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Annotation: This study examines the impact of native language transfer (L1
transfer) on English pronunciation from phonological and pedagogical
perspectives. Grounded in Lado’s (1957) Contrastive Analysis Hypothesis and
Flege’s (1995) Speech Learning Model (SLM), it categorizes segmental and
suprasegmental interference types. Using case examples from Uzbek and
Russian L1 speakers, the study discusses common pronunciation errors and
concludes with pedagogical recommendations to mitigate negative transfer
effects.
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Annotatsiya :Ushbu magola ona tilining (L1) ingliz tili talaffuziga
ko ‘chirilishi jarayonini fonologik va pedagogik nuqtai nazardan o ‘rganadi.
Lado (1957) tomonidan ilgari surilgan Kontrastiv Tahlil Gipotezasi va Flege
(1995)ning Nutgni O ‘rganish Modeli (SLM) asosida L1 transferining segmental
va suprasegmental interferentsiya turlari tasniflanadi. Shuningdek, rus va
o ‘zbek LI misollarida uchraydigan xatoliklar muhokama gqilinadi. Magola
oxirida L1 transferining salbiy ta’sirini kamaytirish bo ‘yicha pedagogik
strategiyalar taklif etiladi.

Kalit so‘z: Ingliz tili talaffuzi, Ona tilidan interferentsiya, Kontrastiv tahlil
gipotezasi, L1 transfer

AHHOTAUMS: B OanHoli cmamve paccmampusaemcsi NepeHoc pPoOHO20
sa3vika (L1 transfer) na npousHouleHue aneauticko20 A3blka ¢ YOHON02UHECKOU U
Memoouyeckol mouex 3PEHUAL. Ha ocunose [unomeswi KOHmpClCI’I’IMGHOZO
Ananuza Jlaoo (1957) u Mooewu Obyuenus Peuu @neodoca (1995)
maccu(j)uuupyiomc;z CecMeHNnIHble U cynpacecMeHniHble 6UObl (i)OHOJZOZZ/tlleCKOZO
emewamenibcmed. AHanu3upyiomc;z 0wu67<u, xapakmepHbvle o1 Hocumeletl
y35€KCK020 U pyCccKoco A3blKOS. B zaxnrouenuu npedﬂoofceHbz neoazo2uveckue
cmpame2uu 0jisi CHUIICeHUs: Heeamusro2o enuanus L1 transfer.
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KJIKY€B0€¢ CJI0BO: 7pOU3HOUIEHUE AH2TIUUCKO20 A3bIKA, d)OHOJZOZu’ieC'Kve
emewamenbcmaeo, KOHWIpdCI’I’lu@HblMV ananus, L1 nepeHoc

Introduction: Pronunciation is a crucial aspect of intelligible
communication in English as a second language (ESL). However, learners often
carry over phonetic and phonological patterns from their native language,
causing pronunciation errors. This paper explores how L1 transfer affects
English pronunciation and discusses ways to improve pronunciation teaching
through theoretical and empirical insights.

Lado’s (1957) Contrastive Analysis Hypothesis (CAH) suggests that
structural similarities between L1 and L2 facilitate learning, whereas differences
create difficulties. This theory has been widely used to predict pronunciation
errors by systematically comparing language pairs.

Speech Learning Model: Flege’s (1995) Speech Learning Model (SLM)
posits that learners assimilate L2 sounds based on their perceived similarity to
L1 sounds. When sounds are “similar but not identical,” learners struggle to
produce them accurately, leading to pronunciation issues.

Types of L1 Transfer Effects: L1 transfer manifests in pronunciation
through segmental and suprasegmental interference.

Consonant Substitution: L1 speakers replace English phonemes with the
closest equivalent in their native language (e.g., replacing /6/ with /t/ or /s/).

Vowel Merging: Differences in vowel inventories lead to mispronunciations
(e.g., merging /1/ and /i:/, making “ship” and “sheep” sound identical).

Stress Patterns: Syllable-timed L1 languages like Uzbek may fail to apply
stress distinctions in English.

Intonation: Native intonation habits can obscure the natural prosody of
English, affecting comprehension.

Case Studies: Uzbek and Russian L1 Speakers: Uzbek L1: The absence of
the /3/ sound leads to “measure” being pronounced as [ 'mefa].

Russian L1: Final-consonant devoicing causes “bag” to be pronounced as
[beek].

Pedagogical Implications:

1. Minimal-Pair Drills: Enhancing awareness of phonemic distinctions (e.qg.,
“ship” vs. “sheep”).

2. Articulatory Training: Explicit instruction on tongue and lip positioning.

3.Perceptual Drills: High-variability phonetic training to refine phoneme
discrimination.
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4. Prosody Practice: Choral reading and self-recording exercises to improve
stress and intonation.

Conclusion:L1 transfer significantly affects English pronunciation.
Understanding segmental and suprasegmental interference patterns allows
educators to develop targeted pronunciation strategies. By incorporating
contrastive analysis, articulatory training, and perceptual exercises, learners can
reduce pronunciation errors and achieve greater intelligibility in English
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