Proficiency in a
speaking course, the nature of speaking, and factors involved
in producing fluent and appropriate speech sound produced
to be understood [21]. Especially among English teachers,
proficiency in pronunciation and oral reading would reflect
in their teaching sessions. Good communication by the
teacher may be defined as a way of speaking, which is intelli-
gible to all the students. Hence, there is a need to understand
the importance of phonological and phonemic awareness for
proficiency in English pronunciation and oral reading among
teacher trainees before they become teachers.

Previous research has shown that pronunciation instruc-
tion effectively improves specific segmental and suprasegmen-
tal aspects of L2 sounds [15] and enhances listeners’ overall
comprehension of comprehensibility. Saalfeld [22] recom-
mended that “the goal of English pronunciation instruction
is not to imitate British or American accents, instead intelligi-
ble pronunciation must be the purpose of the communica-
tion.” Moreover, researchers being language trainers have
perceived the significance of phonetics and phonology knowl-
edge among teachers to develop communication among stu-
dents. Based on the discussion, the researchers strongly believe
that there is a need to utilize contemporary intervention trends
based on phonology and phonetics and determine their effec-
tiveness in developing proficiency in English pronunciation
and fluency in oral reading.

The aim of this study is intelligible pronunciation instruc-
tion as an intervention to bring out proficiency in pronuncia-
tion among teacher trainees of Bengaluru. This study aimed to
determine the effect of phonology and phonetics on profi-
ciency in English pronunciation and oral reading.

1.2. Research Objectives.

(1) To assess the effect of the phonological and phonetic
interventions on proficiency in English pronunciation.
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(2) To assess the effect of the phonological and phonetic
interventions on English oral reading proficiency.

2. Literature Review

English pronunciation is one of the most important and
difficult skills to be acquired by L2 learners [8]. Teachers
and learners must dedicate a lot of time to improve their
pronunciation. Pronunciation teaching–learning must be
viewed as the accurate pronunciation of every phonemic
sound because it is an essential communication component.
Hişmanoğlu [13] stated that “pronunciation intervention is
vital for fruitful oral correspondence to occur since it is a
significant element of communication capability.” English
pronunciation and oral reading are the areas of language
instruction that affects all levels of proficiency across the dis-
cipline of language teaching and learning [23]. Prahaladaiah
[24] claimed that “the native language impedance can be per-
ceived as an interaction when one language affects another,
and when the individual is encountering language transfer.”
McArthur et al. [25] examined that “the impedance happens
because the learners utilize their past L1 experience to coordi-
nate the second language information.” Dawes and Iavarone
[26] stated that “there is a need to modify our teaching
methodology and use the mother tongue where it helps. In
light of the enormity of the problem and the standard of
attainment in English by our teachers, we have no option
except to reconcile to the use of L1 in teaching English.”
McArthur et al. [25] defined pronunciation as “the act or result
of producing the speech sounds, including phonemes, intona-
tion, and rhythm.” The EFL instructors should know their
learners and their need to improve pronunciation. They
must enable the learners with slow speech with the correct
pronunciation. The instruction must be integrated with the
latest technology, especially computer technologies, to assist
the learners in enhancing their pronunciation skills [11]. The
teachers must be proficient in varieties of English accents such
as British and American English; the key is if the instructors
are familiar with intelligible pronunciation [11].

An interventional study by Aksakalli and Yağız [27]
revealed that “the participants in the study displayed signifi-
cance in pronouncing phonemes. Further, this study revealed
that participants had improved in both segmental and supra-
segmental scores at the posttest.” A similar study by William
[28] showed “improved results in segmental and suprasegmen-
tal intervention scores at the posttest.” The major concern with
pronunciation instruction is teachers’ negligence in pronunci-
ation instruction. The author further states the reasons for
negligence; the learners perceive that they need not learn
English pronunciation, instead they believe that only commu-
nication is essential [14]. Fraser [29] suggested that “teachers
must be provided with instructional materials that would
enhance their pronunciation instruction. Further, the author
insists on the methodology of pronunciation instruction.” It is
stated that intelligibility pronunciation must be the key objec-
tive of English pronunciation instruction [2]. The author fur-
ther emphasizes that L2 learners should develop self-
confidence and functional communication strategies. The

research explains term pronunciation and the importance of
English pronunciation instruction. According to the viewpoint
of Nixon and Tomlinson [17] “pronunciation articulation does
not overlap with regular communication.”

The literature review highlights the research gap in L2
English pronunciation, especially the research on teacher trai-
nees’ proficiency in English pronunciation and oral reading.
Hence, this study sets the further platform for understanding
the importance of phonological and phonetic interventions to
enhance English pronunciation and oral reading proficiency.
This study also explores technology-integrated intelligible
phonetic intervention in an L2 setting.

3. Methods and Materials

3.1. Research Design. The current research was quantitative
experimental research. This study was carried out through a
research design called “single group pretest posttest design.”
The quantitative experimental research approach allowed for
experimental data collection at pretest and posttest time for
the purpose of describing the proficiency level improvement
among the subjects in the experiment.

3.2. Participants and Sampling Techniques. A stratified sam-
pling technique was used to recruit the targeted participants.
Two hundred and seven teacher trainees with L1 proficiency
were chosen proportionately from Bangalore strata and ori-
entated and assessed. Participants (N= 32) enrolled voluntar-
ily in the intervention program for 20 hr. Themale and female
teacher trainees aged between 21 and 23 years were the parti-
cipants in the experiment.

3.3. Tools and Scales Used in the Study. The National Assess-
ment of Educational Progress (NAEP) scale for reading and
pronunciation, a standardized tool, was adopted to test the
participants’ proficiency scores in English pronunciation and
oral reading. To check the suitability of the tool for this study,
relevant literature was examined. A similar study was con-
ducted using a similar rubric by Kennedy and Trofimvich
[30]. The components of the tool are rubric for oral reading
fluency, monitoring and projecting progress in reading flu-
ency instruction chart, oral presentation evaluation scale, and
rubric for speaking assessment (pronunciation/diction, flu-
ency, word choice, usage, ideas/meaning) [31].

3.3.1. Audacity. Audacity is a free and easy-to-use multitrack
audio recorder and audio editor for Windows [32]. This was
adopted during the experiment to record live audio, record
playbacks, and convert records into digital recordings. The
same application was utilized by Rolsy Jaafar in 2019 for
harmonic series of experiments in resonance and the find-
ings unveiled the experimental values with less than 5%
error. This study also revealed the application can be used
for accurate values of sound spectrum within the ranges.

3.3.2. Audio-Text-Phonetic (ATP) Transcription Software.
Audio-text-phonetic (ATP) software, a multitrack audio
recorder for Linux and Windows, was adopted by the
researcher. It was further submitted to linguistics experts and
software professionals to validate the tool and check
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the application’s suitability for the current research. Postvali-
dation, the ATP software was used in this study, and the ATP
software was used to convert audio files to text and from text to
phonetic transcriptions. “STT (speech-to-text) programs can
be used instead of human listeners to evaluate the quality of
pronunciation by comparing against a standard accent and
pronunciation” [33]. In the current research speech recogni-
tion, a Chrome web-based and Web Speech application pro-
gramming interface was adopted [34] which enabled the
speech input and text output. Spoken language for speech
recognition was set as English—United States and IndE—
Indian Standard English was set for ATP. Similar research
was administered by Yasir et al. [34] who successfully imple-
mented and administered the STT application, and it resulted
in 96.63% of accuracy among English speakers in Indonesia.
The researchers used this software to determine the score in
pronunciation of the participants in the experiment. Further,
the scores were verified and validated by the linguistic experts.

3.3.3. Intervention Modules on Phonology and Phonetics.
Forty-four intervention modules on all phonemes were devel-
oped by the researcher. The intervention modules were sub-
mitted to linguistic experts and software professionals for
validation; postvalidation, the tool was used in this study to
check its reliability. The intervention modules were designed
in a segmental form of instruction on phonemic sounds. All
instructional objectives in the modules were based on skill-
based communication and the oscillography methods.

3.3.4. Statistical Software and Statistical Analysis Methods.
The following analyses are carried out to achieve the research
objectives and test the hypotheses framed for this study.

Data Reliability Test: The purpose of the reliability of
data collected is to check the internal consistency of data
and ensure the reliability of data. All the variables, which
are essential for this research, are considered for this test.
This is done by performing Cronbach’s α test.

Descriptive Analysis: Descriptive analysis is used to under-
stand the description of data collected, which needs to be
studied for further statistical analysis. This descriptive analy-
sis explains the data behavior of the study, which includes
frequency, percentage value calculation, mean scores, stan-
dard deviations, etc.

Chi-Square Analysis (Test for Independence of Attributes):
The chi-square test is used to find out the association between
two variables by examining their independent nature. This is to
examine if the study variables are associated anyway and if the
association is significant or not. The response pattern for a
particular aspect or attribute is the same or different between
two or more groups. This analysis is helpful to understand the
impact of one variable on other variables(s) if the variables are
categorical in nature.

Kolmogorov–Smirnov Test for Normality: The
Kolmogorov–Smirnov (K–S) test is used to test the normality
of the data, that is, to test the null hypothesis that a set of data
comes from a normal distribution.

Mann–Whitney Test: This test is used to compare an
independent measure of two groups, that is, to compare dif-
ferences between two independent groups when the

dependent variable is either ordinal or continuous, but not
normally distributed. This is an alternative test of the inde-
pendent t-test, while the independent t-test is used to
compare a particular aspect if the data satisfy normality
assumptions.

Wilcoxon Signed-Rank Test: Wilcoxon signed-rank test is
used to compare two related samples, matched samples, or to
conduct a paired difference test of repeated measurements
on a single sample to assess whether their population mean
ranks differ. This is an alternative test of paired t-test, which
is used to compare a repeated measure of two groups if the
data satisfy normality assumptions.

Kruskal–Wallis Test: The Kruskal–Wallis test is used to
compare an independent measure of more than two groups
when the data are not normally distributed. This is an alter-
native test of the analysis of variance (ANOVA) test if the
data follow a normal distribution.

3.4. The Experiment. The intervention study was executed
from January 10, 2021 to January 31, 2021. The data were
collected in three stages: the recruitment of respondents
(pretest), intervention, and impact assessment (posttest). A
pretest (preintervention) was administered to the single exper-
imental group, followed by 20hr of an intervention study with
progression assessment tests, and concluded with the postin-
tervention test. The National Reading Panel National Institute
of Child Health and Human Development states that “5 to
18 hr of intervention gives substantial benefit but stretched
intervention programs do not necessarily have an advantage”
[35]. The researchers conducted the intervention study inM.S.
Ramaiah College of Education, Bengaluru. Before the experi-
ment, the language lab was set. A conducive teaching–learning
environment was provided with proper ventilation, and it was
consistently retained for internal validity.

3.4.1. Consent Procedure and Ethical Committee Approval.
Consent was taken by all the participants before the experi-
ment, and they were oriented on the procedure of the exper-
iment. The participants were not minoring hence, parental
consent was not taken. The Research Conduct and Ethics
Committee at Christ University confirmed that this study
was exempt from requiring ethical review in November 2021.

3.5. The Intervention and Data Collection Procedure. The
pretest was administered on enrolled participants. The pre-
test included the level of English pronunciation and oral
reading competency of both segmental and suprasegmental
features of pronunciation. After completing the pretest, the
intervention modules were taught for 20 hr for 3 weeks. The
intervention modules consisted of both segmental and supra-
segmental features of English pronunciation, including artic-
ulatory phonetics, organs of speech, stress, and intonation.
The participants used intervention modules in the language
laboratory and participated in instruction-fronted pronunci-
ation activities, focusing on the production of English sounds
[36]. The modules primarily focused on the correct pronun-
ciation of the phonemic sounds by listening and then imitat-
ing the same. Further, the participants were instructed to
read out the passages and pronounce targeted sounds after
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practicing from the modules. The participants were given
enough time to practice before they recorded. All the articu-
lations were recorded in audacity application. Further, ATP
transcription software was used to transform audio data
into text and text-to-phonetic transcription. The researchers
obtained the recordings of the participants and uploaded the
audio into ATP transcription software. The scores resulted
from the text produced by the ATP software and compared
with the original text modules.

The scores were determined on number of appropriately
pronounced words. Further, the Common European Frame-
work of Reference for Languages (CEFR), an international
standard for describing language ability, was adopted to
determine scores of the participants on six levels: A1, a basic
level with a speech rate with an accuracy of 60 words per
minute; A2, a beginner level with a speech rate of 80 words
per minute; B1, an intermediate level with 120 words per
minute or less; and C1, an advance level with the speech
rate of 140 words or less per minute. The researcher and
experts in linguistics further validated the resultant measure-
ments. Experts conducted validated (assessed) audio samples
from the first to the last session for accentedness, intelligibil-
ity, comprehension, and fluency in English pronunciation
and oral reading. A posttest was administered after the inter-
vention program, and the posttest included the same proce-
dure as in the pretest.

4. Data Analysis and Findings

The data were compiled at the end of the day’s experiment.
The proficiency scores were determined based on the parti-
cipants’ performance. The participants were ranked for each
of the recordings in each module. It was done in the order of
the percentage of words pronounced proficiently identified

by ATP software. The survey data was entered into an MS
Excel file and analyzed using SPSS 25.0.

4.1. Normality Checks.Normality checks were performed before
starting the data analysis. The K–S test was used to test the
normality of the data. The test results showed that the data
are not normally distributed. The K–S test results are presented
in Table 35. Since the assumptions of the parametric test are
violated, the paired t-test cannot be used. So, suitable nonpara-
metric tests were used to test the hypotheses.

4.2. Data Reliability and Item Analysis. The data reliability
checks were performed; Cronbach’s α (or coefficient α), devel-
oped by Lee Cronbach in 1951, measures reliability or internal
consistency. “Reliability” is another name for consistency.

4.2.1. Reliability Statistics of Pretest. Table 1 states Cronbach’s
α is 0.918, indicating a high internal consistency level for our
scale with this specific sample.

Table 2 shows the item statistics of the assessment scale
results of the pretest assessment.

Table 3 indicates the interitem correlation matrix of the
preassessment scale.

Table 4 denotes the removal of preideas meaning leads to
a small improvement in Cronbach’s α, and we can also see
that the “corrected item-total correlation” value was low
(0.668) for this item. This might lead us to consider whether
we should remove this item.

Table 5 shows the variance and standard deviation of the
assessment scale.

4.2.2. Item Analysis for Pre- and Postspeaking Assessment.
Table 6 indicates Cronbach’s α, which is 0.895, indicating a
high internal consistency level for our scale with this specific
sample.

TABLE 1: Cronbach’s α of assessment scale.

Cronbach’s α
Cronbach’s α based on
standardized items

No. of items

0.918 0.930 5

TABLE 2: Item statistics of assessment scale.

Mean Standard deviation N

Prepronunciation and diction 1.7188 0.92403 32
Prefluency 1.5625 0.75935 32
Preword choice 1.5313 0.62136 32
Preusage 1.5938 0.66524 32
Preideas meaning 1.1563 0.36890 32

TABLE 3: Interitem correlation matrix of assessment scale.

Prepronunciation and diction Prefluency Preword choice Preusage Preideas meaning

Prepronunciation and diction 1.000 0.922 0.830 0.700 0.606
Prefluency 0.922 1.000 0.850 0.722 0.597
Preword choice 0.830 0.850 1.000 0.773 0.611
Preusage 0.700 0.722 0.773 1.000 0.661
Preideas meaning 0.606 0.597 0.611 0.661 1.000
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Table 7 indicates item statistics of the assessment scale,
which is used in the posttest evaluation.

Table 8 indicates the interitem correlation matrix of the
assessment scale used in the posttest.

Table 9 denotes the removal of postideas meaning that it
leads to a small improvement in Cronbach’s α, and we can
also see that the “corrected item-total correlation” value was
low (0.587) for this item. This might lead us to consider
whether we should remove this item.

Table 10 indicates the statistics of the assessment scale,
which highlights the standard deviation and the variance of
the assessment scale.

4.2.3. Item Analysis for Pre- and Postoral Reading Presentation.
Table 11 indicates that Cronbach’s α is 0.91, indicating a high
internal consistency level for our scale with this specific sample.

Table 12 indicates item statistics of prepronunciation
presentation.

TABLE 6: Reliability statistics of posttest.

Cronbach’s α
Cronbach’s α based on
standardized items

No. of items

0.895 0.901 5

TABLE 8: Interitem correlation matrix of assessment scale.

Postpronunciation and diction Postfluency Postword choice Postusage Postideas meaning

Postpronunciation and diction 1.000 0.848 0.719 0.596 0.430
Postfluency 0.848 1.000 0.801 0.668 0.544
Postword choice 0.719 0.801 1.000 0.705 0.610
Postusage 0.596 0.668 0.705 1.000 0.535
Postideas meaning 0.430 0.544 0.610 0.535 1.000

TABLE 4: Item-total statistics-corrected item-total correlation.

Scale mean if item
deleted

Scale variance if item
deleted

Corrected item-total
correlation

Squared multiple
correlation

Cronbach’s α if item
deleted

Prepronunciation and
diction

5.8438 4.652 0.884 0.861 .892

Prefluency 6.0000 5.290 0.905 0.875 .875
Preword choice 6.0313 5.967 0.881 0.785 .884
Preusage 5.9688 6.031 0.782 0.661 .902
Preideas meaning 6.4063 7.539 0.668 0.479 .934

TABLE 5: Scale statistics.

Mean Variance Standard deviation No. of items

7.5625 9.028 3.00470 5

TABLE 7: Item statistics of assessment scale.

Mean Standard deviation N

Postpronunciation and diction 3.4375 0.98169 32
Postfluency 2.9063 1.05828 32
Postword choice 2.7188 0.72887 32
Postusage 2.5313 0.80259 32
Postideas meaning 1.6250 0.55358 32

TABLE 9: Item-total statistics of assessment scale.

Scale mean if item
deleted

Scale variance if item
deleted

Corrected item-total
correlation

Squared multiple
correlation

Cronbach’s α if item
deleted

Postpronunciation and
diction

9.7813 7.402 0.786 0.728 .8605

Postfluency 10.3125 6.673 0.872 0.805 0.845
Postword choice 10.5000 8.452 0.845 0.721 0.855
Postusage 10.6875 8.544 0.719 0.541 0.877
Postideas meaning 11.5938 10.184 0.587 0.407 0.907
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Table 13 illustrates the total statistics of preoral
presentation.

Table 14 states the reliability statistics of the oral reading
presentation of the posttest.

Table 15 indicates the result of item statistics of the oral
reading presentation of the posttest.

Table 16 indicates the result of total statistics of oral
reading presentation of posttest which indicates the correla-
tion and multiple correlation.

Table 17 indicates the result of item analysis on the areas
of speaking progress while using undergoing the intervention
modules.

Table 18 indicates the interitem correlation matrix of the
speaking assessment.

Table 19 states the total item statistics of the speaking
assessment scale.

TABLE 13: Item-total statistics of preoral reading presentation.

Scale mean if item
deleted

Scale variance if
item deleted

Corrected item-total
correlation

Squared multiple
correlation

Cronbach’s α if item
deleted

Pre: make use of eye contact
and facial expressions

19.5938 16.830 0.546 0.562 0.910

Pre: have good opening 19.5000 17.097 0.552 0.547 0.908
Pre: change the pitch and
tone of voice

19.7188 16.144 0.723 0.726 0.898

Pre: use interesting and
specific language

19.8438 15.233 0.794 0.870 0.893

Pre: use pauses or emphasis
on keywords

19.9688 15.064 0.806 0.866 0.892

Pre: support ideas with
details and examples

19.4688 17.483 0.587 0.728 0.906

Pre: use gestures or action 19.5000 17.484 0.607 0.712 0.905
Pre: use visuals 19.3750 17.274 0.686 0.667 0.901
Pre: speak clearly 19.3750 16.565 0.766 0.873 0.896
Pre: have a good closing 19.4063 17.088 0.752 0.891 0.898

TABLE 10: Statistics of assessment scale.

Mean Variance Standard deviation No. of items

13.2188 12.564 3.54450 5

TABLE 11: Internal consistency of assessment scale.

Cronbach’s α
Cronbach’s α based on
standardized items

No. of items

0.910 0.913 10

TABLE 12: Item statistics of prepronunciation presentation.

Mean Standard deviation N

Pre: make use of eye contact and facial expressions 2.1563 0.67725 32
Pre: have a good opening 2.2500 0.62217 32
Pre: change the pitch and voice 2.0313 0.64680 32
Pre: use interesting and specific language 1.9063 0.73438 32
Pre: use pauses or emphasis on keywords 1.7813 0.75067 32
Pre: support ideas with details and examples 2.2813 0.52267 32
Pre: use gestures or action 2.2500 0.50800 32
Pre: use visuals 2.3750 0.49187 32
Pre: speak clearly 2.3750 0.55358 32
Pre: have a good closing 2.3438 0.48256 32

TABLE 14: Reliability statistics of oral reading presentation of
posttest.

Cronbach’s α
Cronbach’s α based on
standardized items

No. of
items

0.954 0.954 10
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TABLE 15: Item statistics oral reading presentation of posttest.

Mean Standard deviation N

Post: make use of eye contact and facial expressions 3.0313 0.73985 32
Post: have good opening 3.1563 0.80760 32
Post: change the pitch and tone of voice 3.3438 0.74528 32
Post: use interesting and specific language 3.2500 0.71842 32
Post: use pauses or emphasis on keywords 3.5000 0.67202 32
Post: support ideas with details and examples 3.0000 0.67202 32
Post: use gestures or action 2.7813 0.79248 32
Post: use visuals 2.9688 0.69488 32
Post: speak clearly 2.9375 0.80071 32
Post: have a good closing 2.9063 0.68906 32

TABLE 16: Item-total statistics of oral reading presentation of posttest.

Scale mean if item
deleted

Scale variance if
item deleted

Corrected item-total
correlation

Squared multiple
correlation

Cronbach’s α if item
deleted

Post: make use of eye contact
and facial expressions

27.8438 30.588 0.861 0.911 0.946

Post: have good opening 27.7188 30.209 0.824 0.902 0.948
Post: change the pitch and
tone of voice

27.5313 31.160 0.777 0.737 0.950

Post: use interesting and
specific language

27.6250 32.177 0.673 0.673 0.954

Post: use pauses or emphasis
on keywords

27.3750 31.790 0.783 0.759 0.950

Post: support ideas with
details and examples

27.8750 31.855 0.774 0.711 0.950

Post: use gestures or action 28.0938 30.152 0.850 0.759 0.947
Post: use visuals 27.9063 31.120 0.848 0.865 0.947
Post: speak clearly 27.9375 30.383 0.810 0.895 0.949
Post: have a good closing 27.9688 31.386 0.818 0.883 0.948

TABLE 17: Item analysis on areas of speaking progress (intervention modules progression scores).

Cronbach’s α Cronbach’s α based on standardized items No. of items

0.886 0.887 5
Item statistics

Mean Standard deviation N
Pronunciation and diction 1.41 0.493 288
Fluency 1.38 0.487 288
Word choice 1.24 0.430 288
Usage 1.16 0.367 288
Ideas meaning 1.29 0.454 288

TABLE 18: Interitem correlation matrix of speaking assessment.

Pronunciation and diction Fluency Word choice Usage Ideas meaning

Pronunciation and diction 1.000 0.893 0.560 0.462 0.665
Fluency 0.893 1.000 0.504 0.477 0.573
Word choice 0.560 0.504 1.000 0.637 0.694
Usage 0.462 0.477 0.637 1.000 0.643
Ideas meaning 0.665 0.573 0.694 0.643 1.000
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4.3. Descriptive Data Analysis. The following tables explain
the demographics of the participants.

Table 20 shows a survey coverage that includes 78% of
female teachers and 22% of male teachers.

Table 21 shows the age spread of participants indicating
that 65% are 22 years old, 19% are 21 years old, and about
16% are 23 years old participants.

Table 22 indicates the demographics of the sample which
is around 47% of participants have completed BA (English
literature), and about 37.5% have done BA courses. Others
include BBA and B.Com.

Table 23 shows that at the preintervention level, the mean
scores are less than two across all the attributes. It indicates
that the teachers had low-level skills (mostly at low level= 1
and some with level 2) in these attributes before the interven-
tion. “Change the pitch and tone of voice” (mean= 1.56) has

scored better than other attributes. At the postintervention
level, the mean scores are more than 2.5 across all the attri-
butes. “Use of gestures or action” (mean= 3.47) scored better.
Overall, the teachers have had improved levels of skills in
these attributes after the intervention.

Table 24 highlights that at the preintervention stage, the
mean scores are less than two across all the attributes. Only
“usage” has higher mean score (1.56) than others. It shows
that the teachers had lesser level skills in the rubric for speak-
ing assessment-related attributes before the training interven-
tion. In the posttraining stage, the mean scores are more than
2.5 in all the attributes. In perticular, the attributes “word
choice” and “usage” have higher mean scores (2.91, 2.88,
respectively) than other attributes. This shows that the tea-
chers improved their skills in these attributes after the training
intervention.

Table 25 illustrates that in the pretraining level, all the
values are one only. At the posttraining level, the mean score
is greater than 2.78. After the training intervention, the
teacher trainees have improved skills in these attributes.

4.4. Hypothesis Testing. To test the hypothesis that the effect
of an intervention enhances the proficiency levels in English
pronunciation and oral reading, the hypothesis is further
split into four hypotheses as follows:

Hypothesis 1 (H1) There is no significant difference
between pretest and posttest scores
in phonological and phonetic aware-
ness among teacher trainees.

Hypothesis 2 (H2) There is no significant difference
between pretest and posttest scores in
English pronunciation among teacher
trainees.

Hypothesis 3 (H3) There is no significant difference
between pretest and posttest scores
in oral reading among teacher
trainees.

Hypothesis 4 (H4) There is no significant difference in
teachers’ proficiency in pronuncia-
tion and oral reading before and after
the intervention in phonology and
phonetics.

Before starting the hypothesis testing, the data points
relevant to these hypotheses are tested to determine whether

TABLE 19: Item-total statistics of speaking assessment.

Scale mean if item
deleted

Scale variance if item
deleted

Corrected item-total
correlation

Squared multiple
correlation

Cronbach’s α if item
deleted

Pronunciation and diction 5.07 2.082 0.795 0.839 0.845
Fluency 5.10 2.156 0.744 0.809 0.858
Word choice 5.24 2.352 0.698 0.558 0.868
Usage 5.33 2.569 0.640 0.509 0.881
Ideas meaning 5.20 2.215 0.767 0.645 0.852

TABLE 20: Demographics: gender ratio of the sample.

Gender Frequency Percent (%)

Female 25 78.10
Male 7 21.90
Total 32 100.00

TABLE 21: Demographics: age of the sample.

Age (years) Frequency Percent (%)

21 6 18.80
22 21 65.60
23 5 15.60
Total 32 100.00

TABLE 22: Demographics: educational qualification of the sample.

Educational qualification Frequency Percent (%)

BA 12 37.50
BA (English literature) 15 46.90
BBA 2 6.30
B.Com 2 6.30
Total 32 100.00
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they satisfy normality assumptions using the K–S test. The
test results showed that the data points (both at the prein-
tervention and postintervention stages) fail to satisfy normal-
ity conditions (results are given in Table 35). However, the

hypotheses are further examined using suitable nonparamet-
ric methods.

Wilcoxon signed-rank test: Rationale behind using
the test.

TABLE 23: Pronunciation evaluation: mean and standard deviation.

Variables N Mean Standard deviation

Pre: make use of eye contact and facial expressions 32 1.25 0.440
Pre: have a good opening 32 1.25 0.440
Pre: change the pitch and tone of voice 32 1.56 0.504
Pre: use interesting and specific language 32 1.22 0.420
Pre: use pauses or emphasis on keywords 32 1.16 0.369
Pre: support ideas with details and examples 32 1.34 0.483
Pre: use gestures or action 32 1.34 0.483
Pre: use visuals 32 1.22 0.420
Pre: speak clearly 32 1.16 0.369
Pre: have a good closing 32 1.25 0.440
Post: make use of eye contact and facial expressions 32 2.81 0.693
Post: have a good opening 32 2.66 0.653
Post: change the pitch and tone of voice 32 2.75 0.622
Post: use interesting and specific language 32 2.88 0.793
Post: use pauses or emphasis on keywords 32 3.28 0.888
Post: support ideas with details and examples 32 3.03 0.740
Post: use gestures or action 32 3.47 0.621
Post: use visuals 32 2.69 0.535
Post: speak clearly 32 2.78 0.608
Post: have a good closing 32 2.72 0.457

The variables related to oral presentation evaluation are measured on a 5-point scale (1= Lowest, 3=Mid, 5=Highest). The mean and standard deviations of
these variables are given here.

TABLE 24: Rubric for speaking assessment: mean and standard deviation.

Variables N Mean Standard deviation

Preintervention level
Pre:pronunciation/diction 32 1.00 0.000
Pre: fluency 32 1.03 0.177
Pre: word choice 32 1.16 0.369
Pre: usage 32 1.56 0.504
Pre: ideas/meaning 32 1.47 0.507
Postintervention level
Post: pronunciation/diction 32 4.06 1.134
Post: fluency 32 3.69 0.998
Post: word choice 32 2.91 0.818
Post: usage 32 2.88 0.871
Post: ideas/meaning 32 2.59 0.798

These variables are measured on a 5-point scale (1=Difficult, 3=Moderate, 5=Easy).

TABLE 25: Rubric oral reading fluency: mean and standard deviation.

Variables N Mean Standard deviation

Pre: rubric oral reading fluency 32 1
0 By default, all have very less oral reading

fluency (level 1)
Post: rubric oral reading fluency 32 2.78 0.608

Prelevel rubric oral reading fluency and postlevel rubric oral reading fluency are measured in 4 points scale (levels 0–4, where 0=Nil, 1=Difficult, 4=Easy).
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Since the assumptions of the parametric test are violated,
the paired t-test cannot be used to find the statistical differ-
ence between the two points. The Wilcoxon signed-rank test
is used if the differences between pairs of data are nonnor-
mally distributed. The Wilcoxon signed-rank test compares
the sample median against a hypothetical median. This is the
rationale behind using Wilcoxon signed-rank test.

4.4.1.Hypothesis 1: EnglishPronunciation:Analysis Results.H1:
There is no significant difference between pretest and posttest
scores in phonological and phonetic awareness among teacher
trainees.

Variables consideration: Pronunciation evaluation related
to preintervention level and postintervention level variables.

(1) Make use of eye contact and facial expressions
(2) Have a good opening
(3) Change the pitch and tone of voice
(4) Use interesting and specific language
(5) Use pauses or emphasis on keywords
(6) Support ideas with details and examples
(7) Use gestures or action
(8) Use visuals
(9) Speak clearly
(10) Have a good closing

4.4.2. Wilcoxon Signed-Rank Test: Results. In this test, data
are paired, and the members of the pairs are from the same
population. The ranking process is done and classified as
negative rank, positive rank, and ties. That is,

Negative Rank: Post value of the particular variable<
Prevalue of the particular variable.

Positive Rank: Post value of the particular variable>Pre-
value of the particular variable.

Ties: Post value of the particular variable=Prevalue of
the particular variable.

For each variable, the mean rank and sum of ranks have
arrived. The Z-value is calculated, and then the test results
are concluded. The rank test calculations are given below.

As shown in Table 26, it is observed that the difference
(postintervention–preintervention) is positive for the major-
ity of respondents. The values after postintervention are
improved. The Wilcoxon signed-rank test calculates the
Z-value and shows the p-value for the same.

Table 27 indicates the p-values (0.001) are less than 0.05
across all the attributes. That is, pre- and postintervention
scores on oral presentation attributes are statistically signifi-
cant. Similar research results by Aksakalli and Yağız [27],
Gilakjani [37], and Kolokdaragh [38] revealed a substantial
difference in comprehensibility and impact was due to pho-
nological and phonetic awareness, and the significant differ-
ence between pretest and posttest ratings was defined as t
(oral comprehensibility)= 13,555; p<0:05.

Conclusion: The postintervention values are significantly
higher than the preintervention values across the attributes

related to oral presentation evaluation. So, the intervention
positively impacted in such a way that there is a significant
improvement in phonological and phonetic awareness among
teacher trainees.

4.4.3.Hypothesis 2: Analysis Results.H2: There is no significant
difference between teacher trainees’ pretest and posttest scores
in English pronunciation.

Variables consideration: Rubric for speaking assessment
(assess speaking progress) and pre- and postlevel variables
(pronunciation/diction, fluency, word choice, usage, ideas/
meaning).

TheWilcoxon signed-rank test is used here as well, as the
data do not follow normality assumptions. Also, the focus is
on analyzing the pairwise differences. The test results are
shown in Table 28.

Table 28 shows that it is found here that the difference
(postintervention–preintervention) is positive for the major-
ity of respondents. Also, the negative ranks are very less. This
indicates that the values after posttraining intervention are
improved.

Table 29 indicates the p-values (0.001) are less than 0.05
across all the attributes. That is, the pre- and postinterven-
tion scores on rubric for speaking assessment attributes
are statistically significant. The same findings by Ioup and
Weinbergereds [39] and Diwakar and Thomas [24] revealed
that the experimental group’s mean gain score of 64.13 with
an SD value of 4.03 was significant. The computed t-value of
87.12 was significant at 0 level at posttest.

Conclusion: The postintervention values are significantly
higher than the preintervention values across the attributes
related to English pronunciation. So, it is concluded that
the intervention has positively impacted in such a way that
there is a significant improvement in English pronunciation
among teacher trainees.

4.4.4. Hypothesis 3: Oral Reading. H3: There is no significant
difference between pretest and posttest scores in oral reading
among teacher trainees.

Table 30 shows rubric oral reading fluency; all the tea-
chers show positive rank, which indicates that the values
after postintervention are improved.

Table 31 shows that the p-value 0.001 is less than 0.05.
That is, pre- and postintervention scores on rubric oral read-
ing fluency are statistically significant.

Conclusion: The postintervention values are significantly
higher than the preintervention values. It is concluded that
the intervention conducted impacted significant improve-
ment in oral reading among teacher trainees.

4.4.5. Hypothesis 4: Analysis Results. H4: There is no signifi-
cant difference in teachers’ proficiency in pronunciation and
oral reading before and after the intervention in phonology
and phonetics.

Variable consideration: Daywise monitoring and project-
ing progress in reading fluency chart (proficiency chart), that
is “day-wise monitoring of word correct per minute” is con-
sidered. Daywise monitoring of word correct per minute is
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TABLE 26: Pronunciation evaluation: Hypothesis 1: Wilcoxon-signed rank test.

Attributes N Mean rank Sum of ranks

Make use of eye contact and facial
expressions (post–pre)

Negative ranks 0 0 0
Positive ranks 28 14.50 406.00

Ties 4
Total 32

Have a good opening? (post–pre)

Negative ranks 1 8.00 8.00
Positive ranks 29 15.76 457.00

Ties 2
Total 32

Change the pitch and tone of voice
(post–pre)

Negative ranks 0 0 0
Positive ranks 25 13.00 325.00

Ties 7
Total 32

Use interesting and specific language
(post–pre)

Negative ranks 1 6.50 6.50
Positive ranks 30 16.32 489.50

Ties 1
Total 32

Use pauses or emphasis on keywords
(post–pre)

Negative ranks 0 0 0
Positive ranks 30 15.50 465.00

Ties 2
Total 32

Support ideas with details and examples
(post–pre)

Negative ranks 0 0 0
Positive ranks 28 14.50 406.00

Ties 4
Total 32

Use gestures or actions (post–pre)

Negative ranks 0 0 0
Positive ranks 32 16.50 528.00

Ties 0
Total 32

Use visuals? (post–pre)

Negative ranks 0 0 0
Positive ranks 29 15.00 435.00

Ties 3
Total 32

Speak clearly (post–pre)

Negative ranks 0 0 0
Positive ranks 30 15.50 465.00

Ties 2
Total 32

Have a good closing? (post–pre)

Negative ranks 0 0 0
Positive ranks 29 15.00 435.00

Ties 3
Total 32

TABLE 27: Test statistic: pronunciation evaluation.

Attributes Z-value Sig. value

Make use of eye contact and facial expressions (post–pre) −4.720 0.001
Have a good opening (post–pre) −4.735 0.001
Change the pitch and tone of voice (post–pre) −4.493 0.001
Use interesting and specific language (post–pre) −4.821 0.001
Use pauses or emphasis on keywords (post–pre) −4.886 0.001
Support ideas with details and examples (post–pre) −4.693 0.001
Use gestures or actions (post–pre) −5.009 0.001
Use visuals (post–pre) −4.842 0.001
Speak clearly (post–pre) −4.932 0.001
Have a good closing? (post–pre) −4.875 0.001
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measured in three stages below: initial, midterm, and com-
pletion stage, and comparisons are made among the three
levels.

The data considered for this analysis are not normally
distributed, hence failing to satisfy the normality assumption.

Hence, Kruskal–Wallis test is used here instead of ANOVA.
The Kruskal–Wallis test results are given below.

Table 32 shows the progression in reading fluency in
week 1; the average reading fluency is at 28.28 words correct
per minute, with a SD of 11.11. This is improved in week 2,
where the average reading fluency is 46.09 words correct per
minute, with a SD of 14.69. In week 3, the average reading
fluency improved to 75.94 words correct per minute, with a
SD of 21.38.

Table 33 highlights the reading fluency; the minimum
mean rank is 21.80 for week 1, and the maximum mean

TABLE 28: Rubric for speaking assessment: Hypothesis 2: Wilcoxon-signed rank test.

Attributes N Mean rank Sum of ranks

Pronunciation/diction (post–pre)

Negative ranks 0 0 0
Positive ranks 31 16.00 496.00

Ties 1
Total 32

Fluency (post–pre)

Negative ranks 0 0 0
Positive ranks 32 16.50 528.00

Ties 0
Total 32

Word choice (post–pre)

Negative ranks 1 2.50 2.50
Positive ranks 28 15.45 432.50

Ties 3
Total 32

Usage (post–pre)

Negative ranks 3 9.00 27.00
Positive ranks 28 16.75 469.00

Ties 1
Total 32

Ideas/meaning (post–pre)

Negative ranks 1 8.50 8.50
Positive ranks 26 14.21 369.50

Ties 5
Total 32

TABLE 29: Test statistics: rubric for speaking assessment.

Attributes Z Sig. value

Pronunciation/diction (post–pre) −5.023 0.001
Fluency (post–pre) −5.070 0.001
Word choice (post–pre) −4.953 0.001
Usage (post–pre) −4.450 0.001
Ideas/meaning (post–pre) −4.485 0.001

TABLE 30: Rubric for oral reading fluency: hypothesis 3: Wilcoxon-
signed rank test.

Attributes N
Mean
rank

Sum of
ranks

Rubric oral reading
fluency (post–pre)

Negative ranks 0 0 0
Positive ranks 32 16.50 528.00

Ties 0
Total 32

TABLE 32: Reading fluency (WCPM: words correct per minute).

Measures
Week 1: reading
fluency chart
(WCPM)

Week 2: reading
fluency chart
(WCPM)

Week 3: reading
fluency chart
(WCPM)

N 32 32 32
Mean 28.28 46.09 75.94
Standard
deviation

11.11 14.69 21.38

TABLE 31: Test statistics: rubric for oral reading fluency.

Attribute Z Sig. value

Rubric oral reading fluency (post–pre) −5.084 0.001

TABLE 33: Kruskal–Wallis: reading fluency (words correct per min-
ute) by week: ranks.

Week N Mean rank

Reading fluency
Week 1: initial 32 21.80

Week 2: midterm 32 48.09
Week 3: completion 32 75.61
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rank is 75.61 for week 3. It is observed that there is weekly
progress on the reading fluency levels.

Table 34 shows Kruskal–Wallis test results. General norm
is that a larger value of Kruskal–Wallis indicates higher dif-
ferences among the groups. Degrees of freedom=number of
groups −1= 3-1= 2. The p-value of 0.001 is less than 0.05;
hence, it is concluded that the differences are statistically
significant. The previous research by Major et al. [10] and
Gan et al. [40] result of Tau reveals that the intervention
was effective in improving oral reading fluency; the effect
was sufficient with p>0:05.

Conclusion: There is a significant difference in teachers’
proficiency in pronunciation and oral reading before and
after the intervention in phonology and phonetics. It is con-
cluded that there is evidence of improved reading fluency
over the weeks.

5. Discussion and Conclusion

Teachers, researchers, and teacher educators are doubtful
about pronunciation instruction in a language classroom,
likely limited research, and a lack of adequate training for
teachers and trainees [18, 39]. This study was an attempt to
conduct the experiment on teacher trainees (N= 32), which
tried to investigate the effect of intervention in enhancing
proficiency in pronunciation and oral reading. The previous
research by Saito and Lyster [15] and Couper [36] stated
that pronunciation instruction enhances not only segmental
and suprasegmental features of phonetics and phonology
but also communication comprehensibility. However, there
is a need to highlight that two of the studies established any
improvement because they lacked effective intervention
[41, 42]. Another research by Saalfeld [22] highlighted that
the studies were designed to enhance the learners to reach a
basic proficiency level which is required for intelligible pro-
nunciation rather than a native accent. Further, it stated
that instruction over 1 month can enhance overall pronun-
ciation ability, and a similar intervention program was con-
ducted in the current research to develop proficiency in
pronunciation and oral reading; the values after 1-month
intervention in the current research were significantly
higher than the preintervention values across the attributes
related to oral presentation evaluation. It also highlighted
that the intervention positively impacted in such a way that
there is a significant improvement in phonological and pho-
netic awareness among teacher trainees. The present study’s

findings comply with Couper, “the study referred to devel-
oping proficiency in pronunciation through instruction and
practice” [36, 23].

To provide a summary of the discussion about the
effect of phonetics and phonological intervention on profi-
ciency in pronunciation and oral reading among teacher
trainees, through this study, it can be commented that the
lack of proficiency in pronunciation would lead to confu-
sion in communication and comprehension in listeners.
The participants in this study gradually improved their
pronunciation and oral reading proficiency levels. In
week 3, further improvement is seen as the average reading
fluency is 75.94 words correct per minute, with a SD of
21.38. Therefore, technology-integrated intervention and
pronunciation knowledge are very essential for teachers
and teacher trainees so the comprehension of the students
would be easy. The analysis of pre- and posttest revealed
that pronunciation intervention enhanced the pronuncia-
tion of the teacher trainees. Numerous studies could be
provided from the literature to support that explicit inter-
vention [43] in pronunciation could rise proficiency levels
among the participants. To state another example, this
study revealed that the students who received pronuncia-
tion instruction improved their pronunciation abilities.
Another research also furnished similar results that explicit
intervention in pronunciation has a significant impact on
comprehensibility [15].

This study aimed to determine the effect of the intelli-
gible phonological and phonetic interventions on profi-
ciency in English pronunciation and oral reading among
teacher trainees of Bengaluru. This study was designed in
a single group pre–post intervention design. The interven-
tion modules focused on enhancing the proficiency level of
English pronunciation and oral reading. The objective of
this study was to compare the scores of proficiencies
between the preintervention and postintervention stages.
The analysis results concluded that the intelligible interven-
tion improved teacher trainees’ phonological and phonetic
awareness and proficiency levels. It concludes that there is
evidence of improved reading fluency over the weeks.
Hence, it is concluded that the intelligible intervention pos-
itively improved teacher trainees’ English pronunciation
and oral reading.

Appendix

Table 35 states that before starting the hypothesis testing, the
data points relevant to these hypotheses are tested to deter-
mine whether they satisfy normality assumptions using the
Kolmogorov–Smirnov test. The test results showed that the
data points (both at the preintervention and postintervention
stages) fail to satisfy normality conditions. However, the
hypotheses are further examined using suitable nonparamet-
ric methods.

TABLE 34: Kruskal–Wallis test result: reading fluency (words correct
per minute).

Variable Kruskal–Wallis test df Sig. value

Reading fluency (words
correct per minute)

60.99 2 0.001
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Data Availability

The quantitative data used to support the findings of this
study available from the corresponding author on request.

Additional Points

Implications of the Study. There is a need for language profi-
ciency, especially in phonology and phonetics. This study
substantiates the evidence on the effect of proficiency and
teachers’ knowledge that would enhance proficiency levels in
pronunciation and oral reading among teacher trainees, and
also indicates that teachers’ need for fundamental knowledge
in English pronunciation and oral reading. Thus, this study
exhibits a strong connection between phonemes and pro-
nunciation among English teachers. The tools used for this
research can be included in the induction training level for
teachers to improve English communication before taking
classes with their students. This study implies that English
teachers must understand and deliver intelligible English
pronunciation and oral reading intervention for ESL stu-
dents to enhance their proficiency.

Limitations of the Study. This study wasmainly on teacher
trainees, teachers and teacher educators can also be included,
and on speaking and reading and writing and listening lan-
guage skills. Restricted sample size as the population of
teacher trainees is scattered. Also, the female portion is higher
than the male portion.
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