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Annotation. This article re-examines previous findings on Uzbek English as a foreign language
(EFL) learners’ acquisition of English fricatives, with particular attention to interdental fricatives /6 and
/6/ and their relationship to alveolar and postalveolar fricatives. Rather than presenting a new
experimental dataset, the article develops a professional synthesis and theoretical reinterpretation of two
related studies: a focused 2024 study on the production and perception of English interdental fricatives
by native Uzbek speakers and a later dissertation-based investigation of six English fricatives. The article
compares the findings of these studies with broader research on L2 speech learning, markedness,
orthographic influence, and the perception-production interface. The earlier study reported higher
production than perception for /6/, 18/, Is/, and /z/, whereas the broader dissertation found that perception
exceeded production across six fricatives. This apparent inconsistency is interpreted not as a
contradiction, but as evidence that the perception-production relationship is sensitive to task design,
phoneme scope, learner background, and the salience of orthographic information. The analysis argues
that markedness affects Uzbek learners’ production more strongly than perception, while near-sound
availability and Uzbek orthographic transparency shape both substitution patterns and perceptual
confusion. The article also discusses methodological development from a narrow interdental-fricative
focus to a broader fricative-system approach, highlighting how Uzbek EFL pronunciation research has
evolved from identifying errors toward explaining acquisition mechanisms. The paper concludes with
implications for pronunciation teaching, curriculum design, and future research in Uzbekistan.

Keywords: Uzbek EFL learners, English fricatives, interdental fricatives, markedness, perception
and production, orthographic influence, pronunciation teaching.

Annotatsiya. Mazkur maqolada o ‘zbek tili ona tili bo‘lgan ingliz tilini chet tili sifatida
o ‘rganuvchilarning (EFL) ingliz tilidagi sirg‘aluvchi undoshlarni o ‘zlashtirishi bo ‘yicha avvalgi
tadgiqotlar gayta ko ‘rib chigiladi. Asosiy e’tibor tish oralig ‘ida hosil bo ‘ladigan /6] va 18/ undoshlari
hamda ularning alveolyar va postalveolyar sirg ‘aluvchi undoshlar bilan munosabatiga qaratilgan.
Magolada yangi eksperimental ma’lumotlar taqdim etilmaydi, balki o ‘zbek tili sohiblarining ingliz
tilidagi interdental undoshlarni talaffuz qilishi va idrok etishiga bag ishlangan 2024-yilgi tadgigot
hamda ingliz tilidagi oltita sirg ‘aluvchi undoshni gamrab olgan keyingi dissertatsiya tadgigoti natijalari
nazariy jihatdan umumlashtirilib, gayta talgin gilinadi. Ushbu tadgiqotlar natijalari ikkinchi til
fonetikasi, belgilanganlik (markedness), orfografik ta’sir va idrok—talaffuz munosabatiga oid kengrog
ilmiy izlanishlar bilan giyoslanadi.

Dastlabki tadqiqotda /6/, /d/, /s/ va /z/ undoshlari bo ‘yicha talaffuz ko ‘rsatkichlari idrok
ko ‘rsatkichlaridan yuqori ekanligi aniglangan bo ‘Isa, keyingi keng gamrovli dissertatsiya tadqiqotida
oltita sirg ‘aluvchi undosh bo ‘yicha idrok talaffuzdan ustun ekani qayd etilgan. Maqolada bu tafovut
qarama-qarshilik sifatida emas, balki idrok va talaffuz o ‘rtasidagi munosabat topshiriq turi, fonemalar
doirasi, o ‘quvchilar tajribasi hamda orfografik ma’lumotlarning sezilarli darajasiga bog ‘lig ekanligining
dalili ~ sifatida talgin gqilinadi. Tahlillar shuni ko ‘rsatadiki,  belgilanganlik omili o ‘zbek
o ‘rganuvchilarining talaffuziga idrokka qaraganda kuchliroq ta’sir ko ‘rsatadi, o‘zbek tilida o ‘xshash
tovushlarning mavjudligi va yozuv tizimining shaffofligi esa tovushlarni almashtirish holatlari hamda
perceptiv chalkashliklarni shakllantiradi. Shuningdek, magolada interdental undoshlarga garatilgan tor
doiradagi yondashuvdan sirg ‘aluvchi undoshlar tizimini qamrab olgan kengroq yondashuvga o ‘tish
jarayoni yoritilib, O ‘zbekistondagi EFL talaffuz tadgiqotlari xatolarni aniglash bosqichidan ularning
o zlashtirilish mexanizmlarini tushuntirish bosqichiga o ‘tayotgani ko ‘rsatib beriladi. Tadqiqot yakunida
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talaffuzni o ‘qitish, o‘quv dasturlarini ishlab chigish va kelgusidagi ilmiy izlanishlar uchun amaliy
tavsiyalar beriladi.

Kalit so‘zlar: o ‘zbek EFL o ‘rganuvchilari, ingliz tilidagi sirg‘aluvchi undoshlar, interdental
undoshlar, belgilanganlik (markedness), idrok va talaffuz, orfografik ta’sir, talaffuzni o ‘qitish.

Annomayun. B Oannoti cmamve npoB8OOUMCS NepeocmbvliCileue panee Noay4eHHbIX pe3yibmamos
UCCIe008aHUll,  NOCBAWEHHBIX — OCBOCHUN)  AHRIUUCKUX — (DPUKAMUBHBIX — CO2NACHLIX — V30EeKCKUMU
U3 UAIOWUMU  QHeIUNICKULL 3bIK  Kak unocmpanuwiti (EFL), ¢ ocobvim eHumanuem K Mmednc3yOHbIM
@pukamusam /6/ u /0/ u ux ces3u ¢ AILBEONAPHLIMU U NOCMATLEEONAPHLIMU hpurkamusamu. Bmecmo
NnpeoCcmasieHusi H0B020 IKCNEPUMEHMANbHO20 MAmepuaila cmamovs npeonazaem npopeccuoHanbHblll
cummes U MeOpemuyecKyilo  UHmepnpemayuio  08YX  63AUMOCEA3AHHbIX — UCCIe008AHULL:
cneyuanuzuposanno2o ucciedosanus 2024 200a, noceAWEHHO2O BOCHPUAMUIO U  NPOUSHOULEHUIO
AHETUUCKUX — MeJC3YOHBbIX  (ppukamueos Hocumensimu Y30eKCKoeo sA3blKd, U Oonee No30He20
OUCCepmayuoHHO20 UCCIe008AHUS, OXBAMBIBAIOUIE20 WECTNb AHSTUNICKUX PPUKAMUBOS.

Pe3ynomamor amux uccredosanuil conocmagnaiomes ¢ Ooiee wWupokumu pabomamu 6 ooaacmu
YVCBOEHUsI NpOousHoulenus emopozo sazvika (L2), meopuu mapxupogannocmu, iusHus opgoepaguu u
83AUMOCBA3U MeANCOY 8OCHpuUsmuUeM U npousHouleHuem. Pannee ucciedosanue noxkasano 6olee 8blcoKue
noxazamenu NPOUZHOULEHUsL NO CPABHEHUIO ¢ 8ocnpusimuem 0is 38ykoe /0/, /0/, /s/ u /z/, mozda kax bonee
MacumabHoe ouccepmayuoHHoe UCC1e008anUe 8bIABUNL0, YMO 0CNPUSMUE NPEBOCX00UM NPOUSHOUEHUE
no ecem wecmu puxkamusam. [laHnoe Kadxgcywjeecsi npomuseopeuue UHMEPRpemupyemcs He Kak
Hecoomeemcmaue pe3yibmamos, a KaKk CeUOemeibCmaeo mozo, 4mo 63auMocCesi3b MexHcoy 60CHpUMuem u
npousHoOuleHueM 3agucum om Ou3atHa 3a0aHus, Habopa uzyuaemvlx (QOHeM, s3bIKOBO2O ONbIMA
VUQUUXCcsl U CMeneHy 3HaYUMocmu opgozpaguueckoni uHpopmayuu.

Ananuz nokazvlaem, 4mMoO MAapPKUPOBAHHOCMb —OKa3bleaem 0olee CUNbHOE GIUAHUE HA
npousHoulenue Y30eKCKUX YYawjuxcs, 4em Ha ocnpusimue, moz20a KaK Haauuue ONUZKUX NO 36YYAHUIO
gonem u npospaunocms y3oexckou opgoepaghuu popmupyrom Kax mooenu hoHemuyeckux 3ameH, max u
cryyau nepyenmueHol nymanuysl. B cmamoe makowce paccmampueaemces memooonocuieckoe pazgumue
uUccne008anull — Om Y3Kol HanNpasieHHOCMU HA MeXNc3yOHble ppukamussl Kk 6onee wmupoKomy nooxooy,
oxeamvlearOwemMy 6CHO CUCMEMY AHSIUUCKUX —Gpukamusos. IOmo  O0eMOHCMpuUpyem  360JI0UUIO
UCCe0068AHUIl  NPOUSHOWIEHUS. AHRIULICKO20 A3bIKA 6 Y30ekucmawne: Om  GblsAGIEHU OUUOOK K
00BACHEHUIO MEXAHUZMOB A3bIKOBO2O YCBOCHUSL.

B 3aknouenue obcyscoaromes npakmuueckue 6vl800bl Ol NPEeno0d8aHusi NPOUSHOUIEHUS,
Pazpabomku yueOHbIX NPOCPAMM U OATbHEUUUX UCCIe008AHULL 8 0OaACMU 0OVHUEHUS AHSAULICKOMY A3bIK)Y
8 V3bexucmane.

Knrouesnvie cnosa: ysoexckue uzyuarowjue aneautickuti A3vik kaxk unocmpaunuwiii (EFL), anenutickue
@purxamuenvle co2nacHvle, Mexc3yoHble GPUKAmMuUsl, MAPKUPOBAHHOCHb, BOCHPUsIMUE U NPOUSHOUEHUE,
snusanue opghozpaghuu, obyueHue nPOU3HOUEHUIO.

Introduction. English pronunciation remains a difficult area for many Uzbek EFL
learners, even when they demonstrate strong knowledge of grammar, vocabulary, and
reading. Among the most persistent problems are English fricatives, especially the
interdental sounds /6/ and /d/, which are absent from the Uzbek phonemic inventory.
These sounds are often replaced with more familiar Uzbek-related sounds such as /s/, /z/,
/t/, or /d/. Such substitutions are not merely accidental pronunciation mistakes; they are
systematic outcomes of cross-linguistic influence, markedness, orthographic interpretation,
and the learner’s attempt to map unfamiliar L2 sounds onto existing L1 categories.

The purpose of this article is therefore fivefold: to compare previous findings on
Uzbek EFL learners’ acquisition of English fricatives; to reanalyze earlier data from a new
theoretical perspective; to develop a discussion based on the dissertation’s broader
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findings; to show how the research idea evolved from an interdental-fricative problem to a
general fricative-acquisition problem; and to discuss implications, limitations,
methodological developments, and possible applications to the Uzbek higher education
context.

Research on L2 speech acquisition has long debated whether perception precedes
production or whether learners can sometimes produce sounds they do not perceive
accurately. Studies such as Best (1995) and Flege (1995) suggest that learners interpret L2
sounds through the phonological categories of their L1, which can either facilitate or block
accurate acquisition. When a target sound is close to an L1 category but not identical to it,
learners may treat it as an existing native sound. This is particularly relevant for Uzbek
learners because English interdental fricatives are often approximated through alveolar
sounds already available in Uzbek.

Markedness Theory provides an additional explanation. Marked sounds are generally
less frequent cross-linguistically, more complex, or less accessible to learners because they
are absent from the first language (Eckman, 1977; Haspelmath, 2006). English /6/ and /d/
are marked for many learners, not only Uzbek speakers. Brannen (2011) and Mousa
(2014) report that learners from different L1 backgrounds frequently replace interdental
fricatives with sounds such as /s/, /z/, It/, /d/, /f], or /vi. The Uzbek pattern, therefore,
belongs to a wider typological tendency, but it has its own local explanation: Uzbek has /s/
and /z/, while it lacks /6/ and /8/.

The 2024 article focused on this specific contrast. It compared interdental fricatives
with alveolar fricatives and showed that Uzbek learners frequently substituted /6/ with /s/
and /d/ with /z/ (Aminjonov et al., 2024). This finding supports the near-sound hypothesis:
when learners encounter an unfamiliar L2 sound, they often select the closest L1 or
familiar L2 category. Importantly, the study also emphasized the role of English
orthography. Uzbek writing is relatively transparent; English writing is not. The spelling
“th” represents two sounds, /6/ and /0/, while “s” and “z” also do not always correspond
simply to one sound in English. As a result, learners may be confused not only by sound,
but also by the mismatch between written and spoken forms.

The dissertation expanded this earlier focus by including not only /6/, /d/, Is/, and /z/,
but also /f/ and /3/ (Aminjonov, 2025). This methodological expansion is important
because it changes the theoretical meaning of the research. The issue is no longer only
whether Uzbek learners can produce and perceive interdental sounds. The broader
question becomes how Uzbek learners acquire an entire class of English fricatives when
some sounds are familiar, some are absent, and some appear only in limited or borrowed
contexts. In the dissertation, the inclusion of /3/ was particularly useful because it showed
that difficulty is not limited to the complete absence of a sound. A sound may also be
difficult if it is rare, marginal, or unstable in the learners’ L1 experience.
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Literature Review. The present article is written as a theoretical and synthetic article
rather than a new empirical report. It draws on two connected research works. The first is
the published study by Aminjonov et al. (2024), which examined the production and
perception of English interdental fricatives /6/ and /8/ in comparison with alveolar
fricatives /s/ and /z/ among twenty Uzbek EFL learners. That study found production
accuracy to be slightly higher than perception accuracy and emphasized the role of
orthographic inconsistency and near sounds. The second is Aminjonov’s (2025)
dissertation, which expanded the scope to six English fricatives: /0/, 18/, Is/, Iz/, I{I, and /3/.
The dissertation reported higher perception accuracy than production accuracy and
interpreted the results through Markedness Theory and the perception-production
relationship.

At first glance, these two studies may appear to point in different directions. The
2024 article suggests that Uzbek learners may produce certain target fricatives better than
they perceive them, whereas the dissertation indicates that perception generally precedes
production. However, this article argues that the two findings should be read
developmentally rather than oppositionally. The difference reflects the evolution of the
research design, the expansion of the sound inventory, and the increased theoretical
attention to markedness, acoustic analysis, and phoneme-specific patterns. In this sense,
the dissertation does not cancel the findings of the earlier article; rather, it extends and
reinterprets them within a broader L2 phonological framework.

Research Methodology. This article does not introduce new participants or new
experimental measurements. Instead, it reinterprets previous findings through a synthesis-
based methodology. The method can be described as secondary analysis, theoretical
synthesis, and contextual application. Secondary analysis is used because the article
revisits existing results from Aminjonov et al. (2024) and Aminjonov (2025). Theoretical
synthesis is used because those findings are compared with major concepts in L2 phonetic
acquisition, including markedness, near-sound substitution, orthographic influence, and
the perception-production interface. Contextual application is used because the findings
are discussed in relation to pronunciation teaching in Uzbekistan.

The earlier 2024 study involved twenty third-year English-major students. The
participants completed listening discrimination and pronunciation tasks involving /6/, /d/,
/s, and /z/. The production task was based on word reading, while the perception task used
minimal-pair discrimination. The study was valuable because it created an empirical basis
for discussing Uzbek learners’ interdental-fricative difficulties, an area that had received
limited attention in the literature.

The dissertation adopted a broader and more developed design. It investigated forty
upper-intermediate to advanced Uzbek learners and examined six English fricatives.
Production data were analyzed acoustically with Praat, using spectrograms, voicing bars,
and intensity patterns. The dissertation also applied paired t-tests and Pearson correlation
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analysis to compare perception and production. This methodological development is
significant because it moved the research from descriptive comparison toward statistical
and acoustic explanation.

The present synthesis therefore treats the two studies as stages in the same research
trajectory. The 2024 article can be seen as the diagnostic stage: it identifies the specific
problem of interdental fricatives and the influence of near sounds and orthography. The
dissertation can be seen as the explanatory stage: it broadens the sound inventory,
formalizes the role of markedness, and examines whether perception and production
develop together. From this perspective, the development of the research itself becomes
part of the article’s argument.

Analysis and Results. The most important point of comparison concerns the
direction of the perception-production relationship. Aminjonov et al. (2024) reported that
production accuracy was higher than perception accuracy for the target interdental and
alveolar fricatives. This result challenged the common assumption that perception
normally precedes production. However, Aminjonov (2025) found the opposite pattern
when the sound set was expanded to six fricatives: perception accuracy exceeded
production accuracy. Instead of treating these results as contradictory, they can be
interpreted as evidence that perception-production patterns are not fixed. They are shaped
by phoneme type, task format, orthographic salience, and the learner’s level of
phonological awareness.

In the 2024 study, learners may have performed relatively better in production partly
because the pronunciation task involved known words and visible orthographic forms. In a
word-reading task, learners can rely on memorized pronunciations, classroom repetition,
and visual cues. The availability of spelling may support production even when perception
is weak. For instance, a learner may pronounce a familiar word containing “th” with
approximate accuracy because it has been practiced in class, but still fail to discriminate
/8/ from /z/ in minimal-pair listening. Thus, production accuracy in such a task may reflect
a mixture of articulatory ability, lexical familiarity, and orthographic memory.

In the dissertation, the broader inclusion of /f7 and /3/ and the use of acoustic analysis
allowed a more systematic picture to emerge. Perception accuracy was higher overall, but
production remained weaker, especially for marked sounds. This suggests that Uzbek
learners may build auditory categories for English fricatives before they develop stable
articulatory control. The weak positive correlation between perception and production
further shows that better perception can support production, but does not guarantee it. A
learner may know what the sound should be, but still fail to produce it accurately because
the articulatory gesture is unfamiliar.

Markedness also requires reinterpretation. The earlier study presented /6/ and /3/ as
marked sounds and showed their vulnerability to substitution. The dissertation
strengthened this claim by showing that markedness affects production more strongly than
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perception. This is theoretically important. If markedness affected perception and
production equally, learners would perform poorly in both domains. However, the
dissertation suggests a more nuanced pattern: learners can often perceive marked sounds
reasonably well, especially after phonetic exposure, but still struggle to produce them.
Therefore, markedness should not be viewed as a general difficulty factor; it should be
understood as a domain-sensitive factor that places heavier pressure on production than
perception.

The substitution patterns also become more meaningful when viewed across both
studies. The 2024 study emphasized /6/ to /s/ and /d/ to /z/ substitution. The dissertation
added /3/ to /d3/ as another important pattern. Together, these substitutions indicate that
Uzbek learners do not replace difficult sounds randomly. They select sounds that are close
in voicing, place, or manner of articulation, or sounds that are more available in their
phonological experience. This supports a feature-based interpretation of L1 influence:
learners preserve some phonetic features while changing others. For example, replacing /0/
with /z/ preserves voicing and frication but shifts the place of articulation from interdental
to alveolar.

The Uzbek findings correspond to several broader tendencies in L2 phonetic
acquisition. First, the difficulty of /6/ and /d/ is not unique to Uzbek learners. Studies
reviewed in Aminjonov et al. (2024) and Aminjonov (2025) show that interdental
fricatives create difficulties for learners from many L1 backgrounds, including Korean,
Chinese, Spanish, Dutch, Russian, and Japanese speakers. For example, Zhang and Xiao
(2014) discuss Chinese learners’ difficulties with paired English fricatives, while Brannen
(2011) and Mousa (2014) show that learners from different L1 backgrounds use different
substitutions depending on the available sounds in their native phonological systems.

Second, the Uzbek results contribute to the debate on perception and production.
Some studies support perception-first development, while others show production
advantages in certain conditions. Previous studies reviewed in Aminjonov et al. (2024)
show that perception may precede production in some learner groups, while Seo and Lim
(2016) suggest that learner proficiency can change the relationship. The Uzbek studies fit
this mixed literature. The 2024 article resembles studies where production can appear
stronger than perception, especially under word-reading or classroom-trained conditions.
The dissertation aligns more closely with perception-first models, especially when a larger
sound inventory and acoustic analysis are used.

Third, the Uzbek case adds important evidence to research on orthographic influence.
Bassetti, Escudero, and Hayes-Harb (2015) argue that written forms can influence L2
phonological development. This is especially relevant in Uzbekistan because learners are
accustomed to a more transparent relationship between letters and sounds. English
orthography may therefore mislead learners more strongly than it does learners whose L1
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writing systems are already less phonemic. In this context, spelling does not simply
represent pronunciation; it becomes an active factor in pronunciation learning.

Finally, the Uzbek data contribute to Markedness Theory by suggesting that
markedness should be interpreted in relation to the learner’s full phonological ecology. A
sound may be marked because it is typologically rare, absent in Uzbek, orthographically
confusing, difficult to articulate, or weakly represented in classroom input. These
dimensions do not always produce the same effect. For Uzbek learners, markedness
appears to be strongest in production, moderate in perception, and intensified by
orthographic ambiguity.

One important contribution of this research trajectory is the movement from error
identification to mechanism explanation. Earlier discussions of Uzbek learners’
pronunciation often listed difficult English sounds and described substitutions. Such work
is useful but limited. It tells teachers what students mispronounce, but not why they
mispronounce it. The studies discussed here move beyond listing errors by connecting
them to markedness, near-sound availability, orthographic influence, acoustic features, and
perception-production relations.

A theoretical model emerging from this synthesis can be summarized as follows.
First, when an English fricative has a stable equivalent or near-equivalent in Uzbek,
learners are more likely to produce it accurately. This explains stronger performance on
Isl, Iz/, and /fI. Second, when a fricative is absent from Uzbek but has a close substitute,
learners are likely to replace it with the closest available sound. This explains /6/ to /s/ or
It/ and /8/ to /z/ or /d/. Third, when a sound is marginal or appears mainly through
borrowed words, as in the case of /3/, learners may perceive it but produce it through a
more familiar category such as /d3/. Fourth, orthographic inconsistency can either support
or distort production depending on whether the learner has memorized the word or is
trying to decode it from spelling.

This model explains why perception and production may not always move together.
Perception depends heavily on auditory discrimination and category formation, while
production depends on articulatory control, motor habit, and feedback. A student may hear
16/ as different from /s/, but still produce /s/ because the tongue movement required for /6/
IS not automatic. Similarly, a student may produce a practiced word correctly, but fail to
identify the same sound in a listening task because the sound category is not yet stable.
Therefore, perception and production are related, but they are not identical skills.

The evolution from the 2024 study to the dissertation also shows a shift from a
contrast-based approach to a system-based approach. The contrast-based approach asks
whether Uzbek learners confuse /6/ with /s/ or /8/ with /z/. The system-based approach
asks how English fricatives as a class are reorganized in the Uzbek learner’s interlanguage.
This second approach is theoretically richer because it allows researchers to compare
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marked and unmarked sounds, examine correlation patterns, and identify the different
roles of perception and production.

The findings have clear implications for English language teaching in Uzbekistan.
First, pronunciation instruction should not treat /6/ and /d/ as isolated pronunciation
problems. These sounds should be taught as part of a larger fricative system that includes
Isl, Izl, [fl, and /3/. Students need to understand not only how /6/ differs from /s/, but also
how voicing, place of articulation, and airflow operate across the fricative system.

Second, teachers should separate perception training from production training while
connecting them in the same lesson. Perception training can include minimal-pair
discrimination, identification tasks, and listening to words in different positions.
Production training should include articulatory explanation, mirror practice, slow
repetition, controlled word lists, sentence practice, and communicative tasks. Since
perception does not automatically produce accurate articulation, students need both types
of training.

Third, orthography should be addressed explicitly. Teachers should explain that the
spelling “th” has two pronunciations and that English spelling cannot always be decoded
according to Uzbek reading habits. Learners should be taught to associate sounds with
phonetic symbols and auditory models, not only with letters. This is especially important
in university-level phonetics and phonology courses, where students can learn to connect
spelling, phonemic transcription, and acoustic evidence.

Fourth, pronunciation teaching should use technology where possible. Praat is
particularly useful for university students because it allows them to see spectrograms,
voicing bars, and intensity differences. Visual acoustic feedback can make abstract
pronunciation differences more concrete. Even if Praat is not used in every classroom,
teacher-training programs can introduce it as a diagnostic tool.

Fifth, these findings can be applied to the new context of Uzbek higher education
curriculum development. English Philology and Foreign Language programs should
include short but regular pronunciation modules rather than treating pronunciation as a
minor part of speaking classes. A practical module could focus on one sound group per
week, combining perception, production, spelling awareness, and communicative practice.

Conclusion. This article has re-examined Uzbek EFL learners’ acquisition of English
fricatives by comparing earlier findings, reinterpreting previous data, and developing a
broader theoretical discussion based on the dissertation. The central argument is that the
2024 article and the dissertation should not be treated as conflicting studies, but as two
stages in the development of a research program. The earlier article identified the specific
problem of interdental fricatives, near-sound substitution, and orthographic confusion. The
dissertation expanded this problem into a wider analysis of six English fricatives,
markedness, acoustic evidence, and the perception-production interface.
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The synthesis shows that Uzbek learners’ pronunciation difficulties are systematic
and theoretically meaningful. Interdental fricatives are difficult because they are absent
from Uzbek, typologically marked, orthographically confusing, and close enough to
existing alveolar sounds to invite substitution. The voiced postalveolar fricative /3/ adds
another dimension, showing that even marginal or borrowed sounds may create production
difficulty. Across the studies, markedness appears to affect production more strongly than
perception, while perception and production remain related but partially independent.

For teaching practice, the findings suggest that pronunciation instruction in
Uzbekistan should be more systematic, phonetics-based, and integrated into regular
language courses. Teachers should combine perception and production practice, explicitly
address English orthography, focus on the fricative system rather than isolated sounds, and
use acoustic tools where appropriate. For research, future studies should examine broader
learner groups, additional sound classes, spontaneous speech, and longitudinal
development.

Overall, the development from the 2024 article to the dissertation demonstrates the
evolution of an academic idea: from identifying a pronunciation problem to explaining the
mechanisms behind it. This evolution provides a strong foundation for further research on
Uzbek EFL phonological acquisition and for improving pronunciation pedagogy in
Uzbekistan.
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