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Abstract  

 A large number of studies confirm the influence that the native language has on the learning and use of 

English as a foreign language, especially regarding the correct pronunciation of sounds. Bearing in mind that the 

correct pronunciation of a foreign language sounds is one of the factors for successful oral and written 

communication among its foreign speakers and between them and the native speakers, in this paper, the sound 

systems of the Standard English (SEL) as a foreign language (EFL) and Standard Macedonian (SML) as a native 

language (MNL) are juxtaposed in order to detect the possibilities for interference, that is, the wrong perception 

and pronunciation of the sounds in the SEL, which consequently affects both the oral and written 

communication. The sample consists of the sound systems of both languages, which are juxtaposed by using 

contrastive analysis. The findings build on the results of worldwide research on this issue and show that the 

differences between the sound systems of these two languages do cause sound interference occurrences, i.e., the 

wrong perception and pronunciation of sounds in the EL, and consequently failed communication.  

Key words: sound systems, SEL, SML, foreign language, native language, interference. 

 

1. Introduction  

It is generally known that when learning a foreign language, the sound systems of the NL and 

FL come into contact thus affecting the correct articulation of the sounds in the foreign language 

(Ellis, 1996). The differences of the sound systems of languages are barriers for many FL learners and 

speakers, and they only add to the obstacles to successful communication. 

Although there are other factors associated with the correct pronunciation of sounds 

(Kenworthy, 1987), it is the NL sound system that is considered one of the most important factors 

which create conditions for interference. As Palmer states in his Grammar (1978), it is the assumption 

that other languages will be like our own in their grammatical structure (as well as in their sound 

system and semantics) that makes it so difficult for people to learn foreign languages. As a result of 

the differences between the sound systems and the influence of the mother tongue, foreign language 

learners face the challenge of pronouncing the sounds correctly as this is a condition for successful 

communication (Corder, 1981; Yule, 2010; Sriprabha, 2015; Rajan, 2018). Therefore, as Finch (1998) 

states, in order to improve the use of the foreign language, the one who teaches it must know the 

language quite well. In fact, grammar and vocabulary become useless if the learner cannot pronounce 

the words correctly (Harmer, 2000).  

Hence, overcoming interference is associated with the role of the teacher (Corder, 1981) 

although many, such as Kelly (Kelly, 2000), for instance, emphasize that the teaching of sound 

pronunciation in class is neglected and instead of being planned, it is reduced to correcting students’ 

pronunciation of certain sounds in class. 

According to the above said, it is significant to juxtapose the sound systems of the English 

and Macedonian in order to detect the possibilities for interference, that is, the possibilities for the 

wrong perception and pronunciation of the EL sounds as a result of the influence of the the native ML 

sound pronunciation. 

 

2. Broader research context  

Numerous research studies have been focused on examining the role of the EFL learners’ 

native language in the correct pronunciation of the English sounds. In this regard, Moosa (1972) 

examines the differences between the Arabic and English sound systems, and Pennington & Richards 
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(1986) indicate that Russian speakers transfer the rule of palatalization of sounds when pronouncing 

English sounds. Sajavaara & Dufva (2001) investigate possible sources of difficulties in Finnish 

pronunciation of English sounds. Hakim (2012) analyzes the pronunciation of certain sounds in 

English by Javanese students. The influence of the Nigerian language on the pronunciation of English 

sounds was investigated by Apeli & Ugwu (2013) and Hassan (2014) showed the difficulties that 

Sudanese speakers have when pronouncing English words. Hago & Khan (2015) highlight the 

problems of Saudi students in the pronunciation of English consonants. Roopa (2016) shows that there 

are many regional varieties of English in India as a result of the influence of the first language in a 

particular region and that many students do not recognize the non-phonetic nature of English. Dhilon 

(2016) discusses the influence of the Batak Toba language on the pronunciation of sounds in English. 

The problems faced by Indian learners in the pronunciation of English sounds are discussed by 

Reddivari (2021). Widiantari & Sahraw (2021) analyze the influence of native Malay on the 

pronunciation of English soundless stops. Shanmugasundaram & Jebakumar (2022) elaborate on the 

influence of Tamil on the pronunciation of English words. Abdominal qizi Abdullayeva (2023) 

examines the influence of Uzbek and Russian on sound pronunciation in English. 

The English and Macedonian sound systems – from the aspects of both phonetics and 

phonology, have been researched by many linguists: the Standard EL by Jones (1977), and Roach 

(1991); EFL by Mihailović (1975); Siljanovski (1976); Vidović (1979); Filipović (1986); Bosilkovska 

(1999; 2002); the Standard ML by Kepeski (1946); Koneski (1967); Minissi, Kitanovski & Cinque 

(1982); Savicka & Spasov (1991); Bosilkovska (2015); and the differences between the two by Lunt 

(1952); Friedman (2002); Siljanovski (1976); Bosilkovska (1999; 2002; 2015); Kirkova-Naskova 

(2011; 2012).  

Although in all the research papers of the afore mentioned authors the influence that the ML 

has on the acquisition and pronunciation of English sounds is mentioned, an all-encompassing and 

systematic contrastive analysis of the sound systems of these two languages, highlighting the sound 

interference occurrences, has not been found but in few research papers, i.e. in the doctoral thesis by 

Siljanovski (1976); in the research by Kirkova-Naskova (2011; 2012) and in the master thesis by 

Bosilkovska (2015) dealing with the sound interference that simultaneous interpreters experience when 

interpreting political speeches from Macedonian to English and vice versa. 

 
3. Methods  

In this research, the sample is represented by the sound systems of the English and MLs, i.e., it 

is a target sample. The determination of the sample is in line with the view of Dörnyei (2007), and 

Gentles, Charles, Ploeg & McKibbon (2015) on what represents the sample. The sample determination 

takes into account the researcher’s judgment that the selected sample will provide various and rich 

apprehension of the phenomenon, which is in accordance with Yin’s (2011) indication that the 

discernment is extremely important. At the same time, this sample is purposeful in view of Lincoln & 

Guba’s (1985) claim that each sample is determined in order to achieve certain goal. The data 

juxtaposition relies on the contrastive analysis. 

The qualities of the respective sounds of these two sound systems are juxtaposed as in 

isolated utterance, i.e., they are not analyzed on a phonological level regardless of the few examples 

given. The analysis contrasts the SEL as a foreign language and SML as a native language which 

imposes the necessity to have a clear picture of the similar and different sounds between them as one 

of the prerequisites for a successful acquisition of the foreign language sound system and 

pronunciation on the one hand, and for overcoming interference issues on the other. 

 

4. Analysis, results and discussion 

The division of speech sounds in the two languages is not the same from the very start neither 

in number nor in classification because of the non-phonetic nature of the SEL is non-phonetic vs. the 

orthography of the SML which is phonemic. SEL has alphabet orthography, i.e. 26 graphemes and 

185 grapheme combinations for representation of the 44 nominal phonemes. Thus, it is considered as 

a language with defective orthography.  

In the SEL, according to Jones’ English Pronouncing Dictionary (1977), there are 44 sounds, 

i.e., 24 consonants and 20 vowels, out of which 12 are monophthongs and 8 are diphthongs. Among 
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some Balkan ones who have researched the EL, the number of sounds varies from 46 for Mihailović 

(1975), who adds /w/ and /j/ to the vowels as well, to 49 for Vidović (1979), who adds four 

“consonant groups” /ts/; /dz/; /tr/; /dr/, and the glottal stop /ʔ/ to the consonants. Vidović (1979) 

includes another group in the division, namely the triphthongs, which some English and Balkan 

phoneticians do not highlight at all. 

On the other hand, there are 31 sounds in the SML, i.e. 26 consonants and 5 vowels. And 

there are no diphthongs and triphthongs. 

In both languages, according to the manner of articulation the consonants are divided into: 

plosives, affricates, and fricatives. 

Yet, there is another division of sounds in both languages: plosives, fricatives, affricates, and 

sonants. The sonants of the English language, according to Roach (1991), encompass /l/, /m/, /n/, /ŋ/, 

/r/, /j/ and /w/, and the Macedonian, according to Koneski (1967) include /l/, /ɫ/, /m/, /n/, /ɲ/, /r/ and /j/. 

In the table below, following the IPA division of sounds, the English sonants /m/, /n/, and /ŋ/, 

and the Macedonian sonants /m/, /n/ and /ɲ/ are placed into the group of nasal plosives. 

 

E. oral plosives /p/, /b/, /t/, /d/, /k/, /g/ 

M. oral plosives /p/, /b/, /t/, /d/, /k/, /g/, 

E. nasal plosives /m/, /n/, /ŋ/ 

M. nasal plosives /m/, /n/, /ɲ/   

E. affricates /t∫/, /dʒ/ 

M. affricates /t∫/, /dʒ/, /ts/, /dz/, /c/, /ɟ/ 

E. fricatives /f/, /v/, /s/, /z/, /∫/, /ʒ/, 

/h/, /θ/, /ð/  

M. fricatives /f/, /v/, /s/, /z/, /∫/, /ʒ/, /x/ 

S
o
n
an

ts
 

E. lateral approximants /l/ 

M. lateral approximants /l/, /ɫ/ 

E. Approximant/tap or 

flap 

/r/  

M. vibrant/trill /r/ 

E. semi-vowels /j/, /w/ 

M. semi-vowels /j/ 

  

 

According to the place of articulation, the division of the SEL and SML consonants is as 

follows:  

E. bilabial /p/, /b/, /m/, /w/ 

M. bilabial /p/, /b/, /m/ 

E. labial dental /f/, /v/ 

M. labial dental /f/, /v/ 

E. dental /θ/, /ð/ 

M. dental /t/, /d/, /s/, /z/, /l/, /n/, /ts/, /dz/ 

E. alveolar /t/, /d/, /s/, /z/, /l/, /n/, /r/ 

M. alveolar Ø 

E. palato-alveolar /t∫/, /dʒ/, /∫/, /ʒ/ 

M. palato-alveolar /t∫/, /dʒ/, /∫/, /ʒ/, /ɫ/, /r/ 

E. palatal /ј/ 

M. palatal /ј/, /ɲ/, /c/, /ɟ/; 

E. velar /k/, /g/, /ŋ/, /w/ 

M. velar /k/, /g/, /x/ 

E. glottal /h/, /ʔ/ 

M. glottal Ø 
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According to the manner and place of articulation of the consonants it can be noted that in 

both the EL and ML, the consonants /p/, /b/, /t/, /d/, /k/ and /g/ belong to the group of oral plosives, 

and according to the place of articulation /p/ and /b/ in both languages are bilabial and /k/ and /g/ in 

both languages are velar. There is a difference between /t/ and /d/, though, as both consonants are 

alveolar in the EL, whereas in the ML they belong to the dental consonants. 

Regarding the consonants /m/ and /n/, they are nasal plosives by manner of articulation in both 

languages, but according to place of articulation only /m/ is bilabial in both languages. As for /n/, it is 

alveolar in the EL, and dental in the ML. The English nasal /ŋ/, which is velar, does not exist in the 

Macedonian sound system, and the Macedonian nasal /ɲ/ which is palatal does not exist in the English 

one. 

According to the manner and place of articulation, the consonants /t∫/ and /dʒ/ are classified as 

affricates and palato-alveolar in both languages. In the ML, there are four more affricates, /ts/ and /dz/, 

and /c/ and /ɟ/. In the EL, on the other hand, according to the division of English sounds by Jones 

(1977), the Macedonian affricates /ts/ and /dz/ do not exist, and according to the division by Vidović 

(1979), their equivalents would be found exactly among those four a/m mentioned sounds that he 

places in consonant groups. 

The situation with the fricatives is interesting because /f/, /v/, /s/, /z/, /∫/, /ʒ/, and /h/ in both 

languages appear under this classification according to the manner of articulation, but according to the 

place of articulation there are differences. The sounds /f/ and /v/ in both languages are labiodental. The 

fricatives /∫/ and /ʒ/ are palato-alveolar in both languages. The fricatives /s/ and /z/ in the EL are 

alveolar, but dental in the ML, which goes in favor of another interference with the English dentals /θ/ 

and /ð/. On the other hand, the EL fricatives /θ/ and /ð/, which are dental consonants, do not exist in the 

ML at all; so, the largest number of the Macedonian learners and speakers of the EFL unconsciously 

“pack” these consonants into their “brain drawers” designated for the oral plosives /t/ and /d/ which are 

dentals: /t/ thank  tank; cloth  clot; thrips  trips; width [wɪdθ]  wid.  wit; moth  mot; and 

/d/:  loathe [loʊð]  load [loʊd]; ; wreathe [riːð]  read [riːd] ; writhe  ride  write  rise;  

worthy   [wɜːʳði]  [wɜːʳdi]. Sentence e.g.: Thrip inconveniences happen on warm still summer days.  

Trip inconveniences happen on warm still summer days. You are not worthy.   You are not wordy. 

The fricative /h/ occurs as an equivalent according to the manner of articulation in both 

languages, but in the EL it is a glottal sound, while in The ML it is a velar, soft palatal sound. 

According to Lunt (1952), /h/ in the ML varies from a voiced, breathy /h/ to a voiceless velar 

fricative /x/.  

The lateral approximant /l/ is alveolar in the EL but it is dental in the ML. However, it is 

interesting to note that Jones (1977) lists as many as three of its realizations in the EL: “… a ‘clear’ /l/ 

(with a front vowel resonance) before a vowel or /j/, e.g. in ‘leaf, million’; a ‘dark’ /l/ (with a back 

vowel resonance) finally, before a consonant and as a syllabic sound, e.g. in ‘feel, help, middle’; and a 

partially or wholly soundless /l/ … following stressed /p, k/, e.g. in ‘please, clean’…“. On the other 

side, Lunt (1952) states that the Macedonian /l/ corresponds to the English /l/ in the American English 

and gives as an example the word ‘leap’ which, in fact, refers to the ‘clear’ /l/. As for the Macedonian 

lateral /ɫ/, it does not exist in the English sound system, although some allophonic perceptions may 

occur. 

In the EL, there are many different realizations of the approximant /r/, such as trilled /r/, tapped 

/r/, retroflex /r/, etc. However, the most common type of its realization is as an alveolar approximant. 

In the ML, by definition, /r/ is a voiced apical trill which functions both syllabically and non-

syllabically. It occurs in the service of a vowel in the literary language, known as vocalic ‘r’. In root-

initial position, followed (but not preceded) by a consonant, /r/ is realized as [ər] or [ʌr]: ’рж /ərʒ/ 

(rye);’рѓа /ərɟa/ (rust). This situation occurs only at the beginning of a word, or in a very few cases 

where a prefix ending in a vowel has been added to such a word (Lunt, 1952). 

The situation with semivowels varies in the two languages. Thus, palatal semivowel /j/ occurs 

in both languages. Yet, in the Macedonian language “...the non-intensive pronunciation of /j/ is the 

reason for the phenomenon that this sound, when between certain vowels, is sometimes perceptible and 

sometimes not at all...” (Koneski, 1967). These occurrences can help in the acquisition of some of the 

English diphthongs and triphthongs. Similar thing happens in the EL diphthongs which include a 

sound that is nearly identical to the vowel-like quality of these two semi-vowels in their pronunciation: 
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/eɪ/, /aɪ/, /ↄɪ/, /əʊ/, /aʊ/, /ɪə/, /eə/, /ʊə/. As for the English /w/, which is sometimes a bilabial, and 

sometimes a velar semivowel, it does not exist in the SML (except in some of its dialects). The 

semivowels in the SML: /r/, /l/ /ɫ/ and /j/, defined by Lunt (1952) as its four semivowels, can also occur 

as semi-vowels in the SEL with the exception of /ɫ/. According to Koneski (1967) the sounds /l/ and /ɫ/ 

occur as semivowels only in some vernaculars. 

From the contrastive juxtaposition of the SEL and SML the following pairs of consonant full 

equivalence are established according to the manner and place of articulation: 

 

− The plosives /p/ and /b/ in both languages are bilabial; 

− The plosives /k/ and /g/ in both languages are velar, soft palatal; 

− The affricates /t∫/ and /dʒ/ in both languages are palato-alveolar; 

− The fricative /f/ in both languages is labiodental; 

− The fricatives /∫/ and /ʒ/ in both languages are palato-alveolar; 

− The fricative /v/ in Macedonian and in English exists as a labio dental and does not initiate 

interference except in those words which begin with /w/ in which cases a great number of 

Macedonian learners and speakers pronounce it as /v/;   

− The nasal /m/ in both languages is bilabial; 

− The lateral /l/ in both languages is alveolar; 

− The semivowel /j/ in both languages is palatal. 

 

Furthermore, the contrastive analysis indicates the following pairs of consonant partial 

equivalence according to the manner and place of articulation, i.e. equivalent either by place or by 

manner of articulation: 

  

− The plosives /t/ and /d/ in English are alveolar, and in Macedonian they are dental consonants and 

they may initiate interference with the other English dental pairs of /t/ and /d/, i.e. with the 

fricatives /θ/, and /ð/;  

− The fricatives /s/ and /z/ in English are alveolar, and in Macedonian they are dental, yet, they do 

not initiate interference except in some cases where sonority and the phonemic quality of the MNL 

influence the EFL learner/speaker, e.g.: ice /aɪs/; eyes /aɪz/;  

− The fricative /h/ in English is a glottal sound, while in Macedonian it is velar and can initiate 

interference when it is at the beginning of a word before a short monophthong or in final position, 

e.g.: hit [hɪt]; him [hɪm] her[həʳ] – especially when it comes to the weak form of pronunciation or 

the American pronunciation: US  /hɝː/ /hɚ/ /ɚ/;  

− The approximant /r/, which is alveolar in the EL, in the ML is realized as an alveolar vibrant and 

cannot be said to initiate interference except when it is  non-rhotic, i.e., silent when preceded by a 

vowel and followed by a consonant (barking /ˈbɑːkɪŋ/, horn /hɔːn/, turn /tɜːn/), or when in final 

position car /kɑː/, blur /blɜː/, sir /sə; strong sɜː/, sugar /ˈʃʊɡə/. In these cases, Macedonian EFL 

learners and speakers are more inclined to the rhotic /r/ due to the phonemic quality of their native 

language; 

− The nasal /n/ in the EL is alveolar, and dental in the ML, but it does not initiate interference. 

 

The contrastive juxtaposition indicates the following consonants with no equivalent in the 

other language neither by manner nor by place of articulation: 

 
o The affricates /c/ and /ɟ/ in the SML do not exist in SEL except as allophonic occurrences and 

therefore do not initiate interference; 
o The affricate /ts/ in the SML does not exist in SEL, except as an allophonic occurrence when /s/ is 

preceded by /t/ and does not initiate interference. This example uses a glottal stop in place of the /t/ 

sound – the glottal stop is not used in SEL but it is used in regional accents such as Cockney and 

Yorkshire; and it does not exist in SML either; it does not initiate interference; 
o The affricate /dz/ in SML does not exist in SEL except as an allophonic occurrence when /z/ is 

preceded by /d/ and does not initiate interference; 
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o The fricatives /θ/ and /ð/ in SEL do not exist in SML and initiate exceptionally frequent 

interference; 
o The nasal /ŋ/ in SEL does not exist in SML except as an allophonic occurrence when in the 

Macedonian language it is followed by /k/ or /g/; it does initiate some interference, e.g.: 

Macedonian EFL learners and speakers perceiving /ŋ/ as /n/ as in sin instead of sing; ton instead of 

tongue; 
o The nasal /ɲ/ in the SML does not exist in the SEL, except as an allophonic occurrence when 

followed by /j/; 
o The lateral /ɫ/ in the SML does not exist in the SEL although the realization of the English ‘clear’ 

/l/ (with a front vowel resonance) before a vowel or /j/, e.g., in ‘leaf, million’, is often perceived as 

/ɫ/ by Macedonian learners and speakers of EFL. The London School of English even uses the 

same symbol to represent its realization as an approximant /ɫ/ next to the approximant /l/; 
o The semivowel /w/ in the SEL does not exist in the SML. This sound initiates exceptionally 

frequent interference, and Macedonian learners and speakers of EFL often replace it with the 

sound /v/; 
o In their speech realization, the sounds /j/, /l/, /r/, /h/ and /w/ appear as sound pairs of the vowels /i/, 

/i:/, /e/, /æ/, /ʌ/, /ɑ:/, /ɒ/, /ↄ:/, /ʊ/, /u:/, /ə/, /ɜ:/, e.g.: /ɑ:(l)/ and /ʌ/  calm/come; /h/ and /i/ hit/it; him 

/’im; /h/ and /ɜ:/ call her/caller; herb (Br)/herb (N. Am). 

 

Other possibilities of interference are found with the following consonants: /g/ and /ʒ/ as in 

rogue /rəʊg/ and rouge /ru:ʒ/; dʒ/ and /ʒ as in message /ˈmesɪdʒ/ and massage /ˈmæsɑːʒ /; /m/ and /mb/ 

in lam/lamb (when preceded by /m/, /b/ is not pronounced) – which only adds to the argument that in 

phonetic languages the voice is also associated with an image, i.e. with its graphemic representation, 

which greatly adds to interference in EFL oral production. 

 

When it comes to the vowels, we can immediately point out that there is a discrepancy in the 

SML versus SEL vowels: there are twelve monophthongs: /ɪ/, /i:/; /e/, /æ/, /ʌ/, /ɑ:/, /ɒ/, /ↄ:/, /ʊ/, /u:/, 

/ə/, /ɜ:/; eight diphthongs, i.e., nine according to Jones (1977): /eɪ/, /aɪ/, /ↄɪ/, /əʊ/, /aʊ/, /ɪə/, /eə/, /ʊə/ 

and /ↄə/; and eight triphthongs: /ɛiə/, /ɛiↄ/, /aiə/, /ↄiə/, /auə/, /əuə/, /əui/, /əuе/ (Vidović (1979), Roach 

(1991), and IPA  in the SEL as opposed to five monophthongs in the SML. The sounds /j/ and /w/ are 

added to the group of monophthongs in the English language as they have both a consonantal and 

vocalic function in the SEL (Mihailović, 1975). 

The larger number of vowels in the SEL indicates a larger number of SEL vowel qualities in 

contrast to the SML vowels. Thus, the SEL distinguishes vowels according to the vowel height 

(vertical position of the tongue), backness (horizontal position of the tongue), vowel’s rounding 

(shape of the lips/mouth), vowel’s tenseness (position of the tongue root), nasality (raised or lowered 

velum), and length (duration). In the SEL analyses, when describing a vowel, these qualities are listed 

in the following order: length – tenseness – height – backness – rounding – nasality. 

The SML distinguishes vowels according to vowel height (vertical position of the tongue), 

backness (horizontal position of the tongue), vowel’s rounding (shape and position of the lips), and 

vowel’s tenseness (position of the tongue root). Although some prolonged utterance occurs (Savicka & 

Spasov, 1991), the SML does not distinguish long and short vowels.  

In addition to the different number of qualities used to describe the different number of vowels 

in the two languages, there is a diverse description of each of the articulatory qualities of the vowels in 

the two languages. Therefore, for easier juxtaposition of the vowels in these two languages as well as 

for the sake of clarity, SEL vowels are described within the range of the articulatory dimensions of 

vowels specific for both languages. The tenseness and nasality are omitted in this overview because 

these qualities are influenced by the environment of the vowel. 

 Due to the said inequality in vowels number and qualities, the juxtaposition overview of the 

vocalic systems of the two languages seems scarcer than the one of consonants. 
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ENG. 

MONOPTHONGS 

LENGTH HEIGHT BACKNESS ROUNDING 

/ɪ/ short mid-high front to central unrounded 

/i:/ long High Front unrounded 

/e/ short mid-high to mid-low Front unrounded 

/æ/ short mid-low to low front| unrounded 

/ʌ/ short mid-low to low central| unrounded 

/ə/ short mid-high to mid-low Central unrounded 

/ɜ:/ long mid-high to mid-low Central unrounded 

/ɑ:/ long Low central to back unrounded 

/ɒ/ short Low Back rounded 

/ↄ:/ long mid-low Back rounded 

/ʊ/ short mid-high Back rounded 

/u:/ long High Back rounded 

 

MCD. 

MONOPTHONGS 

LENGTH HEIGHT BACKNESS ROUNDING 

и/i/ / High Front unrounded 

е/e/ / mid to mid-high Front unrounded 

а/a/ / Low Central unrounded 

о/o/ / mid to mid-high Back rounded 

у/u/ / High Back rounded 
the facultative phoneme 

/ə/ 
/ Mid Central unrounded 

 
It is important to note that a smaller inventory of vowels in a language initiates a greater 

mobility of the language vowels, which can be seen in acoustic analyses of the Macedonian language. 

In addition, according to the length of articulation of the vowels, the situation between the 

SEL and SML vowels is obvious because in the Macedonian language vowels do not have long 

counterparts. Moreover, they are shorter than the long ones and longer than the short ones in the 

English language (Siljanovski, 1976), and their length is variable both depending on the accent and 

the contextual environment. The length of the articulation of the vowels in the Macedonian language 

is determined by the accent and according to Siljanovski (1976), it is a redundant articulatory 

dimension. Furthermore, the SEL vowel length must not be confused with the ‘gemini’ occurrence in 

the SML. 

As for the space between the jaws during articulation, there is again a wide diversity in the 

description of English vowels in contrast to Macedonian vowels. Thus, this feature, just like the 

vowel’s rounding, tenseness, and nasality, is rarely used for distinction during sound analysis (of these 

two languages), i.e., it is redundant (Siljanovski, 1976: 396). 

The juxtaposition of the remaining articulatory qualities of the vowels of the two languages 

indicates the following situation: 

 

− In the SEL high vowels are /i:/ and /u:/, and in the SML they are /i/ and /u/. In addition, in both 

languages, these vowels share the same qualities of backness, but not of length; 

− The SEL short vowels: mid-high, front to central /ɪ/, mid-high to mid-low front /e/, and mid-high 

to mid-low central /ə/, can be juxtaposed to the SML short, mid to mid-high, front /e/, and the mid, 

central facultative vowel /ə/. Although the long mid-high to mid-low central /ɜ:/ is not included as 

a counterpart of the said Macedonian facultative phoneme because of its length, its articulation can 

be compared to the articulation mentioned in the a/m situations when speaking about the 

Macedonian ‘р’ /r/: ’рж /ərʒ/ (rye);’рѓа /ərɟa/ (rust) It is interesting that the Macedonian vowel /e/ 

can also be defined as mid-high, according to Lunt (1952), in given contextual situations, and 

according to Savicka & Spasov (1991), Macedonian /e/ and /o/ are generally higher than their 
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doublets in Slavic languages. This may be the reason for the frequent wrong perception of the 

English /ɪ/ by the Macedonian users of the English language, e.g.: /sɪt/ ≠ /set/; 
− The SEL mid-low to low, front /æ/ and mid-low, back /ↄ:/ do not have vowel counterparts in the 

Macedonian language; /æ/ has no equivalent in terms of any of the properties of the vowels in the 

Macedonian language (except in the dialects) and the Macedonian /o/ is higher than the English 

/ↄ:/; 

− Furthermore, the SEL mid-low to low, central vowel /ʌ/ does not exist in the SML, except as an 

allophonic occurrence of the facultative vowel /ə/;  

− The English low vowels /ɑ:/ and /ɒ/ the former of which is central to back, unrounded, and the 

latter – back, but rounded, also differ from the Macedonian low, central, unrounded /а/ and the mid 

to mid-high, back, rounded /о/ as they are higher in the SML. On the other side, the English mid-

high, back /ʊ/ is lower than the Macedonian high, back /u/ which appears to have the true 

counterpart in the English high, back /u:/. 

 

The situation as presented above confirms the difficulties that Macedonian EFL learners and 

speakers have to cope with especially when taking into consideration the accompanying phonological 

processes and phonotactic rules (not analyzed in this paper) that their native language system has 

enrooted in them versus the same to be acquired with the foreign language use. 

Besides, due to the fact that the SML has neither diphthongs nor triphthongs, some of which 

are often reduced to a monophthong or diphthong respectively, the numerous traps for foreign learners 

mistakes are obvious. Teaching and performance assessment records and evidence illustrate that the 

length of articulation of English monophthongs and some of the diphthongs is the most common cause 

of interference for Macedonian learners of the EL. By not distinguishing length in their native 

language, they tend to not make difference between the minimal pairs. With the phonemic quality of 

their native language, i.e., the orthography following the orthoepy and vice versa, it is easy to 

understand and foresee that the interference occurs not only in speech but in writing as well:  

 

/ɪ/ and /i:/ as in: deep/dip; leap/lip; heat/hit;  

/e/ and /æ/ as in: bed/bad; dead/dad; said/sad;  

/ʌ/ and /ɑ:/ as in: cut/cart; come/calm; done/darn;  

/ɒ/ and /ↄ:/ as in: cot/cought; dock/dork;  

/ʊ/ and /u:/ as in: full/fool; pull/pool;  

/ɔː/ and /ɜ:/ as in: course/curse;  

/ɒ/ and /ʌ/ as in: box/bucks;  

/ɪ/ and /e/ as in: sit/set; lit/let. 

 

Furthermore, the Macedonian learners’ exposition to both UK and US English, and the 

pronunciation differences between these two generate even more frequent interference: 

 

/ʌ/ and /ɜ:/ as in:  courage (UK/US);  

/ↄ:/ and /ɑ:/ as in: saw (UK/US);  

/ɒ/ and /ɑ:/ as in: box (UK/US); 

/ʊ/ and /u:/ as in: soot/suit (US). 

 

Examples when the diphthong is replaced with, i.e., reduced to a monophthong, which happens 

when the first element is weaker than the second one:  

 

/eə/ ⇒ /æ/ or /ə/ chairperson; /ɪə/ ⇒ /ɜ:/ dear; /əʊ/ ⇒ /ə/ protest; /ʊə/ ⇒ /ɜ:/ sure; /eɪ/ ⇒ /ɪ/ 

rainbow; /aɪ/ ⇒ /ɑ:/ my. 

 

 The obtained results clearly showcase that as many speakers of EFL worldwide, the 

Macedonians learners of the English as a foreign language experience difficulties as well when trying 

to pronounce the English language sounds especially the ones that are different from the native 

Macedonian language.    
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5. Conclusion  

The results are to be used for further development of the research. It is significant to mention 

that the results of this juxtaposition give valuable information as they indicate the very sounds that 

create difficulties for EFL students and speakers. In addition, the differences presented serve as a 

starting point for acoustic analysis of utterances of the sounds in isolation and in words, i.e., in 

connected speech when most frequently interference occurs. 
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