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Abstract

This study aimed to investigate how instructors teach pronunciation based on the pronunciation training they
received. This study involved instructors from King Abdul Aziz University, who were teaching at the English
Language Ingtitute (EL1). The data were collected through a questionnaire given to (50) instructors at (ELI). The
data were analyzed using Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) program.

The results displayed that instructors used cognitive-content of teaching pronunciation and most of them focused
on it as a valuable teaching approach. Furthermore, the findings revealed that the instructors had a constructive
trend in teaching pronunciation. Most instructors pointed out that they taught pronunciation in their classes; in
many cases they spent a considerable amount of time in pronunciation instruction. The lack of the pronunciation
equipment and technological resources stands as a stumbling- block problem to teaching this language skill. In
addition, the findings showed most of the language instructors did not receive any specific pronunciation training.
Recommendations are given to provide suitable teaching pronunciation training which prepares the instructors to
use powerful technology to boost teaching of this essential skill.

Keywords. EFL instructors, teacher training, pronunciation, English language techniques
1. Introduction

Teaching pronunciation is a controversial topic (Foote et al., 2016). The discussions on this issue are highlighted
in therole of explicit pronunciation and the effective approaches to teaching pronunciation (Saito, 2011).

In the language teaching environment, there are two eminent stakeholders: the student and the instructor. The
present study focuses on the latter. Borg (2003) articulates that “instructors are active, thinking decision- makers
who make instructional choices by drawing on complex, practically-oriented, personalized, and context-sensitive
networks of knowledge, thoughts, and beliefs’ (p. 81). Most of the studies implemented in the area of teaching
pronunciation concentrated on the analysis of pronunciation errors produced by Saudi learners (e.g., Ahmad &
Muhiburrahman, 2013; Bintuki, 2008) and pronunciation difficulties and problems faced by students (Hameed &
Aslam, 2015). Hence, this study aims to investigate ELI| instructors' approaches on teaching pronunciation as
well asto fill the gap in the present literature.

The main research questions that guided the study are as follows:
1-What pronunciation techniques do EFL instructors use at (ELI)?
2-What pronunciation training do EFL instructors have at (ELI)?

In brief, this study aimed to investigate the level of pronunciation training the instructors had and the training
opportunities available to them. The findings will provide empirical evidence about the status of pronunciation
teaching in English language classes. Thus, the present study may raise EFL instructors awareness of the
significance of teaching pronunciation.

2. Literature Review

Teaching English as a foreign language (EFL) requires instructors to concentrate on all language skills.
Nevertheless, teaching English pronunciation is still ignored in EFL classrooms (Burns, 2006; Derwing &
Munro, 2005; Foote et a., 2016). MacDonald (2002) argues that this negligence toward pronunciation teaching
results from that pronunciation disintegrates simply with foreign language skills, for instance, reading or writing.

185



elt.ccsenet.org English Language Teaching Vol. 13, No. 8; 2020

Furthermore, many researchers are convinced that many factors such as the effect of the first language, the age
of the learners, and aptitude play various roles with pronunciation than with other skills (Foote et al., 2016).

Hismanoglu (2010) finds that teachers, in general, like to use both classica and authentic pronunciation
approaches in their teaching practices. These approaches can be reinforced by doing further studying and
training.

Since pronunciation is an essential element to successful communication, reciprocal intelligibility becomes the
dominant interest for foreign language learners (Derwing & Munro, 2005). Therefore, the objective of
pronunciation instruction is to approach intelligibility and to activate learners communicative competence.
According to Goodwin (2001), the aim on pronunciation teaching has three dimensions: to enable students to
understand and be understood, to construct their trust when joined in the communicative status, and to boost
them to observe their speech based on input from the surroundings. Based on Derwing and Munro (2005), ESL
and EFL learners speech is subject to three various viewpoints:. intelligibility, accentedness, and
comprehensibility. As stated by them, intelligibility refers to “the extent to which the speaker’'s intended
utterance is understood by alistener” (p.385).

Accentedness expresses “how much a second language (L2) accent differs from the variety of English commonly
spoken in the community” (p.385), and comprehensibility is “the listener’s perception of the degree of difficulty
encountered when trying to understand an utterance” (p. 385).

Furthermore, Morley (1991: 263) states “the question is not whether pronunciation should be taught but what
should be taught in a pronunciation type and how it should be taught”. According to Derwing and Munro (2005)
and Derwing, Munro and Wiebe (1998), instructors tend to depend on their own decisions to decide on the
emphasis of pronunciation instruction with little direction. Accordingly, Tergujeff (2012a) conducted a study to
explore the approaches and pivot areas of teaching English pronunciation in Finnish schools. She used classroom
observations for four EFL instructors. The findings revealed that a range of ten various kinds of teaching
approaches pronunciation was used, comprising traditional imitation tasks, instructor corrections, instructors
mention of pronunciation issues, use of phonemic script and rhymes, spelling or dictation, reading aloud,
presenting rules, sound discernment, and tangible reinforcement. As a result, the four instructors taught
pronunciation very variously from each other. Besides, the instructors focused mainly on the sounds that were
found to be tough for Finnish learners. Hismanoglu (2010) showed that “language teachers prefer employing
traditional classroom techniques, such as dictation, reading aloud, and dialogues to a great extent to teach
pronunciation to their students. However, they are reluctant to use modern techniques, such as computers,
instructional software, and the internet” (p. 988).

Recently, several researchers have explored the efficacy of explicit pronunciation instruction on learners
development (e.g. Couper, 2003, 2006; Ghorbani, Neissari, & Kargozari, 2016; Saito, 2007, 2011, 2012). They
agree that clear instruction of pronunciation is essential in language classrooms. Ghorbani et al. (2016) said:

Explicit pronunciation in English language teaching engages learners in activities
that help them to focus their attention primarily on pronunciation. Explicit teaching
takes place when there is no distraction of the mind on other parts of language
teaching, such as grammar. However, implicit pronunciation teaching occurs when
the mind is concentrated elsewhere. (p. 9)

In the study of Couper (2003), the aim was to explore the role of teaching pronunciation explicitly rather than
implicitly through exposure to the target language. The researcher examined the value of integrating a
pronunciation sub-syllabus within the overall syllabus course. The effectiveness of the syllabus was examined
through pre-test and post-test of pronunciation. Moreover, the learners were surveyed to gauge their beliefs
regarding explicit pronunciation instruction. The findings showed a considerable improvement in accuracy in
learners’ pronunciation. Besides, a noticeable decrease was found in the phonologica errors produced by the
learners during the course. Regarding their beliefs, the survey results demonstrated that an explicit pronunciation
teaching was valued. In another study, Couper (2006) investigated the impact of obvious instruction on specific
pronunciation features. He focused on epenthesis and absence. After attaining a chain of succinct lessons for two
weeks, he concluded that the learners showed improvement on both the immediate and the latter post-test. Thus,
this specific kind of teaching was effective. He indicated that focused instruction on some features of
pronunciation could make changes in learners’ phonological interlanguage. As Derwing and Munro (2005) claim
that “students learning L2 pronunciation benefit from being explicitly taught phonological form to help them
notice the difference between their own productions and those of proficient speakers in the L2 community” (p.
388).
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Positive effects of explicit teaching of pronunciation are also reported by Ghorbani et a. (2016). They enabled
EFL learners to identify and notice their specific pronunciation errors and then the learners investigated the
impact of explicit pronunciation instruction on their vowel perception. The findings revealed that explicit vowel
instruction through raising learners’ awareness or consciousness was more effective than the implicit teaching of
vowels. They contended that formal explicit instruction of the second language phonology should not be
underestimated. Similarly, Saito (2007) focused on the effect of explicit pronunciation to improve Japanese
learners pronunciation of the vowel /ad. He found that the pronunciation of this vowel was improved
significantly for the experimental group, while the control group showed disimprovement. Consequently, explicit
pronunciation instruction had led the decrease the phonological errors. In alater study, Saito (2011) investigated
the part of clear phonetic consideration as an independent variable on two features of second language
pronunciation improvement: comprehensibility and recognized accentedness. He conducted a quasi-experimental
study with twenty Japanese EFL students. The results pointed out frank instruction positively affected
comprehensibility, particularly in the sentence-reading task.

The two types of pronunciation features that are usually discussed in the literature of severa studies about
pronunciation teaching are: segmental and suprasegmental (Pennington & Richards, 1986; Setter & Jenkins,
2005). Segmental features are “minimal units of sound defined in phonetic term” (Pennington & Richards, 1986,
p. 208). Suprasegmental features refer to the characteristics that plan streams of speech into meaningful units
such as intonation, rhythm, and stress. Derwing et a. (1998) claim “attention to segmental concerns benefits
ESL student. A student who has received segmental training might be able to focus on the mispronounced form
in a self-repetition”. (p. 407). According to Setter and Jenkins (2005), instructors tended to teach segmental
features due to their teachability. In other words, segmental features are more teachable than suprasegmental
features. For this reason, pronunciation instruction has traditionally emphasized on segmental features (Jenkins,
2004).

Both foreign language instructors and curriculum designers should beware of the teaching processes of
pronunciation. Moreover, teachers' psychological and social characteristics should be incorporated. Effective
techniques, enjoyable situations, and learners needs should be regarded as well (Skorvagovaet ., 2017).

However, in recent years, the focus of teaching pronunciation has moved from segmental features to
suprasegmental features (Derwing & Rossiter, 2003; Pennington & Richards, 1986). Many researchers agree that
factors as stress, intonation, and rhythm have more significance in accomplishing reasonable pronunciation. In
Derwing et al. (1998), it was found that the students with suprasegmental instruction claimed a considerable
improvement in both comprehensibility and fluency. Thus, suprasegmental instruction had a significant
influence on speakers when transferring their learning to a spontaneous speech. Several factors can affect
learning English pronunciation. First, the influence of the first language—mother tongue—plays a mgjor role in
pronunciation (Pennington & Richards, 1986). For instance, Ahmed (2011) observed that Arab learners of
English have some English consonant sounds pronunciation problems. These particular consonant sounds
include /p/, /d/, vl and /t/. He conducted a study to investigate the challenges that Saudi learners faced when
uttering these consonant sounds. In the study, eight learners were randomly chosen from Najran University. The
results of the study indicated that when Saudi learners speak English language, they are inclined to articulate the
sounds that are similar to the sounds found in their first language, which causes pronunciation errors. Al
Mafalees (2020) study explained that specific English consonant sounds are hard to pronounce for Yemeni
secondary school students. These consonants (/p/-/bl, /f/-Ivl, Itfl-Id3/-If) appear to be difficlut for Yemeni
students. Similarly, Hago and Khan's (2015) study showed that Saudi EFL |earners have the tendency to split up
of consonant clusters by introducing a vowel sound in English syllable. The findings suggested that the
interference from the first language is the main factor contributing to pronunciation problems. Therefore, the
difference between first language and second language can affect the teaching of pronunciation.

Zoghbor (2018) emphasizes that Arab trainees need to be involved in multiplicity of pronunciation models. They
should have such kind of practice to help them to know the closeness between English and Arabic phonological
systems.

The second factor that may affect the learners pronunciation is their age. A number of studies have stressed the
common notion that children are superior to adults in terms of acquiring a foreign language (Jones, 1997).
Accordingly, children can benefit more than adults from teaching pronunciation. However, Jones (1997) argues
that these studies disappoint to ascertain that it is unattainable for learners to attain native-like pronunciation.
Adult learners can achieve reasonable improvement in pronunciation skills if they are well motivated and
instructed. The other factor is the attitude. Some students are more skilled in improving and acquiring good
pronunciation. Elliot (1995) found that if students are more attentive about their target language pronunciation,
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they have a propensity to perfect target sound pronunciation. Gilakjani (2012) adds student’s inducement for
learning the foreign language and the cultural set that the student points out and employs period limitation
regardless the student develops native-like pronunciation. The success in acquiring native-like pronunciation
relies on learners reasons and needs for learning a foreign language and the utilizations they organize to put the
language in. For example, learners who need to learn English for better jobs, they are learners who expect to
have an immense amount of interaction with native speakers in business, or professional contexts will have
various needs and anticipations than learners who arrange to practice the language fundamentally for
communication with other non-native speakers (Jones, 1997).

The use of cell phone software and holograms in teaching pronunciation elements is effective and promotes
interaction and motivation among EFL learners. According to Cerezo, et al. (2019), those who used authentic
applications practice better than those who used ol d-fashioned techniques.

3. Methodology

To answer the two questions mentioned earlier, this study aims to collect as much relevant data as possible. Thus,
this study adopted a quantitative research method. The researcher thinks that this questionnaire is suitable and
appropriate for this study, which could be viewed as an attempt to investigate instructors' approaches to teaching
pronunciation. The questionnaire was adapted from the one used by Foote et a. (2011). The first section asked
instructors for background information. Moreover, it included a Likert scale question about pronunciation
training. The second section asked instructors for teaching pronunciation resources available to them in the
language ingtitute to teach pronunciation. The questions in this section were five-point Likert scale questions.
The third section asked about how pronunciation teaching was conducted into general EFL classes. It focused on
instructors practices including the nature and the amount of pronunciation instruction given. Most of the
questions in this section were in multiple-choice format. The first section asked instructors for personal
background information (such as age, qualification, teaching experience) in a multiple-choice format. The
participants were chosen randomly from the total population of the instructors of (ELI) which is about (250)
males and females. The researcher involved about thirty instructors which included (25) males and (25) females
who responded to the questionnaire statements most of them (50%) held a master's in TEFL or applied
linguistics.

4, Data Analysis

The Statistical Package for Socia Sciences (SPSS) version (24) is a statistical software that has been used to
conduct the statistical analysis. The researcher used the following statistical techniques:

4.1 Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficient to Test Reliability
4.2 Pearson Correlation to Examine Internal Consistency

4.3 Descriptive Analysis (Freguency and Percentage) to Describe the Respondents and Their Opinions toward
Each Statement/Phrase

4.4 Chi-Square Test for Goodness of Fithess to Test the Perception of the Respondents toward Each
Satement/Phrase

4.5 Some Graphs will be Drawn by Using (Microsoft Excel)
4.6 Reliability Test
Table 1. Reliability test by Cronbach’s Alpha
No. of Items Cronbach's Alpha
10 0.885

The previous table shows the reliability test by Cronbach’s Alpha Test that is (0.885) for the questionnaire with
10 items (phrases). It is a high value (>0.70), and it indicates that the study tool (questionnaire) is valid and
reliable for collecting data. Furthermore, if the questionnaire is re-distributed to the same sample after some time,
we will get roughly the same results amounting to (88.5%).

4.7 Internal Consistency

The internal consistency was calculated for the questionnaire by using the Correlation Coefficient between each
statement/phrase and the total score of the questionnaire, and the following table shows the results:
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Table 2. Internal Consistency by Pearson correlation

Item Pearson C_or_rel ation Item No Pearson C_or_rel aion
No Coefficient Coefficient

1 0.774** 6 0.827**

2 0.749** 7 0.864**

3 0.798** 8 0.631**

4 0.814** 9 0.711**

5 0.609** 10 0.561**

** Correlation is significant at the level (0.01)

From the previous table, we find that all the correlation coefficients range from (0.561 — 0.864) are high, positive
and significant at the level of significance (0.01), which indicate high internal consistency between each
statement/phrase and the questionnaire.

4.8 Descriptive Analysis of the Demographic Characteristics

Table 3. Frequency distribution of demographic characteristics

Variables Result

Gender

Female 26 (56.5%)

Male 20 (43.5%)
Qualification

BA 10 (21.7%)

Post graduate diploma 1(2.2%)

CELTA 3(6.5%)

MA 23 (50.0%)

PhD 9 (19.6%)
Y ears of Experience

0-5 years 8 (17.4%)

6-10 years 11 (23.9%)

11-15 years 11 (23.9%)

16-20 years 12 (26.1%)

21 and above 4 (8.7%)

Total 46 (100.0%)

Table 3. illustrates the frequency distribution of the sample according to demographic characteristics; it shows
the following: Regarding Gender, it was found that 26 (56.5%) of the sample are male instructors, while the rest
20(43.5%) are female instructors. The following pie-chart illustrates the percentages.

Figure 1. Frequency distribution of the sample according to Gender
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Regarding qualification, we found the 23(50.0%) of the sample have MA (Master of Art), 10(21.7%) have BA
(Bachelor of Art), 9(19.6%) have PhD, 3(6.5%) have CELTA and only one has postgraduate diploma. The
following pie chart illustrates these percentages.

Post graduate

diploma
2.2%

Figure 2. Frequency distribution of the sample according to Qualification

Regarding years of experience, we found that 12(26.1) their years of experience range from (16-20), 11(23.9%)
their years of experience range from (6-10), also 11(23.9%) range from (11-15) years, and 8(17.4%) range from
(0-5) years, and only 4(8.7%) have years of experience (21 and above). The following bar-chart illustrates these
percentages.

30.0%

23.9% 23.9%
25.0% —

y— :
20.0% 17.4%
15.0%
10.0%
5.0%

0.0%

8.7%

n

0-3years 6-10vears 11-15years 16-20 vears 21 and
above

Figure 3. Frequency distribution of the sample according to years of experience

4.9 Descriptive Analysis of Each Satement in the Questionnaire

Table 4. Frequency distribution of the answers to the statement question 1. | studied severa courses in teaching
pronunciation

Answer Frequency Percent
Always 17 37.0%
Sometimes 14 30.4%
Never 15 32.6%
Total 46 100.0%

Table 4. shows that 17(37.0%) of the sample stated that they “always’ studied several courses in teaching
pronunciation, 15(32.6%) their response to the statement is “never”, while 14(30.4%) their response is
“sometimes’. The pie chart below illustrates these percentages.
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Figure 4. Frequency distribution of question 1. | studied several coursesin teaching pronunciation

Table 5. Frequency distribution of the answers to the statement question 2. | have specia training on teaching
pronunciation

Answer Frequency Percent
Always 21 45.7%
Sometimes 19 41.3%
Never 6 13.0%
Total 46 100.0%

Table 5. shows that 21(45.7%) of the sample stated that they “always’ (have specia training on teaching
pronunciation), 19(41.3%) sometimes have, while only 6(13.0%) “never” have specia training on teaching
pronunciation. The pie chart below illustrates these percentages.

—

Figure 5. Frequency distribution of question 2. | have special training on teaching pronunciation

Table 6. Frequency distribution of the answers to the statement question 3. | make use of dictionaries as a
technique for teaching pronunciation

Answer Frequency Percent
Always 24 52.2%
Sometimes 16 34.8%
Never 6 13.0%
Total 46 100.0%

Table 6. shows that more than half 24(52.2%) of ELI instructors “aways’ (question 3.), 16(34.8%) sometimes
do that, while only 6(13.0%) of the respondents “never” answer (question 3.). The bar chart below illustrates
these percentages.
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Figure 6. Frequency distribution of question 3

Table 7. Frequency distribution of the answers to the statement question 4. | use dictation as a technique for
teaching pronunciation

Answer Frequency Percent
Always 23 50.0%
Sometimes 11 23.9%
Never 12 26.1%
Total 46 100.0%

Table 7. describes that 23(50.0%) of the respondents “aways’ (use dictation as a technique for teaching
pronunciation), 11(23.9%) sometimes do that, while 12(26.1%) of the respondents “never” (use dictation as a
technique for teaching pronunciation). The bar chart below illustrates these percentages.

—

Figure 7. Frequency distribution of question 4. | use dictation as a technique for teaching pronunciation

Table 8. Frequency distribution of the answers to the statement question 5. | use reading aloud and dialogues as
techniques for teaching pronunciation

Answer Frequency Percent
Always 36 78.3%
Sometimes 10 21.7%
Total 46 100.0%

Table 8. demonstrates that the most of ELI instructors 36(78.3%) “always’ (use reading aloud and dialogues as
techniques for teaching pronunciation), and the rest 10(21.7%) “sometimes’ do that. The bar chart below
illustrates these percentages.
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Figure 8. Frequency distribution of question 5. | use reading aloud and dia ogues as techniques for teaching
pronunciation

Table 9. Frequency distribution of the answers to the statement question 6. | use minimal pairs as a technique for
teaching pronunciation

Answer Frequency Percent

Always 22 47.8%
Sometimes 16 34.8%
Never 8 17.4%
Total 46 100.0%

Table 9. shows that 22(47.8%) of the respondents “aways’ (use minimal pairs as a technique for teaching
pronunciation), 16(34.8%) use this sometimes, while 8(17.4%) “never” (use minimal pairs as a technique for
teaching pronunciation). The bar chart below illustrates these percentages.

Figure 9. Frequency distribution of question 6. | use minimal pairs as a technique for teaching pronunciation

Table 10. Frequency distribution of the answers to the statement question 7. | use transcription as a technique for
teaching pronunciation):

Answer Frequency Percent
Always 21 45.7%
Sometimes 7 15.2%
Never 18 39.1%
Total 46 100.0%

Table 10. shows that 21(45.7%) of the respondents “aways’ (use transcription as a technique for teaching
pronunciation), and 7(15.2%) use it sometimes, while 18(39.1%) of the respondents “never” (use transcription as
atechnique for teaching pronunciation). The bar chart below shows these percentages.
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Figure 10. Frequency distribution of question 7. | use transcription as a technique for teaching pronunciation

Table 11. Frequency distribution of the answers to the statement question 8. | use instructional technology in the
teaching pronunciation

Answer Frequency Percent
Always 29 63.0%
Sometimes 15 32.6%
Never 2 4.3%
Total 46 100.0%

Table 11. illustrates that approximately 29(63.0%) of ELI instructors “aways’ (use instructional technology in
the teaching pronunciation), 15(32.6%) use it “sometime’, while the rest only 2(4.3%) “never”

(use
instructional technology in the teaching pronunciation). The bar chart below illustrates these percentages.

Figure 11. Frequency distribution of question 8. | use instructional technology in the teaching pronunciation

Table 12. Frequency distribution of the answers to the statement question 9. | correct the students
mispronunciation of wordsin class

Answer Frequency Percent
Always 34 73.9%
Sometimes 12 26.1%
Total 46 100.0%

Table 12. demonstrates that the most of ELI instructors “always’ (correct the students' mispronunciation of

words in class), and 12 (26.1%) of the respondents “ sometime” (correct the students' mispronunciation of words
in class). The bar chart below illustrates these percentages.
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Figure 12. Frequency distribution of question 9. | correct the students mispronunciation of wordsin class

Table 13. Frequency distribution of the answers to the statement question 10. | show the learners the differences
between English and their native language in terms of pronunciation

Answer Frequency Percent
Always 27 58.7%
Sometimes 19 41.3%
Totd 46 100.0%

Table 13. describes that more than half 27(58.7%) of ELI instructors “aways’ (show the learners the differences
between English and their native language in terms of pronunciation.), and 19(41.3%) “sometime”  (show the
learners the differences between English and their native language in terms of pronunciation.). The bar chart
below shows these percentages.

Figure 13.Frequency distribution of question 10. | show the learners the differences between English and their
native language in terms of pronunciation
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Table 14. Chi-square test for statement

Chi-Squar
e

No Items Mean Std. p-value median Interpretation

| use reading aloud and dialogues

5 as techniques for teaching 1.78 0.42 14.70 0.000 2.00 Always
pronunciation.
I correct the students

9 mispronunciation of words in 1.74 0.44 10.52 0.001 2.00 Always
class.

| use instructional technology in

8 the teaching pronunciation, 1.59 0.58 23.78 0.000 2.00 Always
| show the students the differences
10 Deween English and their native ) oo (55 139 0238 200  Always

language in terms of
pronunciation.

I make use of dictionaries as a
3 technique for teaching  1.39 0.71 10.61 0.005 2.00 Always
pronunciation.

| have special training on teaching

2 pe 133 070 865 0013 100  Sometimes
pronunci ation.

¢ |useminima parsasatechnique g, (76 644 0040 100  Sometimes
for teaching pronunciation.

4 | usedictation as a technique for ., (gg 578 0056 100  Sometimes
teaching pronunciation.

7 | use transcription as a technique ) ;g3 709 0029 100  Sometimes

for teaching pronunciation.

1 | Swuded severd courses in 0, gy 030 0859 100  Sometimes
teaching pronunciation

Table 14. displays the means and standard deviations, and the results of chi-square test for each statement as well
to median and its interpretation. In general, we revea that many chi-square values are statisticaly notable
(p-values are less than 0.05), namely, significant difference exists among the observed frequencies, and
straightforwardly, significant difference appears among ELI instructors in their point of view toward these
statements. According to the “mean”, the statements had been ordered in descending mean order from the
highest to the lowest, so, we find the following:

1- The statement (question 5. | use reading aloud and dialogues as techniques for teaching pronunciation) has
chi-square (14.70) and p-value (0.000) which is significant, i.e statistically significant difference exists
among ELI instructorsin their point of view toward the statement — for favor of (Always).

2- The statement (question 9. | correct the students' mispronunciation of words in class) has chi-square (10.52)
and p-value (0.001) which is significant, i.e. statistically significant difference arises among EL| instructors
in their point of view toward the statement — for favor of (Always).

3- The statement (question 8. | use instructional technology in the teaching pronunciation) has chi-square (23.78)
and p-value (0.000) which is significant, i.e. statistically significant difference appears among ELI
instructorsin their point of view toward the statement — for favor of (Always).

4- The statement (question 10. | show the learners the differences between English and their native language in

terms of pronunciation.) has chi-square (1.39) and p-value (0.238) which is non-significant, i.e. statistically
non-significant difference among ELI instructorsin their point of view toward the statement.

5- The statement (g3. | make use of dictionaries as a technique for teaching pronunciation) has chi-square (10.61)
and p-value (0.005) which is significant, i.e. statistically significant difference emerges among ELI
instructorsin their point of view toward the statement — for favor of (Always).
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6- The statement (question 2. | have special training on teaching pronunciation) has chi-square (8.65) and
p-value (0.013) which is significant, i.e. statistically significant difference arises among ELI instructors in
their point of view toward the statement — for favor of (Sometimes).

7- The statement (question 6. | use minimal pairs as a technique for teaching pronunciation) has chi-square (6.44)
and p-value (0.040) which is significant, i.e. statistically significant difference exists among ELI instructors
in their point of view toward the statement — for favor of (Sometimes).

8- The statement (question 4. | use dictation as a technique for teaching pronunciation) has chi-sgquare (5.78) and
p-value (0.056) which is non-significant, i.e. statistically non-significant difference among ELI instructorsin
their point of view toward the statement.

9- The statement (question 7. | use transcription as a technique for teaching pronunciation) has chi-square (7.09)
and p-value (0.029) which is significant, i.e. dtatistically significant difference appears among ELI
instructorsin their point of view toward the statement — for favor of (Sometimes).

10- The statement (question 1. | studied several courses in teaching pronunciation) has chi-square (0.30) and
p-value (0.859) which is non-significant, i.e. statistically insignificant difference among ELI instructors in
their point of view toward the statement.

5. Conclusion

The findings of this study have emphasized the status of pronunciation teaching at ELI. The three areas the
researcher focused on in this study were instructors' beliefs, instructors' practices, and instructors training. It is
evident from the study that a high level of agreement expressed the importance of teaching pronunciation. A
maximum of the surveyed instructors recognized that the objective of pronunciation teaching is to support
students to pronounce words correctly. They, therefore, believed that pronunciation should be taught
communicatively, indicating the ineffectiveness of explicit pronunciation teaching. Although the instructors
found teaching pronunciation difficult, they felt relatively confident in the methods they used to teach
pronunciation at both levels. These methods included both segmental and suprasegmental approaches.

Asfor their teaching practices, the results showed that the instructors preferred using usual classroom techniques
such as repetition, speaking aloud, or correcting mispronounced words largely to teach pronunciation to learners.
However, they were disinclined to employ contemporary techniques such as computer or language labs. The
instructors were dissatisfied with materials available to them to teach pronunciation. They relied only on the
activities that were suggested in the general textbooks. They were also dissatisfied with the training they had
received for teaching pronunciation. They stated that an aspiration for supplementary professional training
courses to acclimatize them with a variety of pedagogica methods. Thus, it is expected that more professional
training opportunities will become available to help instructors incorporate pronunciation into their teaching.

6. Recommendation

The results of the current study show a clear need for further professional development and training in the area of
teaching pronunciation for EFL instructors. Also instructors should be encouraged to integrate pronunciation in
their teaching at both levels, segmental and suprasegmental more effectively. Introducing more materials and
technological resources may help to fill the current teaching gap, which is mainly aresult of traditional strategies
and afocus on pronunciation tasks found in general English language textbooks. Hence, the instructors should be
motivated to be open to use technology to allow learners to interact, or other supplemental materials that support
teaching pronunciation.

Although the current study can give a glimpse of the current practices and beliefs regarding the teaching of
pronunciation in English language institutes in Saudi Arabia, it is limited to the ELI at King Abdulaziz
University, and therefore, it is hard to generalize the results to other English language institutes in the Kingdom.
Future research needs to explore the beliefs and practices of pronunciation teaching in al English language
ingtitutes and centers in Saudi Arabia. Another limitation is relevant to the tool used in the current study.
Because the use of a survey is not enough to capture the full range of practices by the instructors, other studies
that use observations and interviews are needed for a more thorough investigation.
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