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Abstract—As the most important foreign language in China, English poses 
great challenge for teachers to improve the performance of ESL (English as a 
second language) learners through in-class instruction. Blended, explicit, and 
implicit instruction are three widely used approaches in English class teach-
ing, and it may be difficult to choose which one should be used in class to help 
the English language learners. With audio synthesis technology applied as an 
enhancement for teaching, this study aims to research the three effects on English 
pronunciation teaching in aspects of the performance and satisfaction of English 
language learners. 120 English learners in China were equally divided into three 
groups which were instructed by blended, explicit, and implicit instruction 
respectively. Based on the data collected by test and questionnaire in pre-test, 
in-test, and post-test, the results show that the blended instruction performs best 
in aspects of the improvement of performance and the class satisfaction. These 
findings indicate the great potential of blended instruction in English language 
teaching and more investment should be taken to promote its application to help 
the Chinese to better acquire this important language.

Keywords—blended instruction, explicit instruction, implicit instruction, 
English pronunciation teaching, audio synthesis technology

1 Introduction

English language education has been treated as a policy tool to enhance China’s 
integration to the worldwide economy, and develop the country’s economic and cultural 
scenario [1]. Being proficient in English has become one of the greatest advantages 
for them to be more socialized and involved in further communication with the world 
[2], [3]. Learning English now becomes amust for any students, specifically EFL 
students for academic purposes [4].

Even though great resources have been invested in this educational field in China, 
there is still a large number of Chinese students struggling to learn English in their 
home country [5]. As EFL learners, they feel overwhelmed and frustrated to live where 
they do not speak the target language. As speaking is important in English learning, 
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which includes the way to produce sound, utterance and sentences correctly and 
accurately [3], another difficulty for students is accent. Accent difference among Amer-
ican, British and Australian accents may confuse learners’ understanding and make 
them feel hard [6]. Additionally, the third challenge is correct word pronunciations of 
target language. Though it is hard for foreign language learners to pronounce like native 
speakers, they still need to pronounce correctly. Furthermore, pronunciation is closely 
related to the mother tongue, giving that some sounds or phonetics may not exist in the 
mother tongue. And also, students face difficulties in pronouncing differently in the 
same words, whereas the same pronunciation in different words [7].

Above cultural and educational phenomena and learning challenges have attracted 
the attention of scholars who started to look for ways to improve the quality of English 
language education [8], [9]. Evidently, teachers play a key role in this scenario, so 
training and developing professionals’ teaching skills is essential to guarantee the 
improvement of the sector [8]. Teacher's role becomes significant to instruct with strate-
gies and increase efficiency and fill the gaps between the learners and the challenges [3]. 
In order to overcome difficulties of learning language, Brown [10] hold that strategies 
can be applied in the class include: repetition (in practice and exercise); self-evaluation 
(learning assessment); self-monitoring (checking for each scenario to measure perfor-
mance development). Moreover, teachers also face challenges of teaching non-na-
tive language. Due to limited access to economic power and resources [11], online 
resources and websites are preferable and effective ways to use, for these mediums 
facilitate students’ direct access to native English pronunciation [12]. Furthermore, 
different instruction types provided by teachers can greatly affect how much students 
can learn in class [13]. Currently, English teachers can mostly rely on three instruc-
tion types that have been frequently researched to improve learners’ performance, i.e., 
explicit, implicit, and blended instructions [14]. These have been applied in English 
pronunciation teaching to help students master speaking skills [5].

These three instructional approaches have advantages and disadvantages respectively 
[15]. Both implicit and explicit instruction have been proved to promote language learn-
ing equally effectively. The promoting and inhibitng effects of explicit instruction were 
observed if mother tongue similarity was taken into account [16]. The blended instruc-
tion approach balanced explicit and implicit techniques and has been regarded as the 
most efficient classroom guiding style for ESL learners [14], [17]. In the past years, these 
three instruction types have been largely researched to verify their widespread applica-
tion and efficiency. However, few scholars have focused on associating these instruc-
tion styles with class satisfaction and instruction efficiency. Hence, this study aims to 
determine whether blended instructions are more appropriate than explicit and implicit 
instructions for English language learners in China from the perspective of their overall 
class satisfaction and instruction efficiency with the help of audio synthesis technology.

Chapter one introduced why this study is significant, what hope to find out and how 
it is structured. Chapter two reviews the outcomes of existing literature, as well as 
theories and concepts related to form the foundation of the study. Chapter three seeks 
to advance a new methodology to conduct an experiment. Chapter four makes analysis 
on data results. Chapter five makes discussion on the targeted outcome, and chapter 
six concludes the study by presenting its implications and potential future research 
directions.
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2 Literature review

2.1 Implicit and explicit instruction in English teaching

Implicit and explicit instructions are commonly used approaches in English language 
teaching. Implicit instructions help students understand the rules of the English lan-
guage by letting them read and recite corresponding materials without any previous 
explanations. Zhang [18] stated that students who receive implicit instruction improve 
their pronunciation by constantly correcting themselves after imitating, reading aloud, 
comparing their pronunciation with the original sound and doing follow-up exercises 
repeatedly. Godfroid [19] held that implicit instruction primarily affects implicit 
learning, even though prior knowledge and memory have been reported to be import-
ant to the interactions between implicit processing, implicit knowledge, and explicit 
knowledge. Differently, explicit instructions are associated with an instructional 
approach that guides language learners through detailed explanations of the rules of the 
language [5]. According to Hughes et al. [20], in practice, explicit instructions are not a 
unitary intervention but comprise teaching behaviors or components that can be applied 
to guide learners. Akakura [21] conducted a research based on four tasks including 
elicited imitation, oral production, and grammaticality judgment and concluded that 
explicit instructions could potentially improve the learning process of ESL students in 
both the implicit knowledge and explicit knowledge.

In the last decades, the efficiency of implicit and explicit instructions has been com-
pared and analyzed by scholars, and it has been widely proved that explicit instructions 
perform better than implicit instructions. Andrews [22] conducted a study with 70 L2 
(second language) English learners and found that for guiding students through com-
plex grammatical structures, explicit instructions are more efficient. However, when 
it comes to simple grammatical structures, explicit and implicit instructions have a 
similar impact on students’ performance.

In addition, it has also been confirmed that explicit instructions also have significant 
advantages in teaching spelling rules. Kemper et al. [23] conducted a study focused on 
the teaching methods used for Dutch spelling rules and stated that explicit instructions 
are more efficient overall. Explicit instructions can help students with spelling disabil-
ities to get the instance-based knowledge about morphological spelling rules and help 
average students to acquire rule-based knowledge as well. For orthographical spelling 
rules, both instructional frameworks perform well. However, even though the advan-
tages of explicit instruction have been widely accepted in the educational field, there 
are still limitations that have to be acknowledged, especially regarding the difficulty 
that learners may have to deeply understand implicit knowledge.

There is a dilemma in using which instruction type in class for the teachers as dif-
ferent strengths and limitations for implicit and explicit instruction, when conforming 
to the needs of students, the implicit instruction is treated to be a necessary and useful 
tool [24]. In classroom practice, implicit and explicit instructions are usually comple-
mentary to each other, and the combination of these two frameworks have been used to 
improve the performance of language learners. The term blended instruction is such a 
set of instructions that combines explicit and implicit instructions to guide students in 
their learning journeys [25].
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2.2 Blended instruction in English teaching

Blended instructions became a popular approach used to improve students’ perfor-
mance as it mixes the advantages of explicit and implicit instructions [25], [26]. Initially, 
it was developed to meet the special requirements for distance learning by improving 
the quality of online learning environments [27]. Vernadakis et al. [26] treated the 
blended instruction should be an instruction approach embraced by teachers to improve 
their students’ performance. According to Li et al. [28], learning by comparison and 
trial-and-error will promote understanding and acquisition of new knowledge, so mul-
tiple knowledge sourcing channels are conducive to the acquisition of heterogeneous 
information through at least two different mechanisms, leading to cross-validation. The 
modern development of technologies and the worldwide economy made it possible 
for teachers to use diversified approaches, methods, and material in their classrooms, 
enriching the quality of English language education. In turn, this has popularized the 
application of explicit instructions in English teaching and different contemporary stud-
ies have proved the efficiency of this method [5], [29].

There is still controversy about whether blended instruction really performs better 
than the other two types, especially explicit instructions. Fainman et al. [14] conducted 
a research in 2019 with 12 fourth-year undergraduate students and found that blended 
instructions were the most efficient approach according to the results from the delayed 
test. They have also concluded that explicit instructions were more effective than 
blended instruction when it comes to immediate word acquisition in the post-test. Oğuz 
et al. [30] studied the same phenomenon and shared similar conclusions. Their study 
involved a quasi-experiment applied in a state school in Turkey, and they found that in 
both the post-test and delayed test, explicit instructions perform significantly better than 
blended instructions, as in the post-test, the scores for explicit instruction and blended 
instruction were 0.735 and 0.647, and in the delayed test, the coressponding scores for 
explicit instruction and blended instruction were 0.764 and 0.701, respectively. Zhang 
[18] focused on undergraduate learners’ self-correction in foreign language speaking 
and found that in many cases learners cannot correctly distinguish error categories, 
resulting in error correction failure, thus multiple approaches should be applied to 
promote students’ ability in phonetic perception and spelling. In addition, different 
blending modes involving implicit and explicit instructions also affect the performance 
of students. A study conducted with 200 freshmen university students suggested that 
the blended mode which explicit instruction comes before implicit instruction performs 
better than the blended mode which explicit instruction comes after implicit instruction 
regardless of students’ language level [5].

Even though the advantages of blended instructions have been proved in 
classroom-related studies, there are issues that hamper the widespread application of 
this methodology, such as faculty workload and lack of motivation and enthusiasm 
[27], [30]. Other challenges may involve inadequate cognition and use of instruments 
and equipment required to provide blended instructions [27], [32]. Moreover, existing 
literature on blended instruction most focused on the application and efficiency of 
the method in a classroom environment, but there is a research gap in the field when 
it comes to the way students perceived this approach and whether they can be fully 
satisfied with it.
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2.3 Emerging technology in use

The modern era gives us constant access to emerging technology that brings new pos-
sibilities to the way we live our personal and professional lives [33], [34]. Speech synthe-
sis emerged as such a new technology was applied in this study to help learners improve 
learning efficiency and break through the bottleneck of non-standard pronunciation of 
Chinese ESL teachers [35]–[37]. Speech synthesis refers to the input text converted 
into a form that can be phonetised by a machine [38], [39]. According to Sefara [41], 
factors such as stress, phonetics, intonation, accent, age and motivation can cause inap-
propriate or incorrect pronunciation from non-natives. As novel technologies are more 
widely applied to create new solutions in the educational field, teachers can rely on these 
novelties to overcome the limitations of classroom teaching and provide a more natural 
scenario for pronunciation practice. A good example of these modern solution is the 
encoder deep learning neural network applied to speech recognition that can provide 
computer assistance for English teaching [2], [42]. Based on research by Stepp-Greany 
[40], technology assisted language learning promotes and leads to higher motivation.

Modern speech synthesis systems have already achieved high synthesis quality and 
can be used for multiple purposes. According to CHIVOX [44], the MOS score of the 
mainstream speech synthesis system reaches more than 4.0, which can synthesize stan-
dard and natural pronunciation for teaching and learning. Thu et al. [45] presented a 
speech synthesizer including a text normalizer, a grapheme-to-phoneme convertor, and 
an HMM-based speech synthesis engine, and their positive results proved the efficiency 
of this type of technology. Sefara [41] used a mean opinion score (MOS) test to evaluate 
the quality of a synthesized audio from a text-to-speech synthesis system and concluded 
that the audio material performed well. The speech was recognized as natural, pleasant, 
and understandable. A similar study conducted by Bansal et al. [38] showed a rise of 
28% in pronunciation accuracy and a 0.9 gain in mean-opinion-score (MOS). Werner 
and Hoffmann [46] evaluated the quality of different approaches and obtained a high 
mean opinion score (MOS) for both synthetic and natural speech samples. Segi et al. 
[47] used Japanese broadcast news programs as a speech database, synthesized news 
sentences and performed subjective evaluations of the synthesized speech to confirm the 
effectiveness and high-quality of text-to-speech (TTS) conversion. Atkar and Jayaraju 
[48] also use neural networks to generate audio data in Hindi and concluded that syn-
thetic audios can be very similar to natural speech from native Hindi speakers.

The design of this study adopts a synthesis system called VoiceMaker, an online free 
text-to-speech converter website that combines Neural TTS (NTTS), Standard TTS 
engines, Artificial Intelligence (AI), and Machine Learning (ML). Testing materials 
were converted into human-like AI-speaking voices and synthetic audios were used 
in the teaching and learning process. Learners are expected to receive input through 
listening synthetic audio, and then transform input to output.

3 Methodology

This study aims to understand the effect of different classroom instruction 
frameworks for English pronunciation teaching and Chinese ESL learners and better 
understand which set of instruction best satisfies their needs. A quantitative approach 
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was applied based on a pronunciation test and a questionnaire survey that consisted of 
six items designed to identify students’ level of satisfaction in classes conducted with 
different instruction types. The questionnaire was prepared based on the “Adolescent 
students life satisfaction scale” proposed by Zhang et al. to evaluate young Chinese 
students [49]. All student participants were asked to rate each item after the class using 
a five-point Likert scale (ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree). 
Students were tested for their performance in English pronunciation via a pre-test, an 
in-test, and a post-test applied by a group of English teachers based on a hundred-mark 
system. The final score for each participant was recorded after five teachers reached a 
consensus to avoid subjective error.

3.1 Sample

A total of 120 English learners were included in this study which were all junior 
students from higher vocational college in Chongqing, China. All participants were 
randomly divided into three groups of 40 learners. Group 1 received implicit instruc-
tions, Group 2 received blended instructions, and Group 3 received explicit instructions. 
The proportion of male and female participants in each group ranged between 1.1–1.5. 
In addition, as shown in Table 2, before the experiment there was no significant 
difference in study performance among the students (F = 0.293; P = 0.747).

3.2 Testing materials

This study was designed to test students’ performance regarding English 
pronunciation. A foreign teacher from Canada and four college English teachers with 
overseas academic experience evaluated the similarity of students’ pronunciation con-
sidering factors such as pauses, extension of syllables at the end of tone group, and 
stress of unstressed syllables based on the audio program from the textbook. Testing 
materials were converted into synthetic audios in advance, and were officially extracted 
from Unit 16 in the Student Book One of Cambridge International Course of English 
(third edition). The sample contained a total of 79 words:

“Setting personal goals can give your life a sense of direction. Before you set 
personal goals, think about what you want to achieve with your life. Write down your 
goals and think about them carefully. Divide your goals into smaller tasks. For exam-
ple, if you want to reach a major goal in ten years, set a three-month goal, and a one-
month goal. Remember, your goals can change with time. Adjust them regularly to 
reflect this growth in your personality.”

3.3 Experiment processes

The overall research processes is represented in Figure 1. For each instruction, there 
were seven steps involved. In “Blended Instruction”, for example, the first step requires 
the researcher to briefly introduce the teaching experiment processes and requirements 
of the study. Then, the participants were instructed about the vocabularies of the tar-
get paragraph to remove the semantic cognitive blindness and confusion. In the third 
step—implicit instruction, learners were given five minutes for reading practice and 
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the synthetic audio was played simultaneously before the pre-test activity. After that, 
researchers also had to provide explicit instructions focused on explaining sentence 
stress and syllable stress of core words, emphasizing rules of pronunciation and intona-
tion, and explaining syntactic structure, sense group and pause skills. Later in the fifth 
step, learners were given another five minutes to practice reading with the official audio 
and participated in the in-test that evaluated their performance. Similarly, the sixth 
step repeated followed the same guidelines but learners’ performance was evaluated 
with a post-test conducted to check their overall perception of the target characteristics. 
Generally, the implicit instructions followed the method of repeated listening, imita-
tion and questioning and the synthetic audio was played for learners to follow-up the 
audio imitation. Differently, the explicit instructions focused on converting learners’ 
pronunciation perception into explicit guidance by explaining spelling skills, semantic 
and syntactic rules and identifying sense groups [18], [3]. The entire teaching exper-
iment processes lasted for about 45 minutes. The final step involved the distribution 
of questionnaires to the participants to measure their satisfaction with the different 
instructions they received during the study.

The data collected was analyzed by SPSS for reliability and validity. The official 
analysis involved the differences in test scores in each group and among three groups, 
and the differences in each item and mean score among different groups. The value of 
performance and each item were presented by mean ± standard deviation ( ̄X ± S). Data 
were treated with statistical significance when P<0.05.

Fig. 1. Teaching experiment processes of this study
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4 Results

4.1 Reliability and validity

The Cronbach’s Alpha value of the questionnaire survey reached up to 0.833 and 
the composite reliability value reached 0.88. Since both scores were higher than 0.7, 
the reliability of the method was confirmed. In addition, all the factor loadings were 
higher than 0.6 and the AVE was 0.552 which higher than 0.5 (Table 1). Hence, it was 
concluded that the survey had good converge validity.

Table 1. Reliability and validity analysis

Factor 
Loadings

Cronbach’s 
Alpha

Composite 
Reliability AVE

Item 1: I have learned something in this class. 0.683

0.833 0.88 0.552

Item 2: I am satisfied with the audio of the 
testing material in this class.

0.853

Item 3: I have overall improved in this class. 0.769

Item 4: I learned more in this class compared 
with other students.

0.670

Item 5: I think I am respectable among 
classmates for the learning outcome.

0.734

Item 6: I have a sense of achievement for what 
learned in this class.

0.734

4.2 Performance of English pronunciation under each instruction type

The performance of English pronunciation was first analyzed by ANOVA to measure 
the difference among three groups. Details of the analysis are presented in Table 2. 
Before the instructions, no significant difference was found among the three groups 
(F=0.293, P=0.747>0.05), indicating that the sample English learners had similar 
performances in the implicit, blended, and explicit groups. Furthermore,  significant 
differences were found in three groups during and after the instructions (In-test:  
F= 10.297, P<0.001; Post-test: F=18.131, P<0.001). In addition, considering the mean 
values in each group, it was also identified that during and after the instruction, the 
English learners in the blended group performed best among the three groups. The 
participants in the implicit group had the worst performance.

Table 2. Performance analysis among different groups

Pre-Test In-Test Post-Test

Implicit 70.40±9.09 71.40±8.94 72.7±9.51

Blended 68.88±9.06 80.50±6.91 84.2±7.06

Explicit 69.98±9.45 74.13±11.26 79.1±8.91

F 0.293 10.297 18.131

P 0.747 <0.001 <0.001
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The improvement of English pronunciation was also statistically analyzed using 
the students’ test scores, as shown in Table 3. The results showed that implicit 
instructions could not help students improve their English pronunciation as all the 
P values were higher than 0.05 (Pre. vs. In.: P=0.651; Pre vs. Post: P=0.284; In. 
vs. Post: P=0.564). The results also showed that blended instructions could signifi-
cantly improve students’ pronunciation skills as their performance in the in-test was 
significantly higher than their performance in the pre-test (Pre.: 68.88±9.06, In.: 
80.50±6.91, P<0.001). Also, their performance in the post-test was significantly higher 
than their performance in the in-test (In.: 80.50±6.91, Post.: 84.20±7.06, P=0.007). 
The results from the explicit group also showed a better performance in the post-
test compared to the pre-test (Pre.: 69.98±9.45, Post.: 79.10±8.91, P<0.001) and the 
in-test (In.: 74.13±11.26, Post.: 79.10±8.91, P=0.037). However, there was no sig-
nificant difference between their performance in the in-test and in the pre-test (In.: 
74.13±11.26, Pre.: 69.98±9.45, P=0.037).

Table 3. Performance analysis in each group

Marching Performance T P

Implicit 1 Pre-test 70.40±9.09 –0.455 0.651

In-test 71.40±8.94

2 Pre-instruction 70.40±9.09 –1.087 0.284

Post-test 72.70±9.51

3 In-test 71.40±8.94 –0.581 0.564

Post-test 72.70±9.51

Blended 1 Pre-test 68.88±9.06 –6.865 <0.001

In-test 80.50±6.91

2 Pre-test 68.88±9.06 –9.114 <0.001

Post-test 84.20±7.06

3 In-test 80.50±6.91 –2.83 0.007

Post-test 84.20±7.06

Explicit 1 Pre-test 69.98±9.45 –1.978 0.055

In-test 74.13±11.26

2 Pre-test 69.98±9.45 –4.531 <0.001

Post-test 79.10±8.91

3 In-test 74.13±11.26 –2.158 0.037

Post-test 79.10±8.91

4.3 Class satisfaction for each instruction type

Among six items included in the analysis, significant differences were found in 
items 1–3 and items 4–5 (P<0.05) (Table 4). In addition, for all these five items, it was 
observed that the blended group always kept the highest values. The explicit group 
had lower scores than the blended group but always higher than the ones registered in 
the implicit group. No significant difference was observed among these three groups 
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(P=0.061>0.05). These outcomes indicated that there was a similar percentage of learn-
ers among the three groups who believe that they have learned more than the others. 
Overall, it was concluded that learners in the blended groups were highly satisfied, 
while the ones in the explicit and implicit groups presented a lower level of satisfaction 
with the instructions they have received (Implicit: 3.33 ± 1.00, Blended: 4.17 ± 0.67, 
Explicit: 3.80 ± 0.75, P<0.001).

Table 4. Item analysis of class satisfaction in each group

Scores
F P

Implicit Blended Explicit

Item 1 2.95±1.41 4.18±1.01 3.18±1.17 11.61 <0.001

Item 2 3.48±1.15 4.25±1.03 3.83±1.32 4.37 0.015

Item 3 3.33±1.38 4.33±1.12 3.83±1.08 6.91 0.001

Item 4 3.38±1.03 3.93±1.25 3.93±1.27 2.86 0.061

Item 5 3.50±1.40 4.15±0.92 3.93±1.05 3.36 0.038

Item 6 3.38±1.19 4.20±0.79 4.15±0.70 10.13 <0.001

Mean 3.33±1.00 4.17±0.67 3.80±0.75 10.53 <0.001

5 Discussion

The results of this study expand the research content of English pronunciation 
teaching by clarifying ESL students’ learning efficiency and satisfaction of implicit, 
explicit and blended instructions on foreign language pronunciation, and enrich the 
evaluation research of three pronunciation instructions. The major outcomes of this 
study showed that blended instructions are more efficient than explicit and implicit 
instructions in guiding the English language learners in China, which can improve the 
levels of class satisfaction. The results presented in this research confirm the potential 
of this method for widespread application. The statistical analysis of the performance of 
students’ pronunciation showed that in the post-test and in-test, learners in the blended 
group had significantly better results than the ones in the explicit and implicit groups. 
These results are consistent with the conclusions presented by other scholars who con-
ducted similar studies, as in the research by Vernadakis et al. [26], the blended instruc-
tion was observed to significantly improve the students’ performance compared to the 
traditional instruction, and in the report by Fainman et al. [15], the blended instruction 
performs significantly better than the implicit instruction, and it performs significantly 
better than the explicit instruction in the delayed test. Besides, it has also been found 
that in the blended instruction group, the score performance has improved step by step 
from the pre-test to the post-test. These conclusions highlight the fact that blended 
instructions may represent a new educational paradigm [50], with great potential to 
improve the efficiency of English pronunciation teaching in China.

Whether the English learners welcome the class which they attend is also an import-
ant factor affecting whether the instruction type can be continuous and motivating. In 
the questionnaire, the specific item analysis showed that except for whether students 
have learned more in the class compared with others students which showed no signifi-
cant  difference, in the other five items, English learners in the blended instruction group 
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obtained the highest level of satisfaction comparing to participants in the other groups. 
This may be associated with the overall application of different instruction approaches 
[26]. These findings are aligned with the conclusions of blended instructions used as a 
favorable approach to meet the language and personal needs of Malaysian undergrad-
uate students [51].

Furthermore, the results presented in this study confirm the advantages of explicit 
instructions for students learning English without denying the role of implicit instruc-
tions. Rahman et al. [24] previously stated that students tend to prefer explicit 
instructions, but implicit instructions is still deemed as necessary. Hence, even though 
learners who received implicit instruction did not perform as well as the ones who 
received explicit and blended instruction, the method should also be considered by 
English teachers especially in English pronunciation class.

6 Conclusion

The implications of this study for English pronunciation teaching are as follows. 
Firstly, the advantages of explicit instruction in the whole process can not be fully 
brought into play, because the knowledge in phonetic characteristics of foreign language 
is not as obvious as the knowledge in vocabulary and grammar field. The explicit 
knowledge conveyed by teachers can not effectively help learners perceive phonetic 
characteristics, which hinders students from improving their actual pronunciation; Sec-
ondly, learners’ implicit learning can not effectively help them perceive the phonetic 
features of foreign language, though it is conducive to learners’ in-depth understanding 
of implicit knowledge. Giving that learners may not be able to pay full attention to the 
target phonetic features and systematically establish pronunciation awareness, a single 
frequency effect in implicit acquisition can not fully improve the learning efficiency, 
though its role in foreign language acquisition has been verified to a certain extent. In 
addition, in the process of implicit instruction, synthetic audio as emerging technology 
was used to promote the diversification of pedagogy, stimulate learners' motivation, and 
internalization of knowledge in pronunciation, so as to eliminate ESL teachers' non-na-
tive pronunciation challenges and the limitation and interference of mother tongue to a 
certain extent. Finally, by integrating explicit instruction in generalizing language rules 
and implicit instruction through repetitive practice, students gradually and effectively 
improve their pronunciation perception, pronunciation imitation and semantic cogni-
tion in learning. Furthermore, teachers should focus on collecting learners' emotional 
feedback in learning, and make adjustment in time in accordance with evaluation, so as 
to give full play to the effectiveness and efficiency of teaching.

Giving that it is a tentative study based on foreign language pronunciation teaching, 
the conclusion drawn requires further discussion for its universality and adaptation. For 
example, whether blended instruction is conducive to all foreign language courses or if 
it is conducive to pronunciation learning only; is there an optimal sequence and com-
bined proportion for implicit knowledge and explicit knowledge in blended instruc-
tion; whether the sequence of implicit knowledge and explicit knowledge is universally 
conducive to all language courses. Since the experiments are based on administrative 
classes, the teacher need to continue to teach the course in accordance with the teach-
ing plan after the experiment, therefore, only pre-test, in-term test and post-test were 
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carried out. If conditions permit, the delayed test could be conducted to further explore 
the sustainable effects of blended teaching.

Finally, teachers of today have to adapt to the constant changes brought by emerging 
technologies and it can be challenging to understand the best way to use them. The way 
teachers engage with these possibilities limit the broader uptake of modern solutions and 
this has a direct impact on whether it’s insufficient ongoing professional development 
or the reluctance to accept the need for digital literacy, various challenges might get in 
the way we embrace these modern options. More meaningful than technology itself is 
the application of emerging tech-related solution that can help teachers take actions and 
involve these solutions to create visionary approaches to boost the performance of their 
students. In this study, the researcher applies synthetic audio as an example of emerging 
technology in teaching and learning experiments, makes improvement and optimiza-
tion over the course teaching, and bridge the gap between non-native English teachers 
and native English teachers, further demonstrating teaching and learning enhancement 
in the study. By presenting impressive efficiency and satisfaction, it pushes the study 
into fresh stage and poses implications for individual ESL teachers who are weak in 
pronunciation but ready to making this attempt.
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