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In addition, the article highlights innovative aspects of applying corpus-based methods in philological education
and demonstrates how they contribute to advancements in theoretical and applied research. The study also presents a
comparative analysis of grammatical features found in linguistic corpora of the Kazakh language.

The importance of developing corpus literacy for students to work effectively with corpus resources is
emphasized. For this purpose, the research includes stages such as familiarization with corpus structure, performing
search and analytical tasks, creating internal corpora based on small textual datasets, and mastering the main principles
of using corpus data. The linguistic material used for the analysis was taken from the “sub-corpora” database of the
National Corpus of the Kazakh Language.

The conclusion presents scientific findings and methodological recommendations for further development of
corpus studies in the educational process and emphasizes the need to deepen research in this field.

Keywords: corpus linguistics, corpus-based learning, philological education, digital humanities, communicative
competence, innovative model.
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PRONUNCIATION CORRECTION METHODS FOR LEARNERS OF ENGLISH AS A
FOREIGN LANGUAGE: A SYSTEMATIC REVIEW

Abstract. This article presents a systematic review of pronunciation correction methods for learners of
English as a Foreign Language (EFL). The aim of the study is to compare traditional and technology-based
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approaches to pronunciation correction and to evaluate their effectiveness for Kazakh and Russian speaking
learners. The research material consists of ten articles published between 2016 and 2025 and selected according to
predefined inclusion and exclusion criteria. The study employs a systematic review methodology based on the
qualitative synthesis of findings from the selected studies.

The results indicate that traditional pronunciation instruction, including explicit phonetic teaching, IPA-based
exercises, and corrective feedback strategies, is effective in reducing first-language interference and improving
segmental pronunciation accuracy. Technology-based approaches relying on Artificial Intelligence (AI) and
Automatic Speech Recognition (ASR) enhance learner autonomy and provide extensive practice opportunities;
however, they exhibit certain limitations in independently addressing complex phonological errors. Accordingly,
this study advocates for a hybrid instructional model. This approach effectively integrates traditional phonetic
teaching with the advantages of technology-assisted practice. The findings have both theoretical and practical
significance, offering insights for improving pronunciation instruction in EFL classrooms and guiding future
empirical research.

Keywords: pronunciation correction; EFL learners; traditional methods; Al-based instruction; hybrid
instructional model.

Introduction

English pronunciation plays a crucial role in effective communication, as it directly influences
intelligibility and comprehensibility in spoken interaction. For learners of English as a Foreign Language
(EFL), inaccurate pronunciation may hinder academic participation, reduce communicative confidence,
and negatively affect overall language performance. These difficulties are particularly evident among
learners whose first languages differ significantly from English in phonological structure. Kazakh and
Russian speaking EFL learners experience persistent challenges related to vowel length distinctions,
consonant clusters, word stress, and intonation patterns. These problems are largely attributed to first-
language interference and the mismatch between English orthography and pronunciation. As a result, even
advanced learners may continue to demonstrate fossilized pronunciation errors.

Many studies in the field of EFL have proposed traditional approaches to pronunciation
instruction and correction. Common techniques include articulatory explanations, phonetic
transcription, minimal pair drills, repetition, as well as instruction focused on stress, thythm, and
intonation patterns [1]. According to Zhanabekova et al. (2016), these approaches aim to develop
learners’ awareness of sound production and reduce errors caused by first-language interference.
Studies indicate that systematic training in articulation and sound discrimination is particularly
beneficial for beginner and intermediate learners [2]. In addition to direct pronunciation-focused
instruction, spelling-based techniques have also been explored as indirect means of pronunciation
correction. Activities such as spelling drills and «Spelling Bee» tasks are designed to increase
phonological awareness and help learners recognize inconsistencies between English spelling and
pronunciation. Empirical studies indicate that such techniques can lead to significant improvements
in segmental pronunciation, particularly among school-aged learners [3].

At the same time, research has shown that the effectiveness of traditional pronunciation
instruction is closely related to teachers’ instructional priorities and classroom practices.
Researchers confirm that teachers often balance between native-like pronunciation models and
intelligibility-oriented goals, which directly influences the choice of correction techniques and
feedback strategies [4]. Similarly, others report that pronunciation teaching in communicative EFL
classrooms is frequently limited and unsystematic, with instructors relying primarily on incidental
correction rather than structured instructional approaches [5]. These findings suggest that while
traditional methods are pedagogically effective, their impact depends largely on systematic
implementation and clearly defined instructional objectives.

Corrective feedback (CF) is another central component of traditional pronunciation teaching.
CF strategies may take various forms, including explicit correction, recasts, metalinguistic
explanations, elicitation, and repetition [6]. Balanced and context-sensitive corrective feedback can
improve pronunciation accuracy while minimizing learner anxiety and maintaining communicative
flow [6]. Meanwhile, for corrective feedback to facilitate pronunciation development, it does not
need to be perfectly accurate. A «Sufficient level» of accuracy (approximately 66%) is adequate to
produce positive learning outcomes [7]. However, excessive correction or poorly timed feedback
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may negatively affect fluency and learner confidence. The highlights the need for pedagogically
informed correction strategies that account for learners’ psychological and linguistic needs.

Recent years have witnessed growing interest in technology-assisted pronunciation
instruction. Al-powered tools such as speech recognition applications and pronunciation training
platforms have been shown to improve pronunciation accuracy and speaking performance in EFL
learners [8]. Computer-assisted pronunciation training (CAPT) and automatic speech recognition
(ASR) systems enable learners to receive immediate feedback on pronunciation accuracy and
engage in repeated practice without direct teacher intervention. Empirical studies employing pre-
test and post-test designs report statistically significant gains in pronunciation and speaking skills
following ASR-based training [8], [9]. These improvements are often attributed to increased learner
autonomy, reduced anxiety, and the availability of individualized feedback [9]. Research also
suggests that technology-assisted correction may be particularly effective for specific pronunciation
features, such as vowel contrasts and epenthesis. Other features, such as certain consonantal
contrasts, may require additional instructional support [10].

Traditional and technology-based pronunciation correction approaches demonstrate both
complementary and, in some cases, contrasting strengths. While traditional methods allow for in-depth
explanation of articulatory mechanisms and provide explicit instructional guidance, technological tools
offer scalability, immediate feedback, and opportunities for autonomous practice. However, existing
research rarely addresses pronunciation correction as an integrated instructional system. Most studies
examine traditional and technology-assisted approaches in isolation, with limited systematic comparison
of their effectiveness. In addition, the majority of pronunciation research has focused on learners whose
first languages are Chinese, Japanese, Indonesian, or Thai. Meanwhile, Kazakh and Russian speaking
EFL learners remain underrepresented in the literature. As a result, there is limited synthesized evidence
regarding the relative effectiveness of pronunciation correction methods across different instructional
contexts and linguistic backgrounds.

In response to these gaps, the present study aims to systematically analyze and synthesize
research on pronunciation correction methods for learners of English as a Foreign Language (EFL).
Specifically, the study seeks to address the following research questions:

— What pronunciation correction methods are reported in EFL research?

— According to PRISMA-guided synthesis, how effective are traditional and Al-based
pronunciation correction approaches?

— What aspects of pronunciation correction remain insufficiently explored for Kazakh and
Russian speaking EFL learners?

Materials and Methods

This study adopts a systematic review design to synthesize existing research on methods for
correcting pronunciation in EFL learners. The review was conducted in accordance with the
PRISMA (Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses) guidelines to
ensure transparency, methodological rigor, and replicability. As the study focuses on analyzing
previously published research, no primary empirical data were collected.

To identify relevant studies, a comprehensive literature search was conducted using multiple
academic databases. The primary data sources included Scopus and Google Scholar, as these
databases provide access to peer-reviewed and high-impact journals in the fields of applied
linguistics and English language education. Only articles published in reputable academic journals
were considered to ensure the reliability and academic quality of the reviewed studies.

A systematic search strategy was employed using predefined keywords and Boolean
operators. The search terms were selected based on the research focus on pronunciation correction
and EFL contexts. The following keywords and combinations were used: pronunciation correction,
pronunciation teaching, methods for correcting pronunciation, EFL learners, computer-assisted
pronunciation training, pronunciation feedback.

The search was limited to studies published between 2016 and 2025 to capture recent
developments in both traditional and technology-assisted pronunciation instruction.
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Clear inclusion and exclusion criteria were established prior to the study selection process.
Inclusion criteria: studies focusing on pronunciation correction methods in EFL or ESL contexts,
empirical or theoretical articles, studies involving learners of English as a foreign or second
language, publications written in English, studies published between 2016 and 2025. Exclusion
criteria: studies related to speech disorders or clinical phonetics, conference abstracts without full-
text availability, studies not directly addressing pronunciation correction. The main characteristics
of the studies included in the review, including the authors, year of publication, research context,
participant profiles, and key terminology, are summarized in Table 1.

Table 1 — Main characteristics of the studies included in the review

Author(s), year of Research context and Participant Keywords
publication, country of educational setting characteristics
the study
1 2 3 4
Zhanabekova M. A., EFL instruction in Not specified; method, pronunciation,
Zhanabekova A. A., secondary schools and EFL school intonation, approach, letter,

Dabyltaeva P. E., (2016),
Kazakhstan.

higher education
institutions in
Kazakhstan; traditional
phonetic approaches

students and
university learners

sound, model, skill

Dandee W.,
Pornwiriyakit P., (2022),
Thailand.

University-level EFL
context; IPA-based
pronunciation training

35 first-year Thai
students with
mixed English
proficiency levels

English pronunciation, English
phonetic drills, Pronunciation
errors

Khasanah U., Sabiq A.
H. A., (2020), Indonesia.

Secondary school EFL
context; spelling-based

75 seventh-grade
students (39

English pronunciation, English
phonetic drills, Pronunciation

pronunciation training males, 36 errors
(Spelling Bee) females)
Bohn H., Hansen T. EFL pronunciation EFL teachers with | pronunciation assessment,
(2017), Norway. assessment in secondary | classroom intelligibility, nativeness
and upper-secondary experience in orientation, instructional
school contexts; teacher | pronunciation priorities
perceptions of instruction
pronunciation goals
Foote J.A. et al. (2016), | Communicative second | Language pronunciation instruction,
Canada. language classrooms in teachers and communicative language
higher education and classroom teaching, classroom practices,
adult ESL/EFL programs | observations of teacher training
pronunciation

teaching practices

Bondareva, N. K.,
(2025), Russia.

Theoretical framework
focusing on

Russian speaking
EFL learners with

pronunciation error correction,
Russian EFL learners,

Silpachai A. et al.,
(2024), USA.

communicative phonological fossilized errors, L1
effectiveness and learner | interference interference, analytic-imitative
well-being in approach, approximative
pronunciation correction approach, corrective feedback
strategies, phonological errors,
psycho-emotional factors
University-level EFL 30 Chinese Corrective Feedback, Second

courses; CAPT-based
pronunciation correction
with corrective feedback.

native-speaking
students (ages 22—
37)ata
Midwestern U.S.
university.

Language Pronunciation,
English as a Second Language,
CAPT.
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Continuation of Table 1

1 2 3 4
Dennis N. K., (2024), University EFL speaking | 33 Thai third-year Al-powered speech
Thailand. context; Al-based speech | English majors recognition technology,
recognition tools (purposive sampling) | EFL, English

pronunciation, English
speaking skills, pre-
test/post-test design, survey

questionnaire

Dja'far V. H., Hamidah University context; Al- 58 third-year English Pronunciation

F.N., (2024), Indonesia. | based mobile application | Accounting students | Speech Recognition
for pronunciation and (29 experimental, 29 | Technology
professional English control) Al-Based Learning
development

Spring R., Tabuchi R., ASR-based 19 Japanese-speaking | Automatic Speech

(2022), Japan. pronunciation training second-year students | Recognition, Pronunciation,
focusing on treatment (CEFR A2) English as a Foreign
length and guided Language, Feedback
practice

The study selection process followed the standard PRISMA stages: identification,
screening, eligibility assessment, and inclusion. Initially, all records retrieved from the
databases were compiled, and duplicate entries were removed. Titles and abstracts were then
screened to exclude studies that did not meet the inclusion criteria. Subsequently, full-text
articles were assessed for eligibility, and only studies that fully aligned with the research
objectives were included in the final review.

The extracted data were analyzed using thematic synthesis. The reviewed studies were first
categorized according to the type of pronunciation correction method employed, namely traditional
approaches and technology-assisted approaches. Subsequently, patterns related to effectiveness,
targeted pronunciation features, duration of intervention, and assessment methods were identified.
Rather than conducting a statistical meta-analysis, this study focused on a qualitative synthesis to
compare trends and highlight similarities and differences across the reviewed research.

Despite rigorous methodological procedures, this systematic review has several limitations.
First, the review included only studies published in English, which may have excluded relevant
research in other languages. Second, variability in research designs, intervention durations, and
pronunciation assessment tools limited direct comparability across studies. Finally, the absence of
standardized measures for pronunciation improvement across the literature poses challenges for
drawing definitive conclusions regarding the relative effectiveness of different methods.

As this study is based exclusively on the analysis of previously published research, it did not
involve human participants or the collection of primary data. Therefore, formal ethical approval was
not required. All sources were cited in accordance with the journal’s referencing requirements.

Results and Discussion

This systematic review synthesizes findings from ten studies that investigated methods for
correcting pronunciation in EFL learners. The results are discussed in relation to the research
questions and the research gap identified in the Introduction, with particular attention to the
comparison between traditional and technology-assisted approaches, as well as their relevance for
Kazakh and Russianspeaking learners.

The reviewed studies were published between 2016 and 2025 and were conducted in diverse EFL
contexts, including secondary schools and higher education institutions. In terms of methodology, the
majority of studies employed experimental or quasi-experimental designs, often using pre-test and post-
test comparisons to measure pronunciation improvement. This methodological tendency aligns with the
goal of examining the effectiveness of specific pronunciation correction interventions.
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As shown in Figure 2, the reviewed studies demonstrate distinct strengths and limitations
depending on whether traditional or technology-assisted pronunciation correction methods are
employed. Four studies examined traditional pronunciation correction methods, including explicit
phonetic instruction, IPA-based drills, spelling-based activities, and corrective feedback strategies.
Across these studies, results consistently indicated improvements in learners’ pronunciation
accuracy, particularly at the segmental level. Explicit phonetic instruction and articulatory
explanations were found to be effective in increasing learners’ awareness of sound production and
reducing pronunciation errors caused by L1 interference [1], [2]. [PA drills helped learners develop
sound-symbol correspondence and contributed to more accurate articulation of problematic English
sounds [2]. Similarly, spelling-based techniques such as «Spelling Bee» activities enhanced
phonological awareness by drawing learners’ attention to inconsistencies between English spelling
and pronunciation [3].

Beyond specific instructional techniques, research has also emphasized the role of
pedagogical orientation and classroom practices in shaping pronunciation correction outcomes.

Other researchers

argue that teachers’

preferences for native-like pronunciation versus

intelligibility-oriented goals significantly influence how pronunciation errors are corrected and
prioritized in EFL classrooms [4], [5]. Their findings suggest that even effective traditional
techniques may yield inconsistent results when instructional goals are not clearly defined (Table 2).

Table 2 — SWOT Analysis of Pronunciation Correction Methods in EFL Studies

Article Method / Strengths (S) Weaknesses Opportunities (O) Threats (T)
Approach W)
1 2 3 4 5 6
Zhanabekova | Traditional L1-specific No empirical Foundation for Teacher-
M. A, phonetic (Kazakh/Russian); | data; unclear experimental research; dependent
Zhanabekova | instruction strong theoretical | sample; lack of | integration with Al tools | outcomes;
A A, (articulatory framework; quantitative limited
Dabyltaeva training, IPA, | systematic results generalizability
P. E., (2016). | drilling) phonetic focus
Dandee W., | IPA-based Clear articulation | No Integration with Al Learner
Pornwiriyakit | phonetic drills | improvement; suprasegmental | pronunciation tools overload with
P., (2022). mixed-method focus; short- phonetic
validation term results symbols
Khasanah U., | Spelling Bee High motivation; | Limited Gamified pronunciation | Inflated short-
Sabiq A. H. pronunciation | significant sample models; L1-adapted term
A., (2020). technique segmental gains; | diversity; no spelling strategies performance
classroom- delayed testing effects
friendly
Behn H., Teacher-based | Highlights Does not Supports development of | Subjective
Hansen T. pronunciation | instructional goals | measure intelligibility-focused teacher
(2017). assessment shaping correction | learner correction frameworks; judgments may
perspectives practices; links pronunciation | informs hybrid lead to
(nativeness vs | assessment to improvement; | instructional models inconsistent
intelligibility classroom perception- correction
orientation) feedback based data strategies
decisions only
Foote J. A. et | Observation of | Reveals real No Provides foundation for | Continued
al. (2016) pronunciation | classroom intervention or | structured pronunciation | incidental
teaching pronunciation learning teaching systems correction may
practices in instruction gaps; outcome reinforce
communicative | identifies lack of | measurement; fossilized
classrooms systematic descriptive pronunciation
correction focus errors
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1 2 3 4 5 6

Bondareva, Corrective L1-specific error | No empirical Basis for hybrid | Overcorrection

N. K., feedback analysis; detailed | validation; correction risks;

(2025). framework CF taxonomy; purely models; inconsistent
pedagogically theoretical classroom teacher
balanced experimentation | application

Silpachai A. | CAPT High Short Defining Misapplication

et al, (2024). | feedback methodological intervention; optimal of low-quality

accuracy rigor; novel CF segmental- feedback feedback
analysis threshold concept; | only focus accuracy
strong statistics standards
Dennis N. Al-powered Statistically Small sample | Long-term Technology
K., (2024). speech ignificant size; no implementation; | access issues;
recognition improvement; control group; | L1-adapted Al over-reliance
training high learner short duration | feedback on automation
engagement; clear
intervention
design

Dja'far V. H., | Al-based ASR | Experimental- Reading- Broader EFL Limited

Hamidah F. | pronunciation | control design; focused tasks; | contexts; transfer to

N., (2024). practice measurable limited multimodal communicative
learning gains; spontaneous assessment speaking
effective feedback | speech

analysis

Spring R., ASR-guided Long intervention | Small Adaptation for | ASR

Tabuchi R., | pronunciation | period; error- participant Kazakh/Russian | misrecognition;

(2022). training specific group; single learners; hybrid | learner
improvement; L1 context instruction cognitive
strong effect sizes overload

Corrective feedback played a central role in traditional pronunciation instruction. Studies
focusing on Russian-speaking EFL learners emphasized that analytic-imitative approaches
combined with explicit corrective feedback helped address fossilized pronunciation errors and L1
phonological transfer [6]. However, studies also noted that excessive correction or insufficient
attention to learners’ affective factors could negatively influence confidence and fluency. [7]

Overall, traditional methods appear particularly effective for learners at beginner and intermediate
levels, especially in contexts where strong L1 influence exists. Nevertheless, their effectiveness depends
heavily on teacher expertise and instructional consistency, which may limit scalability.

The remaining four studies investigated technology-assisted pronunciation correction,
primarily through Al-powered speech recognition, automatic speech recognition (ASR), and
computer-assisted pronunciation training (CAPT) systems. These studies generally reported positive
effects on learners’ pronunciation accuracy and speaking performance. Al- and ASR-based tools
provided immediate feedback and opportunities for repeated practice, which contributed to
increased learner autonomy and engagement [8], [9]. For instance, Dennis N.K. utilized Google
Cloud Speech-to-Text and Al-based recognition tools to demonstrate that such applications provide
immediate diagnostic feedback, significantly enhancing segmental accuracy. Similarly, Dja'far V.H,
Hamidah F.N. focused on the ELSA Speak mobile application, showing that its Al-driven interface
helps learners improve professional English pronunciation through interactive sessions. One study
emphasized that automated feedback does not need to be perfectly accurate to be pedagogically
effective, as long as it meets a basic level of reliability [7]. Furthermore, Spring R., Tabuchi R.
employed EnglishCentral, an ASR-based platform, emphasizing that its effectiveness is highest
when used for guided, repetitive practice of specific phonemic contrasts. These tools act as a bridge
between theoretical phonetic knowledge and spontaneous speech production.
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Despite these advantages, several limitations were identified. Technology-assisted approaches
showed weaker effects on spontaneous speech. They also proved less effective for correcting
complex consonantal contrasts. In addition, short intervention periods and small sample sizes
limited conclusions about long-term effectiveness. These findings suggest that technology alone
may not be sufficient to address deeper phonological issues related to L1 interference.

A comparison of the reviewed studies reveals that traditional and technology-assisted
pronunciation correction methods serve different but complementary functions. Traditional
approaches are particularly effective for developing phonetic awareness and addressing L1 specific
pronunciation problems through explicit instruction. In contrast, technology-assisted methods excel
in providing frequent practice, immediate feedback, and increased learner motivation.

Importantly, none of the reviewed studies proposed a fully integrated instructional model
combining both approaches. This directly reflects the research gap identified in the Introduction:
most studies examine traditional and technology-assisted methods separately rather than as part of a
unified pronunciation correction framework.

Although several studies addressed pronunciation correction in EFL contexts, very few
focused explicitly on Kazakh or Russian speaking learners. Research involving Russian speaking
EFL learners demonstrated that explicit phonetic instruction and corrective feedback are effective in
addressing fossilized errors and L1 interference [6]. However, there is a lack of empirical research
examining how Al-based tools can be adapted to the specific phonological challenges of Kazakh
and Russian speaking learners. Given the phonological characteristics of these languages, such as
consonant clusters and stress patterns, a hybrid instructional model appears most appropriate.
Explicit instruction can address articulatory difficulties, while technology-assisted tools can support
sustained practice and learner autonomy.

Taken together, the results confirm that both traditional and technology-assisted pronunciation
correction methods can improve EFL learners’ pronunciation. However, their effectiveness varies
depending on instructional context, learner characteristics, and pronunciation features targeted. The
absence of integrated instructional models and L1-specific research for Kazakh and Russian
speaking learners highlights a clear gap in the existing literature.

This systematic review therefore supports the need for future research that combines traditional
phonetic instruction with Al-based pronunciation tools and evaluates their effectiveness through
longitudinal and LI-sensitive research designs Table 3. To translate these findings into classroom
practice, a structured framework for different learner levels is provided in the table below:

Table 3 — Practical Recommendations for EFL Pronunciation Correction

Proficiency Recommended Practical Application (L1-sensitive | Expected Outcome
Level Tool & Strategy | focus)
Beginner IPA & Minimal Practicing sound-discrimination (e.g., | Improvement in segmental
Pairs + Visual hit vs heat) to address vowel length accuracy and phonemic
Feedback issues common in Kazakh/Russian awareness.
speakers.
Intermediate ELSA Speak / Al | 15-minute daily sessions focusing on | Increased learner autonomy
Mobile Apps specific phonemes; receiving and reduced psychological
immediate diagnostic feedback on anxiety.
accuracy.
Advanced Google Speech- Recording long-form speech to test Enhanced fluency, rhythm,
to-Text / intelligibility; identifying prosodic and overall communicative
EnglishCentral errors through ASR-generated competence.
transcripts.
Conclusion

The purpose of this study was to systematically review methods for correcting pronunciation
in learners of English as a foreign language (EFL). The focus was on both traditional and
technology-assisted approaches and their relevance for Kazakh and Russian speaking learners. The
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study employed a systematic review methodology based on qualitative analysis of ten peer-
reviewed studies selected according to predefined inclusion and exclusion criteria.

The findings indicate that traditional pronunciation correction methods, including explicit
phonetic instruction and corrective feedback, are effective in addressing first-language interference
and segmental pronunciation errors. Technology-assisted approaches based on Artificial
Intelligence (AI) and Automatic Speech Recognition (ASR) were found to increase learner
autonomy and practice intensity. However, their independent use showed limited effectiveness in
correcting complex phonological errors. The results support the conclusion that a hybrid
instructional model integrating traditional methods with technology-assisted practice provides the
most effective framework for pronunciation correction.

The results of this study can be applied in school and university EFL classrooms to design
structured pronunciation instruction combining teacher-guided phonetic training and Al-supported
practice. Based on the synthesized evidence, this review provides a set of practical
recommendations for learners, categorized by proficiency levels, to effectively integrate Al tools
like ELSA Speak and EnglishCentral into their study routines. Future research should focus on
empirical and longitudinal studies to evaluate the effectiveness of hybrid pronunciation correction
models in Kazakh and Russian speaking EFL contexts.
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METO/Ibl KOPPEKLIMY ITPOU3HOIIEHUS AJIS1 U3YYAIOIINX AHTJIMMCKUN
SI3bIK KAK UHOCTPAHHBIN: CHCTEMATHYECKHUU OB30P

AHHOTanmmsl. B naHHOW crarhe MpeACTaBleH CHUCTEMaTHYeCKHMH 0030p METO/I0B KOPPEKIMHM HPOM3HOIIECHHS Y
oOyyaloIuxcsi, M3Y4alollUX aHIVMHACKUHA s3Ik Kak wuHocTpaHHbli (EFL). Ilenmp wccnenoBaHmst 3akirodyaercst B
CPABHUTEIFHOM aHAIM3E TPAJAUIMOHHBIX U TEXHOJOTUYCCKU OPHECHTUPOBAHHBIX MMOJXOJ0B K KOPPEKIMU MPOU3HOMICHUS, a
TaKxKe B OLEHKE MX 3(P(PEKTUBHOCTHU I Ka3aXCKO M PYCCKOS3BIYHBIX 00ydaromuxcsi. Marepuail Uccie0BaHus BKIIFOYAET
JIeCSITh HAYYHBIX cTaTel, omyOnuKoBaHHBIX B mieproa ¢ 2016 mo 2024 rog M OTOOpPaHHBIX B COOTBETCTBHH C 3apaHee
YCTaHOBJICHHBIMH KPHUTEPHSMH BKIIOUECHHS M HCKIIOYCHUA. B paboTe HCTonp30BaHA METONONOTHS CHCTEMAaTHIECKOTO
0030pa, OCHOBaHHAS Ha KaYeCTBEHHOM CHHTE3€ PE3YIIbTaTOB OTOOPAHHBIX UCCICIOBAHIHN.

Pesynbrathl Bccine10BaHUS MTOKA3EIBAIOT, YTO TPAIUIIOHHBIE METOIBI O0YUCHHS TPOU3HOMICHHNIO, BKIFOUAIOIIHE
npsMoe QoHeTHdeckoe oOyueHue, ympakHeHus Ha ocHoBe M®PA (IPA) m crpaternu KOppeKTHpYIOIIeH oO0paTHOM
CBS3U, SABIAIOTCS 2(P(PEKTHBHBIMH B CHIIKCHHW BIFSHHUSA POTHOTO S3bIKA W ITOBBIMICHHM TOYHOCTH CErMEHTHOTO
NpoM3HOLIeHUs. B To e Bpemsi MOAXOAbl, OCHOBaHHBIC Ha TEXHOJIOTHSIX MCKycCTBEHHOro uHremwiekra (Al) u
aBTOMAaTHYECKOro pacro3HaBanusi peun (ASR), crmocoOCTBYIOT pa3BHTHIO y4eOHOH aBTOHOMHHM W PAaCIIMPEHUIO
NPaKTHKH, OJHAKO JEMOHCTPUPYIOT OIpEACIEHHbIE OTPaHMYECHUS B CaMOCTOSTEILHOW KOPPEKLMH CIOXHBIX
(oHonornuecknx omuboK. B cBs3M ¢ 3TMM B uccienoBaHUM 0O0CHOBBEIBaeTCs 3()(EKTUBHOCTh M'MOPUAHON MOJIEIN
00yd4eHusl, COYCTAIONIEH TPAJANIMOHHOE OOY4YeHHE IPOM3HOLICHUIO C IPAaKTHUKOH, OCHOBAaHHOW HA TEXHOJIOTHSX.
[TomyyeHHbIe pe3yabTAaTHl 00TaTAIOT KaK HAYYHOW, TaK M NMPAKTHYECKON 3HAYMMOCTBIO M MOTYT OBITH MCIIOb30BAaHBI
IUIsl COBEpIICHCTBOBaHMs 0O0y4eHMs TpoumsHomeHnto B EFL-kimaccax, a Takke IUIsl ONpeAcsicHHS HampaBlIeHUH
OyAyIIHX SMIUPUUECKUX UCCIICTOBAHHMA.

KiaroueBble cioBa: Koppekius TpousHomeHus; oOydaromuecss EFL; Tpamumumonneie wetoasl; Al-
OPHEHTUPOBAHHOE 00YUEeHHE; THOPUIAHASI MOJICITE O0YICHHSI.
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AFBLJIIIBIH TIITH ET TIII PETIHAE YfIPEHYH}IJIEPFE APHAJIFAH
AUTBUIBIMABI TY3ETY 9AICTEPI: )KYUEJII LTIOJIY

AnpaTtna. byn makana areummbsie TutiH wet Tt (EFL) perinne MeHreperin 6iiiM amymibuiapAblH alThUIBIMBIH
TY3€Ty SAicTepiHe apHAJIFaH JKYHeIi IIoJTy (bl YChIHA/ABL. 3epTTEeYAIH MaKcaThl — Al THIIIBIMBI TY3ETYAIH ACTYPIIl JKoHE
TEXHOJIOTUSIFA HETI3NIENTeH TOCUIIEPIH CaNBICTHIPHIN, ONAPABIH Ka3aK »OHE OpBIC TiAiI OiTiM aymbuiap YIoiH
THIMIIIITIH Oaranay. 3epTTey MaTepuaibl alJIbIH ajla aHbIKTAIFaH €HTi3y XOoHe IIbIFapy KpUTEepUiIepiHe Cokec
ipikrenren, 2016-2024 >xpurgap apanbIFbIHAA JKapVsUITAHFAaH OH FBUIBIMH MaKajllaJiaH TYpajbl. 3epTTeyle TaHIaaFaH
C€HOCKTEP/IiH HOTIKEJIEPiH CanlaIbIK TYPFBIIAH )KUHAKTAyFa HETi3IEeNTeH KYHei MOoJTy 9IiCHaMacChl KOJIIaHBLIIHL.

3epTTey HOTWKeNepi (OHETHKAHBI TikeleH OKbITY, IPA-Fa HeTi3menTreH JKaTThIFyJap KOHE TY3eTyII Kepi
OailylaHbIC CTpaTerusUlapblH KAMTHTBIH aWTBUIBIMIBI JOCTYPJ OKBITYABIH aHa TUIHIH BIKHAJBIH a3aiiTyna »oHe
CErMEHTTIK aiThUIBIM JQJAIrH apTThIpyAa THIMI €KeHIH KepceTTi. A acaHIpl MHTeIeKTKe (Al) jxoHe aBTOMATTHI
ceineyni taHy (ASR) TexHoJorusuapblHa HETi3JeNreH Taciigep OLniM anylmbulapAblH JepOecTiriH apTTHIPBIN, KEeH
KeJIeM/JI€ JKaTTBIFY jKacay MYMKIHJITIH KaMTaMachl3 €TKEHIMEH, Kyp/eii ()OHOJIOTHSUIBIK KaTeJlepAl e34iriHeH Ty3eTyie
Oenrini Oip miekTeysnepre ue ekeHi aHbIKTanAbl. OcChlFaH OalIaHBICTBI 3€PTTEY HSCTYPIi AWTBUIBIMIABI OKBITYIIBI
TEXHOJIOTHSIFA HEeT13/Ie/ITeH MPAaKTHKAMEH YINTACTBIPAThIH THOPHUATI OKBITY MOJIEIIHIH THIMIUIITIH Heri3neini. ANbIHFaH
HOTIDKETIep FBUIBIMH Opi INpPaKkTHKAIBIK MaHbi3ra ue Oonbin, EFL  chIHBINTapBIHOaFrsl aWTBUIBIMIBI  OKBITYABI
KETUIIIpyTe, COHNan-aK 0oJaak SMITUPHUKANBIK 3epTTeynepre OarpIT-0arnap Oepyre MyMKiHIIK Oepei.

Tipek ce3aep: aitbutbIMABI Ty3eTy; EFL yitpenymrinep; noctypai ogictep; Al-re Heri3nenreH OKbITY; THOPHITI
OKBITY MOJIEI.
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"KAJIIBI BUIIM BEPETIH MEKTEITE BUJIEP MYPACHIH
OJIEBU-TAHBIM/IBIK TYPFBIJIA OKBITY

AngaTna. Makanana Ka3ak XaJIKbIHBIH PYXaHH-MOJICHU OOJIMBICHIHIAFbl OWIICp MHCTUTYTHIHBIH MAaHBI3BI MCH
LICIICHIK OHEPAIH TOpOMEIK, TaHBIM/BIK KbI3METI KapacThIpbuiaapl. JKanmsl OiniM GepeTiH MekTenTe Ouiep MypachlH
o1eON-TaHBIMJIBIK OAFBITTa OKBITYIBIH THIMIII XKOJIAphl MEH 9MiC-TOCUIAEepi cCUIaTTaNaabl. MakalaHbIH HeTi3r1 MaKcaThl -
Ounep MypachlH 9NeOW-TaHBIMIBIK TYPFBIIAH OKBITYIBIH THIMJI OMICTEpiH aHBIKTAIL,OHBl YVJITTHIK CaHa MEH TiJIiK
MOJICHHETTI KaJBINTACTRIPY KYpajibl PETiHAe KOJTaHy. 3epTTey OapbIChIHAA MEMEHAIK CO3AePAiH KYPhUIBIMBI, CTHIIBIIK
€pEeKIIETIKTeP1, TYpJIepi MEH Ma3MYHBIHA TaJJlay *acajbll, OuTiM Oepy yAepiciHe WHTerpanusuiay KOJIaphl YCHIHBUIIBL.
Conpaii-aK ojapabl OKy YIepiciHe KipiKTipy MYMKIHMIKTEpi TalmaHabl. ¥YITTHIK CaHa, TAPUXH TaHBIM, TIIIIK MOIACHUET
KaJIBINITACTRIPY 1A OM-TICTICHASPIH MYPAaChl MaHBI3IbI PyXaHU-TaHBIMIBIK KYpaJl PEeTiHe TaHbLUIIBL. Makanana Ounepiy
JAHANBIK CO3JCpl MCH IICIICHIIK MOCTYPl OKYIIBLUIAPABIH YITTHIK CaHAa-CE3IMiH, TApUXU TaHBIMBIH, TULIIK MOJICHHETIH
JKOHE CBIH TYPFBICHIHAH OWIay KaOUICTiH NaMbITyJarbl MaHBI3Jbl PyXaHW Kypall PETiHIC TAHBICTHIPHLIAIBL. bBuiep
MYpPAcChlH OKBITYIIBIH Ma3MYHJIBIK-KOMMYHHKATHBTIK, KOHTCKCTYAIbI-TAPUXH JKOHE WHTCPAKTHBTI-IIBIFAPMAIIBLIBIK
OarpITTaphl HAKThl MBICAIIAP apKBUIBI JIoiiekreneni. KophIThIHABICBIHAA OWIIEPiH MICHICHIK CO3/Iepl MEH OMii OWIiri
XaJBIKTBIH PYXaHH dJIeMi MEH KYKBIKTBHIK JKOHE 3CTCTHUKANBIK MOJICHHUETTIH KOpIHICI peTiHAe OarajaHbIN, OHBI Ka3ipri
MEKTET OKYIIbIJIAPbIHA YJITTHIK CaHa MEH TUIIIK MOICHUETTI KAIBINTACTBIPYIBIH THIM/II TETIT1 KeHi aHBIKTAJIAIbI.

Tipek ce3aep: Ounep Mypachl, IMIEMICHIIK ©HEpP, OAcOU-TAHBIMIBIK OAaFrbIT, VITTHIK KYHIBUIBIKTAp, TiI
MOJICHHETI, OKBITY 9JIiCTEMEC], MOTIHIIIK Tajaay.

Kipicne

Kazak xanKpIHBIH AOCTYPIi TYHHETaHBIMBIHIA OUIEp HHCTUTYTHI KOFAMJIBIK OMIp/i peTTeyIri
MaHBI3JIBI OJIEYMETTIK TETIK KbI3METIH aTKaprad. Em OipiiriH cakray, Jaysibl MOceNenepal Ol
HIenly iCiHAe TapuXW TYJIFAlapJblH IIENICHIIK Mypachl MEH MapacaTThl MalbIMIapbl alphIKIIa
MoHre ne. OnapablH eHerel oIapbl MEH TalKbIp CO3/IePl YITTHIH aIaMIePIIUTIK KYHIBUIBIKTapbIH
KAJIBINITACTRIPYFa BIKMAJ €Til, a3aMaTThIK KayalKePIIUTiK IMeH UK KaFuaaaapblH OPHBIKTBIPIBI.

Kazak koramplHIa WICHICHIIK OHEpP >XOFaphl OaraylaHbIll, €O3 KaUipiH OLIETIH TYIFaiap
epekiIe KypMeTke ue Oosrad. ApHaiibl O611iM OepeTiH MekTenTep OolMaraHbIMEH, OU JKOHE ILeIICH
MOpTeOeCiHEe KTy OCNrisii dJCYMETTIK opl MOpaibIbIK TaJanTapMeH aWKeHIanAbl. bu Oomy -
pecMmu caiiay apKbLIbl eMec, e ImIHAeri Oenenre, akcakalJapAblH KETiCIMIHE YKOHE XaJIbIKThIH
MOMBIH/IaybIHA HETI3ACNl. by mopekere caiT-mocTypll KETIK MEHTepreH, py-Talma IIexKIpeciH
Oi/IeTiH, OBl OPHBIKTHI, CO31 HBIK, aTa-TeTi alKbIH Opi KOFaM aJJIbIH[a CEHIMIre ue aaamjap FaHa
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